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ABSTRACT OF THESIS 

Despite chafing at the impositions of the King's years of 

personal rule, and suffering severely in the debacle of the 

Bishops' Wars which en~ed it, Durham was predominantly loyal 

to the Crown in 1642. The establishment of parliamentary 

ascendancy in 1644 brought new personalities - and new forms 

of government - into the county·: gentlemen of" good quality, 

often with Newcastle commercial connections and headed by the 

grandee Vanes. The pre-war body of radical dissent, centred 

in. the entrepreneurs of the· lower Wear and Durha.m to'wnsmen and 

drawing strength.from Church tenantry, found itself still with 

an essentially subordinate role. · 

Those who had committed themselves to the royal cause in 

general made their peace after the first wa.r: the involvement ,. · 

of former notable cavaliers in the events of 1648 was much 

reduced. Yet few were reconciled to Commonwealth or 

Protectorate, or could be drawn into the -county's affairs· 

once more. A large majority remained aloof and-passively 

hostile to the new regimes. It is a. sm.all nucleus of gentle-· 

men who can be seen to serve the Revolution's cause in Durham' 

throughout all its stages, and Cromwell's governments. are 

served by men of lesser status - ,exemplified by the Lilburne 

family. 



In religion, the county's parishes revealed that amorphous 

and uncertain state of affairs so familiar elsewhere - a 

coming and going of ministers of various opinions, of quiet 

accommodation, of opportunism, of good men ill-used. There 

emerged also a need for meaningful parochial reforms. While 

classical Presbyterian forms were unable to establish them­

selves, the 1650s sa.w sectarian beliefs flourish to enduring 

effect. 

For Durham the Restoration was almost li tera.lly just that, 

with the rapid re-emergence of old personalities and forms -

secular and religious - in the county's affairs, and the easy 

eradication of twenty years of revolution, with the exception 

of non-conformist dissent. 
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PREFACE 

Although a good deal has been written piecemeal about 

the county of Durham during the c·ivil wars and Interregnum, 

there has been no attempt to construct anything like a 

comprehensive and chronological view. This became my own 

intention:· to create a vantage-point to review the fortunes 

of the county in the ebb and flow of tremendous national 

events, to look at attitudes and responses and changing 

patterns in the county throughout a fraught, bewildering 

and taxing twenty years, principally in the sensitive and 

crucial areas of government and religion. 

Although largely unaware of it at the time, my 

intention followed closely in the wake of - and indeed, 

partly coincided with - a number of studies which focussed 

their attention upon this same period and ho~ it reflected 

upon, and affected, various local communities. Particularly 

relevant for me were Alan Everitt's appraisal of Kent, 

Valerie Pearf's assessment of London in the early stages of 

the revolution, Roger Howell's work on Newcastle upon Tyne, 

and David Underdown's study of his native Somerset; which 

last, in terms of arrangement, approach and style, provided 

me with an eminent model. I have been aware that Howell's 

study inevitably impinged upoh my own area of interest, 



yet his brief was essenti~lly_Newcastle, while for my part I 

have consciously confined myself to the county of Durham and 

avoided the improbability of adding anything to Howell's 

exhaustive essay. The significance of Newcastle, however, for 

the whole northern region - commercially, politically and in . 

religion - is amply demonstrated by Howell, and cannot be 

overlooked in any account of the north eastern counties. 

Again, I ha.ve not been drawn into economic considerations in 

Durham during this period chiefly out of deference to J. U. 

Nef's long-establishe~/ and authoritative work on the English 

coal trade, although I hope that, where events dictate, I have 

given adequa.te acknowledgement to the significance of Tyne 

and Wear coals. 

I must afford my thanks to my supervisor, Dr. David 

Loades, whose sanguine nature has frequently recharged me, 

to the unva.rying patience a.nd helpfulness which I have found 

to be so much a hall-mark of librarians and archivists every-

where, and I have been struck, also, by the debt owed to 

those antiquaries, collators, compilators, editors and 

commentators, many of them long-dead, whose own painstaking 

ability and industry in garnering and refining the raw 

material of historical evidence bears in on one how little 

it is of human effort that does not, to some extent, draw 

something from the endeavours of others. Lastly, my wife, 

if not qualifying for thanks, a.t least warrants sympathy. 

Other than this, all aspects of the work a.re my own aQ.d have 

not appeared in any form "tvha tsoever anywhere else. 

Dates I have left in the Old Style but I have followed 



the usual pra~tice of beginning the year on the first of 

January. The vagaries of seventeenth century orthography 

and punctuation I have left as I found them in the source 

used, but I have sta.ndardised or modernised the spelling of 

the names of a few key persons and places. Lastly, the 

county of Durham referred to throughout is, of course, the 

ancient, geographical entity which existed prior to local 

government reorganisation in 1974. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Personalities and tensions 16~8-41 

In April 1638 Anthony Lapthorne, minister of Ovingham 

on the Northumberland bank of the Tyne a few miles above 

Newcastle, appeared before the High Commission at Durham to 

answer several misdemeanours arising from his activities in 

the region since 1636. It was in that year that he had 

arrived in the north, provided with his living by bishop 

Morton after he had lost the rectory of Tretire in Hereford-

shire two years previously for omitting large parts of the 

service, reviling his parishioners and describing neigh­

bouring clerics as "the Great Rabbis, the Great Clergy­

monsters, Idol Shepherds, Dumb-dogs and Soul-Murtherers, 

and that their sermons vJere strawberry sermons and dawbing 
(l) 

sermons••. A vigorous and pugnacious man who expressed 

his views 11 in a verie furious and earnest manner", ( 2 ) his 

theology was uncompromisingly stern and harsh; he assailed 

prayer and alms as a means to salvation, and ~he idolatry 

of kneeling, and railed against the lack of sabbatarian 

observance. In the north he was soon applying his worst 

epithets to insufficient clergy, especially non-preachers, 

1 CSPD 1634-5, p.263· 
2 DHC • , p. 192 
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demanding: 'Away with theis dumbe dogge~ and blind guides; 

they, being blind, lead the blind, and so both shall fall 

into the di tc·h of hell.' ( 3) La.pthorne' s own itinerant 

preaching activities took him into west Northumberland a.nd 

lower Teesdale; in the latter place he preached in the 

chapel at Barnard Castle, probably under the patronage of 

the puritan group centred about lVIatthew Stodd~rt and 1r.1hich 

included the younger Henry Vane.< 4 ) It was in the wilder, 

upland areas of north west Durham that Lapthorne's efforts 

sparked the most notable response, however. His preaching 

a.t Muggleswick and Edmundbyers attracted large congregations 

who travelled from surrounding parishes to hear him, and 

crowds on one occasion were so large that they were unable 

to realise their wish.(5) The extent of Lapthorne's cata­

lytical effect upon Derwentdale's burgeoning puritan spirit 

is not clear, b~t his activities there reveal it as ohe of the 

two areas in Durha.m where the currents of religious discontent 

unmistakably broke the surface. He vJas finally forbidden to 

h . b 1639 . th t th K" I • 1 1" . (6-) preac 1n Decem er w1 ou . e 1ng s spec1a. 1cence, 

and in the Ma.rch following the Durham prebenda.ry Elea.za.r 

Duncan wrote to a confidant: 11 I have seQt away.Vincent and 

Lapthorne, two very factious Lecturers, though I have much 

adoe to effect it".'C7) It does not seem t~at the pair were 

effe~tively stifl-ed however, (8 ) and there were other, 

mendicant, preachers. 

3 Ibid, p.l91 
4 Memoirs of Ambrose Barnes, PP'-31-2 

Stoddart spoke in Lapthorne's defence in the High 
Commission 

5 DHC., p.l91 
6 CSPD., 1639-40, p.l74 

.A SP. 447, 84, VI 
see below, p.l'7 
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Early in 1640 Thomas Triplet, the rector of Whitburn, 

in a. letter to archbishop Laud, complained bitterly of one 

Bankes of .A.lnwick, whose activities in Durham a.nd 

Northumberland had made him notorious by tha.t time. In 

Februa.ry Bankes appeared in the second, and even more 

significant stretch of puritan troubled water in the county 

when he preached from the pulpit at Honkwea.rmouth church. 

11 To him amayn 11 , reported Triplet, 11 ca.me the Sunderland 

puritans like ratts over the water'', and of Bankes, ended 

by saying: 11 if I catch him in these pt.s again, with his 

seditious, begging, running, canti.ng, preachm' ts, I 1·11 

ha.ve him. la,yd by the heeles for a. vagra.nt. 11 ( 9) It had been 

the ardent Laudian Triplet's lot to observe from nearby 

Whitburn the s~eady gro";th of the puritan outlook in 

Monktvearmou th a.nd Bishopwearmou th parishes. Her.e puritanism 

sprang from different soil under a different climate to that 

of Derwentdale, although the two were associated and at this 

time largely indistinguishable. Bishopwearmouth parish, 

which contained the town of Sunderland, had lain under 

Arminian influences since the 1620s; its rector Francis 

Bungoyne wa.s one of those especially assailed by Peter. 

Smart for his innovations,(lO) and his successors John 

Johnson and Christian Sherwood were sound prela.tists, 

Sherwood being immedia.tely dispossessed by the parliament-· 

arians in 1644. Across the Wear on the north bank of the 

9 SP. 447, 27 
10 DHC., p.205 
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river mouth, Richard Hickes, the vicar of Monkwearmouth 

since 1632, played a more equivocal role. A relative by 

marriage to the puritan Sunderland magnate George Lilburne, 

it was to his pulpit that puritan preachers like Bankes 

gained access a.t the behest of the secula.r puritan interests 

in Sunderland which were inextricably mixed with political 

and commercial resentments, and bound up with the town's 

significant growth from the turn of the century. This 

grovrth, commercial and industrial a.nd stemming largely 

from the first serious exploitation of Wear coal, was 

untrammelled by ruedievalisms which still hindered towns 

of older standing, and was uninhibited by the exclusive, 

monopolistic oligarchies which were so apparent in 

Newcastle. The outlook of Wearmen like George Lilburne a.nd 

George Grey in seeking unhindered scope to exploit their 

opportunities caused them to question and resist - ~lmost as 

a matter of course - all those entities, secular, clerical or 

royal, which seemed to prevent their doing so - and in turn 

drevT down· upon them the suspicions and resentments of those 

they opposed. Their religious stance, quite apart from the 

sincerity of their belief, was part and parcel of their 

desire to denigrate local restrictive custom which was 

essentially ep~s~opal, and centralised innovation which was 

essentially regal, and which drew rein on their own indi­

divualism. Sunderl~nd, bolstered by the charter of 
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incorporation granted by bishop Morton in 1634, exemplified 

a dilemma which the Crown faced in a. variety of pla.ces across 

the country, a. dilemma succinctly stated by Triplet when he 

noted the dual incipience of profit and danger for the 

Crown in thriving urban growths like Suriderland and added: 

11where a.re all these pestilent nests of Puritans ha.tched, 

but in corporations, where they swarm and breed like hornets 

in (a. dead) horse's head ... (ll) 

The nucleus of Sunderland's puritanism was George 

Lilburne, 11 that rules both the religion and wealth of the 

town. 11 (l2 ) He left the f.amily's modest property at 

Thickley Puncha.rden near Bishop Auckland ( l3) to try his 

·fortunes in Sunderland about the turn of the century, and 

his ascendant prosperity coincided with that of the town 

itself. In the 1630s he was one of the first mayors of the 
a.,c..~ 

new borough and a Durham justice, a.nd·alt~ough he accorded 

without apparent demur to the first ship money writs, in 

1635 he organised the resista.nce of Sunderland, Durha.m and 

other places in the county against the attempt to have them 

assessed as part of the town of Newca.stle.< 14) He prevari­

ca.ted over the payment of later writs and his verbal 

opposition to Arminia.n emcroa.chments and criticism of a 

Laudian cleric like Isaac Basire brought him before the 

Durham ,High Commission co~rt. ( l5) Ma.ny local gentry 

families - Lambtons, Hiltons and Bellasises - shared close 

11 CSPD 1639-40, p.516 
12 Ibid. 
13 Fordyce, Hist. of Durham vol. 1, p.4oo 

·14 CSPD (Additional) 1625-49, p.52l 
15 RCDN. p.276 
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business associations with Lilburne, although not his 

radicalism. His supporters in Sunderland wer~ more modest 

townsmen; in particular, Triplet noted John Husband, who 

had absorbed his puritanism on the continent, and had great 

religious influence in the town, so much so that Triplet 

compa.re"d him to Robert Jenison, the Laudians 1 b~te noire 

in Newcastle, declaring that if he were not soon checked 

11 ••• Sunderland is Huspandized a.s Newcastle Jenisonizd. 11 ( 
16 ) 

There was a difference in spirit between the puritanism of 

Derwentdale a.nd Sunderland, the former more 1 pure 1 
, 

subjective and emotional in essence, generated among the 

lowly. upland fa.rmers and responsive to a character like 

Lapthorne, the latter no less genuine yet more sophisticated 

and deliberate 1,vi thin the complex economic and political 

context of a growing urban ~entre and those figures who 

-- I pursued wea.lth and status in county society from within it, 

and whose radicalism in religion and politics was in ·one way 

a mode of countering the resistance they sometimes met. The 

years of revolution \..rere to show these two centres clearly 

diverging, the Derwentdale spirit turning to a variety of 

sectarian expression, while Sunderland remained largely 

Presbyterian and more pragmatic. 

Elsewhere in the county the currents of religious 

feeling were not so apparent. The north generally ha.d long 

been regarded as conservative in its religious attitudes; 

16 SP. 447, 27 
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in 1569 it had been observed: "There be not in all this 

countrey ten gentilmen that do favour and allowe of' her 
. . . ( 17) 

majestie's proceedings in.the cause of rel1g1on••. Yet 

despite the religious ramificatioris of the Great Rising 

Durham by the mid seventeenth century remained conservative 

largely in the sense of unassuming Erastianism and quiet 

recusancy. Within the cathedral conflict was more real -

especially with the accession of bishop Richard Neile in 

1617, who introduced a powerful group of Arminian clergy 

in men like Eleazar Duncan, Augustine Lindsell a.nd the 

redoubtable John Cosin~ Neile's changes met resistJnce 

from within the chapter- from Robert Hutton in 1620( whose 

church family had strong puritan antecedents, and in the 

celebrated case of Peter Smart in 1628. For Smart, "the 

setting up of altars and images, wi-th a. multitude of 

superstitious ceremonies,_ changing of services, and corrup­

tions of sacraments; since beginning in Durham, have since 

that time spread themselves over all the cathedrall, 

collegiate churches, and colledges in this realme. 11 (l8 ) Even 

so, a significant lay involvement ·and concern in this 

ecclesiastic~l furore was not apparent. The advent of 

Thomas Morton as bishop in 1632 brought a broader, more 

moderate figure to the helm and a less heightened state of 

affairs, yet despite the changes wrought by Morton and by 

advancement for Neile and numbers of his supporters ·- and 

17 Sir Ralph Sadler.Sharpe, Memorials of ths Rebellion, p.X 
18 Preface to Smart's Short Treatise on Altars, etc. 

DHC., p.201 
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the dea.th of some others - a strong Arminian ·nucleus 

endured at the centre of the diocesan structure. In 1634, 

visitors to the cathedral noted "a font not to be paralel'd 

in or Land," and other elaborate furniture built at the 

dean, Dr. Richard Hunt's, charge - including a.n organ which 

cost £1000. (l9 ) In 1638 Hunt was succeeded by the Laudian 

courtier Dr. Walter Balcanquall and this active Arminian 

body - which included Eleazar Duncan, Gabriel Clarke, 

Thomas Triplet and Isaac Basir.e - within the Durham church 

ensured that there was friction, confrontation and polar­

izati.qn between themselves a.nd the growing puritan-radical 

sentiments in the county as the decade drew to its 

disastrous clo~e. 

At parish level the 1630s revealed a good ~eal of anti­

clericalism - with violence frequently being offered - in 

disputes between parsons and their flocks; but the causes 

of such confrontations were the mundane ones of tithes, 

rents and parochial rights and not doctrinal issues.C 20) 

A pro~ortion of the parish clergy left something to be 

desired. Bishop Morton was moved to point out that there 

were not sufficient preaching ministers in the diocese to 

provide sermons in market towns let alone rura~ parishes,C 2l) 

and the success of men like Lapthorne, Bankes and John 

Vincent drew out the significance of this. Clerics revealed 

other failings too. In 1633 at St. Helens Auckland, the 

19 

20 

21 

Showing how three Norwich Soldiers visited the North 
(tract) A~g. 1634. RR. (misc.) 
Other than stated, information for this paragraph is 
drawn from D.H.C. 
CSPD 1636-7, p.410 
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parson was selling almanacs from his communion table and 

ncasting of figures, pretending thereby he could tell of 

goods stolne, for diverse years." Two years later the pa.rson 

of St. Andrews Auckland, Thomas Stocke, was summoned before 

the High Commission for "divers misdemenours" but refused 

the oath to answer the articles until he had been imprisoned 

six months. In the same year, 1635, John Easterby the vicar 

of Seaham, was very dubiously involved in a case concerning 

the extortion of money from a parishioner of his in return 

for the suppression of informations concerning the man's 

use of blasphe~ous words. There was a good deal of catholic 

activity at the level of everyday life. A substantial 

proportion of the Durham High Commission's business wa.s 

concerned with recusant offences of private baptism and 

clandestine marriage and burial - as well as the more serious 

charges of unlicensed teaching and the conveying· of priests. 

An interesting intimation of the consequence afforded to the 

catholic presence in a parish was provided by Nathaniel Ward, 

vicar of Staindrop, in December 1638. He was anxious to 

drum up succour for a parishioner, a former catholic, and 

his young protestant family, who had lost their cottage in 

a fire. It was Ward's concern that, 11 he will not stand in 

need of assistance from the Papists, nor ever have reason 

to regret tha.t he has bid adieu to Egypt. 11 (
22 ) John Salvin, 

gentleman, vehemently denounced the activities of Durham's 

22 Darnell, Correspondence of Isaac Basine, pp.27-30 
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roman catholic gentry in a petition to the Long Parliament 

in late 1641 or early 1 42, when he spoke of the position 

and influence they ·commanded in the county. (23) ·His uncle, 

George Collingwood, subsequently a notable cavalier; he 

declared to be an agent of the Benedictines and his house 

at Dalden a headquarters for priests togeth~r with places 

at Hebburn, Walworth, Thornley and Harbourhouse among others 

which were 11receptacles of Priests and Iesuits, Nurseries 

of Popery ••• " ( 24) Sa 1 vin • s outcry, however, "~:la.s part and 

parcel of the highly charged religious atmosphere of 1641-2, 

and whatever their effect at Westminster may have been, so 

far as the county was concerned there was little new in his 

revelations. The places he named, and the families they 

represented - Salvins, Collingwoods, Trollopes, Blakistons, 

Hodgsons and Forcers among others - had long been identified 

as integral to local recusancy. 

Durham society, in the century and a half before the 

civil wars, has been seen as one undergoing a steady and 

significant transforma.tion.<25) Noiable in t~e process was 

the Northern Rising of 1569, ending as it did the power of 

the great magnates of the region - the earls of Westmorland 

a.nd the Neville family, and recharging, in the interests of 

the crown as its agent, the powers of the bishop as Count 

Palatine. Despite the decline of the real powers formerly 

associated with the palatinate's government, and that its 

23 The Humble Petition of John Salvin, gent, to the Commons 
etc .... c.l642, RR, I (hist.) 'Salvin's troubles lay in 
the fact that he was a protestant in a staunchly catholic 
family 
Ibid. 
The most recent a.nd comprehensive survey of Durham in the 
century and a half before the Civil Wars is M. James, 
Familv, Lineage and Civil Society: ·a study of Society, 
Politics and Mentality i-n the Durham Region 1500-1640 
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courts were 11 a purely formal survival" subjected, like the 

rest of the nation, to the authority of the King's Bench 

and Parlia.ment,C26) the bishop's old authority reached a. new 

zenith under bishop Neile, a courtier and a high-handed 

representative of the Crown's inter~sts in Durham. \ollhatever 

Durham's lay society may have felt about the growth of 

Arminian practices a.nd the furores these caused within 

cathedral and chapter, it looked askance at Neile's 

arrogation to himself of the office of Lord Lieutenant, a.t 

the significant increase of clerics in the commission of 

the peace, at his clear identification with central govern­

ment and at his·firm retention of palatinate privilege in 

his resistance to the county's demand for representatives 

in the nation's Pa.rliament. ( 27) Yet around th!3 position of 

bishop and ·his command of the offices of local government -

administrative, legal, fiscal and military, as well as 
' . 

religious - there remained unaltered a pattern of the 

county's older fa.milies who continued to fill such posts -

Conyers, Hilton and Bowes the shrieval office, Calverleys, 

Heaths, Bellasises and Swinburnes in offices of the palatine 

courts. Such names were also well represented among the 

county's deputy lieutenants and justices. Around this 

association of county government was a changing soci~l 

frarnevJork, an important aspect of which 1.vere those 'new' 

families whose sec~lar prosperity had been founded out of 

·26 Keir, Constitutional History, p.32 
27 James, Family, Lineage, pp. 117-121, 156-7 
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·clerical offices in the later 16th or early 17 centuries 

- the progeny of bishop James and dean ~vhi ttingham, and 

prebendaries like Bla.kiston and Hutton. In some - Hu ttons, 

Whittinghams and Bunnys - the strong strain of puritanism 

imbued by their founders endured, but by the mid 17th 

century many such families had inter-woven themselves with 

the older social fabric by marriage, and in economic 

opportunities. The 16th century expansion of the Tyne's 

coal trade, and a. matching, if more modest, one on the Wear 

from the turn of the century, brought into prominence families 

like the Tempests, Coles, Riddells a.nd Liddells a.t Newcastle, 

and ga.ve a new significance to older families like the 

Lambtons, Lumleys, and Hiltons on the Wear as· well as to 
I 

newcomers like the Lilburnes and Greys. In peneral, 

Newcastle's hostmen families found their way into Durham's 

gentry society by marriage and the acquisition of estates 

and became a.n important element in its goverrup.ent - during 

the years of revolution and beyond. 

The departure of bishop Neile from the See of Durham 

in 1629 coincided with the beginning of Charles I's years 

of personal rule. Although, after bishop Howson's short 

occupation, Thomas Morton appeared in 1634 with his more 

moderate and attractive outlook in both religious and 

secular matt~rs; the 1630s proved to be years of increasing 

tensions in the county. Morton enjoyed the intimacy neither 
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of the crown nor of archbishop Laud - nor yet the undivided 

loyalty of the large residue of Arminians in the chapter 

and among the parish clergy. In 1635, Morton's successful 

defence of his palatine rights in resisting the Crown's 

attempt to ma.ke both himself and his high sheriff a.nswera.ble 

in the Exchequer and the courts a.t Westminster< 28 ) coincided 

with the resistance being offered by the region's coal-

owners - Newcastle hostmen and those with interests in the 

trade of the lower Wear - to the Crown's. attempt to extract 

substantial personal revenue from the nor"th east coal trade. 

The scheme of John and Philip Battalion, first mooted in 

1628 and revived in 1636, suggested a.s much as £60,000 in 

revenue for the crown by assuming ownership of the bishop-

ricf' s coa.lmines ·and working them a.s a government enterprise. ( 29) 

The scheme was abortive, as was the royal attempt to levy 

the shilling tax on coastv1ise shipments of Blyth and 

Sunderland coal - a. move first essayed by James I.(30) 

Although. there was no precedent for it, the demand for ship 

money in Durham and Northumberland in the years 1634-6 was 

realised chiefly out of collieries,(3l) a.nd from 1636 onwards 

there were growing arrears of ship money assessments and some 

colliery owners refused to pay.<32 ) The unhappiness and 

resistance brough·t about by the fisca.l exactions of the 

Kin~'s ~ondiliar government was by no means confined to the 
\ 

puritan radicals of Sunderland, and townsmen in Durham City 

28 Hutchinson, Durham, I, p.500 
29 Nef, Coal Trade, II, pp. 273-77 
30 Ibid, PP~ 277-8 
31 Ibid, p.278 
32 CSPD 1640, p~l33 
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or Darlington. There was unrest at other levels also. For 

puritan activists like Lilburn.e and Anthony Smith there wa.s 

a fertile field of dissatisfaction to cultivate among the 

county's· ecclesiastical tenantry, in the century old 

disputation over dean and chapter rights and leases, and 

in the 17th century's increase in the enclosure of episcopal 

and capitular common lands. 

Yet whatever the variety of feelings stirred up in the 

county in the ten or t~enty years before 1640 there was no 

breakdown in the supply or conscientiousness of that 

hierarchy of unpaid officials from deputy lieutenants; 

sheriff and justices dmvn to petty constables and church­

wardens, without whom the overweening central government of 

Charles I was helpless.<33) As the national tensibns of the 

1630s heightened and more and more of the county's resent-

ments broke the surfa.ce, Durham's justices and deputy 

lieutenants turned to quell - as best they could - the 

tenantry agitations and the waywardness of the Nuggleswick 

puritans.<34 ) The acid test about to be adminiatered to the 

county in the events of 1639 and the ensuing years Wa.~ to 

reveal that its dislike of the centrism of coniiliar rule, 

. ' exemplified by fiscal exactions and Arminian prominence, 

the denial of the county's claim to par~liamentary rep­

resentation and the attempts by the crown to secure control 

and revenue out of the region's wealth in coal, still left 

33 Aylmer, The King's Servants~ p.7 
34 see below, pp.22,29 
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a concensus of Durham gentry, however changed and yet 

ch~nging in character, whatever its new preoccupations 

and outlook, essentially conservative. If sluggish and half­

hearted in their response to the King's needs in the Scottish 

crisis, most gentlemen were'to turn to the King's side, 

albeit with a \vide range of enthusiasms, in the greater 

crisis which followed. Durham mirrored the nation's resent-

ment and exasperation after eleven years of the King's 

personal rule but proved that it still retained its consti­

tutional propriety unimpaired at the end of it. George 

Lilburne, who more than anyone was to personify the moving 

revolutionary spirit within the county, could never, in the 

twenty years which followed, claim to represent the f~elings 

of the county's majority. 

The King's resolve to bring about a military confronta-

tion with his Scottish subjects inevitably placed upon the 

counties of Durham and Northumberland the unenviable role 

of armed camp and potential battleground. Few Englishmen/ 
I 

rallied cheerfully to the King to effect the service in 

hand and fewer still had a taste to venture into Scotland 

to achieve it. (35) \vhen, on 29 April, 1639, the King set 

out for Newca.stle from York with an a.rmy ~ome 14,000 strong, 

35 English Constitutional Conflicts of the 17th Century, 
J. R. Tanner, 1928, p.87 
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he broke his journey for at least a week at Durham, where he 

was entertained by bishop·Morton while levies of horse and 

foot were raised in the bishoprick and marched northwa.rds. ( 36 ) 

A thousand men of the Durham trained bands were already in 

the King's service; nine companies, together with another 

four from Northumberland, had been procured to effect a 

defence of Berwick. Their demeanour and quality epitomised 

that generally of .the forces at the royal comma.nd. From the 

town on 15 April the Earl of Essex wrote to secretary 

Windeba.nke that the Durha.m men, being required to march out 

of their county and whose payment and mai'ntenance thus 

became the King's responsibility, had demanded a month's pay 

in advance. Despite a. lack of money Essex had effected their 

march to Berwick where he promised a. stout defence, 11 although 11 , 

he ended gloomily, 11 a.ll our men a.nd officers knoll! not what 

discipline means•r.<37) The garrison was not tested however, 

for chronic lack of money forced the King into the Treaty of 

Berl!Tick ori 18 June, and his· army dispersed happily while the 

Scots set about the establishment of a ne\v Parlia.me'nt and 

Church Assembly to which the King ha.d agreed. Among the 

Durham milit~a at least one senior officer, Sir William 

La.mbton, talked of resigning his colonelcy.<38) 

37 
38 

The first 'Bishops' War' left the north in a state of 

Rushw. III, pp. 885, 921. The King 
secure his rights to border service 
in the northern counties. He asked 
whether anything was altered by the 
and Scotland in King James' perso·n. 
CSPD 1639-~0, pp.~7, 223 
CSPD 1639, p.~O 
Ibid, p.~26 

was attempting to 
from his tenants 
his chief justices 
union of England 

The judges said no. 
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simmering unrest. Nev1ca.stle was a.n important centre of. it; 

the puritan clerics Jenison and Lapthorne were still a 

prDblem for the ecclesiastical authorities there,C39) while 

a.n observer 1..rrote from the town that covenanters came a.nd 

went a.t pleasure, a.nd the city of Durham was no better. 

There they were so audacious that a. health was drunk to the 

covenant in a public tavern.C 40) In August a. too-outspoken 

Scotsman, James Bowey, was arrested there and imprisoned in 

the gaol for his covenant-inspired remarks about King 

Charles and his father.C 4l) Other more general, and more 

important, tensions began to reveal themselves. Still 

endeavouring to secure arrears of £430 ship money on the 

writ of 1637, the county's high sheriff, Sir William 

Bellasis, was being pressed, early_in 1640, by the King's 

council to render up his account of the £2000 laid upon the 

county by the writ of 1639. He replied _that he had secured 

£160 of the arrears due, but although promised more, 11 how 

the rest will come God knows 11 • He spoke of gentlemen and 

freeholders alike. complaining that they were rated higher 

than other counties and using the ship money issue as a base 

of their demand for parliamentary representation in the 

county. Bellasis confessed himself uncertain whether to 

coerce or cajole non-payers. in the present mood. Many 

collieries in the county had refused to pay, but Bellasis 

pointed out that his afforts to enlist the aid of the mayor 

39 Ibid, pp.27, 35, 46, 498 
40 Ibid, p.l45. Edw. Norgate to Robt. Reade 
41 Ibid, pp.462-3 
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of Newcastle in preventing shipment of non-payer~' coals 

from the Tyne had been thwarted by the House of Lords -

such coals, of course, represented royal income in the form 

of an impost. Such quantities of co~ls as Bellasis had 

distrained upon he could find no one to purchase. A 

reluctance to pay, and the difficulties of collection were 

exacerba.ted, Bellasis pointed out, by the fact· that many of 

those assessed had already been called twice out of the 

county with the trained bands. Nevertheless, on 9 March 

Bellasis paid over to the treasurers of the navy £1,200 

against the writ of 1639, and had increa.sed this to £1,560 

by June, a sum which went to maintain the royal garrison 

in Berwick.< 42 ) The resistance to ship money was strong 

in Durha~ city: £100 of the £430 arrears of 1637 lay upon 

the town, but it was dn Sunderland that the most overt 

examples of defiance and prevarication were manifested. 

The rebellious mood of the town was personified by 

George Lilburne. On 25 June 1640 the Laudian rector of 

Whi tburn, Thoma.s Triplet, '..rrote to the archbishop of the 

urgent need to restrain Lilburne, and George Grey of Southwick, 

before they "make the men here learn sou~hern disobedience, 

whereas for the present his Majesty has not had more loyal 

subjects in a.ny part of his dominions tha.n .Qereabouts". 

According to Triplet, Lilburne had refused the last ship 

money writ, had had his.goods distrained, but had then sent 

42 CSPD 1640, pp.l33, 368, 459 
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his servant to rescue them illegally from the constable, 

upon which the sheriff had certified against both master and 

man. "Lilburne sure is a Covena.nter", ended Triplet, "if 

we could discover him; he is now denying coat and conduct 

money, and persuading others to it ••• I look to see him 
(43) 

trapped shortly and made a.n example .to others here". 

Triplet himself was already endeavouring to do this in 

another issue involving Lilburne and a servant of his, 

George Stevenson, which was triggered by, and reflected, 

the rising tensions and excitements of the Scottish crisis. 

Ea.rly in Ja.nuary 1640 Stevenson, in conversation lATi th a 

soldier joining the King's garrison in Berwick, scorned the 

calling of a soldier, and called in question the rightness 

of the King's case in invoking arms against the cov_enanters, 

inveig~i~g against episcopacy in the process. This, at 

least, was the basis of the charge Triplet levelled against 

Stevenson and his master Lilburne on the strength of a state­

ment Triplet wai able to secure f~om the soldier. The 

Laudian rector's efforts to press home the allegation, 

however, reveal the bold defiance and obstruction of the 

Sunderland men, inspired by the Scottish situation. In early 

February he attempted to swear out his information on oath 

before a local justice, Richard Cottrell the mayor of 

Sunderland, who acted evasively on the Lilburnites' behalf. 

On the excuse that there was plague in Whitburn he demurred 

43 Ibid, pp.346-7 
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about taking Triplet's oath lest he carry infection to the 

sessions at Durham, and would only accept an unsworn state­

ment - an action probably more dangerous, as was pointed out 

to him. Triplet's allegation, unsworn and limp~ was shown 

privately to bishop Morton after the sessions, when it was 

talked down by 11 an ambuscade of Lilburne'~ friends 11 .< 44 ) 

Lilburne and Stevenson, who were both in Northumberland 

attempting to get the soldier to alter his story, were 

informed of Triplet's move in a letter sent by_Cottrell. 

Triplet's efforts bore some fruit, although not as a 

result of his representations to the county's judicature 

but rather through his connections with Laud, when in early 

Harch a royal pursuivant arrested Lilburne, Stevenson and 

Cottrell to answer charges involving - in Stevenson's case 

- high treason in London. By this time the matter had also 

found its way into the High Commission at Durham and 

Lilburne was already in bond to appear there. He succeeded 

in securing ten days' respite from the King's officer, 

freed his bond by appearing before the High Commission then 

refused to renew it, asserting that he was a prisoner of the 

King and indifferent as to whether h~ was imprison~d in 

Durham or London, and thus brazenly manipulated the overlapping 

crovm and ecclesiastical powers; his removal to the ca.pi tal 

by the pursuivant was followed by· an a.ggrieved request from 

bishop Morton to secretary Windbanke that Lilburne enter 

44 CSPD 1639-40, p.517 
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bond with the High Commission once more.C~5) Later in the 

month, at their hearing before the King's council with the 

King himself present, (~6 ) Lilburne, Stevenson and Cottrell 

all gave confident and plausible answers to the allegations 

against them while the soldier's signed deposition, to 

which he now adhered closely, did no more than claim that 

Stevenson had merely derided the calling of a soldier. on 

the grounds of the moral temptations it presented. By 18 

April Triplet was writing bitterly to archbishop Laud that 

they "are come off with a great deal of credit" while he 

had suffered the odium of the bishop and the county's gentry 

as a result.(~?) Nothing further was heard of the matter, 

but it had highlighted several things. One was Lilburne's 

personal power in Sunderland and thereabout~ and the bold­

ness of himself and his protege's in the prevailing 

heightened atmosphere. Also revealed was the unhappiness of 

that group of Laudian clergy in the county, of whom Triplet 

was represent_a.tive, over the adequacy of bishop Morton's 

response to radical threats - religious or secular -

appearing there. They were prepared to go over his head. 

in direct approaches to archbishop Laud or the court and in 

October- 1639 Morton himself ~omplained of such nsinister 

workings" aga.inst him in the county in a letter to Laud. (
48

) 

Noteworthy too was the identification of a majority of 

gentlemen with Lilburne a.nd not Triplet i.n their view of 

45 Ibid 
46 Ibid, pp.546-7 
~7 Ibid, pp.427, 566-7 
48 M & s. 42, f.l43; see also CSPD 1639-~0, p.l74, 

bishop Morton to secret~ry Windbanke 
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the~fair. Triplet expressed his surprise that Sir William 

Bellasis, as high sheriff of the county, should seek to 

vindicate Lilburne's man Stevenson but immediately explained 

Bellasis' attitude by noting that Bellasis had close 

associations in shipping and collieries with both Lilburne 

and George Grey. (49) A lack of sympathy for Arminia.n forms 

and attitudes, some traditional anti-clericalism and 

practical consider~tions like varied commercial involvements 

were all implicit here. 

t-lhen, on 3 November 1640, the Long Parliament met it 

afforded the S~nderland agitators a further opportunity for 

activity, and a petition of George Lilburne's was one of the 

many which inundated the Parliament. from all over the country 

reciting religious grievances. Lilburne's influence, further 

heightened by his successful appearance before the royal 

council and the Scottish occupation under which the county 

riow lay, was bent towards the interest of the Derwentdale 

puritans and highlighted their $truggles with the ecclesiastical 

establishment over the previous few ~ears.<50) Through 

Lilburne, the Nuggleswick men appealed for a prea.ching 

minister, claiming that neither they, nor the ten or twelve 

adjoining parishes, could remember one such within living 

memory. Their own incumbent had died at Hartinma.s 1640 and 

the Scots had obligingly provided a minister for a time, 

49 
50 

CSPD 1639-40, pp.426-7 
A Most Lamentable Information of cart of the Grievances . 
of Mugleswick TT, 669 f4 (69) 
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but the eventual episcopal nominee, John Dury, was no 

preacher a.nd upon their complaint to Willia.m James the rector 

of Ryton and sole remaining prebenda.ry, the Muggleswick men 

were told 11 in plaine tearmes, that he could reade the Prayer 

booke, and an homily, it was nothing to us what kind of man 

11(51) ... Dury, hm~Jever, withdrew in face of the he was 

opposition he met, and the Muggleswick .men found a minister 

of their own until the prebendaries thrust upon them 11 one 
(52) . 

of the most deboist amongst the sonnes of men 11 , R1chard 

Bradley, who was made of sterner stuff than his predecessor. 

Bradley entered into a war of attrition with his flock, 

changing the lock on the church door, forcing his parishioners 

and their adopted minister to hold their service outside, 

and interrupting it with bell-ringing and readings. Bradley's 

vigoro~s activity suggests that he was forcing a confrontation 

upon the Muggleswick men by design; he indicted sixty-seven 

of his parishioners at the sessions for non-attendance at 

communion, a.nd they were subsequently subjected to a .minor 

dragonnade by bailiffs, while justices ignored their appeals 

against unduly harsh treatment. This was the ba.sis of 

Lilburne's petition to the Long Parliament upon their behalf. 

Bradley's case was considered in December 1641,< 53 ) and in 

tl?-e February following Huggleswick became one of·those 

livings to which Parliament appointed a. lecturer under the 

system established in September 1641 and at the expense of 

51 Ibid. 
52 Ibid 
53 LJ IV, p.449 
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the pa.rish. <54 ) Derwentdale had another example to afford 

of its intense religious fervour at this time. In November 

1641 the astonishing and earnest account, attested to by six 

signatures and affirmed by others, of a satanic possession, 

and eventual recovery, of an Edmund byers woman wa.s printed 

and circulated with the adjuration that it whould not be 

seen as "··· a fained fable unto thee but assure thy selfe 

that all sue~ things are sent as warnings for our wicked­

nesse ..... <55) 

At the same time that it appointed a lecturer to 

Muggleswick Parliament made another appointment to Bishop 

Wearmouth, the Sunderland parish, another instance of the 

town's religious agitations. Another petition of George 

Lilburne against Dr. Isaac Basire and other offending 

Arminia.ns, wa.s heard by the Commons on 3 February 1641, and 

witnesses were brought up to London from the north·at 

Lilburne's cost to testify before the Grand Committee for 

Religion.<56 l Another long-standing Durham cleric, the 

pluralist John Lively, was also the subject of parliamentary 

attention in April 1641, although who raised the complaint 

. t h" d h t . t . t 1 ( 57 ) R b aga1ns 1m an w a 1 was 1s no c ear. ever era-

tions of an 6lder relgious clash in the county were also 

felt when the Short Parliament used some of its brief, 

54 Shaw, English Church, II, pp.300-6. Bradley remained 
as the episcopal incumbent until his resignation in 
the Restoration reorganisation of 1661-2 

55 Fearful ~nd Strange Newes from the Bishoprick of Durham 
15 Nov. 1641. RR III (hist.) 

56 CJ.II, p.77 
57 LJ.IV, pp.207, 249 
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three weeks' existence to set up a committee to investigate 

the petition of complaint - amongst others - of Peter Smart 

against the higher Durham clergy, and Dr. John Cosin in 

particular. Smart had been deprived of his benefice and 

prebend after his celebrated sermon in the cathdral in July 

1628,(58 ) in which he had inveighed against the tide of 

superstitions and popish innovation he believed he saw 

inundating the Durham church since th~ death of bishop 

James and the advent of bishop Neile and John Cosin. His 

action h~d caused him to be degraded from all ecclesiastical 

orders in addition to suffering imprisonment, and he had 

continued to contest unsuccessfully throughout the 1630s 

the lega.li ty of his depriva.tions and to claim his prebendal 

and other preferments. In 1638, in the gathering Scottish 

crisis, it was alleged against him that he had been 

preaching against episcopal government in Glasgow and 

Northumberland and had been subjected to imprisonment and 

house arrest once more.<59) The King's necessary recourse 

to a Parliament meant a sudden reversal in the fortunes of 

Smart and others like him; the determination of the 

Parliaments of 1640 to effect some redress in religious 

abuses made puritan sufferers like Smart useful instruments 

with which to assault episcopacy in the form of personalities 

like Laud and Cosin and an institution like the Court of 

High Commission. On 23 January 1641 the Commons resolved 

58 DHC, p.l97. His text: 11 I have hated them that hold 
of superstitious va.ni ties 11 ( psa.lm 31) 

59 Ibid pp.204-ll; CSPD 1640-1, pp.287-9 
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that the High Commission courts at Durham and York had acted 

illegally against Smart and ordered Cosin and others to pay 

him damages, and on 4 March an impeachment against Cosin and 

others was read in the Commons and carried up to the Lords 

on the 16th.(60) The eighteen articles - essentially Smart's 

indictment - were a comprehensive recital of the-puritan 

standpoint with allegations about candles, altar tables, 

adornments, excessive music, and popish sermons, expressions 

and gestures, together with the d~liberate suppression of 

prea.ching and the c6nsequen~ ign~ra.nce of the people of 
(61) 

Durham. The allegations, while vehement, were also 

~xtreme and exaggerated - a catholic glazier who had 

repaired the cathedral glass was cited a.s a popish influence 

- and Cosin was able to make cogent and reasonable answers 

to them, even showing that Smart himself had contributed to 

some of the cathedra 1 a 1 t erations to 1r.rhich he took exc ep­

tion.<62) At the eqd of May, after a five day hearing, the 

Lords dismissed Cosin on baj_l and he wa_s not summoned again. 

Cosin felt vindicated, and claimed that many of the 

lords had sympathised with him. Certainly, Sma.rt appears to 

have been 11 an inaccura.te, if not a consciously mendaqious, 

reporter of things 1.vhich had passed before his eyes ,-< 6
3) a.nd 

' 
indeed, glimpses of his character suggest that his was an 

intractable and contentious nature, too. Cosin himself, of 

course, was not without blame. An intimate friend wrote to 

60 CJ. I, pp.96, 105 
61 DHC, pp.215-41 
62 Ibid p.243 · 
.6 3 S. 'R. Gardiner, quoted by P. H. Osmond, A Life of 

John Cosin, p.57 
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him in the midst of his difficulties in 1641 that his own 

adamant ·and determined course of action was wholly 

responsible for the exaggerated and serious charges now 

pressed against him. 11 For had not you sowne such Anti­

christian seeds of Pa.pish introduction into the Church, you 

should never have reaped this harvest of misery 11 .< 64) The 

highly personalised confrontation between these two pertin­

acious characters tends to obscure the fact that behind it 

lay a core of well-established Arminian interest in the 

Durham church which men like bishop Neile, Cosin, Triplet, 

Basire and Duncan had been working on for twenty years and 

which the puritan Parliaments of 1640 were only too pleased 

to strike at. The Long Parliament had already turned Cosin 

out of a.ll his preferments on 22 December 1640, proba.bly 

the first clerical sufferer at Parlia.ment's ha.nds, (6 5) and 

on 22 July following it ordered the Durham dean ind chapter 

to.make reparation to Smart by presenting him to the vacant 

vicarage 6f Aycliffe and restoring him to the fourth pre­

bend. (66 ) 

Another important source of friction in Durham a.lso 

became pronounced in 1639, although it had been in existence 

for a century. It was essentially an economic and social 

issue·rather than a religious one, though the participants 

in 1639 showed that these aspects had in reality fused 

together by then. The disappearance of the prior and 

64 Letter of John, Lord Finch, to Dr. Cozens, 1641, 
RR I, (hist.) 

65 Walker, Clergy, p.58 
6 6 DHC, p. 243 
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convent of Durham at the Dissolution and the creation of .a 

dean and chapter had resulted in persistent, and generally 

successful, attempts to impose leases for terms of years upon 

tenants who claimed their holdings by ancient customary 

rights recorded in the court rolls of the prior and convent 

at Durham. The capitular landlords denied knowledge of such 

a court roll however, and had pressed leases upon their 

resentful tenants until the issue received an airing before 

the Council of the North in 1577. The council found against 

the tenants' claim of custom, and a twenty one year lease, 

renewable 'for ever' was agreed to between the parties. 

This agreement, the tenants asserted, was steadily eroded by 

the dean and chapter subsequently; three .years' rack rent 

for a fine of twenty-one years was demanded, then a full 

years' value every seven years, and six months' value for a 

renewal every three and a half years. Disreputable 

stratfgems were alleged: leases were granted to others over 

·existing tenants' heads, and other forms of menace were 

employed ''··· thus by their power and greatness overswaying 

the Tenants_into what termes they pleased, contrary to the 

true intent, meaneing and Judgment of the said Decree".C 67 ) 

For their pa.rt, the dean and c.ha.pter claimed that the council's 

decree concerned only those who claimed customary rights and 

that many tenants had been dissatisfied with it anyway, and 

had elected to take up different forms of lease as a 

67 Allen 22, ff 5-13; Allen T~ 30 
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consequence. On 12 April 1626, however, an Act of the 

dean and chapter ·affirmed the right of tenants to a speedy 

renewal of their leases, paying only a year's fine every 

seventh year on a twenty-one year le~se, without any further 

exactions.C6B) The capitular authorities subsequently 

denied this however, and cited as a precedent fines as much 

as fourteenfQld that were considered equitable by their 

tenants, and in doing so enunciated the crux of the 

ca.pi tula.r standpoint: 11 which considering the proportion 

that was then between the Rent and the true Value of the 

Lands, and the great disproportion, which is now by reason 

of the great Increase of Money, may be thought as great 

Fines, as those which have been demanded since .•!:.( 69) What-

ever the merits of either side's case, long decades of 

inflation, and the ever-increasing disparity between fixed 

and realistic rents, did much to ca·st the Du:r.ham .dean and 

chapter in the role of racking landlords in the eyes of 

tenants themselves reluctant to relinquish the advantages 

of static, customary tenures. 

Towards the end of 1639, the smouldering situation 

between landlords and tendnts fla.red up anew, undoubtedly 

dra.wing fuel from the sympatqi es the covenanters aroused in 

England over the episcopal structure of which dean and 

chapters were so salient a part. The Durham agitation was 

organised and led by two county radicals, George Grey of 

68 Allen T. 29 
69 Allen T. 30 (Dean and Chapter's answer to the tenants' 

petition, 1661) 
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Southwick ... one of the Sunderland puritans - and Anthony 

Smith the Durham city mercer., who was to figure importantly 

in the Iriterregnum years. Although the grounds of the 

complaint were ostensibly the secular ones of legal rights 

and financial equity, the agitation also had a religious 

motivation, which was clearly recognised by the prelatical 

party. Thoma.s Triplet saw them endeavouring "to lay the axe 

to the root of Durham church, 11 ( 70) and a.rchbi shop La.ud 

asserted, when the affair reached the King's council, that 

he was confident it was a stratagem against the church and 

there was a deeper design in the move.C7l) It was to the 

council that the Durham tenants made their complaint, Grey 

a.nd Smith placing their depositions before secretary Winde·bank 

on 29 February 1640, and eleven days later the dean of Durham, 

Dr. Balcanquall, was himself counter-complaining to the 

coun~il that the tenants had not first at~:dnted the ca.pi tula.r 

authorities of their grievances.C72) ~canquell went 

further, alleging that Grey and Smith had not only organised 

petitions and monetary support among the tenants but had, 

"in divers corners of the country •.. assembled grea.t 

companies of his Majesties·subjects, our tenants, of which 

many of them are of his Majesties trained-bands, without any 

power or authority, and at these tumultuous meetings 

persuaded hundreds of our tenants to set their hands and 

seals to four several papers, obliging thems~lves to one 

70 CSPD 1639-40, p.427 
71 Allen T. 28; Rushw. III, p.l052 
72 Ibid;. CSPD 1639-40, pp.499-500 
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another to prosecute against their landlords before any 

judiciary these t1.a1o should think fit. 11 (73) The scope and 

vigour of the Durham agitation, even allowing for the 

dean's drastic and perha.ps exaggerated view of events, was 

clearly a:larming. However loyal, or indifferent, the 

county \vas to show itself in the imminent assault upon 

episcopacy, there was still obviously a raw nerve to be 

touched over the leases issue. 

The response of the council to the tenants' complaint 

when it wa.s hea.·rd on 11 March was unsympathetic. The dean 

and chapter's manner of granting and renewing leases was 

upheld, and urged by Laud, the subscription money, a sum 

of £80, was seized, and Grey and Smith imprisoned in the 

Gatehouse until they revealed the names of their fellow 

agitators. Laud was for pressing against them in Star 

Chamber too, as :r..vell a.s ending thej.r leases. ( 74 ) Neither 

Grey nor Smith divulged the names of their colleagues and 

suffered a month's imprisonment as a. result. They were 

probably sitting it out, however, until the advent of the 

Short Parliament, which immediately wrought their release 

on 13 April. According to Thoma~ Triplet, they were 

unabashed and immediately renewed their activities, 

11 ta.Il1pering again for fresh hands and new succours, as Nr. 

John Heath a Counsellor of Durham tells me this very 

night 11 he informed Laud on 1:3 Apri 1. ( 75) As the 

73 Ibid p.538 
74 Rushw. III, p.l052; Allen T. 28; CSPD 1640, pp.503-4 
75 SP. 450, 116 
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parliamentary tide rose in the course of 1640 the Durham 

tenantry continued to press their case. On 17 December Grey, 

with another tenant, Anthony Allen, petitioned the Long 

Parliament and their complaint was referred to the committee 

preparing the charge against secretary Windebank. <76 ) On 3 

January 1641 an Order in Council was secured which anuulled 

that ma.de the previous March and left all parties in the sa.me 

state they had been in previously, while the confiscated 

subscription money was repaid to Anthony Smith two weeks 

later •. ( 77 ) Although scarcely a victory for the dean a.nd 

chapter tenantri, it was a well-fought draw, and, more 

importantly, revealed sharply that the reforming parlia-

menta.ry movement's radical allies in the county could r·ally 

support for it upon one issue at least. Before the march of 

greater events however, the dispute stood aside for awhile, 

but it is noteworthy that Grey and Smith were both utilised 

by the Scots in September 1640 in securing capitular 

revenues for the maintenance of the Scottish a.rmy. ( 78 ) It 

was the beginning of a long period of disruption for the 

county and the issue subsided, although susceptibilities 

remained. In the initial struggle to s~cure adherents and 

sympathies in the latter half of 1642 royalist propaganda 

was n9ising abroad the information that Parliament intended 

a radical seizure of ecclesiastical tenants' rights and an 

infringement of their customs in Durham and th~ north 

generally which Pa.rliament was moved strongly to refute in 

Dec ember. ( 79 ) 

76 Rushw. IV, p.l20 
77 CSPD 1640-1, p.422 
78 see below, p.~~ 
79 Rushw. v, p.86 
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Animation was brought once more into another of the 

county's now long-standing preoccupations - that of 

parliamentary representation. There had been abortive 

effor~s in this direction as long ago as 1562-3,(
8

0) rejected 

then upon the grounds that the ancient liberties and 

immunities which the county palatine bestowed upon its 

inhabitants rendered a voice in the sovereign's Parliament 

unnecessary. There was a growing awareness, nevertheless, 

that much of this palatine exclusivity was crumbling away 

and had diminishing force and reality; when King James 

charged the county with a subsidy in 1610 it set in train a 

move to achieve representation in each of his subsequent 

Parliaments - 1614, 1621-2 and 1624-5. The ~rgument was 

simple enough, as expressed in the petition of the knights, 

gentAwen a.nd freeholders of the county _together with the 

mafcr and citizens of the city, to King James on 25 November 

1620: 11 the Inhabitants of this Countrie livinge under and 

beinge governed by the sa.me Lawes of this your Kingdome ••• 11 

should enjoy the same rights of representation as the rest of 
( 

the nation: their palatine status now afforded them nothing 

in this respect.< 8l) Their demands were also well-defined; · 

the bills of May 1614 and May 1624 both proposed two knights 

for the county, two citizens for the city and two burgesses 

for the borough of Barnard Castle. The first measure received 

only one reading in the short-lived assembly of 1614 but that 

of 1624 passed all its readings, only to b~ refused the royal 

80 RCDN, p.40 
81 DCM, p.25 
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(82) 
assent. The accession of King Charles I meant that the 

opportunities for further efforts were slight, and soon non-

existent. But ship money, and the other slings and arrows 

of the king's personal rule could only aggravate the county's 

sense of grievance, hardly to be mollified by the thought 

that, for the time being at least, the rest of the Kingdom 

shared its case. By March 1639, when the King's Scottish 

difficulties ha.d raised talk of a Parliament being summoned 

once more, the issue had sprung into immediate life again, 

when both city and county petitioned bishop Morton for his 
(8: 

acquiescence and support in pre~sing for knights and burgesses. -

Parliamentary representation was clea~ly the desire of a 

substantial majority of the county's gentlemen and freeholders. 

The high sheriff, Sir William Bellasis, had noted the force 
. (84) 

of .feeling during the course of the year, a.nd by March 

1640 he and Sir William Darcy were charged by the county=to 

pursue the matter in the forthcoming Parliament, and he was 

sounding out the views of the King.< 85) 

Such varied unrest and agitation in the county took 

place within the context of the national procession of events, 

but after August 1640 in Durham the added goad of a Scottish 

military occupation at once emboldened, exacerbated and 

sharpei?-ed feelings. The Treaty of Berwick proved to be a 

brief respite, the covenanters remaining_unmollified by the 

King's concessions and adamant in their intention to oust 

episcopacy from Scotland. Upon Strafford's advice to the 

82 
83 

84 
85 

HMC 3R, p.l4; LJ III, p.362 
DCM pp.35-6. The two proposed members for Barnard 
Castle were now dropped. 
See a.bove, p .17 
CSPD ~639-40, p.592 
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King the Short Parliament met on 18 April 1640, but under 

Pym's leadership did not respond over the matter of supply 

in face of the Scottish threat as the King had hoped and 

dissolution followed in three weeks. Urged by Strafford, the 

King again resolved ~pen an attempt by armed force, based 

upon a loan by the city of London and the employment of the 

King's Irish army, and in June and July the counties of 

Durham and Northumberland were once more the likely arena 

for a clash between the two kingdo~s. It was the King's 

intention to raise an army of some 23,000 foot and 1,200 

horse out of the ten northern counties of England to meet 

the immediate and worsening threa.t from Scotland. Durham's 

contribution was to be 522 musketeers and 500 pike men, a 

sizeable offering, exceeded only by those of Yorkshire and 

Lincolnshire, and with the additional advantage of being 

. d. t 1 d . . 1 · 1 bl ( 86 ) I J 1.mme l.a e y, a.n 1.nexpens1.ve y, ava.l. a e. n une, 

secretary Vane charged bishop Morton with the defence of the 

county palatine and created him colonel of this regiment, 

the expense of which was borne by bishop and county until it 

marched beyond the county's boundaries.< 87 ) A troop of 

dragoons - 100 men under Sir William Lambton - also took 

t~e field.< 88 l But the north did not differ from elsewhere 

in the Kingdom in its reluctance to respond to the King's 

call, despite being under an immediate threat from any 

Scottish move. In April Viscount Conway wrote to the Ear.l 

86 Rushw. II, pp.826-7 
87 CSPD 1640, p.371 
88 Rus.hw. II, pp.826-7 
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of Northumberland that he discerned no fear in the populace 

of Durham other than a concern for the damage which might be 

done to the collieries,C 89 ) while in March William Vane, 

endeavouring to raise a troop of horse as part of his 

father's substantial contribution to the King's forces, 

wrote to his father from Newcastle: 11 I confess that I find 

it very difficult, if not impossible, to raise all my troop 

here from that class of persons I could wish. Gentlemen 

will not serve upon 2s. a. day, having had more by 8d. the 

other time."(90) Men of the Durham trained bands, mustering 

for the second or third time in little more than a year, 
(91) 

were in a. mutinous mood. The attitude of the region 

was reflected upon bitterly in September, after the rout of 

the English forces at Newburn, by another writer: 11 This 

mischief (i.e. the fall of Newcastle) might have been 

prevented if the town and adjacent countries would have 

supplied •.. £3000 to draw up an army for their defence, but 

they answered they could not possibly levy so great a sum; 

and now these very men have compounded with Leslie to pay 

his army about £12,000 every month. 11 (92) 

On Thursday, 20 August, a Scots army of 20,000 foot and 

2,500 horse, led by general Leslie, the Earl of Callendar 

and Alexander Hamilton as major-general of artillery, 

crossed into England and moved southwards through 

Northumberland. On the 22nd their camp wa.s lightly attacked 

89 CSPD 1640, p.64 
90 Ibid, 1639-40, p.545 
91 Ibid, po.73, 75 
92 Ibid, 1640-1, p.62 Dr. Pocklington to Sir John Lambe 
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by a force from the garrison at Berwick but· the sally 1.va.s 

beaten off easily and Leslie's forces moved forward virtually 

unhindered to camp a.t Ne1vburn on the north bank of the Tyne 

a few miles upstream from Newcastle on 27 August, and there 

. d . t. f. t d 1 t. f th . . . ( 93) 1ssue a. JUS 1 1ca ory ec a.ra 1on or e1r 1nva.s1on. 

Its tone was placatory and reasonable, as was the demeanour 

of the Scots themselves. All day on 28 August they welcomed 

English visitors into their camp and spoke ha.rshly ·only of 

'incendiaries', those who had created and were now aggrava-

ting the si tua.tion. An English force of 3, 000 foot and 

1,500 horse under Viscount Conway had dug itself in at 

Stella. Haugh, opposite the Scots on the Durham ba.nk of the 

river and both sides watered their horses within sight of 

each other. Late in the day however, in an apparently 

desultory and haphazard fashion, firing began, intensified, 

and resulted in the covenanters forcing a crossing of the 

river and the hurried withdrawal of the King's forces, 

leaving some sixty dead.< 9~) This brief and prosaic encounter 

sufficed to make the Scots masters of Northumberla.nd, Purham 

and Newcastle. The town opened its gates to Douglas, the 

sheriff of Teviotda.le, the follo·wing day after Conway, at a 

midnight council of war follmving the English defea.t, had 

ordered the withdrawal of all royal forces to Durham from 

5 a.m. on 29 August.< 95 ) Faced with the reality of a Scottish 

victory and occupation, the response in Durham was suddenly 

95 
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one of consternation at all levels. Bishop Morton removed 

at once to Stockton Castle, and then followed the King's 

forces into Yorkshire. With him went a majority of the 

Durham clergy, not least the dean, Dr. Ba.l.canqua.ll, who, as 

the author of the King's Large Declaration against the Scots 

had every reason to fear their wrath as one of those 

'incendiaries' against whom they had pronounced, and other 

well-known Arminians like Thomas Woo~ and Thomas Triplet. 

The city of Durham was deserted with not one house in ten 

occupied and no shop open for four days after the battle. 

No one ca.red to venture into the city for market a.nd there 

was an immediate shortage of bread, royalist troops having 

already made severe demands upon supplies. A considerable 

exodus of refugees ·developed, moving with their cattle and 

other goods southwards into Yorkshire.C96 ) Strafford, who 

was still at Northallerton when he was apprised of the 

defeat, ordered all upper mill-stones in the region to be · 

broken and a wasted countrysdde to be left for the covenan­

ters,C97) but it is not possible to say how far the county's 

gentlemen, left to handle this cri~is, were able, or pre­

pared, to comply. A committee for Durham, composed of deputy 

lieutenants and justices, was named to treat with the Scots. 

Prominent upon it were the high sheriff, Sir William 

Bellasis, Sir John Conyers, Sir William Lambton, Sir Thomas 

Tempest, Jerrard Salvin and Thomas Swinburne, a.s well a.s one 
( 98) 

probable covenanting sympa.thiser - Richard Lilburne. 

96 Ibid, pp.l239-40 
97 Ibid, p.l240 
98 Ibid, p.l274; Allen 7, f.240 
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The situation which faced such a committee was an 

unenviable one. The thinking behind the Scottish irruption 

into England was plain enough; the Northumbrian Sir Walter 

Fenwick expressed it clearly in a. letter of 15 July when he 

declared the Scots' intention was •• •.. to be ma~ter over the 

Tyne a.nd Sunderland, and by ·stopping the coal trade to compel 

the King a.nd Kingdom of England to gra.nt them more than ever 

yet they desired". (99 ) Almost immediately after Newburn the 

Scots had removed the King's receiver of customs and had 

seized £70 of the King's revenue at Sunderla.nd and were 

appropriating the ~oyal duties levied upon colliers loading 
(100) 

in the Tyne. The loss of coal revenue, '\vhile undoubtedly 

damaging, was nevertheless trifling compared with the crushing 

imposition of a. huge Scottish military force upon the north 

eastern counties, the maintenance of which was placed as an 

emba.rra.ssing fina.ncial onus upon the King. The Scots them-

selves, however, had an immediate need for food and fodder 

for which they turned at once to the local populace. On 3 

September Sir William Bellasis and Sir William Lambton on 

behalf of the county of Durha.m vJere summoned to appear 
(101) 

before general Leslie in Newcastle. There they found 

that the immediate Scottish demands '\vere for provision 

not money, and the quantities required convey a better 

impression of the burden thus set upon the inhabitants than 

a bald cash figure. Daily, the Durham populace was ordered 

99 CSPD 16lto, p.lt8o, a.lso pp.276-7, 322; Ibid 161to-1, p.23; 
. see also Nef, Coal Trade IIj p.283 

100 CSPD 16ltO~l, pp.2i, 23, lt9 
101 Allen 7, ff. 222-30 
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to supply 30,000 lbs.weight of bread, or its equivalent in 

bread and cheese, forty oxen and hundred sheep, and twenty 

tons ·of beer, as well as the use of some corn mills near 
(102) 

Newcastle and horses for transport. The Scots made it 

clear that failure to co-operate would see them take what 

they needed.without security. At subsequent meetings, held 

at Morpeth for the county of Northumberland and Durham for 

the county of Durham, the Scots had arrived at a monetary 

figure for their maintenance - a staggering £300 per day in 

Northumberland and £350 per day in Durham.(l03) On 30 

August Sir Henry Vane, now a royal secretary, had written to 

his fellow secretary Windebank from Northallerton: "Here I 

must tell you it is strange to see how Leslie steals the 

hearts of the people in these northern parts. You will do 

well to think of timely remedies to be applied, lest the 

d . . bl ll(lQ4 ) V I t f 1 1 1sease grow 1ncura e ••• ane s assessmen o · oca 

feelings may be questioned, but in any event the Scots 

themselves provided a sobering remedy for all but the most 

fervid of their sympa.thisers. Although they were at some 

pains not to conduct themselves as a victorious army and 

declared their intention of regarding the contribution made 
) 

by protestants as a friendly loan and of making exactions 

only from papists and prelaticals, the reality was other-

wis~. A Newcastle alderman wrote to a friend in London: 

"Divers poor people of the country da.ily flock hither 

finding themselves securer here than in the country from the 

102 CSPD 1640-1, p.l8 
103 Ibid p.75 
104 Ibid 1640, p.649 
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insolence of their soldiers: for what they provided at their 

first coming abrbad is spent, their horse do now daily go 

through all the Bishoprick of Durham, and bring in cattle 

wherever they find them, pretending the country does· not 

supply them with markets to satisfy their army, which indeed 

· · "bl (l05) H V d btl "th 1s 1mposs1 e." Sir enry ane, ou ess w1 an eye 

upon his estates in the south of the county, spoke of the 
. (106) 

plunder wreaked upon Darlington, while from Gateshead 

Sir Thomas Riddell petitioned the King to protest at the 

seizure of his corn, hay and grass, and two mills, as well 

as the spoiling of his coals, the destruction of his 

colliery engines and the drowning of the best part of his 

mines, which had already cost him £1,500. (l07 ) "Thus my 

Lord," i<Trote another commentator, Leona.rd Pinkney to Lord 

Treasurer Juxon, "they use good words, only to effect their 

own ends, pretending friendship and good usage, but 

demeaning themselves like Lords, for not one man either in 

Northumberland or the Bishopric of Durham can dare call any­

thing he has his own."(lOS) In October there came one angry 

reaction when the English garrison at Berwick sallied out 

and looted the house of a Scottish gentleman in the vicinity. 

In answer to the Scots' complaint, the governor, the Durham 

gentleman Sir John Conyers, spoke angrily of the coaches and 

ladies' apparel plundered in Durham and Northumberland, and 

now to be seen in Duns, and of gentlemen threatened "to make 

them draw in carts like slaves unless they bring in the con­

tribution.11(l09) 

105 Ibid 1640-1, pp.28-9 
106 Ibid p.27 
107 Nalson Collection I, p.441 
108 CSPD 1640-l, p.42 
109 Ibid p.200 
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More formal protests, made by local gentlemen to the 

Scottish commander in the form of a.n unsigned complaint, 

only served to reveal the harsh and uncompromising resolution 

not far beneath the skins of the covenanters. Supplicants, 

began the official Scottish reply ominously on 5 October, 

should supply their names so that calumniators might be 

exposed to 'lex talionis'. In answer to allegations of the 

sack and looting of parsonages the Scots rep lied that the 

incumbents had looted them themselves at Ryton and Whickham, 

although what had happened at Whitburn and Durham was less 

clear. Huch robbing of houses and upon the highways.had 

been perpetrated by Englishmen in the guise of Scots, and 

in addition the retiring forces of the King had laid waste 

the countryside behind them and local people of quality who 

had fled had left their empty houses behind as a temptation. 

There was an unfortunate lack of co-operati6n too, the reply 

went on; Newcastle had not been helpful over the Scottish 

request for baking and brewing facilities, and some justices 

had not appeared at the Scots' summons to arrive at an 

accommodation. The issue of the contribution to maintain 

the Scottish army during its occupation was the crux of the 

~ounty's distress, however. The meeting at Durham on 15 

September betv1een the Scots commissioners and the Durham 

justices had resulted in the county 'voluntarily' under­

taking to provide £350 ~er day, and although Sir John Conyers 

from Berwick spoke of coercion the Scots maj_ntained that the 
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manner of raising the sum was left as the concern of the 

count~ gentlemen. The Scots later claimed that more than 

twice the sum agreed was being raised however, and spoke of 

finding some other method of collection to avoid such . 
. (110) 

extortion and dishonesty. Both Durham and Northumberland 

petitioned the King over the financial burden they had 

incurred on his behalf, but from York. the Lords of the Great 

Council could offer nothing more than a commiserating letter 

which promised ultimate reparation.(lll) Another observer 

took an ironic view: 11 ••• some honey the King may suck out 

of this weed," wrot€ Sir John Byron to a friend from Berwick, 

"that hereafter the ship-money will be thought but a toy. 11 (ll2 ) 

In their quest for cash wherever it could be extracted 

the covenanters were especially severe upon clerical re-

sources, issuing warrants for the seizure of church rents, 

in particular of those clergy 1.vho had fled, thus confirming, 

in Scots' eyes, their enmity. Dean a.nd chapter possessions 

now lay as a ~aluable prize. On 7 September Sir Henry Vane 

wrote from York to secretary Windebank that he suspected 

that the meetings the Scots had called with the shetiff and 

gentlemen of the county was, as much a.s anything, an attempt 

''··· to draw them into the Covenant, which they, especially 

the tenants of the Church, being disgusted with the clergy 

there, who have held too hard a hand upon them, may be but 

too apt to embrace. 11 ( ll3) There seems to ha.ve been some 

110 
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grounds ·for Vane'~ fears, for a week later George Grey and 

Anthony Smith were receiving instructions from general 

Leslie's commissioners as "collectors for the Dean and 

Chapter of Durham" by which they 1.•Tere ordered not only to 

ensure that all capitular rents, tithes and profits were 

placed a.t the disposal of the Scots but to send in part.ic-

ulars of any of the bishop's or dean and chapter's assoc-

iates, papists, or other "enemies to this cause and 

expedition". ( 114) The extent to which Grey a.nd Smith 

willingly accepted such a role cannot be gauged, but both 

were the leaders of the recent agitation among the county's 

capitular tenantry and were looked upon as a puritan~radical 

threat to the church. Their position of authority a.mong the 

tenants, and involvement in the working of dean and chapter 

land affairs meant they were natural instruments for the· 

Scots to utilise, and it seems likely that their involvement 

on the Scots' behalf was not entirely unwilling. Overall, 

Vane's fears were la.rgely unwarranted hov,rever, for the 

covenanters apparently preferred cash to converts or friends. 

The ~apitular tenantry were offered an abatement of a sixth 

if their rents were paid by 29 September; on 2 October the 

Scots would demand them in full, however. The tenants com­

plained to the English commissioners at Ripon that these 

rents were not due until Michaelmas and they did not have 

them to ha.nd. (ll5) mh · l"ttl t t th t l ere 1s 1 e o sugges o er over 

114 Ibid p.61; Rushw. III, p.1262 ' 
115 Rushw. III, p.l272; Allen 7, f.238 
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and willing co-operation with the Scottish invaders. 

Although bishop Morton had warned Viscount Conway of the 
(116) 

•covenanters' spies' activities in Sunderland, and 

there were certainly many sympathisers there and elsewhere 

in the county, the severe temporal burdens of occupation 

placed by a. covenanting army must have tempered the spiri tua.l 

sympathies of most. 

On 2 October negotiations began at Ripon between the 

English and Scottish commissioners to resolve the King's 

plight and that vJhich was essentially the same thing - the 

plight of the north eastern counties. The sum which had 

already been agreed by the gentlemen of Durham, Northumberland 

and the towh of Newcastle for the maintenance of the Scots -

a total of £850 a day - was settled as an official amount. 

It was to be paid weekly for two months from 16 October, and 

because· both sides( 1...rhether this sum could be rea.lised in the 

areas named Cumberkand- .and \>J'estmorland were added, although 

the Scots considered these doubtful security too. Under this 

arrangement there would be no Scottish molestation of prelates, 

papists and their ilk, and bishop and clergy would be free 

to return. There was to be no plundering or forced billeting, 

and food, fodder and coals were to be supplied and paid·for 

in a regular fashion. Restrictions on trade and commerce 

were to be removed at once, in particular any customs levied 

on victuals.(ll7) The agreed contributions were to be 

116 CSPD 1640-1, pp.651-2 
117 Rushw. III, pp.l295-7 
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effected by 11 the ordinary means o.f levy", however, and the 

King's customs - in particular his revenue from Tyne and 

l." 1 h" t . t b . t f d 'th (ll8 ) ~ear coa SLlpmen s- were 1n no way o e 1n er ere Wl . 

Arrears in assessments already made were to be made good up 

to 16 October and these were already quite substantial it 

seems. Between 11 September and 16 October Durham alone 

yielded up £8,500 in cash and £200 in hay and oats, but more 

than £3,500 had not been paid in by laymen and clerics who 
( 119) . 

had been assessed. · On 26 October hostilities between 

the two nations wer~ declared. at an end, although the Scots 

made it clear that failure to provide the ~greed sums would 
( 120) 

cause the Scots to raise it themselves. The cataclysms 

which were soon to overtake_ the nation were presaged, and 

indeed set in motio~, by this discomfiture which fell upon 

the two northern counties. By the time that the covenanted 

army marched northwards again to keep its agreement to cross 

the Tweed before 25 August 164-1, the actions of the Long 

Parliament, determined and hostile in spirit, had already 

substantiallt widened the breach between itself and the 

crown to ari almost irretrievable point. The nation a.t large 

was given a picture in the north of what lay ahead for it 

the ebb and flow of alien soldiery a.nd the exactions of 

billeting, contributions, and summa.ry hard usage in causes 

it often little understood, and less cared about. From the 

final sum paid over to the Scottish commissioners in the 

118 CSPD 164-0-1, p.l74 
119 Rushw. III, p .• l274-; Allen 7, f.24-l 
120 Rushw. III, p.1306 
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summer of 16ltl to secure the Scots• withdrawal from England~ 
£38,888 was withheld at the order of ths House of Commons 

as the amount aclr.nowledged by the commissioners as owed by 
(121) 

the Scots to Durham, Northumberland a.nd Newca.stle. 

But the north did not receive sudh a sum as the restitution 

often promised to it. The couhty of Durham was to appeal 

without success in ensuing years on several occasions for 
(122) 

a total of more than £25,000 as its personal due. 

The unrest and dissatisfaction i'll'hich the Scottish crisis 

had brought to life across the nation did not abate in 

Durham with the Scots' departure. The Long Parliament was 

the ~enerator and magn~t for long pent-up resentments 

everywhere and the huge, unsettled debt of which the county 

had become the unwilling and baffled creditor brought a 

ren.ewed a.gi tat ion for parliamentary representation. Efforts 

were made but nothing could be achieved amid the pre- · 

occupations of the brief Short Parliament of April-May 1640, 

but the opening of the Long Parliament in November meant that 

the county could now appeal to a body the spirit a.nd mood 

of which might be expected to respond readily to its request 

as .a. means of striking further at the corners of the con­

Jiliar and episcopal edifice. While the desire of the county 

Jas most certainly not to contribute to the King's difficulties 

in any way, it was nevertheless quite willing. to make use of 

the opportunity presented. On 28 November, some three weeks 

121 CSPD 1641-3, pp.36-7, 80 
122 CJ.V, pp.2l-2; RCDN pp.40-l 
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after its ~pening, the Long Parliament introduced a bill to 

give the palatinate knight and burgesses, and on 1 January 

1641 the business was referred to a committee headed by the 

Newcastle member Sir Thomas· ~·/iddrington. (l23) The subsequent 

progress of the bill however, in the increasingly grave 

preoccupations of the Parliament, was slow. Widdrington's 

committee did not in fact report until 7 Narch 1642 and the 

bill was given its third reading ~n ·7 April.< 124) Although 

the bill succeeded in passing both Houses it was overta.ken 

and submerged in the surge of events thereafter. \~!hen, on 

20 January, Parliament sent down to the country its instruc­

tions to sheriffs, justices, and other officers for the 

taking of the Protestation against popery by all over the 

age of eighteen, Durham made a very full and prompt response, 

when every class and condition, save for certain catholic 

elements, gave every appearance of being united in rallying 

·to this particular parliamentary clarion.< 125) There was 

more disgruntlement over the office of high ·Sheriff. The 

death of the long-serving and loyal Sir William Beilasis in 

December 1640 resulted in the office being filled by William 

Collingwood in April following, who in turn was replaced in 

October by Sir ~villiam Darcy, Collingwood continuing a.s 
(126) 

under-sheriff. In January 1642 a petition was sent up 

from the county to the Long Parliament against Darcy. The 

grounds of the complaint are not clear, but both he and 

123 
121+ 
125 
126 

CJ.II, po~38-4o, 61 
Ibid pp.469, 482, 491, 515, 523; 
Wood, Durham Protestations 
Randall 13, ff.23-24 

IV, p.l03 
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Collingwood in outlook and actions were ultimately to reveal 

themselves antipathetic to the Parliament, and.the more 

radical currents it was stirring in the county. Another 

important one of these was a further agitation over church 

lands. On 7 Harch 16lt-2 the Durham justices wrote to the 

Commons concerning riots in the county directed against 

episcopal enclosures. Several times, they.reported, riotous 

crowds - on one occasion three or foLlr hundred strong - had 

gathered to pull down enclosures in various parts of the 

county. The justices had attempted to use their authority 

but had found themselves helpless. This a.gi tation had not 

begun in Durham; similar action against church enclosures 

had been taking place elsewhere in the country since the 
' ( 127) 

previous summer, but it is difficult, in face of the 

organised agitation of Grey and Smith over capitular leases, 

and Lilburne on behalf of the Muggleswick purita.ns, to 

believe that direction was not given to a. genuine feeling of 

grievance. Parliament called for the Durham ringleaders to 

be named, but nonewas, and in any case the Commons responded 

with very sympathetic sentiments to the petition it ha.d also 

received from Durham over episcopal enclosures and gave a 
(128) 

firm promise of redress. 

The events of the years 1638-lt-l tapped springs of dis-

content in Durham. Ship money and other forced loans of the 

years of con\iliar rule were as much disliked, end increasingly 

127 Rushw. IV, p.375 
128 CJ.II, pp.lt-69, lt-71; TT, Ellt-1(5) It was probably at 

this time that the extensive enclosures ·on Ryton Fell 
moor in Ryton manor were "violently pulled down by a 
multitude of a.djacent tovms 11 • Parl. s., II, P.-55 
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resented in the county, as anywhere else, but were tied up, 

in the view of the county's gentlem~n and freeholders, with 

the erosion of ·palatine status and privileges and the con-

tinued refusal of parliamentary representation. But while 

radical agitation vlhich embodied comple.int.s on these grounds 

must have a.roused sympathies in many gentlemen it is by no 

mea.ns easy to discern anyone of .substance or standing viho 

involved and identified himself in the ~ay which George 

Lilburne did. Lilburne's efforts were significant, owing 

'little or nothing to the puritan-radicalism of NevJcas tle, 

.-·:· a.nd focussing upon the county of Durham, combining political 

and religious grievances with economic ones in the areas of 

greatest possibility - along the lower Wear, in towns like 

Durham and Barnard Castle, among the DervJentdale puritans, 

and among the very large numbers of ecclesiastical tenants 

of one kind and another. While many of the county's prominent 

families were stoutly recusant in part, it is not apparent· 

that Laudian notions found a great deal of lay favour, while 

a Laudian activist like Triplet could bring down the gentry's 

hostility upon his head by his actions. At a 16wer level, 

socio-economic grievances on the part of church tenants 1.vere 

an obvious and very widespread source of dissatisf~ction, 

yet it is doubtful whether the concern and resentment of these 

generally small tenants extended far beyond their farms and 

tenements, their rights of ·lease, and rights of common. 

Exasperation rea.ched a peak with the humiliation a.nd expense 
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of the Scottish occupation, yet it is noteworthy that those 

gentlemen who bore the brunt of the county's government at 

that time - Tempests, Salvins, Conyerses, Collingwoods and 

Swinburnes - were the same men who ~ere tq rally the county 

for the King under the Earl of Newcastle a year later. In 

truth, those highlights of complaint and agitation draw 

attention away from the quieter shadows where a majority 

lived vJho \-Jere not happy a.t the current turn of events but 

who suffered the Scottish contribution, signed the Long· 

Parliament's Protestation, and evinced the traditional con­

servatism of the northern parts which the crown gauged 

rightly as more friend than enemy in 1642. 



- 52 -

CHAPTER 2 

Cavalier ·government ~:md the 
Scottish campaign 1642-44· 

The year 1642 brought to an end the tortured relations 

between King and Parliament which had run their unhappy course 

throughout 1641. The conflict, essentially constitutional 

and judicial in its outward form, and contained within the 

capital, nm'll' became an appeal to arms which \<Ja.s truly 

national as both parties turned for support to the towns, 

counties and communities of the kingdom, the response of which 

had, by the year's close, forced the country into a committed 

stance of civil war. Devoid of any great magnates either to 

polarise or pressurise the county's opinions, the Durham 

gentry nevertheless provoked an overwhelming exhibition of 

royalist sympathy in their response to the King's cause,. 

and the knights, esquires and gentlemen of virtually every 

established county family were substantially represented 

among those who, in various fash{ons, served the crown. 

There was a strong nucleus of the Tempest family - John 
. . 

Tempest of Old Durham, Sir Richard of Stella, Sir Thomas of 

the Isle, Sedgefield - who maintained their adamant royalism 

until the Restoration. The extensive Blakiston progeny 
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included Sir Ralph and Sir William Blakiston of Gibside and 

Sir William of Archdeacon Newton. Sir Thomas Liddell of 

Ravensworth, with his half-brother Sir Henry of Farnacres, 

and his son Francis of Red.heugh and Bamburgh were princip~ 
7 

in securing and defending Newcastle for the King. At the 

age of eighzy Sir Alexander Davison of Bla.kiston was killed 

at the storming of Newcastle, and his ~on, Sir Thomas, 

together with Ralph Davison of Winyeard, were also notable 

cavaliers. T~e Riddells of Gateshead and Newcastle, the 

catholic Salvins and Collingwoods, the lower t;fea.r families 

of Hilton and Lambton were represented beside county names 

like Conyers, Eden, Bowes, and the ancient one of Eure, and 

resolute roy~list sentiments were found in names like 

Byerley, Carr, Forcer, Featherstonehaugh, Hodgson, Swinburne 
(1) n6 and Wren. The pronounced royalist c~7_ensus shown in the 

county's response is not, perhaps, surprising. The early 

and active presence of the Earl of Newcastle in the region 

not only assured and emboldened the King's sympathisers but 

more importantly won over, or coerced, waverers and equi­

vocators. In the face of thB Parliament's tardy and inade-

quate attempt to command the region's allegiance, royalists 

were, from the outset, able to stand up and be counted with 

impunity. What is note·worthy, however, is the ready commit-

ment to the King made by a body of gentry which, out of no 

fault of its own, had suffered dislocation and confusion, 

1 See AppendixD 
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the indignities and fears of a foreign military occupation, 

and a huge., outstanding financial loss within the previous 

two years as a result of a court policy which was universally 

disliked and manifestly disastrous. The response of the 

county confirmed its longstanding reputation for religious 

and political· conservatism, yet the extent of the response 

and the willingness for involvement in the national cata-

clysm suggests a conviction which, in the first stages at 

least, carried. the Durham gentry beyond the preoccupation 

of domestic county concerns. Doubtless the unpreceJ'dented 

actions of the Long Parliament served to crystallise opinions 

in the county. While there was little enthu~ia.sm for .Armin­

ianism, the rabid puritanism displayed at Westminster since 

1640 clearly threatened the episcopal structure of the English 

church as it existed, a.nd could only adversely touch those 

Durham families whose fortunes and status had grown out of 

episcopal or prebend/al connections or "YJho tradi.tionally 

filled legal and administrative offices within the palatine 

structure. Even more pertinentl~· perhaps, the virulent 

anti-catholicism of the Lon~ Parliament could only alarm 

that substantial proportion of Durham families who to one 

degree or another were· to~ched by recusancy. In 1643 Lord 

Fairfax directed a letter to the Earl of Newcastle which 

accused him of utilising catholics as the nucleus of the 

northern royalist army. Nor did Newcastle deny this, but 



- 55 -

rather chose to justify the situation instead, pointing out 

the peaceful state of Northumberla.nd, Durham, a.nd the to"m 

of Newcastle under his military control, the obvious loyalty 

of catholic subjects to the King and the recusants of 

another sort in the parliamentary ranks - covenanters, ana-

baptists and those who preached levellibg, socialistic 

extre~ism.( 2 ) Again, the association in th~ minds of many 

betwe,n the puritan Long Parliament and the covenanting 

presbyterianism of Scotland could only be reinforced for 

northcountr~rmen by the antipathy for the ancient enemy and 

the still unhealed wounds inflicted by his last visitation 

upon them. The defence of the north against a further 

Scottish incur~ion figures clearly in royalist propaganda 

in the north from an early date(3) and in the event was not 

to prove unjustified. 

The body of opinion in the. county which clove to the 

Parliament's cause was smaller, but in certain ways 

distinctive. The cautious and equivocal role of the Vane 

family in 1641-2 denied to the county's supporters of the 

Long Parliament at the outset that authority and leadership 

in affairs which it assumed from 1644 onwards, and there was 

no other family of equivalent status and influence to uphold 

the revolutionary cause in the county. There was, neverthe­

less, a fair number of gentlemen of good quality v.rho 

i~entified themselves with Parliament, notably Sir Richard 

2 A Declaration made bv the Earle of Newc~stle (1643 
RR.l, (hist.) 

3 Mercurius Aulicus, p.693, 2 Dec. 1642; CSPV 1642-3, p.217 



- 56 -

Bellasis of Ludworth, Thomas Bowes of Streatlam, Sir Henry 

Gibb of Jarrow, James Clavering of .lbcwell and Christopher 

and Clement Fulthorpe, father and son. From the royalist 

and recusant vlren family of Binchester, Francis Wren appeared 

to serve the new regimes constantly and loyally. Bellasis 

was a colliery associate of George Lilburne and George Grey, 

the nucleus of radical opinion along the Lower Wear an~good 
deal of support. was forthcoming from tha.t area. Lilbur·ne 

and Grey were themselves of that stratum of esquires and 

gentlemen which constituted a large part of county support 

for Parliament in men like Gilbert Marshall of Houghall, 

Thomas Midford of Pespool, Nicholas Heath of Little Eden, 

Richard Lilburne of Thickley Punchardon and townsmen like 

~ohn Niddleton of Darlington and .Anthony Smith of Durham. 

These more middling gentry were bolstered by another group, 

those men whose clerical families had ·establisbed secular 

roots in the county but who had not lost the puritan spirit 

which had marked their fathers or grandfathers. Such were 

Timothy Whittingham of Holmside, Robert Hutton of Houghton 

le Spring, George Bunny and John Smart.C4) Another clerical 

family, that of the old prebendary Marmaduke Blakiston, was 

essentially royalist j_n comp{exion but it too produced a 
"('· 

celebrated Parliament man, John Blakiston, M.P. for Newcastle 

and e.ventually to become one of the regicides. ( 5) At a lov1er 

level still came the adherfnce of to,..vnsmen like the Coa.tsworths 
' of South Shields, the Shepperdsons of Sunderland, and the Halls 

4 See James, Familv, Lineage, pp.ll6, 120 
5 Howell, Newcastle, p.88 n5, notes uncertainty over 

Blakiston's parenta.ge, but accepts Harma.duke a.s his 
father. John Lilburne referred to him as 11 a. prebend's 
son''· A Just Reproof to Haberdashers Hall, p~.4-5,TT, 
E.638 (12) 
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of Durham, and yeomen like John Shaw of Ferryhill and Isaac 

Gilpin, secretary of the county committee until 1650. In 

truth, however, the body of support which Parlia.ment could 

call from among the upper tiers and older families of the 

county was small indeed. The baser complexion of the 

parliamentaridb~ - exemplified by the wealthy, influential . - . . I -
but parvenu Lilburnes and figures like Anthony Smith - was 

more obvious after 1650, when under the Commonwealth and 

Protectorate many of those men of quality, Bellasis, Bowes, 

Fu 1 thorpe and Cla.vering, withdrew, or 1.-1ent in to ·opposition. 

W.ha.tever the mixed views and feelings of the individual 

elements which made up the variegated society of Durham at 

the commencement of the civil war, they did not add up to a 

lar~e body of determinedly anti-royalist feeling. In 1651 

John Lilburne talked of "· •• a zealous Pa.rliamentier (which 

is something rare in that county) 11 (
6) and his assertion 

seems totally justified. Indeed, it was to remain valid 

throughout the period until the restoration of the King. 

I~ March 1642 the King withdrew from London and estab­

lished himself, together with his courts of justice, at York. 
I 

Soon after he summoned to him there vlilliam Cavendish, E11.rl 
I 

of Newca.s tle, and placed in his hands the government of the 

town of Newcastle and the four northern counties. The Earl 

of Newcastle had friends and influence in the north, partic­

ularly through his estates in Northumberland, but in the 

6 A Just Reproof, p.3 
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confused and unwilling slide into civil strife across the 

Kingdom generally he found enthusiasms tempered and cautious 

even in a. region 'tvhere latent sympathies lay largely with 

the King. In Northumberland there was 

efforts to put the north on a military 

resist~ce to his 

footin{, in Tynedale 

and Redesdale especially, and the tenants of Lord Grey and 

Lord Northumberland banded together to oppose recruitment 

a.nd the earl's commands, (7) and .despite the successful 

securing of the region for the King by the close of the 

year, Sir fv!arma.duke Langdale could still asse.r.t: "they are 

in these Northern counties much infected with the hot zeal 

of Puritanism". (S) vlhatever the accuracy ol' fairness of such 

a view Newcastle found little existing military provision 

to utilise at his first coming, and his early efforts to 

raise men, money and materials met with a poor response.(9) 

His first appeal was made to the county of Durham. On 14 

June, as he passed through on his journey to Newcastle, he 

issued a warrant to the high sheriff, deputy lieutenants and 

justices which required 100 horse and 500 foot of· the county's 

trained bands to muster fully accoutred in Newcastl~ the 

following Saturdaj. A subtle difference in approach to 

county a..nd town wa.s noted by an anonymous but hostile observer. 

!'At Durham," he informed Parliament from Newcastle on 22· and 

23 June, "the Drum was beat up: they said, for the King; 

but, since they ca..me here, it is struck up for King and 
. (10) 

Parl1ament••. The earl himself had raised a troop of 120 

7 HMC Portland I, pp.69-70 
8 Ibid 
9 Cavendish, Life, p.l2 
10 LJ.V, pp.l70-l 
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horse and a regiment of foot at his own expense for the 

King's service, and it was the presence of this force, with 

Newcastle as its base, which ar6used an early hostile response 

at Newcastle and in Durham, where memories of soldiery -

English a.s ¥Jell as Scots - \vere both recent and pa.inful. 

The earl's first attempt to establish a garrison in Newcastle 
( 11) 

met with resistance from townsmen and colliers, while 

about the same time he wa.s faced by a mutiny of the Durham 

trained bands. The Durham men's grounds seem to have been 

simply dislike and re~entment of the earl's new-raised and 

alien forces; when he appeared in person to mollify the 

Durham-levies one of them informed him "That he liked my 
. . (12) 

Lord very well, bllt not his Company (meaning h1s soldlers) 11 • 

From Newcastle came more pertinent objections. The legal 

validity of the warrant of lieutenancy the Earl of Newcastle 

had received from the King, and the illegality of drawing 

armed militiamen from one county to serve in another, were 

ra.ised by the anonymous letter-writer of June, who pointed 

out further that pafliamentary sympathi sers were already 

discouraged by the earl's activities and the large numbers 

of Durham and Northumberland papists emboldened. Strategically, 

the earl's forces controlled the sea-coal trade by occupying 

Newcastle and, diplomatically, strained relations with 
( 1 "J_) 

Scotland once more. ~ 

The writer of the Newcastle letters ended with an appeal 

11 The Parliament's Resolution For the Speedy Sendin~ 
an Army into the North, 16 Jul. 1642. TT, El07 (4) 

12 Cavendish, Life, pp.l3-4 
13 LJ.V, pp.l70-l 
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for parliamentary action to counter that of the earl, 

o bserv·ing: . "if speedy Course were yet taken, it might 

reduce all that is done".Cl4 ) Parliament's reponse was 

unconvincing however. On 30 June· the Commons were informed 

that 200 men of the Durham trained bands had already 

a.ns,,rered the earl's summons and mustered in Newcastle, 

while 300 men had garrisoned .Tynemou th castle and vli th the 

aid of continental gunners and engineers were building a 

fort with six pieces of ordnance and entrenchments at South 

Shields to command both banks of the mouth of the Tyne. (l5) 

The Commons responded by ordering two warships. to lie off the 

river mouth, and forbidding the Durham trained bands to join 

the Newcastle garrison or the town to receive them. The 

Lords added their voice with a declaration which spoke of 

the threat to coal and other trade by the fortification of 

the Tyne, a.nd five days later Parliament a.nnounced its 
, L (16) 

intention of sending an army 1nto ~he north. Yet no 

practical parliamentary opposition materialised to which 

sympathj_sers could rally. Durham's Lord lieutenant - Sir 

Henry Vane, appointed under the Militia Bill in February -

was not disce:r{ble as playing anclkind of role whatsoever 

in the confu{ed and critical lath months of the yea.r, and 

indeed, his attitude and responses at this time were later 

to cause his motives to be loudly challenged and condemned 

b f th t I 1" t. • (l7) th y some o · e coun y s par 1amen arla,ns. ltlhen e 

King raised his standard at Nottingham on 22 August and 

14 Ibid 
15 CJ.II, p.664 
.16 Ibid; LJ.V, pp.20l-2; TT, El07 (4) 
17 See below, p.1~5 
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fighting began to flare up in more and more counties between 

riva.l fa.ctions Durham and Northumberland were both, to all 

intents and purposes, secure, and virtually undisturbed as a 

result, with the Tyne fortified and strong garrisons in 

Hartlepool, Stockton, and elsewhere. Money and arms from 

the continent - from Queen Henrietta in Holla.nd and the 

King of Denmark - 1o1ere alrea.dy reaching Newcastle, some 

utilised by the Earl of Newcastle himself, most despatched 
(l8) 

for royalist needs elsewhere. In early October, when 

~oyal commissions of array were being sent out into Durham, 

the Commons were seeking the names of persons fit to put 

into effect Parliament's propositions and.instructions for 

the north east, and attempting to raise tvm troops of horse 

out of the rents and revenues of papists and ill-affected 
(19) 

clergy there. Parliament's pretence of authority in the 

north was by then quite empty, hmvever, and such posturing 

virtually meaningless. Even so, Sir Henry Vane, John 

Blakiston and other northern members charged with the task, 

returned a list of names which on 17 November the Commons 

resolved should be ·commissioned to raise forces for the 

preservation of the peace in Northumberland, Durha.m, Newca.stle 

and Berwick as part of Parliament's plan for an association 

of the seven northernmost counties. The Durha.m gentlemen 

named \vere George and Richard Lilburne, Franc~s ~vren, Thomas 

Shadforth, Ralph Grey, Clement Ful thorpe, Thoma.s Midford, 
. (20) . 

Robert Hutton and Robert Claver1ng. By November they· 

18 
19 
20 

Cavendish~ Life, p.l4 
CJ .II, p.~02 
Ibid pp.853-4 



had been overtaken by events however, some being in royalist 

custody, some forced from th~ir homes, some escaping into 

Scotland or to parliamentary forces in Yorkshire. 

The firm hold which the Earl of Newcastle was able to 

take upon the four northern counties in the course of the 

summer and autumn months of 1642 owed much to the predi­

lection of the region for the King's cause. This fact, and 

Newcastle's competent fait accompli which capitalised upon 

it, put the Parliament into a posture of helplessness and 

inaction which afforded little or no support or encourage­

ment for those who wished to resist. George Lilburne, in 

the 1630s the opponent of ship money, forced loans and 

Arminian inno~ations, a puritan and probable covenanter, 

was an obvious leader of incipient resistance and his 

fortunes during the year were very probably typical of 

that experienced by the county's more overt parlia.menta.rians. 

Soon after Newcastle's arrival in the north Lilburne found 

himself indicted for not coming to prayers, a.n excuse to put 

him off the bench of justices and to ma:ke an example of him. 

Shortly after this, he was sent for, and arrested in 

Nev1castle as "the greatest enemy in those parts" where a.s 

a justice he had attempted to hold meetings and raise forces 

to counter those of the royalists. He was, he claimed, much 

abused in his captivity and s?me time in September escaped 

with his brother in law, the presbyterian cleric Henry Lever, 

and others to Edinburgh, where they conferred with the 
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parliamentary agent there. Through the mediation of Sir 

William L~mbton, Lilburne's neighbour and colliery associate 

on the Wear, and a staunch cavalier, Lilburne was once again 

in Durham in October, under Lambton's brotection, when the 

Earl of Newcastle attempted to put in force the commission of 

array at a meeting of the gentlemen of the county in the 

sessions house at Durham. Lilburne, together with other 

parliamenta.ry sympathisers - Clement Fulthorpe, Robert 

Hutton, John Smart, Thomas Shaw and Robert Sharpe - spoke out 

in opposition to the commission, Smart pronouncing it illegal. 

The meeting became heated, blows were exchanged, and the 

parliamentarians had need to flee for their lives. On 11 

November, while trying to make his way to Sir John Hotha.m 

in Yorkshire, Lilburne was again seized - as was Clement 

Fulthorpe about the same time - and brought to Durham, then 
(21) 

marched to York where he was imprisoned for fourteen months. 

John Smart also fell into royalist hands and the Durham grand 

jury, with the ardent cavalier Christopher Byerley as its 

1 foreman, later found for the indictment against him as a 

1 . t b 1 d t "t (22 ) La.ter J.·n the month par 1amen ary re e an ra1 or. 

Francis 1-Jren, Richard Lilburne, Thomas Hidford and others in 

the county petitioned Parliament about their condition, 

pointing out the daily consolidation of the royalists' 

strength and that Parliament's friends were now forced to 

flee from their homes, there being no forces to protect them 

and no authority to issue commissions. The parliamentary 

21 SP 23, 153, 103, 247, 291 
22 RCDN p.l40 
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o~dinance of association for the northern counties had not 

reached them and they asked for it to be immediately sent 

down, w~ile they protected themselves as best they might from 

the papists and malignants who threateried them.C 23) Nothing 

further in the way of concerted resistance to royalist sway 

materialised in Durham although some individual gestures were 

made •. Thomas Shadforth was lat.er to claim that he der"ied 

one of the county's commissioners of arra.y, colonel Bowes, 

sitting in the school-house at Houghton le Spring, and 
. (24-) 

persuaded local men not to be arrayed. The county 

however, at the end of 164-2, had more than a year of undis-

puted royalist war regj_me to experience. 

It was the royalist intention to organise the north for 

military purposes·as an association, and the Earl of Newcastle 

apparently realised the greatest success·in this respect with 

the forces he mustered in Northumberland and Durham, together 

with some out of Cumberland. Westmorland, initially at least, 

offered little aid, the troop of horse raised there by Sir 

Philip Husgr~ve being regarded as purely for the county's 
I 

defence. This innate distaste of county forces to be drawn 

into military combinations beyond their own borders was an 

initia.l difficulty for Newcastle. On 23 October the 

Westmorland commissioners travelled to Richmond to meet with 

those of Durham and Northumberland concerning a treaty of 

. t" b t t' t k 1 . (25 ) th t" a.ssoc1a 1on, u no mee 1ng oo p ace. Ano er. mee 1ng 

for the same purpose did occur at Barnard Castle, but was 

23 HMC Portla.nd I, p. 75 
24 RCDN P·335 
25 Newes from the North (London, 3 Dec. 164-2) TT, E 107 (4-3) 
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reported as not making any very positive steps towards an 

f .J:) t" . t· (26 ) N th 1 b th d ~ e 'iec J.Ve assoc1a 1on. &ever e ess, y e en o~ 

November a considerable royalist army had mustered under the 

Earl of Newcastle out of the northern counties, in the main 

dra.wn from, a.nd gathered in,· Northumberland and Durham. 

Parliament pronounced against the great forces of horse and 

foot which were concentrating to overawe the 'well-affected' 

in the north, (27) while a royalist news-sheet boa.sted: 

u ••• the foure true Associated Counties in the North have 

effectually listed 8000 most resolute Royallists, under the 

Noble Knight Sir Thomas Glenham, to keepe the backe doore 

shut. The Garrisons of Newcastle, Tinemouth, Carlisle, and 

all the rest, being so excellently stored with Men, Armes, 

Ammunition, Victuall, a.nd Fortification,s that any of them 

will defie an Army, either of Foraigners or Bretheren.rrC27) 

Although Durham was thus rendered s·ecure for the King without 

conflict, the south of the county was the ground for contin-

uous skirmishes where the parliamentary forces of Fairfax 

in Yorkshire made forays across the Tees. On 9 November a 

force under Sir Christopher Wray and captain John Hotham 

surprised a.nd routed the Durham recusant captain Pudsey' s 

t · D. 1· t < 28 ) d b t th t · t D · h roop ln a.r 1ng on, an a. ou e same ,1me wo anJ.s 

commanders who had arrived in the Tyne together with armour 

and money for the King's cause, were captured by parliamentary 

soldiers in Durham while on their way to the King.C 29) By 

the end of November the situation in Yorkshire, where Fairfax 

26 RCDN pp.348-9 
27 Mercurius Aulicus, 2 Dec. 1642 . 
28 ~~ Portland I, p.68 
29 CSPV 1642-3, p.203 
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and the Hothams bade fair to take York, urgently required 

the intervention of Newcastle's army. On 1 December 1000 

horse and 6000 foot marched out of the county of Durham to 

relieve the Yorkshire cavaliers,(30) Sir William Lambton 1 s 

regiment of foot courageously forcing the passage of the 

Tees at Piercebridge·in face of strong resistance.<3l) 

As the Earl of Newcastle intervened successfully in 

Yorkshire he left behind him the northern counties under a 

structure of·war government. Below the overall military 

governorship of Sir Thomas Glenham, county committees 

appeared, as they did elsewhere in the country, with their 

prime concern the cowing of disaffected elements and the 

provision of money and men for royalist military needs. 

Such a body appeared for Durham, composed of an indeter­

minate number of county cavaliers apparently elected from 

among themselves and sitting regularly,< 32 ) and upon which 

Sir John Conyers and Sir thomas Tempest were particularly 

prominent. (33) A variety of otqer gentlemen such a.s 

Christopher Byerley, Robert Eden, Gerrard Sa.lvin and Lindsey 

Wren were much in evidence pursuing the committee's wishes 

in different parts of the county, as was Sir Thomas Riddell, 
( 34) and the high sheriff, Sir William Darcy. Faced with the 

inevitable risk of alienating an essentially friendly region 

by exa.ctions on behalf of his troops, Newca.stle ha.d forbidden 

free-quartering from the outset and imposed a regular assess­

ment as the fairest way to meet his ~eeds.<35) The burden of 

soldiery upon local communities was a problem to task 

30 
31 
32 

~~ 
35 

Ibid p.217 
Cavendish, Life, p.l7 
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royalists and parliamentarians alike; demands were heavy 

and resented. Speaking of Newcastle's new-raised army in 

November 164-2, a Durham observer grumbled: 11 1 t is thought 

here hee intends ~ billet some part of his forces about this 

City all this Winter. God deliver us from them, they doe 

more mischiefe by one halfe than the Scots". (36 ) Indeed, a 

county which 11ttle more than a year since had suffered the 

vast expense and discomfort of a foreign occupation could 

hardly do more than look with dismay and misgiving upon a 

new one, albeit professedly friendly. The imposition of a 

regular assessment based upon the county book of rates was 

more easily said than done. The disruptions of the time 

brought about a shortage of coinage which seems to have 

persisted for many years,<37) while the payment of rents, 

tithes, and fines became uncertain. Royal revenues out of 

the county became long overdue despite a.n extension and were 

probably never pa.id. (38 ) A new county book of rates was 

devised under the royalist regime to overcome the emergency 

conditions and which significantly was continued in use by 

the parliamentarians in 164-4-, for some time at least.<39) 

It is hardly surprising that assessments were neither made 

nor .Paid as regularly as intended. Demands n~ade upon 

Staindrop and its environs during 164-2-4- for the maintenance 

of the garrison at Raby castle were sporadic and irregular, 
(40) 

seemingly being made as need arose. There was also an 

indeterminate but very real degree of hardship among those 

3.6 

37 
38 

~6 
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classes living well below the rateable level. There were 

perhaps 5,8ob workers engaged in the coBl industry on the 

Tyne, with a third of that number employed along the Wear. 

The Tyne and ~lear miners - who constituted about a third of 

the industry's total workforce - reli~d entirely upon 

mining as a livelihood and were liable to suffer quickly from 

any disturbance or depression of the trade, as were Keelmen 
. (41) a.nd other ancillary workers too. On 14 January 1643, 

some six weeks after the Earl of Newcastle had successfully 

marched to the relief of York - and in doing so strengthene~ 

the royalist hold upon the north[Parliament forbade any 

vessel to fetch coal or salt from Newcastle, Sunderland, or 

Blyth, (42 ) and effectively achieved its intention of denying 

the royalist regime revenue ~rom the trade and of fomenting 

unrest through hardship there. The royalists themselves 

exacerbated the situation by laying a. new impost upon coal 

exports, a.nd by 16 Ja.nua.ry serious disturbances were being 

reported among the Newcastle and Durham colliers.< 43) 

Beneath the war regime imposed upon the county, civil 

and ecclesia.stical affairs continued to a considerable extent 

a.s normal. Between 20 April 1642 and 10 Ja.nuary 1644, eight 

quarter sessions were held at their usual intervals in the 

year,· and got through their usual business, although the 

numbers and composition of the justices reflected events 

somewhat. There was no clerical representation whatsoever, 

41 
42 
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and the business was ca.rried through by a much smaller body 

of justices, whose names va.ried little.. George Lilburne made 

his last appearance on the bench on 20 April 1642, probably 

the last sessions to be held under normal conditions of peace, 

when he sat with Sir Lionel Maddison, Sir John Conyers, Thomas 

Swinburne and several others. Thereafter, not more than 

five, often only four, men sat at the sessions, the brunt 

of the work being shouldered by Conyers, Swinburne, Sir 
- . (44) 

Thomas Tempest and Hugh Wr1ght. The first three of these 

~ere important members of the county's royalist government, 

but viright wa.s a neutralist who continued to work closely 

with these cavaliers on the bench, as did Sir Lionel Maddison 

and the imprisoned Clement Fulthorpe's father, Christopher, 

who appeared in October 1643. The arrival of the Scottish 

army in February 1644 meant tha.t the January sessions of that 

year were the last to be held for some time, and orderly 

written sessional records do not begin again until July 

1649.( 45 ) The death of Sir William Bellasis in December 1640 

saw him replaced as high sheriff on 8 April following by 

William Collingwood, who gave way to Sir William Darcy on 

16 October. C46) Da.rcy continued as sheriff throughout the 

royalist occupation, and although he appeared at Barnard 

Castle at one of the meetings to associate the northern 

counties, his activities were apparently modest enough for 

the parliamentar~ans to adjudge him subsequently as not a 

very active enemy. Collingwood's endeavours on the royalists' 

44 DQS. 3/23 
4
4
t Ibid 3/23-45 
o Randall 13, ff. 23-4 
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behalf as Darcy's under-sheriff, however, later had him 

named as one of the county's most notorious delinquents.C 47 ) 

A similar distinction was also afforded to John Heath and 

Thomas Burwell the spiritual chancellor, largely, it would 

seem, for their roles in making the palatine legal machinery 

continue to function - aided by the majority of legal 

officials who remained in their postsC 4B) - often to the 

discomfiture of parliamentary sympa.thisers. ( 49 ) A serious 

dislocation occurred over the holding of an assize, however. 

Sir Richard Dyott, the temporal chancellor, held the last 

under normal conditions in October 1641, and another took 

place despite the deteriorating circumstances in .llugust 164-2. 

This was the last under the royalist regime and ·indeed, until 

the establishment of the Commonwealth.C50) Religious life at 

parish level rema.ined scarcely disturbed. Puritan opinion, 

clerical a.nd lay, wa_s of necessity much muted by the 

royalist ascend~ncy and the regime had all sermons to be 

preached in the bishoprick vetted in order to allow nothing 

against the King's cause.C5l) There were also efforts to 

mainta.in norma.lcy in everyday life; the city of Durham's 

common council a.nnou.nced 

feasts of St. Cuthbert -

both take place as usual 

that the fairs held on the two 

20 ~arch and 4 September - ,,JOuld 
(52) 

in 1643. Nevertheless, the 

burdens imposed upon the region generally by the demands of 

military provision, the discomforts of a military presence, 

and the economic strangulation of the coal Bnd salt 

47 RCDN pp.l8, 116-7 n. See also below P·l35 
48 M & S 52, F.lv 
49 RCDN pp.~9-50, 276 
50 Allen 7, ff. 187-92. See a. lso below pp.123-5 
51 Cavendish, Life, p.l4. Newcastle's biographer says John 

Cosin had responsibility for this aspect of royalist 
control, although another authority states he left the 
country soon after his hearing and deprivations at the 
hands of Pa.rliament in 1641. Neale, History of the 
Puritans II. p.~88 
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industries could only bring hardship and distress in growing 

measure a.s the royalist regime continued. (53) 

By the close of the year 1643 northern England a.s far 

south as Lincoln and Nottingham in the east and Preston and 

Manchester in the west were under royalist sway. Although 

the Fairfaxes still held the fortress-~ort of Hull for the 

Parliament and their forays kept Yorkshire in an unsettled 

condition, the Marquis of Newcastle(54-) could point out to 

them, in an open letter during the course of the year, the 

contented and peaceable condition of ~ewcastle, Northumberland 

and Durham, freed from rebellious agitation.<55) The secu~e 

~and orderly hold which the King had upon the north eastern 

\ counties meant the retention for his cause of Newcastle as 
' .', 

~ne of the few royalist ports of entry and supply, of 

fricreasingly serio~s shortages of sea-coal in London and the 

{south east which could not be effectively supplied from 

1. elsewhere, (56) and the provision of a pool of money a.nd men 

upon which the northern royalists could draw - albeit with 

increasing difficulty to pursue their endeavours in 

Yorkshire, Lancashire and the northern midlands. Equally 

important, furthermore, was the fact that the royalist garri­

sons across the north stood between Scotland and any move 

the Scots might determine upon to intervene in the English 

situation. In April 1643 the strength of the forces of the 

King in the north was commented upon as certain to give the 
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Scots cause to reflect carefully upon their intentions.C5?) 

The importance of a Scottish intervention on one side or 

the other had been clear to both King and Parliament since 

the outset, and both sides had made approaches to the Scots 

before the end of 1642. Pym had recognised the desire of 

the Scottish Kirk to advance the cause of presbytery in 

England and the need for the English Parliament to exploit 

the wish in return for Scottish military assistance. His 

urgings were resisted by a Parliament which had-no real 

taste for presbyterianism however, and it wes royalist 

successes during the course of 1643, and a general dema.nd 

for peace upon terms over'l.vhelmingly favourable t·o ·the King, 

that at last brought Parliament seriously behind Pym.. In 

Scotland, B convention held in July and a General Assembly 

in August resulted in a treaty with the English Parliament 

in which it agreed to subscribe to the Solemn League and 

Covenant and to effect the reform of religion along 

presbyterian lines. In return for this vaguely expressed 

intention and a prdmise of £30,000 per month,· a Scottish 

army would march into England to serve the Parliament 1 s \vi shes 

l·.n tn' e north.C 5B) P 1 1 f The treaty was ym s ast signi ·icant 

contribution to the parliamentary cause before his death. 

In September the Commons signed a Solemn League and 

Covenant with the Scottish nation, and a Scottish army, 

once more led by Alexander Leslie - since October 164·1 the 

57 CSPV 1642-3, p.266 
58 See also below, p. 101 e-t Beg_. 
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Earl of Leven - began to prepare in the last months of 

1643 for a.n advance into England. For their part, the northern 

royalists began to put the four northern counties in readi­

ness to meet the threat, while the King's ambassadors made 

representations to his Scottish subjects over their proposed 

action.C59) The course of Scottish intent could not be 

a.l tered however: on 20 Ja.nuary 1644 the Narquis of Argyll 

and Sir tfillia.m Armyne the English parliamentary commissioner, 

at the head Of an army whose first article of war was its 

sworn oath to the Solemn League and Covenant of the three 

Kingdomss,C6o) called upon Berwick to surrender. 

"No Order of a.ny .Committee or Committees 1vhatsoever of 

Men or Angells, can give them power to March into the 

Bowels of another Kingdome, to make offensive Warre against 
I 

their naturall Sovera.igne, upon the empty pretence of Evill 

Councillors, who could never yet be named ..... C6l) In such 

terms Berwick's goverpor, Sir Thomas Glenham, gave a forth-

right refusal for the submission of the town, yet subsequent 

events were to show that the boldness and determination of 

Glenham's words were not well reflected in the efforts of 

the Northumberland and Durham ca.valiers to hold the north 

for the King. The performance of the Scots, upon the other 

hand, from 18 January \vhen they began their march into 

England from Dunbar in knee-deep snow,C 62 ) until 13 April 

when the Marquis of Newcastle began his final withdrawal 

59 CSPV 1643-7, pp.31-2 
60 Hackie, A History of Scotland, p.214 
61 Thomas Glenham's answer to Argyll and Armyne upon their 

call for the submission of Berwick. RR III, (hist.) 
62 Rushw. v, p.6o6 
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from the c~ty - and county - of Durha~, was one of bold 

leadership and tenatious endurance. The Scottish army of 

·about 18,000 foot, 3,000 horse and five or six hundred 

dragoons( 63) was a mixture of youth and rawness, and 

tempered military experience, bonded by a covenanted zeal. 

An observer found them healthy and well-equipped but "· •. 

untraind and undisciplind; their officers for most part 
. (64) 

young and unexper1.enced." Out of t1.venty fiv·e listed 

cavalry and dragoon officers,_ however, twelve had seen 

overseas service, while thirty seven out of sixty officers 

of foot could claim the sa.me. <6 5) Their general, Alexa.nder 

Leslie, was perhaps th~ shrewdest professional· soldier in 

the British Isles, and was leading many of his·troops along 

a road they had successfully marched only three and a half 

years since. Their progress through Northumberland, v1here 

the only serious opposition was offered by the atrocious 

weather, afforded them an opportunity for proselytising, if 

another observer is to be credited, who a.sserted: "there 

hath thousands come in to them and taken the Covenant, and 

their Army doth exceedingly increa.se••.< 66 > The morale of 

the Scots, well-clothed and with money in their pockets, 

was high. 11Souldiers who were not in readinesse to ma.rch 

liJi th their Regiments Hhen they came into this Kingdom," 

remarked ~mother commentator, "come daily up to us in twenties 

and thirties without so much as an officer to attend them. 11 C
67) 
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By the end of January 1644, this-force had traversed 

Northumberland and was threatening the town of Newca.stle 

and Tynemouth castle. 

The Marquis of Newcastle received the news of the 

Scottish advance into England at his house in \1/elbeck, in 

Nottinghamshire, where he had retired for the Christmas 

season. He had spent all of the year 1643 campaigning in 

Yorkshire a_nd the midlands and by December the consolidation 

of royalist control in northern England m..red much to his 

efforts. Only Hull remained unreduced despite the i'1arquis' 

six weeks siege in September and October, and Yorkshire, 

though quiescent, was uneasily so. The materialisation of 

the Scottish threat was to reveal that Newcastle's efforts 

in the i•lest Riding, Derbyshire, and et Hull had been attained 

only by leaving the undisturbed and well-affected counties 

of Northumberland and Durham stretched thin for an effective 

fighting force, and quite unable to resist an army some 

20,000 strong. Nevertheless, Newcastle sent orders for 

resistance northwards, and 'tva.s soon marching in that direction 

himself. (68) In Yorkshire, however, in the middle of Janua.ry 

he found: "not one men raised to assist him against so 

powerful a.n Army, no~ a.n intention of ra.ising any~ 11 and upon 

his arrival at Net..rca.stle on 2 February, e_ day before the 

Scots, he found there also confusion and uncertainty.C 69) 

Despite Glenham's defiant answer on behalf of Berwick it was 

68 CSPV 1643-7, p.71 
69 Cavendish, Life, p.4o 
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felt at a meeting on 22 January that no effective field 

force could be raised with \vhich to offer battle; existing 

garrisons would be held and Alnwick defended, but the mood 

was to wait upon the marquis for direction. A scorched 

earth policy, advocated by some there, was totally unaccept­

able to the Northumberland royalists.<70) In Durham efforts 

were being made to meet the approaching danger. The county's 

royalist committee met on 9 January and set about ra.ising 

horses a.nd.a.rms as well as determining to fortify the Close 
(71) 

at Durham, and in the county on 4 February, the day 

Y after the Scots had appeared before the tewn of Newcastle 

and had their summons for its submission rejected by its 

defenders, II ... all men were warned to goe against ye Scotts 

& yt Day was ye Beacons set on fire to wa.rn all ye C~:mntry 11 • 

Such responses by then v1ere belated, ho\lrever. The royalist 

boast at the close of 1642 of Glenham's powerful presence 

in the north ;...ri th which 11 to keepe the backe doore shu t 11 , 

and capable of resisting "an Army, either of Foraigners or 

Bretheren 11 , (
73) could not be made good by the beginning of 

1644. The time and opportunity lost to the royalists \vhile 

they sought to gather an adequate field force out of 

Yorkshire and elsewhere with which to confront a Scottish 

(72) 

army itself lying in a dangerous and uncomfortable condition, 

probably more than anything else contributed io the royalist 

failure to hold the north - a failure of an irresolute and 

inept complexion. 

70 Rush\lr. VII, p. 608 
71 RCDN, pp.l39-40 
72 CRO, "to.Thorlton parish register EP/\"II'ho 1 
73 See above, p.65 
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The Scots invested Newcastle for a fortnight and found 

it neither willing to submit or prone to easy assault. In 

exceedingly bad winter weather, in which royalist horse moved 

about the region de~troying corn and fodder and.the Scots 

languished tn unfruitful inactivity, their situation could 

only be a worsening one. Ranging up the Tyne valley on the 

morning of 19 February, a Scottish force of fifteen troops 

of horse encountered a royalist body under Sir Marmaduke 

Langdale and Colonel Edward Fenwick consisting of twenty­

five troops ?f horse, and some three or four hundred 

musketeers between Hexham and Corbridge. In the ensuing 

engagement the Scots rather had the worst of it, only 

avoiding a substantial reverse through the maladroit over-

eagerness of one of the royalist command~rs. Some sixty 

men were killed in this significant skirmish, the numbers 

being about equally shared by both sides. The Scots were 

anxious to pla.y dm·m the importance of the affair; the tone 

of their report was to put as good a gloss upon it as 

possible, and there was a. fear that 11 this skirmish is likely 

to grow up into a. great vict_ory before it come to Oxford 11 • ( 74) 

This engagement could only help to bear in upon the Scots the 

difficulty and danger of their position, and help Leslie in 

his decision to bypass Newcastle and press on across the 

Tyne and take Sunderland, urgently required as a port of 

74 Proceedings of the Scottish Army ... 
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supply and communication. Leaving behind them five or six 

regiments of foot and a few troops of horse to face Ne1...rcastle, 

the main force began, on 22 February, to move westwards up 

the Tyne to seek suitable fording points. They found their 

old crossing at Newburn which they had forced with such 

telling effect four years earlier, now well fortified and 

they pushed further westward, observed but unopposed by the 

enemy and enjoying two clement days for their march in other­

wise abominable weather. On Wednesday, 28 February fifteen 

regiments of foot and six of horse crossed the Tyne at 

three points, Ovingham, Bywell and Eltringham, a.ll "t-rithin a 

two and a half mile stretch of the river, and ten to twelve 

mil~s west of Newcastle. No opposition was offered to the 

crossings and the Tyne vJas manoeuvered without incident, 

although the foot had to wade very deep. There was another 

fortunate circumstan6e of the crossing in the fact that for 

eight d~ys subsequently the fords were impass~ble owing to 

the swollen state o.f the river because of melting snow. Their 

next obstacle, the river Derwent, proved to be just such a 

torrent, but they effected a crossing at Ebchester by means 

of a tree-bridge, in what must have been a hazardous 

mili ta.ry operation. Only half of the troops were able to 

cross on the 29th as the tree-bridge allowed men to pass 

only in file. Thus the night of 29 February-1 March saw 

Scots not only quartering in the fields, but with their 
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army split irreversibly into two parts for the night. Still 

they were offered no resistance however, and on the Friday 

morning the remainder of the Scots force, with their 

carriages, made the crossing and the united body pressed on 

towards Sunderland. The weather \vas again extremely cold, 

with a thick rainy mist closing down in the afternoon, but 

they had reached within a mile of Chester le Street by the 

end of the day. On Saturday, 2 March, the Scots crossed 

their third river barrier in four days when they negotiated 

the Wear. This was their most comfortable crossing; they 

passed over the New Bridge within sight of the garrison in 

Lumley castle, but their only sight of the enemy ~as upon a 

hill two miles distant towards Newcastle. That night the 

Scots q~artered in Herrington and other ad~acent villa~es 

and remained there for the sabbath before entering Sunderland 

totally unopposed on Monday, 4 March. The royalist forces 

which formed the garrison of the town apparently marched out 

of it on the Sunday, crossing the Wear Bnd marching north 

towards the Tyne, still held by the royalists along the 

length of its south bank from Gateshead to the sea.<75) 

Scottish commentators upon this march, in accord with 

the cant of the times, are largely content to ascribe its 

success to divine approval for their endeavours, but it was 

in fact a considerable achievement. Faced with a deterior-

ating situation before Newcastle, the experienced and Shrewd 

75 The Late Proceedings of the Scottish Army, certifying 
their oassin overT ne .•• Together with their -ossession 
of Sunderland. etc •.•• (dated at Sunderland, 12 Mar. 164 ) 
RR.II (hist.); An Exa.ct Relation of the- last Newes from 
the quArters of his ExcellencY~ the Lord General of the 
Scottish Army (Sunderland, 12 Mar. 1644) RR.II (hist.) 
See also Appendix A 
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Leslie responded with an action which was at once urgent but 

calcula.ted, 11 i t being resolved, as most conduceable to our 
(76) 

affairs, the t the Army should pa.s s e the river of Tyne". 

It seems doubtless that Leslie's experience w~s augmented 

by a confident intelligence concerriing the quality- and 

condition of the troops which opposed him, and by the high 

morale of the forces which constituted the Scots army. 

These were necessary requisites for the execution of a man-

oeuvre which extended over a period of twelve days and a 

distance of some thirty five miles, ·covered in the severest 

winter weather, over far from easy terrain which demanded 

the negotiation of three rivers, all in winter spate. Again, 

the Scots were passing through 11 ••• the enemies Countrey; 

for we m-ay so call it,· the greatest part of the whole -

Countrey being either willingly or forcedly in Arms against 

the Parliament, and afford us no manner of supply, but what 

they will part with against their wills," and in these 

~ircumstances there was never more than a day's provisions 

· h nd ( 77) 1n a • Having already endured four weeks of winter 

campaigning the fortitude of the Scottish soldiery is note­

worthy and bears out the expressions of confidence in them 

observers had made earlier. Yet most astonishing of all, and 

surely the key~ the easy success of Leslie's venture, was 

the total la6k of resistance offered by the royalist forces 

from the time of the Scots marching away westwards from 

76 The Late Proceedings ••• 
77 Ibid 
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Newcastle to their unopposed entry into Sunderland twelve 

days later. One Scottish commentator, speaking of the 

II many straight and disadvantageous pa.ssages 11 a.long their 

route and of the hazardous negotiation of the Derwent at 

Ebchester in particular, observed: "and if God had given our 

enemies hearts, we might either have been cut in pieces, or 
(78) 

stopped''· Having allowed for the royalist lack of an 

adequate field force at that time it y~t remains difficult 

to account for the absence of vigour or urgency in any 

measure on the royalists' part when existing accounts of the 

march leave us to believe that the Tyne was crossed, Durham 

entered, and a crucial base of supply and communication 

gained without so much as a shot fired or a blow exchanged 

in an effort to prevent this vital move. 

Serious royalist opposition did not materialise until 

the Scots had been in 6ccupation of Sunderland for two days, 

which valuable time they had used to obtain what supply they 

could from an unco-operative countryside and to recover from 

the rigours of their twelve days march. It was not until 

Wednesday 6 March that the royalists made a concerted and 

positive move against them. By then, royalist forces in 

Durham had joined with those in Newcastle and, reinforced 

by twenty one troops of horse out of Yorkshire under Sir 

Cha.rles Lucas and 1, 500 foot from Cumberla.nd, a force 

estimated to be some 14,000 strong advanced along the south-

78 An Exact RelRtion 
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easterly bank of the Wear and took up a position on Penshaw 

Hill tlvo or three miles from Sunderland. (79) The Scots 

ad~anced out of the town to meet the ·threat and took up a 

position some half a mile from the royalists who held the 

advantage of the ground. Yet again the royalists allowed 

an indecisive and damaging situation to envelop them. 

Although they clung to the advantageous high ground about 

Penshaw the general nature of the terrain was most unsuitable 

for a general engagement, being enclosed by hedges and 

ditches. The weather, too, was bitterly cold once· more and 

snow was falling. The result was that both sides confronted 

each other throughout Wednesday and spent the night in the 

fields. On Thursday the Scots found tha.t the roya.lists had 

advanced their positions to within a quarter of a mile of 

their own in some cases, seeking the advantage of the wind 

without losing that of the g~ound, but although the Scots 

responded to this move by once more drawing up in line of 

battle the difficult ground again made a general engagement 

impossible. Once again both armies faced each other 

throughout the day until at sunset the royalists withdrew, 

and both settled down to another night of extreme cold in 

the fields. In fact, the royalists had already abandoned 

their attempt to recover Sunderland at this time. Under 

cover of darkness they withdrew their artillery and foot, 

leaving their horse in strength to cover the move. Deceived, 

the Scots once m·ore faced the royalist horse on Friday 

79 Ibid. The writer calls it the 'Worme Hill'. 
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morning until about ten o'clock when, with some light 

skirmishing, the royalists began to give ground, set fire 

to the n~arby villages, and began their withdrawal under the 

cover of smoke and fortuitous onset of heavy snow once more 

which lasted several hours. Because of the \vea.ther, a.nd 

their own lack of provisions, the Scots made no pursuit, 
(80) 

and themselves retired upon Sunderland once more. . 

This ill-managed, irresolute roy~list essay did them a 

good dea.l of hurt in men and horses. "\ve since understa.nd 
. (81) 

by good hands,'' reported one of the Scott1sh commentators, 

11 that the enemies lying in the fields two nights, was almost 

as bad as a battle to them, many of their men and horse dying, 

more running a.way". A figure of 800 horse a.s well a.s a. 

quantity of foot is quoted as having been lost, "one way or 

other these last two nights••. The Scots of course, had not 

escaped unscathed but: "We likewise sustained some little 

loss by the extremity of the weather, but nothing neare 

theirs." The royalists tvi thdrev/ upon their ba.se a.t Durham, 

_cutting as they did so the bridge across the Wear at Lumley 

by which the Scots had crossed on 2 March. It was now a 

futile gesture. Although the Scots had been in great 

difficulties for provisions throughout their advance into 

the county, they secured no immediate relief by securing 

Sunderland, for the adverse weather had caused three of five 

supply vessels sent from Scotland to founder and the 

80 Ibid 
81 Ibid 
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remaining two to run into the Tyne where they were seized 

by the royalists. (82 ) By 11 Harch however, three ships had 

reached Sunderland, two bringi~meal from Scotland and another 

cheese a.nd butter from London. These eased the immediate 

straits of the army but did not render its position comfort­

able. Another letter-writer asserted from the town on 12 

March: 11If you have any friends that intend hither for 

Coal~s, advise them to bring some provisions for the army, 

especially six-shillings Beer, Hay, or Oates. 11 (83) The 

securing and fortification of the town, however, meant that 

the Scots were not able to press positively against the royal 

forces, which they began to do from 12 March. 

On the 12 or 13 March the Scots left two regiments in 

Sunderland and probed tm·1ards the royalist base at _Durham, 

seeking·to harass the enemy and to forage. The very lack of 

fodder, however, and~ concern not to take the horse too far 

from the Sunderland base until it was more securely·torti­

fied, caused the army to return to quarters on the north 

side of the Wear, apparently on the banks of the Tyne itself 

at Shields, a move dictated by the lack of forage in the 

immediate vicinity of Sunderland. Scottish energies from 

15 to 20 march were now concent~ated in this region at the 

mouth of the Tyne on its southern bank. Royalist c6ntrol 

of the Tyne was still ensured by the possession of Newcastle 

and Tynemouth castle which dominated the rivermouth from 

the north and which was augmented by the strong fort 

82 The Late Proceedings 
8.3 Letter of ''VI .R. 1 , annexed to An Exact Relation, etc. 
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constructed by the Earl of :r-rewca.stle on the south bank at 

South Shields in 1642. It was this fort which the Scots 

attempted to storm in a night a.ssa.ul t on 15 r·1a.rch, and in 

which they were repulsed with slight loss. Leslie himself 

was present at a. better prepared assault launched on 

Wednesday 20th. The fort, a formidable enough structure 

with a ditch twelve feet deep and eleven broad, an upper-

work of nine feet and defended by seventy musketeers and 

thirty pikemen, had the added advantage of being .supported 

by the ordnance of Tynemouth across the river and the guns 

of a royalist frigate offshore, as well as five iron pieces 

in the fort itself. Nevertheless, the 140 men of the initial 

storming party, working before first light, partly filled up 

the ditch, set up sca.ling ladders, and prepared the ground 

for a. furt,her assault by musketeers and pikem·en who carried 

the fort in the space of an hour or so, despite a spirited 

resistence and a steady fire from the defenders. The Scots 

suffered seven dead and a few wounded, the defenders sixteen 

dead and a lieutenant and five soldiers taken prisoner. The 

remainder 6f the garrison escaped by boats across the river 

to Tynemouth castle.< 84) The Scots thus began a strangle-

hold upon the Tyne and Newcastle; its effects were evident 

two days later when they were able to seize seven vessels · 

laden with coal and salt in the river and secure them under 

the protection of the Shields fort.< 8 5) 

Over the same period that the Scots were establishing 

84 The Taking of the Fort at South Shields (A letter from 
Wetherby, 20 April 1644) ~R.II (hist.) 

85 Ibid 
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a position at the mouth of the Tyne there continued sporadic, 

indeterminate skirmishing activity elsewhere in the county, 

chiefly, it would seem, in the middle reaches of the Wear 

valley, between th~ Scots' Sunderland base and that of the 

cavaliers at Durham. On the day the Shields fort fell, a 

party of royalist horse was surprised at Chester le Street 

and lost ten men killed and some twenty made prisoner, 
. (86) including two captalns. This two week period between 

the 8 and 23 Mar6h was used by both sides to ·gather strength 

and assess the state of the enemy, as well as awaiting a 

respite in the still severe weather. Without much question 

however, this period of two weeks and more told to the 

advantage of the Scots much more than their adversaries. 

Supply i..ras now reaching them through a port vJhich they had 

been afforded time to fortify, and they had succeeded in 

partially ~islodging the royalists from their control of the 

'I'yne. \1/hj_le the royalists still failed to press any a.d­

va.ntage remaining to them the Scots were faced with a dilemma. 

brought about by their m.vn serious condition. 11 All this time 

we \·Jere in great difficulty '..rhat to doe i..rithout horse", wrote 

a commentator,<S7) "our foot being reasonably well supplied 

by sea; if our horse stayed they must starve, if they went 

away without our foot, the enemy being so near with an army 

so strong in horse, it was hazardous when wee should meet, 

if our foot went with them it was to lose the advantageof 

their supply by sea, the land not a.ffording provisions. 11 

86 Ibid 
87 A true relation of the Proceedings of the Scottish Army, 

,from 12th Narch to the 25th, dated from his Excellency 
the Lord Generall Lesley's Quarters, neare Sunderland,. 
2? Har. 1644 R'R.II (hisi.) 
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The quandry pressed upon the Scots until the 23rd, when 

11 The enemy de~ides this debate 11 (
88 ) by moving in strength 

from Durham down the ~vear tmvards Chester le Street and on 

the 24th took up a position at Hyltpn on the northerly bank 

of the river, some two and a half miles from Sunderland and 

with the intention of once.more threatening the tOwn and 

bringing the Scots to a dedisive engagement. 

~he encounter which followed took place on the long 

ridge of higher ground a mile or so from the north bank of 

the Wear and running roughly parallel to it towards the sea. 

It was in this area that the main body of the Scottish army 

was quartered it seems, foraging between there and Shields 

and westwards through Boldon towards Gateshead and Newcastle. 

There is no clear indication of the numbers involved on 

either side, but· it is reasonable to suppose that bcith 

mustered as many forces as possible for the confrontation. 

The Scots were reinforced, upon news of the royalist 

approach, by 3000 men under Sir James Lumsden from the forces 

left about Newcastle. The ridge which both armies now stood 

upon was a long, narrow saddle in shape, the royalists 

occupying 'Boldon Hill' at the western end YThich overlooked 

the village of Boldon, and the Scots the gentle eminence at 

its eastern end towards the sea. The engagement which ensued 

resolved itself into a struggle for possession of the ground 

between.these two points, a distance of a. mile or so. There 

was an attempt at surprise on the part of the royalists; it 

88 Ibid 
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w~s a Sunday and foggy, and the Scots believed the enemy 

h d t II t . t. II ( 89) Th 1" ope o se upon us 1n sermon 1me . e cava 1ers 

were not entirely unsuccessful in this for the Scottish 

artillery was still in Sunderland and only one piece could be 

brought hastily across the river and set in position with the 

aid of local seamen before the tide failed. The two armies 

faced each other for the greater part of the d~y, and it 

tvas not until 

musketeers. to 

about 5 p.m. that the royalists sent forward 

line the hages and ditches which once again " . broke up the ground between both sides and prevented any 

deployment of horse. Scottish dragoons and foot met this 

development, a.nd "l.vere met by a steady but ineffective 

cannonade from the royalist artillery for more than an hour. 

An unusual, but fierce struggle nmv ensued between the 

infantry of both sides, hotly disputing the enclosed ground 

in the darkness until around midnight. A (cott.ish reporter 
..-/ . 

noted: 11 many officers who have been old souldiers did a.ffirm 

they had never seen so long and hot service in the night 

time 11 .(90) This engagement ended with matters undecided, 

and the words of a Scottish correspondent, penned in haste 

the following morning, suggest how uncertain was the state 

of affairs in Scots eyes: 11 This morning, being the 25, they 

were faceinge each other, but the ground they possesse 

ina.ccessible by us, vTithout great disa.dvantage, in regard 

of the many hedges and ditches betwixt. Wha.t the event of 

this meeting will be I do not know, nor will not guesse; 

89 The Taking of the Fort ••. 
90 Ibid 
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hitherto hath the Lord helped us. Our men are cheerfull, 

our hopes good."(91) Matters began to resolve themselves, 

however. The passage of the morning revealed to the Scots 

that they were in possession of the ground disputed the 

previous night, with many dead and much powder, rna.tch and 

arms left behind. By afternoon it was appar~nt that the 

royalists were retiring under a pretence of erecting breat­

works for cannon and a screen of cavalry. As this rearguard 

itself wi thdre·w it was now atta.cked 11i th considerable effect 

by the Scottish horse and dragoons, a number of notables 

being killed or captured before nightfall ended further 

action. It was in fact the end of the battle, further 

conta.ct with the retiring royalists being lost. "The day 

following, the enemy (who the day preceding though it a 

point of honour to retire in the day, and not the night) did 

not appea.re, ha.ving stollen a.wa,y in the night time. 11 (92 ) 

This half-fought night battle proved to be the last 

concerted attempt of the Marquis of Newcastle's forces to 

nullify the Scottish threat in the north. Scots accounts 

assert tha.t the royalist foot had the "~AiOrst of the night 

struggle on the 24th, (93) but it is clear that the Scots 

considered the issue by no means resolved on the morning of 

the 25th. Yet once more the royalists, having chosen the time 

and the ground, failed to see 
. ------~~ 

and, undefeated,i~Jn 

their challenge to a conclusion 

an ignominous withdrawal. 

91 A true rel~tion of the Proceedings ••. 
92 Ibid 
93 The consta~le of Boldon reported that seven waggons of 

royalist dead a.nd l.vounded had been carried a.v1ay. 
Taking of the Fort ••. Several skeletons, believed to 
be royalist casualties of the battle, have been un­
earthed at West Boldon in 1965 and 1976. Shield§ 
Gazette report, Feb. 1976 
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Scottish spirits could only have been buoyed by the 

encounter a.t Hylton, or Boldon Hill, while whatever had been 

the morale of royalist troops at the outset of the campaign, 

it could only have been eroded by the t\vO abortive attempts 

upon Sunderland. The Scottish hold upon the north eastern 

corner of the county was not again seriously challenged - by 

direct military threat at least - and the Scots from this time 

were able to begin seriously to do what they had shown 

themselves willing to do throughout the campaign - carry the 

fight to the enemy. The royalist army retired once more upon 

its base at Durham, and the Scots novJ a.dvanced their quarters 

to Easington, at once enlarging their own foraging area and 

reducing that of the enemy, as well as. threatening his line 

of supply from the port of Ha.rtlepool, still in royalist 

hands. Here they remained until 8 Apri~a period used, it 

may be surmised, to gather strength through the port of 

Sunderland. On that date the Scots advanced towards Durham 

and took up a position on Quarrington Hill, some five miles 

south east of the city, with the intention "to force the 
. 

enemy to either fight or flee". Now in difficulties for 

provisions and forage the situation of the Marquis of 

Newcastle's army became even more straitened. The withdrawal 

of forces from Yorkshire to meet the Scottish incursion in 

Northumberland and Durham provided an opportunity for a 

renewal of military activity by parliamentary adherents, a 
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course which the Committee of Both Kingdoms urged upon Lord 

Fairfax in early March.C94 ) Forces under the Fairfaxes drawn 

out of Lancashire were active in the West Riding and 

threatening York by ~arly April, and in an effort to prevent 

the junction of the forces of Lor~ and Sir Thomas Fairfax, 

colonel John Bellasis the governor of York engaged in an 

encounter at Selby on 11 Apri~ and was soundly beaten. The 

receipt of this news in Durham decided Newcastle upon a. 

withdrawal into Yorkshire, to avoid being caught between 

the forces of the Fairfaxes and the Scots, and to defend 

York.C95) Forces were drawn out of the garrison at Lumley 

Castle and early on the morning of the 13th the royalist field 

forc~s in Durham marched away south westward through Bishop 

Auckla.nd, Barnard Castle and Piercebridge, gaining eight-
. (96) 

hours before the Scots became a.wa.re of the. move. · 

Pursued by the Scottish horse, the royalist army moved over 

the Tees and into Yorkshire the next day, while the Scots 

quartered the same night in Darlington and followed on 

Monday, 15 April. By the same date the garrisons left at 

Lumley and Durham vJere also in Scottish hands, having 

surrendered "with all the armes and ammunition 11 .C97) 

Thus, the King 1 s party relaxed its hold upon the bishopric 

counties, a.l though a royalist presence was sti 11 very much in 

evidence. Pockets of royalist resistlnce remained et 
I 

Hartlepool and Stockton castle, while the most significant 

94 Rushw. VJ p.616 
95 Ibid pp.olo-8 
96 l'lercurius Bri tannicus No. ~2, 15-24 Apr. 1644; RushvJ. V, 

p.620 
97 A Surve of En2land 1 s Cha.moions and Truth 1 s Fai thfull 

Patriots, J. Ricraft (London 16 7) pp.lO, 134 
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point of resistance, Newcastle, continued to be stubbornly 

defended. While the town, together with Tynemouth castle, 

remained unreduced the parliamentary forces could not consider 

Northumberland and Durham at all secure, and Ne\vcastle con-

tinued as an epic entre of royalist unrest and a.ctivi ty until 

it fell. In the middle of May Sir John Marley, the town's 

mayor, succeeded in winning over the governor of the Shields 

fort - a Scot, captain Thomas Rutherford - and resto~ing 

royalist control over the·river mouth without discharging a 

shot.' 98 ) A similar oblique attempt was made upon Sunderland 

at the same time, vJhen another of the notable Ne1,rcastle 

cavaliers, Ralph Cole of Ne1.-.rcastle and Brancepeth, attempted 

to raise mutiny and sedition among the Sunqerland garrison, 

rally the local seamen for the King, and to set fire to coal 
(99) 

staithes on the river and vessels in the harbour. The 

seamen of the town were responsible for the failure of the 

attempt, ho~ever, arming themselves and manning two pieces of 

ordnance when they" became a.Ha.re of the· plot and in this way 
. (100) . 

held the place for the Parliament. On 10 June a further 

direct attempt upon the town was made by the Earl of 

Montrose and Sir Philip Husgr,:we with a. force which sallied 

from Newcastle. Miners and colliery installations in the 

lower 'L'lea.r valley were attacked in an effort to 'prevent the 

easing of the London coal shortage which ha.d been expected 
(101) 

following Parliament's capture of Sunderla.nd, but the 

98 CJ.III, p.515; TSP.I, pp.36-7 
99 RCDN p.l68 
100 \!!hit. p. 8 5 
101 Nef, Coal Trade II, p.287 
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royalists' attempt upon the town itself was thwarted by the 

Srots forces about the town, supported by .Sir Charles 

F . f (102) a1r ax. 

The importance of Sunderland to the Parlia.ment 's cause 

at this ti~e \·Jas considerable, so long a.s Newcastle continued 

to resist and control of the Tyne remained in royalist hands, 

a fact borne out bythe grateful response made by the 

Commons to the efforts of the town's seamen in foiling 

Cole's plot. They 'l.vere formally thanked for their "very 

grea.t Affection and Fidelity to the Pa.rliament", and a.warded 

£200 to be shared among them.(l03) On 21 March 1644 a 

parliamentary ordinance removed the trade embargo in coal 

and salt which Parliament had imposed on north east ports 

in Ja.nuary of the previous year. Sunderland, together with 

Blyth in NorthumberlBnd, i.vere thrown open to commerce; for 

the supply of "the Armies of our Brethren o·f Scotland", 

and to carry away coals, salt or any other commodity to 
(104) 

any port under the power of the Parliament. Between. 

then and the end of the ·year a wide and substantial variety 

of war commodities was being supplied to the Scots through 

the town of Sunderland. At least four vessels made 

important deliveries during this period; 100 tons of food-

stuffs were brought in the 'Daniel' of London, while other 

cargoes of butter, cheese, shoes, clothing, arms and 

a.mmunition, supplied by London merchants a.nd to a value of 

at lea.st £8','000 were also carried. In September or October, 

102 \>Jhi t. p.88 
103 CJ.III, p.515 
104 TT, 669 f.?(72) 
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the 'Hector' carried £15,000 in silver to the town for 

Scottish use.(l05) On 9 September the Committee of Both 

Kingdoms was utging the Committee of the Navy to hasten 

its despatch of vessels to Sunderland with money and 

materials, and expressed its intention of sending 200 

barrels of gunpowder with match and bullet to the town 
(106) 

for use by the a.rmy at Ne;,Jca.stle. Supplies seemed to 

come entirely from London and were carried in London or 

East Anglian vessels; another indication of this upsurge 

in maritime activity is revealed in the nine East Anglian 

men - from Yarmouth, Harwich, Sandwich and Southwold, as 

well as London - who were buried in Bishop Wearmouth parish 

between April and· October.(lO?) Commercial traffic also 

.began to flow out of the port. The surrender of the 

royalist garrisons at Durham and Lumley castle put the 

lo"t-Jer ~vea.r colli.eries and the substantial stocks of coal 

reported piled there into parliamentary hands, and through 

Sunderland an improved supply of coais for the capital was 
(108) 

turned also into revenue for Scots use, an important 

consideration so long as Newcastle remained unreduced and 

the Tyne trade remained at a staridstill. Parlia~ent's 

command of the sea, and the blockade mounted by parliament­

a.ry warships at the mouth cf the Tyne also depended upon 

Sunderland as a base, especially as Hartlepool continued as 

a base for royalist naval activity and parliamentary vessels 

running into Sunderland were being harrassed from there until 

105 
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RCDN (Disbursements for Northumberland and Durh.am) 
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See below, p_.]OO seq. 
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(109) 
its capi tula.tion in late July. Four royalist vessels 

were reported taken off Sunderland in Na.rch, and in July 

an arms vessel of twenty two guns was captured and brought 
(110) 

into the port. 

Most of the Scottish horse 1vhich had pursued the Earl 

of Newcastle's forces out of the county in mid-April did 

not return but went into service under the Earl of Manchester 

in Yorkshire, Lancashire and the north western counties, 

leaving a presence in Durham and Northumberland of mainly 

foot and garrison soldiery. The loss of the Shields fort, 

and the surrender of Morpeth castle in a similar fashion, 

left these depleted forces in a far from secure position 

and on 24 l'·!a.y Lord Lindsey was appealing to the Scottish 

Lord Chancellor and Committee of Estates in Edinburgh for 

reinforcements with which to prevent the loss of control. (111) 

It was mid-July before James, Ea.rl of Callenda·r, crossed the 

Tyne at Newburn and entered Durham with a. ne'I,.J Scottish 

force of Boo horse and 6,ooo foot.< 112 ) · His immediate task 

was to consolidate the Scots' hold upon Sunderland, Durham, 

Lumley and other places in the county, and to stop the 

royalist forays from the Newcastle garrison augmented in 

June and July by forces from Cumberland and 1/Jestmorland which 

were making 11 great incursions" into Durha.m(ll3) - by 

securing dominance of the Durham bank o·f the Tyne opposite 

109 
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the town. The appearance of Callendar's force was sufficient 

to bring about a definite shift of the balance once more. 

Resting a few days at Lumley, Callender appeared before the 

principal remaining royalist strongholds in Durham -

Hartlepool and Stockton - on 24 July, and afte·r a brief 

exchange of fire followed by a parley, the governor, Sir 

Edmond Cary, surrendered on the sa.me terms as York eight 
(114) 

days before. tihile Callendar established Hartlepool 

as his magazine and port of supply in the south of the 

county a royalist sally out of Newcastle once more threatened 

the middle and lower reaches of the Wear valley. Moving 

northwards from Lumley castle once more, Callendar's force 

~de contact with a strong royalist body in the neighbourhood 

of Usworth, and waited until the following day before 

advancing at full strength. A day long struggle ensued in 

which·the Scots pushed forward until they had taken 

Gateshead, and by dint of fierce fighting had driven the 

cavaliers off Newcastle bridge and back into the town it­

self.(ll5) The bridge in Scottish hands meant that the 

Newcastle garrison was novJ effectively shut up, having lost 

the important access point into Durham which the Tyne 

bridge and the town of Gateshead had afforded the royalists 

since the Scottish campaign began. Five Scottish batteries 

set up on the steep banks of the Gateshead side now 

threatened Newcastle and two bridges made of keel-boats 

allowed th~ Scots passage over the Tyne to the west and 

114 TSP.I, p.4l 
115 Ibid; A True Exoerimenta.ll •.. Relation •.. 
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ea.st of .the town. After Harston :Moor and the consequent 

fall of York on 16 July Leslie and the original .Scottish 

force returned to the north east to address themselves 

seriously to the investment of the last substantial royalist 

stronghold in the north. It was stoutly defended by Sir John 

Marley the mayor, some Durham and Northumberland gentlemen 

and.BOO of these counties' trained bands, and a few 

experienced officers commanding a variegated muster of 

colliers, keelmen, tradesmen, volunteers and pressed men 

less than 1000 in nu,mber. It wa.s not until October that 

the town surrendered after assault, and soon after Sir 

Thomas Riddell the gov~rnor of Tynemouth castle submitted 
. (116) 

on easy terms. - The fall of Newcastle was confirma-

tion of Parliament's victory in the north, and brought a 

welcome end to the serious fighting in Durham and 

Northumberland of the first civil war. 

Thus, the crown's grip upon Durham and Northumberland 

slackened and was lost. In view of what was at stake - the 

retention of Newcastle as a vital royalist port, the dis-

comfiture of London by the control of north east coal, and 

the eventual military and political consequences of a 

powerful, Scottish, covenanted army's intervention in 

~
England - the efforts of the royalists to resist the threat 

/

were sadly lacking. The Earquis of Newcastle," 1.vhose 

responsibility the security of the· north was, \oJas contem-
1 

plating the resignation of his post in April dn face of 

116 Ibid 
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the heavy ctiticism levelled against him following his forced 

withdrawal from Durham,(ll7) and certainly the few weeks 

before this event do appear as the most critical for any 

successful royalist resistance to the Scottish advance. 

Yet at the outset the Scots were able to secure a badly 

needed port of supply at Sunderland without being offered the 

sligh~est hinderance in doing so, either along their line of 

march or by an attempt to defend Sunderland itself. Not 

until they had seized the town were the Scots challenged in 

force, but again, the two royalist attempts to bring about 

a decisive engagement on neither occa~ion suggest a vigorous 

determination to force an issue with the enemy. If, as his 

biographer suggests, it was Newcastle's intention"··· that 

they were either forced to fight or starve within a little 

time,"(ll8) it is dif.:ficult to see in his actions how he 

seriously attempted either. His loyal biographer points to 

more pertinent· considerations however, a familiar enough 

royalist malady: 11 there was so much Treachery, Jugling and 

Falshood in my Lord's own Army, that it was impossible for 
(11°) 

him to be successful in his Designs and Undertakings." ,~ 

Again, the strategic importance of Sunderland.seems never 

to have borne in 1:1pon the royalists during their period of 

control. It was garrisoned, but had ·never be~n strongly 

fortified during their regime. It had no medieval walls and 

geographically was not easy to defend, and the royalists 

117 DNB 
118 Ca.vendish, Life, p.42 
119 Ibid p.41 
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a~parently preferred Hartlepool as a port - with strong walls 
. (120) but a haven of scant 1mportanc e. One e 'l,n Sunderland, 

the Scots promptly threvJ up earthworks lvhich '\llere visible 
(121) 

until the end of the 18th century. It is a.pparent, 

too, that royalist military efforts in Yorkshire and the 

midlands had drained considerable resources out of the 

northern counties which had tended to stagnate in the 

course of 1643 in virtual peace. When the Scottish threat 

materialised the royalists were hard put to it to raise an 

adequate field force to meet it. It iook time, in a severe 

winter season, to do so, which told to Scottish advantage. 

Further, an insufficiency of men left the royalists 

dangerously "tveak in Yorkshire as reinforcements made their way 

into Durham, a. fact promptly exploited by Lord Fairfax. 

Time, perhaps, was of the essence for the royalist cause; 

a need to inflict a serious reverse upon the Scots at the 

earliest opportunity, and a need to make exposure to the 

threat from Lancashire and the West Riding as short as 

possible. 11 Now or Never" was the field-vJOrd chosen by the 

royalists for the engagement at Boldon Hill.< 122 )rt was 

singularly appropriate, being scarcely more than a simple 

statement of fact. Yet in an overall view of events then and 

subsequently, it is difficult to avoid the thought that they 

had already left it too late. 

120 Showine: how three Norwich Soldiers visited the North 
RR. (mise.) 

121 Summers, History of Sunderland I, pp.412-3 
122 A true relation of the Proceedings ..• 
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CHAPTER 3 

Parliamentarv.Government­
Concerns 1644-50 

11 For the present you may know, 11 wrote a Scot from 

Sunderland on 12 March, 1644-, 11 that we are masters of a ·vast 

quantity of coals belonging to this Port, most of it 

appertaining to Delinquents,· which wil be (I hope) a 
(1) 

comfortable supply to London.'' Alongside the political 

and theological agonising which had gone into the English 

Parliament's alliance with the Scottish Kirk was the equally 

pressing consideration of north eastern coal. vJhen it had 

become clear, towards the end of 1642, that the northern 

counties were securely under the control of the King) 

Parliament had had little choice in forbidding all tr~de 

with Newcastle, Sunderland and Blyth.( 2 ) A blockade of these 

ports followed, denying commerce, revenue and profit to the 

King and his supporters among those with colliery interests 

and, by depressing the coal trade, to foment discontent 

among colliers, Keelmen and others whose livelihood lay in 

coal. Such a strategy was effective; in the year ending 

1 Letter of 11 \v.R. 11 annexed to An Exact Relation ••. 
2 See above p.68; also.A Declaration of Parliament con­

cerning Coales 9 Jan. 143, R.R., V, p.ll7 
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(3) 
at Michaelmas 1643 only 50,000 tons left the Tyne, prob-

ably not even a tenth of pre-war tonnage.< 4 ) This drastic 

reduction placed a burden of distress and discomfiture upon 

the populace of the capital and the parliamentarian south-

east where grave shortages of coal ensued. By the early 

sullllller of 1643 it was apparent that attempts to supply 

London from Scottish and Welsh coals could not succeed, and 

Parliament set in motion a new ploy wpich would at once 

restore the capital's supply of fuel and provide a viable 

source of finance to support the burden of a Scottish ally's 

military presence in England. At the order of the Commons, 

the Committee of the Navy in the ea.rly months of the year 

had conferred with the Lord Mayor, aldermen and other 

important citizens of the city over the supply of coal, and 

this had resulted in the formation of a committee of ,ten 
' 

Iv!.P.s - among them the Newcastle members John Blakist:: _and 

Sir Henry Anderson - and ten common councilmen of the city 

of London charged with powers from Parliament to set up the 

financing necessary to bring about a change of affairs in 

the north. On 5 June the Commons ordered the Commitee's 

proposals to be published.(5) The prime purpose of the 

3 Nef, Coal Trade II, p.287, appx. D(i) 
4 Sir Lionel Ivladdison in 164-4- out Newcastle's annual pro­

duction at 180,000 chaldrons~ about 450,000 tons, and 
Sunderland's at 4o,ooo chaldrons, about 100,000 tons, 
an annual total for Tyne and Wear coal of 550,000 tons. 
CSPD 164-4-5, pp.98-9, 6 Nov. '44 

5 An Ordinance .•. for the soeedv raising of Forces ••. 
to reduce the Town of Newcastle to obedience to King 
and Parliament RR. I, (hi st.) 
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underta.king, it \ITa.s declared, was 11 that ~o Coales may 

be again bought at an easie rate, to the great benefit of 

the poore a.swell as rich", and to this end a subscription was 

sought from the owners and masters of ships which normally 

traded into Newcastle, Sunderland or Blyth for coal, salt, 

or glass; also from all eligible persons in London or 

within ten miles of it, or within five miles of any navigable 

river taking such coals. The subscription required '.vas to 

be at least the amount each individual expended annu=:lly on 

northern coals. Investors were to receive interest of 8% 
until the venture was brought to a successful conclusions, 

vJhen ea.ch pound invested would yield a. final 33~%. A 

telling difference between this and a more conventional 

merchant venture was that substantial financial penalties 

threatened those who did not respond quickly to what was in 

fact a forced loan. The eighth pr6position of the ordinance 

was significant. It made over to the adventurers a part of 

the estates of non-delinquent, catholics and all the estates 

of those declared delinquents in Durham, Northumberland and 

Newcastle, many of whom had la~ge interests and assets in 

... Tyne a.nd Wear collieries. Out of the ready sale of Yented 

coals belonging to such men, and from subsequent profits, 

the hardship of the capital was to be alleviated and the 

intervention of the Scots paid for. 

Although all of the coal resources of the Wear came 

under the control of the Parliament's forces upon the 
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1.vi thdra.v.Jal of the royalist garrison from Lumley castle on 

12 April 1644, there ~-Jere difficulties in rendering the 

collieries there fully productive once more. The Tyne 

remained clo~ed so long as Newcastle was unreduced but 

Parliament had quickly lifted its blockade upon Blyth and 

Sunderland as soon as an effective hold had been taken of 

them and_ thrown them open once more, ~ssentially for the 

carrying of provisions and arms to the Scots and the 
(6) 

bringing away of coals and salt. On the Wear, the prob-

lem was twofold. On the one hand there was a shortage of 

men experienced in colliery ma.nagement, and on the other 

there was serious dissatisfaction among the well-disposed 

colliery owners over their treatment in Parliaments' efforts 

to raise cash from coal. The English parli8mentary comm­

issioners who had arrived with the Scottish army - Sir 

v k (\William Armyne, Richard Barwi/ and Robert Fenwick - were 

soon wrestling with these issues. On 20 June Armyne and 

Barwis wrote to Sir Henry Vane from Sunderland: ''This. gentle­

man Sir William Langley desired our letter to show how willing 

he is to submit to the Parliament, as he hath of late 

declared to us, what opinion soever h~ hath been formerly. 

He is a very knowing man in the ways of the collieries and 

may therein do us much service in working the coal; and he 

doth assure us for that which is already above the ground he 

readily submits to the order of the Committee of both 

Kingdoms."(?) Clearly, the commissioners were prepared not 

6 TT, 669 f7 {72) 
7 CSPD 1644, p.255 



- 104 -

to be too scrupulous in their efforts to get Wear coal 

~upplies moving while Newcastle still held out for the King, 

and indeed Armyne was later to justify the use of delinquents 

in working mines on both the Tyne and Wear out of necessity.CB) 

Equally significant was the fact that Langley, ·a son-in-law 

of Viscount Lumley and holding property and collier_yinterests 

in the county by this connection, was a close associate of 

the Lilburnes and George Grey of Southwick in his Wear 

( colliery activities. It was George Lilburne's, Langley's 
\\ and George Grey the younger's petition which the Wear 

colliery owners presented to Parliament on 10 July, in which 

the highhanded and irregular seizure of collieries and coals 

of loyal Parliament men was protested.C9) The petition rep-

resented a serious difference between the Wear owners and 

the commissioners which had been exa.cerbated by the con-

tinuing state of military uncertainty in the county. Royalist 

owners had been bold enough to add their voices to the pro-

tests as long a.s York and Ne\•!Castle continued to generate 

resistance for the King, but the royalist defeat at Marston 

Moor on 2 July did much to resolve affairs.ClO) The Wear 

owners' petition was referred to the Committee for the Navy 

and five day~ la.ter the Commons adopted resolutions vJhich 

restored Lilburne, Langley and Grey, and other well-affected 

persons, to their own collieries, coals and ancillary pro-

perty, and provided restitution for coals seized and sold 

8 HHC Portland I, pp.206-7 
9 CJ III, p.556; RCDN, p.262 
10 Hercurius Bri tta.nicus 44, 15-22 July 164·4 
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from the-possessions of delinquents. The Commons went 

further. Lilburne, Langley and Grey were to "··· take the 

delinquents' collieries in Sunderland to lease, if the 

committee of Parliament there think fit, and employ them and 

work them unless other well-affected gentlemen of the county 

shall offer to take them ···"(ll) 

From the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries 

the trend in north eastern coal ventures was for the single 

financing of collieries to give way to 'associated financing', 

and by the civil war the Wear collieries at Chester le Street, 

Harraton, Lumley and La.mbton vJere all disposed of in this 

way.Cl2) The complicated holding of 'parts' in these coll­

ieries was rendered even more complex by 1644 however, when 

partners fell into well-effected or delinquent groups. In · 

these confused circumstances not only did men like the 

Lilburnes and dubious associates like Langley lose little 

opportunity in reclaiming their own interests and possessio~s 

on the Wear but they also reco~nised the chance afforded 

them by an urgent Parliament to appropriate the benefits of 

sequestrated collieries - or parts of collieries - of 

delinquents and papists. The irregular, or at least un­

certain, possession of Lambton and Harraton collieries by 

these men at this time was an important element in the 

contumely which embroiled their faction in subsequent years.(l3) 

Sir Lioriel Maddison, himself no friend of the Lilburnes and 

ll CJ III, pp.56l-2; RCDN p.263 
12 Nef, Coal Trade II, pp.50-l 

/ 13 See below pp -164- "75' 
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a close observer of events on .the Tyne and Wear, wrote to 

his close friend Vane the elder in February 1645 of what he 

sa.w happening at Ha.rraton. "It ma.y ha.ply prove a. very con-

siderable thing, 11 he warned, ''I vJould not seem to look much 

after it, neither yet would I now, but that I perceive 

either Sir William Langley, IvJ:p. Lilburne, or Mr. Grey, or 

a.ll have an aim in it." Ha.ddison also reported the 'ha.rd 

usage' the Lilburnes had offered Lady La.mbton the widow of 

Sir William, who had fallen at Marston Moor, which had 

caused her to remove to London.(l4 ) It was in partnership 

with Ralph Lambton, another delinquent member of the family, 

that George Grey had worked Lambton colliery in the years 

prior to 1642. Grey claimed in ahswer to allegations of 

unjust dealings made in later years, that he had ended his 

partnership with Lambton before the beginning of hostilities 

but during the royalist occupation Lambton had taken the 

opportunity "by the pov;er of the sword •.. to dispose of the 

Coales Wrought out of that Colliery but this Defendant durst 

not then appeare in that Countrey".Cl5) Parliamentary 

syi1lpathisers had themselves already suffered 11.rhat many 

royalists were now to experience. Certainly the dislocations 

and confusions of first a cavalier occupation and then a 

parliamentary one enhanced the possibilities for unscrup­

ulous or dishonest practices in lucrative fields, but in the 

summer of 1644, while the Tyne remained incompletely free, 

the task of realising coal and hard cash out of the Wear was 

14 CSPD 1644-5, P·329 
15 SP 23, 153, 102 
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set about by the parliamentary commissioners and the Scots 

with more urgency than nicety, and some success. In fairness 

to a probable turncoat like Sir William Langley, his coals 

alone sold at Sunderland i.n 1644- were worth £1,100 to the 

Scottish forces.Cl 6) Harraton colliery and the pits at Chester 

le Street in which men like the Vanes and Maddison had 

interests were also leading coals, ~nd by the end of October 

£1,94-4-.l8s. had been paid over to ·the Scottish treasurers 

from sales of, and imposts upon, Wear coal. 
( 17) 

The fall of Newcastle in October created a similar, but 

larger) situation on the Tyne. In early November Sir Lionel 

Maddison was ~riting to the elder Vane that he and others 

11 who conceive themselves friends" had petitioned to keep 

their coals and collieries· from unfair disposal on the state's 

behalf. This a.ction v1as occasioned by a move of Sir Nichola.s 

Cole, a prominent royalist protagonist in the late seige of 

Newcastle, who had at that moment no colliery which was 

producing coal but a great stock of coals upon his staith 

which he had opportunely bought at a low price. He had 

proposed to the English commissioners that he 1:1ould be glad 

to receive ten shillings a chaldron for his stocks, anything 

b th o 

0 t "'"h t t (l8 ) Alth h "t a eve 1s sum go·1ng o '"- e s a .e. . oug 1 came 

from a manifest delinquent Cole's offer was yet an attractive 

one for the Scots and Parliamentarians. Such a scheme, how-

ever, complained Maddison in a further letter, would deal 

16 
17 

18 

SP 23, 155, 389 
CEP, 28, 227. A summer price for Sunderland coal had 
been fixed by the Commons of 14- shillings a cha.ldron for 
the best, 12 shillings the worst. CJ III, p.561 
CSPD 164-4-5, pp .102-4-, 7 Nov. '4-4-
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harshly and unjustly with many well-affected owners. 

Exactions on this pattern Hould fall as heavily upon friends 

as upon delinquents, and delinquents like Cole would merely 

be disposing of a part of what they would be forced to for­

feit to the state in any case as royalist offenders. The 

Scots did not appear too particular in their efforts to raise 

money, noted Maddison, and so far as delinquents were con-

cerned many of them were indispensable in maintaining the 

co·al trade. Yet he could not see why delinquents' coals 

- which he claimed existed in substantial quantities - might 

not have been disposed of first, while well-affected owners 

retained theirs until affairs 1-1ere settled justly. 11 Those 

that are friends, to deal plainly with you••, he told Vane, 

111 find not \·!ell satisfied 1vith 'tvhat is concluded here 11 • (l9 ) 

I.J!ore tl:;!.an six months later the Newca.stle I-i.P. John Blakiston 

could declare to the sequestration commissioners at 

Goldsmiths' Hall in the capital that since the fall of 

Newcastle the 'malignant delinquents' there· had been able 

to dispose of £40,000 of coals, from which the state had 

gained nothing.< 2o) About the same time, Edward Iv!a.nn and 

Robert Ellison, both Tyne owners and Parliament men, were 

still negotiating with Parliament, through the commissioners 

Armyne and Fenwick, to take in hand delinquents' collieries 

for the benefit of the sta.te. The Commons ordered that they 

were to work with the northern commissioners to manage such 

19 Ibid pp.l21-3, 14 Nov. '44 
20 CCC. I, p.2l, 13 June '45 
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collieries, to regularise the measure and price of Newcastle 

and Sunderland coal 1 and to administer an oath to anyone 

employed in the trade, from whicb delinquents were now 
(21) 

expressly debarred. Sir Lionel Maddison, who had 

observed, and indeed been involved in, the falling out of 

events concerning coal on both Tyne and \-lear, had recommended 

in February 1645 that £100 or £~00 should be paid to the 

state by anyone wishing to work a sequestered pit, the better 

to secure such assets from opportunists and exploiters, and 

in September was still expressing his dissatisfaction over 
(22) 

the way the business of coal had been handled. Very 

much a neuter himself, Maddison looked with some disgruntle­

ment at unpunished delinquents on the one hand and high-

handed Parlisment men on the other. There was another side 

to the coin however, which showed royalist coal-owners 

suffering severely •. Sir Ralph Cole, father of Sir Nicholas 

and another notorious Newcastle cavalier, spoke in Feburary 

1646 of the demand for the moeey equivalent of eighty tenns 

of coals placed upon him by Parliament as a delinquent in 

October 1645, the satisfaction of which would take all his 

profits from one colliery for seven or eight years. His 

best colliery, in which he had a three-quarters share at 

Gateshead, had been repossessed because his royalist 

activities prevertted him from fulfilling the terms of his 
(2~) 

lease. _, 

21 CJ IV p.l79 
22 CSPD i644-5, P-329; 
23 RCDN, pp.l63-6 

CSPD 1645-7, p.l24 
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It seems clear, also, that well-affected coal owners 

on Tyne and Wear were to be reimbursed for coals seized and 

sold along with those of delinquents, nor were they to lend 

capital to the state to finance new workings, and from June 
(24) 

1645 they were paid in cash for the coal they produced. 

This was, however, at the old Elizabethan rate of ten 

shillings a. chaldron, the figur·e proposed by Sir Nicholas 

Cole and to which Maddison had objected as seriously under-

cutting what was a just and necessary price for active coal 

producers. Maddison estimated that a realistic price for 

coal a.t the end of 1644 ¥Jas fourteen or fifteen shillings 

a cha.ldron vJi thou t any kind of impost, and urged ca.reful 

consideration of whether any kind of duty should be placed 

upon Durham and Northumberland coal and salt at all in order 

to rally an already badly interrupted trade and protect the 
(26) needs of the poor buyer. Sunderland coals had been 

selling for between twelve and fourteen shillings since the 

summer of 1644, but by 1645 Parliament had fixed Newcastle 

and Sunderland coal at twenty shillings a chaldron, of which 

nearly half represented t~o imposts of five and four 

shillings.< 27 ) Although the five shillings tax was repealed 

by Parliament as illegal in June the four shillings remained 

for the duration of the Scottish army's stay in England, not 

being removed until 13 April 1647, a couple of months after 
I (28) 

the Scots' ieoarture. I - Although the possession of north 

ea.stern coal resources was crucial tn the English Parliament's 

24 Nef, Coal Trade II, p.292 
25 CSPD" 1644-5, p.l03 
26 Ibid. pp.98-9 
27 CJ.IV, p.l72 
28 IbidV, p.78 
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plan to pay for Scottish intervention on its behalf, it was 

impossible for the trade to provide the entire cost. The 

Wear in the course of the Scottish occupation produced 

perhaps 50-60,000 chaldrons of coal, an amount proportionately 
(29) better, it is suggested, than the Tyne, ·where the trau-

matic effects of the new regime were more lasting. Certainly, 

the radical spirit of men like Lilburne and Grey into whose 

hands, as committeemen and sequestrators, an important part of 

Wear coal production fell, would at the outset accord well 

with the Parliament~ interest, although their actions were 

to be called in question at a later time. The total contrib-

uted by Wear collieries to financing· the Scots was perhaps 

£10,000 out of a total of some £75,000 estimated to have been 

realised out of north eastern coal.( 30) The Scots themselves, 

in their financial negotia.tions with the English prior to 

their withdrawal, acknowledged the receipt of £8o,ooo, but 

in doing so rejected the English claim that they had bene-

fited to a total of almost £120,000 out of the coal trade, 

having received £53,000 in one year and £50,000 the year 

following, as well as £16,385 from excise. It was the 

Scots' assertion that the prices they had in fact received 

from coal represented a total £40,000 short of the EnglisP, 

t . t (31) es lrna e. 

The immediate, physical presence of the Scottish army 

was one of which the county was at once all too avJa.re. While 
( ~2) 

damage inflicted by gunpowder on Durham castle - had a 

29 Nef, Coal T~ade II, p.294n. 
~0 Ibid 
)1 Rushw. VI, p.324 
32 Cos. Corr. II, p.94 
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military justification the religious spirit the Scots un-

leashed sa1.v fonts smashed, parsonages wrecked, the treasury 

and registJry at Durham damaged and choice books looted from I . 
(~3) 

the cathedral library . ..) Even more seriously, however, the 

entire county came under the onus of the Scottish demands 

for maintenance, in money and provisions. From the outset, 

the Scots had noted the unfriendly demeanour of the county 

and their inability to secure either supplies or intelligence 

there, "· •• the whole Countrey being in Armes, either 

willingly or forcedly: so great a power hath the Cathedrall 

here 11 • (3
4 ) Yet in truth, after suffering the burdens of 

soldiery almost continuously since 1640 - English, royalist, 

and now a second· visitation from their ancient adversaries -

Durham and Northumberland could scarcely be expected to 

·respond warmly, whatever their sentiments with regard to 

present issues. Certainly, those Parliamentarians among the 

county's gentry who, t01.·1ards the ·end of 1644, began to assume 

responsibility for Durham's affairs as· the county committee 

were soon bemoaning the great pressures and difficulties 

they faced from the occupying forces, although the county 

itself was securely in the Parliament's control, and more 

settled. Although matters such as determining assessments 

a.nd organising billeting was, by agreement, the committee's 

responsibility, the Scottish soldiery often took matters 

into their own hands. Money, rather than provision was 

what they asked for, and this was scarce ~ among poorer 

DPB, p.l91; Pa.rl. S. II, p.l66; Allen T, 34; 
An Exact Relation of the Last News .•• 

RCDN p.42 
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people non-existent. On 27 November George Vane wrote to 

his father upon the state of affairs. The county committee (. 

had engaged to pay one month's wages to the Scots but the 

month had expired and the money ha.d not ma.terialised. 11 The 

gentlemen entrusted here are almost at a nonplus, 11 he 

a' ~ s er t ed • ( 3 5 ) · · B 1 ~ The burden was such that Sir Richard el asis 

had been despatched to Parliament to make a representation 

about it. A letter from the parliamentary commission~rs in 

the north at about the same time spoke of the county's 

inability to support the growing charges upon it, despite 

the willing efforts of the county committee, and warned that 

unless some alternative provision w~s made for after 

November it was impossible· to see how the army could be 
. (36) 

pa1d. In face of such insufficiency the Scots reacted 

arbitrarily; at Raby the Vane family, whose name now stood 

as one of the most influential in the iand, was not spared 

their attentibns. On 4 December George Vane wrote to his 

father once more. Despite their agreement with the county-

that there should be no unauthorised movements of troops, 

·Scottish s6ldiers had moved in among the Vane tenants and 

were demanding maintenance of a groat a day for 140 men, 

based upon the ne1111 and exorbi tent book of rates devised 

during the Earl of Newcastle's occupation and which the new 

regime had not repealed. Vane ordered his steward to pay 

the Scottish captain when he threatened the Vanes' parks 

and timber. 11 'I'he truth is-, 11 George Vane ended, 11 the soldiers 

CSPD 1644-5, pp.l62-3 
QUoted by Welford, RCDN, pp.ll6-7 n. 
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are our masters, and do 'I:Jha.t they list.uC37) Sir Lionel 

Maddison sketched a similar, unhappy picture in letters·to 

the elder Vane during November. 11 That they (the county) 

have done so much is hardly credible. Though the farmer 

discounts with the landlord for most of his rent by reason 

of charges lying upon the country, and some far surmounting 

their rents, (so) that the landlord hath little or nothing 

or less than nothing; yet is the tenant like to run away 

too from the same, though some have been desired only to 

stay upon the ground and but Keep fire in the houses that 

they fall not to ruin. 11 Coals too, formerly cheap a.nd 

plentiful, were now expensive and scarce - the latter d~'1 

to the reductions in recent production and the new diffi-

culties of distribution. There was plague too, to cap all. 

ills, at Newcastle and at Ra.by, Auckland, Darlington and else­
(38) 

where in the county. 
/ 

There wa.s a dilemma for the county's pa.~iamenta.ria.ns 

in all this. George Vane was already speaking in November 

of the more settled condition of the northern counties and 

remarking on the plentiful supply of troops now in Durham who 

would be better utilised elsewhere''··· than to lie here 

utterly to eat up these parts 11 • (39) But speaking of the 

p~oposed Scottish intention to march south in February 

1645 he warned that their departure would leave the county 

very much distracted and unsettled, and he advised: 11 there 

are some things very fit to be thought on before the army 

37 CSPD 1644--.5, p.l74 
38 Ibid pp.103, 136 
39 Ibid pp.96-8 
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marches away from amongst us, especially the settling of the 

county in some measure. for its own defehce and apprehending 

the most notorious Papists and delinquents who threaten the 
(40) 

disturbing of the peace of the county 11 • The boon of 

security for the parliamentarians could only be realised 

along with the crushing presence of the Scots. Vane had 

already pointed out to his father three months earlier that 

it was impossible adequately to muster and equip the county 

trained bands or a proposed new troop of county horse unless 

Parliament allowed the county the full value of its own 

sequestrations of royalist property as was the case in other 

counties, whereas in Durham such sums went almost entirely 
(41) 

to the Scots. The Scotsmen had their own viewpoint 

however. In October 1644 their commissioners complained to 

both Houses of Parliament that the parlia.menta.ry commissioners 

in the north had raised regiments in Northumberland and Durham 

11 ••• which is a great burden to the country and prejudice to 

the Scots' army by lessening assessments; (and) who have 

tabbed, spoiled and murdered divers of the Scottish nation 

, • 'th • • f Lh • (42 ) ~ 't com1ng w1 _ prov1s1on or (, e arm1es 11 • :l;!;ven so, 1 was 

apparent that the Scottish forces could not be supported out 

of the resources presently available, a fact declared in a 

new parliamentary ordinance of 20 February 1645 which went 

on to outline a new scheme which would realise £21,000 per 

month out of.northern co~nties and towns.( 4
J) A further 

ordinance followed this on 10 May which created a 'Northern 

40 Ibid pp.288-9 
41 Ibid pp.l20-l 
42 'Ibid p.37 
43 Ibid pp.319-7 
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Association' out of the four northern counties, along with 

Yorkshire, Lancashire a.nd ·Notting.hamshire, which together 

could muster a force of 2,600 horse, 400 dragoons, 7,000 

foot and an artillery train at a monthly cost of £14,717.6s. 

of which Durham was required to contribute £1,000 per month.( 44 ) 

The north was now effecting what George Vane had earlier 

advocated and was taking measures for its own protection by 

means of royalist sequestrations, royal and ecclesiastical 

revenues, coal and salt duties, and heavy assessments. 

Though the bulk of the Scottish army marched southwards-to 

become an element in the struggle in the midlands, Durham 

was still complaining of assessments on the Scots' behalf 
(4!::) 

in November 1646, ~ and th~ir garrisons remained in various 

places to plague the populace. The county ·committee found 

their governors brusque and overbearing in response to com-

plaints made by local inhabitants a.bout s·~ottish demands for 

coal and candle and interference with property s~questrated 

for the state's use, and in August 1645 the Durham committee 

1.va.s moved to make an appeal to the Committee of Both 
(46) 

Kingdoms concerning _the Scots' attitude and behaviour. As 

the Scottish presence in England became one of increasing 

concern and embarrassment nationally in the course of .1646, 

Parliament itself became anxious to secure the right of 

disposal of northern garrisons like Hartlepool and Stocktop 

which had long discomfited their surrounding populace, but 

found the Scots slow to conform.' 47 ) In the latter part of 

44 Ibid p.473 
45 CEP, 28, 227 
46 CSPD 1645-7, pp.49, 56-7 
47 Rushw. VI, p.126 
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January 1647 however, the King, with the Scottish commissioners 

at Newcastle, finally declined to accept the Covenant or sign 

the Scottish propositions, and thus brought to an end the 

long Scottish involvement in England. The King's action 

resulted in the presbyterians tu;rning him over to the English 

commissioners and Scottish forces beginning their ·march out 

of Newcastle on 30 January, \tJhen an English governor, major 

general Philip Skippon, took possession of it.<
4

B) The 

Scots had been a burdensome presence in the north for almost 

exactly three years, a.nd the feelings of ·the local popu·lation 

towards them were perhaps nicely caught in the laconic 

observation of the Durham parliamentarian John Reyne, writing 

to a friend from hear Barnard Castle on 1 February: "tve are 

busy in these parts in preserving our houses, horses, and 
. (49) 

goods, on the Scots' march1ng''· The Scottish departure 

in fact marked the end of the last great military incursion 

into the counties of Northumberland and Durham by their 

ancient and traditional foe. Although on this last occasion 

they had come 6stensibly as.friends, at the invitation of 

the English Parliament, it is ·highly doubtful that many in 

the north could so regard them. Their departure was pre-

ceded by growing rancour, suspicion and tension; the 

Durham parliamentarians Thomas Lilburne and Adam and Edward 

Shepperdson deposed that in Hay and June of 1646 they had 

spoken to Scottish officers as their army bore the King 

northtJards to Newcastle and t€ard pro-royalist and anti-

p 1 . t t. . t d . .._ t. d ( 50 ) Th · ar_lamen sen 1men s an 1n~en 1ons expresse . e1r 

48 Ibid p.398 
49 CSPD Add. 1625-49, p.706 
50 LJ.VIII, P·330; HNC, Portland I, p.360 
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estra.ngement once more from the English vias felt not lE;,!ast 

in the north. The covenanters left behind them other, 

albeit lesser, problems. In 1649 the parishioners of 

Lanchester were still arguing the responsibility for the 

abandoned child of the.'wife' of a Scottish soldier at. the 
. (51) Durham quarter sess1ons. 

The creation of the Northern Associati6n meant contin-

uing financial demands, in the form of the monthly assess~ent, 

upon the northern counties. The nucleus of the Association's 

forces in Durham and Northumberland seems to have been colonel 

Robert Li lburne' s and colonel F'r.~rncis \vren' s regiments of 

horse, together with two foot companies. It was in these 

bodies that many of the Durham parliamentarians held 

commissions under Lord Fa.irfax - Henry and Thomas Lilburne, 

the younger George Grey, John Sanderson, Robert Hutton, 

Anthony Smith and Adam Shepperdson. The essen~e of the 

Durham standing committee's commitment to the Northern 

Association in the difficult years 1645-8 seems to have been 

the payment of the two troops of horse commanded by Thomas 

Lilburne and John Sanderson and the two companies of foot 

under George Grey the younger. This body, together with the 

presence of Scottish foot soldiers as· garrison troops, 

apparently constituted the nub of the county's standing 

forces. Alihough the parliamentary ordinance which established 

51 DQS 4/13 
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the Northern Association had assessed Durham at £1,000 per 

month.it appears unlikely that such a sum was regularly 

forthcoming out of. assessments alone~ Gilbert Marshall and 

Anthony Smith, the county's treasurers for Association con-

tributions, returned that they had d~sposed of only 

£3,090. 9s. 8d. in assessments between June 1645 and 
( 1::'2) 

February 1648 • .; By and large however, these forces appear 
( ~ ~) 

to have been regularly and properly paid; .1~ indeed, four 

soldiers wounded in the royalist attack upon Raby castle in 

1645 v.rere a.mong a. number receiving convalescent quartering 

f A . t. f - .L. th. t. (54 ) s h f. t rom ssoc1a 1on unas a~ 1s 1me. uc re ·1nemen s 

notwithstanding, the county committee were often hard pressed. 

In March 1647 they owed £334. 2s. to Lilburne's, Sanderson's 

a.nd Grey's men and could only promise payment as soon a.s 
(!::'!::') 

assessments or bishop's rents arrears should come to hand . .1.1 

In May they wrote to the sequestrators at Goldsmiths' Hall of 

the personal sacrifices they had been obliged to make out of 

their mrJn estatesto eke out the insufficient revenue ava.ilable 

to meet the demands of Scots, ministers and associated 

forces.<5 6 ) 

If money remained as-the prime concern f6r those now 

assuming responsibility for the county, there were never the-

less other problems. Not least was the re-establishment of 

52 
53 

54 
55 
56 

CEP, 28, 380 (Durham bag) 
William Burdon served as a trooper in major John 
Sanderson's troop from the 16.December 1645 until 5 
February 1647. Out of an earned total of £78. 2s. 
for this period he had received £25.16s. from the 
Durham committee, as vJell as sums from excise officers, 
Goldsmiths' and Weavers' Halls and the Durham sequest­
rators. He received his last pay of £5. 12s. when he 
disbanded. CEP. 28, 227 (Durham bag) 
CEP, 28, 380 (Durham bag) 
Ibid 
RCDN, p.39 
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a.n admins{tra.tive and juridicial structure in place of that 
J 

which, in a truly radical fashion, had been largely des-

troyed by the parliamentary triumph. The county's sher~ff, 

under- sheriff, an~ many justices and deputy lieutenants vJere 

now marked down as delinquents, as were all of the senior 

clergy and men like Thomas Burwell and John Heath, key 

figure~ in the working of the palatinate's legal machinery. 

In the confusions of 1644-5 the whole region was controlled 

by the English parliamentary commissioners with the Scottish 

army - Armyne, Barwickand Fenwick - but these sought to 

involve well-affected gentlemen in the running of affairs 

as soon a.s possible, among them those named in Parliament's 

64 
(57) 

first committee for the county in April 1 3· The Long 

Parliament had provided the county with a Lord Lieutenant 

in 1642 in the person of Sir Henry Vane, but affairs of state 

kept him absent from Durha.m. On 5 August 1644 the commiss-

ioners requested the Commons to allow Vane to come down and 

settle the county, in particular putting the militia into 

effect, but although the House named fifteen deputy lieu-

tenants and gave its assent to Vane's depar.:_tu:te it does not 

appear he was able to do so for some time. (58) In October ---- ----- - -:::--...;::: --
the county's parliamentarian gentlemen were writing to him 

to point out that there could be no proceedings in the 

palatine courts of justice in the absence of a chancellor, 

and they proposed that one be established in as near the 

traditional fashion as possible. This was by letters patent 

r::.7 CEP, 28, 227 
5.18 CJ.III, p.593; see appendix B 



- 121 -

under the great seal of England, a royal commission and the 

Lord Treasurer's warrant being necessary to provide a great 

seal for the palatinate. To effect this, the county's 

pa.rliamenta.ria.ns cut the Gordian Knot in revo1u tionary 

fashion. Bolstered by a parliamentary ordinance, they 

merely re\.J"rote the examples afforded by the close rolls in 

the chancery at Durham to fit the requirements of radically 

altered circumstances.C59) A sheriff was also needed. The 

last appointment, in October 1641, had been Sir William 

Darcy, now a delinquent, and Parliament had respited any 
(60) 

further appointment for the county in December 1643. 

At least one dedimus potestatem in 1644· renewed the status 

of the old, well-affected justices and bolstered their 
(61) 

numbers with some new additions. Although orderly and 

consecutive quarter sessions records do not begin until 

July 1649, and there was a good deal of dislocation in 

1644-5 and again in the upheavals of 1648., the sessions V~rere 

functioning agai~ soon after the parliamentary regime 

established itself.( 62 ) In his father's absence, George 

Vane assumed most of his father's responsibilities for the 

ordering of the county and became the first parliamentary 

appointment of sheriff on 18 February 1646.( 63) The 

shrieval office had by that time undergone a drastic change. 

It wa.s now an annual appointment made by the Parliament and 

its holder had to render a financial account into the 
(641 

Treasury at the end of his term. · Similar attempts by 

CSPD 1644-5, p.47 
CJ.III, p.354; Randall 13, ff.23-4 
CSPD 1644-5, p.47 
DQS. 4/13-14, 15 
TT, E ~24·( 7) 
CSPD lb61-2, p.343 
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the Crown to encroach upon the bishop's control over his 

high sheriff - especially fiscal accountability - had in fact 

been successfully resisted by Bishop Morton in 1635;( 65 ) 

now the momentum of revolution brought it about without 

apparent comment. The whole effective fabric of the county 

palatine '1/Jas, of cour.se, badly damaged, and the desirability 

of dismantling it entirely was being mulled over in 1644-5. 

The feeling of the county was not at all clear however, so 

• t .L.. d ( 66 ) h h t I • b bl t -'-h .L.. 1 '1/Jas reporloe , alt ou.gl n1s pro a _y mean L• au a 

great many were hostile to such a move. In the event, 

the status of the palatinate remained for years unresolved 

and uncertain with consequent confusions and inconveniences, 

especially in the county's juridical functioning, which 

helped to swell the disruptions the county experienced in 

the 164os. 

The most serious difficulties stemmed from the mal-

functioning of the palatine courts of cha.ncery and common 

pleas, many of whose officers and officials were delinquent 

or fled away, while others expressed doubts and reservations 

about serving under the new scheme of things.(~?) Thus the 

cry generally was for reliable machinery to discha.rge civil 

processes, and perhaps more pressing, to provide for regular 

gaol deliveries in the county. The undecided status of the 

palatine made ihe latter necessity in particular difficult, 

and the position was further blurred after 1 September 1646 

65 Allen 18 
66 CSPD 1644-5, pp.l20-l 
67 M & S 52, f.lv 



- 123 -

with Par~iament's decision to sell off episcopal lands. 

The rights of jura regalia O=-f the bishop of Durham as count 

palatine were lodged with the trustees for the sale of 

bishops' lands - mainly London merchants headed by the Lord 

Mayor - who could not sell, contract for, or dispose of 

them.C 68 > A further parliamentary ordiriance of 9 October, 

however, required the sheriff to supply a fit person to fill 

the office of ordinary at Durham who was to process, in the 
(69~ 

normal fashion, the business of the bishop's courts. • 

Such provision faiied to meet the county's need however. 

Hark Shatto, the recorder of rfwcastle, ·effected a gaol 

delivery in April 1647,C70) but in July the Commons found it 

expedient to order Sir Henry Vane, John Wastall and Sir 

Thomas Widdrington to bring about the establishment of common 
- -

justice in the county as well as fines, recoveries, and other 

such civil processes as in other parts of the Kingdom. They 

were to confer with judges Jermyn and Green of the northern 

circuit who were due to appear in Durham that year, as well 
(71) 

as with the trustees for the sale of bishops' lands. 

By 14 August the Commons had read twice, and committed, an 

ordinance which would take away the jurisdiction of the 

county palat~ne of Durham and Sadberge, and establish the 

administration of justice there in the same manner as the 

Kingdom generally.c 72 ) Some ~uch positive and radical 

action was badly needed if the county's standing committee 

was to be believed. On 13 April 1648 its members were 

68 Allen 7, ff. 184-6; Durham Tracts. 5(e) pp.l03-4 
69 Scobell, Acts and Ordinances, pp. 99-101 
70 Randall 13, ff. 23-4 
71 CJ.V, p.246 
72 Ibid p.274 
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moved to write: "No le_ws can be executed for recovering 

debts, but iri a poor county court under 4-0s. No bargain nor 

estate of lands here confirmed because fines cannot be 

acknowledged. No thieves, robbers, murderers, or felons 

punished here, because no assize is held in this county; 

the number of prisoners increases, and the gaols are so 

thronged that the country is hardly able to maintain them, 

and they themselves cry for help.:rC73) On 25 April 

Pa.rliament sent down lv'Ir. John Was tall to make a gaol 

delivery, which he was able to do, although by then the 

county was slipping into the confusions of the second war. 

At the same time, a northern circuit judge, Baron Rigby, 

was ordered to remain in Durham for the Parliament's and 
( 74-) 

county's good. In February 164-9 Parliament set up a 

committee to rationalise the administration of justice not 

only in Durham but in Chester and the Duchy of Lancaster, 

on which Sir Arthur Ha.slerig, Sir Henry Vane junior, John 

Bla.kiston and George Fenwick represented the Durham 

interest, and out of this activity an Act for an assize at 

Durham in August was forthcoming.C75) It is uncertain 

whether this assize a.ctually took place but others did in 

1650 and '51, at which business that had lain sine die since 

August 164-2, the last time an assize had been held in the 

county, could be renewed. It was provided that writs and 

returns out of Upper Bench or Common Pleas to the sheriff 

7
73 RCDN pp. 4-0-1 
lf ·cJ.V, pp. 544-, 678; Randall 13, ff. 23-4-

75 CJ.VI, pp.l4-8, 233, 237 
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since that date were to be regarded as effective as in any 

other county, and that recoveries made out of other counties 

'tvere .to be processed through the court of Common Pleas in 

the capital, as for any non-pelatine·county. All writs, 

warrants and the like applicable in Durham vJere to be made 

through·the cursitor of Monmouth and Hereford, who was so 

appointed to act by the commissioners of the Great Seal. 

Provision for gaol deliveries was rnade also.C7o) The 

assizes signified the return of stability and convenience 

in the county's legal structure, even though the old 

palatine offices. and functions, in name at least, had 

largely ceased to be. NeverthEless, difficulties still 

arose. Assizes were ordered, and their judgements confirmed, 

by the Parliament, and the final stages which led up to the 

dissolution of the Long Parliament in April 1653, to be 

followed by the ineffectual Barebone's assembly between 

July and Decemoer, meant that no act for a. Durham assize 

appeared after 1651. In June 1654 the high sheriff, RovJland 

Place, petitioned the Protector directly, pointing out all 

the old inconveniences which were crowding iq on the county 

once more as a result.C77) It seems to have been the last 

time, however, that the county was so to suffer during the 

Interregnum. 

The establishment of the parliamentary regime left the 

county's old administrative structure badly wanting in several 

respects, but it also supplied, in the form of the county 

76 Allen 7, ff. 187-92; Scobell, Acts and Ordinances, 
pp. 155-6 

77 CSPD 1654, p.~04 
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standing committee, a new, and truly alien administrative 

growth. The Durham committee, like county committees else-

where, frequently and confusingly took on the .aspects of 

several different committees: as the 'bishopric association' 

it had responsibility for the county's contribution to the 

Northern Association, it was also concerned with militia 

forces, the billeting and supply of troops, with religious 

affairs, but principally with the ~aising of the monthly 

assessmen~ and the sequestration and pursuit of the county'·s 

delinquents a.nd papists. The powers of the committee were 

comprehensive and great, but they were generally regarded 

across the nation as being questionably derived - and worse, 

being often wielded in an inept, unfair or dubious manner, 

and from the mid 1640s there was probably no single parlia-

mentary manifestation more universally disliked than the 
(78) 

county committee. Nor \-las the Durha.m body any exceptlon. 

In November 164-4 George Vane had begun, on his father's 

behalf, to create a committee for the county according to the 

requirements of a parliamentary ordinance, of v!ell-affected, 

honest and able persons, a task he was still concerned with 

• th 1 'h f t' f 11 • ( 79 ) M t f th 1n e ear y·mont.s o ne o ow1ng year. ctOS o _e 

names which had appeared in the Lords' and Commons' ordinance 

of l April 1643 \•Jhich had nominated the first committee for 

the county were included among those which made up the 

standing committee that _came into existence in the course of 

1645. This was altogether a more impressive body thf its 

78 

79 

See The Committee Man Curried. S. Shepard. 16 July 1647 
TT, E 398(2) and E 401 (45) 
SP.23, 503, 110; CSPD 1644-5, pp.288-9 
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forerunner however, being headed by the elder Vane, Sir 

Lionel Maddison, Sir Richard Bellasis and Sir George Vane, 

together with George and Richard Lilburne, Clement and 

Christopher Ful thorpe, Ja.mes Clavering, Timothy Whittingham, 

Francis vJren, Nicholas Heath, George Grey, and John 

Brakenbury, its treasurer. Henry Draper and Thomas Sha.dforth 
(80' 

were added some time later. ; It was a not unimpressive 

and respectable mix of gentlemen of high and middle quality 

who wrestled manfully with the dire difficulties of 1645-50. 

Yet the committee's proceedings, at best resented, often fell 

into irregularities too. Non-members sometimes signed its 

documents,(Sl) and the sequestered royalist Robert Byerley 

complained that only three gentlemen o~ the county had signed 

the papers in his case, and only one had been a committee 

~ember. ( 82
) Worse, however, ;;ere the dissenfons which broke 

out among its members, and responsibility for sequestration 

fallihg largely inio the hands of a Lilburne faction within 

the committee.CS3) By the early part of 1647 Parliament was 

seeking to abolish the county committees " in rega.rd of 

the great cries that come to their ears from all par~s of the 

Kingdom where divers persons live under very great pressures 

by reason of the partiality and injustice that is used by 

those committees 11 .<S4 ) This move came to nothing, but vJhen 

a year later the activities of the Lilburne faction came 

under attack from Sir Arthur Haslerig and John BlaRiston, 

so 
81 

82 
8.3 
8l:f. 

RCDN p.39; CEP.28, 227 
John Hall, probably one 
and minor supporters of 
signed on 18 June 1646. 
RCDN p.l41 
See below, p.155et seq. 
CJ.V, 1 Feb. and 9 April 

and 380 (Durham bag) 
of the Halls of Durham city 
the regime (seepp.2oB-t9) 
CEP 28, 227 

1647 
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there w~s no shortage of plaintiffs to depose as to the 

Durham committee's hard and dishonest dealings since 1644 
(85) 

to"t-Ja.rds themselves and the state. While chan.ge a.nd 

counter-charge in such a clash of interests were clearly 

s~spect the opportunities for wide, unrestrained and 

questionable activities of the type Parliament had acknowledged 

by unscrupulous committee-men were evident enough. In 

January and !'•Iarch 1649 the old Durha.m cornmi tt ee, ~ lr eady 

la.rg~ly transformed by the influence of Sir Arthur Ha.slerig, 

was further weakened by Parliament's establishment of a 

northern committee for compounding.< 86 ) Less than a. year 

later all of the old county committees across the nation were 

finally dissolved,CB7) chiefly, it was alleged by the polemical 

John Lilburne, through Haslerig's influence in Parliament, 

the better to effect the rout of John's uncle and friends in 

Durha.m.< 88 ) While the assertion cRrries more malice than 

truth, there ·can have been fevJ who viere sad to see the end 

of the old body. In its place for Durham, with responsibility 

for sequestrations and compositions, Haslerig set up a new 
. ( 89) 

committee of Thomas Delaval and Francis Wren as treasurer. 

They were soon complaining to London of the disorderly and 

confused state in which they found the books of the old body 

and their own work in the early 1650s seems to have been at 

least quiet and efficient, and devoid of the tensions and 
. . (90) 

insufficiencies associated with the old comm1ttee. 

85 RCDN pp.275-80, 366 
86 CJ.VI) pp.ll3-4 
87 Ibid pp. 386-8, 395-6 
88 A Just Reproof, p.38 
89 RCDN p.45. Haslerig's son Thomas, and his secretary 

Anthony Pearson, also served for a while 
90 Ibid p.51 et seq 
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In 1645 the issue of parliamentary representation for 

the county raised itself once more, its desirability perhaps 

more urgent than ever. Appeals aga.inst the exactions and 

sufferings the county had endured since 1640 had cogently 

revealed the need for a direct and personal voice at 

Westminster to pr.ess them. It 111as felt, for example, that 

the £25,000 still owed to the county as the Scottish debt 

might not have remained unpaid with members to sue for it 
. (91) 
1n the House. Whether this was realistic or not, it was 

certainly true that parliamentary·business concerning. the 

county had to be effected by indirect means such as the 

Newcastle members Sir Thomas Widdrington and John Blakiston 

or other northern men who held seats, like the Vanes. The 

Commons itself felt the inconvenience of this arrangement; 

in December 1647 it had hit upon the device of issuing lett~rs 

and ins~!uctions to the county's committee-men as though they 

were M.P.s(92) On 8 April 1645 the county petitioned 

Parliament, drawing the Commons' attention to the fact that 

a bill for the county's representation had passed both 

·Houses in 1642, but because this would not become effective 

until the unforeseeable time when a new assembly was formed 

the county begged for a new bill which would take effect at 
( 93) 

once. Although the Commons responded by ordering ·s~ch 

a bill 11 \A/hen· convenient" nothing had materia.lised by the end 

of the year when Clement Fulthorpe and others wrote to 

William Lentha.ll from Bishop Auckland asking for the abolition 

91 Hunter 24, f.l 
'h. 9 2 CJ. V, p •. 10 

93 CJ .IV, p.l03 
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of the county palatine and the granting of parliamentary 

members,< 94) and it was presumably this request which was 

refe~red to the Committee of Privileges on 14 March 1646.< 95 ) 

The Long Parliament's inability to .find either the time or 

the need to deal seriously with the county's proble6s was 

nicely portrayed on 21 December following, when yet another 

petition was read to the House outlining Durham's sufferings 

and asking for the removal of the Scots, the granting of 

members, and the repayment of £25,000 OvJed to the county .. 

Speaker Lenthall called the Durham gentlemen into the House, 

assured them that the Commons were sensible of their 

sufferings an4 were taking steps to redress matters regarding 

Scots, members, and debt. Indeed, a bill for representation 

was read twice that 4ay and committed - but once more into 

oblivion. On the same day the Commons set about rendering 

a debt of £36,boo to five creditors out of the fines and 

compositions at Goldsmiths' Hall.< 96 ) This juxtaposition of 

b~siness highlights sharply the Long Parliament's almost 

cynical need to consider priorities, and the helplessness of 

the county, ~ot onl~ in this concern but in resolving the 

uncertainty of palatine status, assembling adequate judicial 

forms, even in the appointment of a sheriff, which was nbt 

made until February 1646. In the event, the county was never 

to achieve representation in the Long Parliament, and the 

bitter frustration of those in Durham who had adhered to the 

parliamentary cause was evident in thel~ter the county 

94 HMC Portla.nd I, p·. 329 
95 CJ.IV, P-733 
96 CJ.V, pp.21-2 
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committee wrote to Goldsmiths' Hall in April 164-8 on th.e 

county's sacrifices and condition: "The cry of the country 

is 'lvha.t! shall we still pay sesses, and have none in the 

House for us to grant them? Shall we be ready to perform 

service for the State and (bear) unequal burdens, and still 

be \vi thou t the State's protection?'" 
(98) 

In 1651' writing 

of the quarrel bet\-Jeen his uncle and Sir Arthur Haslerig and 

John Blakiston, John Lilburne pointed to the lack of members 

for the county as a cause of the dishonesty, injustice and 

ill-government which existed there, 11 it being a Bastard as 

it were to all the Counties of the Nation". ( 99 ) It seems 

unlikely that the granting of members would have done a great 

deal to alleviate the county's lot in the 1640s, but the 

county's very inability to realise the wish serves to 

emphasise the unhappf insufficiencies and confusions of 

those years. 

98 RCDN pp.40-l 
99 A Just Reproof, p.2 
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CHAPTER 4 

Pa.rl i amentary government -
Personalities 1644-50 

Although the county was far from settled by August 

1644 the new parliamentary pov;ers \¥ere nevertheless quickly 

about the business of sequestration, and by the middle of 

the month the seizing, leasing· or otherwise disposing of the 

estates and effects of royalist offenders throughout the 

county was in full swing. The parliamentary commissioners 

who arrived 1.vi th the Scottish army, Sir Willi am Armyne, 

~ k Richard Barwi/ and Robert Fenwick, through the numerous body 

of sub-sequestrators they appointed from sympathisers in the 

county, were soon involved in the prompt leasing of 

sequestrated lands at as advantageous a sum as possible, 

guaranteeing new lessees against unco-operative tenants, 

and in blocking the pa.yment of rents and the like by tenants 

to landlords who were suspected, but as yet unproven, 

delinquents. To this end, for e·xample·, the local seques­

trators summoned to appear before them a.t Sedgefield on 9 

September all tenants and collectors of the bishop or dean 
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and.chapter of Durham, to render up the half-year's rents 

due at Pentecost (20 June) last, and to account for any 

a~rears.Cl) Other clerical property was soon under attack: 

on 10 September the sequestration of seven parsonages in 

the county was announced, and the tithes of four others 

seized. The clergy involved were all, for th~ most part, 

prominent in the diocesan structure and co~promised by 

Arminianism, but other than by th~ desertion of their_cures 

how they brought themselves within the otdinance of sequest-

t . "t · t "bl t ( 2 ) Cl . t·t t d ra 1on 1 1s no poss1 e _o say. er1cs cons 1 u e a 

very small proportion of delinquents however, and it was lay 

offenders in increasing numbers who came under the process 

of sequestration across the county. The raising of revenue 

was a prime objective behind the policy of sequestration, 

perhaps more so than the chastisement of royalist adversaries, 

and to this end the English commissioners pointed out in a 

letter to the Spe?ker of the House of Commons on 1 November, 

that the moneys necessary for the support of the forces then 

in Durham could not be realised out of delinquent and 

r ecusa_nt estates there and made the suggestion: " those 

delinquents of a lower rank, that will offer reasonable 

1 RCDN, p .16 
2 Those s~questered were Joseph Naylor at Sedgefield, Isaac 

Basire at Egglescliffe, William James at Ryton, Thomas 
Triplet at Washington, Eleazer Duncan at Houghton and 
Anthony haxton at Woolsingham and Middleton in Teesdale. 
RCDN p.l7. Basire at least had actively aided royalist 
~roop.s in securing the passage of the Tees at Egglescliffe 
1n lo4J. Darnell, CorresPondence of Isaac Basire, p.44 
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compositions if the house be pleased to allow of it, may 

afford more present"relief than to proceed by way of 

sequestration according to the ordinances, which are very 

long some and hazardous. 11 ( 3) Sir John Conyers and Sir \"li lliam 

Darcy, neither of whom was adjudged to be a major delinquent, 

were two who were ready to do so, and in fact five significant 

county cavaliers had compounded with the commissioners before 

the end of the year. ·~vhen, in October 164-5, Parliament 

announced its terms upon which royalists would be allowed 
(4) 

to compound, a further thirty-eight Durham men did so 
(q 

before the end of December. ~· Thereafter, a steady but 

diminishing stream of compounders came to terms with the 

Parliament's sequestrators unti.l 1648. Delinquents generally 

were ableto reach a ready accommodation with the sequestration 

authorities if they really wished to do so. The pattern for 

most was sooner or later to purchase their peace, although a 

number of intractables refused to do so for ma.ny years. 

A view of the variety of the county's delinquents and 

their subsequent fortunes can be obtained from the histories 

of those named in the parliamentary commissioners' list of 

11 Sep~ember 1644 which proclaimed them to be 11 the most 

n t · d 1" t "t' · th ... of Durhan1 11 .(
6 ) o or~ous e ~nguen s w1 n1n e coun~y 

Some of those named are surprising - not least being the dean 

of Durham, Dr. Walter Balcanquall, who, although warmly 

detested by the puritan-radical elements in the county and 

Quoted by Welford, RCDN pp.ll6-7 n. 
CJ. IV, 297 
RCDN, pp.60-l 
Ibid p.l8 
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the capitular tenantry in particular, left no evidence of what 

he did to earn this distinctipn. Balcanquall fled from the 

county at the advance of the Scots and died soon afterwards in 
(7) 

Chirk castle, in Wales. It can be surmised that it wai his 

direction which held much of the ecclesiastical structure's 

administrative and legal functions together in support of 

the royalist regime, as was also the case with two other 

'notorious delinquents', John Heath and Thomas Burwell. 

Burwell had been spiritual chancellor of the diocese since 

1631 and similarly, Heath held various important positions 

in the temporal courts at Durham, went to the King at Oxford 

and later pressed the law vigorously against parliamentarians 
(8) 

in the county, and pressurised others. Heath was sequ-

estered in 1644, petitioned to compound in November 1646, 

and had a fine of £55 fixed upon him in May 1647.( 9 ) There 

is no record that Burwell was ever proceeded ·against, 

although both men continued living quietly in the county 

throughout the Interregnum. William Collingwood of Durham 

city served as an under-sheriff durini the royalist regime 

and did not compound until 1649 when he had also been involved 

in the second war. Nevertheless, his fine, set at a sixth, 
(10) 

·Has a modest £28. Francis Salvin of Hurworth ~ was 

another singled out a.s pa.rticularly active among this family 

of catholic cavaliers; he did not, apparently, seek to 

compound before his death sometime before 1654. Thomas 

7 Walker, Clergy I, p.l9 
8 RCDN, pp.49-50, 128, 276 
9 Ibid pp.236-7 
10 Ibid p.l72 
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Swinburne of Butterby held the rank of lieutenant-colonel 

under Ne,.,rca.stle and was prominent as a commissioner of 

array and for his part in associating the five ntirthern 

counties for the King. He petitioned to compound in 

December 1645 when he claimed compulsion as an excuse for 

his activities and asserted that he had refused to serve 

on certain royalist committees. He was nevertheless fined 

£360 and pardoned by Parliament in July 1646, and lived 
. ( 11\ 

quietly thereafter. 1 Another lieutenant-colonel, John 

Jackson of Rickledon, was sequestered as a principal 

delinquent in September 164-4- but he continued an active 

cavalier in both wars until he compounded, and was fined at 

a sixth, £436. 14s. 7d.· in 1649.<
12

) Apparently unaffected 

by this substantial sum he was soon, as a man with Wear coal 

interests, deeply embroiled in the Harraton colliery dispute, 

being orie of those delinquents of whom Sir Arthur Haslerig 

was alleged to be the favourer.(l3 ) Bold and ambitious, he 

married in the 1650s John Hedworth's widow Susan, the 

daughter of one of his a.btagonists in the Harr~ton affair, 

George Grey, and thus consolidated his business interests on 

the Wear .. In November 1660 he was named awong the county 

gentlemen as Sir John Jackson, Knight.Cl4 ) Sir Thomas 

Tempest of the Isle, Durham, petitioned to compound for his 

offences as a 'notorious delinquent' in 1649 and was admitted 

to a composition of £134. He was one of a large number of 

11 CJ VI, p.626; RCD~ pp.l8, 348-9 
12 Ibid pp.44, 254 
1
1

3 See below, pj73 
4 ID~C Various Collections II, p.ll6 
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Tempests across the county who proved themselves adamant 

cavaliers and who, while reaching terms over a composition, 
. (p=) 

remained unreconciled to the governments of the 1650s. J 

For the final pair of notorious delinquents the conse-

quences of delinquency were long drawn-out and dire. Sir 

Thomas Riddell junior was colon~l of a regiment of foot and 

governor of Tynemouth castle, and with his father, Sir 

Thomas of Gateshead and his brother William, a catholic, was 

deeply involved in the defence of Newcastle. All were 

'sent for' by the Commons after the fall of the town and 

William was committed to the Tower.(lb) The younger Thomas 

however, named as a principal delinquent a month previously, 

fled ahti'O'ad. Sir Thomas Riddell senior died in March 1650, 

less than a year after petitioning to compound and being fined 

£408, and in July 1651 his estate and that of his son Thomas 

appeared in the first Act of Sal€. Between Ha.rch and June 

1652 substantial portions of Sir Thomas junior's possessions 

- farms, tenements and pasturage in Durham and collieries and 

coals \vhich vJere part of the lordship of Fenham outside 
. ( 17) 

Newcastle - were d1sposed of. Sir Thomas himself died 

at Antwerp in April 1652 and it seems his continuing obdur-

acy indeed cost him dear. Certainly, his elder brother 

William who chose to ride out the storm did not find it an 

easy matter either, but in January 1654, when reference to 

him ends, he appeared to be about to secure both the discharge 

15 See below, pp.287-9 
16 CJ III, p.700 

. 17 RCDN, pp.320-1 
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of his estate by the Treason Trustees and an indemnity under 
(18) 

the 1651 Act of Pardon, and he emerged again among the 

county gentry in 1660. Old Sir Thomas Riddell had been a 

former recorder of Newcastle, and the family's prosperity 

was tied up with the coal trade of the town. Such, too, was 

the case with the last of the principal delinquents, Sir 

Thoma_s Liddell of Ravensworth, a member of another prominent 

Newcastle and Durham family, whose father had been sheriff 

and mayor of the town and had established the family's pros­

perity in coal and corn. The Liddells made a staunch response 

on the King's behalf; Sir Thomas' son and his half-brother 

Henry of Farnacres were named as delinquents and another 

kinsman, Sir F~ancis Liddell of Redheugh and Bamburgh, 

escaped from parliamentary custody in i645. Sir Lionel 

Maddison informed the elder Vane that the Durham committee 

considered him only a modera.te enemy and observed: 11 which is 
(19) 

conceived might have been otherwise expressed by them 11 • 

In May 1645 articles were exhib.ited against Sir Thomas of 

Ravensvmrth which accused him together vJi th other notable 

hostmen cavaliers like Sir John Marley, Sir Nicholas Cole, 

Ralph Cole and others, of seeking, as long ago as 1631, to 

engineer 11 for their ovm private lucre and profit" a mono-

poly of the sale of Newcastle coals which had forced the price 

t t 1 Chaldron. ( 20) 1" t" "'-1 . t up o we ve pence a ~ore per~1nen~ y, 1 was 

further alleged that about May 1642 Sir Thomas, as deputy 

18 
19 
20 

Ibid p.322 
CSPD 16~5-7, p.l24 
RCDN, p.271 
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mayor, had urged the burgesses to resist the Parliament's 

choice of Lord lieutenant for the town and county of 

Newcastle - the Earl of Northumberland - and ~~;i th others had 

been instrumental in placing the town in the hands of the 

Earl of Newcastle. A long list of his subsequent royalist 

activities revealed him as a most energetic and committed 

cavalier, and he was still a prisoner of the Parliament at 

London House when he sought to compound in February 1646. 

His notoriety was so great that the central committee for 

compounding at Goldsmiths Hall would not deal with him 

until they had obtained the Commons' authority. Although 

he had already paid over to Sir William Armyne and the 

Scots a sum of £1,300 in 1644-5 - probably in the form of 

coals - the Committee for the Advance of Money in London 
(2li 

assessed him for £2,000 on 20 February, '1646, and a 

~omposition fine of £4,000 was imposed on 7 April. ~lthough 

he had paid half of his composition fine by June and been 

allowed to travel to Durham to raise the other half, the 

demands for huge assessments and the threat of resequestration 

continued to hang over Liddell for years and it was the 

friendly intervention of Sir Arthur Haslerig and Sir Henr-y 

Vane on his behalf that apparently staved off greater 

difficulties. Even so, upon his death in 1652 his name 

still appeared as a delinquent with the balance of his fines 
(22) 

unpaid. , 

21 CAN. II, p.682 
22 RCDN p.274 
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The varied fortunes of the ten principle ~elinquents was 

a pa.ttern matched by large numbers of other Durham cavaliers 

ranging from substantial to very modest means. Sir Thomas 

Davison of Blakiston, whose family were also defenders of 

Newcastl~, paid a composition of £1,116, and Ralph Davison 

of Winyeard £400; both received a parliamentary pardon and 

the release of their estates in July 1646.( 23 ) Cuthbert 

Carr of St. Helens Auckland and the Byerleys of Iv.iiddridge 

Grange became involved in long cases in 1.vhich sums of severa.l 

thousand pounds were at stake, while at the further end of 

the scale Thomas Brignall, a yeoman of Lambton, asked for, 

on 8 June 1648, a reasonable composition upon his own dis-

covery for words and deeds perpetrated in the first war and 

f . • . , £4 10 ( 24 ) M d l . t ff d .._ • • was 1.nea • s. rJ.any e_lnquen s su ere con r.,1.nu1.ng 

harrassment for years, sometimes because they deliberately 

sought to avoid making or completing their composition pay-

ments and thus continued to draw the attentions of the 

northern sequestration bodies a.nd the central commissioners 

at Goldsmiths Hall in London, or the demands of the Committee 

for the advance of Money in the capital which pursued them 

as undischarged delinquents, with demands for heavy loans 

assessed at a twentieth of their real, and a fifth of their 

personal estates. Others, who had compounded but had con-

cealed parts of the estates before doing so, were a constant 

prey for informers, usually individuals owed money by the 

23 CJ. VI, p.626 
24 RCDN. p.136 
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state who were allowed to claim it as a percentage of such 

discoveries. Thomas and Ralph Davison, Henry La.mbton, Sir 

John Conyers, Cuthbert Carr and Lindley i:Jren Here all 

threatened with further sequestration for non-payment of 

their twentieths in July 1650, ( 25 ) whj_le captain Henry 

Goodyear, an arreared officer of the Newcastle garrison, 

was seeking £300 and £50 expenses out of discoveries made 

~gainst half a dozen other smaller Durha~ cavaliers in May, 

and in September James Craddock, Rob~rt Eden, Gerard Salvirr 

and Lindley 1.Vren were being pursued by the old allegation of 

their guilt as commissioners of array in 1642-3.< 26 ) The 

Act of Pardon and Oblivion in the autumn of 1651, the bene-

fits of 1•lhich were available to all vJhose estates were not 

under sequestration on 1 December 1651, was·clearly instru-

mental in encouraging many delinquents in the county into 

a final accomm.odation, and upwards of forty did so during 

1651.<
27

) In 1655 a list of Durham delinquents who had 

fulfilled their compositions and were living undisturbed 

carried nearly forty names, among them many of those who had 

. ' th t t d"ff" lt" . 1" ( 28 ) 1ncurrea e grea es, 1 · ·1cu 1es 1n ear 1er years. · 

Even so, this left a majority of Durham's sequestered 

royalists with their cases essentially unresolved. Some 

were obdurate delinquents \oJho would not compound on any 

2 5 C AH • I I , p p • 7 54-- 5 , 76 5 
26 Ibid III, pp.l234-5, 1266 
27 See Appendix D 
28 These were principally the Byerleys of Middridge Grange, 

£2,261; William Brasse of Brafferton, £314; Sir· John 
Conyers of Nettlesworth, £65l.l2s.; Thomas Davison of 
Blakiston, £1,412.10s.; Sir William Darcy of Witton 
castle, .£1,000; Lindley vlren of Binchester, £300; 
Henry Lambton of Lambton, £960. Allen 7, ff. 149-50 
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terms, othern owners of estates which were snared in liti-

gation of one kind or another. Of this latter sort, death 

was often the complicating factor as in the cases of Sir 

Cuthbert Conyers of Layton and Sir John Hilton of Hylton, 

~ut adamant delinquents found their estates put into the 

Acts of Sale of 1651, '52 and '53 which Parliament wielded 

to bring defiant royalists to heel. Of those so treated in 
(29) 

Durham some, but not all, were brought to an accommodation. 

Parliament's dissolution of the old county sequestration 

committees on 22 January 1651 ended the much resented high­

handedness of the Lilburnes and their friends who had held 

sway as committeemen since 164-5. They were replaced in 

Durham by a new body with Francis Wren as treasurer, Thomas 

Delaval, Thomas Haslerig and Anthony Pearson. Although these 

men were all patently Sir Arthur Haslerig's appointees it 

seems likely they brought more order and fairness into the 

business of sequestration. Royalists every"t·rhere had long 

complained of the disorder, injustice and dishonesty rife 

in the old committees and the new Durham commissioners 

observed upon taking up their office: 11'Vlere the most exact 

auditors set on to methodize, yet much spare time and recess 

from other employment would have to be spent, and yet leave 
(30) 

room for evil consciences to abuse the State ,,,ithout rernedy. 11 

As wa.s the case nationally, the sequestering and mulcting of 

delinquents fell away as the decade of the 1650s advanced, 

29 
30 

See below J. p D· 2.87-9 
RCDN, p .4-b . 
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and the local machinery for the task, never really adequate, 

certainly did not improve. Under the Protectorate government, 

a new centrai committee appointed two representatives in 

appropriate areas and Wren and Delaval were again chosen to 

serve. Some little time later, however, they were reporting 

that they were in fact the only commissioners resident in 

Dur.ham and tha.t they had responsibility for Northumberland 

too: despite their full-time application to it, the work 
(31) 

was impossible to encompass. Cavalier prevaricators were 

doubtless able to indulge themselves more easily in such 

. (32) circumstances, and there were a good many 1n Durham. 

Parliament's triumph in the north in 1644 placed the 

government of Durham in the hands of the Vane family, wealthy 

and influential by the end of the 1630s, but essentially 

newcomers to the county, with no deep roots in its tradi-

tional ruling and social soil. Sir Henry Vane's success had 

been achieved outside of the county, the result of his pene-

tration into court circles through purchasing the patronage 

of Sir Thomas Overbury. He progressed rapidly as a courtier; 

in 1630 he was royal comptroller and privy coun6illor, and 

in 1632 purchased from the crown the seignuries of Raby, 

Barnard Castle and Long Newton, and in subsequent years was 

granted the wardenship of royal forests and chases in 
(33) 

Teesdale. The advent of the Bishops' Wars prompted Sir 

Henry to accompany the King into the north, and to afford 

31 Ibid p.59 
32 See below, p.290 
33 DNB; Aylmer, The King's Serva.nts, p.85 
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him the closest support, both by his constant attendance upon 
. , ( ":l,4) 

him and the raising of a reg1ment over thousana strong. -

The crisis now looming for the crown brought Vane to a 

reappraisal of his own position, however. The years of 

Charles I's personal rule had been those in which Vane, the 

ambitious and thrusting courtier, had realised a high degree 

of personal success. His desire to at least maintain his 

fortunes in the nevJ and serious situation together with a 

need to conceal some of his activities as a royal cofferer 

and comptroller were probably his chief reasons for his drift 

away from the court and his increasing identification with 

the Parliaments of 1640 and '41. His defection from the 

King's party was signally achieved by his ~nmity for 

Strafford and his part in securing Strafford's attainder. 

This, and the close identification of hi~ eldest son Henry 

with the opposition within the Long Parliament, brought him 

firmly into the parliamentary ranks by December 1641.( 35 ) 

On 10 February 1642, as the Long Parlic.ment drew up the 

Militia Bill, it nominated Vane as Lord lieutenant for the 
( ":l,6) • 

county of Durham. -

Deeply involved in the national crisis in the capital, 

and faced by the emergent royalist conviction of Durham, Vane 

was unable to wield this office effectively, although. it 

must remain open to doubt whether he in fact attempted to. 

The volte face he had executed since 1640 was not necessarily, 

34 CSPD 1639, p.93 
35 DNB; Aylmer, King's Servants, pp.J50-l 
36 CJ.II, p.424 
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it appears, his final commitment, and he 1.va.s a.nxious, in 

the prevailing state of flux which enveloped the nation in 

1642, to preserve a stake with both parties while he waited 

upon events. His attitude was later held against him by 

the more comrni tted of the county's parlia.mentarians, in 

particular the Lilburnes~ While George and Richard Lilburne 

had b~en prominent among those who had attempted to rally the 

county for Parliament in the course of 1642, Vane, they 

alleged, revealed nothing but passivity - save to send his 

magazine of arms from Raby to the royalists in Newcastle. 

His stewards did it openly, during the day, and thoughtfully 

obtained a. receipt. It was the Lilburne's contention thet 

Vane's example, as Lord lieutenant, had been suffic~ent to 

sway would be neuters andother waverers and the efforts of 

the parliamentary factioJ had been dashed by his action.( 3?) 

Vane left no answer to this allegation although the LilburneS ~ 

sought subsequ.ently to press it against him, but it is quite 

possible that his action was forced upon him by the Earl of 

Newcastle's soldiery. More damning, however, were the 

activities of Vane's second son, George, who appeared .in the 

King's follm~ing and served at the battle of Edgehill in 

October. 
(38) 

On 16 January 1643 the Commons resolved that 

Sir George VPne could no longer continue to sit a.s a member 
( ~9 

·of that House "for appearing in Arms against the Parliament", ~ 

and the original committee named for the parliamentary 

37 

38 
39 

The Resolved 
1647), p.l7. 
Ibid 
CJ.II, p.929 

Han's Resolution, John Lilburne, (London, 
TT. E387(4) 
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government of the county on 1 April contained·no Vane among 

its ten names.< 40) Nevertheless, upon the royalist withdrawal 

in 1644 George Vane ·laJas once more at Raby and deeply involved 

in the ordering of the county's affairs for the Parliament, 

and became Parliament's first choice of high sheriff. ·He . 

was also, with his brother Henry, named as a deputy lieutenant, 

and appeared with his father on the county standing committee. 

There seemed room for truth in John Lilburne's bitter in-

vective later: 11 which side soev·er the game went, the old 

crafty Fox was sure in his owne thoughts to stand upon his 
(41) 

leggs and be no looser. 11 

The Lilburne~s soon found another source of friction. 

At the end of 1644 Richard Lilburne was noising abroad his 

desire to become under-sheriff to George Vane, to Nhich the 

latter responded in a letter to his father by asserting that 

Lilburne had not intimated his wish to hilli, and that he already 

·had an excellent man, John Reyne, who had worked with Vane 
(42) 

on the Committee of Revenue, for the position. In 

February 1645, however, Geor~e Vane was drawing up a list 

to send to his f a.ther of 11 such gentlemen as I think most fit 

and able, both for ability and esteem in their country to be 

appointed a standing committee for the service of our 
(4~' 

cou,nty, 11 
_.; a. role from '\,olhich the Lilburnes, certainly in 

terms of the needs of the parliamentary cause, could hardly 

be denied an important part. Thirteen names eventually 

40 

4·1 
42 
43 

The ten names were Henry Warmouth, George Lilburne, Thomas 
Midford, Robert Hutton, Thomas Shadforth, Richard 
Lilburne, Francis Wren, John Blakiston, Henry Draper, 
John Brackenbury, CEP 28, 227 
Res,Qlv ed Man.!...s. 'Re::; ol 1'1 t.ian, p .18 
CSPD 1644-5, p.275 
Ibid pp.288-9 
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received Parliament's approval and constituted the original 

standing committee for the county: Sir Henry Vane senior, 

Sir Lionel Maddison, Sir Richard Bellasis, Sir George Vane, 

Christopher and Clement Ful thorpe, Jgmes Cla.v ering, Timo~hy 

Whittingham, George and Richard Lilburne, Nicholas Heath, 
(44) 

Francis Wren and George Grey. Of these thirteen, the 

Lilburnes, Grey, and the Fulthorpes were to reveal them-

selves as a vigorous and much-involved group: of the rest, 

the elder Vane's energies and preoccupations were largely 

taken up by national· involvements, and George Vane, with the 

close family friend and business associate Lionel Maddison, 

was left to control the committee as far as he was able. 

Among the remainder, Sir Richard Bellasis, whose family's 

esteem and influence on the one hand was confused with - and 

perhaps embarrassed by - its business involvements v.1i th the 

Sunderland men on the other, seems to have occupied an in-

determinate position until his break with the Lilburnes in 

164.S-9, while 11/hi ttingham, Clavering and Heath also reve~3.led 

no close affinities with the Lilburnes, and toge.ther ~o'lith 

Francis t'.Jren were ready enough to rally around Sir Arthur 

H~slerig when he appeared in the north to oppose the 

Lilburnite influence from 1648. The county committee was 

fully functional by the second half of 1645, but by then the 

Lilburnes and their supporters 1.vho ha.d looked askance at the 

Vanes' accession to overlordship of the county had a ne~ 

grudge against them. Although throughout the year Durham had 

44 RCDN, P-39 
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been spared any serious military a.ctivi ty, continuing fighting 

in Yorkshire left it in an unsettled state of tension and 

uncertainty. In the course of the summer George Lilburne, 

as a deputy lieutenant and justice of the peace in Sunderland, 

had taken possession of a cargo of arms and ammunition la.nded 

at the port for the protection of the ~ounty. George Vane, 

in his capacity as high sheriff, had removed this cargo out 

of Lilburne's charge and carried it to Raby castle where, 

soon afterwards, a surprise.royalist sally out of a north 

Yorkshire garrison enabled the royalists to carry it off 

11wi th a grea.t dea1e of ease 11 • C45) t:Jhether the Lilburne 

faction actually believed the implication involved or not, 

they·were cle~rly willing to use it as a stick with which· 

to beat the Vane family in 1o1hat they sa1~ as its new and 

unmerited position of county authority. 

Despite the vigour and vJaywardness of the Lilburne 

group its influence in the county's government in the years 

after 1644 should not be overstated. The grandee Van~ con-

tintied as the Parliament's choice of Lord lieutenant and 

under him three of his sons were deputies while a majority 

of the rest had no close affinities with George Lilburne, 
(46) 

who a.lone out of the family held a deputy-lieutenancy. 

George Vane served as the county's high sheriff from 1644 

until 1646 and after him Sir Richard Bellasis in 1647.( 47 ) 

It was the Vanes too who were the intermediaries for the 

county whenever its affairs drew the attention of Parliament. 

45 Resol~ed Man's Resolution, p.l9 
46 See Appendix B 
47 Randall 13, ff.23-4 



From 1644 the Long Parliament directed responsibility for 

Durham matters into the charge of Sir Henry senior, and the 

Newcastle members John Blakiston and Sir Thomas Widdrington; 

there was perhaps some point in John Lilburne's later explana-

tion that his father's and uncle's obstreperousness was no 

more than a refu$al to be overawed by overwe~ning powers of 

government in the county which could not be curtailed or 

properly exposed because of the county's lack of parliamentary 
. (48) 

representat1on. ' Indeed, under the hegemony of the 

grandee Vaqes the basic pattern of the county's government was 

unaltered from pre-war days, in the sense that it remained 

in the hands of men wbose wealth and influence owed much to 

Newcastle - Sir Thomas Widdrington, Str Lionel Maddison, 

John Blakiston, and James Clavering - who associated with 

them older county names of good standing like Thomas Bowes 

and Nicholas Heath and Sir Richard Bellasis. There remained 

also in an uncomfortable and ill-determined alliance the 

slightly baser, but avowedly more radical element of the lrlear 

coal· producers and mercha_nts and their county supporters -

Gilbert Marshall, Anthony Srni th, and many from the dean a.nd 

cha.pte-r tenantry. It \..ras within the county committee - or 

rather its· aspect of county sequestration comffiittee which 

constituted its prime preoccupation - that Lilburne 

influence waxed most strongly. The committee's composition 

underwent change in the two years after 1645, Thomas Bowes 

48 A Just Reproof, p.2 
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and Henry Draper appearing on it, the latter a subsequent 

adherent of Sir Arthur Ha.slerig, and Thomas Shadfort.h, 

originally friendly with the Lilburnes but later a protagonist 

in the confrontation with them. Most significant was the 

appearance of colonel Thomas Midford of Pespool, who was to 
. (49) 

prove the Lilburnes' staunchest supporter. With his 

positions as deputy lieutenant and justice of the peace, 

his role as an agent for the disposal of the bishop's lands, 

and later of th~ dean and chapter's also, joined to his 

dominance of the county committee and its control over the 

sequestrations of delinquents, malignants and papists 

generally, George Lilburne's pow~rs of disposal over an 

appreciable part of the county's assets and wealth in land 

and coal resources was great enough .. While he and his allies 

prosecuted the state's b~siness - doubtless with energy and 

conviction - they were certainly afforded at the same time 

opportunities to consolidate and augment their own, especially 

in the collieries of the lower Wear and the town of Sunderland. 

In doing so, hm\lever, George Lilburne certainly added to his 

adversaries and detractors in the region. In the two years 

or so after its inception the more moderate or uncommitted 

members of the committee had withdrawn or were taking very 

little part in its affairs. Death carried off Sir Lionel 

Maddison in 1647, and the committee's correspondence suggests 

that its chairman, George Vane, and Sir Richard Bellasis, 

together with the Fulthorpes were scarcely active any longer 

· 49 CEP 28, 227; RCDN, ~-39 
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by that date, while George's brother Richard had appeared on 
(!:;0) 

the committee by then. ~ George Lilburne was accused of 

being 11 ••• so Imperious in his Sequestratorship, and so 

shamefully overawed the rest of the Commissioners that most 

qf them "Jere abused of their stations, and :tV::. Geo-rge Lilbu.rne 

was left a petty monarch, attended onely with his brother 

Richard (such another haughty spirit as himselfe) and one 

Tom Turke alias Cell: Midford, a creature of their own 

stamp ••• " ( 5l) The same source - an avowedly host i l.e one -

summed up the position berore 164-8: 11 the Lilburnes then 

were uncontroulable. 11 (52) 

On 30 December 164-7 an event occurred which was to render 

important changes in the direction of affairs in the north, 

when the Commons received a letter from Lord General Fairfax 

which commissioned Sir Arthur Haslerig gover9or of Newcastle 

. (53) 6\. 1 h b and duly approved l t. Since 1 'TO Has erig ad een a 

prominent figure in the momentous events of national life. 

A protege of Pym, before the civil war he had been a stout 

opponent of Laud, with close associations with the radical 

puritan impulses which emanated from the Ne.,, England 

colonial ventures, in particular the Providence Island and 
. (54-) u b Saybrook enterprlses. ne served as a mem er for Leicester 

in both the Short and Long Parliaments, playing a significant 

role in Strafford's attainder, the Root and Branch Bill, as 

· the proposer of the Militia Bill in December i641 and was 

one of the ftve members in Ja.nuary 164-2. ( 55 ) He immediately 

50 
51 

52 

~ ~~ 
~·\ 55 

RCDN, P-39-4-5 
Husgrave Huzled - a v;ndication of Sir Arthur Haslerigg 
(Newcastle 1650) p.l7 
Ibid p.llt 
CJ.V, P·239 
D. Underdm..m, 'I'he Reign of King Pym, pp.78, 84-5 
Burton, Diary III, p.93 
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took ~p arms at the beginning of hostilities and fought at 

Edgehill, and continuously thereafter in the south end west 

with some distinction end was twice wounded.' By the summer 

of 1647 he was identifiable as a leader of the independents, 

closely associated with St. Johh and the younger Vane in the 
. (56) 

growing army oppositioQ to the presbyter1ans. Apparently 

moderate in his religious independency - he was later to be 

taxed with accusations offavouring presbyterians in and after 

1648 - he was politically, like the younger Vane, an avowed 

republican. Nevertheless, like the Vanes he remained an 

archetypal grandee in the sense that his political and · 

religious radicalism was not matched by a corresponding 

a.tti tude towards lm.v reform, the holdtng of property, and 

those other deepest currents of the English Revolution. 

Few contemporary references to him - by friend or foe -

speak of him warmly or with affection. He appears blunt and 

pugnacious in character, energetic and efficient without 

being clever, and with an unenviable repu ta.tion for 

acquisitiveness. With Haslerig when he travelled north at 

the end of March 1648 to take up his appointment was colonel 

George Fenwick, a Northumberland man who had distinguished 

himself as a parliamentary officer, particularly in Ireland 
( t::7) 

in May 1647. ~ His close marriage ties with Haslerig - he 

married Sir Arthur's eldest daughter for his second wife 

while his mvn daughter by his first ma.rriage married Haslerig' s 

son Thomas - created, or were the result of, a close and 

~56 
57 

D1~; Underdown, Reign of King Pym, pp.5-6 
\/hit. pp.253, 268 
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continui~g associat~on l>Jhich made him Haslerig' s closest 

adherent in his activities in the north, and from which 

FenvJick himself was to gain much in pO"t,.ier and possessions. 

Haslerig was well received at Newcastle and in the north 

generally when he arrived in April 1648. In advance, he had 

taken up with the mayor, Thomas Ledgard, the business of 

e~sing the financial pressures of parliamentary soldiery and 

had secured £2,564 from Parliament for the repair of the 
. (58) 

town's walls and other defences. The Durham Lilburnes 

had already, however, in th~ very circumstances of his 

appointment, found the first bones of contention with this 

powerful figure. Major-general Philip Skippon had been 

Newcastle's governor since the final departure of the Scots 

in January 1647, although colonel Robert Li.lburne had filled 

th 1 • th t • t. t:h • ( 59 ) k I 1 e ro e ln _e .own pr1or uO u lS. S ippon S rep ace-
. (60) ment, which was something of a surpr1se, once again 

left Robert Lilburne in charge of the town, and apparently 

with some expectation of having the post given him officially~ 
19 

In what seems a sudden and confused development Haslerig was 

the new choice however, and Parliament was so far aware of 

the sensibilities involved as to publish an assurance of its 

continuing trust in Lilburne's integrity, judgement and 

valour, while asserting that Lilburne himself had professed 

to being happy about the decision, 11 for such Rea.sons as are 
. (61) 

not convenient to be made Publ1ck 11 • According to John 

Lilburne hovJever, his brother was 11 privately undermined and 

58 Engstrom, The Public Career of Sir Arthur Hesilrie:e, 
p.l60 

59 Rush111. VI, p.398, VII, p.797 
6o Engstrom, Sir Arthur Hesilrige, p.l58 
61 Ru shw. VII, p. 9l,-9 
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worm-eaten out of his governments.hip", and although the family 

took the affair quietly out of regard for Haslerig, and a certain 

gratitude for his assistance rendered to George tilburne when 

the latter had presented his religious petitions to the Long 

Parliament in 1641, it had rankled.C 62) Less than a month 

after his appointment at Newcastle, Haslerig was appointed to 

the parliamentary committee investigating the activities of 

John Lilburne,< 63) and the highly personalised clash between 

the two which subsequently materialised spilled over messily 

into the north, and Durha.m in part:icular, vJhere more animosity 

surfaced over Haslerig's acquisition of Bishop Auckland manor, 

and George Lilburne's actions as a surveyor for the state 

in .episcopal property.< 64) The outbreak of the second civil 

.war in the shape of Langdale's rising created new sources of 

friction and alienation. Henry Lilburne's declaration, as 

governor of Tynemouth castle, for the King in August and hts 

death in the retaking of the place by Ha.slerig's Newcastle 
. (65) 

forces, was a blow the family accepted s1lently. 

Haslerig's prompt end vigorous action was correst and un-

questionable, but Henry Lilburne's defection- the only 

family member to fall away f~om the revolutionary cause -

apparently provoked upset and debate, and John Lilburne 

commented darkly - and probably unfairly - later: "my 

unfortunate youngest brother .•. w~s honest enough in the eies 

of his chief Commanders, till he came under the command of Sir 
. (66) 

Arthur Haslerlg." In the early summer of 1648 Haslerig, 

A Just Reproof .•. p.3 
CJ.V, pp.436, 445, 448 
A Just Reproof .•• pp.J-4 
See below, p.IS~ 
A Just Reoroof • .. . p. 2 



anxious to meet the new financial burden thrown up by the 

military resources suddenly needed to hold the north east 

against Langdale's cavaliers, arbitrarily increased the 

excise upon coals: leaving the Tyne and Wear by four 

shillings a chaldron. The move was executed on the Tyne,C 67 ) 

but on the Wear it was resisted by Georg~ Lilburne on the 

grounds that Haslerig's action was illegal until approved 

by Parliament, v.rhich it was on 17 July.C 6S) Haslerig's 

move, for \vhich he incurred much unpopularity i·n the 

capital in the ensuing hard winter, was bold, distasteful, 

but clearly purposeful in face of the existing crisis. 

Lilburne's response, on the other hand, had a distinctly 

narrow and parochial loo~, a jealous, stubborn preservation 

of his paramount influence over the Wear's commerce and 

economy, as well as its religion and politics. 

It is probable that Haslerig came into the north devoid 

of any preconceived hostility towards the Durham Lilburnes, 

althou~h it is equally probable that he was aware of, or was 

quickly apprised of, their reputation. The Vane family, 

and the Newcastle N.P. John Bla.kiston, had already clashed 

with them, the latter's quarrel chiefly centering about 

Thbmas Shadforth of Eppleton, who in marrying a daughter of 

the old prebendary Marmaduke Blakiston, made himself a 

brother-in-law not only of John Elakiston but of John Cosin 

who had wed another daughter. Despite his clerical con-

nections Shadforth had been cbnsidered, since the commencement 

67 Newcastle Common Council Hinute Book 1639-56, p.83 
68 A Just Reoroof •••. P.4; CJ. V, p.638 
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of hostilities, as vJell-aff ec ted to Perliamen t 's cause, 

being named for the county's original committee for the 

Contribution in 1643, and as a deputy lieutenant in 1644, (69) 

although a general view of his behaviour - especially at the 

Restoration - leaves the impression of him as eh opportunist 

and ·trimmer at the very least. He was added to the county 

committee sometime in 1645 or •46, probably through the 

influence of the Vanes or Blakiston, and soon after the 

friendliness which had existed between him and the 

Lilburnes dissolved into animosity. Both parties were soon 

alleging delinquency against ea.ch other; on 12 August 1647 

informations were laid against Shadforth in the county 

committee and submitted to Goldsmiths Hall, and he in turn 

countered less than a month later with a counter-charge 

against George Lilburne. The origins of the dispute began 

with J6hn Blakiston, who, sometime in 1647 had pressed a 

claim upon the episcopal manor of Newton,_which George 

Lilburne, as a surveyor for bishops' lands~ was responsible 

for refusing. According to Lilburne, Blakiston had then 

countered by conspiring i.vi th two others ~f the surveyors­

Thomas Colston and Thomas Saunders - to f~rge a third 

surveyor's signature to give validity to a survey document 

·w·hich would allmv B\akiston to benefit by £1,000 at the 

state's expense. The affair resolved itself into a welter 

of petitions and remonstrances, a re-survey, and the threat 

of a legal suit by Colston against Lilburne for his 

69 CEP. 28, 227; CJ.III, p.593 
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. ( 70) 
slanderous accusa.tlons. In the Durham committee, 

Lilburne attacked Blakiston~s brother-in-l~w, alleging he 

had been a commissioner of array, had supplied £200 to the 

King's cause, and refused a parliamentary co~mission, while 

as a justice of the peace since 1645 he had harboured arid 

aided notable papists and delinquents - many of them 

Blakistons.(7l) Lilburne, who was ~pparently nothing loath 

to see the quarrel with Blakiston become the concern of the 

sequestration committee, soon had reason to reflect other-v1ise 

however, for in defending himself against Lilburne's 

accusations Sha.dforth confronted Lilburne in the committee 

at Durham with two warrants, dated 12 September 1642, issued 

to the constables of Darlington and Stbckton wards for the 

supply of 140 horses to the Earl of Newcastle in Newcastle 

which bore the signatures and seals of the prominent 

royalists Sir William Carneby, Sir Thomas Riddell, Sir 

Thomas Liddell- and George Lilburne.C72) 

Lilburne at first denied and then admitted the charge. 

The warrants themselves have every appearance of being 

genuine, but Lilburne's E'Xplanation, that he had been 

pressured into thus compromising himself in the confusions 

of 1642, was also a plausible one. At the end of September 

1647 the county committee ordered a stay in proceedings as 

there was no validity in the charge,C73) and the matter lay 

70 To every individuall member of the honourable House of 
Commons etc ••.• G. Lilburne, 1650 
Innocency modestly vindicated .•. against George 
Li_lburne, Esauire, Tho-mas Shadforth (n.d.) 
An additionall Answer to a Pamohlet •.. written bv 
Hr. Georg.e Lilburne etc .... Thomas Saunders (n.d.) 

71 RCDN, P·334 
72 SP. 23, 153, 329-32 
7 3 RCDN, p. 2 76 



dormant for more than a year. While Lilburne was thus able 

to dampen down the fires raised against himself his own 

attack upon Shadforth was in turh blunted largely, it would 

seem, through. the agency of John Blakiston whose activities 

at \·Jes trnins ter caused the Commons, on 5 Harch 1648, to refer 

the case to the Northern Committee for Sequestrations, where 

Lilburne's influence was a good deal less formidable. There 

is perhaps some significance, too, in the fact that on the 

sa.me day the Commons added Sir Arthur Haslerig and George 
. . ( 74) 

Fenw.ick to the newly-establ1shed northern comrnttee. 

Certainly, when the ~ispute flared up once more early in 

1649, Lilburne and his supporters found themselves faced 

with an even more powerful array of antagonists. On 15 

February 1649 the clerk of the Durham committee, Isaac 

Gilpin, transmitted to Speaker Lenthall the originals of 

the proceedings concerning Lilburne and Shadforth at the 

order of Sir Arthur Ha.slerig and the rest of the comrni ttee. 

This move, apparently effected through Haslerig's influence 

now making itself felt in the north, resQlted in the case 

being heard by a parliamentary committee at Westminster, 

and although both Blakiston and Haslerig were members of it, 

Lilburne brought up seven or eight supporters to London as 

·L a.nd cleared h1'mself.( 75 ) - ~ '1 h w1~nesses ~n Apr1 .owever, 

Shadforth renev1ed his charges in concert i.•.ri th ·Edward 

Colston, a Newcastle man, who presented serious new charges 

74 CJ.VI, p.l55 
75 RCDN, p.278 
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that Lilburne had taken and administered royalist oaths in 

1642-3, given aid to the Earl of ~ewcastle and had used his 

position as a sequestrator since 1644 dishonestly to acquire 

for himself and his friends lands and property worth 

£lo,ooo.<76) For good measure Colston· threw in the alle­

gation that Lilburne had supported Langdale in 1648, which, 

together with his other statements about Lilburne's royalist 

activities in the first war, call Colston's testimony into 

serious doubt, although there was more substance in the 

charges concerning Lilburne's sequestration activities. 

Colston's accusations were now being voiced by a variety of 

people, and increased in quantity and vehemence. In partie-

ular, George Lilburne's manner and right of holding Ford 

manor on the lower Wear near Sunderland, and similarly his 

possessionof Lambton colliery, were seriously called into 

question. 

Lilburne, and his old colliery associates on the Wear 

George Grey and Sir William Langley, now found themselves 

under pressure from such chArges in the county and regional 

committees 1.-1here Haslerig now exercised substantial control, 

supported by men lj_ke the Vanes, Blakiston, George FenvJick 

and county men like Francis \tlren, Henry Draper and Thomas 

Shadforth. On 18 May 1648 Haslerig submitted to the 

Commons a petition from-the county gentlemen asking for six 

new sequestrators to be appointed. His reason was the 

exigenc:ies thrmvn up by the second civil -~Aia.r and the need to 

76 Ibid pp.276-7 
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deal with new delinquents and while this might have been so 

the effect of bringing hitherto Qnknown gentlemen like Thomas 

Sanderson, Thomas Hollyman, William Butler, John Middleton, 

George Grayson and Roger Kirkley into this sensitive area of 

government was to alter ra.dj_cally the compl~xion of the 
. (77) committee so far as Lilburne 1nfluence was concerned. 

When John Lilburne travelled into the north in September 

or October 1648 to pursue personal business 1tli th the Durham 

CommittEe it was an estranged rump which he met with j_n the 

persons of his father, uncle and Thomas Midford, no one.else 

being prepared to serve.C7B) When, at about the same time, 

George Lilburne raised charges of delinquency against 

another of his old associates, Sir Richard Bellasis, 

Bellasis petitioned the Commons on the grounds that there 

was no longer an effective county committee sitting to which 

he might appeal. This was scarcely true however, for a 

<;:ommittee, composed of Hasle~ig's additions and shorn of 

Lilburne dominance, could still be conjured up. Although 

George Lilburne, Thomas Midford, and the sectary John Jobling 

were able to press their charges against Bellasis before it, 

Bellasis was able to ride out the storm with little apparent 
(79) difficulty, and was in fact never sequestered. Other 

developments also overtook the Lilburnes; on 2 March 1649 

the Parliament of the Commonwealth est~blished a Northern 

Committee for Compounding with wide powers, and in which 

the authority and influence of Haslerig, Bla.kiston, Fenwick 

77 
78 

79 

Cary, Memorials of the Great Civil War, p.42l 
A Preparative to a Hue and Crv after Sir Arthur 
Haslerig, John Lilburne, 1649, p.28. TT. E 573(16) 
RCDN, pp.l16-8 
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and Newcastle men like the Dawsons and Thom~s Ledgard loomed 

large. Another telling blmv came on 25 Harch 1650 when 

Parliament dissolved all of the old ~ounty committees.(SO) 

The new committee for Durham consisted of Thomas Delaval and 

Francis Wren, both of 1.vhorn had identified themselves with 

the regime of the governor of Newcastle, Haslerig's son 

Thomas, and another minor Durham gentleman \vho was to prosper 

under Haslerig, Anthony Pearson of Ramshaw, near St. Helens 

Auckland. ( 81 ) 

The dissolution of the old county committees was greeted 

with universal approval; they were deteste~ and resented 

nationally as alien growths, overbearing and unjust in their 

procedures and nests·of temptation and opportunity for the 

unscrupulous commi tteema.n. In Durham George and Richard 

Lilburne nicely personified the popular notion of the scheming, 

acquisitive parliamentary sequestrator, at least to the 

extent which allowed their protagonists to rally animosity 

against them - among aggrieved royalists and Parliament men 

aLike. The new commissioners were soon complaining to 

Goldsmiths' Hall of the disorderly and haph~zard state in 

which they found the old committee's accounts and records 

and George and Richard, with Thomas Midford and the 

original treasur~r John Brackenbury, were soon obliged to 

submit an explanation and beg to be excused the £2G fine 

imposed by Goldsmiths' Hall for their dilatoriness.<S2 ) 

Here pertinently, Haslerig 1 s new committee v.,1as soon 

80 CJ.VI, pp.386-8, 395-6 
81 See also above, p.l28 
82 RCDN, p.46-8 
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responding to renewed allegations concerning George Lilburne's 

possession of Ford manor and Lambton colliery, as well as 

listening to the complaints concerning Lilburne's dubious 

dealings as a sequestrator from other delinquents. He was. 
( 8 ~.) 

still being harried in 1652 when the papers in his case end. -

Lilburne's ouster as a sequestrator was no more than a stage 

- albeit probably the final one - in his eclipse in various 

positions of authority and influence. The opposition which 

Bl~kiston and Haslerig marshalled against him had forced him 

out of the commission of the peace before August 1649 and 

about the same time he lost his position as a militia 
(84) 

commissioner and as a commissioner for religion. A 

t 'L' (85) • t f th 11 ff t d f pe J..I.Jlon, purport1ng o come rom e 11 vJe a._· ·ec e o 

the county" 1.'11'as se·nt up to Parliament complaining of 

Lilburne's treatment, but it revealed the paucity of his 

support. Although it bore one hundred and five signatures 

there were few names of significance among them. Gilbert 

and Richard Marshall, Anthony Smith and George Kirkby 1..vere 

the only figures 1.'11'i th any pre-eminence in the new regime: 

they signed with three presbyterian ministers, Nathaniel 

Burnand, Daniel Bushell and Henry Lever - the latter George 

Lilburne's brother-in-law. Of the rest, only Isaac Gilpin 

the old committee's clerk, and John Jobling, the keeper of 

Durham gaol, were noteworthy. 

By 1650 it was apparent that the radical, puritan 

agitators of the 1630s, headed by the Lilburnes and based 

83 
84 
85 

Ibid pp.278-8o 
Pr epara.tiv e to a Hue and Crv • . • pp. 38-9 
unp.a.tedJ.. but probabl~ sent up in the latter pa.rt of 
16~9. oP 23, 153, 2~7 
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largely upon the lower Wear and among capitular and 

episcopal tenantry, "tvere not to constitute the nucleus of 

government for the county under the ComrnonvJeal th. In the 

new pyramid of authority which grew up they were an important 

ingredient in a region where the parliamentary mortar was 

very thin, but in essence their status was not dissimilar 

to that which they had experienced prior to the beginning 

of the wars. Then, the Wearmen had enjoyed an indeterminate 

and a1.vkward degree of integration with the county's ruling 

group,< 87) and now, in 1650, they found themselves crowded 

out and at variance, not with men of the old palatine 

clerical structure like Cosin or Triplet, or the dean and 

chapter in its aspect of landlord, or again the old 

families who had provided its secular government - C~nyers, 

Swinburne, Bowes - who had to a veri large degree thrown in 

their fortunes with the King's cause, but with the family 

which had replaced them under the Parliament's aegis, the 

Vanes. In essence newcomers to the county, their status and 

wealth the prize of their courtesanship, and now safe­

guarded by their assumption of the role of parliamentary 

grandees, their filling of the vacuum left by the trBditional 

ruling families who had proved overwhelmingly loyal to the 

crown was virtually i~resistable. Haslerig also came as a 

grandee, and even more of an alien. Gruff, abrasive and 

pugnacious, he aroused resentment not only in Durh~m but 
(88) 

elsewhere in the north. If harsh, and perhaps unscrupulous, 

87 M. James, Family Lineage, p.90 
88 A True and Exact Relation of the Great and Heavv 

Pressures and Grievances the 1.vell-a.ffected of the 
Northern borderin2 Counties lye under, J. Musgrave 
(1650) TT, E(619 (10) 
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however, his government of the region was forthright and 

competent. In Durham, as in Northumberland, Cumberland, 

and Newcastle, he was able to range behind .him a skein of 

adherents motivated by pre-war considerations and ties like 

the clerical connections of the Blakistons and by the coercion 

or protection of uns~questered royalist offenders like 

Shadforth, Draper, and perhaps Sir Richard Bellasis and 

'I'homa.s De laval, and others like James Clavering, who were 

closely tied to the commerci~l prosperity of Newcastle. 

Haslerig also wielded considerable authority and influence 

within the central organs of government in London.and not 

least of all had under his control as governor of Newcastle 

the soldiery which garrisoned the region under his close 

\ associates Francis Hacker, .Jeremy Tolhurst, and Paul Hobson. 

tvhile the old county radicals like- the Fulthorpes, Ivta.rshalls, 

Lilburnes and Greys undoubtedly looked askance at this 

development, it was clear that by 1650 they had little option 

but to accept it, which they did. 

It was no coincidence that George Lilburne's decline 

from positions of authority between 1648 and 1650 took place 

against a bitter and protracted dispute which involved his 

and some of his associates' possession of delinquents' lands 

and property along the Wear from Chester le Street to 

Sunderland and Monkwearmo~th .. Despite the protestations of 

both contending parties the affair revealed ma~y of the hall-

marks of an acquisitive struggle for the wealth, stemming 
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from coal, which ~as latent along the lower _Wear and to which 

men like Lilburne e.nd Grey owed much of their o-vm prosperity, 

and which now attracted the attentions of Haslerig and his 

faction - soldiers like George Femvick, Francis Hacker and 

Edward Shepperdson. The focal point of the issue lay in 

the struggle over I-Iarraton colliery, a long drawn-out affair 

which had its conclusion in an event of national interest. 

Once again, it was the disputed claim to the lease in the 

possession of a sequestered catholic and royalist which was 

at the hea.rt of the matter. Thomas vJra.y, of Beamish, claimed 

that he had leased, at very inconsiderable cost, the 

collieries at Harraton from the feckless and maladroit Sir 
(89) 

John Hedworth long before the wars, and had subsequently 

been sequestered as a delinquent papist. George Grey and 

George Lilburne advanced an original claim of their own, 

based upon a lease of Hedworth made in 1628, when the 

Harraton pits had been demised for forty one years to Ralph 

Rokesby and Robert Conyers; through them a fourth part had 

come to i,vray and three-quarters to Josia.h Primate, a London 

leather-seller, one of that growing number of London merchants 

with an eye for capital speculation in Durham and Northumber-

land coal. Lilburne and Grey claimed to be Primate's tenants 

and although they had, according to the Haslerig faction, 

agreed with Wray to buy him out of his quarter for £5,000, 

they had reneged upon this out of a feeling of strength, 

having leased the entire colliery under ~he state in 1647. 

89 Surtees, History of Durham II, p.l78 seq. 
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Wray's claim of unjust treatment was obliged to lie unheard 

as he was 11under hatches 11 .(
90) According to Primate the 

colliery had been flooded in 1640 and not recovered until 

1647, only to be subjected to fire and flooding again in 

1648,( 9l) so that ownership had not meant huge profits with 

little cost or trouble. The arrival· of Haslerig in the north 

and the mounting friction between him and the Lilburnes 

provided ~vray 1/ITi th an ea.r for his complaints, and Haslerig 

with a further, significant rod with which to discomfit the 

Lilburnes. The case did not become a serious issue until 

August 1649 however,. '\•ihen the county committee made an order 

to hear the claims j_n the case, and 1·Jray, Gr·ey, Lilburne 

and their landlords were invited to submit documentary 

proofs. According to the. Lilburne faction, this hearing 

did not take place when it was agreed between the parties to 

submit the issue to Parliament, but on 29 October, before 

any such step was taken, colonel Francis Wren and colonel 

George Fenwick surprised the Lilburnites by procuring an 

order in the committee to seize the colliery on the grounds 

that it had "t?een sequestered by Sir 'lllillia.m Armyne in 1644 as 

the property of the papist delinquent Wray. Despite the 

vigorous protests within the committee of Richard Lilburne 

and Thomas ~.J.idford, its m.embers, powered by Haslerig, made 

the order, and Primate's tenants, Lilburne and Grey, were 

violently dispossessed.C92) 

90 :Musgrave Nuzled., p.l7 
91 With a loss of fifty lives 
92 RCDN, pp.388-9 
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Subjected to main force, tqe Lilburne fa.ction pursued 

its claim·by what legal means it could. The issue fell back 

upon Lilburne's and Grey's landlord Primate, and beyond him 

to John Hedworth, the original lessor's heir. About April 

or May 1650 George Grey claimed an entail for Hedworth( 93) 

and in June Hedworth and William Hollyman petitioned the 

sequestrators at Gol~smiths' Hall in London that they were 

turned out on pretence that the estate belonged to recusants, 

while a few days la.ter Josiah Primate begged discha.rge of 

three-quarters of the colliery he held on lease from 

Hedworth on the grounds that only a fourth part was the 

recusant Wra.y's. (91;.) Despite Goldsmiths' Hall's order to the 

county sequestrators - now the new body of three, all 

Haslerig nomipees - that Hedworth and his associate should 

be restored upon their presenting proofs, and, with regard 

to.Primate, thet the dates of sequestration and the holders 

of parts of the colliery at that time should be certified, 

none of this seems to have been done. According to Hedworth( 95 ) 

although he had complied with the order and supplied his 

proofs, Haslerig's coercive influence denied him restitution. 

On 16 January 1651 the county sequestrators reported that 

they had let the colliery to colonel Francis Hacker and others 

for five years, no one else being found willing to take it 

on a short term lease. This was, apparently, the first 

official mention of the colliery beirig taken over by the 

military clique about Ha.slerig and the London seque$tration 

9~ Ibid. Grey was Hedworth's father-in-law 
94 Ibid p.J89 
95 The Oopressed Mans Out-cry, John Hedworth, (Sept. 1651) 

RR.II, _(biographical) 
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commissioners 1..rere not happy about it, for they refused· to 

confirm Haciker's lease and ordered a further hearing with· 

Haslerig present.<96) Throughout 1651 the wrangle lurched on 

in a series of petitions, pleas for delay, pleas for 

expedition, and flurri.es of submissions from sundry other 

parties with various claims upon the property, before the 

Committee for Compounding in the capital. In September John 

Hedworth addressed his pamphlet "The Oppressed J~ans Out-cry" 

to the county's ne1v militia. commissioners as the "chiefest 

command 11 in the county in an effort to secure some restraint 

upon Ha.slerig' s soldiery and his recognition of "no rule to 

walk by, but his· own crooked and peverse will of sword 11 .< 9?) 

.The committee, however, headed by the elder Vane, his son 

William, John Middleton and Haslerig's deputy at Newcastle 

colonel Paul Hobson, made no discernable response. On 12 

December the London sequestration commissioners took new 

steps to resolve the issue b•r allovJing all parties to take 

their course at law. More oddly perhaps, the commissioners 

went out of their way to pronounce that Haslerig's behaviour 

in seizing Harra.ton could not be seen as unjust as he had no 

apparent interest in it - despite the fact that it was then 

in the hands of his close military subordinatescolonels 

Hacker and Mayers, major Tolhurst and ca.ptain Sheppersdon as 

11 Lh • • ff" (98) we a.s o~ er JUnlor o 1cers. 

This decision of the commissioners, totally unsatis-

factory to the Lilburne faction, set in motion a. final 

96 RCD.N, p.J90 
97 op. cit. 
98 RCDN, pp.J92-3 
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train of events. The unsuccessful struggle of the Lilburnites 

in London had drawn iri on their behalf John Lilburne, George's 

nephew, and his leveller associate major John 1·aldman, "upon 

\tJhose faithfulnesse, understanding and valour, 11 said Hed'l.vorth; 
. . (99) 

"I cast all my sald affalres". In the subsequent falling 

out of events he might well have looked back ruefully upon 

his decision. · John Lilburne, already an old antagonist of 

Sir Henry Vane and Haslerig and a thorn in the side of the 

new regime's government generally, had been able to make no 

headway with the London sequestration commissioners, and his 

suggesti?n of ~n appeal to Parliament found that body, in 

.the summer of 1651, much too engrossed with Scottish affairs 

to hear it. On 30 July :U .. lburne published .his tract "A Just 

Reproof to Haberdashers' Hall", in which· he ca.stigated 

Haslerig and four of the commissioners for compounding for 

coercion, collusion and dishonesty. For the remainder of the 

year Haslerig challenged Lilburne to admit authorship of the 

tract, while Lilburne riposted with a counter-challenge that 

Sir Arthur should ans1.ver its charges at the bar of the 

Parliament. After the commissioners' decision of 12 December 

Josiah Primate prepared a petition for Parliament which owed 

much to the vitriolic spirit of Lilburne's "Just Reproof", 
(100) 

and it was read in the Commons on 15 January 1652. The 

gist of Primate's complaint was not merely that the collieries 

had been illegally and forcibly wrested from him by a falsely 

contrived excuse of sequestration vJhich had benefited officers 

99 Oooressed Mans Out-crv 
100 CJ..VI1, pp.7l-2 
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of Haslerig's own regiment, but also that Haslerig had used 

his very considerable influence a.s a member of Parliament 

and of other important committees to th\oJa.rt all Primate's 

efforts to secure justice, and had finally over-awed, or con-

sptred \vi th, some of the members, a.nd manipulated the pro­

ceedings of, the Committee for Compounding to further delay 

a. just outcome.ClOl) The petition had startling repercussions. 

Parliament upheld the Committee for Compounding's decisions, 

prnnounced the petition false, malicious, scandalous and a 

breach of parliamentary privilege because it had been 

published before being heard in the House. Primate was fined 

£3,000 and ordered to pay damages of £2,000 to Haslerig, 

£200 each to the four slandered commissioners, and imprisoned 
(102) 

in the Fleet until the sums were paid. John Lilburne was 

the real object of Parliament's wrath however, and the 

Harraton dispute proved to be both a last straw and a.n 

opportune pretext in its growing resolve to deal with his 

exasperating and alarming spirit. At the same time that it 

dealt with Primate Parliament proceeded against Lilburne for 

distributing printed copies of the petition, and placed 

matching fines to those on Primate upon him - a total of 

almost £7,000 - and gave him thirty days to quit the country, 

returning upon pain of death. His book "A Just Reproof" \..ras 

ordered to be burnt along with Primate's petition by the 
(103) 

common hangman. 

101 Ibid 
102 CJ.VII, p.72 
103 CJ.VII, pp.72-3 
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It has been observed since that Lilburne v.Jas not per-

mitted to make any defence, no~, indeed, was a specific charge 

laid against him. 11 By this a.rbi tra.ry procedure the Rump v.ra s 

defending the privileges of an influential member. But if 

John's accusations were false, Haslerig had his appropriate 

remedy in a case for slander. Evidently the Indspendent 

Grandees had made up their minds to get rid of a truculent 

critic for ever."(l04 ) Whether this is a totally fair and 

' accurate appraisal of the affair is incidental to its out-

come in Durham. Unable to obtain a satisfactory hearing in 

the north, the Durha.m Lilburnes and their Harraton associates 

were happy to see the struggle fought further in the committee 

halls and Parliament house of the capital. But in allowing 

it to become essentially a duel between two such antipathetic 

protagonists as John Lilburne and Haslerig the Durham 

Lilburnes inevitably sank or swam with their advocate, and 

thus were lost, as it were incidentally, in the fierce currents 

which now overwhelmed Freeborn John. Wherever justice lay 

in the affair - and it seems likely that neither side could 

claim it exclusively - the attitudes projected were clear 

enough. Haslerig's was that on an uncompromising, pragmatic 

and impersonal administrator who came into the region bringing 

security and order with him and an,end to the excesses of men 

like the Lilburnes, and whose action on Wray's behalf at 

Harraton could be referred to as ''· .• an act of Private and· 

104 Brailsford, 'I'he Lewllers in the Enzlish Revolution, p.611 
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Publi.cl{e justice11 • (l05) His reputation, competence and 

influence enabled him to point to the fact that a very 

large proportion of notables in the north gave him their 

support in his efforts to restore peaceful, equitable 

government under the CommonvJeal th. The stance of the 

Lilburnes on the other hand, wa~ that of loyal parliament­

arians who had long supported, and suffered for, the cause, 

and i.vho were no~oJ attacked .by an alj_en and unscrupulous inter-

loper, a man who coerced, concealed and connived with 

dangerous royalists, who overawed Parliament's friends with 

the threat of his soldiers, and whose own allegiance to the 

new government was suspect. Haslerig's ~~tivation, claimed 

the Lilburni tes, wa.s rooted in his celebrated acquisitive-

ness, and he had conceived a strategy which would result in 

his holding land the length of the river Wear from its source 
( 106 ). 

to its mouth.· Indeed, Sir Arthur had acquired for him-

self the former episcopal manors of Wolsingham and Bishop 

Auckla.nd, while George Fenwick purchased the manors of 

Houghton le Spring and ~orton, which included the borough 

of Sunderland. Ha.slerj_g's conflict with the Lilburnites, 

which inyolved a questioning in the sequestration committees 

in the north and in London of the possession by Lilburne, 

Grey, and others like William Hollyma.n and Ralph Rokesby, 

of valuable properties like Lambton colliery, the manor of 

Ford, and lands at ~~lonkwearmou th as well as the Ha.rraton 

105 Musgrave Iviuzled, p.l4 
106 A·Just Reoroof, p.24 
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issue, can clearly be regarded as an attempt to embarrass 

and discomfit the Wearmen, but also as a preliminary to 

wresting possession from them. Some such rights of possess-

ion do seem to have been unsubstantia.ted and uncertain, and 

it does not seem unfair to suggest that George Lilburne and 

the- rest were attempting to augment their own commercial 

positions bef~re, and while, Haslerig and his friends were 

exerting pressure to acquire them for themselves. In this 

context the celebrated Harraton dispute was merely one 

prominent rock which marked sharply a submerged reef in 

troubled waters. 

The Harraton affair affords some vivid glimpses of 

attitudes and behaviour in the county in the late 164os, and 

an impression of the high-handedness and lawlessness capable 

by both parties behind the slow processes of committees and 

the remoteness of the north from the capital •. John Hedworth 

complained tha.t in June 1650 the Durham sequestrators had 

seized cattle belonging .to him worth £300 on the pretext 

that they were in fact George Grey's property and were taken 

to pay off a debt of Grey to the delinquent colonel John 

Jackson of Rickledon, who had not paid his full composition. 

Grey's dealings had been with the delinquent's brother, but 

Jackson's word was taken b~fore Grey's by the commissioners. 

Most damning of all, Jackson's composition had been paid off 

some time previously.Cl07) The purpose of this move, asserted 

107 Jackson's estate at Rickledon was sequestered on 3 
September 1644 and he petitioned for leave to com-
pound in 1649. On 25 April 1650 he was recorded 
as having paid a fine of £436. 14s. 7d. RCDN pp.44, 254 
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John Lilburne, 1vas to 11 terrifie· and affright a.ny man in the 
(108) 

county of Durham, to be familiar \oJi th a Lilburn 11 • In 

August 1651 the Lilburni tes attempted a ploy of their ovm 

when Hedworth demanded the immediate pa.yment of a reserved 

rent out of the colliery from the steward and was refused. 

He then made a "for.mall re-entry upon my Colliery, as by La"tv 

-, • ht II ( 
109 ) b t f • bl t d t • b t - m1g. , u was ·orc1 y urne ou aga1n y a par y 

of major Tolhurst's soldiers acting without a \varrant or any 
. . 

foimal identification. The Haslerig faction's account of this 

occupation was rather different. According to Hacker and 

Shepperdson, the principal lea.seho~ders, this action by 

Hedworth, Ralph Rokesby, and George Grey's second son Richerd, 

resulted in £2,400 of damage when the rop~ of the water pits 

were cut and the mine flooded. Hacker and Shepperdson com-

plained, in their request for a renewal of their lease in 

March 165z, that this action had rendered their first five 

years lease profitless. Although the London commi~sioners 

seemed to doubt ·this and ordered the Durham committee to 

submit its own assessment of the damage, the Durham sequest-

t t d t . bl . ( 110) 'T'h ra ors re urne a no .1cea y evas1ve answer. _ .e 

Lilburnites' action in repossessing Harraton, and apparently 

carrying cut some kind of scorched earth policy there, was 

claimed by Hedworth as a deliberate ne\oJ strategy: "being apt 

to think I shall not fully get my complaints heard against 

Str Arthur, till he or some of his Agents be forced by me to 

turn complainants," but he was forced to conclude bitterly, 

108 A Just Reproof, p.32 
109 Onpressed Mans Out-crv 
110 RCDN pp.392, 395-6 
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11 Processe being in my m,vn understanding to (sic) short 1;reapons 

to reach souldiers withall 11 • (lll) The Harraton affair also 

exemplifies for the county of Durham, the unsatisfactory, 

often deplorable, state of affairs in important areas of civil 

life vJhich prevailed widely across the country as a.n after-

math of long years of fighting, civil disruption, monetary 

exactions, and the :imposition, as forms of local government, 

of alien cor.mnittees with Hide, but often uncertain and over-

weening povJers, a.nd bolstered _by the army. Haslerig and 

George Lilburne both personified the worst in the situation 

of the early Commonwealth years, emerging as figures who both 

made different, but real and radical contributions to ~he 

revolution but who both, in their personal attitudes, revealed 

a tendency to acquisitiveness and unscrupulousness, and a 

willingness to exploit for their own and their friends' ends 

the new positions of power they found themselves in. Their 

accusations and recriminations reveal the activities of the 

triumphant puritan radicals in power as at best distasteful, 

and often a good deal worse, and give force to the ironic 

comment of the Northumberland royalist Da.ni el Coll~ng\>mod: 

11 Your only smooth skin to make vellum is .your Puritan's 

skin, they be the smoothest and sleekest Knaves in a. 

County."(ll2 ) 

111 Onnressed Mans Dut-cry 
112 Surtees, Historv of Durham I, cv (n.) 
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CHAPTER 5 

Second Civil \oJ'ar and Commonwealth 1648-5~. 

On 28 April 1648 the intractable royalist Sir Marmaduke 

Langdale with 120 men seized the town of Berwick for the 

King and soon after published a declaration. This obviously 

had an eye to a. sympathetic response in Scotland but enun­

cia.ted the unhappiness of divided pa.rties in England which 

now brought on a. further resort to arms in the second civil 

war. Langdale asked tha.t the King be restored to his 

ancient rights, that a free Parliament be summoned to settle 

the nation's difficulties, that there should be a. disband­

ment of armies and with them the impositions of excise a.nd 

free qua.rter, that the "known laws of the land" might prevai 1 

once more and that the unioh of England and Scotland might be 

preserved according to the Act of Pacification••.(l) It had 

been kno11m in England for some little time that the Scottish 

Parliament had adopted a resolution to ra.ise a.n a.'rmy to aid 

the King's party in the shifting state of affairs in the 

country and La.ngdale' s move was the gambit for a new royalist 

1 Declaration of Sir Marmaduke Langdale (1648) RR.II (hist.) 
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venture in the north. For a third time in eight years the 

northern counties awaited a crucial military intervention in 

English political affairs, and for a second time a!J. English 

party rallied and worked actively to prepare for, a.nd ensure 

success to, t.ha.t intervention. Sir Arthur Haslerig, who had 

arrived in the north only a week or two before the new out-

break as governor of Newcastle, reported to the Commons on 

6 t-1ay: 11 The papists and cavaliers do flock together to 

Berwick, and tax and assess the country; and are likely.to 

rise to a. great number, if not speedily prevented". (2) 

-Langdale, together with Sir Charles Lucas, were armed with 

commissions from the Prince of Wales; Langdale's own made 

him general of the five northern counties and his summons to 

northern royalists saw them 11 flock apace 11 to the designa.ted 

rendezvous of Hedgley Moor, four or five miles from Alnwick, 

there to be listed for servicte.C3) But beneath this prompt 

and enthusiastic response l.ay intrinsic confusions and 

jealousies among royalist leaders - Scots and English - which 

were in large part to lead to the failure of this second civil 

war in the north and which showed ·in a lack of concert and 

direction among those who rallied to the King in the north 

eastern counties. It was to be more· tha.n two months after 

Langdale's initial seizure of Berwick before the promised 

Scots army under the Duke of Hamilton crossed into England, 

a fact which makes Langdale's move look precipitate, or that 

of the Scots tardy. 

2 Cary, Memorials of the Great Civil War, p.397 
3 Rushw. VII, pp.l099, 1106 
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Nevertheless, in May the threat ~as real enough. In 

Durham the disbanding of supernuma.ry forces in the county 

had just been completed,C 4) and such regular forces as 

remained were insufficient to overawe or contain royalist 

a.cti vi ties. The si tua.tion was most serious in Northumberland, 

where .the sheriff, justices and other pa.rlia.mentary 
. (5) 

supporters were compelled to retire into Newcastle, but 

in Durham too affairs were such that George Lilburne was 

unable to venture abroad upon the state's business.< 6 ) 

Although the Commons had already allotted £5,000 to Haslerig 

to meet this nascent threat in the north, cash was very short. 

The Durham sequestrators were soon despa.tching sequestrated 

valuables into Yorkshire to be sold at fairs there, tne sums 

. d . t 1 1 F . W ' . t ( 7 ) ra1se go1ng o pa~co one ranc1s ren s reg1men. 

Haslerig's concern, however, fixed primarily upon Northumber-· 

land; he set about strengthening the garrisons in Holy 

Island and Warkworth castle and blockaded Berwick from the 

sea, and placed the dangerously inadequate county forces 

under the command of his brother-in-law, George Fenwick,to 

f a.ce the town from the la.nd. Parliament also responded 

promptly to Ha.slerig 's request for an effective militia. to 

be formed o.u t of an association of the northern counties, 

an ordinance being passed on 28 111Iay to that effect and which 

was immediately implemented to form several new regiments 

in the two north eastern counties. Thomas Lambert, under 

4 CEP 28, 380 (Durham bag) 
5 Rushw. VII, p.ll06 
6 An addi tiona.ll Answer ••• 
7 RCDN, p.49-50 
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whose overall command the forces of the Parliament in the 

north lay, also put a strengthened garrison into Raby castle 

as an element of t}:le strongpoints he set up - in Walton Hall 

in Yorkshire and at Appleby in Westmorland - to face the 

.threat from either the east or west of the borders which 

might seek to move down Teesdale. 

Langdale, having spent some time in securing Berwick and 

rallying the royalists of Durham and Northumberland, now 

left the town in the hands of colonel Edward Grey, the 

commander of the Northumberland cavaliers, and with a force 

of horse and foot perhaps grown to be two or three thousand 

strong began to move westwards towards Carlisle which had 

been seized for the King about the same time as Berwick by 

Sir Thoma.s Glen.ha.m and Sir Philip Musgrave. It wa.s against 

this threat from the western borders that Lambert was 

seeking to deploy his inadequa.te forces, and he wisely 

withdrew before the advance of Langdale's force and waited 

until he had been reinforced by troops out of Lancashire. 

On 25 June he attacked the royalist forces and drove their 

foot into Carlisle and their horse into Scotla.nd before 

beginning a two weeks seige of the town. The entry of 

Hamilton's Scottish army into England on 8 July gave the· 

royalists a new ascendancy in the north west ~hen a force 

of some 3,500 horse and 7,000 foot united with Langdale's 

English forces of about 3,000.< 8) Lambert was compelled to 

8 A Declar~tion from Scotland concerning the edvance of 
the Scots Armv into England (London, 16 8) 
RR • I I ( his t • ) 
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fall back, uncertain of the royalist intentions. On 10 

July he wrote from Penrith that it was more likely that, 

instead of marching south, Hamilton and Langdale would 

advance upon Newcastle a.nd, 11 if they be not impeaded, but 

get thither well, then the Scots are to attempt the storming 

of it, and if they gain it, that they shall have the profits 

thereof towards the maintenance of their Army 11 .(:) Presum­

ably upon this assumption, Lambert withdrew across the 

Pennines to Barnard Castle. In the event, Lambert's surmise 
. 
was incorrect; the Anglo-Scottish force pressed southwards 

into Lancashire to suffer an inglorious defeat at the hands 

of Lambert and Cromwell at Preston on 17 August. Indeed, 

the nucleus of royalist resistance in Durham and Northumberla.nd 

had already received a serious blow before the appearance of 

Hamilton in England. 

On 25 June, the same day that Lambert had joined with 

the forces out of Lancashire and moved against Langdale before 

Carlisle, colonel F'rancis Wren led 11 220 of the new raised 

bishoprick horse 11 (lO) out of Durham over the Tyne. at Newburn, 

with the intention of preventing a junction of royalist 

forces in Northumberland ahd themselves joining up with 

parliamentary reinforcements on their way to them. After 

two days of movement without incident they were supplemented 

by fifty dragoons from Newcastle and were confronted by a . 

strong body of the enemy which advanced upon them but drew 

9 MaJor ·General Lambert's letter from Penrith RR.II (hist.) 
10 Letter of Major Sanderson in Packets of Letters from 

Scotland etc ••• (London, 1648) RR~II (hist.) 
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off again. Wren's force now decided to retire westwards 

on Hexham for two reasons, the obvious strength of the 

royalists and to"··· draw the enemy into security, who would 

perswade himselfe we were run awayi these two respects hit 

right 11 .(ll) On Thursday, 29 May, the existing parliamentary 

cavalry_forces in Northumberland and Durham, gathered in 

Hexham - colonel Wren with the militia newly raised and 

colonel George Fenwick with the two existing county troops 

of Durham and Northumberla.nd horse. The next day three 

troops of horse sent by Lambert and commanded by colonel 

Robert Lilburne arrived at Haydon Bridge and at 11 o'clock 

that same night, 30 June, joined forces with Wren and 
. . -

Fenwick at Chollerford, three miles from Hexham, a.nd before 

morning had effectively dispersed the threa.t of the roya.list 

cavalry in the field. 

This parliamentary force now numbered some 900 men, and 

was opposed by a royalist force estimated at 1,200 which, it 

was believed, was to join wtth 600 Scottish foot at Berwick 

on Saturday, 1 July.<l2) Under Lilburne's command the 

parliamentarians carried out, during the hours of·darkness 

o.f 30 June-1 July, a. bold, skilful and telling move. Appa.r­

ently deceived by the parliamentarians' ruse and unaware of 

their concentration around Hexham, the royalist horse haEi 

spread itself out along the valley of the Coquet to the west 

of Alnwick for quartering. In a night of furious riding the 

11 Ibid 
12 A True and Perfect Relation of a Great Victory obtained 

by the rg·r~iaments Forces in Northumberland (London, 
7 July 1 4 ) TT, E 451 22 . 
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parliamentary horse fell upon these scattered billets one 

after another, surprising and overcoming them without 

resistance. At Tossons a lieuten~nt and six dragoons were 

taken, at Lurbottle sixty men with their horses. At Callaly 

colonel Edward Grey the lea.der of the Northumberland 

cavaliers was captured together with lieutenant colonel 
. -

Salkeld and eight horse, at Whi ttingha.m lieutenant colonel 

Ralph Hillot and other notables and 200 horse. Finally 

Glanton and Eslington were attacked simultaneously; at the 

former most of the officers and 180 horse were captured, 

while at the latter Sir Richard Tempest the leader of the 

Durham royalists fell into the parliamentarians' .hands 

together with another 100 horse. By this time the remaining 

royalist forces had taken alarm and begun to deploy, four 

bodies of cavalry appearing about Shawton. Burdened with 

captive men and horses the parliamentary force gave up its 

advance upon Branton and retired upon Whittingham where it 

regrouped. The ca.va.lier body moved off northwa.rds, while 

the parliamentarians rested for two hours before bringing 

their prisoners into Morpeth. There were 359 in all, 

a.l though a. good many were to succeed in escaping - including 

Sir Richard Tempest who effected his escape after breakfast 

on Sunday morning - before the prisoners were moved into 

Newcastle. Other casualities were slight on both sides: 

the parliamentarians had a. horse shot dead and a trooper 
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shot through the thigh, the royalists six killed, including 

a captain, and several wounded. Perhaps the royalists' 

most significant loss was the 600 horses the par·liamentary 

soldiers drove into Newcastle as booty and sold there at 

high prices.Cl3) 

The royalists were not defeated; there still remained 

to them some 6oo horse and thre~ troops of dragoons in the 

field, and they looked for the imminent advance of the Scots 

into England. On 3 July they were active about Long 

Framlington but by then the parliamentarians had been rein-

forced by a further ten troops of horse commanded by colonel 

Thomas Harrison, and major Sanderson's tone, in reporting 

these developments, was confident a.nd unconcerned. 11 If 

the Scots come not in, we shall by God$ helpe free this 

country of these blades", he wrote. ( 14 ) Five days la.t er 

Hamilton's army did enter England but chose - and kept to 

- the wsstern route, as seems always to have been their 

intention, and· there was no further significant field 

activity in either Northumberland or Durham. It was the 

best of the cavaliers of Northumberland and Durham which 

constituted the force shattered on the night of 30 June -

1 'July. (15) Hhatever the spirit of those who had ridden 

Langdale on Hedgley Hoor and however fearsome the threat 

had suddenly posed in the north east may have seemed, the 

virtually bloodless debacle of that night re¥ealed the 

reality to be very different. The ability and exper.ience 

1
13 Ibid; Letter of Major Sanderson .•• 

4- Ibid 
15 See the list of prisoners in A True and Perfect 

Relation ..• 

to 

they 
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of men like Lilburne, Fenwick and Wren in the field made the 

leadership of Grey and Tempest look distinctly amateurish. 
-· --

Throughout July and August however, serious unrest and con­

stant alarms continued in the region. The course of events 

in Durham is vague, but in the south of the county Sir 

William' Darcy fortified \'litton castle and brought La.mbert' s 

garrison at nearby Raby under siege for a period~ with "Many 
( 16-) 

souldiers slain" a.nd buried in Raby park. 

Most serious, however, was the declaration of Tynemouth 

castle - of strategic importance for the control of the Tyne 

and Newcastle - for the King. Colonel Henry Lilburne, brother 

of Robert and John, and the castle's governor, began, a.t about 

two or three o'clock on the afternoon of 9 August, to send 

pa.rties of the garrison out on a variety of contrived duties 

before setting the royalist prisoners in the castle at 

liberty, raising the drawbri~ge, discharging the castle guns, 

a.nd appealing to the seamen and others of North a.nd South 

Shields to join him in the name of the King.Cl7) Not all 

of the soldiers still in the castle had been won over by 

Lilburne; he killed a. dissenting corporal with his sword 

while others made off over the walls to carry the new.s to 

Newcastle. (l
8

) Many of the local inhabitants rallied into 

the castle in answer to Lilburne's call, and in Newcastle 

the governor Haslerig made a prompt response to this totally 

unexpected development. Lieutenant colonel Ashfield wa.s at 

16 
17 

18 

Staindrop parish register, 27 Aug.· 1648 
Sir Arthur Haslerig's letter to the Lords and Commons 
at Derby House concerning the Hevolt and Recovert of 
Tinmouth Castle (London, 15 Aug. 1648) TT.E'458 26) 
A Terr'ible· ·a.nd BloudS Fight at Tinmouth Castle 
(London, 16 Aug. 164 ) TT.E 459 4 · 
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once despatched with a force of men and orders from 

Haslerig ''··· to storm the Castle that night whatsoever 
(19) 

hapned". With la.dders sent down the river by boa.t 

Ashfield's force duly launched an assault at about two 

o'clock the next morning and although fired upon by the castle 

ordna.nce and stoutly resisted for a time with pikes and 

gunners' ladles eventually crossed the walls and recaptured 

the castle with only three men wounded. There was a consid-

erable loss of life among the defenders however, including 

many of the local seamen and Henry Lilburne. Haslerig's 

prompt a.nd vigorous action thus exttnguished a totally 

unexpected but dangerous spark before it could ignite a still 

volatile countryside. The incident itself had puzzling 

·aspects. It apparently lacked co-ordinatien with any other 

royalist a.ctivi ty in the area - and Northumberland and Durha.m 

were both in a continuing sta.te of unrest - and seemed content 

to make an impromptu appeal to local civilian sentiment. 

Again, the timing of the move was q~ite inappropriate; it 

came more then three months after Langdale's initial sSizure 

of Berwick at the end of April and almost six weeks after 

the virtua.l crippling of the Northumberland and Durham forces 

in the field. There was a.n air of a.nti-climax and futility 

about Lilburne's action, in retrospect at least. 

Perhaps more perplexing was Henry Li.lburne' s motiva­

tion for his action. The younger brother of Robert arid John,) 

he had, until that time, been as staunch and indefatigable a 

19 Sir Arthur Haslerig's letter To the Lords and Commons, etc. 
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supporter of the Parliament as anyone in his notable family. 

He had been conspicuous at the taking of Skipton castle( 20) 

and had been put in a.s governor of Tynemou th by his brother 

Robert, before Ha.slerig' s arrival at Newca.stle. His sudden 

and totally unexpected defection was acutely embarrassing, 

not least for his immediate superior, Haslerig, who was at 

pains, in his report of the affair to Derby House, to point 

out that 1ilburne was "· •• knowne to be a va.liant man; He 

did not give the least suspicion of being a traytor to the 

Parliament, till the day of his Revolt: It was not for me 

to have put out such a man. from his pla.ce, unless there ha.d 

appeared some. just grounds for it, a.nd I hope your Lordships 
. (20) will so apprehend J.t 11 • And indeed, they did, the Committee 

of both Houses returning thanks to Sir Arthur for the recovery 
. (21) 

of Tynemouth, and to God for revealing a tra1tor. In 

Scotland, a heroic account of Lilburne's action appeared, in 

which he''··· rather choose honourably to fall in that loyall 

action, than live longer under the tyrannie and oppression 

of the secta.ries", ( 22 ) and in truth Lilburne exemplified the 

difficulty of the moderate presbyterian caught in the 

widening religious rift which by the middle of 1647 left a 

presbyteria.n Parliament looking to Scotland for support 

aga.inst the English army bitterly resentful of the proposed 

presbyterian establishment - a.l bei t for three years only. 

In November, Lilburne's regiment was one of those which sent 

a remonstrance to Sir Thomas Fairfax, perhaps the most 

20 
21 
22 

Ibid 
CSPD 1648-9~ p.244 
TSP. I, p. 9~ 
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inf1uential and moderate of the army's presbyterian element, 

l declaring its intention to stand or fall with him in his 

endeavours to achieve a settlement which would end intolerable 

oppressions and bring about disb~ndment.C 23) John Lilburne 

later supplied some slight, and probably highly-coloured 

evidence which nevertheless bears out the state of his 

brother's thinking at the end of 1647. When the King 

removed himself from the a.rmy's control in November, a pre­

text for his flight, asserted John, wa.s provided by Henry 

Lilburne, at the behest of the presbyterian leaders, who 

named his brother John as one of those army extremists who 

wished to murder Charles. It was this which had won him the 

governership of Tynemouth,castle, alleged John Lilburne, 

11 where retaining the leaven of his Apostasy, which the Gen. 

Officers had laid in him, he suffered the deserved reward 

of a perfidious traytor. 11 (
24) There was clearly some reason 

to view Henry Lilburne's attitude closely as the second civil 

war progressed and royalist propagandists sought, not without 

success, to sway the susceptibilities of moderate presbyter­

ians of his kind. By August 1648 he had watched the progress 

of the struggle on behalf of the King, constitutional govern­

ment, and pea.ce a.nd order under a presbyterian church 
. . 

structure, and found himself the custodian at Tynemouth of 

those captured Northumberland a.nd Durham royalists ·who had 

rallied to Langdale and 11 ••• were the chief Actors in 

raising a new War in the North a~d bringing in t~e Scots-". ( 
25 ) 

23 TT, E 417 (15) 
24 Second Pa.rt of Engla.nd' s. New-Cha.ines Discovered 

Joh~ Lilburne, London, 1649 
25 ·A True and Perfect Relation ••• etc. 
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It seems likely that it was through contact with these men 

that Henry Lilburne came to a final, fatal· decision, a.nd at 

last acted. 

The outbreak at Tynemouth, haphazard and ill-prepared 

and efficiently extinguished by Haslerig at Newcastle, did 

nothing to rally the northern royalists to any last effort. 

Nationally the character of the royalist effort was marred 

by divisions and uncertainty, jealousies and a lack of 

concertedness - in Kent, Wales and among the Scots and 

English in the north more than anyone else; "··· a great 

cause, 11 as a commentator noted, "of the ill success that 

Hapned afterwards to the late Army. 11 (
2b) On 11 August 

Pembroke surrendered in Wales and six days later Cromwell 

began the rout of the English and Scottish forces a.t Preston. 

In Durham, the fighting about Raby ended when a force des­

patched by Haslrig from Newcastle besieged Sir William Darcy· 

in Witton castle and caused him to surrender.< 27 ) Lambert 

established his headquarters at Brancepeth, and although he 

made no pretence that it had been anything other than a 

desperately difficult year for the parliamentary troops he 

had commanded in the north and that they were now ill-

equipped and deeply disgruntled, he wrote from Bra.ncepeth on 

15 Septembe~: 11 The English Cavaliers both in Westmoreland 

and Cumberland, and Northumberland, are now in so staggering 

a. Condition, that they know not what to do, ~ea.ring they are 

bewitch'd, and will fight no more, and do daily disband, 

27 

A -Letter from Holland, BeinE a true Relation of a.ll 
the proceedings of the Nort ern Armies ••• (London, 
12 Oct. 1648).TT, E 467 (21) 
Allen T, 39 
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depart from their Colours, and.shift for themselves. 11 (
2S) 

Within a month the second civil war had ended and those 

Durham royalists who had rallied to La.ngdale had slipped 

quietly, when they could, back to their own homes to await 

- or seek ways of avoiding - the retribution that was being 

demanded of thell').. The conviction of a. large number of 

Durham gentlemen, freeholders and yeomen, and their willing­

ness to venture lives and possessions in the King's cause 

was manifest - but unavailing during a summer of activity in 

which it is impossible to discern any well-defined, positive 

plan of intent behind their endeavours, other than to hold 

down and occupy parliamentary forces in the north east. 

The train of military events in the north in·l648 dictated 

that the county of Durham was spared any prolonged and 

serious military activity; however tenuous its control may 

have become the parliamentary regime was able to prevent the 

county being overrun in the way that large parts of 

Northumberland and the other northern counties were. But 

its retention, and consequent role as a base for Lambert, 

exposed its population anew to the burdens of troops and 

quartering, and associated tribulations. 

Writing to Speaker Lenthall in July, Ha.slerig appealed 

to the Commons "to take notice of the diligence, pains, and 

faithfulness of your few friends in Northumberland a.nd 

Bishoprick, that have raised the Hor~e. 11 ( 29 ) These few 

28 Rushw. VII, p.l265 
29 A Letter from Sir Arthur Hesilrige to the Honora.ble 

William tenthall Esq. of a Great Victory Obtained 
by the Pa.rlianients ~orces in Northumberland, etc. • •• 
(London, 7 Jul. 164 ) TT, E 451 (25) 
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parliamentary gentlemen were un_pleasantly shocked by the 

extent of the involvement. on the part of .the north's royal 

sympa.thisers, ·and their initial reaction was bitter. By 

mid-October, with the region once more firmly under the 

control of the forces of the Parliament, the northern gentle­

men met with Cromwell at Barnard Castle, and there agreed 

upon a petition to be sent up to Parliament. It asked for 

justice against those who, despite the leniency shown them 

previously, had recently killed and imprisoned their neigh­

bours, 'di.speopled' towns and''··· are after all their 

summers abominable Treason and Outrages, now returned with 

much confidence and Boldness to their own Houses, int~nding 

to hatch, as we have cause to believe, new Plots this 

Winter among us". A legal process was asked for against 

those delinquents who lived at home on pretended articles 

for peaceful living, but who rode about armed a.nd confident, 

and met together, and whose obvious impunity could only 

embolden others.(30) Yet mixeq with the indignation of the 

Parliament men was their constant concern a.bou t the cost of 

military provision; despite-the thr~at of the cava~ier 

majority among the north's gentry they urged the need to 

reduce the north's garrisons to as low a level of safety as 

possible, and proposed two regiments of horse of 600 men 

each, and standing garrisons of Boo and 1,200 men for 

·Carlisle and Berwick respectively, this buffer against any 

further Scottish threat to be maintained by the whole 

30 Rushw. VII, pp.1306, 1310-1, 1317-8 
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kingdom.(3l) By April 1650 twenty five Durham cavaliers 

living in the north and east of the county had paid fines 

ranging from £20 to £564 for their activities in the 

second civil war. (32 ) In the list were significant county 
. . 

names_ like Bellas is, Conyers, Eden, Hilton and Tempest and 

to them later was added Sir Willta.m Darcy whose fortifi­

cation of Witton castle involved him in a fine of £2,400. 

Another addition was Sir Richard Tempest of Stella, who as 

colonel of the Durham horse had ridden out of the county with 

them to join Langdale at Hedgley Moor, and whose prevari-

cation over reaching an agreement over hi's composition saw 

his name appear in the first Act.of Sale of the Treason 

Trustees in 1651. Another was Sir William Blakiston of 

. Gibside who was fined £800. All three ha.d been active in 

the first war too and were noteworthy in that so far as 

surviving records show they were am~ng a minority of promin-

ent county gentlemen to have been so. Indeed, it seems that 

a good many of those who came out in 1648 were new delin­

quents and that an even larger proportion of first war 

participants chose to stay a.t home. Those names which had 

figured prominently in the direction of the county under the 

Earl of Newcastle were conspicuously absent - Sir John 

Conyers, Cuthbert Carr, Thomas Swinburne, Henry Lambton, 

Gerrard Salvin and Cuthbert and Ant~ony Byerley. All of 

these· men had, in fact, reached an accommodation with the 

31 
32 

Ibid 
RCDN pp.44-5. The one exception was the persistent 
Sunderland yeomen John Husband, fined £4.10s. for 
his involvement in both wars 
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parliamenta.ry regime before 16.48 ,. but only at the expense 

of heavy fines which ha.d clearly cha:stened them as they had 

lesser gentlemen and yeomen. Despite toe commitment of 

various elements of the Tempest family and diehards such 

as John Jackson of Harraton, colonel Forcer of Ha:rbour House 

and Kelloe and captain Ayscough of Middleton-One-Row, the 

county's response wa.s most ~ertainly wea.kened by the 

abstention of this old nucleus of original cavalier govern-

ment. 

In the aftermath of the second war moderate opinion 

nationally still sought for an understanding with the King, 

but among sol.diers and ra.dicals feelings now ran strongly 

against him. Northern parliamentarians shared this mood of 

exasperation and fright which was no longer prepared to make 

the specious distinction betw.een the King and his "evil 

counsellors" but was now convinced of his personalised,. 

incorrigible guilt. From September onwards a series of 

petitions to Parliament from county grand juries began to 

demand justice upon the monarch. The town of Newcastle sent 

up a petition in October calling for the King to be brought 

to account,C33) while in Durham George and Thomas.Lilburne 

took up the task of gathering subscriptions to the county's 

petition for the trial of Charles.< 34) Beyond those few 

radicals of the Lilburnes' ilk feelings about such a step 

were mix~d and unhappy, and the response of prominent northern 

figures diffident. Haslerig remained in the north during 

Memoirs of Ambrose Barnes, pp.351-2 
CSPD 16.60-1, p.ll3 
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Pride's purge and the trial and execution of the King,<35) 

nor did the Vanes give any assent tb the proceedings, the 

younger Henry absenting himself from Parliament for ten 

weeks beginning on 3 December.<36 ) It was left to the Durham 

prebendary's son John Blakiston, and the minor Durham gentleman 

Robert Lilburne to provide the north's complicity i~ assenting 

to the execution of their monarch. 

The drastically altered political and religious circum­

stances in the nation which had in large part brought about 

the events of 1648 wrought changes among the parlia.menta.r.tans 

t~o, of which Henry Lilburne was the most dra.matic but not 

the sole example. Three men serve to illustrate the shift 

of more moderate opinion awa.y from the revolutionary cause 

after the development of events in 1647. ~homas Bowes of 

Streatlam, a justice, com.mi tteeman a.nd servant of the 

Parliament since the first war now went actively against the 

grim prospect of soldiers and sectaries and was subseqaently 

pursued as .a delinquent, as was his kingsman William Bowes 

of Wearmouth, another of the county's justices, and yet 

another moderate J.P.- Sir Henry Gibb of Jarrow.C37) Thomas 

Bowes in particular was to show himself to be a determined 

and enduring opponent of the Interregnum regimes until his 

death a little before the Restoration.C3B) There were also 

allegations ·among the county's ruling parliamentarians about 
I . 

the effect the bogey of Scottish presb;rry had had upon 

3
3

6
5 Engstrom, Public Career of Sir Arthur Hesilrige; pp.l74-5 

Burton, Diary III, p.l74 n. 
37 RCDN, pp.l25, 126, 213 
38 See below p.287 
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various individual loyalties. The second civil war coincided 

with the bitter quarrel of Haslerig and Blaki~ton with the 

Durham Lilburnes and charges and counter-charges have to be 

viewed with this in mind. Nonetheless, in the wake of the war 

both factions were soon assailing each other with allegations 

of presbyterian treachery. Sir Richard Bellasis, formerly 

close to, but now outside of, the Lilburne camp, was attacked 

as an obstructor and for leaving the coun~-y during the La.ng-

dale crisis, while Thomas Shadforth was charged with ha.ving 

ridden out of the county with nine men. (39) ·Nothing came of 

these allegations although the overall compl·exion of the 

Bellasis fa.mily was royalist and Shadforth' s subsequent 
. 

attitude made him very suspect. It was a good deal more 

unlikely, however, in the printed assaults launched upon 

Haslerig by John Lilburne and the Cumberland attorney John 

Musgrave, to list favouring men of the 'Sc~ttish-interest•.C 40) 
There were counter-allegations which questioned George 

(41) 
Lilburne's loyalty, but the most plausible wa~ against 

another close Lilburne associate, captain John Shaw of Ferry­

hill, who, it was claimed, upon the Duke of Hamilton's invasion 

had said that anyone who did not want the Scots in England 

WJS not an honest man, and there had never been a greater 
(42) 

need of them. Shaw was not proceeded a_ga.inst, however, 

The. reality of an alliance of Charles II with his Scottish 

subjects based upon a religious understanding brought Scotsmen 

into disreput.e a.nd difficulties in Durham no less than 

RCDN. 118, .335; 
A True a.nd Exact 
RCDN, p.277 
Ibid pp. 339-40 

SP. 23, 155, 328 
Relation, p.ll 
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elsewhere.· Willta.m Stewart, who had arrived in the county 

with the covenanters in 1640r married the widow of Sir John 

Calverley of Bra.ncepeth, and been severely wounded a.t the 

siege. of Newcastle in 1644, came under suspicion a.nd was 

sequestered for a time, (43) and there were. move~, in the 

early 1650s, to eject a number of Scottish ministers from 

Durham livings. (44) · 

After the challenges and crises of the second civil war 

and the execution of the monarch carried through against a. 

majority of the feeling within the nation, the new Common­

wealth regime took stock of its supporters in the country at 

large. In Durham there were in reality no great or signifi-

cant shifts among those relatively small numbers which had 

been the revolutionary regime's mainstay in the county since 

1644. Despite the ripples of a.nimosi ty generated by the 

tensions between ·personalities, the hegemony of· the Vanes, 

Haslerig, and to a lesser extent John Blakiston which had 

been established over the original county radical elements 

headed by the Lilburnes, remained largely undisturbed. 

They controlled, by Parliament's nomination, the parlia.-

mentary committees of sequestration and religion, as well 

th . t t f th t ' . t• . (45) h as e appo1n men o e coun y s JUS 1ces. T ey 

could still call upon a virtually unchanged nucleus of those 

who had constituted the county's government on the 

Parliament's behalf for five years - a small but continuously 

loyal group who now acceded to the shibboleth of the 

43 Ibid, pp.346-7 
44 See below, pp.275-6 
45 CSPD 1649-50, p.25 
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Engagement and took up the roles of Corrimonwealthmen. 

Principal among these gentlemen were Francis Wren, Timothy 

Whittingham, James Clavering, Anthony Smith, Gilbert Marshall, . . . 

Robert Hutton, John Middleton, the Greys, Fulthorpes and 

Lilburnes. The new Ivlilitia Act of July 1650 - a response 

to the continuing threat from Scotland - took control of the 

county militia forces out of the hands of the Lord Lieutenant, 

but in Durham this meant no real change, for the Lord 

le~ant, Sir Henry Vane, continued to head the county's 

~ilitia.commissioners upon the order of Parliament or the 

Council of State. With him on this new, all-powerful body 

Vane includeq some of his own sons, county gentlemen like 

John Ivliddleton, sectarian soldiers like colonel Paul 

Hobson, (46) and a. personality like captain Thomas Liddell, 

now· emerging as a. valuable accretion to the parliamentary 

cause. Liddell's grandfather was a principal northern 

delinquent in the first civil war, and remained in diffi­

culties until his death in 1652, but both his father and 

himself were parliamentary fnen by con~Tiction and the young 

Sir Thomas remained a. steady supporter of the Interregnum 

regimes and of enduring presbyteria.n sentiments until long 

into the Restoration period.C 4?) Another, apparently new, 

adherent was Thomas Lambton the second son of Sir William 

Lambton. Predominantly royalist in feeling, Sir William's 

eldest son died in the King's service at Wakefield in 1643, 

a.nd Sir William himself at Marston Moor. Thomas, the second 

46 The Oppressed Mans Out-cry, p.l 
'' 47 See below, p .JJl 
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son, however, had command of the county's horse for a period 

before becoming Cromwell's governor in the Leeward Islands.< 4B) 

Another son, Henry, was one of those county cavaliers who 

compromised himself with the new regime in no ostensible 

way, anP, emerged into the county's affairs after 1660_. An­

other significant Commonwealthman who now became noticeable 

was Thomas Delava.l, unknown in the county's a.ffairs before 

1645 when he married the widow of Francis James, one of 

bishop James' ma.ny off-spring, and by so doing gained a. 

substantial part of the manor of Hetton le Hole. The third 

son of the royalist Sir Ralph Delaval of Delaval in 

Northumberland, he was taxed. with being a delinquent by the 

Lilburnes, but emerged, under Haslerig's patronage, as a 

solid and hard-working Cromwellian, a sequestrator until after 

1655 and a justice until the end of the Protectorate. 

The commencement of the Commonwealth period saw a 

similar pattern among the county's justices. The elder Vane 

was named Keeper of the Rolls and four of his sons served in 

the commission with him. Haslerig and his son Thomas, George 

Fenwick and John Blakiston combined with names like Thomas 

Ledgard, Henry Wa.rmou th and ot~er·s of those Newcastle 

Hostmen and Adventurer oligarchs who had cast in with the 

Commonwealth to give an alien, and Newcastle-orientated look 

to the county's affairs which was nothing new, but which now 

fused well enough with the Vane's pre-eminence in the county's 

government. Others who could be closely identified with 

48 Sunderland Antiquarian Soc. pub. XXII, p.27 
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Haslerig' s government - such a~ Francis Wren and Thoma.s 

Delaval - were also there, as were a number of possible 

former royalists or royalist sympathisers in the shape of 

Sir Richard Bellasis, Thomas Shadforth and Henry Draper • 

.James Clavaing and Timothy Whittingham were also named, 

as were the two Fulthorpes, Christopher and Clement, who had 

moved away, it seems, from their older Lilburne associations. 

By Michaelmas term 16.50 Richard Lilburne once again a.ppea.red 

in the commission, but for the time being George remained 

in exclusion.C 49 ) The office of high sheriff also revealed 

the predominance of the Vane-Haslerig structure. George 

Vane had been the first holder under the parliamentary 

regime, acting - ex officio at first - from 1644 until 1646 

when Parliament ·ma.de the appointment on annual one. He was 

followed in 1647 by Sir Richa.rd Bellasis who ha.d actively 

identified himself with the pa.rliamenta.ry cause, had 

affiliations with all the strands of the new regime, from 

the Vanes to the Lilburnes, and whose status loaned 

authority and esteem to the altered machinery of government. 

After him, in 1648, Clement Fulthorpe became the first of 

the original parliamentarian group in the county below the 

rank of knight to hold sttch a high office.C50) Another 

change in the pattern took place after Fulthorpe however, 

with the appointment ot Sir William Smith in 1649, a moder­

ate personality who had had no app~rent involvement in the 

49 Liber Pacis SP, C 193, 13, 3; TT, .E 123(4) 
50 It was necessary to go back to 1596 to find high 

sheriffs belm,, the rank of 'milites' and even so, 
the holders were members of accepted shrieval 
families like Bowes and Conyers. Ra.nda.ll 13, 
ff. 23-4 
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county's government previously nor had any subsequently, save 

as a Commonwealth J.P. James Cla.vering of Axwell, on the other 

hand, who followed Smith in 1650, had been prominent in all of 

the parliamentary governing structures silJ,ce 1644; he had 

never revealed any close affinity with the Lilburne-dominated 

radical group, his wealth a.nd politics being tied more closely 

to Newcastle, and he became more a.nd more clearly associated 

with the Haslerig camp, perha.ps out of an element of 

expediency but also some genuine identifica.tion with 

Haslerig's political outlook. In 1651 the appointment of 

Thomas Shadforth was a blow to the Lilburnes who were still 

embroiled with Haslerig and Blakiston through Shadforth's 

person. That Shadforth could fill such a. high office with 

serious charges of delinquency in both wars hanging unre­

solved over him, is a measure of the control which the Vanes, 

Haslerig and Blakiston could exercise over the county by 
. . 

means of their access to, and influence with, the central 

powers of government in the capital, not least Parliament 

where Durham continued to be without a. representative voice. 

After Shadforth, Christopher Fulthorpe became another of the 

county's original parliamentarian group to hold the office, 

to be followed by yet another - Francis Wren. In accord 

with a general pattern across the nation, Durham in the 

1650s saw the office of high sheriff filled by men who were 

of good, but lesser standing, and who broke completely the 

hold of those families who traditionally supplied it. 
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Beyond this, the Commonwealth appointments showed on the one 

hand a continuity and loyalty from the original parliament-

arians and on the other the sparseness of their numbers a.nd 

their inability to attract others to participate in the 

altered sc~eme of things. Again, those who were willing to 

work within the Commonwealth government in Durham revea.led 

either a willingness or a necessity to do so under the grandee 

domination of the Vanes and Sir Arthur Haslerig. 

The Commonwealth period ushered in the beginning of mor-e 

settled times for the county, if only by virtue of the fact 

that active hostilities came to an end. Even so, this boon 

was not immediate in Durham and Northumberland. Although 

Haslerig could write to Speaker Lentha.ll in 1649: 11 Thes e 

parts att ye present are in a very.quiett condicon ••• the 

~ouldrs contented being constantly paid, and the w~sted 

and improverished People labouring & takeing care for their 

Subsistence .and Livelyhood & not being devoured by ffree 

Quarter 11 , ( 5l) his glowing view needs to be off set by the. 

fact that the Commonwealth's concern over the da.nger to it 

from Scotland -ensured that the north continu-ed to be beset 

by soldiery for some time. In November 1650 tenants of 

sequestered lands along the principal highways through Durha.m 

petitioned the county sequestrators to complain of the 

depra.da.tions of parliamentary troops marching northwards 

into Scotland, and spoke of soldiers quartered thirty to a 

51 Quoted by Howell, Newcastle, p.204 
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(52) house upon them. The long-term effects of such impo-

sitions are difficult to judge, but undoubtedly, years of 

suffering and supporting large numbers of soldiery could do 

nothing but impair the quality of economic rural life for 

some period of time. At Michaelmas 1653 the Durham seques­

trators noted that, 11 in these parts Cattell & horses are at 

very lowe prices, & the tenants much complaine ••• 11 (53)· 

Bishop Cosin, in taking stock of episcopal resources in lands 

after 1660, complained bitterly more than once of the im­

poverished state in which he found them.C54) Certainly, it 

was episcopal land which gave the clea.rest indication of real 

damage suffered, in particula.r, to game and timber resources. 

The parliamentary surveyors of bishops lands in Durham in 

1647-9 reported deer and game as 'utterly destroyed' in 

Auckland manor, and neither deer nor timoer in Evenwood manor. 

Stanhope Park, a part of the high forest of Weardale, was 

particularly badly hit, being entirelt without timber save 

brushwood, and devoid of "reed deere or fallo~re deere (though 

formerly well stored with both) which have been destroyed 

since these warres 11 • (55) The. licen~e of ~he times obviously 
\ 

exposed many church properties to various kinds of spoilation 

by soldiers.a.nd others, and the seizure and disposal by sale 

of episcopal and capitular lands from 1646 and '49 respect-

ively invited further exploitation and probably depreciation, 

by other kinds of opportunists. 

52 RCDN p.53 
53 Durham Sequestrators' Accompt Book. CEP, 209(A) 

Dur. bundle 
54 Cos. Carr. II; pp.23-4, 31-3 
55 Parl. S. I, pp.3, 122, 150 
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Between October 1647 and May 1651 at least £41,000 of 

episcopal lands had been contracted for in Durham. A number 

of county men figured among the purchasers - Adam Shepperdson 

for a part of Houghton le Spring mano·r at a. cost of £352, 

Richard Marshall for two-thirds of Tanfield Moor pits at a 

cost of £91, and a parcel of ·Wolsingham manor for £158, a.s 

well as land near Durham city. Francis Alder bought up 

parcels of property o.n the bishop's side of the Tyne bridge, 

while in April 1651 the Durham corporation secured the 

borough and Fra.mwellgate for £200. These purchases were 

relatively small however, and the largest buys were by non­

county sources - in particular the notorious acqui~itions of 

Sir Arthur Haslerig, who bought Bishop Auckland manor in 

March 1648 at a cost of £6,102. 8s. 11~., and in June 1650 

Wolsingham manor for £6,"764. 14s. 4d. Ha.slerig 's son, 

Thomas, bought the manor of Bishop Middleham at a cost of 

£3,306. 6s. 6~d., while Haslerig's close associate, the 

Northumberland man George Fenwick, also plunged heavily, 

buying up the borough of Sunderland and manor of Houghton le 

Spring in November 1649 and a parcel of land at Ryhope in 

June 1650 at a cost of £2,851. 9s .• 6d. and £2,091. 16s. 3d. 

respectively~ Other substantial external buyers were 

William Underwood and James Ne.thorpe who contracted for 

Sto.ck~on manor for £6,165. ls. 2~d., Thomas A.ndrews who 

bought Durham castle for £1,262, and Walter Boothby whose 

sum of £8,528. 2. 3d. for Easington manor was probably the 
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largest contracted in the county. Andrews was Lord Mayor 

of London in 1649 and the large sums associated with him, 

Boothby a.nd other outsiders represented investment which 

t d f th . t. 1 t . • 1 . t t ( 56 ) s ema.na. e rom e ca. pl. .. a s commerc1.a 1.n eres s. ome 

caution is needed. over the sums involved, however. While 

buyers had contracted for a. total of more than £41,000 by 

1651, the revenue actually realised out of episcopal sales by 

November 1656 was put at only half this- £21,373· 6s. 7d.( 5?) 

Clearly, the figures agreed were in many cas~s not paid in 

anything like entirety, or merely represented elements in 

debts a.lready owed by the state to the contractors. Never-

theless, ~n one way or another bishop Cosin was to assert 

at the Restoration that the very large tracts of episcopal 

land in Durham had been made to yield £1,000 per annum to 
(58) 

the Long Parliament and Interregnum governments. 

Since 1644 the sequestrated possessions of'the Durham dean 

and chapter had been in the hands of the county committeemen, 

who took up the resp~nsibility for leasing and renewing leases 

upon prebendal properties. The confusions of the time, the 

prime desire to realise cash out of sequestrations, and the 

va.riety of assessments and abatements involved, proba.bly 

meant that dean and chapter tenants suffered the general 

hardships of the war years but found the county committee's 

attitude towards their tenures rather more accommoda.ting 

and less punctilious. There is no evidence of a new appeal 

with regard to their old grievances until 1649, when 

56 Sale of Bishops' Lands, Allen 22 
57 CEP 28, 289 
58 Cos. Corr. II, pp.23-4 
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Parliament, in an act which passed on 30 April, ~issolved all 

dean and chapters and offered up their possessions for sale 

with the intention of realising a sum of £300,000. Trustees 

were na.med who in turn appointed surveyors and contractors at 

local level.C59) In Durham the old dean and chapter's 

opposition leaders were well represented in the parliamentary 

administration of capitular assets, Anthony Smith and Gilbert 

Marsha.ll a.cting as receivers, and put into the position by 

the Lilburnes - George and Richard - who now, with George 

Grey and captain John Shaw, largely assumed responsibility 

for sales in the county.C 60) The surveyors, in the certifi­

cate of survey they returned into the Durham court of 

chancery on 1 October 1649, took the opportunity to assert 

once more the ancient, long-standing customary right of dean 

and chapter tenantry to prompt, unhindered renewal of tenures 

by terms of twenty one years in perpetuity, without 

impositions 'in writingr, and cited the disputed Chapter 

Act of 1626, a.dding, 11It doth further manifestly a.ppear unto 

Us, that. the Livelyhood and subsistence of many hundred 

Families in the said County, do solely·depend upon the said 

Tenements and Fa.rmholds and the Benefit they expect by their 

said Claim of a. Customary Estate and Tenant Right as afors-

said 11(61) The issue rema.ined a. pertinent one, partie-

ula.rly to t~ese smaller tenants, now presented with the 

·opportunity- or need- to purchase their holdings, when 

59 Scobell, Acts and Ordinances, pp.l6-30 
60 DHC. p .249 
61 Allen T, 29 
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the act set out terms for purchase largely based qpon the 

pattern~f former holding, and also provided powers for some 

leases to be made null and void. 

The .long-standing cla.im of the Durha.m tenants to hold by 

custom over periods of twenty one years, and not by written 

lea~es, was recognised and conceded by the Committee for 

Removing Obstructions on Dean and Chapter Lands as a result 

of this submission, and abatements in their purcha.se prices, 

in proportion to their way of holding, granted.C 62 ) A year 

later, in November 1650, captain Shaw again petitioned on 

the tenants' behalf, to Parliament this time, stating their 

case for a further rebate in their second payments.C 63) 

There seems little doubt that a substantial majority of 

tenants in this wise secured satisfaction, and that many 

hundreds of smallholders now had a vested interest in main-

taining the Commonwea.l th settlement. A.l though the Common­

wealth purchasers were subsequently to claim at the 

Restoration tha.t they had bought out of expediency, 11 to 

reduce t~eir poor perpl_exed selves and Estates _to some kind 

of certainty,u( 6
lt) and there was undoubtedly much justification 

in such an excuse, other buyers appea.red who secured handsome 

"ba.rgains. In the first half of 1650, Sir Henry Vane purchased 

the manor of Westoe for £752.16s. 8d., Richard Marshall, a 

kinsman of the dean and chapter receiver, Gilbert, bought a 

farm across the Tyne at Wallsend for £184.lls. 6d., while another 

62 TT, 669 f 15(63) 
63 Ibid 
64 Allen T, 30 
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staunch Lilburnite, Thomas ~Iidford, paid £1,283. Os. 8~d. 

for the manor of Pittington:< 65) Robert Lilburne and others 

of his family were associated in the purchase of Bearpark 

just outside Durham city, and colonel Pa.ul Hobson a.cquired 
(66) 

dean and chapter lands at Witton and Sacristan about 1650 •. 

The impression is of a good many in the county availing 

themselves of the opportunity now afforded, and such 

purchasers constituted something of an extra complication 

when the Restoration brought a renewal of the confrontation 

between the reinstated dean and chapter and their tenantry. 

The varied experience of urban centres in Durham during 

the revolutionary years is well exemplified by the towns of 

Durham a.nd Sunderland. <67) The circumstances and dev.elopment 

of both places were in marked contrast and went to produce 

towns of decidedly different chara.cter a.s well a.s to account 

for much of the varied fortunes of the two in these years, 

as civic entities a.t least. Although, li.ke many English 

towns in the late 1630s, Durham did not .la.ck radical 

momentum, and it took on a. parliamentary and puritan complexion 

in due course, it was without the economic dynamism of 

Newcastle and Sunderland,. and did not share the energetic 

ambitions and frustrations of these two, stemming chiefly 

from the production of coal. Existing, literally a.s well as 

metaphorically, in the shadow of the bishop and dean and 

chapter, its tensions and disputes were la.rgely with. the 

65 Shaw, English Church II, PP.· 556-7 
66 Comm. XIIa/4 p.28 
67 The county's other urban centre of growing importance, 

Gateshead, was exceptional in that its fortunes - and 
problems - were closely tied to its dominant neighbour, 
Newcastle 
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clerical establishment in its a.spect of landlord. Bishop 

Matthe~'s charter of incorporation, bestowed in 1602, which 

replac~d two previous ones of 1179 and 1565, g~ve the city 

a. mayor, twelve aldermen, and a common council of twenty 

four, as well as a corporate identity which was recognised 

in the palatine courts of law.< 6S) This charter, and the 

rights it granted, exacerbated, rather than anything else, 

the confusion and bitterness between bishop and city. There 

was, in the first pla.ce, a wrangle over who was in fact 

empowered to grant and confirm such a charter, the bishop 

bes_towing out of his palatine powers, the city seeking 

letters patent from the crown and thus directing a snub at 

the episcopate. Under bishop James the dispute over the 

city's corporate rights saw decisions ·given a.gainst the 

corporation on two occasions - the last in the Exchequer 

in London in 1611, the bishop's rights to tolls a.nd dues on 

_goods entering and leaving the city being upheld.C69) The 

Durham mercer Anthony Smith was one of the protagonists in 

the 1639 dispute between the dean and chapter and their 

tenants.<70) This issue was also resolved before the privy 

council it?- London, and served t.n{ emphasise the willingness 
/ 

of city burgesses together with dea.n and chapter tenantry 

to seek redress and resolution of such issues in the 

decisions of central authority. Such a. feeling was also 

embodied in the longstanding desire for parliamentary 

representation within the county. On its own behalf, the 

68 Hutchinson, Durham II, p.29 
69 DCM, pp.23-4. 
70 See above, p. 29 et seg_. 
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city joined with the knights, gentlemen and freeholders in a 

petition to King James in November 1620, and in March 1639 

the mayor, aldermen and a majority of the councilmen sent up 

a petition to bishop Morton asking his assistance in procuring 

burgesses for the city.C 7l) In this, however, they were follow­

ing a lead set by the county.freeholders who had already 

approached Morton for his support on behalf of the shire. 

Sentiments in the city fretted and baulked at .the royal 

exactions of the 1630s in a simila.r pattern to many other 

places, (72) but the ima:ge of the Durham corporation, not out­

rightly radical, cautiously opportunist, concerned to preserve 

a.nd consolidate its own interests by following rather than 

leading, is the enduring one throughout the yea.rs of revolution· _ 

Surviving records suggest that meetings of the corporation 

were few during the civil war and Interregnum periods, with 

generally sparse attendances. There was, hmr1ever, a notice­

able change in membership in the decade 1639-49 when of the 

twenty six aldermen a.nd common council~ holding office at 

the former date only eight still appeared at the latter, 

while these had been joined by twenty three n~w personalities. 

Allowing for the toll of the years this number remains much 

too high to be accounted for by naturai evolution, and it 

seems likely that the newcomers reflected some affinity or 

sympathy with the altered circumsta.nces of the . times. 

Certainly the mayor, John Ayreson, and the leading aldermen, 

the two John Halls - vintner and dra.per - had already worked 

71 DCM, pp.25, 35 
72 CSPD 1640, p.133 
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for the parliamentary regime. Even so, the moderate, circum­

spect complexion of the corporation members is also revealed 

by the fact that only two members were known to have committed 

overt acts on the royalists' behalf since 1642 and were sub-

sequently proceeded against as delinquents. One was Ralph 

Allenson, a gentleman with an estate at Wharrington. Mayor 

for the first time in 1635, he was an active alderman there­

after, and mayor again in the year October 1642-0ctober 16~3, 

when the region lay in royalist hands and Allenson also held 

a captain's commission under the Earl of Newca.stle. He paid 

a composition fine in 1645 and was not heard of further.C73) 

Chris.topher Cookson, a councilman in 1639 was an undischarged 

delinquent in 1651-2 but served on the council until 1649.' 74 > 

~ The irregular and rather poorly attended meetings between 

1642 and '49 - there are records of only four meetings within, 

and inclusive of, these years - reveal some continuity of names 

from the pre-war days in men like a former mayor, Hug~ Walton, 

Richard Mann, an alderman, and Thomas Browne a councilman, 

but the notable newcomers were the Halls.C75) John Hall 

senior, the d·raper, first appeared in 1642 during Allenson's 

mayor~lity, but the first appointment of a mayor under 

Parliament's control saw him elected in October ·1644., and 

he served again in 1646. John Hall, vintner, appea.red in 

this year at the same time as John Walton, the brother of 

H h d 1 t D h · t · ( 76 ) B 1649 50 th d. 1 ug an a er a ur am JUs 1ce. y - e ra 1ca 

73 
74 

RCDN, pp.21, 
Ibid p.65 

28, 334 

75 There were three, all confusingly named John. Two were 
father and son and drapers, the other a vintner. Their 
kinship is uncertain 

76 AA, Second series, II, p·. 95 
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complexion of the corporation had deepened appreciably with 

the appearance of John Ayreson as mayor, the Halls, Richard 

Lee, Cuthbert Bainbridg~ and Anthony Smith. Of these men, both 

of the Halls had served as sub-sequestrators for the parl­

iamentary commissioners in 1644 as had Ayreson, who was 

also the lessee of much sequestered land in the county.<??) 

Bainbridge was a parliamentary captain and another sub­

sequestrator. (?8 ) Richa.rd Lee, who became mayor in 1658, 

was named as a presbyterian classis member in 1646, as was 

one of the Halls.<79) While a few figures like Anthony 

Smith, Richard Lee and John Jobling disappeared from the 

corporation a.t the Restoration an overwhelming number of 

aldermen and councilmen who served in the 1650s continued 

to do so into the Restoration years, including the Halls, 

Ayreson and Bainbridge. 

Throughout the ~ivil wars and Interregnum years the 

corporation r~~ained as careful and watchful of its civic 

rights and identit~ as it had ever been, whatever changes 

the national course of events had wrought upon its individ­

ual composition. The dispersal of episcopal land by sale 

presented the corporation with the possibility of gathering 

into its own hands those episcopal privileges a.nd 

restraints against which it had chafed so long. It also 

posed the possibility of their being bought up by some 

secular opportunist, as was tl?.e case in Sunderland. Thus, 

77 RCDN, pp.22, 37, 232, 312 
78 Ibid p.l8 

· 79 The Durham Certifica.t·e, Shaw, English Church, II, 
PP• 367-9 
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in October 1649 the council earnestly debated purchasing the 

reversion of the city's tolls and profits 11 ••• yf by a.ny 

meanes that we can use we can purchase the same". ( 80). 

Raising the sum contracted for was not easy, but by April 

of the following year £280 was p~id for the reversion of 

profits. They were to be demised by the present holder -

John Hall - into the hands of the mayor·, a.n alderman, Hugh 

Walton, and two councilmen, Anthony Smith and Richard Lee. ( 8l) 

In the circum~tances it is difficult to regard the corpora­

tion's action as particularly ra.dical; it merely acted to 

preserve and extend its identity and status. The restoration 

of episcopal powers in 1660 of course, meant the reimposition 

of the status quo ante once more. In the late 1650s the 

corporation ~as announcing that the city's rights over coal 

seams in its possession would be defended against would-be 

interlopers and further asserted its civic identity by 

ordering the city's charters to be read in English annually, 

just before the election of the mayor.< 82 ) The city's 

episcopal grantor and roya.l confirmator thus mainta.ined a. 

certain usefulness. These essentially domestic preoccupations 

were bolstered by more expansive activities with r.egard to 

the establishment of a college a.t Durham a.nd the long 

desired parliamentary representation. Early in 1650 the 

mayor, John Ayreson, with several citizens and county 

gentlemen rode to Edinburgh to win Cromwell over to the 

80 :PCM, PP·39-40 
81 Ibid, pp.40-l 
82 Ibid, pp.65-6 
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' (83) 
notion of a college; whether Anthony Smith was one of 

those who made the journey into Scotland is not known, but 

certainly, the most overtly radical-minded and energetic 

of the Durham townsmen was also far-seeing in terms of 

advance and advantage for city and county. As well as 

representing the city on both occasions that it sent up a 

member to Cromwell's Parliaments, he was also active in 

securing the settlement of the temporal courts at Durham in 

addition to advancing the scheme for the college. On 8 

January 1657 the council ordered that he be reimbursed the 

sum of £20 a year for seven .years for his 11 chardgs and 
(84) 

pains 11 in these last two respects. Thus, the picture 

of the Durham corporation and the individuals of wtlom it 

was composed, is a parochial, introverted one, responding 

to, and reflecting, the changes in political and religious 

tone in county and nation but hardly, if ever, violently 

so. Scarcely a handful of those involved in the city's 

government during the Interregnum regimes compromised them-

selves by their attitudes or actions to the extent that they 

were unacceptable at the Restoration, or revealed consciences 

which were snared by the 1661 Corporation Act. In miniscule, 

the city of Durham did wha.t a majority did in many places, 

and determined to survive, with advantage where possible, 

the vagaries of the times. 

The fortunes of the town of Sunderland afford a. distinct 

contrast to those of the city. Durham's status was rooted 

See below, p.301 
DCM, pp.61.f--5 
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in the ancient ecclesiastical and palatine structure of the 

county, but in other terms - particularly economic ones it 

remained an essentially modest place. Sunderland in fa.ct 

epito~ized the transformation taking place in towns and sea­

ports of the north east under the impetus of the export of 

coal. The entreprenurial energies of men like Edward Lee, 

George Grey, and George Lilburne, untram.melled by the 

commercial exclusivity with which the Newcastle hostmen and 

merchant adventurers protected themselves on the Tyne, 

combined with local gentry - landowners like the Bowes, 

Lambtons, Bellasises and Hedworths - to create a marked 

growth of the town from the 1600s. The exhaustion of the 

most readily accessible coal seams along the Tyne valley at 

about this time cot.ncided with the opening up, in· the 1580s 

and '90s, of just such seams on the Wear, where the collieries 

at Lambton, Lumley and Harraton were described by Sir Lionel 

Maddison a.s "wonderful beneficiall" because 11 the coles may 

be even from the pitt allmost put into keeles for a very 

small matter leading 11 .C 85) ·well before the civil war, 

Sunderland had become an important exporter of coal.C86 ) 

By the 1630s however, the town was also manifesting its 

own strain of puritanism and a resistance to the impositions 

of conciliar government typical of growing commercial and 

maritime centres throughout the nation. There was a 

dilemma here for King a.nd bishop, nicely expressed in the 

85 CSPD 1644-5, P·329 
86 Nef, Coal Trade I, p.30 
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sentiments of Thomas Triplet: 11I confess it is an honour 

to the (King)dom to have such towns as· Sunderland was, to 

come up and flourish from small beginnings," he observed, 

but went on, "· •• I think ••• that the King's Ma.jesty had 

better for a while despise that honour and profit that 

accrues to him that way ••• than to suffer little towns to 

grow big and a.nti-menarchy to boot. 11 <87) Bishop Morton 

made an important response to the growing desires of the 

town. In November 1633 he granted the office of water 

bailiffs on the Wear for a. term of twenty-one years to Sir 

William Bellasis, Sir William Lambton, George Lilburne, 
. . . 

Ralph Allenson, George Watson and Thomas Tuns tall - the la.st 

three all Durham city aldermen. For an improved rent of 

£30 per annum control of the port of Sunderland and the 

Lower Wear as far as Chester le Street, together with all 

rents, fines and customs, came into th.e hands of this group. <88) 

The qualit~ and variety of these men was indicative of those 

voices which were also calling for a charter of incorporation 

for the town and which bishop Morton granted the following 

year, in April 1634. This bestowed a mayor, twelve aldermen, 

and a common counci 1 of twenty four freemen, a.nd the new 

borough was empowered to acquire and dispose of lands, rents, 

services, goods and the like, to hold a court every three 

weeks under its own recorder, a weekly market and a spring 

and autumn fair. Sir William Bellas is became the first ma.yor, 

87 CSPD 1639-40, p.516 
88 Summers, Sunderland I, P-333-4 
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and among the first aldermen were George Lilburne, George 

Grey, William - later Sir 'Lvi1liam - Langley of Lumley, Sir 

William Lambton, Robert Bowes, and Richard Hedworth. All 

of these men had stakes and estates in a.nd about the town, 

but they were joined by other esquires and gentlemen - the 

J.P. and four times mayor of Durham Hugh Wright, another 

four times mayor of the city Hugh Walton and his brother 
(89) 

George, ami Thomas Wharton esquire, of Old Park, Durham. 

Despite the quality and diversity of this representation, 

the fu~ctioning of the new corporation is vague~ After 

Bellasis' mayorality, the office came to George Lilburne, 

the only alderman resident in the town proper, and George 

Grey who lived on the north bank of the Wear at Southwick, 

or an associate of theirs like the undistinguished Richard 

Cotterill in 1640. If Thomas Triplet is to be believed, 

Sunderland continued to be directed and controlled by 

George Lilburne, 11 the great factotum 11 .(90) 

The infant borough soon succumbed to the difficulties 

and upheavals which beset the region from 1640. Under the 

Eail of Newcastle a royalist garrison occupied the town 

and its prominent puritan oppositionists were either 

imprisoned or fled. Although a parliamentary regime 

appeared in the course of 1644, and Wea.rmen like Lilburne, 

Grey, Sir Richard Bellasis and Sir William Langley were 

influential in it, there was no effort on their p~rt to 

reaffirm the charter and corporate status of the town. In 

89 Ibid pp.335-72 
90 CSPD lo39-40 '· p. 515 
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truth, the period 1644-8 was a period of considerable control 

and influence for Lilburne and his associates, in the county 

and along the Wear especially - as committeemen, sequestra.tors 

and justices - and their position depended not at all upon 

the town's corporate identity, indeed, might even have been 

impair~d by it. The arrival of Sir Arthur ·Haslerig in the 

north in 1647, and the growing quarrel between him and his 

adherents with the Lilburnite faction over Harraton and 

other lucrative acquisitions along the lower Wear,C9l) 

culminated in George Lilburne's eclipse, albeit ·temporary, 

and it was in this period that the town was sold as a parcel 

of the episcopal manor of Houghton le Spring and Morton. 

The purchaser was George Fenwick, Haslerig' s close a.ssociate, 

who on 9 April 1649 paid over to the London trustees for 

bishop's lands the first half of a total of £2,851. Bs. 6d.C92 ) 

Fenwick, and after his death his fa.mily, enjoyed possession 

until the Restoration. The response of local interests is 

unrevealed, but it seems certain that Lilburne and others 

looked askance at Fenwick's acquisition and that any re­

establishment of the lapsed cha.rter under the generally 

cool relations between Haslerig and his friends and the 

Lilburnes was most unlikely. Thus, Sunderland remained a 

growing but amorphous hub of the latent industria.l strength 

and wealth of the lower vlea.r, firstly because it was new and 

feeble and unable to withstand the dire circumstances which 

91 See above; pp.16~-75 
92 Sale of Bishops' Lands, Allen 22 
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soon surrounded it as a civic entity of pronounced radica.l­

puritan colour, but secondly, and more importantly, because 

of the material opportunism of individuals and factions, 

which, probably from its inception, had paid lip service to 

the creation, but used it, by-passed it~ and finally ignored 

it. Civic pride figured low ~gainst the priorities of profit 

and influence. For different reasons again bishop Cosin 

at the Restoration treated Morton's charter as a de~d letter, 

and once more leased the episcopal rights in the town into 

the hands of an individual.< 93 ) 

93 Summers, Sunderland I, p.367 n. Surtees, Durham I, 
p.259, notes that the charter was not forgotten, and 
was acted upon by the town in subsequent years, however 
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CHAPTER 6 

· Religious Affairs 1644.-60 

Whatever their inner convictions, the response of 

Durham's established clergy to the outbreak of civil war 

was generally a supine one. Only a few clerics gave evidence 

of vigorous committed involvement in the royal cause, a 

notable example being Nathaniel Ward, the vicar of Staindrop. 

No Arminian, but a stout supporter of church and King, Ward 

took up arms ·before or just after the fall of the county to 

Parliament in 164l.r, left with the royalist forces g.nd died 

in the brief, token siege of Millom castle in Cumberland 

later in the same year.(l) Patrick Drummond, vicar of 

Greatham, also actively involved himself, and was not_only 

tl t d t f h . 1" . b t 1 . . d ( 2 ) promp y urne ou o · 1s 1v1ng u a so 1mpr1sone • 

Thomas Wandles, the curate of St. Hildas in South Shields, 

enjoyed the sobriquet of 'Cavalier Wandles' and was also 

sequestered and'imprisoned.C3) The rising, able Isaac 

Basire of Egglescliffe, a.s well as being clearly identi­

fiable with the prela.tical party in Durham,C 4) also 

1 CSPD 164~-5, pp.96-8 6 Nov. •44 
2 Allen 10; Walker, ciergv II, p.230 
3 Randall 9, f.l52 
l.r He became chaplain extraordinary to the King in Dec. 

1641. Darnell, Correspondence of Isaac Basire, p.44 
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involved himself, albeit in an occasional and quite civilian 

capacity, in the royalists' defence of the county, stayed 

in his parish and was im~risoned for a time before contriving 

to flee abroa.d. While Bas ire's fortunes led him to the 

Balkans and the Levant, Philip Mallory, the vicar of Norton, 

found his way to the W~st Indies and, unlike Basire, never 

returned to his living. ( 5) Those parish clergy· who had 

ostensibly done no more than fulfil their cures throughout 

the royalist occupation were for the mbment secure in the 

first months of the parliamentary domination so long as 

they continued in their places, the desertion of a living 

constituting the most universal form of clerical delinquency 

and providing a.n excuse for sequestr~tion. C6 ) 

The senior clergy, not unnaturally, fared worst. The 

bishop, and dean and chapter of Durham were among tt~e 

fourteen diocesan structures named in Parliament's sequest­

ration ordinance of 31 Ma.rch 164 3 as having raised arms 

against the Parliament, although it. seems that few of the 

senior diocesan clerics were in the county during the 

royalist period, and fewer still awaited the coming.of the 

Scots. A substantial ·blow had been dealt to the diocesan 

organisation in 1640 and the first year-long Scottish 

occupation and it has been argued that effective episcopai 

government was virtually ended by this experience.(?) 

Bishop Morton left the bishoprick upon news of the ba.ttle of 

6
5 Randall 9 f.96 

Shaw; Engiish Church II, pp.H35-6 
7 Surtees, Durham I, pp. xcvi-xcvii 



- 220 -

Newburn and apparently did not return in the remaining 

nineteen years of his life. The dean, Walter Balcanquall, 

an object of particular dislike to dean and chapter tenants 

and Scotsmen alike, also fled ~t the first advent of the 

covenanters, as did all prebendaries and others of pro-

nounced Arminian views, leaving William James the rector 

of Ryton as the sole remaining prebendary.(S) It can hardly 

be doubted that the first Scottish incursion, followed closely 

as it was by a royalist war regime, had serious effects upon 

episcopa.l organisation. During the Earl of Newcastle 1 s 

occupation, the discipline of clergy a.nd the vetting of 

sermons to be preached in the county was in the hands of 

John Cos in, although Cos in 1 s actua.l presence is uncertain. ( 9) 

Dr. Balcanquall the dean was also singled out as a principle 

delinquent by the ascendant Parliamentariahs in 1644 

although there is no evidence of his presence in the county 

in 1642-3 either, and he in fact died in W~les in 1645. 

An exception, it seems, to this general dislocation of 

ecclesiastical machinery was Thomas Burwell, spiritual 

chancellor of the diocese since 1631, whose energies on the 

royalist behalf during the Earl of Newca.stle 1 s occupation 

gained him the distinction of being named a .. Principle 

delinquent in. the county by the parliamentary commissioners 

in 1644. ( lO) A shre111d character, Burwell seems to have 

remained in the diocese throughout the civil war and 

8 A Most Lamentable Information ••• 
9 Cavendish, Life, p.l4. Cosin is also reported to have 

left the country soon after his hearing and depriva­
tions in 1641. Neale, Hist. of the Puritans II, p.388 

:,. 10 See above p. l3 S 
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Tnterregnum period, attempting to sustain loyal clergy a.nd 

keeping close to the remnants of diocesan structure,(ll) 

and was restored to his old office in 1660. 

The administering of the Solemn League and Covenant 

oath to all ministers and parishioners over eighteen years, 

as first determined upon by a_. joint order of both houses in 

February 1643, could not be generally effected in Durham 

until 1645. A crucial element in the 'Ruin of the Clergy', 

it now presented to those parish priests in the county who 

had continued quietlyin their livings the dilemma. which had 

caused la.rge numbers of their brethren to suffer deprivation 
(12) 

else'tiThere in the nation during the previous two years. 

One Durham parson, Thomas Bedford vicar of Bishop Middleha.m, 

who was already in difficulties, refused it outright and 

lost the remaining third part of his benefice which his 

-parishioners had secured for him.Cl3) An overall picture 

of the Durham clergy's response is not possible, but by 

1650 when something like a general account of the county's 

parishes exists, (l4 ) no less .tha.n thirty four - a good third 

- of the episcopal incumbents had disappeared in the ~orst 

years of presbyterian intolerance, and a final figure 

suggests itself as a good many more tha.n this. The county 

therefore presents a fair average for deprivations compared 

to the country generally.(l5) The same source also shows 

that at least seventeen clerics who had held one - or more -

11 See below, p.260 
12 Walker, Clergy I, pp.l06-7, 198 
13 Ibid p.l99 
14 Comm. XII a/4 
15 Va.riations from a third in Devon to two thirds in 

Northa.mptonshire are stated by Walker, Clergy I, pp. 
198-9 
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livings in the county prior to 1644 were still in occupation 

in 1650, and while this figure too must be regarded as 

incomplete the 2-1 disparity between the t~o groups probably 

reflects the overriding attitude of the county clergy clearly 

enough. Among those incumbents of wealthier parishes who 

chose to accommodate themselves to the new regime were 

Matthew Cooper vicar of Dalton, Ralph Tunstall rector of 

Long New_ton, ~ohn Ea.sterby vicar of Seaha.m, Richard Thursby 

rector of Winston and a.t least two plura.lists, George Shaw, 

who was resident at Pittington vicarage and also held 

Dinsdale rectory, and John Lively, who held Gainford and 

Kelloe vicarages.(lb) These were older, long-established 

men - Easterby had been in possession since 1622, Thursby 

since 1616 - who perhaps weighed carefully the consequences 

for thems~lves and their families, although it is clear that· 

others were not swayed by such considerations. Other 

episcopal clergy, while not enduring in their original 

positions, also appeared at various times as intruders 

elsewhere in the county. Richard Hickes, who exchanged 

Monkwea.rmou th for Whi tburn was a. nota.ble example, but such 

men generally seem to have filled chapelries or other smaller 

curacies. Three such were Robert Fawcett, John Ladler and 

Edwa.rd Smai thwa.i te. Fawcett was at St. Johns cha.pelry in 

upper Weardale in 1627 and appeared at ·Denton chapelry in 

1640. In 1644 however, he served for a. period at nearby 

Staindrop, appa.rently through the patronage of the Vanes, ( 17 ) 

16 
17 

See Appendix E 
CSPD 1644-5, pp.96-8, 6 Nov. '44 
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though he subsequently returned to Denton and re~ained until 

his death in 1657. John Ladler was at Merrington vicarage 

some time before 1650; he was, perhaps, the curate of the 

pluralist incumbent William Jam·es, and remained undisturbed 

in 1644 or later. At some time during the Interregnum he 

secured a dormant presentation to Gateshead rectory from 

Bishop Morton, and appeared very promptly in March 1660 

to oust the intruder, Thomas Weld, from there.(lB) Edward 

Smai thwa.i te' s case was similar. He had served a.s a. curate 

at Merrihgton in 1636 and in 1649 appeared as an intruder 

at Greatham vicarage and as the appointment of the 

Commissioners for the Propagation of the Gospel at Hart 

vicarage in 1651-3, a position he was confirmed in in 

September 1661. John Dury, who had been rector of the 

difficult parish of Edmundbyers between 1639-42, also 

appeared in a minor clerica.l position a.t Usha.w in the 
' (19) 

1650s, and became the rector of Edmundbyers once more 

at the Restoration. 

The rhovements of these men suggests a willingness, to 

one degr'e or another, to accommodate themselves within the 

changed religious situation. For those loyal clergy who 

could not, or would not, compromise or dissemble, deprivation 

meant exile or emigration, a reliance upon friends or a 

teaching position, and the payment of fifths out of their 

living, all.of which added up to, at best, straitened 

circumstances. According to his biographers, Bishop Morton 

18 
19 

CalamyL Memorial II, pp.l8l-2 
Comm. VIII/1 
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had little with which to provide for himself but was un-

perturbed when Sir Henry Vane came to Durham House in the 
(20 

Strand to inform him of the loss of his episcopal possessions. 

Parliament settled a pension of £800 per annum upon him, but 

omitted to provide a source for the money; most of his 

episcopal estates had been disposed of when it was resolved 

to allow the money from there.< 2l) Morton lived quietly in 

London and elsewhere in England until his death in 1659, and 

continued to nominate and institute loyal clergy to bene­

fices in the bishoprick, although actual induction remained 

impossible until the Restoration.C·22 ) All of the capitular 

clergy suffered sequestration as delinquents. Dr. Walter 

Balcanquall was sequestered from his mastership of the 

Savoy in 1642 and joined the King at O~ford, dying at Chirk 

castle in Denbigh in December 1645, ( 23) and the other cha.pter 

members seem to have similarly dispersed or lived quietly in 

the diocese. One prebendary who remained was William James, 

holder of the twelfth stall and the livings of Ryton and 

Merrington, who had also remained, alone of the capitular 

clergy, to endure the pcots in 1640. Deprived of all his 

preferments he yet appeared once more in his Ryton rectory 

in the early 1650s but was again turned out. His name 

appeared in the Ryton parish register in 1655 and the 

following year he was paid a sum of thirty shillings out of 

the parish.C24) He died some time before the Restoration. 

20 
21 
22 

23 
24 

Baddeley and Naylor, Life of Thomas Morton, pp.l50-l 
Walker, Clergy II, p.l8; see also below p.256 
Besides John Ladler at Gateshead, others were Robert 
Grey at Bishop Wearmouth, John Barwick at Houghton le 
Spring, Isaac Basire at Stanhope and Robert Chapman 
at Boldon. Chapman actually occupied the place for 
several years but was turned out in the early 1650s. 
See appendix E 
Walker, Clergy II, p.l9 
Two Centuries and a .. Ha.lf of Free Church Life a.t 
Ryton-on-Txne, H. R. Rae, Newca.stie 1896, p.19 



- 225 

The celebrated Laudian John Cosin, holder of the tenth 

prebend, was one of those forced into exile on the con­

tinent, while Isaac Basire whom Bishop Morton presented to 

the seventh stall in 1643, chose to follow suit, having 

resolved''··· to make a Vertue of Necessity and proposed to 

himself the Propagating the Doctrine of the English Church 

among the Greeks, Arabians &c ..... <25) Another notable 

Laudian among the parish clergy, Thoma.s Triplet,_ who held 

the livings of Whitburn and Washington in the county, 

repaired to the south of England and took to schoolmastering.< 26 ) 

Another schoolmaster was Elias Smith, vicar of Bedlington in 

Northumberla.nd who also held St. Giles in Durham City and 

was a minor canon of the cathedral. He fared badly after 

his deprivation but remained in the region, and seems to 

have been with the Tempest family of Old Durham in 1655, 

presumably as a chaplain or teacher. About the same time 

he was receiving augmentations as one of the masters of the 

free school at Durham.<27) 

Although Hamlet Marshall at Houghton le Spring suffered 

the sequestration of his temporal possessions as well as 

his living, and Patrick Drummond 1 s wife wa.s reduced to 

begging as a consequence of their ejection from Greatham 

vicarage,< 28 ) the county affords none of the examples of 

excessive ill-usage, or downright atrocities, suffered by 

loyal clergy elsewhere.(29) Provided they removed from 

25 
26 
27 

28 
29 

Walker, Clergy II, p.l9 
Allen 14 (Whitburn) 
Memorials of St. Giles, pp.62n., 265; Walker, Clergy 
II p.21; Shaw, English Church II, p.551 
Walker, Cle~gy II, p.l9 
See Hart, The Country Clergy 



- 226 -

their parish and did not disturb the new minister, deprived 

clergy were entitled to a fifth of the revenue of their 

living a.nd a number of such payments were being regularly 

made by Francis Wren in 1651 and later. (30) Dulce bella. 

Naylor, wife of Joseph Naylor, second prebendary and rector 

of Sedgefield, was allowed her fifths promptly by the county 

sequestrators ·in November 1644, (3l) but the family of 

Gabriel Clark, first pre·bendary and rector of Easington, were 

denied any fifths out of his mastership of Greatham hospital.(32 ) 

Difficulties could a.rise where payments were the direct 

responsibility of the new minister rather tha.n a local 

committee of sequestration or of maintenance. In August 

1654 Ivia.ry Cos in a.ppea.led to Cromwell's counci 1 that she was 

denied the fifths due to her out of her father's living of 

Brancepeth by the present holder, Henry Lever. In response, 

Lever asserted that in more uncertain years Mary Cosin had 

been glad enough to accept the £20 per annum the family had 

agreed with him, but with the advent of more settled times 

they now unfairly p~essed for the full fifth. Several 

Durham justices were charged with resolving the ma.tter -

with arrears if necessary.C33) Basire's wife wa.s paid 

regularly by the intruder at Egglescliffe, Daniel Bushel, 

but did not find things easy. Prone to ill-health, she 

had been left pregnant a.nd with four other children to 

support, and vas liable to all assessments out of her 

30 CEP. 28, 209A and 227 
31 RCDN, p.23 
32 Ibid, p.46 
33 CSPD 1654, pp.302, 363, 384; Brancepeth rectory was 

normally worth £300 per annum. Walker, Clergy II, 
p.218 
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fifths. She could go a yea.r without a. letter from hel." hus­

band and touchingly quoted to him the remark of their son 

John about the father they longed to see: II . . . sa.is he is 

gon so far as he thinke he kna.s not the way bak, or els he 
. (34) 

wants a hors. 11 Basire's own progress through the 

Balka.ns and the Levant appear neither inhospitable nor 

penurious - he was a.ble to send money home(35) - a.nd compares 

oddly with the circumstances of his family in Durham.C36) Like 

loyal clergy everywhere those in Durham suffered misfortunes 

varied in kind and degree. Their responses were varied too; 

faced with at best deprivation, or possible sequestration and 

a. period of imprisonment as a delinquent, some chose, or , 

found it expedient,to flee. Others endured events quietly 

or sought to accommodate themselves after a time within the 

new religious circumstances, sometimes with what seems a. 

good deal of latitude afforded to their consciences. the 

situation of Basire's family, however, serves to underline 

that it was wives and children who were the chief sufferers 

of clerical disturbances. 

Those charged with the establishment of a presbyterian 

church order in the county found little in the existing 

state of affa.irs to enthuse about. Speaker Lentha.ll' ·s 

letter from the Commons in September 1645, in which he 

urged county committees to set about the creation of a. 

presbyterian form of church government, received an early 

response from Durham, the county committee returning a 

34 Hunter 9, f.70. 8 Feb. 1653 
35 Ibid, f.o9 
36 See Darnell, Correspondence of Isaac Basire, pp.l95-6 

for an inventory of his possessions at this time 
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letter and certificate on the 13 December. The committee 

informed Lenthall that they were able to submit the names 

of only twenty four ministers for the proposed classical 

division of the county, little more than a quarter of the 

total parish clergy figure, complaining that the remainder 

were 11 ••• so wea.ke and others so scandalous or malignant 

(or both) that we ca.nno.t as yet recommend any more to be 

added ••• 11 ( 37 ) Besides a. chronic lack of clergy who could 

be regarded as sound and .well-affected there were many 

parishes, the committee reported, whi~h were without a 

minister at a 11, or without adequate means of financial 

maintenance. The certificate of the Northumberland 

committee, submitted at the same time, expressed even more 

succinctly the problems in religion facing the region 

generally and indeed, the nation at large, in the dis­

ruptions of the time. It spoke of stipends of a mere £10 

per annum which forced ministers into the scandal of keeping 

~ommon alehouses, and criticised Parliament's failure to 

provide for the permanent settling of livings upon ministers, 

allowing men only the temporary and uncertain holding of a 

sequestration which was not void until the death or other 

formal relinquishmqnt of the.original incumbent. There 

were no young, local men ordained and able to take up 

livings, and the si tua.tion was exacerbated by delinquent 

clergy, ejected elsewhere in the country infiltrating the 

region and establishing themselves in benefices vacated by 

37 The Durha.m Certificate, printed in Shaw, English 
Church II, pp.367-9 
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men adjudged delinquents like themselves. So far as 

presbyterianism was concerned the Scottish Directory had by 

no means established itself a.nd the continuing widesprea.d 

use of the English prayer book was complained of. (3B) In 

Durham, the prayer book continued to be used for well over 

a year after parliamentary forces had secured control there. 

In the chapelry of Whitworth the minister noted in the 

register his last prayer book baptism on 27 July 1645.< 39 ) 

In an order from Lumley castle in September or October 1645, 

the county committee pressed all parishioners over eighteen 

years to sub~cribe to the Solemn League and Covenant before 

their minister. A parish like Ea.sington, under the sway of 

presbyterian· ministers like Philip Nesbitt a.nd William 

Johnson, made a strong response, more than 150 parishioners 

signifying their subscription to the oath in the parish 

register.C 40) At Ryton the parish paid out sixpence for 

parchment upon which to record the Covenant, and in 1646 

expended eight pence 11 ••• for a booke called the Directorye", ( 41) 

but there or elsewhere there was scant sign of conviction 

or enthusiasm for the new way of things in religion. 

Despite the obvious and difficult obstacles facing 

them, the county's parliamentary rulers pressed ahead with 

their intentions for a presbyterian organisation in Durham. 

The division of the county into six classes was proposed, 

namely, Darlington, Durham, Easington, Stockton, Chester 

and Staindrop. The members of the county committee spread 

38 Ibid pp.365-7 
39 Allen 14 (Whitworth) 
40 CRO. Parish Regs. I EP/Ea 1-18 
41 Rae, Two Centuries and a Half ••. , p.l8 
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themselves evenly into the classis elderships, Sir Richard 

Bellas is and Timothy Whittingham appearing a.s elders at 

Durham, Sir G·eorge Vane, Sir Lionel Maddison and Richard 

Lilburne at Staindrop, Christopher and Clement Fulthorpe 

at Stock~on, James Clavering and George Grey at Chester, 

and George Lilburne and Nicholas Heath at Easington. Many 

other parliamentary supporters appeared as elders also: 

Isaac Gilpin, Thomas Delaval and Thomas Saunders in Durham, 

John Saiart and the Der\oTentdale puritans John Readsha.ll and 

Roland Ha.rrison at Chester, Dr. Samuel Rand a.t Stockton and 

men such· as Anthony Na.ckinda.le and John Reyne in Staindrop. 

Only Sir Henry Vane senior and Francis Wren of the committee 

of 1645 did not appear as classis elders. Although the 

passage of time was to raise doubts about the presbyterian 

conviction of some of these men, for the moment the secular 

base of the proposed classical structure looked sound 

enough; the provision of an adequate ministry was the real 

problem. Of the six classes Staindrop enjoyed the largest 

number of presbyterian clergy, five; the others could 

muster four apiece, except Chester classis with three. ' 42 ) 

Again, of these scant numbers only three can be identified 

as original holders of significant pa.rishes in the county 

- Richard Hickes at Monkwearmouth, the base of the 

Sunderla.nd puritans in the 1630s, EdvJa.rd Young the vicar of 

Ha.rt, and Ralph Tunsta.ll rector of Long Newton. Two others 

at least were well known in the county for their activities 

42 The Durham Certificate, loc. cit. 
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in the late 1630s - Anthony Lapthorne and John Vincent -

although neither had held a Durham living. Thus, the 

greater proportion of this thin presbyterian clerical 

nucleus were newcomer:s and intruders coming to the county 

by invitation or arrangement of the county committee, or 

influential members of it,< 43) by parliamentary appointment 

like John Rogers at Barnard Castle,< 44) or by parish 

adoption like the Scot John Hamilton who had arrived with 

the Earl of Leven's forces and been invited to take up the 

living of Hurworth in 1645.< 45) Ciea.rly, with the exception 

of the last alternativer the imposition of unknown faces 

along with an unwanted creed could not make a presby-terian 

establishment any easier to effect. 

After this initial proposal for a classical system in 

Durham the development, or otherwise, of presbyterianism 

in the county is obscure. There is no evidence of a response 

to the further parliamentary ordinance of January 1648 for· 

the division of counties into classic~l presbyteries,< 46 ) 

and if it is unwise, as has been suggested,< 4?) to assume a 

functional classical system where there is no evidence for 

it in parliamentary or· other religious committee. records,. 

then it must be concluded that there was none such in Durham. 

The fa.te of presbyterianism in the county was, it seems., a 

true reflection of its fate generally in England; it found 

no truly congenial soil a.wai ting it, and responded slQwly 

to Parliament's husbanding before 1649. Vestiges of 

45 
46 
47 

CSPD 1644-5, p.299, 11 Feb. '45 
Two Ordinances of the Lords and Commons ••• for the 
ma.intenance. of Some Pr.ea.chin Ministers, 29 Dec. 1645, 
RR • I I , his t • 
CEM. III, p.1461 
Rushw. II, p.981 
Shaw, English Church II, pp.22-7 
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presbyterian activity can be discerned in the county through-

out the Interregnum years however. That some form of classica.l 

organisation did endure into the 1650s is borne out by the 

ordination of Rich~.rd Frankland on 14 September 1653, 

probably at Lanchester, when 11 He was set apart to the 

office of the ministry by several ministers ••• " an ordina.-

tion which Frankland viewed so gravely that he could hot be 

prevailed upon to compromise it in any way at the 

Restoration.< 48 ) A considerable number of those ministers 

deemed sound enough to constitute the proposed county classes 

of 1645, together with at least twenty other parliamentary 

appointments before 1649 when presbyterian fort.unes and 

influence wer'e at their highest, continued to hold livings 

in the county for long periods and until the Restoration 

itself. Although it is not possible to say how the ~on-

victions of these men may have been affected by the fading 

fortunes of presbyterianism, it is clear that a presbyterian 

thread of indeterminate strength ran through the county's 

religious fabric throughout the period, although very in­

substantial in places. Of the declared classis members of 

1645 at least nine were still serving in· the county in 

1660 when five were turned out and the remainder conformed, 

and at least three other ministers appointe~ before 1648 

also chose to conform. Among these were Richard Hickes and 

his son John, who between them suggest the superficiality 

of .some presbyterian convictions. Richard Hickes M.A. 

48 Ca.lamy, !Vlemorial II, pp. 177-81 
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became Vicar of Monk\olearmouth in 1632 and in 1644 moved to 

nearby Whi tburn rectory in the stead of the La.udia.n Thomas 

Triplet. Hickes' son John later appeared a.t Monkwearmouth, 

probably as a curate, and both remained undisturbed until 

1660, when the eptscopal authority reg~larised the father's 

position a.t tvhi tburn in September 1662 and the son was 

instituted first as a curate then as vicar at Monkwearmouth 

the same year.< 49 ) 

The religious consequences of the second civil war -

the triumph of the army and independency, a.nd the principle 

of toleration - created a long_ state of flux i·n religious 

affa.irs whi,ch was to endure until 1660 a.nd in which 

presbyterian fortunes at best fared indifferently. Secular 

influence could be important and influenti~l however, as 

in the large and prosperous parish of Houghton le Spring 

where personalities like George Lilburne and Thomas Delaval 

imbued a determinedly presbyterian outlook. The rector, 

Hamlet Marshall, was turned out as a delinquent in 1645, 

and replaced by a parliamentary nominee, Reuben Easthorpe, 

while another intruder, Nicholas aattersby, was ejected at 

the Restoration. In particular, Delaval's influence, as a 

local justice, stamped a. vlell-ordered, efficient and 

presbyterian look upon the church's vestry books; in 

March 1658 he wa.s reminding the church officers of the 

Long Parliament's forthright legislation of 1643-4,<5o) in 

which altars, altar rails, copes, surplices, candlesticks 

49 Bishops' register of institutions and ordinations; 
Allen 14, (Monkwearmouth); Whitburn parish register, 
Durham and Northumberland Parish Register Society, 
1904 ' 

50 Scobell, Acts and Ordinances, pp.53-4, 69 
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and other ornaments were condemned, the communion table 

ordered to be placed in the body of the church, the cha.ncel 

to be levelled, and roods, fonts a.nd organs removed and 

destroyed. Delaval 1 s and Lilburne' s influence was ma.nifest 

in the Houghton church's affairs until the Restoration, when 

their names vanish from the vestry books in May lb6o.C51) 

No other parishes have left evidence which smacks so 

distinctly of presbyterian in~luences, although many were 

in the hands, for long periods at least, of staunch presby­

terian ministers - William Johnson at Bishop Wearmouth, 

Philip Nesbitt at Easington, Jonathan Deveraux at Gateshead, 

then St. Nicholas'. in Durha.m, Nathaniel Burnard·. in the 

cathedral, and John Vincent and Anthony Lapthorne, the pre­

war puritan tormentors of the diocese, who followed each 

other in the occupation of Sedgefield rectory in 1644 and 

'47 respectively. Although the Scot John Hamilton at 

Hurworth fell foul of authority in 1651,(52) John Rogers 

served at Barnard Castle for sixteen years, to be ejected 

at the Restoration, and other notable presbyterians like 

Richard Frankland and William Pell were to be found in the 

county with the last days of the Interregnum. Yet nowhere 

is there an indication of any churc,h functioning within 

any classical structure; presbyterianism, such as it was 

in the county, probably existed in tenuously connected 

parochial pockets, becoming fewer and mor~ diluted in spirit 

as time went on. 

51 DPB, p.326 
52 See below, p. 275· 



- 235 -

The local influence shown by Delaval and Lilburne raises 

the question of the religious standpoints of other secular 

figures of importance during the civil vJar and Interregnum, 

from the point of view of their ability to affect the con-

dition of religion in the region. The pre-eminence of the 

Vanes in the county from 1644 did little to aid the estab-

lishment of a viable presbyterian structure, for the family 

was at best lukewarm in its enthusiasm for presbyterian 

forms. The elder Vane's religious stance was as obscure 

and equivocal as his political postures in the early 164os, 

and he was probably fa.irly summed up thus: "Sir H. Vane 

did the King's Affairs an unspeakable Prejudice, and yet 

in his Judgment he liked the Government both of Church a.nd 

State; nay, he not only appeared highly conformable him~ 

self, but exceeding sharp against those that were notrr.C53) 

There is little to suggest that puritanism in any of its 

forms owed much to any impetus which the elder Va.ne provided. 

The younger Vane's stance was at once more honest and un­

compromising. He had 'been clearly identified with the 

puritan-radical cause since the 1630s, and in 1640 had been 

a forthright speaker on behalf of the Root and Branch 

Petition. He was without presbyterian convictions either, 

however. The Scots, in the course of their deliberations 

upon religion· with their English allies in 164!+ were soon 

complaining bi.tterly over the attitude of Vane who, with 

St. John and Cromwell, was pressing 11 to have a libertie for 

53 Neale, Hist. of the Puritans II, pp.365-6 
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all religions without exceptions", and in the discussions 

of September and October Vane twice pressed further for a 

general toleration and opposed Parliament's intention to 

impose the covenant upon all ministers at their ordination.C54 ) 

Sir Arthur ~aslerig was similarly imbued with the younger 

Vane's spirit of independency. Although his enemies in the 

north vigorously accused him of favouring presbyterian 

interests in and after 1648, this was most certainly no 

more than an attempt to discredit him with the ascendant 

army independents.C55) Between 1648 and 1654 Haslerig 

probably exercised more influence over the type .of.minister 

who took up livings in the ?orth geherally than anyone else. 

John Lilburne's hostile allegation in 1651 that Haslerig, 

through his minions, controlled nea.rly all the tithes a.nd 

pulpits in the region had more truth in it than venom.C56) 

Yet the variety of clergy who appeared in the counti and the 

better ordering of religions affairs from the early 1650s 

belies Lilburne's imputation of dishonesty, or Musgrave's 

assertion of presbyterian bias in Haslerig's influence upon 

religious affairs at this time. 

The Lilburne family, especially the person df George 

Lilburne, affords a relatively sharp picture of an 

indigenous puritan standpoint. George Lilburne's ~eligious, 

stance in the growing tensions of the later 1630s accorded 

well with his. na.tl,lra 1 inclinations a.s an oppositionist, and 

54 B~illie, Letter§ II, p.226, 235-6 
55 A True and Exact Relation ••• 
56 A Just Reproof, P-39; see also CJ.VI P-374; 

OPpressed Mans Outcry; Firth and Rait Acts and 
Ordinances II, p.969 
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in which his puritanism was polarized and made more intrans­

igent by the adamant attitudes of the prelatical party it 

opposed.<57) Lilburne drew strength from Scotland and 

against the background of ths religious crisis there showed 

himself to be,· if not an actual covenanter, of pronounced 

presbyterian sympathies. Indeed, the stern, uncompromising 

and often assertive nature of the pres~yterian tenets 

accorded well with the psychol9gical make-~p of the 

Lilburne fa.mily generally. With malicious satisfaction, 

the Laudian Thomas Triplet told, in one of his reports to 

the archbishop, how Lilburne, in a. religious al teraction 

with the rector of Bishopwearmouth, had had the Magnificat 

quoted to him, to which Lilburne countered: 11 Prove it out 

' ' ----

of sc:ripture or you say noth(ing) 11 •. He was told that the 

Magnificat was in St. Luke, 11 wch was great Newes to Lilbourne 11 • (
51 

His reply reveals him as at once a biblicist, and yet an 

astonishingly illiterate a.nd ignorant one; his religious 

outlook was as much conditioned as considered, a predilection 

as much a.s a. persuasion, a.nd very much enmeshed with hi.s 

secular radicalism. Throughout the yea.rs until 1660 Lilburne' s 

religious stance - together with those of his brother Richard 

and son Thomas - remained essentially unchanged, albeit 

modified and moderated somev1hat to accord with the tolera-

tionist, independent mood of the 1650s, although George 

Lilburne himself betrayed a bitter hostility towards 

57 See James, Family, Lineage ••• p.l95 
58 SP 16, 447, 27 
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sectaries such as baptists and quakers.<59) Robert 

Lilburne maintained his religious as well as his political 

radicalism, however. In the 1650s, a decade for most of 

which he was influential in Durham and the north generally, 

he was identified with the baptist movement, and men like 

Hobson and Gm.ver in Ne\vcastle, as a patron of the faith in 

the region. 

The precise religious standpoint of other county 

figures is generally more uncertain. Despite old Sir Thomas 

Liddell's royalist involvement a few years earlier the 

presbyterian sentiments of his son and grandson brought 

them into Durham's affairs after 165o.< 60) Other long-

serving county figures like Thomas Delaval, Francis Wren 

and Anthony Smith projected what was essentially a moderate 

purttan outlook not easy to define further, although 

Timothy Whittingham's stance 1va.s more radical, a.nd Robert 

Hutton was probably buried a quaker.(6J.,) Anthony Pearson, 

.who attained to influence during the 1650s, was another 

quaker, and able to extend patronage to the qreed.< 62 ) 

From about 1650 however, the county's religious affairs 

were in the hands of regional committees which drew their 

members from the four northern counties generally, and where 

Newcastle was particularly influential. The appearanc~ of 

the Northern Committee for the Propagation of the Gospel 

in 1650 included a large number o·f men with Ne\vcastle 

59 See below, pp. 268, 297-8 
60 CSPD 1650, p.l71 
61 Surtees, Durham I, p.l48 
62 See below, p.263 ,. 
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connections, notably George and Henry Dawson, Henry Horsley, 

Ja.mes Clavering, Henry Ogle and Luke Killingworth, although 

Clavering was much involved in Durham affairs and other 

county figures like Wren, Delaval, Hutton a.nd George and 

William Vane were also included.< 63) The Committee for 

Ejec~ing Scandalous Ministers in the Four Northern Counties, 

a.ctive from 1650 onwards, showed an even greater preponder­

ance of Newcastle men and others, and seemingly no Durham 

f . t 11 . "t . •t• ' 64 ) Ev "t 1gures a a 1n 1 s compos1 1on. en so, a purl an 

spirit emanating from secular sources was abroad in Durham 

and the county was exposed to its share of that stifling 

puritan zeal which so exasperated the nation·g~nerally. In 

1653 Christopher St~ddart was gaoled by the Durham.quart~r 

sessions for swearing, and in the same year the mayor of 

Durham was ordered by the sessions to ensure the better 

observance of the Lord's day. The following year John 

Craddock was answering before the justices a charge of 

working on the Sabbath.< 65) There was concern too, for 

the regulating of alehouses,C 66 ) and the county's special 

commissioners who appeared as part of the Major Generals 

regime informed the Protector early in 1656 that they were 

busy preserving the peace of the county against ~deboist 

men" and "reforming of several sad miscarriages relating 

to alehouses· and unlawful pastimes, dishonourable to God 
.. <67) In a different direction, the treatment of the 

63 Comm. VIII/1, 333-42 
64 TSP.IV, p.513: CSPD 1655-6, p.9 
65 DQS.4/235; 238, 261 
66 Ibid, 3-5/62; 4/117 
67 TSP IV, p.541 
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cathedral epitomised the fate meted out to many of the 

county's churches under puritan secula.r authority. Altar 

table, forit, organ, and choir furniture ~ere all removed, 

and in addition, the spires which surmounted the western 

towers were dismantled and their lead and wood disposed of 

- an admixture, it seems, of zealous puritanism and adroit 

business sense.C 68 ) 

Although the cry in Durham in 1644-5 was the same as 

elsewhere-a demand for reliable preaching ministers -

candidates nevertheless did not necessarily find it easy 

to secure a vacant or sequestered benefice. Mr. Shaw, 

a. Scotsman, failed to secure Stanhope ~1.fter much trouble 

and expense despite being vouched for by the chancellor of 

Scotland, and recommended locally by Sir William Bella.sis 

and George Vane. The latter suggested nearby vloolsingham 

as a.n a.l terna.ti ve but ShavJ does not appear to have been 

successful there either.C 69 ) John Rogers, however, ca.mJ 

to Barnard Castle in April 1645 apparently through the 

agency of the Vanes, who had noted the urgent need for a 

preaching minister there some months earlier.C?O) Roger's 

appointment was included in a parliamentary ordinance of 

23 April 1645 which declared there 't<Jas 11 ••• a. great wa.nt 

of a. preaching a.ble !VIinistery in the Northern parts 11 , and 

pla.ced a. number of clergy in towns across the northern 

counties. In Durham, three other ministers were appointed 

68 Hunter 2, f.78 
69 CSPD 1644-5, pp.96-8, 6 Nov. '44 
70 Ibid 
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besides Rogers, all to preach in the cathedral.(7l) This 

general parliamentary effort on behalf of the north, small 

enough in itself, was supplemented by a thin but steady 

trickle of appointments to the county of which John Bewick 

at Stanhope in October 1644, and John Vincent a.t Sedgefield 

about the same time, were probably the first, and which 

con"tinued until the late 1640s. (72) Other means of supplying 

clergy in these years, and indeed until the Restoration, 

stemmed from patronage and influence of the parliamentary 

rulers of the county. Despite the unfortunate Hr. Shaw, 

the Vane family was responsible for securing clergy for 

south Durham livings like Barnard Castle, Denton and 

Staindrop, the entire impropriation of the la.tter being 

in the family's hands. George Lilburne's influence was 

very probably behind Richard Hickes' occupation of Whitburn 

from 1644 and Lilburne' s own parish church a.t Bishop 

Wearmouth wa.s served by a succession of staunch puritan 

clerics. Hickes was a btother-in-law.of Lilburne, and 

-another relative by marriage, the presbyterian Henry Lever, 

also benefited in this way, leaving the living he held at 

71 

72 

Two Ordinances of the Lords and Commons ••. for the 
maintenance of Some Preaching Ministers ••• 
29 Dec. 1645, RR.II, (hist.) 
Three earlier parliamentary appointments should be 
noted. In February 1642 Mr. Moore and Mr. Timothy 
Batt were appointed as lecturers in the puritan 
centres of Muggleswick and Bishop Wea.rmou th 
respectively, while in July 1641 the Lords ha.d 
ordered the vacant living of Aycliffe to be awarded 
to Peter Smart after his appearance before them 
(see above, p .25 s:eg_.) Smart never underwent any 
kind of formal induction, or occupied the living, 
although his nominee, a Mr. Ca.rradine, appeared 
there under the parliamentary regime. 
CJ II, pp.449, 458; DHC, pp.245-6 



Bulmer in Northumberland to take up eosin's valuable rectory 

of Bra.ncepeth, allegedly at Lilburne's contrivance,C?3) and 

where he remained until 1659, when he removed to St. Johns, 

Newcastle. (74 ) When, from 1647, men like Haslerig a.nd 

George Fenwick acquired large holdings of· lands in the 

county they acquired with them the rights of presentation 

to livings thereon; Richard Frankland thus received the 

gift of St. Andrews Auckland from Haslerig in i653·(75) 

Some ill-served parishes took matters into their own hands 

without waiting for patronage, above-board or otherwise, 

or the workings of committees, parliamentary or local. 

Besides the Scot Hamilton at Hurworth, at least·two other 

parishes elected a minister for themselves. Cuthbert Stote 

appeared about 1647 in this fashion at Gateshead,<76 ) while 

in June 1653 Ralph Bowes left Staindrop for Grindon vicarage 

where he had been elected 11 by the general consent of the 

whole pa.ri sh". ( 77) Although Bowes wa.s confirmed in the 

place by the county commissioners for the propagation of 

the gospel, Stote soon moved on from Ga.teshead .... but not 

the region- while Hamilton's stay. at Hurworth wa.s con-

tuma.cious. 

Besides Vincent, Bewick and Rogers, others in the van 

of the puri ta.n infusion into the county included Nicholas 

Burnand who had come to Ovingham in Northumberland at the 

~~ 
75 
76 
77 

Innocency Modestly Vindicated p.5 
Howell, Newcastle, pp.243-4 
Calamy, Memorial II, pp.l77-81 
Parl. S. II, p.ll6 
Allen 10, (Grindon) 
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parish's ~equest and with Parliament's approval in 1642( 78 ) 

and who was one of the three ministers appointed to the 

cathedral in 1645. With Bur nand a.t Durham appeared Richard 

Gilpin, a Cumberland man of an independent ca.st, who con­

tinued as an active non-conformist after 1660, in and 

a.r.ound Newcastle.< 79 ) J th D d t G t h d ona an everaux appeare a. a es ea 

in July 1645 ~ith a parliamentary appointmentCBO) and 

subsequently served a number of pa.rishe.s in Durham and 

Northumberland, being ejected from St. Nicholas' Durham 

soon after the Restoration. Of particular moment was 

Samuel Hammond, who came into the north. in Haslerig's wake 

and was p~aced at Bishop Wearmouth in 1651-2 before removing 

to Newcastle. A congregationalist, Hammond had ability and 

energy and w~s influential in the town's and the region's 

life until 166o.< 8l) He had a close association with Thomas 

Weld, another independent who came to Gateshead in 1650, and 

with him wrote va.rious religious tracts, chiefly ~.ga.inst 

baptists and qua.kers, and appeared as one of the county's 

triers and ejectors in the 1650s.< 82 ) Weld's son John was 

placed at Ryton in Ha.rch 1657, but was of a different stamp 

to his father, choosing to conform while his father was 

turned out in 1660. (B3) Henry_ Leve~, who appea.red at 

Branc~peth, had occupied several livings in the north prior 

to the war, and was one of the region's older puritan clergy. 

A presbyterian, he left a non-conforming nucleus behind him 

78 CJ II p.539 
79 Howell, Newcastle, pp.269 & fn.4, 345 
80 C~ IV, p.212 . 
81 DNB; Howell, Newcastle, pp.236-8 
82 TSP.IV, p.513 
83 Calamy, Memorial II, pp.l81-2, 184. Another Weld, 

Edmund, probably another son~ served at Boldon for 
a. time in the early 1650s. l;omm. VIII/1 
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at Brancepeth,CB4 ) and continued, after his own ejection from 

his last position at St. John's, Newcastle, as a non-conformist 

preacher into the Restoration. The death of John Vincent 

brought Anthony Lapthorne to Sedgefield rectory as the choice 

of the Committee of Plundered ~1inisters in 1647. ( 85) One of 

the most notable and contentious puri ta.n figures in the north 

in the late 1630s, Lapthorne had remov.ed before the E.a.rl of 

Newcastle's occupation to more hospitable regions in the 

south, where he had been appointed lecturer at Michin 

Hampton in Gloucestershire in April 1642 ~nd had taken up 

the sequestered· living of Much Holland in Essex in October 

1643.CBb) He had returned to the north by 1645 when he was 

one of the presbyterian ministers named for the Durha.m city 

classis. His stay at Sedgefield until 1657 throws quite a. 

different light upon him to that of the vigorous and forth­

right puritan preacher who had so stirred the parishioners 

of the poor and ill-served livings of Derwentdale in the 

1630s. Perhaps altered by the years, or a comfortable 

benefice like Sedgefield, his controversies seem to have 

been chiefly of the wordly sort. He was soon in a wrangle 

with Vincent's widow over her allowance out of the living,(B7) 

and in turn complained of her neglect of rectory and church.C88) 

The act of June 1657 which confirmed intruded clergy in 

possession of benefices over any claims o~ sequestered or 

ejected incumbents still living specifically excluded 

Lapth-orne by name, presumably as a result of Sa.ra.h Vincent's 

84 Cos. Corr. II, pp.ll-12 
85 Parl. S. II, p.l92 
86 CJ.II, PP~577; 5e1, III. pp.283, 285 
87 CSPD 1657-8, p.28 
88 Pa.rl. S. II, p.l92 
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petition to the Council of State on 7 April, which accused 

Lapthorne of deceitfully r~taining large portions.of the 

profits of the rectory from 1647 until 1656, and resulted 
(89) 

in a suit against him in the exchequer. He was allowed 

£200 per annum out of Sedgefield but did not continue there. 

It was Samuel Hammond's influence which brought the 

young and able Richard Frankland to the north 'about 1650, 

shortly after he had gained his M.A. at Christs College, 

Cambridge. Before his presbyterian ordination in 1653 he 

ha.d preached a.t Hexha.m, Houghton le Spring and La.nchester, 

and subsequently assisted Lapthorne at Sedgefield before 

taking the living of St. Andrews Auckla.nd.C90) Frankland 

brought a dash of ·scholastic esteem to the county's purita.ps, 

as did William Pell, student and fellow of Magdalene College, 

Oxford, who appeared in the county in the later years of 

the Protectorate. Both were chosen as tutors for· the Durha:m 

college, a.nd were modera.te but convinced puritans of the 

very best sort, both of \vhom lived to see the advent of 

toleration in 1688 as active non-conformists.C9l) The 

proposed college brought other able puritans to the county. 

Philip Hunton, the designated provost, was settled in one 

of the city parishes in March 1658;< 92 ) remained in the 

county after the college scheme fell through, and was turned 

out of Sedgefield in 1660. Ezrael Tongue one of the fellows, 

was appointed to St. Margaret's in Durham about the same 

time a.s Hunton. ( 93) Many of the appointments of the 

89 CSPD 1657-8, pp.l8 28, 127 
90 C~lamy, Memorial If, pp.l77-8l 
91 Ibid p.183 
92 Comm. III, 1 
93 Comm. III, 1 & 2 
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Protectorate period appear as a direct bolstering of the 

regime. Edi.vard Williamson was settled at \-lashington in 

September 1655 by the Lord Protedtor in whose hands the 

gift of the living now lay. James Hilltard at·Great 

Stainton in October 165ff and William Pell at Easington in 

March or April 1659, rec.eived similar presentations from 

Richard CromvJell. ( 94 ) By the late 1650s a pocket of loyal 

Protectorate clergy had established itself in the north 

eastern corner of the county. This comprised William 

Graves who had come to Bishop Wearmouth in December 1654, 

Francis Batty and Thomas Lupton who ca.me to Jarrow and South 

Shields respectively in May 1657, and Robert Pleasance who 

came to Boldon some time after 1650. These four were among 

a number of Northumberland and Durham clergy who sent up a 

loyal address to the Lord Protector in 1657 or early 1658.(95) 

By 1662 all four had been ejected and silenced, as had Pell 

a.nd Willi~mson. 

The parliamentary ordinance of April 1645 which appointed 

ministers to Durham a.nd elsewhere in the north provided for 

them to be paid out of sequestered dean and chapter lands 

by the parliamentary commissioners. In December another 

ordinance was necessary to clear up the confusion which had 

ensued. Sir Willia.m Armyne and the other commissioners who 

had entered the north with Leslie's forces had left in the 

course of 1645 without setting up appropria.te arrangements 

for payment to be made, and the first stipends of the Durham 

94 Comm. II, 248-9, 621, 702 
95 TSP VI, p.431 
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ministers, due on 29 Septembe·r 1644, were already in 

a.rrea.rs. The second ordinance put res ponsi bili ty for 

payment into the ha.nds of the county committee. ( 96 ) The 

confusion adumbrated the tlvin difficulties in religion the 

new regime faced from the outset, those of first supplying 

a sui table man to a. cure and then s-ecuring adequate 

financial provision for him. On 20 December 1649 

Parliament received a petition from the four northern r 

counties which concerned itself with the general lack of 

preaching ministers in the north. In response, a committee, 

headed by Sir Arthur Haslerig, was set up which produced 

measures that appeared as a.n "Act for the Better Propagating 

the Gospel in the Four Northern Counties". ( 97) By 1650 

however, the position in Durham seemed rather imp~oved. A 

survey of church lands carried out in April-June(9S) listed 

eighty two livings in the county of which only nine were 

without any kind of incumbent. Ag~inst the criterion of a 

'preaching ministe~', however, the situation was less 

satisfactory. Only twenty five were so described, and of 

another dozen or so identifiable as such a number were 

later to be removed for malignancy and other offences.C99) 

The new northern Committee for the Propagation of the 

Gospel which appeared with the act of March 1650 settled 

at least twenty seven ministers in Durham livings between 

1651-53, and while some of these appointments - Rogers ~t 

96 RR.II, (hist.) 
97 c·J. VI, PP·335, 374 
98 Comm. XII, a/4 
99 See below, p.275 
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Barnard Castle, Lever· at Brancepeth, Nesbitt at Easington 

- were merely reaffirmations, most were n:ew and four of 

the important vacancies noted in 1650, at Darlington, 

Muggleswick and two of the city's livings, were filled.ClOO) 

The county from this time seemed in better straits for 

clergy - albeit with an element which was at best indeter­

minate from the staunchly puritan point of view. 

The problem of financial provision was a.lso a vexing 

one in many of the counti's livings. The steady inflation 

of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries had brought 

about a corresponding improverishment of livings everywhere 

and the growth of pluralism as one kind of answer. The 

fundamental upheavals of the puritan revolution laid bare 

the inadequacies and unrealities which underlay episcopal 

provision in Durham no less than elsewhere. Livings in the 

county which were clearly most vulnerable were chapelries 

and othef such curacies; their records generally show the 

most dislocation or complete loss in the civil war years 

and often long after. Particular sufferers were the livings 

of the upland regions of the north west. In Derwentda.le, 

Muggleswick was lacking any kind of minister in 1650, while 

Matthias Wrightson was serving the cure of both Ebchester 

and Medomsley although he was described as a non~preaching 

minister. At Tanfield the curate, John Lampson, was like­

wise described as "being a Reading lvfinister butt no sufficient 

100 Comm. VIII/1, 423-5 



preacher and neyther fitt no able to take the charge''·(lOl) 
(102) 

Such livings in an inherently.poor region, inadequately 

provided for the proper maintenance of a~iest, inevitably 

attracted inferior men under the new puritan way of things 

- and sometimes no one at all. The value of N:uggleswick to 

its incumbent was £12, of Ebchester £6.13s. 4d., while 

Edmundbyers rectory was worth £26.13s. 4d.(l03) Yet 

cha.pelries in more prosperous parts of the county were to 

be found in similar case. Those in the large and wealthy 

parish of St. Andrews Auckland - St. Helens Auckland, 

Hamsterley, Witton le Wear and Escomb - were maintained 

with but £6.13s. 4d. each out of their parent church, and 

financial provision for sound ministers proved a problem 

here also. The parliamentary ordinance of 1645(l04 ) ex-

pressed its concern specifically about such''··· v~ry small 

and inconsiderable livings", noting those "especially in 

Cities and Townes of greatest importance ••. 11 and the city 

of Durham afforded a very striking example of such a lack. 

In 1650 none of the six city churches was provided with a 

minister, and their number accounted for two thirds of the 

vac·a.ncies in the county at tha.t time. OvershadO"IrJed by the 

cathedral and the dean a.nd chapter, the city's parishes and 

their chapels had long been unrealistically provided for 

and merely shored up by the contrivances within the episcopal 

101 Comm. XII a/4, 23, 78 
102 The County Bo"ok of Rates of 1615 shows Muggleswick 

valued at £40. 6s. 8d., Ebchester at £7, Medomsley 
at £33.16s. Od. This compares with wealthy parishes: 
Sedgefield £214, St. Andrew Auckland £369. 9s. 2d., 
Houghton le Spring £276. 3s. 4d. Hunter, 22, f20 

lOJ Comrn. XII a/4, 23; Hunter 22, f35 
A 10~ See above p.23l 
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structure, the demolition of which now revealed them as· 

glaring examples of how unviable many livings in fact were. 

St. Nicholas rectory ~as maintained by £6.13s. Od., and 

while St. Oswald vicarage outside the city proper had no 

stated figure, the other parish church outside: the walls, 
( 105) 

St. Giles, probably more valuable than St. Oswalds, 

was worth but £10, and its cha.pel £5. The other two. true 

city churches - St. Mary le BmrJ and St. Nary the Less in 

the north and south baileys - represented the nadir. The 

survey of 1650 could state n~ m~intenance fig~re for Mary 

the Less a.nd of Mary le Bow stated bleakly: "no Incumbent 

nor noe Revenue that wee can heare of".(l06 ) 

In July 1650 the total annual cost of maintenance for 

eighty seven Durham livings - sixty nine parishes and eighteen 
(107) chapelries - was put at £4,439. 4s. 3d. The supply of 

such a large sum - in any case probably not an entirely 

adequate one - posed a continual problem for those charged 

with religious affairs in Durham, nor was it apparent that 

the problem was ever overcome entirely satisfactorily. 

Those first parliamentary appointments in the county -

Vincent .at Sedgefield who was instated by the parliamentary 

commissioners with all the tithes and profits of the living, 

and William Johnson at Bishop Wearmouth who had the living 

assigned to him on 16 November 1643 by a parliamentary 

sequestration order three months before the region fell into 

105 County Book of Rates, 1615. lac. cit. 
106 Comm. XII a/4 
107 Abstract of the Several Parish churches and Cha.pells 

••• within the Co. of Durham, Hunter 22, f25 
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Parliament's hands(lOB) - were fortunate from the outset. 

In the "tvel ter of sequestrations taking place in 1644-5, 

however, and the diversion of such resources to essentially 

military needs, the financial viability of other livings 

was impaired.· By September 1644 all of the preberida.l 

holdings in the county had been sequestered, toiether with 

at least four other livings, Hurvmrth, Dinsdale, i:VIiddleton 
(109) 

St. Geprge and Sockburn. The prebendal lands accounted 

for some of the most valuable in the ~ounty, but tithes, 

rents and like profits were quickly leased off piecemeal to 

prompt bidders and were largely lost, for some time at 

least, to the needs of religious provision, although 

Parliament's first clerical appointments to Durham in 1645 

were ordered to receive their stipends out of some part of 
(110) 

dean and chapter lands. Nor did the resources of the 

county's most substantial land-holder, the bishop, render 

up a great deal to religious needs. Between 16 November 

1646, vJhen Parliament authorised the sale of bishops' la.nds, 

and November 1656, sales of episcopal land in Durham realised 

a total of £21,373· 6s. 7d. This sum was apportioned to 

overwhelmingly secular uses, however, £10,595 going to the 

county committee, £7,687 to the Trustees for the Sale of 
. . 

Bishops' Lands, and £1,584 to the Trustees for the Sale of 

Dean and Chapter Lands. It is almost certain that a pro­

portion of these sums would be channelled into the needs of 

108 CJ.III, p.343 
109 RCDN, p.l7 
110 CJ.III, pp.664-5 
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clerical maintenance, but of the remaining £1,500 or so, a 

mere £20~ wa.s employed specifically for the payment of 

stipends. ( lll) The confusions a.nd dislocations of the t:tmes 

produced a lowering in the value of even the wealthiest 

livings. In November 1660 Bishop Cosin was complaining of 

the fall in value of the tithe~ of Brancepeth, a former 

benefice of his, because the intruder, Henry Lever, 11 to 

gaine proselytes unto pim 11 , had let the tithes at low rates 

and allowed holders their own time to pay.Cll2 ) The issue 

of tithes was one felt nationally, with a growing resistance 

during the 1640s to their payment to ·intruded nominees 

who, despite their appointment by Parliament or the Committee 

for Plundered Ministers, were frequently felt m be without 

the legal rights of the ousted episcopal clergy.Cll3) At 

Brancepeth Lever did what many did and compromised; at 

Gateshead the rectory tithes and glebeland profits were 

not paid at all between 1645 and '47, the parishioners and 

occupiers allowing to various ministers who supplied the 

cure"··· onely so much thereof a.s they pleased".(ll4 ) In 

January 1659 the churchwardens at Darlington issued a. vestry 

order which deplored the letting of lands and tenements 

belonging to Darlington church and free school a.t small, 

under-valued rents~ and proposed steps to end the practice.Cll5) 

There is scant evidence to suggest how ecclesiastical 

finances were handled in the county before 1 March 1650 

111 CEP.28, 289 
112 Cos. Carr. II, pp.ll-12 
113 Shaw, English C·hurch II, pp.255-9 
11~ Parl. S. II, p.128 
115 Allen 11 
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when northern Commissioners for the Propagation of the 

Gospel were granted powers of disposal for impropriations, 

tithes, and other resources in Durham in common with else-

where in the north. These revenues seem to have been 

managed maladroitly between 1650 and April 1653 when they 

became the responsibility of the Trustees for the Maintenance 

of Preaching Ministers.(ll6 ) The second Protectorate 

Parliament quickly set up a committee to enquire into the 

a.4ministration of all church finances throughout the four 

northern counties but as late as February 1659 it had 

produced no kind of results whatsoever.(ll7) Long years 

of disruption and the emergence of a radically altered 

church government {nevitably meant that administrative con­

fusions and insufficiencies arose, and as a 6onsequence of 

these, opportunities for dishonesty. Of the former, the 

riva.l claims of governing committees upon nominal church 

resources suggest how ecclesiastical money was tapped awa.y. 

On 23 March 1653, Edward Lee, treasurer to the Durham 

Commissioners for the Propagation, petitioned the Sequestra­

tion Commissioners in London, complaining that the Durham 

sequestrators had been receiving the rents of Coniscliffe 

and Lanchester, together with other livings in Northumberland, 

since Ha.rch.l652, although the disposal of such revenues 

was legally the iesponsibility of the Gospel Commissioners.(llB) 

In this instance the London committee upheld the appeal, but 

116 Shaw, English Church II, p.227 
117 CJ.VII, pp.448, 600 
118 RCDN, p.70 
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on 15 September 1654 responded differently when they 

annoll:nced that augmentations in tithes which the late 

Commissioners for the Propagation had'allowed to the 

ministers found to fill the vacancies at Darlington and 

some of the parlous city churches had been improperly 

bestowed and we~e to return to the state.(ll9) One of 

these ~inisters, John Holdsworth, who had been appointed to 

St. Oswalds, Durham in 1653, very soon became involved with 

the county sequestrators, alleging that the tithe corn of 

Shincliffe - not an augmentation but a !?art of the St. 

Oswald's living - had been leased to a. recusant a.nd seques­

tered, but the lease had expired in 1653 and the sequestration 

co.mmissioners had not returned it to him. (l20) Allegations 

·of dishonesty in the management of sequestered estates -

clerical a.nd secular - flew ba.ckwards and forwards in the 

Lilburne-Hasleri~ wrangle of the late 1640s without anything 

of substance ever being pressed home against the protagonists. 

But opportunities clearly existed and Haslerig, at the 

height of his influence in the north, was accused of com-

1 . . t . h ( 121 ) h 164 p lCl y ln one sue case. Upon his deat in 1, 

Baron Henry Hilton of Hilton had left £24 per annum out of 

his estate to ea.ch of thirty eight English parishes and 

townships, including some fifteen in Durham. Hilton's 

heir, his brother John, was sequestered for his part in the 

first and second wars which, coupled with the fact that 

119 Ibid 72 
120 Ibid 274 
121 A True and Exact Relation ••. p.l2 
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Hilton had devised his paternal estate to the parliamentary 

lord mayor and four senior aldermen of London, meant that a 

protracted legal case ensued. In March 1652 the Durham 

parishes and townships, in concert with others elsewhere 

in England, were petitioning for the di scha.rge of Hi 1 ton 1 s 

lands from which they had been denied any benefit for almost 

eleven years - a sum which wa.s estima.ted a.t £10,500. ( 122 ) 

In 16 50, one of John lVIusgrave 1 s a.llega.tions in his a tt.ack 

upon Haslerig was his aiding and.abetting the royalist John 

Hilton to deny the payment of the legacies. In this instance 

the money involved was intended for the parish poor and not 

concerned with the maintenance of clergy at all, but the 

affair suggests the ease with which such channels became 

blocked in the war years and their aftermath, and how cogent 

allegations of malpractice could be made to sound.< 123) 

Some attempts were made to bolster ecclesiastical 

maintenance by accommodations reached vJi th royalists in the 

county faced with crushing fines and who held impropriations 

in various churches. In particular, the large but poorly 

provided parish of Auckland was the subject of such a.n 

arrangement. In July 1646 the sequestration commissioners 

at Goldsmiths Hall published a list of purchased improp-

riations which showed that the staunch Durham royalists 

Christopher Byerley and his son Anthony of Middridge Grange 

were to settle £200 per annum, a third of their interest in 

122 RCDN p.240 
123 The hilton legacies were being paid in 1659. DPB. 

PP-315-17 
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the church - for ever upon ·st. Andrews Auckland and its four 

chapels, for which £2,001 out of a fine of £6,391 was to be 

allowed them. In November they were offered a further 

abatement of £1,300 on their remaining fine of more than 

£4,000 in return for further concessions of their interests 

but refused. By 1649 however, they had settled a further 

impropriation of £200 per annum on the ministry in return 

for an aba.tement of £2,000. (l24) Others were made simila.r 

offers; Richard Baddeley of Durham City settled £16 per 

annum on Auckland parish and had his entire composition of 

£162.10s. remitted, and another south Durham royalist, 

Cuthbert Carr of St. Helens Auckland, settled a third of 

his interest in St. Helens church on the ministry for· a full 

remittance of his £673 composition.C 125) When another 

Auckland cavalier, Sir William Darcy of Witton castle, was 

fined £2,400 for his involvement in the second war, the · 

parishioners of St. Andrews A~ckland begged the sequestration 

commissioners in February 1650 to settle his composition on 

Witton and Hamster ley chapels. By I'1ay Darcy had agreed to 

provide £29 per annum for the chapels and £40 for St. 

Andrews which, coupled with his agreement to pay the £1,000 

to Bishop Morton - long_ promised but unpaid by Parliament -

secured the discharge of his estate.C 126 ) Other than these 

efforts on behalf of Auckland there is little evidence of 

other such a.ccommoda.tions in the county, a.l.though it is 

124 RCDN pp.l42, 146·, Shaw, English Church II, pp.479-80 
125 RCDN pp.l08, 146 -
126 Ibid 179 
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unlikely that delinquent holders of impropriations elsewhere 

in the county were not able to secure similar terms, as did 

Viscount Lumley's son John, who offered Hartlepool rectory 

as half of his £1,800 fine in October 1650. ( 127) 

Augmentations, usually authorised by Parliament and 

paid out of dean and chapter assets, were paid to nearly 

all but the wealthiest of the county's livings at one time 

or another during the period. The preaching clergy estab­

lished in the cathedral, intruders like the long-serving 

Rogers a.t Barnard Castle, Edward Smai thwa.i te at Greatham and 

Archibald Moore at Hartlepool we~e all recipients in the 

Interregnum years, as was the episcopal survivor George 

Shaw a.t Pi ttington. ( 128 ) There does not seem to have been 

a regular basis for payment, augmentations being supplied 

when the need arose, which suggests a fluctuating and un-

certain state of resources continuing to affect many livings. 

In the half year ending 24 June 1660, the very end of the 

Interregnum period, nineteen ministers in Durham and North-

umberland were still deemed in need of, and received, such 

a. payment. (l29) Another indication of the fragile state of 

church fina.nc.es is provided by the return of 1~illiam 

Harrison, receiver of clerical tenths and impropriations in 

Durham and Northumberland, for the period December~December 

1657-8.- He could turn over to the Trustees for the Mainten-

ance of Preaching Ministers only £58.lls. 8d. realised out 

127 Ibid 281 
128 Shaw, English Church II, p.531 
129 CEP.28, 290 
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of the clergy of both counties, easily the smallest sum of 

the thirteen counties listed who contributed a total of 

£5,638. ls. 8d.(l30) Towards the end of the Protectorate 

regime revenue out of impropriations was also falling away. 

By June 1660 Harrison's account to the Maintenance Trustees 

for impropriations received in Durham showed a total of 

£743.18s.lld., .while arrears stood at £873- 6s.lld., (l3l) 

a figure which probably reflects the reversal of political 

and ecclesiastical circumstances once more a.s much a.s any-

thing. 

The finaricia.l insufficiency of so many livings which 

the destruction of the episcopal and capitular edifice 

revealed across the country gave rise to a desire for 

parochial reorganisation of a. radical sort and resulted in 

parliamentary ordinances to this effect in 1649, '54 and '56, 

the intention of which was the rationalisation of livings 

by mergers or divisions, in order to attain financial 

viability. Surveys to this end had been carried out in 

Durham by 1650 and various changes were advocated. They 

reflected a natural demographic and economic shift in 

parts of the county to which the old diocesan organisation 

had made no response. A few curacies were considered no 

lon~er viable at all and were recommended for absorption 

within the parent church. Such were Coatha.m Nundeville 

with Aycliffe, Escombe with St. Andrews Auckland, Whorlton 

130 Shaw, English Church II, p.582 
131 CEP.28, 290 
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with.Winston. The overall need was for a division and 

expansion in the number of parishes, however, not a contrac-

tion. The" difficulties of Auckland parish, a.lready noted, 

owed much to the fact that three of its four dependent 

chapels - St. Helens Auckland, Hamster ley and \ili tton - were. 

potentially inde.pendent pa.rishes in all but adequate financial 

provision. Similarly, the cha.pelries of Sa.dburgh,. Barnard 

Castle and St. Johns in Wearda.le were noted as fit for 

independent status. A more specific example was St. Hildas 

chapel a.t _the mouth of· the Tyne, a part of Ja.rrow deanery, 

which served 1,600 communicants, without the growing numbers 

of people in South Shields, expanding along the riverba.nk.< 132 ~ 

Neither. the c·ommonwealth nor Protectorate governments proved 

able to effect their desire for far-reaching religious 

reforms of this sort, however, and in Durham none of these 

recommendations was carried out.' 133 ) Nevertheless, at least 

one Durham cleric brought about rationalisation by his own 

efforts. Rowland Salkeld, the curate of Stockton, a chapel 

of Norton vicarage, succeeded, ~hen the vicar Philip Mallory 

was turned out and fled abroad in 1644, in turning his . 

chapelry into a living with the status of a. vicarage - by 

wha.t·mea.ns is not clear- and served there until the 

Restoration when he conformed and became vicar of Long 
: ( 134) 

Haughton in Northumberland. 

Although clergy could be dispossessed and material 

132 Comm. XII a/4 
133 Comm. XII c. 
134 Allen 14, (Stockton); Randall 9, f 173. Stockton 

·became an independent parish in 1714 
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resources seized and disposed of, the fra.mework of diocesan 

administration and judicature could not be so readily swept 
--

away without further confusion and inconvenience in important 

areas of the county's affairs. Some former important 

episcopal officials like Thomas Burwell and John Heath, 

although delinquents, still had some contact with diocesan 

administrative affairs, and another royalist, the lawyer 

Christopher Mickleton, made his peace with the new order 

and filled various offices.Cl35) Anthony Smith, the prom­

inent opponent of the Durham dean and chapter before the 

civil war, together with Gilbert Marshall of Houghall, 

figured significantly in the fiscal elements of the old 

structure, and apparently enjoyed a cordial relationship 
(136) with former officers like Burwell. An interesting 

glimpse of the continued working of the old diocesan. 

administration, and the confusions which now afflicted it, 

is afforded by the involvement of Peter Smart with the 

county once more. On 22 July 1641 the Lords had ordered 

the Durham dean and·chapter to present Smart to the vacant 

vicarage of Ayc_liffe and restore him to the fourth prebend. ( l37) 

He had been able to derive little or no benefit out of his 

restoration as the region fell under royalist.control within 

a. yea.r, but. in 1646 Smart was petitioning the Lords in an 

effort to obtain the £500 arrears· out of his prebendal 

revenues being withheld from him, and compla.ining of Burwell 

135 See above, p.l35 
136 Hunter 7, ff.9-10 
137 L.J.VIII,· P·337 
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and Heath who, during the Earl of Newcastle's occupation, 

had between them secured £204 of his rents.(l3B) The Lords 

responded by ordering the two royalists to make good the 

sum out of their personal estates and Marshall, the dean 

and chapter receiver, to render up subsequent ar~ears. 

Despite the Lords'· threat to 'send for' anyone who committed 

a further contempt of their order, Smart's claims were 
. 

resisted, although he was in receipt of other :prebendal 

tithes and rents due to him,Cl39) and the Lords repeated 

their order in February 1648.(140) This time both Marshall 

and Anthony. Smith were named a.nd their personal estates 

threatened. Smart had also begged for, and been granted 

by the Lords, the office of receiver and treasurer for 

Durha.m dean and chapter revenues, and his efforts to secure 

financial redress from Heath and Burwell - both of whom 

coolly a.nnounced their intention to defy him and defend 

themselves at law - caused him to consider closing the 

chancellor's office at Durham and conduct its business 

throcigh his Aycliffe curate, Mr. Carradine. Smart's agent 

in Durham, Richard Hutchinson, pointed out that the office 

was one of trust and could not legally b~ seized in this 

fashion, while its closure would inconvenience the county 

generally and merely result in a loss of profits. In 

a.ddi tion, Ca.rradine declined to fill an office he knew 

nothing about, nor, suggested Hutchinson, would the county 

138 DHC, pp.244-5 
139 Comm.XII c. 
140 L.J.X, p.22 



consider such probates good in law: riFor if they may prove 

wills before him (Carradine) they may as well prove them on·e 

neighbour with another at home, and never come as far as 

Durha.m for it 11 .< 141 ) Sma.rt's tenure of the receiver's 

office was short-lived: by the autumn of 1648 the county 

faction which had the closest interest in capitular lands, 

and in which George and Richard lilburne were prominent, had 

brought about the reinstatement o·f Na.rshall and Smith. 

Smart received scant consideration from his fellow puritans. 

\1/hi le the Lilburnes, George Grey and captain John Shaw were 

consulting in London in October about the proposed sale of 

dean and chapter lands Smart was protesting bitterly about 

the impending loss of his prebendal possessions, insisting 

that because he had never been sequestered or· a delinquent 

neither the county committee nor the Parliament had the 

t d · h,_·.m of therr.1.< 142 ) H" t h" h power o epr1ve 1s argumen s, w 1c 

presumably would have left him as the only remaining 

endowed prebendary in the country, availed him little 

however, and the troubled waters of controversy in which 

Smart seemed to have spent large portions of his life 

swimming became still and obscure thereafter. 

Although its progress is not very clearly defined, 

Durham. found itself, especially in the 1650s, subjected to 

the fiercely independent spirit, of the most radical forms 

of sectarian religious outlook, in particular that of 

14l DHC, pp.248-9 
142 Ibid, pp.249-50 



quakers.an~ baptists. Nascent quakerism in the county 

benefited hugely from the patronage of the influential 

Interregnum figure of Anthony Pearson. His family v1ere 

minor gentry with an estate at Ramshaw, near St. Helens 

Auckland, and Pearson himself studied law. When Haslerig's 

influence established itself in the north, ·Pearson, still 

only twenty, became his secretary, and by this association 

was soon holding important positions, becoming one of the 

county's sequestration committee after its reorganisation 

. 1650 d . t" . th t• (l4-3) H 1 1n , a.n a JUS 1ce 1n ree coun 1es. l-e a so 

acquired substantial holdings of land in Northumberland and 

Durham out of the estates of Sir Thomas Riddell and the 

Marquis of Newcastle,< 144) and a detractor remarked that 

he "who the other da.y was worth little or nothing when his 

Iviaster came to Newcastle, hath purchased as much Lands very 
,,(145) 

near as his Master was worth when the Wars began •• 9 

Another Interregnum figure to afford some protection to 

local quakers was Henry Draper of Headlam w~o emerged as a 

justice - and loudly denounced as a "notable Cavalier" by 

the Lilburnes (l46 l - again under Ha.slerig's influ~nce in 

1649-50. Draper's transition to quakerism is as uncertain 

as his transformation from alleged royalist to Commonwealth-

man, but Pearson's was more dramatic, he being converted 

while acting as a justice in a hearing against the celebrated 

quaker preacher James Naylor at Appleby in West~orland in 

143 DNB; RCDN, p.63 
14~ CSPD 1661-2, p.239 
145 A True and Exact Relation ••. p.49 
146 Preparative to a. Hue and Cry ••• p.37 



264 

( 147) 
Janu,ary 1653. Probably a.s a consequence of this 

conversion James Naylor came into Durham in the summer of 

1653 and held a meeting at Pearson's house at Ramshaw. 

Although he went no further in the county, and his visit 

did not have the impact of the one he made to Somerset 

some three years later when his 'messianic fervour' brought 

about his arrest and the debate of his case in Parlia.ment, Cl48 ) 

he left behind a number of new, active converts.Cl49) A 

meeting held by Thomas Holmes in Bishop Auckla.nd resulted 
(150) 

in violence the same year. In 1654 George Fox made 

his first visit to Durham, together with a. number of other 

notable early quakers, among them John Audland, Richard 

Hubberthorne and Hiles Halhead, in what seems to have been 

a planned proselytising campaign. Fox reported that he 

"had large meetinges & had a very large meetinge att Justice 

Pear sons house where many wa.s convinced". ( l5l). Holmes, 

Audland and Francis Howgill were the most prominent of a 

number of Westmorland preachers who spread the:Lr belief 

across the north generally; another was Edward Burrough 

who was active in Durham in 1653 and who in February of the 

following year went with some of his followers to Easington 

church to give testimony. The parishioners, whose parson 

was the presbyterian Philip Nesbitt, attacked and roughly 

handled them.< 152) It was probably Burrough who success-

fully visited nine Durham churches on one Sunday and 

147 TT, E 689(17) 
148 Underdown, Somerset, p.l87 
149 Steel, Early Friends in the North, p.3 
150 Ibid 
151 Fox, Journal I, p.135 
152 Steel, Early Friends, pp.3-4; 'G. F. Nuttall, George 

Fox and the Rise of Quakerism in the Bishoprick, pp.94-7 
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supplied his.own testimony after the priest "had donn his 

st!lffe 11 • (l53) 

There were perhaps ten quaker meetings in Durham· by 

1654, (l54 ) widely dispersed about the county. The first, 

taking place in private houses, apparently established 

themselves in the south of the county; Bishop Auckland was 

an important hub, Anthony Pearson's home was not far away, 

and the prosperous Auckland builder John Langstaffe, who 

wa.s converted by Anne, the redoubtable wife of the preacher 
( 1 C::C::) 

John Audland in 1654, was influential there for many years. .u 

Henry Draper had his home at no great distance, at Headlam 

on the Tees. Other meetings were established at Darlington, 

at Carlton near Stockton, while Pearson was clerk of the one 

at Durham. In the north 6f the county a meeting was held at 

Richard Ewbank's house in Gateshead and the mouth of the 

Tyne was a significant centre of quaker activity with a 

strong group led by ~he salt merchant Robert Linton at 

South Shields and another meeting across the river a.t North 

Shields. Sunderland too provided a centre for growth under 

the leadership of William Maude, Richard Wilson and George 

Humble, and a quaker burial ground existed in the town in 

1657 on land purchased by Maude and Wilson.Cl56 ) Newcastle 

proved stony ground however. A battery of puritan ministry 

there - presbyterians and independents - rushed into print 

against them,Cl57) and in 1657 Fox gained little satisfaction 

153 
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from his meeting there, arranged by Pearson, with alderman 

Thomas Ledgard, a.n important puritan figure j_n the to"t<m and 

vigorously anti-quaker. Fox was able to report: "neverthe­

less wee gott a. little meetinge amongst freindes & freindely 

people. att ye Gate Syde 11 • ( l58 ) Fox went on to Pearson's 

house at Ramshaw and while there Pearson prevailed upon 

the reluctant Fox to visit the younger Henry Vane a.t Raby, 

five or six miles away. Vane's own religious-outlook was 

of the broadly independent kind, but the meeting of two 

such personalities was not a success. Their exchange ended 

in high words and Fox concluded: "Soe I w~nt away, a.nd he 

said to some friends afterwards, that if Anthony Pearson 

and some others had not been with mee, he should have put 

mee out of his house as a mad man. So friends that was 
. . (159) 

with mee stranged to see his darkness and 1mpa.t1ons". 

Fox was·involved in another confrontation during this visit, 

concerned with the county's long expressed desire for a 

cent:wae of learning to be set up in Durha.m, the realisation 

of which was now imminent. Fox understood the function of 

the proposed college to be essentially the preparation of 

ministers, and approached one of those involved in its 

establishment - probably the designated provost Philip 

Hunton - reminded him of the tower of Babel and urged that 

Christ's ministers were not created through the medium of 

H b G k d - t. ( 160 ) F I • fl 1 e rew, ree. an La 1n. ox s 1n uence was a so 

158 Fox, Journal I, p.310 f. 
159 Ibid p.314 
160 Ibid p.311 



probably behind a quaker tract published against the college 

about the same time.Cl61) The quaker antipathy towards 

formalised learning and dislike of prepared priests was 

explicit enough in such a. stance, but the Durham college 

had been a cherished goal of the north's new rulers since 

1650 at least, and such objections were an example of the 

quaker propensity to exasperate and a.nnoy a.cross a wide 

spectrum of religious opinion. 

Although the Protectorate's policy of toleration most 

certainly afferded the opportunity ·for quaker gr·owth a.nd 

consolida.tion in Durham, the movement also drew upon itself 

in.the county its share of the animosity and persecution it 

endured elsewhere. The quaker practice of bearing testi­

mony at parish churches - to the discomfiture of the 

incumbent - which in 1653 and '54 EdvJard B':J.rrough and 

others had carried out in the co~nty had become illegal by 

1656, and a. Sunderland woman, Margaret ·Ramshaw, was 

committed for disturbing the moderate parson Josias 

Dockwray's service at Lanchester in 1658.( 162 ) While 

influential and sympathetic figures like Pearson and Draper 

could doubtless supply patronage and protection in areas of 

·the county, quakers were exposed to active animosity else-

where. In December 1656 the ministry of Durham and 

Northumberland sent up a. petition against them to Parliament,C 163: 

and several quakers were languishing· in Durham gaol in 

161 Some Queries to be Answered in writing or print by 
the Masters. Heads, Fellows. and Tutors of the 
Collegde they are setting up at·Durham, from them 
that are in scorne called Quakers. Durha.m Cathedral 
Library · 

162 CSPD 1658-9, p.l62 
163 CJ.VII, p.lt70 
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September and October 1658.( 1~4 ) In Sunderland, the dis-

tinctive and unimpaired presbyterian intolerance of its 
. . 

chief figure, George Lilburne, looked askance at the rise 

of such sectarianism. wnile thirty two of 123 imprisoned 

qua.kers around country at that time had been cornmi tted for 

"speaking to a priest", only one, George Humble of Sunderland 
( 165) 

had committed the offence of "speaking to George Lilborne". 

Humble, an elderly man, spent nine or ten months in Durham 

gaol and died there, being brought back to Sunderland for 

burial.C 166 > Such official reaction to, and pursuit of, 

quakerism as there was, however, seems to have been of this 

desultory and rather personalised kind, and there is no 

evidence of it before 1657 or '5~. Action during the period 

of the Protectorate contrasted sharply with the vigour 

immediately shown by the restored episcopacy of 1660 against 

quaker groups, and the numbers disturbed by that action 

re~eal that the movement had indeed not failed to flourish 

in the Inter~egnum years. Although the Westmorland preacher 

Francis Howgill, in a letter to Richard Hickson imprisoned 

at Durham in the early months of· the Restoration, could 

write of the· 4,oob quak~rs in prisons across the nation he 

could still exhort Hickson to endure his fate with optim­

ism, ( 167) and about the same time assert: "I ha.ve been 

northward in Northuml;>erla.nd,- Bishoprick, and upon the East 

sea and back to York; truly the garden for the most part 

is very pleasant 11 .C 168 ) 
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Whatever inroads the baptist movement had made into 

the region in.the course of the 1640s it was not until the 

later years of the decade that they were giv~n form and 

direction. The impetus cam~ with those army personalities 

who appeared in the north and remained influential there -

notably colonel Paul Hobson, captain Thomas Gower, and 

colonel Robert Lilburne. The baptist predilections of the 

latter saw him credited with the esta.blish.rnent of a church 

at Manchester in 165l,Cl69) but before this he had been an 

interim governor of Newcastle in 1647 prior to the appoint­

ment of Ha.slerig, and his religious outlook paved the way 

for the work of Hobson, who came to the town as Haslerig's 

deputy in the following year. Hobson's origins were obscure, 

but in 1644 he had subscribed to the Particularist Baptists' 

confession of faith of the London churches, and subsequently 

debated upon baptism, published devotional sermons, and 

preached in London and elsewhere in the south a.nd west, 

suffering imprisonment as a lay preacher as a result of 

b t 
. . . •t (170) pres y er1an an1mos1 y. He first appeared in the 

north as a major in colonel Henry Lilburne's regiment in 

1647.Cl7l) It was Thomas Gower, however, another soldier 

and Particularist, who was credited with the establishment 

of a baptist congregation at Newcastle about 1650-1.( 172 ) 

Notwithstanding the growth of the baptist faith in Newcastle, 

the extension of the movement into Durham seems to have 

169 Underwood, History of the Baptists, p.85 
170 Ibid pp.92-3 
171 TT.E 417 (15) 
172 Douglas, History of the Baptist Churches in the North 

of England, pp.5-6 
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owed as much to Thomas Tillam as it did to the. Newcastle 

personalities. Tilla.m, a ra.dical and activist like Hobson 

and Gower, came to Hexham in Northumberland in 1651 from 

the Coleman Street church in London and succeeded in 

establishing a church there.Cl73) Friction, and then open 

hostility, grew between the two congregations in which 

matters of doctrine, organisation and personality played 

their part among the prota.gonists,C 174 ) but at the same 

time Tillamwas proving himself a vigorous missionary and 

proselytiser. Within·three years his Hexham congregation 

exceeded eighiymembers, and his activities had made him 

a force in Northumberland and north' west Durham.Cl75) 

The valley of the river Der\vent, running out of the 

Pennines and through the rough western and northern upland 

borders of the county to join the Tyne a.t Whickham, had 

distinguished itself in the years immediately before the 

civil war, as a region of seething religious discontent. 

The raw but potent puritan spirit in evidence there at 

that time was largely uncommitted a.nd undirected but the 

region had since become a fertile ground for many of the 

most radical of sectarian viewpoints, and in which the 

baptist persuasion in particular flourished. A 'Derw~ntside' 

church, probably coming into existence some little time 

after those of Newcastle and Hexha.m, had members in 

Hamsterley, Muggleswick, and Hindley, a few miles to the 
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north in Northumberland, where the border of that county 

crossed over to the south b&nk of the Tyne.Cl76) It was 

Muggleswick which was the hub of the sectarian spirit to 

the south of the Tyne however. Thomas Tillam was active 

there as a preacher, but the place was exposed to a variety 

of sectarian preaching and lectur~ng, quakers and millen­

arians being a~ong those heard there as ~ell as baptists.Cl77) 

The bitter quarrel between the NevJca.stle church and Tilla.m 

showed the influence of the former in Derwentdale too, 

however, where a pro-Newcastle group was led by the 

Muggleswick blacksmith John tvard and a. Til lam faction was 

headed by the preacher Richard Ord of Brakenhugh, both of 
. . (178) 

.. whom were also members of the Hexham congregat1on. 

Tilla.m '1.-Jas finally ousted from his lectureship at Hexham 

about 1656, and without his lea.dership the church began to 

fall away, lacking, it would appea.r, the vital spark of 

the Derwentdale men and women, who in 1660 wer~ seeking 

vainly to rouse it from its moribund state with urgings and 

~dmonitions.Cl79) The centres of Newcastle, Hexham and 

Derwentdale seem to have promoted the baptist movement with 

most success along the Tyne valley and across north Durham 

generally, although firm evidence to substantiate this is· 

slight. In South Shields Michael and Cuthbert Coatsworth 

and the merchant Lewis Frost led a baptist ·group, and there 

was a meeting place in Sunderland in 1657.( 180 ) The con­

tinuing influence of Hobson and Gmver throughout the 1650s 
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afforded baptists a valuable patronage, as did Robert 

Lilburne, whose authority in the Cromwellian regimes was 

particularly sighificant. Another influential baptist 

radic·al at this time was John Jobling, the Keep.er of Durham 

gaol while the independent sympathies of Timothy Whi ttingha.m 

of Holmside may also have been of a baptist bent. Other 

distinct baptist congregations in the county are indiscernible 

however, and while baptists were to be found throughout 

Durham in the ea·rly Restoration yea.rs their numbers were 

small, certainly in comparison with those of the quakers -

often their rivals in winning away their members - who 

usually equalled or outnumbered all other independent sects 

together in any particular parish.Cl8l) 

A noteworthy feature of the religious life of the 

period is the mien of the county'~ catholics, to all intents 

a. discreet a.nd quiescent one. A powerful catholic residue 

had long persisted in the north, and the Tyne and elsewhere 

on the Durham coast and in the county were notable reception 

points for the clandestine passage of priests.< 182 ) With 

the coming of hostilities in 1642 much had been ma.de by 

parliamentarian propaganda of the substantial catholic ele-

ment which went to make up the King's northern forces: 

II the Lord of Newcastle's Army, the which is now called 

the Catholic Army, and well it may, there.being six or seven 

thousand known Papists and Recusants serving therein 11 .(l83) 

In August 1644,- as the success of the parliamentary forces 
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in Durham became apparent, catholics made up a large part of 

those refugees fleeing from the county with their goods and 

chattels, and parliamentary horse posted at Croft, Yarm, 

Neasham and Piercebridge stopped such papists and con­

fiscated their possessions. ( 184) Throughout the years of 

the regimes which followed, catholics suffered the imposi-

tion of severe a.nd continuous fine.ncial burdens. Between 

1650 and 1652 revenue extracted from catholic del-inquents 

and recusants in these three years exceeded £5,000, while 

the returns for 1651 also reveal that catholics adjudged 

guilty of some act of delinquency in fact paid over to the 

state twice as much as non-catholic delinquents - £2,494. 

7 ~d . t ~1 ~46 0 8d (l85 ) D ·t th s. ~ . as aga1ns ~ ,~ . s. • esp1 e e per-

sistent delinquency of reformadoes like George and John 

Collingwood,Cl86) many catholics continued to suffer 

materially merely for their faith, which was, of course, no 

new state of affairs. In November 1650 four small north 

Durham catholics petitioned the sequestration authorities, 

asking them to waive, or to totally discharge their sequestra­

tions, and allow them to enjoy the two thirds of their estates 

to which as catholics they were entitled. None of them was a 

delinquent, and all faced ruin, and being thrown upon their 

parish, only for their religion. The local sequestrators made 

sympathetic noises but the petitioners' names still appe~.red 

on the county's sequestration lists five years later.< 187) 

Although by August 1653 the county authorities had tendered 

184 RCDN, p.6 
185 Ibid pp. 54n., 57-8, 62 
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- 274 -

the Oath of Abjuration to a.ll known or suspected papists and 

found only ten persons, all very small fry, who had refused 

it, this act of·compliance by Durham catholics still left a 

total of 71 of them in a. state of sequestration in August 

1655.(188) Against this kind of pressure it is not remark­

able that the ca.tholic presence seems muted. Reports of 

prie.stly activity, too, a.re meagre. In August 1651 John 

Smith, alias John Thompson, a seminary priest, was arrested 

in the North Hiding soon after coming out of Durha.m. He 

admitted having stayed in the house of the catholic Troll9ps 

of Thornley - long-known as a harbouring place for priests 

but would name no one else he had consorted with.Cl89) 

A jesuit, Father Whitfield, was arrested in 1654 after 

saying mass in Newcastle "together with twenty or thirty 

others. He was interrogated, but two protestants found 

bail for him, and he was not proceeded against, being allowed 

to leave the region.(l90) It would doubtless be a mistake, 

however, to assume that beneath this sluggish, cautious a.nd 

perhaps cowed exterior catholicism did not remain essentially 

strong and continuous in an unaltered measure. Certainly, 

it was still catholics who proliferated as religious 

offenders in the county's parishes above an·y other form of 

dissent in the early Restoration years.(l9l) 

The character of the county's parochial clergy iri the 

puritan regimes of the 1650s remained varied. Insufficient 

188 
189 
190 
191 

Ibid pp.70, 72-4 
Raine, Deoo~itions from York Castle, p.4o 

·smith, Catholic Tyneside, pp.44-5 
B~earley, Discipline and Local Government in the 
Diocese of Durham ·1660-72, pp.l99~207 



- 275 -

numbers of sound preaching ministers and difficulties of 

financial maintenance meant an inevitable lack of stability 

and a consequent, continuing concern over unsatisfactory 

clerics. Between June 1650 a.nd 1 April 1653 the Comm­

issioners for the Propagation of the Gospel ~xamined and 

removed at least twenty two ministers in Durham, seven for 

scandal, six for insufficiency and two for both. A further 

two were without a title to their livings, while two others 

had no particular reason specified against them. Two more 

were removed for delinquency. The majority of these men 

were original episcopal appointments but one, Robert 

Wilkinson, was a parliamentary appointment to Aycliffe in 

1647. More significantly, five of those turned out between 

April 1651 and August 1652 had been ~inisters in the pro­

posed presbyterian classes for the county in 1645 and 

notable among them was the Scotsman John Hamilton who had 

been in arms at the battle of Worcester in September 1651, 

and admitted as much to the Commissioners in November. 

The national reaction, after Dunbar and Worcester, against 

presbyterianism and the Scottish influence generally in 

English affairs was reflected in these dismissals as it was 

in two others, the ejection of Thomas Wallis from Grindon 

as a Scot licensed to remain in England but not to officiate 

or preach, and also George Shaw, who had been at Pittington 

since 1631, but who was now found insufficient and, ·as a 
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Scot, was deemed neither godly nor able enough to benefit 
. . (192) 

from except1on to the rule. It seems doubtful whether 

Shaw did in fact remove however; there is no evidence of 

any other minister at Pittington until 1662. Similarly, 

a number of ministers removed in the county by the local 

committee of Triers in 1655 contained four clerics who had 

returned to their livings after earlier ejections. One was 

the Scot Hamilton once more, another the prebendary William 

James at Ryton, together "toJi th Dr. Thomas Wood who had re-

appeared at nearby Whickham, and Thomas Dixon or Dickinson, 

who had aga.in occupied vla.shington without any kind of title. 

Besides these, it seems that the Triers at that time acted 

against only two other Durham clergy, both of. whom were 

long-standing episcopal appointments. John Walker, who had 

occupied Jartow since 1633, was removed for insufficiency, 

and John Easter by, who had been at Sea.ham since 1622, l.vas 

c: (193) turned out for drunkenness and ~ca.ndal. Against this 

kind of background dissatisfaction over clergy persisted. 

In March 1656 Robert Lilburne was writing to the Protector 

of the need for more Triers in Durham and Yorkshire, to 

cope with the insufficiencies there.< 194 ) 

With the decline of presbyterian influence, and the 

waxing spirit of toleration borne in by independency from 

the early 1650s, the complexion of the county's parochial 

clergy was certainly variegated, but more and more with a 

192 Rawlinson HSS. A26, ff.432-3 
193 Ibid f.434 
194 TSP. IV, p.643 
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look of moderatioti or neutrality about it. At least 

twenty four men can be counted who were appointed to, or 

confirmed in, livings in 1650 or later and who chose to 

conform at the Restoration. Some, like John Ladler, 

already held dormant appointments to livings in the 

county, others held livings ~lsewhere like Samuel Feake 

who came to Sta.indrop in 1653 from his curacy at St. 

Andrew's Holborn, ·and returned there upon hi~ removal 

from Durham.(l95) Leonard Wastall replaced - not without 

difficulty·- the Scot Hamilton. at Hurvmrth in 1651, con­

formed, arid was regularised in the benefice in August 1662. 

Similar~y, John Bewick, who had been a lecturer at St. 

Nichola.s' Newcastle in 1639, served at Stanhope from 1644 

but conformed a.nd was licensed again in 1662~(196) as did 

Thomas Boyer, who served the sectarian hotbed of 

Muggleswick throughout the 1650s.< 197) When the accent of 

the Interregnum years ¥/as, in Richard Baxter's words, upon 

11 Able, serious preachers, 1.vho lived a. godly life of what 

tolerable opinion soever••, it seems that a substantial 

portion of Durham parishes contrived to continue, ·quietly 

and perhaps discreetly, very much in the old fashion. 

Although parish records were in a large number of cases 

badly disrupted between 1642 and about 1650, in general 

they returned to an efficient continuity thereafter, and 

reflect a moderate and even tenor. Although the use of the 

195 
196 
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Ra.nda.ll 9 J f .156 
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Prayer Book remained impossible, in other respects the conduct 

of parish affairs went on vJith Tittle apparent change; 

churchwa.rdens a.nd other parochia.l officers were appointed, 

and rates and assessments fixed and disposed of for the same 

purposes as of old. In one respect, perhaps, there is a 

yielding to the puritan spirit indicated in an apparent 

decline in the administering of the sacrament, suggesting a 

pur~tan - in particular a presbyterian - diffidence about 

celebrating communion where conditions did not quite acc~rd 

to their wishes and a resultant preference to do without.(l99). 

There is.no mention of communion at Houghton le Spring 

between 1650 and 1660, while a.t St. Oswald's, Durham, a. much 

disturbed parish, communions declined from four in 1641-2, 

to two in 1643, and when the vestry books were kept properly 

again from 1652, nothing 'l.vas recorded spent on communion 

elements until 1659. By contrast, at Pittington, where the 

vicar George Shaw remained a.pparently undisturbed, there 

was no interruption to the celebration of the sacrament, and 

proposed parochial assessments during the 1650s expresslj 

included_ sums for communion purposes.C200) The preeise 

sentiments of ostensible a.ccommodators like Shaw are 

difficult to appraise. Shaw himself died in 1662 apparently 

having come to terms with episcopal authority once more. 

Another long-serving cleric, Ralph Tunstall, rector of Long 

Newton since 1616, died in April 1659 and was simply described 

199 .Shaw, English Church II, p.lOO 
200 DPB; pp.l04 et seq., 191-2, 196, 304-5 
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as "Min. of the Word of God, & Dispencer of the Truth of God 

to the Peopl~ under his Charg~•·.( 20L) Behind such discreet 

and non-committal stances it appears a. goodly proportion of 

Durham clergy and parishioners pursued religious forms 

largely as they had always known them.· The process was not 

always a smooth one; the a.ccommoda. ting pastures of Henry 

Hutton undisturbed as the curate of tvi tton Gilbert sine e 

1635, saw him succinctly described a.s "a true vicar of 

Bray", subsequently. ( 202 ) Yet over a 11, the·· a.tti tude of a. 

great many of the county's clergy by 1659-60 see~s 

exemplified by Stephen Hegg, another long-server who had 

held the curacy of Whitworth undisturbed since 1628, and 

who noted in his chapel register: 11Cha. 2d. proclaimed at 

London May 8, and at Durham May 12 1660 on which day I 

(Stepn Hegg) began to use againe the Book of Common 

Prayer.nC203) 

201 Allen 13 
202 Allen 14 (Witton Gilbert). Calamy lists him as one 

of those deprived at the Restoration however 
203 Ibid (Whitworth) 
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CHAPTER 7 

The Protectorate 1654-60· 

On 16 December 1653 Oliver Cromwell became Lord 

Protector and began his role as pacifier, reconciler, and 

seeker after a median way to constitutional respectability 

for his regime. His efforts to this end were open to the 

support of n~utrals, moderate presbyterians, and royalists, 

and at the same time drove away or estranged many of the 

older bulwarks of the Long Pa.rliament and Commonwea.l th. 

In Durham, the advent of the Protectorate entailed some 

shifts in the pattern of local government, most signi~icantly 

among those men who had figured prominently in the years up 

to 1654. The influence which the Vane family had wielded 

since 1644 was now reduced substantially. Sir Henry the 

elder died in 1654; his heir, Henry Vane the younger, was 

one of those adamant republican grandees who parted company 

with Cromwell over commercial and foreign policy, and the 

conciliatory reaction which they saw embodied in the 

Protectorate. Va.ne repaired to ·Raby to write his "Retired· 
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Ma.n' s Medi ta.tion" and concern himself with personal business, 

in local affairs serving only as a justice, although his 

activities we~e watched with suspicion and concern by the 

Protectorate authorities.(l) Haslerig, too, was alienlted 

by the expulsion of the Rump and became a. stubborn opponent 

of the new regime. He withdrew into semi-retirement, having 

first professed to his careful and honest use of the state's 

finances and his successful preservatioh of the north for 

the Pa.rliament,< 2 ) continuing as governor of Newcastle, but 

also much involved with his recently acquired esta.tes in 

Durham, especially-Bishop Auckland.(~) Like Vane, he was 

regarded as a point of resistance to the new regime in the 

north. (4 ) In Newcastle, Haslerig' s responsibilities lay 

largely in the hands of Paul Hobson his deputy, himself an 

anabaptist colonel a.nd representative of a.nother republica.n 

facet not entirely happy about the new order. Haslerig's 

closest associate in the north, George Fenwick, became 

governor of Berwick in 1652 a.nd its M.P. in July o{ the 

following year,C5) and despite his large land acquisitions 

in Durham, took no ostensible part in the county's affairs 

up to his death in March 1657. There was little significant 

change, however, in that nucleus of parliamenta.ry supporters 

which had constituted the county's government since the mid 

1640s. Thoma.s Delaval, Francis Wren, Sir George Vane, Robert 

Hutton, Anthony Smith, Gilbert Marshall and Timothy 

1 See below pp. 284--5 
.2 SP. 28, 260 
3 Cos. Carr. I, pp.l71, 334-80 passim 
4 See below p. 284- et seg_. 
5 Hutchinson, Northumberland II, p.92 
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Whittingham all appeared as justices and in a variety of 

state offices from sheriff to religious or militia 

commissioners, although there were a few significant changes 

to be discerned, James Clavering falling into opposition, 

and the names of Clement and Christopher Ful thorpe cea.sing 

to appea.r. Timothy Whi ttingha.m was also regarded sourly 

by the Cromwellian Lilburnes by the later 1650s. The 

appearance in the commission of Thomas Lilburne in June 

1652 was significant.( 6 j The Protectorate, in fac~, was 

to constitute a period which brought about not only a. full 

reinstatement of the family in their former positions of 

authority, but by their close identification with Cromwell's 

cause was to carry them to.an apogee of involvement and 

influence in the county's government up to, and including, 

the Restoration. 

Despite his alleged treatment at the hands of Haslerig, 

George Lilburne was soon in the commission again, joining 

his brother Richard and son Thomas. It was Robert Lilburne, 

however, Richard's son, who was now, at the transition of 

Commonwealth into Protectorate, the most important element 

in the family's political composition. He had served with 

distinction and held high command throughout the civil 

wars, playing a· leading role in the early reverse suffered 

by the Durham and Northumberland cavaliers in 1648, serving 

as commander-in-chief of the Parliament's forces in Scotland 

6 DQS, 4/177 
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for a time and defeating the Earl of Derby at Wigan in 

1651. He sat as one of the Kin~'s judges and signed the 

warrant for his execution, and was a. baptist in religious 

outlook. ( 7) Crom1.·Jell' s reliance upon the army hinged upon 

soldiers like Lilburne, and Lilburne himself enjoyed a close 

association with Lambert in the ord~ring of the Protectorate's 

affairs in the north generally. The meeting of the first 

Protectorate Parliament on j September 1654 made manifest 

the fact that the Lilburnes now constituted the hub of the 

county's Cromwellians. Colonel Robert Lilburne of Thickley 

Puncha.rden and George Lilburne of Sunderland were returned 

as knights for the county, and Anthony Smith the Durham city 

mercer and long-standing associate of the Lilburnes was 

returned for the city.C8) After the pressures of the Fifth 

:t-1onarchy men upon the Rump, pushing it towards the most sheer 

and dangerous of precipices, after the saintly and maladroit 

statements of intent from Barebone's Parliament, the 

Lilburnes and those with them v1ere able to project an aura 

of relative moderation for presbyterians, neutrals, and 

perhaps the less committed and alienated of royalists in 

the county. Some move to appease royalist feelings w~s 

made in 1654 when Francis ~vren, the last Commomvea.l th high 

sheriff was succeeded by Roland Place of Dinsdale, a 

delinquent, formerly a lieutenant colonel urider the Earl 

of Newcastle. (9) HovJ far Place's appointment swayed other 

7 Underwood, History of the Baptists, pp.75-6, 85 
8 Allen 7, f.l93; Randall 13, ff.ll6-7 
9 CAM II, pp.l082-4 
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royalist sentiments is extremely difficult to gauge, 

however. Again, in the following year, something of a 

departure was made when Thomas Bewick became sheriff. He 

was one of the Newcastle and Northumberland family of 

merchant adventurers and hostmen(lO) which had been identi­

fied with the puritan and parliament~ry catise since 1640 

or before, but he had not been in any way prominent in the 

government of the county previously and had the hallmarks 

of a moderate. Nevertheless, despite the endeavours of the 

county's Protectorate rule~to project moderation and a 

willingness to enlist the support of the old influential 

families now nea~ly all alienated, there is nothing which 

indicates that the defeated Durham gentry was either recon-

ciled or brought to participate in the county's government 

in any significant sense. 

The irreconcilable nature of a royalist county kept 

constantly alive the rumour of plots and risings which, 

after 1653, had added to them as plotters the names of 

Ha.slerig a.nd Va.ne as chief among those who had fallen away 

from the Protectorate. Both spent a good deal of time in 

the county, the former in the development of the episcopal 

manor he had bought from the state at Bishop Auckland and 

the latter at the fa~ily home at Raby where he was attempting, 

after the death of his father~ to rid himself of its military 

. ( il) 
garr1son. Although Vane's convictions aroused the anger 

10 He had a. valua.ble sixth holding in Whickham colliery. 
Par 1 • S • I I , · p • 8 3 

11 TSP III, p.745, IV, p.36 
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of Henry Cromwell and the suspicions 6f Robert Lilburne with 
( 12) . 

regard to his activities in the county, h1s overt 

political resistance to the regime took place outside of 

Durham. ( l3) Ha.sler'ig, whom the Lilburnes had little cause 

to love, also aroused the suspicions of Robert Lilburne as 

Major Genera 1, and he wa.s named in a. number of alleged 

northern plots, the first of them late in 1653 when he was 

reported to have promised that "as soon as he sa'\v the candle 

lighted, the bishoprick of Durham should set it up".<l4 ) 

The uncomfortable draughts of royalist activity were felt 

almost constantly. In Janua.ry 1654 Francis \'J'ren· reported 

to the Lord Protector the interception of compromising 

let~ers coming out of Scotland, and the loyalty of the post~ 

master at Durham was being investigated by Robert Lilburne 

in December 1655, when Lilburne complained: "I am wondering 

sometimes that your instructions concerning the cavalliers 

are not put in execution in these parts; as in other 

countreys ... I could wish you would thinke of disposing of 

these persons that we might be free of the trouble of them''·(l5) 

While disconcerting to the Protectorate rulers such activity 

nevertheless gen~rated very little practical effect. The 

summer of 1654 produced a report of a plot on behalf of 

Charles II to be initiated in the west and north; no details 

were offered about its proposed inception in the west 

country, but in the north Newcastle wa.s.to be seized by men 

12 Ibid ·Iv, p.5o9, v, p.296 
13 Burton, pi;ny tv, p.l82 n; TSP v, pp.296, 299, 349 
14 Ibid III, p.l85, VI, p.829 
15 Ibid II, pp.J0-1, IV, p.283 
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concealed in colliers belonging to the town·;. which being 

kno1om, could pass Tynemouth castle without inspection. At 

night in Newcastle the force would seize the magazine and 

castle and by this action raise the north of England and 

southern Scotland. No local personalities were named in 

this vague venture however, which did not materialise.Cl6 ) 

An even more bizarre information referred to an attempt in 

early 1656, which was presumably meant to coincide again 

with royalist agitation in the west country, \vhen Tynemou"th 

castle was to be seized by the expedient of entering it 

through th~ galleries of coal pits two miles distant. No 

less incredible was the strange admixtdre of names alleged 

to be leagued in the venture. Adamant cavaliers like the 

Featherstonehaughs of upper Weardale, and colonel Ralph 

Millet of Whitehill, together with two 'captain Lambtons' 

stood ranged with radica.l puritans like Timothy Whi ttingha.m, 

James Clavering, major Jeremiah Tolhurst and the sectarian 

Sheppardsons, to all of whom the papist Thomas Wray was to 
. . (17) 

act as agent and pa.ymaster with a London jew named Da Silva.. 

Indeed, James Clavering's break with the Protectorate 

be.came clear later in the year and \1/hittingham's too was to 

become questionable, "\!Jhile Tolhurst, the Sheppa.rdsons and 

Wra.y all had close associations with Haslerig. Yet if there 

was substance in this plot it was largely in that it mirrored 

darkly but uncomfortably what forms those patterns of 

16 A Paper of Colonel Bamfyldes, TSP II, pp.510-l4 
17 Information of the Lady Hall, TSP V, p.572 
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discontent which existed in the region might take. Robert 

Lilburne's investigation of this affair allowed him to 

uncover only two Durham men of any standing who had been 

involved in some kind of weak plot. One was Thomas Bowes 

of Streatlam, a former supporter of Parliament until.his 

change of sides in 1648 when his involvement with Langdale 

had brought him a composition fine of £~56.< 18 ) The other 

was captain Henry Wren, one of the poorer members of the 

recusant branch of the family, who had taken but three 

followers with him. (l9) When, in September 1656, ·Sir 

Edward Hyde wrote from the continent to Sir Marmaduke 

Langdale requesting the names of half a dozen roy~lists who 

might be relied upon for their loyalty and discretion in 

Yorkshire, Northumberland and the bishoprick, Langdale 

supplied him with three for Durham - Sir Richard Tempest 

of Stella., John Tempest of Old Durham and colonel John 

Forcer of Harbour House.<20) 

There is nothing which implicates these three men in 

active plotting, but all three were unyielding ca.valiers 

and Richard Tempest and Forcer were exampl~s of passive 

royalist resistance in the county to punitive assessments 

and composition fines. A majority of Durham royalists had 

made their peace with the new order - at least to the extent 

of meeting the financial penalties plac~d upon them for first 

or second wa.r offences - by the time that the Act of General 

18 RCDN p.l25 
19 TSP IV, p.643 
20 HMC Various II, P·353 
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Pardon and Oblivion appeared in December 1651 a.nd were thus 

eligible and anxious to be absolv~d from further pressures 

by its means. Nevertheless, there remained a. substantial 

number of delinquent: royalists who had not extricated 

themselves. On 30 march, 1652, Wren and Delav~l, the 

county's sequestration commissioners, submitted a list to 

the central committee for compounding in the capital which 

they claimed to be a. comprehensive list of all persons in 

the county sequestered between 1 April 1644 and 1 December 

1651 Find who had not yet secured their discharge. It con­

tained 159 names of delinquents and recusa.nts and seventeen 

others who were suspended but not sequestered.C2l) At 

Martirimas (11 November) 1653 the sequestrators sent up 

returns for 132 sequestered estates which totalled 

£4,015. 2s.lld., which, with arrears, fifths, assessments 

an4 other deductions, produced an actual amount of £2,542. 

10s.lld.< 22 ) Such sums represented a very large financial 

loss to Durham cavaliers, and in a number of cases the costly 

delay in reaching a.n a.ccommodation with the ·state was not 

deliberate but the result of legal complications arising out 

of death, debts, disputed ownership and like litigation. 

Some delinquents stubbornly refused to. settle however, and 

their names appeared in the Acts of Sale of the early 1650s, 

which decla.red them 'tra.i tors' for offences committed since 

1642 and in effect provided for the total or partial con-

fiscation of their estates. Sir Rich~rd Tempest appe&red 

21 RCDN pp.65-8 
22 CEP 28, 209(A) Durham·bundle 
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in the first Act of Sale of 16 July 1651, a.s did Sir Thomas 

Riddell of Gateshea.d, and the subsequent acts. of August 1652 

a.nd November 1653 named fifteen more Durham men. The estates 

of Cuthbert·Conyers of Layton, Sir John Hilton of Hylton and 

the Smiths of Esh were among those legally entangled by the 

decease of their owners, but other, lesser gentry - William 

Sheraton of Elwick, colonel John Forcer, Ralph Hillot a.nd 

John Ayscough of Middleton-one-Rowvsre proceeded against as 

stubborn royalists. Millet was one of a number who £inally 

came to terms under the pressures of the Acts of Sale, John 

Ayscough however, was one of those·whose estate was sold 

into the hands of Gilbert Crouch by the Treason Trustees.C23) 

Between March 1652 and July 1654 Crouch, an attorney and a 

son-in-law of John Salvin, secured large tracts of estates 

in Durham and Northumberland from the Treason Trustees, 

often in association with John Rushworth and others. As a 

lawter he was a member of one of those classes of speculator 

whose activities amid royalist misfortune in these years 

ha.ve every appearance of being luc~ative. (24 ) It is not 

possible to say where Crouch's interests were directed 

however, and his relationship with the Salvins could well 

mean that he was acting on royalists' b~half in securing and 

concealing thelr property. Like hard-pressed royalists 

elsewhere many Durham delinquents did in fact conceal part 

of their estates as a means of protecting themselves from 

23 See Appendix D 
24 See Chesney, Transference of Lands in England 1640-60 

pp.lBl-210 
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further financial exactions on the part of the state. 

Delinquent revenue was petering out in 1654-5 and in 

February 1656 Cromwell's special commissioners for the 

county endeavouring to assess royalists for the-decimation 

tax wrote to him that they were blockaded by bought-up 

estates held for delinquents by their friends. It was 

especially frustrating that those ostensibly no longer in 

owner~hip still occupied the esta.tes, and concealment was 

legally difficult to prove. It was a problem the commis~­

ioners believed was particularly rife in Durham.C 25) 

It was against such a background that the conciliation 

of Durham's cavaliers had to be attempted - not, it would 

seem, with grea.t success. A further set-back to Crom,tJellia.n 

hopes came with Penruddock's rising in February and March of 

1655. Essentially a west country affair, and an unhappy 

one at best, its tremors in the north were feeble enough and 

centred upon yet another attempt to seize Wewcastle.C26) 

But the royalist attempt in the west threw a scare into the 

Protectorate authorities and brought the military to the 

fore once more to bolster civil government in the shape of 

the Major Generals. With them carne a. new militia, the cost 

of which was to be borne by each county's cavaliers in the 

form of a decimation tax, which demanded a tenth of the 

annual va.lue of the estates of royalists, and to be collected 

by Decimators - special commissioners appointed by the Major 

25 TSP IV, p.541 
26 Howell, Newcastle, pp.204-8 
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Generals of each county. John Lambert assumed responsibility 

as Major General for all of northern England and created two 

deputies - Charles Howard for Cumberland, Westmorland and 

Northumberland, a.nd Robert Lilburne for Yorkshire a.nd Durham. 

To aid him in his task Lilburne named as his special 

commissioners his father, Richard, and cousin Thomas, 

together with Paul Hobson and 'I'homas Gower, Francis Wren 

and Robert Hutton, who in Feb~uary 1656 were writing to the 

Protector informing him of the difficulties of securing the 

peace in the counti.< 27) The short rule of the Major Generals 

- from October 1655 until early 1657 - meant that Robert 

Lilburne's despotic authority in Durham matched almost 

exactly the tenure of · office as high sheriff of his uncle, 

George Lilburne. It was the high point of the family's 

prestige and influence in the county, but the circumstances 

were unfortunate. It has been observ-ed: "It was the fact of 

the Major-Generals and the Special Commissioners, more than 

what they did~ which became a folk~memory, an English uppe!­

class bogey", ( 28 ) and in the forms of the south Durham yeoman 

and his uncle - the erstwhile coal-fitter and reputed horse­

thief who now styled himself esquire - was embodied the 

bitter resentment of the traditional, ousted cavalier gentry. 

In Durham it was perhaps Thomas Lilburne who incurred the 

greatest odium in carrying out his cousin's wishes. Bishop 

Cosin wrote resentfully of him at the Restoration as 

27 TSP IV, p.541 
28 Aylmer, State's Servants, p.314 
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11 acting violently upon the power given to the maior 

G l h th . d Th d. d h th II ( 29) enera s we . e sal. omas 1. muc more a.n any man • 

The Lilburne 1 s, who now combined the military and civil 

ordering of the Protectorate's authority in the county, 

together vJi th modest gentlemen like Uren, and Hutton and 

upstart anabaptist soldiers like Hobson and Gower, epitomised 

the lowly social origins, the absence of gentility, dis-

cernible in every stratum of government, and which for 

royalist gentry .everywhere was insult added to wounds which 

were far from healed. 

The reaction in the county to the rule of the Major 

Generals was manifest in the elections held for members 6f 

Cromwell's t~d Parliament which met on 17 September 1656, 

the second and final occasion upon which Durham enjoyed 

true parliamentary representation during the Interregnum. 

Outside of the complex constitutional implications contained 

in the demise of the Long Parliament, it at once held out 

to the county of Durham a real probability of representation 

at last in any new body. The county had petitioned cease­

lessly since 1645 for its wish to an assembly genuinely 

sympathetic but vJhose good intentions constantly became lost 

in a forest of other preoccupations. In truth, after colonel 

Pride 1 s purge in December 1648, Durham's case was no different 

to many other places in the country. The body which remained 

·had a membership which did not exceed 125, against the o'riginal 

29 SP 29, 7, 59(I) 
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Long Parliament's 490 members in 1640 and in which many of 

the nation's towns and counties were no longer represented. 

London ha.d but one member and Wales none at all. The Rump's 

now alien, unrepresentative nature· and its perverse desire 

for self-perpetuation, figured la.rgely in its dissolution 

by the army on 20 April 1653. A week later a. loyal address 

from the 'people of Durham' was sent up to London which 

concluded with a reminder to the Lord General and the 

Council of Officers that the county rem~ined, because of the 

"usurpation a.nd pride of the bi shopps", without parliamenta.ry 

representation and hoped for it in the future. (3l) The 

county's hopes were at last realised .in the Parliament of 

the Saints which assembled on 4 July, a).though scarcely in 

a satisfying manner. The Parliament, an unsuccessful 

solution to the Commonwealth's exigencies, was selective 

not elective, its 140 members chosen by the Council of 

Officers from nominations sent qp by independent congrega­

tions in the counties, and London was the only.town or city 

to be represented.<32 ) The single seat apportioned to 

Durham was filled by the Newcastle puritan oligarch Henry 

Dawson. Cromwell's struggle to find a constitutional base 

which would incorporate an effective and co-operative 

Parliament continued to have a .bearing on the county's 

aspirations. The self-immolation of the Assembly of the 

Saints in December had as a consequence the first Protectorate 

Parliament, summoned under the Instrument of Government on 

31 Allen T. 36 
32 Tanner, Constitutional Conflicts, p.l69 
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3 September 1654. The Instrument had provided for a radical 

redistribution of seats in which decayed constituencies lost 

members and newer, unrepresented places of significance 

gained them. There was, too, a desire on the part of the 

creators of the Instrument to ensure that it gave access 

into Parliament to those middle class supporters of the 

Protectorate regime.C33) The upshot for Durham was the 

creation 9f three seats, two for the county, and one for 

the city. This was one seat fewer than the county had 

agitated for over the previous ten years - and longer and 

which a parliamentary committee had proje~ted for the co~nty 

in 1650; it compared very poorly, too, with the representa­

tion enjoyed by many - especially southern-- counties. (34) 

Nevertheless, Durha.m sent up three sound, middle class 

Protectorate men in George and Robert Li.lburne for the 

county and Anthony Smith for the city.C35) 

By the summer of.l656 feelings in Durham over the rule 

of the Major Generals was apparent in the aiitation pre­

ceding the parliamenta·ry elect·ion. On 9 August Robert 

Lilburne wrote to secretary Thurloe of the plans afoot in 

Yorkshire to keep supporters of the government out of 

Cromwell's third Parliament and observed that the same 

spirit was abroad in Durham and Northumberland''··· where 

the people (whether by Sir Ar. H. meanesC36) (who is at 

Auckland) I know not) are perfect in their lesson, saying 

33 Ibid pp.l76-7 
34 CJ.V, p.344 
35 See above p .17 
36 Sir Arthur Haslerig 
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they will have noe swordsman, noe decimator, or any that 

1 h t t t • 1" t I (37) receives 53_ lary from t e s a .e o serve 1n par 1a.men ' • 

In Durham, neither George nor Robert Lilburne sat again for 

the county although Robert was elected for the north riding 

and Thomas Lilburne took his father's place along with James 

Clavering, while Anthony Smith again sat for the cit~.<3B) 
The Parliament, despite the endeavours of the Major Generals, 

contained a good many opponents of the Protectorate govern-

ment when it came to assemble on 17 September, Ha.slerig 

prominent among them. The town of Newcastle no longer 

wished to have him as its member, 11 least they bring" observed 

Robert Lilburne, "both an inconvenience upon him and them­

selves 11 , ( 39) but he was alternatively returned for Leicester, 

and among the hundred or so members excluded - by a strained 

interpretation of the Instrument of Government - along with 

Haslerig_from the Parliament were a number of northern men, 

the Durham royalists Thomas Bowes and Henry Tempest, George 

Fenwick, and one of the Durham county members, Ja.mes 

Clavering. Clavering had been identifiable as a leading 

parliamentarian and presbyterian since 1644, and had served 

continuously on local committees, on the bench, and as high 

sheriff in 1650. Either through a close association with 

Haslerig's vi~wpoint, or in a final reaction against the 

imposition of military despotism by yeomen Major Generals, 

Clavering made a clear break with the regimefu 1656, 

37 TSP V, p.296 
38 Randall 131 ff.ll6-7 
39 TSP V, p.2'::J6 
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nor were the county's Cromwellia.n rulers able to resist his 

election to one of the two county seats. In November, a.fter 

his exclusion from the Parliament, Clavering was named in 

an information which involved him in the plotting and unrest 

in Durham and Northumberland in the early months of the year, 

and also accused him of lending £4,000 to Charles Stuart. 

His subsequent fortunes at the Restoration give the ~trongest 
(40) support to the second allegation at least. \'lhen the 

Pa.rliament went on to seek a new and acceptable constitutional 

base for Cromwell's government by offering him the crown, 

captain Thomas Lilburne was one of the parliamenta.ry committee 

appointed to confer with the Protector over his doubts a.nd 

scruples,< 4l) and both Lilburne and Anthony Smith were among 

those who ultimately voted for the proposa1.< 42 > There was 

an irony of fate for the county's royalists in the measure of 

representation gained during the Protectbrate, for the 

incessant demand for members since the early years of the 

century had not been confined to any sectional group or 

stra.tum, but was the comprehensive desire· of the county's 

knights, gentlemen and freeholders, as it was to become 

again after 1660. Yet in 1653, and again in 1656, an over­

whelming proportion of the county's royalists chose to take 

no part, refusing to consider themselves represented by 

those elected and leaving the business of election in the 

hands of that minority of Durham gentry who adhered to the 

40 Ibid p.572. See below p.J19 
41 Ibid app. p.l 
42 Randall 13, f.l25 
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C 11 . . (43) th romwe 1an reg1me. It was another exa.mple of e 

genera.lly irreconcilable nature of the Durham cavaliers, 

and one in which their loyalty was to be used against them 

in. their own renelval of the struggle for parliamentary 

representation from 1660. C44) 

In face of the opposition with which the army leaders 

and others presented him, Oliver Cromwell finally refused 

the crown in Hay 1657' and the powers of Parliament were 

enlarged against those of the Council of State. The 

opposition of republica.ns and soldiers which bedevilled 

Croml<Jell' s assemblies was not appeased however, and con-

tinued to simmer alarmingly. In Durham an episode provided 

a. sharp cameo of the divisions and tensions which existed 

nationally. On 25 August, Hester Hobson, the wife of 

colonel Paul Hobson made a complaint to the Council of State 

ag~inst George Lilburne. While riding to ••a meeting-place 

for God's worship 11 in Sunderland one Sunday she ha.d been 

confronted by Lilburne in his capacity as a justice who 

told her she had contravened the parliamentary act for the 

better observation of the Lord's day by riding a horse, and 

seized the animal until twenty shillings were paid, so that 

she had been obliged to walk to her meeting. The Council 

referred the issue to the sheriff, Timothy. Whittingham, a.nd 

Major General Robert Lilburne, and on 16 September 

Whittingham recommended to the Council that George Lilburne 

43 Hunter 24, ff.2-4 
\ 44 See below p.J~ 
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b t t f th . . (45) e pu ou o e comm1ss1on. What was superficially an 

unpleasant little clash involving religious sensitivities 

in fact cloaked a more significant confrontation. In Hobson 

was manifest the soldierly, sectarian, republic.an strains 

which constituted the essence of the dissent and dissatis-

faction over Cromwell's rule. In George Lilburne was 

embodied the hopes of middle class mod~rates, presbyterians, 

and all those who earnestly looked to the Protectorate to 

produce an acceptable and enduring political settlement. 

Robert Lilburne, insofa.r as he concurred in Whi.ttingham's 

recommenda.tion, revealed the first sign of estrangement from 

his family over the two broad courses open to the nation; 

he had, of course, long been a committed republican, a.n 

army man prominently involved with those soldiers upon whom 

Cromwell's government leaned. Whittingham's response· wa.s 

perha.ps more significant from a county viewpoint. His· 

family had impeccable puritan credentials and he had himself 

supported all phases of the revolution since 1642. He had 

never been conspicuously identified with any particular group 

in the county - Vanes and Blakison, Haslerig or Lilburnes -

and had carefully avoided involvement in theHarraton affair 
. (46) 

at one t1me. He almost certainly, however, represented 

grass-roots puritan radicalism in the county equally a.s well 

as any Lilburne or anyone else, and in 1657 he felt justified, 

and strong enough, not to effect any compromise between two 

45 CSPD 1657-8, pp.78, 101 
46 See his letter in the body of The Oppressed Man's 

Out-Cry 
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significant, essentially antipathetic prota.gonists but found 

harshly against the representative of the Protectorate 

government. 

On 21 April 1658, at the first Durham sessions after 

the aissolution of Cromwell's third Parliament in the 

February, the sheriff, justices and grand jury of the county 

sent up a.n address of loyalty to the Protector. The ne3.mes 

of only seven justices appeared, however, and all. bf them 

were predictable enough - Francis Wren and Thomas Delaval, 

George Lilburne, not, it seems, put out of the commi~sion, 

and his son Thomas, Anthony Smith, Henry Eden and Richard 

Rowe.< 47) Timothy Whittingham, who, despite the system of 

annual shrieval appointments which had subsisted since 1646, 

was serving a second year as high sheriff, also signed, but 

a few months later, on 11 October, a little more than a month 

after the death of Oliver Cromwell, Thomas Lilburne wa.s 

complaining of Whittingham's demeanour to Thurloe: "··· since 

the parliament was dissolved good men, was afflicted at the 

cause thereof, others to (sic) ready to hold forth what 

single persons would doe with parliaments, and in such a 

time the sherife caime not to the sessions, nor kept that 

correspondence with the Justices in there sessions as 

formerly •.. 11 <48 ) His negligence, added Lilburne, had a.lso 

caused him to be fined £100 by the judges at the last assize. 

Of the death of the Protector on 3 September Lilburne re­

ported that in Durham, "Abundance there wa.s troubled with 

47 Allen T, 35a 
48 TSP VII, p.434 
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the bad newes 11., but the proclamation of Richard Cromwell 

went off quietly in the north and Lilburne himself heard 

Richard solemnly proclaimed in two places in Durham. (49 ) 

A meeting had been arranged to set up a loyal address to 

Richard Cromwell, but once aga.in it was the tardiness, or 

unwillingness, of the high sheriff Whittingham to complete 

the business which concerned Lilburne.(50) Whether Lilburne 

was accusing Whittingham of disaffection or merely incom­

petence is not entirely clear, but in the event the county 

got ·a new sheriff for 1659. He was Robert Ellison, hardly 

a Durham man, but a member of a prominent Newcastle family, 

a hostman and merchant adventurer, who had served the tovm 

as sheriff in 1645 and M.P. in 1647. He was the county's 

last appointment before the Restoration.C5l) 

The accession of Richard Cromwell moved the Interregnum 

on towards its confused conclusion, and brought about also 

the culmination of one of the Interregnum's best endeavours 

- the attempt to establish a centr~ of learning in the county 

of Durham. The original impetus to create such an institution 

is uncertain, but its very ea.rliest beginnings most proba.bly 

lay in that upsurge of interest in education evident in the 
(52) 

county for a. century previously, and which filled the 

nation at large with educational notions and reformers in 

the 1640s and '50s.<53) There wa~ certainly also an ad­

mixture of the 11 licenc e which accompanied the Revolution.", (54 ) 

coupled with the fact that the state had beg~n to sell off 

49 Ibid pp.378, 411 
50 Ibid p.4ll 
51 Randall 13, ff. 23-4 
52 James, Family, Lineage, pp.99-l00 
5
5

3 Aylmer, State's Servants, p.317 
~ 'W.H.', Cromwell's Colleee at Durham, p.7 
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capitular lands in April 1649. On 24 April 1650 the sheriff 

a.nd gentle-men of the county sent up a petition to Parliament 

which asked that the unoccupied dean and chapter buildings 

at Durham should be converted 11 into some College, or School 

of Li terature 11 and which i.vas passed on to the Committee of 

Obstructions for the Sale of Dean and Chapter Lands for 

consideration.C55) A further approach was made to 

Pa.rliament on 20 August when the moral argument of Parliament's 

debt to the county of £25,66J.l3s.l0d. owed s{nce 16~1 was 
. (56) 

used over the matter of financing the establ1shment. 

Early in 1651 the mayor of Durham and some others of the 

county's gentlemen rode to Edinburgh and there broached the 

matter directly to Cromwell and won him over. He commended 

the scheme to Parliament in a letter to speaker Lenthall.on 

11 March: 11 'rruly it seemes to me a matter of great concern-

ment & importance as that which (by the blessing of God) 

may much conduce to the promoting of Learning & Piety in 

these poore rude & ignorant parts ••• 11 (5?) It was not until 

18 June, after more tha.n a. year had elapsed, that Sir Arthur 

Haslerig brought the Committee of Obstructions' report to 

the House. They found the buildings on the six acre site 

mostly unused and unproductive, and with a. survey valu.e of 

£2,450, and deemed them suitable for the purpose in hand. 

The committee were further instructed to investigate the 

manner of maintaining the college, out of other dean and 

55 CJ IV, p.410 
56 Cromwell's College, p.l7 
57 Durham Tracts 5(b) p.79; Carlyle, Cromwell's Letters 

and Speeches, III, p.l20 
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chapter resources or delinquents' estates.<5S) The scheme 

had made good prog~ess since its first formal airing i~ early 

1650 and a. third petition of the county's gentlemen and 

freeholders on 14 January 1652 expressed their gratitude 

for the Parliament's grant of the dean's and prebenda.ries' 

houses for their purpose, and pursued the matter of 11a. com­

petent revenue in lands 11 for maintenance.<59) For no clear 

reasons, however, Parliament made no futther response in 

the project, nor did the county interests appear to press 

actively for it. The scheme fell into abeyance for four 

years. 

It was not, i~ would seem, until 1655 or early 1656 

that a renewed approach was made to the Lord Protector and 

his council. It was in response to the appeal of the 

sheriff, justices, grand jury and gentlemen of Durham who 

had informed the Protector of the desire of themselves and 

many in neighbouring counties to establish a college, that 
(60) 

on 12 April 1656 the granting of the wish was announced. 

It is conceivable that the county's representation in 

Cromwell's second Parliament had been used to effect some 

progress also - certainly, when announcing the council's 

decision President Lawrence addressed himself to the city's 

member in 1654, Anthony Smith, whose name was closely 

associated with the promotion of the college, as well as 

other city figures - aldermen Richard Lee and Henry Rowell, 

58 CJ VI, pp.589-90 
59 Allen T, 35 
·60 CSPD 1655-6, p .262 
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and Mr. John Toplyn, as well as Thomas Li 1 burne a.nd John 

Middleton of Darlington.C 6l) The funding of the college was 

to be provided by endowments out of the episcopal manors of 

Gateshead and Whickham, and from pa.rochial impropriations 

formerly belonging to the Durha.m dean and chapter~ C62 ) A 

Committee to consider statutes·was created and its numbers 

augmented during the year. C63) On 15 Iv!a.y 1657 letters patent 

for the college were gra.nted in the name of the Protector 

and hi$ council, (64) a.nd a. provost, fellows and visitors 

began to be named. (65) As the scheme neared realisation 

it began to encouriter difficulties of a different kind, 

however. In the first place there seemed always a vague-

ness among its promoters as to just what the status, 

function and purpose of the instutution.was to be. A 

'college or school of Litterature', had been spoken of, 
. . (66) "for all the sciences of L:Lterature·•, and Cromwell, in 

his letter to Lenthall, had spoken of 11 the promoting of 

61 
62 
63 
64 

65 

66 

Ibid 
Cromwell's College p.4o 
CSPD 1655-6, pp.28$, 297, 325 
A copy is extant in the cathedral library at Durham. 
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Learning & Piety". Fox apparently understood its purpose 

to be essentially that of a seminary for a prepared priest­

hood and the Quakers attacked it on these grounds. <67 ) tvhile 

early intentions· in the connty may have been modest enough, 

arguments used to advance the college's case had noted its 

remoteness from Oxford or Cambridge in a. way which tacitly 

or subconsciously saw it as a competitor with them. It was 

from the two established universities that serious pressure 

began to be mounted, and some little time before Cromwell's 

death Oxford was protesting that the promoters of the Durham 

college had exceeded their declared wishes and intentions 

by end~avouring to vie with the two established universities 

as a degree-conferring institution. <68 ) \vhen, after 

Cromwell's death, the provost and fellows of the Durham 

college addressed themselves to Richard Cromwell and told 

him that u.pon his father's death"· .• this new Erection was 
(69) 

left an Orphan sca.rce bound up in its swaddling Cloa.ths", 

·it was soon evident that they scarcely ex·aggerated. In April 

1659 both universities, in concerted petitions to Richard 

Cromwell, listed a variety of objections t~ the Durham 

college ranging from a decline in standards to the threat 

f . h 1 .... . 1 d . . . f t . ( 70 ) b t o pop1s , pre ab1Ca an soc1n1an 1n ec 1on, u were 

in reality a defence of academic monopoly. The enthusiasm 

and impetus for the Durham college was indigenous, but its 

viability rested very largely upon Oliver Cromwell's interest 

67 See above p.266 
68 Cromwell's College, p.41 
69 Mercurius Politicus no. 445, 2 Dec. 1658 
70 Cromwell's College, pp.41, 54-5 
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and support - which was not to be forthcoming from his son. 

In ·apparent deference to Oxford and Cambridge, but probably 

more because of other critical exigencies of state, Richard 

left the is~ue unresolved, and the babe was effectively 

strangled by his abdication. 

In the heightening crisis of 1658-9 it was Thomas 

Lilburne as much a.s anyone, who maintained Richard Cromwell's 

cause in Durham. "I am see se_ttled upon this government; 

that I am ready to part with any thing for the maintaining 

of it," he wrote to Thurloe on 12 October 1658, and at the 

same time expressed his misgivings over the a.rmy' s proposal 

to the Protector that a commander-in-chief might be empowered 

to grant lesser co~missions and that purging or modelling 

should become almost impossible.C7l) The issue was one of 

the ca.uses for Richard Cromwell's first, and only, Parliament, 

in January 1659. .Because it perverted the terms of the 

Humble Petition and Advice a.nd fell back upon the electoral 

·system prior to 1642, there was, once again, no representa­

tive for the county or city of Durham. Thomas Lilburne 

appeared as one of the government's supporters nevertheless, 

being one of the two members elected for Newcastle.< 72 ) By 

22 April the army ha.d declared for a republic, Richard 

Cromwell had abdicated and the Parliament had been dissolved. 

In the 'year of anarchy' which ensued the county's future 

was essentia.lly thrashed out in the capital in the struggle 

71 TSP VII, p.436 
72 See Howell, Newcastle, p.209 n.4 on this point 



- 306 -

there between the republican officers of the army and the 

recalled Rump of 1653. Despite the intensity of feelings 

across the country, affairs rema.ined in the hands of, and 

could only be resolved by, soldiers. This was true of 

Durham as clearly as anywhere else. When Major General 

John Lambert, _on the 13 October, like Cromwell before him, 

expelled the reca.lci trant Rump which the army had restored 

in Nay, a.nd a Committee of Safety appeared in its stead, 

it was the radical republican soldiers present in the county 

who declared themselves loyal to it - Paul Hobson a.s deputy 

governor of Newcastle, Thomas Gower a.s commander of the 
(73) 

Durham militia., John Jobling the keeper of Durham gaol 

as well as Lambert's deputy in Durham, Robert Lilburne. 

Earlier in the year the last united and concerted action of 

the county's Protectorate rule~s was seen in the measures 

taken a.gainst the premature flurry of royalist enthusiasm 

indicated by Sir George Booth's rising. On 9 July Thomas 

Gower was ordered by the Council of State to assemble his 

militia forces at a suitable point in the county to meet 

any possible royalist threat,<74 ) and the militia commiss-

ioners - among them Sir George Vane and Francis Wren -

acted vigorously enough, securing the arms from every 

cavalier charged with sending in either horse or foot arms, 

and retaining them. ( 75) A little more than a. month later 

the Durham militia commissioners were informed that Sir 

73 RCDN p.75 
7~ CSPD 1658-9, pp.l5-6 
75 HMC 7th Report, p.93 
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Thomas Liddell had been commissioned to raise a regiment of 

foot to augment the county militia, while a. quantity of 

arms was despatched from London to the Tyne to help equip 

it.< 76 ) Although n6ne of the county's royalists was 

apparently involved in any overt activity, and the region 

remained undisturbed,(??) a last ripple of sequestrations 

spread outwards.from London. The response in the northern 

counties to the commission and instructions to act revealed 

the prevailing mood. In Northumberland, Cumberland and 

Westmorland only four men were willing to act as sequestrators 

and a meeting arranged for 16 November in Barnard Castle for 

the la.st named counties saw no one turn up. C?S) In Durham 

Hobson and Jobling could persuade only one minor personality 

t . . th ( 79 ) t. o JOln em. In a worsening situa 1on virtually all 

shades of opinion were largely prepared to wait upon events, 

which in any ca.se were moving quick.ly enough. The army's 

expulsion of the Rump in October at last caused Monk in 

Scotland to act. On 17 October he made preparations to 

seize Berwick and announced his intention of intervening in 

English affairs on behalf of the Rump Parliament to put a.n 

end to 11 that intolerable slavery of a sword government 11 .<So) 

According to Hobson and Jobli·ng, it had an immediate, 

dangerous effect upon the Durham royalists. "They rant 

high with Monk's declaration, and this last week there was 

a d·eclaration a.broad from Charles Stua.rt, which much 

heightens them", they reported to the Committee of Safety 

76 CSPD 1658-9, pp.ll9, 566 
77 RCD.N p.74 
78 Ibid p.88 
79 Ibid p.74 
So Quoted by C. H. Firth, Cromwell's Army, 1902, p.)84 
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on 31 October, arid went on to ask for instructions for dealing 

with the growing uncertainty and excitement with regard to 

a restoration which caused royalists to aci so boldly.< 8l) 

When the Rump wa.s once again restored on 26 December 

there existed two sources of authority in the nation, the 

Committee of Safety, which had already despatched Lambert 

northwards to confront Nonk in his threatened march into 

·England, and th~ Council of State of the ~ump which Monk 

had chosen to uphold. Sir Arthur Haslerig, \-Those personal 

preeminence had been reinstated alqng with the republican 

Rump in May, had parted company with Lambe~t, Fleetwood, 

Vane and the other republica.n irreconcila.bles in the course 

of the summer. and was one of those who had written an appeal 
·: (82) to Monk when the Parliament was turned out. Monk 

regarded. Ha.slerig' s influence in the north as critical a.t 

this time. Lambert himself had arrived at Newcastle on 12 

December and waited there, ostensibly with a view to a 

conference with Honk, but attempting to rally what forces 

he could and bolster the morale of the region at the same 

time. (S3) 11Att this conjuncture of tyme noe man was soe 

capable to obstruct my designes as Sir Arthur Hesilrige", 

Monk later wrote to the speaker of the Commons, "who had 

in his immedia.te commaund the government of Berwicke, 

Carlisle, Newcastle, and Tynmouth, with a regiment of foote 

and one of the best regiments of horse in the Army 11 .< 84 ) 

81 RCDN p. 75 
82 DNB 
83 CSPV 1659-61, p.99 
84 Clarke Papers IV, pp.302-3 
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The question was not really one of Haslerig's intentions but 

whether he could effectively command all the northern forces 

nominally under his control on behalf of the Parliament in 

face of the extreme convictions.of many officers and the 

welter of contradictory orders which were flying about. 

Hobson, Gower, Jobling and Robert Lilbuine were the centres 

of resistence, having rallied to Lambert and the Committee 

of Safety. In reality it was Thomas Lilburne who w~s 

attempting to carry out the wishes of Haslerig in London 

in an effort to preserve Durham for Monk and the Parliament. 

The open opposition of Robert and Thomas revealed the 

split which the crisis had wrought in the Lilburne familr. 

George, Richard and Thomas Lilburne had endured as loyal 

servants of the revolution since its earliest days; in 

religion they were presbyterians howeve~, and George 

Lilburne's fierce covenanting spirit of 1640 had, like 

virtually all English presbyterian sentiments, become 

moderate and ultimately reactionary beside the currents of 

independency from 1647 onwards, and which brought Henry 

Lilburne to a fatal shift of sides in 1648.< 85 ) Politically, 

a.ll save Henry remained loyal .to the various regimes, 
. 

radicals in calling for the King's trial, r~liable Common-

wealthmen, and enjoying high authority as servants of the 

Protector. Their radicalism too had become moderate and 

taken on an aspect of respectability in its support of· 

Cromwell and his son. Robert Lilburne, however, like his 

celebrated brother John, was imbued with a deeper radical 

85 See above p.l85 



- 310 -

spirit in religion and politics which carried him through 

the roles of republican soldier, sectary, and regicide. He 

had served Cromwell with the mounting unhappiness of many in 

the army which had been noted in 1658( 86 ) and his close 

adherence to Lambert brought him into the General Council 

of Officers in October 1659, together with Lambert, Fleetwood, 

Vane, Desborough and others. ' 87 ) As Lambert moved northwards 

with his forces to Newcastle, Robert Lilburne was left as 

gov~rnor of York, and his cousin Thomas wrote to Haslerig 

of him on 3 January 1660 that he"··· is known to be alto-

gether his (i.e. Lambert's) creature", and had expressed as 

his sentiments of the Pa.rliament, 11 ••• he hoped never a 

true Englishman would name the Parliament again, and that 

he would have the house pulled down where they sat for fea.r 
(88) 

it should be infectious". The rift in the family caused 

by the final progression of events was indicative of the 

gulf which had grown between that minority of radical 

republicanssoldiers and that large majority of all other 

varying shades and degrees of conviction which had trodden 

the gradual road of moderation and stability which ended in 

the restoration of the monarchy. 

Thomas Lilburne's influence in Durham in the last 

years of the Protectorate was coupled with the fa.ct tha.t he 

had spent some time in Scotland in 1658-9 and had accepted 

. . f M k (S9) I N b d D b a comm1ss1on rom non_ • n ovem er an ecem er, 

86 
87 
88 
89 

TSP VII, pp.84-5 
Whit. p.685 
SP 18, 219, 5 

·Surtees, Durham I, p.258 n.(e) 
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under Monk's orders, he was attempting to counter the 

supporters of the Committee of Safety and to rally support 

in the county by announcing tha.t the moderate and poli tica.lly 

unsullied Fairfax would soon show himself and act for· Honk 

in Yorkshire. ·Late in December Lilburne, not without diffi­

culty, purged his owp troop of horse arid marched to York,(90) 

which was seized by Fairfax on 1 January 1660, and where the 

issue between Lambert and Monk was thought likely to be 

decided. Monk himself en:tered England v1i th 5, 000 foot and 

2,000 horse on 2 January, and on the following day the 

Council of State ordered the disbanding, upon an indembity, 

of all forces not raised by Parliamentary authority, or in 

arms against it.< 9l) Althoug~ late in 1659 a printed 

.remonstrance had appeared against Monk purporting to voice 

the feelings of s evera.l thousands . in Durham, Northumberland, 

north Yorkshire and adjacent parts of Cumberland and 

~'iestmorland deploring his betrayal of the Good Old Cause and 

assuring him of their intention to stand by the army,C92) 

although the mayor of Durham, Hen~y Rowell, was despatching 

pistols, muskets, pikes and other accoutrements of the 

county's militia from the city of Durham into the garrison 

of Tynemouth on 3 January 166o,<93) there was to be no 

resistance in the north. By 9 January two of the regiments 

with Lambert at Newcastle had declared for the Parliament,<94) 

and with the appearance of Lord Fairfax's forces in their 

90 SP 18, 219, 5 
91 CSPD 1659-oO, p.296 
92 TT, 669 21, 89 

9
93 CSPD 1661-2, p.27l 
~ CSPV 1659-61, p.l06 
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rear about York those troops Lambert still commanded either 

submitted to Monk, complied with the parliamentary order to 

return to their quarters of 20 October, or otherwise melted 

awa.y. Monk was left to continue his progress the length 

of the country_until he entered London on 3 February with the 

emphatic approval of a majority of the nation, who rightly 

saw him as the harbinger of the restored monarchy. Three 

weeks later, in tha city of Durham, the garrison of soldiers 

Monk had left there were being invited to drink the King's 

health by a crowd gathered at a market place tavern. Bon-

fires were lit and the cry went up for a King and a·rree 

Parliament before the soldiers at last roughly disp~rsed the 

crow.d. ( 95) 

95 HNC Leybourne Bopham, p.l59 
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CHAPTER 8 

The Restoration Pattern: Conclusion 

II ... at my first entrance through the river of Tease 

there was scarce any water to be seene f6r the multitudes 

of horse and men that filled it", wrote John Cosin of his 

first entry into Durham as bishop on 21 August 1661. He 

was presented with the Conyers falchion to the accompaniment 

of trumpets, gunshots and acclamations and observed further: 

11 I am not much affected with such showes, but, however, the 

cheerfullness of the Country in the rec~ption of their 

Bishop is a good earnest given for better matters which, 

by the grace and blessing of God, may in good time follow 

here among us all''·(l) The death of bishop Thomas Morton in 

1659 left the see vacant at the time of the King's return, 

but Cosin, a sharer of the court's exile,was already ear­

marked for the position, and from June 1660 coricerned him­

self with the preservation of episcopal and capitular 

rights and property, and was charged with the care of coalpits 

and woods during the vacancy prior to his formal a.dvancement. ( 2 ) 

1 Cos. Corr. II, p.21 
2 CSPD 1660-1, pp.lOB, 113 
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His appointment was an unmista.keable restitution of the 

past. An arch-disciple of those Laudian tenets which had 

served so much to leaven the spirit of the revolution, his 

return as bish6p to the cathedral and diocese where he had 

striven so forthrightly to advance them as long ago as the 

1620s v1as an exculpation of the old Arminian forms. If no 

reactionary, he was to prove a captious conservative, and as 

such an unpopular bishop, for he represented the desire for 

a total return to the status quo ante in the government and 

administration of the county - clerical and lay - which wa.s 

to displease a wide band of opinion and feelipg within it. 

Even so, there was manifest, from the middle months of 1660 

and in the first rosy flush of the Restoration, a widespread 

and strong desire to revert as soon as possible to the old 

patterns of administration and jurisdiction., and this was 

soon being effected. 

There was, it seems, no sudden or radical purge among 

the county's serving justices and other officials. The 

Council of State on 5 May asked Parliament for a Declaration 

which required and empowered all serving officials from 

sheriffs downwards to execute their duties and preserve the 

public peace against disorders. Parliament made such a 

Declaration two days later which confirmed sheriffs, justices, 

mayors and constables in the posts they held on 25 April 166o.C 2a 

2a CJ.VIII, pp.13, 15 
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Thus, those who ha.d a. need to do so had a.n ini tia.l 

opportunity to demonstrate their willingness to accept and 

serve the restored regime, although in Durham they were 

later to disappear from out of the commission in particular. 

The Protectorate's last sheriff, Robert Ellison, in a letter 

to General Monk a.t \vhi tehall in February or i'1arch, had in­

timated his wish to lay down the office,<3) and within a 

fortnight of the King's entry into his tapital Ellison had 

been replaced by Thomas Davison ·of Blakiston, now the senior· 

member of a stoutly cavalier family.< 4l Other appointments 

were ma4e about the same time; Sir William Darcy became 

temporal chancellor during the vacancy of the see and with 

others was charged to secure the rents and estates belonging 

to Church, Crown, and sequestered delinquents. Christopher 

Mickleton resumed as protonotary of the common pleas, a 

position he had filled before the wars and for which he had 

been pursued as a delinquent, while James Bickleton became 

its c~erk.(5) Another royalist lawyer, John Heath, took up 

his old pte-w~r office of steward of the halmote courts, a 

post occupied for many of the Interregnum years by the 

quaker Anthony Pearson, and in 1662 became Cosin.' s a.ttorney 

general.C 6 ) Another family associated with episcopal offices 

was restored in the person of John Swinburne., who became 

eosin's solicitor general in December 166o.C7) Another pre-

HNC Leybourne Popham, p.l61 
CSPD 1660-1, p.50 
Ibid pp.78, 210, 244 
Randall 13, ff. 84, 94 
Thomas Swinburne, the 'notorious delinquent' of 1644, 
had been the bishoprick's last escheator before the 
Long Parliament's statute against wards and liveries 
ended the office. Randall 13, ff. 24, 96 
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war diocesan officer and delinquent, the spiritual chancellor 

Thomas Burwell, had reoccupied his post by July. ( 8) f.fore 

impetus was given to such changes when the county voiced its 

f 1 . . ""·t· (9 ) t th K. f th 1600 ·ee 1ngs 1n a pe~1 1on o ~e 1ng rom more an 

loyal inhabitants which comPlained of their former hard 

sufferings, their denial of true religious forms and the 

growth of sects and heresies, the destruction of ancient 

palatine rights - ecclesiastical and secular - and prayed 

for the restitution .of all such former rights and privileges. 

Among its leading signatories were Sir John Conyers, Sir 

William Darcy, Sir Francis Anderson, Sir Francis Liddell, 

Sir Henry Lambton, Thomas and Ralph Davison, Jerrard and . 
Anthony Salvin, and various members of the Bellasis, Carr, 

Featherstonehaugh and Killinghall families, most of them 

identifiable as long-suffering and loyal cavaliers who now 

emerged vociferously once more.ClO) The royal response w~s 

to commission the temporal chancellor, Darcy, and eleven 
I 

others to act as itinerant justices and justices of assize 
(11) 

in pleas of the crown and other pleas in the county. A 

new lord lieutenant appeared, Thomas Bellasis the second 

Viscount Fauconberg of Henknowle, whose grandfather - who 

had received the title in 1643 for his fidelity to the King 

- and father had both been harried as delinquents and 

8 CSPD 1660-1, p.ll6 . 
9 HuntE;!r 7, f.38. Undated, probably Sept. or Oct. 1660 
10 There were exceptions. Henry Lambton had come to terms 

with the Commonwealth, and Thomas Shadforth had pursued 
a dubious course until the' end of the Commonwealth 
regime. At least two others were prominent Cromwellians 
- old George Grey's son Ralph, and Anthony Smith the 
Protectorate M.P. for the city 

11 CSPD 1660-1, p.394 
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recusants over their estates in Northumberland, Durham and 

Yorkshire until their deaths in 1653 and 1649 respectively.(l2) 

Thomas Bellasis married Cromwell's third daughter Mary in 

£:1arch 1658, and on 27 ·June 1660 was granted a general 

pardon for all acts carried out under the pretended 

authority of Parliament. In November he wa.s acting as lord 

lieutenant of Durham and the North Riding.(l3) 

Thomas Bellasis affords an example as one of those 

magnates who moved adroitly through shifting circumstances 

to emerge unscathed in the final accounting. The early 

months of the Restoration sai.v many royalist members of 

Durham families now appealing to the King for redress for the 

very real sufferings and losses they ha.d had to endure, 

hm-Jever. Among such petitioners was the Sunderland royalist 

John Clarke, a cavalier major who claimed to be among the 

first to ha.ve a.ppea.red with general Honk .and whom the King 

appointed water bailiff on the Wear.<l4) Henry Lane, who 

had served with the Duke of Hamilton in 1648 and with the 

King until the battle of Worcester, petitioned to recover 

the lease on a water mill owned by the King in the county 

which he, Lane, had first bought thirty years since.Cl5) 

There were more serious statements of distress, however. 

Rebecca, the daughter of Robert Salvin of Durham, herself 

a widow, petitioned for royal favour or patronage in face 

of her father's £6,000 of losses which now left her 

12 ccc-. I I, PP. 966-8 
13 HNC, Various Collections II, pp.2, 116 
14 CSPD 16.60-l, p.242 
15 Ibid p.449 
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destitute.Cl6 ) Ralph Featherstonehaugh of Toft in Weardale, 

a member of another family of constant cavaliers, claimed he 

had been imprisoned four times, 11 sold to Ba.rbadoes 11 , and 

that a composition fine of £310 had rendered him unable to 

support his family. His request to be~ome bailiff of 

Gateshead was granted by the King.(l7) Generally however, 

the cbunty's leading royalist families do not seem to have 

been dealt crippling financial blows by their Interregnum 

ordeal; however severe none is apparent which could not 

recover from it, and the roll of the gentlemen of the 

·county charged "tvi th contributions to the county's militia 

troop of horse "tvhich mustered on 3 November 1660, shovJed 

the ranks of the county's royalist gentlemen largely un­

reduced and restored.ClB) It is clear too, that those leading 

cavalier irreconcilables like Sir Richard Tempest and colonel 

John Forcer, and others like William Riddell and John Hilton 

whose estates became snared in the complications caused by 

decease, and saw their property appear in the Acts of Sale, 

were also able to make good recoveries.Cl9) Others turned 

the Interregnum years to advantage and advancement. The 

Smiths of Eshe were a catholic family who had served the 

royal cause loyally; John Smith w.ss a colonel of horse a.nd 

died in Paris in 1649.( 20) In February 1661 his son 

Edward had a patent for a baronetcy diverted to him by a 

kinsman, Anthony Skinner, and undertook to pay the King 

16 Ibid p.391 
17 Ibid p.238 
18 See Appendix C 
19 Ibid; CSPD 1661-2, p.454 
20 RCDN pp.344-5 
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£100 per annum for service from his estate still worth 

+·1,800 (2l) E t "k" J Cl . f - a year. ven more s r1 1ng was ames _averlng o 

Axwell and Newcastle. Although the Northumberland Cla.verings 

proved firm royalists, James Clavering's constant involvement 

vJi th the parliamentary government of Durham and the north 

east generally has already been noted. It was not until the 

establishment of the Protectorate that, as an associate of 

Sir Arthur Haslerig, he made an unmistakeable break i.oli th the 

regime, and was rumoured to have loaned £4,000 to the exiled 

Charles II. (22 ) vlhatever hj_s actual motivation a.nd con-

victions, Clavering's volte face has every appearance of 

being adroit. On 24 July 1661 he was granted the dignity of 

a baronetcy, and was receiver of the King's assessment in 
(23) 

Newcastle. The success of the Axwell Claverings, already 

well established in Tyne coal and commerce at the commence­

ment of the civil war, was merely augmented by James 

Clavering's activiti~s during the period. 

For those who ha.d adhered most closely to the revolution's 

regimes retribution in varying· degrees followed. The roles 

of Sir Henry Vane the younger and Rob~rt Lilburne had been 

played out on the national stage, and they were now called 

to account by correspondingly high authority. Lilburne was 

one of those twenty six regicides still living who were 

excepted out of the act of amnesty which had been promised 

from Breda; he was committed into the charge of the sergeant 

21 CSPD 1661-2, p.510 
22 See above, p.296 
23 CSPD 1661-2, pp.42, 313 
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of the House by the Convention .Parliament and tried and 

condemned as a regicide although he had submitted himself 

and accepted the King's pardon early in June.C24 ) In 

October his forfeited property at Thickley was being 

petitioned for by the widow of a royalist suffere~ as 

restitution for her husband's losses.C 25) On 31 October 

1661 Lilburne was sent to St. Nicholas isla.nd near Plymouth 

and died there in 1665 aged fifty two.< 26 ) As a regicide, 

Lilburne could count himself fortunate to escape execution, 

and by comparison Henry Vane's case sma·cked much more of 

injustice. His unequivocal political and religious 

radicalism of the previous twenty years or more had been 

promoted with resolution and ability and had alienated him 

from the. Protectorate government. He had figured prominently 

with the republican officers of 1659 and after Monk's 

successful intervention on behalf of the Parliament he had 

b 166.0.(27) been banished to Ra y undsr house arrest in January 

Although his prominence and avowed reptiblicanism saw him 

denounced as one of the King's judges( 2B) he had in fact 

taken no part in the King's trial, and his execution was 

justified by the celebrated expedient that he was too 

dangerous a man to let live.< 29 ~ It was observed more sourly 

else·where: "it was determined to sacrifice him to the Ghost 

of the Earl of Strafford".(30) In Durham at least, for 

those whose roles had been more modest if no less committed 

24 CJ.VIII, pp.61, 66; CSPD 1660-1, p.41 
·25 Ibid p.345 
26 CSPD 1661-2, p.130 
27 CSPV 1659-61, p.llO 
28 Ibid p.l73 
29 Attributed to Charles II by Burnett, A History of my 

Own Time I, p.286 
30 Neale, Hist. of the Puritans V, p.357 
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in the years of revolution, the consequences were, in sharp 

contrast, a good deal less dire. 

On 6 July, soon after his return to England, Cosin wa.s 

writing to Daniel O'Neil, a gentleman of the King's Bed-

chamber, cone erni"ng the ca.re of the see during its vacancy, 

and in doing so violently attacked George ~nd Thomas 

Lilburne. He alleged that they were the instigators of 

the county's petition for the trial of the King and the 

chief agents of the Pro tee tora.te regime in Durham. "They 

are now looked upon •.• as men belm.; all publiq imployment", 

a.sserted Cosin, " ..• they have too exceedingly served the 

designes of the Tyrant Oliver beyond any men in ye county . . . 
He was especially harsh upon Thomas Lilburne for his ·role RS 

a commissioner~ under the major generals and as a Protector-

a.te H.P. "Yet he sai th, 11 ended Cos in bitterly, "he hath of 

late got into the General's (i.e. Monk's) favour and hopes 

by some meanes he hath used to him, to be freed from his 
(31) 

~eserved punishment••. Despite eosin's wrath Thomas seems to 

have done just this. There is nothing to suggest that he 

did not live quietly without harrassment at Offe~ton near 

Sunderland helping his father found the hospital ·at Houghton 

le Spring before his death in 1665. His father did not fare 

so well. Since the 1630s George Lilburne had been the 

personification of puritan radicalism in the county both as 

the opponent of conciliar absolutism and Laudian innovation, 

31 SP 29, 7, 59-I 

II 
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but by 1660 Lilburne was in his middle eighties and had not 

figured greatly in the government of the county in the 

Interregnum's last years. Yet for some years his na.me con-

tinued to be linked with the body of resistance to the 

Restoration which existed in Durham. Typical of this·was 

the warrant issued by Cosin as lord lieutenant for Lilburne's 

arrest as a dangerous and disaffected person who had failed 

to appear before him when summoned and had left his usual 

dwelling. Cosin ordered his house searched for arms and 

Lilburne committed to Durham gaol when found. (33) \\ihen, in 
. . 

1664, the Derwentdale plot was unccivered in the county, 

the informer John Ellerington listed him among the plotters 
. ( ~4) 

as ~~-Oliver's captaln'. ~ Lilburne's involvement in what 

was· at best a rather insubstantial intrigue may be discounted 

and nothing was pressed against him. In January and 

February 1666 he was still exercising influence and 

authority in his own locality of Sunderland when he was 

responsible for the distribution of £50 from a county fund 

for plague relief in the town.C35) He died in wealth and 

comfort in 1676 at a very advanced age. Richard Lilburne, 

the father of Robert and John, does not seem to have been 

harried at all. Continuously active in the county's affairs 

throughout the period, he was nevertheless not the force 

that his brother George was, and his role was essentially 

always a subordinate one, and was apparently recognised as 

33 M & S 31, f.93 (n.d.) 
34 eosin's letter book, 3, 44 
35 Cos. Corr. II, p.327 
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such. He lived out the initial Restoration years quietly and 

was one of only two former prominent Cromwellians who were 

invited, or permitted, to sign a loyal declaration of 

association for ·the King's safety made by the county gentry 

in January 1664-. ( 36 ) 

Other complaints, of greater or lesser substance, were 

soon being made against Cromwelli·an personalities. On 1 

June 1660 .the Lords received a. report from a. complainant in 

Durham which alleg~d that George Vane, acting as the captain 

of the county troop of militia, allowed only anti-monarchists, 

anabaptists, and quakers into its ranks, and would not yield 

up the arms of loyal cavaliers seized on Parliament's orders 

at the time of Booth's rising the previous year. Another 

militia commissioner, Francis ~'iren, was accused of failing 

to act firmly a.gains t quaker agi ta.tors. ( 3?) Both Va.ne and 

Wren soon disappeared from these positions, and with them 

went those other county names which, since 1644, had so 

cons ta.ntly provided the nucleus of county government and 

administration along with the Lilburnes - Anthony Smith, 

Gilbert Harsha.ll, Thomas Delaval, Timothy Whittingham, John 

Hiddleton and Robert Hutton. They faded from the county's 

sphere of government not merely because they were compromised 

by their Interregnum roles but also because they \.Jere, by 

and large, gentlemen of a. lesser quality who had filled 

positions they would not traditionally have done - or indeed, 

36 M & S 31, f-73! The other Cromwellian was Francis 
Wren. Ibid f.el 

37 HMC, 7th Report, p.93; LJ.XI, p.51 
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positions which had come to exist only a.s a.· consequence of 

the revolution itself. The re-creation, almost in its 

entirety, of the old palatine structure'brought with it 

those old fa.milies, patiently roya.list a.lmost to a. man,· who 

emerged once more to renew their roles within it. The 

Cromwellians at least appear to have sunk into obscurity 

in a spirit intended by the Act of Indemnity without serious 

molestation. There were exceptions; Timothy Whittingham 

and the Lilburne's old associate Thomas Midford were among 

those prisoners of quality held at Durham gaol in April 

1664 as a consequence of the Derwentdale disclosures,C3B) 

but in truth, the puritan and republican reaction to the 

King's return which was feared and searched for by the 

Restoration authorities was not, in Durham, to be unearthed 

in any strength, in that stratum of the Interregnum gentry. 

Active dissent and resistance in the county seemed to lie 

at a rather lower level still, among those baptists and 

other sectaries. vJhich the climate of the Commonwealth and 

Protectorate years had .rn.urtured among the yeoman farmers of 

the Durham uplands, and the merchants a.nd shop keepers of 

Sunderland, South Shields and Durham city. County men 

prominent a~ong them were the South Shields men Lewis Frost 

and the preacher brothers Cuthbert and Michael Coatsworth, 

Edward- Shepperdson of Sunderland, a fo_rmer captain under 

Haslerig, and his brother Adam, and John Jobling the baptist 

38 SP 28, 96, 69 
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gaoler at Durham for much of the 1650s.' 39 ) But from the 

outset the eye of this sectarian discontent was seen to lie 

in two men, Paul Hobson and Thomas Gower. Both were ana­

baptists. in the later seventeenth century's sense of radical 

political and religious acti~ists; Hobson had been Haslerig's 

deputy governor at Newcastle a.nd had remained· influential in 

the region despite his dislike of the Protectorate and had 

acted on Lambert's behalf in the events of 1659-60. Gower, 

another soldier, had established the baptist church at 

Newcastle and was a close associate of Hqbson throughout 

the 1650s. Neither were north countrymen a.nd were extrem-

ists of a sort eschewed by a majority of their co-religionists~ 40 

Hobson and John Jobling remained in the north at the 

Restoration and were pursued closely by bishop Cosin as lord 

lj_eutena.nt, both being imprisoned in 1661. In August they 

secured bail however, and in November absconded to the 

capital with a. Londoner, Thomas Lames, and remained at 

Lames' house despite being summoned back to Durham by the 

deputy lieutenants. Cosin, through intercepted letters 

which had come to him, was convinced that Jobling, Hobson 

and Gower - who had also fled the north when warrants were 

issued against him - continued to correspond from London 

''···with the Anabaptists and other disaffected persons in 

the City of Durham," and elsewhere in the north. C4l) Hobson 

had been impr~soned and released on bail again by June 1662, 

39. Cosin's letter book, 3, 44; SP 29, 96, 70(1) 
40 Undervmod, Hist. En§. Ba.otists, pp.92-3 
41 Cos. Carr. II, pp.~ -100 
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and at eosin's instigation a warrant was made out on 7 

November for the arrest of him, Gower and others at Lomes' 

house. This 111as effected, and Hobson, Lomes a.nd four others 

were forced to enter two bonds of £1,000 each for good 

behaviour and their appearance when required.C 42 ) Inevitably, 

the names of Hobson, Gower and Jobling figured in the 

Derwentdale revelations, although Hobson was ready to turn 

King's evidence.C43) Thomas Gower was still carrying on 

his religious activities in the north in 1669, when he was 

proceeded against for private preaching in Gateshead.C44) 

Quakers in the county were also soon receiving the 

attentions of the restored episcopal authorities •. Many 

refused the oath of allegiance and arrests took place at 

Headla.m and Norton, among Robert Linton's group at South 

Shields and of the two prominent Sunderland Quakers Richard 

tJilson and Lancelot ~vardall .. BY 1661 at least ninety 

friends had been committed to Durham gaol.<45) About 

September 1661 twenty seven men and women from Boldon, 

Sunderland and as far afield as Whitby were arrested at 

Linton's house in Shields by major Graham, the deputy 

governor of Tynemouth castle. Although there was apparently 

no legal authority for their detention they suffered a 

month's imprisonment before being released.C 46 ) While the 

episcopal authorities were also intercepting quaker letters 

and papers, some attempt at discussion with them was made 

CSPD 1661-2, pp.62, 549, 559, 564 
UndervJOod, Hist. Eng. Baptists, pp. 92-3 
Memoirs of Ambro~e Barnes, pp.407-8· · 
DQS. 3-5/pp.82-6; Steel, Earlv Friends, pp.68, 71 
Ibid p.l8 
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in February 1661 by John Barwick, the dean, at the request of 

the Durham justices, but he could report nothing achieved to 

secretary Nicholas. <47 ) ~!hile the restored Durham church \vas 

unable to deal a crippling blow to the county's quakers, the 

Restoration nevertheless had a radical effect upon their 

greatest champion, Anthony Pearson. An information against 

him in June 1660 alleged that meetings of more than a. 

hundred persons took place at his house every night, and 

that two or three cartloads of knives and daggers had also 

been take~ there.< 4B) He w~s still under a cloud, and ex-

amined in London in December 1661, for a suspicious journ·ey 

he had made into Scotland. His answers revealed that he 

had made, or was about to make, a complete turn-about in 

his position and beliefs. ·He pointed out tha.t he had served 

the Interregnum governments as a servant, not as a partis~n, 

had never held a commission against the King, a.nd had proved 

himself a friend to distressed royalists and dispossessed 

clergy. His quaker beliefs he dismissed as the 'chimerical 

notions' of the times which he had embraced in youthful 

folly; he had been won back to sounder opinions several 

years since by the prominent royalist, once again influential 

in Restoration Durham, Sir William Darcy.< 49) Pearson's 

defection, when many v1ere having to adjust their positions 

and take up new stances, is nevertheless astonishingly 

abject and total. The man who had written an able book 

CSPD 1660-1~ p.514 
ffi~C, 7th Report, p.93; LJ.XI, p.51 
Steel, Early Friends, p.l7 
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against tithes,<5o) and bearded Cromwell himself in a protest 

against imprisoned quaker brethren, ( 5l) app~a.rs as an un­

mitigated turncoat. His action did perhaps, as has been 

suggested, (52 ) deal a hea.vy blovJ to quaker morale in the 

county, but Pearson himself claimed to have abandoned his 

beliefs several years before the Restoration and the growth 

of anti-quaker activity by the Protectorate authorities in 

Durham after 1657 perhaps reflects this. The county's 

friends had probably come to terms with his loss by 1660. 

It was with a Colchester man, Crisp, that dean Barwick 

spbke as the leader of the Durham quakers in February 1661. 

Despite his own disappointing actions Pearson probably 

deserves substantial acknowledgement for preparing the soil 

and tending the young plant of quakerism in Durham and the 

region about. The efforts offue restored episcopacy were 

unable to eradicate it and although the 1660s subjected it 

to a good deal of persecution,C53) the Durham parishes con­

tinued to shovJ a. thin but perdurable growth. (54) 

A good many of the county's clergy who had appeared as 

non-episcopal appointees since 1644 soon found themselves 

under pressure in 1660. In several livings it was seen to 

be vain for a minister like Richard Frankland at St. 

Helen's Auckland, v1hen faced by a hostile congregation a.nd 

a rival claimant to the living, to refer himself to the 

King's assurance of quiet possession until a national 

50 

51 
52 
53 

54 

The Great Case of Tythes trulv Stated bv a Countryman 
(London, 1657) TT, E 931(2) 
DNB, XLIV, p. 161 
Nuttallt Geor~e Fox ••• p.97 . 
DQS. 3-//pp.l 6, 154, 156, 159, 182, 212-3, 255, 269, 
275, 277, 285 . 
See Brearley, Discipline and Local Government, p.207 
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settlement of religion was ~hieved.C55) At Middleton in 

Teesdale Thomas Kentish also suffered prompt ejection and 

harrassment,<56 ) and a pattern for expulsions of this sort 

- in the county was established long before the Act of 

Uniformity. Indeed, as early as March 1660, the prominent 

independent Thomas Weld at Gateshead had ~ithdrawn in 

favour of John Ladler who himself had serv~d as an intruder 

in the county but in fact had a dorm~nt presentation to 

Gateshead rectory from bishop Morton. In October 1661 

Thomas Dixon at Kelloe vicarage was turned out 'in a tumul-t-

uous manner' by Thomas Pearson who had been presented to 

the place by bishop Cosin.-(5?) By the end of 1660 diocesan 

commissioners were eiamining clerics as to their fitness 

to hold their livings. On 3 December John Kidd, the intruder 

at Redmarshall, appeared before Dr. Joseph Craddock and the 

restored royalists Anthony Byerley, Cuthbert Carr, Ralph 

Davison, Ludovick Hall and Sir Willia-m Darcy. (58) Ki.dd 

conformed, although he was not allowed to continue at 

Redmarshall. Not all of the puritan clergy went meekly. 

In July 1660 the Scot John Bowie, wbo had served for ten 

years ·or more at ~lwick, one of Cosin's two valuable Durham 

livings, informed eosin's agents, Thomas Shadforth and 

lriilliam Blakiston, that the King had abolished pluralities 

and proclaimed 11 a.ga.inst forcible entries'', and thus he, 

Bowie, expected to retain Elwick rectory. Bla~iston 

55 Calamy, Memorial II, p.l78 
56 Ibid p.182 
57 Ibid pp.lSl-2 
58 Hunter ?., f .40 
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informed him that he must make good his claim at law, and 

as for diocesan concurrence in his retaining the place told 

him he showed 11 false lodgick seeing we had 100 better subjects 

unprovided 11 • Bowie contested his right at the next assizes 

but lost, only being granted a week or so to carry away his 

effects.C59) Another intruder, Nicholas Battersby, who had 

been put into the wealthy living of Houghton le Spring by 

Cromwell, disputed the possession with John Barwick, who was 

to be the first Restoration dean, having succeeded in 

obtaining a presentation to the place from the King about 

June 1660 while the see was vacant. His ploy, too, was 

foiled however, after Barwick himself petitioned the King.C 60) 

William Pell withdrew from Easington when the old incumbent, 

Gabriel Clarke, returned, but found a place at Great Stainton 

of which he w~s finally deprived in 1662.C61) On St. 

Bartholemew's Day 1662, ejections in Durham and Northumberland 
(62) 

totalled no more than fifteen or so, but against this 

modest number must be set as many as thirty Durham clergy 

- both conformers and non-conform~rs - who had either with-

drawn, been ejected or transferred from the livings they 

had held in fue two years or so before this fateful date.' 63 ) 

So far a.s the parish clergy was concerned, its purging and 

reordering began within weeks of the King's return and was 

progressing steadily long before 24 August 1662. 

Many of those non-conforn:ists deprived in Durham 

undoubtedly represented the best, in terms of character and 

Cos. Corr.II, pp.5-6, 8 
CSPD 1660-1, p.87 
Calamy, Hemorial II, p.l83 
Bartholemew's Davin Contemporary News Sheets, 
S.W. Carruthersi Journal of the Presbyterian Hist. 
Soc. of Eng. Vo • VI, (1936-9) p.214 
See Appendix E 
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ability, of the puritan clergy. 11 None that knew him~ 11 

wrote Calamy of William Pell, "could, without the greatest 

injustice, deny him the character of a very learned pious 
. (64) 

man, and a grave solid preacher~•. Cosin himself took 

pains to try and .reach the more moderate and able clergy, 

offering Richard Frankland a private ordination and a 

specious form of words: 11If thou hast not been ordained, 

I ordain thee 11(65) Both of these highly regarded 

clerics chose the dissenting wilderness however, Pell 

suffering imprisonment at Durham for preaching after his 

ejection in 1662 and fulfilling thirty years of non-

conformist ministry in various parts of the ~ountry there-

after.· Frankland too, worked in the north until the last 

years of the century, establishing a school at Rathmil in 

Yorkshire to which the presbyterian Sir Thomas Liddell of 

Ravensworth sent his son. Another ejected dissenter, 

Thomas Wilson who had occupied Lamesley chapel, used his 

house for meetings for two years after the indulgence-of 

1672.(66 ) At least another twenty eight clergy who had 

held cures during the Interregnum years can clearly be 

identified as conformers. Some of these men soon moved out 

of the diocese, some to promtnence in the Restoration church, 

yet the posture of a number of _them during the puritan 

ascendancy suggests equivocation and accommodation, when 

it is difficult to believe that material-consideration~ 

did not loom as large as spiritual conscience with them, and 

64 Calamy, Memorial II, p.l83 
6
6
t Ibid pp.l78, 183 
o Ibid 
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who were presumably to be recognised later among those 

'semi-conformists' whose indiscipline was to prove a thorn 

in bishop eosin's flesh.C 67 ) Cosin himself, wit~ men like 

Sudbury, Basire, and Gra.nville, was to struggle continually 

for discipline and competence in his clergy in the wake of 

Interregnum licence. Inevitably, there was to be much 

preoccupation with rubrics and decretals, but there was, 

too, a concer_n for more basic considerations like due 

reverence and decorum. Cosin was moved to complain, in 

the ia.rly 166os, of the irregular dress of the chapter 

clergy, who appeared in the ca thedra.l 11 ••• in night govmes 

and grey stockings •.• wearing long rapiers, great skirted 

jumpes, and short.daggers 11 , and who 11 sitt with theire hatts 

on their heads at the reading of the first and second 
(68) 

lessons''· Such laxity and ill-order at the centre did 

not auger well for the extremities of the diocese, where, 

besides the variable quality of the incumbent, two years 

after the Restoration,meny churches lacked the bibles, 

prayer books, surplices, fonts and communion tables purged 

by the puritans.C 69) Cosin enjoined his dean and 

prebendaries to go out and preach in the diocese ''specially 

where sermons are most wanting, and able preachers, for 

1 k f d . . d t -1- b h d · II ( 70) . ac o · ue prov1s1ons an myn enance, canno~ e a ••. 

Whether the generality of the restored 6lergy was better 

or worse in quality to that which had existed in 1640 it 

67 

68 
(;9 

70 

See The Works and Letters of Dennis Granville D.D., 
Dean of Durham. Clergy who might fairly be thus 
charged, with equivocation at least are Richard and 
John Hickes, Daniel Bushel, Edward ~maithwaite, Leonard 
~'last ell, John Ladler, and John Bewick 
Wo~ks of Granville, pp.l44, 267, 269 
This was most true of Northumberland it seems. Isaac 
Ba.sire's .Information, 1 Apr. 1662, Hunter 2, f.68 
A~t~cle? of Enguirr,, bishop Cos in's first· Episcopal 
V1s1tat1on, 1662, dunter 2, f.78 
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is impossible to say, but certainly, there was no perceptible 

difference. 

The reconstruction of the Durham chapter produced a 

somewhat variegated assemblage. Of the pre-war prebendaries 

six yet survived to resume their place~. The oldest, 

Gabriel Clarke, archdeacon of Durham and holder of the first 

prebend, was originally one of bishop Neile's clergy, as was 

John Cosin, who until his elevation still occupied the 

tenth stall. Other pre-war figures of Cosin's outlook who 

now reappeared were John Barwick, soon to be~ome C6sin's 

f . t d f b . f . d ( 71 ) B . h 1rs ean or a r1e per1o , and Isaac as1re, w o 

was to serve the diocese long and ably as archdeacon of 

Northumberland. ( 72) The other two returners \vere appointees 

of bishop Morton - Joseph Naylor in the second stall and 

Richard Wrench who had been appointed to the sixth prebend 

in February 1646 and was finally confirmed in the.position 

by Cosin and the dean and Chapter in 166o.< 73 ) Of the 

six vacancies existing in the chapter these· were soon being 

filled up by the crown while the see was vacant in response 

to petitions for preferments. Although the new choices for 

bishop and dean were decided upon, neither was accorded 

much voice ih the royal advancements. Elias Smith, holder 

of a Northumberland living and for many yea~s the preceptor 

of the bishoprick and much ill-used by the Interregnum 

au~horities, was supported by Cosin in his petition to the 

71 

72 

73 

After the death of the last pre-war dean, Dr. Walter 
Balcanquall, in 1645, two others, Dr. Christopher 
Potter and Dr. William Fuller, were appointed, but 
both died w~thout filling the office which was 
vacant in lb60. Walker, Clergv II, p.l9 
Barwick received the fourth prebend about lb41 or '42, 
Basire the seventh in 1643. Thus neither had 
effectively enjoyed their position. Walker, Clergy 
II, pp.l9-20 
Bishops' Register of Institutions, p.l05 
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King for the fifth prebend, but the patronage of Monk - now· 

the Earl of St. Albans - secured it for an outsider, Thomas 

Dalton. <74) Two other nevJcomers, Daniel Brevint and Thomas 

Smith, secured the prebends vacated by Cosin and Barwick, 

. t 1 th h th of ... , . orr. . 1 ( 75) aga1n apparen y roug . e agency ~ne ~1ng a one. 

On 16 November 1660 dean BarvJick complained - albeit 

obliquely - to secretary Nicholas of the difficulties being 

created for the diocesan authorities by the crown's rush to 

fill places and spoke unhappily of another royal appointment, 

Dr. Thomas i;Jood the rector of \Ihickham, who petitioned the 

King for the eleventh prebend in June.< 76 ) Wood remained 

a.t Durham three years before removing to Lichfield first 

a~ dean, and later as bishop, despite his scarcely concealed 

predilection and sympathy for dissenting puritanism. In 

1668 bishop Hacker of Lichfield wrote to eosin's chaplain: 

"entreat with my Lord Bishop of Durham to call of our most 

untractable and filthy natur'd Dean from hence, and command 

him to his benefice, or his prebend at Durham .•. 11 something 

which Cosin showed no signs of doing.<77) Wood was 

ult~mately deprived of his episcopal office by archbishop 

Bancroft in 1684 for flagrant dereliction of his duties. 

Thus, the Restoration chapter '"'as by no mea.ns bishop 

eosin's personal choice, composed as it was of Laudians 

like Basire, more moderate but sound men like Naylor and 

'L'Jrench, and a goodly number of newcomers who were to a 

74 CSPD 1660-1, pp.222, 330 
75 Ibid pp.5ll-2; Bishops' Register of Institutions, p.l05 
76 CSPD 1160-1, pp.85, 357-8,. 365 
77 Works of Granville, p.XV (n.) 
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certain degree unknown quantities, and could include a 

figure like Wood. Perhaps Cosln's ideal was personified 

by Dr. William Sancroft who came to Durham in 1660 as his 

chaplain. When Barwick beca.me dean of .st. Paul's in the 

summer of 1661 Sancroft, who had been installed as ninth 

prebendary in March, assumed Barwick's living as rector of 

Houghton le Spring.(7B) It was perhaps ironic that a parish· 

which had been so much exposed to puritan influences should 

now become the living of the classical non-juror. Dr. John 

Sudbury appeared as dean in Barwick's stead, and this saw 

another old Laudian, Thomas Triplet, vacate his Durham 

livings a.t \·Jashington and Whi tburn to take up the prebend 

Sudbury had left a.t St. Paul's ( 79 ) in London. 

Although all crown and church possessions disposed of 

·by the parliamentary and Interregnum regimes since the 

beginning of the civil war were restored without exception 

by the Convention Parliament, both the new bishop and the 

new dean found need to complain of the condition in which 

they found episcopal and capitular resources ifi the county. 

On 4 January 1661 Barv.1ick 1-Jrote to secretary Nicholas: 

11 This church's case is the hardest in England, hardly 

knowing how to get restitution, except by the Commissioners 
(80) 

for Sales". · On 23 August Cosin lamented t~ his new 

chaplain, Sancroft, that while. ecclesiastical possessions 

were being quickly restored they had become run down and 

78 Allen 5, ff.25, 82 
79 Ibid 14- (Whi tburn) ; CSPD 1661-2, pp. 98, 168 
80 CSPD 1660-1, p.467 
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very poor because of "the late purchasers" \oJho ha.d not 

realised adequate rents, fines, or leases. This, coupled 

with the generally impoverished state of the county, meant 

that his own episcopal revenues were insufficient to meet 
. ( 81) 

hls expenses. Cosin had already, in December 1660, 

ma.de representations to the King over his loss of 'l.vardships 

of which the county palatine, in common with the crown, had 

been deprived by the Long Parliament, and which were not to 

be restored. Cosin claimed wardships to be the chief source 

of episcopal revenue. (8 2) Nevertheless, such complaints are 

difficult to take too E".eriously; in 1661 the prebendal 

fines for the year were being estimated at between £600 to 

£1,000 a man - sums which did rtot suggest dire financial 

difficulties for the Durham church. CB 3 ) There is little 

evidence of any serious resistance to deprivation from 

Interregnum purchasers of church lands. The Lilburnes 

contested their right to the dean and chapter land they had 

bought at Bearpark near Durham,C 84 ) and Thomas Hidford 

threatened to contest his prebendial purchases near 

Pittington.<85) Some obstinate resistance came from John 

Fenwick, not a purchaser, but who had followed his father 

as a parliamentary nominee to the mastership of Sherburn 

hospital, when the original master, John Machan, who had 

been turned out in 1644, reappeared. Hachon found the 

local justices unresponsive to his appeals for help in 

81 
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~~ 
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Cos. Carr. II, pp.23-4, 31-3 
CSPD 1.160-1, p.411 
Ibid pp.486-7 
Ibid ·p.ll3; Comm. XII a/4 p.29 
Cos. Carr. II, pp.J-4 
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regaining his place and finally resorted to a petition to 

the King late in.l66o. The matter was referred to bishop 

Cosin, 1rJho effected Machen's restoration soon after·. (S6 ) 

The last parliamentary holder of Greatham hospital, captain 

S . A k . th ( 87 ) h tl 1mon s Wl - 5 seems to have departed muc more quie · y, 

and indeed, such resistance to the restoration of 

ecclesiastical possessions was clearly of no avail, and 

soon petered out. County men like the Lilburnes, Midford, 

Richa.rd Marshall and Ada.m Sheppardson thus suffered for their 

opportunism in acquiring church land but these· and others 

were purchasers in a moderate or small way. Those individuals 

who had bought up property on a large scale were not county 

men; Sir Arthur Haslerig with his notorious acquisitions, 

and his close associate George Fenviick who purchased 

Sunderland, Houghton manor, and Ryhope, were as much out­

siders as men like Thomas Andrews and Walter Boothby, 

representative fi~ures of the London capital which had been 

speculated in Durham. (88) 

The Restoration set in motion once more the old, and 

more important, wrangle between dean and chapter and their 

tenantry. It was the complaint of the tenants, in their 

petition to the King in 1661., that the King's Declaration 

cif Breda, and his letters to the archbishops with regard. to 

the future of old tenants and Interregnum purchasers, had 

be~n totally disregarded in Durham. As well as re-opening 

the old wound of customary tenures and written leases, the 

86 CSPD 1160-1, p.434 
87 CJ.VII, p.328; CSPD 1658-9, p.l22 
88 See above, p.202; Allen 22, (Sale of Bishop's Lands) 
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dean and chapter had dashed the tenants' hopes of renewing 

their tenures without fine - indeed, greater fines than ever 

before were now being demanded. The matter was referred to 

the King's commissioners for the pretended sale of crmvn 

and church lands on 4 March 1662, who ordered the parties to 

resolve their differences or the dean and chapter to return. 

a written answer to the petition by 30 May. This the dean 

and chapter did, immediately attacking the petitioners as 

Interregnum interlopers and not recognisable from capitular 

records as tenants of any standing whatsoever. None of the 

nineteen signatories had a le~se in being and the first 

petitioner, Nicholas Hall,. was recognised as a. mere purchaser 

who had himself bought his farm from one who had acquired it 

from the late usurping trustees. None of them had volun_: 

tarily attempted to regularise his position with the 

restored dean and chapter and some had responded to the 

dean and chapter's approach by asserting that they had 

purchased their holdings and 6wed no rents. Other than 

this the capitular authorities found the accusation against 

them~elves general and unspecific, and maintained that their 

demands upon their tenants were not unreasonable for the 

times. The royal commissioners heard the case on 6 June, 

when the interim stay on the granting of new leases was 

removed and the peti~ioners required to pay the reserved 

rents due from them before they might proceed further. 
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Although the scales were tilted once more against the ten-

ants, the affair wrangled on, with a new bill being filed 

by them in November with answers and exceptions folloHing 

it.CB9) Indeed, the issue, or a recurrent phase of it was 

again being aired in the spring of 1664, when the tenants 

were once more worsted, the Lord Chancellor telling them 

in chancery: 11 ••• to learn better manners than to contend 

with ·their landlords, who for ought had appeared to him, 
(90) 

had used them very well 11 • 

The period 1640-60 did not provide a satisfactory, 

long-term solution for the dean and chapter's tenants. 

The dispute, which had endured since the creation of the 

chapter itself after the Dissolution, had never ceased to 

be a recurring theme of dissatisfaction and contention, and 

the oppositionists of the county in the late 1630s and early 

1640s were able to fuse the economic and legalistic elements 

of discontent with puritan religious ones to create another 

instrument with which to sap the episcopal structure. A 

majbrity of tenants however, whatever their personal 

religious outlook, were genuine in their sense of grievance. 

Gentlemen, yeomen and less in status, their preoccupation 

was with·their holdings as a source of livelihood, and men 

like George drey, Anthony Smith and the Lilburnes who them­

selves had interests as c~pitular tenants and who organised 

the tenantry, were scarcely representative of them in that 

89 Allen T ·. 30 
90 Darnell, Corresoondence of Isaac Bas ire·; pp. 228-30 
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sense. The opportunity to purchase their holdings afforded 

them in 1649 was doubtless greeted with both satisfaction 

and urgency by many tenants who had by then suffered nine 

years of virtually continuous military presence and 

financial exactions. The burden of assessments and soldiery, 

and the dislocation of normal life suffered generally by 

the county before 1650 must have straitened the circumstances 

of many tenants and reduced their capacity to purchase, yet 

they were pressed by uncertainty - as some were later to 

claim - as their original agreements expired, and, 'tvi thou t 

the prospect of customary renewal, purchase was the alterna-

tive. It is not possible to say what proportion did pur-

chase, but certainly the trustees still had capitular lands 

in their charge in l657.C9l) The fact that some did not, 

for one reason or another, buy up their tenements, or sub­

sequently resold their purchases, meant that for over a. 

decade a substantial number of newcomers appeared as the 

holders of dean and chapter land in 1660. The existence 

of such holders further blurred, confused and weakened the 

appeal to customary rights when it was renewed once more 

at the Restoration. The dean and chapter could claim it 

owed them nothing; the newness - indeed the illegality 

of their holdings was a weak link in the argument of 

traditional tenants which the dean and chapter was able to 

exploit when the leases issue was resumed. 

91 Sha1v, English Church II, app. VI I, pp. 515-6 
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Thus, the confusions ~f the period served rather to 

weaken further the tenants' position, while the attitude 

of the dean and chapter returned unimpaired and strong in 

1660. It remains possible to see this outcome - para­

doxically perhaps - as a progressive rather than a 

retrogressive one in the long-term strengthening of the 

capitular position over that of the tenants following the 

events of the Interregnum. To do so the capitular insti-

tution needs to be viewed as a large, corporate landlord, 

unable to effect an adequate return out of its assets 

because of the bulwark of customary, traditional but 

largely anachronistic, means of tenure behind which its 

tenants sought to entrench themselves. In deaneries and 

collegiate structures elsewhere, written leases - for 

usually short terms of years, and with realistic fines -

were the rule, and the Durham tenants themselves acknow­

ledged this.< 92 ) The dean and chapter's attitude was thus 

justified in the sense that it sought to resist land being 

under-rented and unrealistically valued during a prolonged 

period of steady inflation, as an attempt to impose modern 

procedures in line with changing times and as a further 

erasure of lingering medieval patterns. From this view-

point the Durham dean and chapter was a progressive and 

forward-looking body, albeit in an introverted sense, and 

their tenants selfishly and narrowly conservative, aqd 

deserving of defeat, although it is doubtful if either side 

92 TT, 669, f.l5(13) 



actually saw the issue quite as broadly - or with such 

hindsight. 

Another old struggle was promptly renewed at the 

Restoration, emerging .unimpaired and unchanged from the 

flux of the Interregnum years - the desire of the county 

for parliamentary representation. In the first months of 

the Restoration, with the see vacant upon the death of 

bishop Morton in 1659, the county moved quickly in an attempt 

to seize a fortuitous chance of achieving its wish, appar-

ently seeking a fait accompli with which to face its new 

bishop. A Bill, with printed reasons, was before the 

Commons in July 1660 with the approva.l of the King, who 

had authorised Sir William Darcy to use a part of certain 

royal moneys in his hands to realise the county's purpose.C93) 

On 15 August the bill had passed the Commons and had been 

sent up to the Lords but here the measure was dropped when 

the new bishop caught up with it. ( 94 ) Thwa.rted in this 

piece of opportunism, the county's gentlemen were forced 

to revert t.o more usual procedures, and in 1661 the matter 

was raised in the sessions.<95) It was the first of a long 

and depressingly unsuccessful series of formal represents-

tions which were to be made, when an appeal of the grand 

jury to the sitting justices would split them into their 
(96) 

respective camps - lay justices for and clerics against. 

The county's c~se was expressed in five points: all 

CJ.VIII, pp.88, 105, 108, 114, 122) 
LJ.XI, p.l29; P~~A Vol. VII, p.l2o 
Cos. Carr. II, pp.~6-7 
Allen 7, f.l94· 

CSPD 1660-1, p.206 



counties had members of Parliament; the obvious comparison 

with Durham- the county palatine of Chester - had members; 

the county was now subject - as it had undoubtedly been 

without question for the last ~enty years - to all subsidies 

and aids raised by Parliament; lack of a voice in 

Parliament over the apportioning of aids was to the county's 

detriment; members of Parliament would in no way impair 

the jurisdiction of the county palatine.C 9?) The matter 

of the £26,000 Scottish debt still unpaid since 1641 was 

also cited as an e~ample of the weakness of non-representation, 

and Cosin himself raised that matter in the Lords in 

January 1662 in an effort to show that he could secure the 

county's interests there. The county was not to be con-

vinced however, either by Cosin's abortive efforts in the 

Lords or his written counter-argument. This was p~oduced 

by Miles Stapleton, Cosin's secretary and .adviser, and 

began with an unpersuasive ap~eal to the past, and the 

assertion that Chester had had knights and burgesses since 

Henry VIII's reign- a statement which reinforced as much 

as it demolished the county's argument. More pertinently 

however, it pointed out that only freeholders were to be 

enfranchised and raised the question of that majority in 

the county which outnumbered freeholders two to one - the 

episcopal and capitular tenants who held by custom and 

lease. Again, the qualifications of the city of ·Durham 

were called in question; it ~as already being challenged by 

97 Hunter 24, f.l 
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other towns older and more important in terms of population, 

tra.de and wealth. Nor was there any precedent to be drawn 

upon by the county from its recent Protectorate repres-

entatives, for those members had been 11 ••• chosen by a 

Disaffected and Disloyal party of the Countrey, the rest 

(far more considerable than that party·was) not consenting 

to them, nor acknowledging themselves to be represented by 

them. 11 (
9B) The loyalty of the county which had caused it, 

during the Interregnum, to stand apart and deny any con-

currence in an issue vihich was dear to its heart, was now 

a.droi tly and rather cynically cited against those same 

loyal. cavaliers 1 desires. 11 Breve Regis non curri t in 

comitatu Palatine Dunelmensi", Stapleton ended, and the 

assertion remained no more than the truth so far as 

parliamentary representation was concerned throughout the 

twelve years of the old conservative Cosin's episcopate. 

The effor'ts of the county's Interregnum authorities 

to establish a centre of learning at Durham is perhaps the 

most admirable episode of the period. It presented one 

of the best faces of the English revolution in its 

intention, and while its foundation was the desire of many 

across. the northern counties the scheme drew much of its 

impetus from that stratum of the county's ~ower gentry 

which revealed energy and ability in the ordering of the 

·county throughout the difficulties of the times. The 

involvement of the Lilburnes, Anthony Smith, Gj_lbert 

98 A. Printed Answer to the Five R-easons, Hiles Sta.pleton 
(n.d.) Hunter 24, ff.2-B 
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Harshall, John Hiddl eton a.nd modest Durham townsmen like 

Ayreson and Lee can all be discerned in the forefront of 

the venture. Their concern can fairly be said to have 

sought after the prestige and advancement of the region 

before any other consideration, and it was probably a 

laudable but premature excess of enthusiasm whj_ch brought 

dm·m upon it the monopolistic jealousies of other, existing 

institutions. There is a view, too, for the apologists of 

Oliver Cromwell to mine in a glimpse of his own·vision and 

interest. "\oJfho knows," he wrote to Lenthall in ·1650, 11 but 

the setting on foote of this worke at this tyme may suite 

with Gods present dispensacions, & may ..• produce such 

happy & glorious Fruites as are scearse thought on, or 

foreseene ... 11 (99) That the institution could have 

survived the Restor~tion, even had differing circumstances 

allowed it to secure for itself a number of yeaTs' growth 

and consolidation, must be doubted. Implicit in its 

inception and continuing existence was the disappearance of 

episcopal and capitular institutions, and feelings 

inspired by the name Cromwell j_n the immediate Restoration 

years and long after were certainly more than sufficient 

to damn it. Hare recently it has been observed: "~.s late 

as the 1950s the suggestion that a college at Durham 

Univesity might be named after the man who created a 

University at Durham three hundred years earlier met with 

astonishingly fierce 6pposition. The name finally accepted, 

99 Carlyle, Cromwell's Letters and Soeeches III, p.l20 
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by an appropriately drab compromise, wa.s Grey College."(lOO) 

In the crisis of 1642 Durham showed itself to be pre-

domiitmtly royalist in sentiment. To a surprising extent a 

good proportion of those men who reappeared promptly to take 

up positions in the county's Restoration government in 1660 

were the same figures who, almost twenty years before, had 

been filling the same or similar posts when the Earl of 

Newcastle had first appeared in the north east. In effect, 

there had been little change in the per~onalities or 

machinery of county government under the Earl's sway between 

late 1642 and mid 1643 when .sheriff, under sheriff, deputy 

lieutenants, justices and officers and agents of the palatine 

courts had virtually all continued to fulfil their duties 

on behalf of King and bishop. Many of such men were also 

commissioners of array and officers in the northern army 

and the financial penalties subsequently meted out· to them 

ensured that most of them had no further overt involvement 

in. the struggle. In 1648 Langdale's call to northern 

royalists was answered by diehard activists like Sir Richard 

Tempest, John Jackson and John Forcer, but the failure of 

the cavaliers at that time meant an end to serious active 

resistance in Durham and the north generally. Throughout 

the 1650s however, the majority of royalist feeling which 

persisted in the county constituted an uncomfortable, ever­

present threat to the new regimes: there was a constant 

concern on the part of the Interregnum rulers about 

100 Hill, God's Enelishma.n, p.274 
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incipient plots and rising9which in the event never material-

ised in serious fashion. If the county's cavalier majority 

was in this sense passive and quiescent however, it also 

remained impressively aloof from the regimes it found itself 

living under and manifested an enduring refusal to play any 

part in them. Sequestration, fines, the disposal of 

property, the decimation tax, sporadic ha.rra ssment and 

control of their movements(lOl) were all endured by Durham's 

cavaliers and they vJere left by such things implacable and 

irreconcilable. 

It v.ra.s not until 1644· and the establishment of 

parliamentary ascendancy in Durham that a significant change 

took place in the government of the county. Jviuch of the 

palatine legal and administrative structure. broke down and 

many of those individuals involved in its working vJere 

alienated as delinquents. In its stead appeared the county 

committee with its prime preoccupations of seqciestration, 

ass-essments, military provision and religious direction but 

which did little to ease the confusion and hardships of the 

county in the late 164os. The power and prestige of the 

Vane family placed it naturally at the head of the county's 

affairs in 1644 and around it gathered those gentleme.n vJho 

had espoused the parliamentary cause. The hegemony of the 

Vanes was immediately resented by the Lilburne family and 

its adherents - lesser gentlemen and yeomen for the most 

101 CSPD 1658-9, p.89 
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part, capitular and episcopal tenants, and men with 

interests in the growing economy of the Wear, who mis-

trusted the Vanes as opportunists - former courtiers and now 

parliamentary grandees. Despite the considerable authority 

they had wielded in the disordered state of affairs since 

1644 it was apparent by 1649 that the Lilburnes could not 

challenge the joint power of the Vanes and Sir Arthur 

Haslerig. They found themselves isolated and George Lilburne 

turned out of all offices for-a time at the commencement of 

the Commonwealth. 

More than anyone, the Durham Lilburnes personified the 

course of the revolution in the county. Presbyterian in 

religion, George, his brother Richard and son Thomas were 

yet ~ndependents in their politics throughout the 1640s. 

Of Richard Lilburne's sons Robert and John were to remain 

republicans and sectaries of the most radical sort, but 

Henry Lilburne's moderate presbyterian susceptibilities 

proved fatal to him in the crisi of 1648. The remainder 

of the family came to terms with events - George and Thomas 

to the extent of promoting the county's petition for the 

King's trial. About 1650 Thomas Shadforth, at that time in 

dispute 1.vith the Lilburnes, charged George Lilburne: 11 Truth 

is, your play was alwayes to save stakes, and now you have 

run through Cavalier, ridged Presbyterian, Independe~t and 

arrived at--- and I doubt vJill never prove f1Iartyr, if there 

should be a. further (Gradation) or Change. 11 (l02) Indeed, 

102 Tnnocency modestly vindicated, p.6 
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Shadforth, himself by no means constant in his loyalties, 

was to see the Lilburnes shift their ground again, for with 

the end of the Commonwealth and the estrangement of Haslerig 

and the younger Vane from the Protectorate government, it 

was the Lilburnes - George and Richard, Thomas and Robert -

who emerged as leading Cromwellians. Another, and final, 

adjustment to the course of events brought a rift in the 

family when Thomas Lilburne became one of Honk's agents in 

Durham in the first steps towards the restoration of the 

King. This last shift was too much for Robert Lilburne, 

republican, baptist and regicide, who had served Cromwell 

with mixed feelings and was unable to take these last steps 

which finally brought the wheel full circle. The changing 

stances of the Lilburnes in alt-ering circumstances bear out 

another observation upon the times. "To very few men active 

in public affa.irs can a single political or religious label 

be attached '\AJhich remains valid from, say, 1638 to 1662 11 • (103) 

It was undoubtedly out of an admixture ~f personal conviction, 

convenience and advantage that the Lilburnes, together with 

that srr.all nucleus of men who served continuously from 

1644 the governments of the revolution in Durham, accommodated 

themselves to its changing phases, and to its demise. 

At parish level there was a nebulous uncertainty about 

much of the religious life of the county which accorded 

well with the state of variety, independence and licen\e 

which marked the course of religion in the natibn at large. 

103 Stone, Causes of the English Revolution, p.34 
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There was a certain amount of ambivalence and accommodation 

which enabled a. number of men - usually in smaller 

chapelries or similar curacies - to see out the puritan 

years undisturbed, but there were also ~any deprivations at 

various times from 164-4 onwards. Such intermittent dis­

turbances were one of the prime causes of the unsettled and 

impermanent condition of many parishes, especially before 

1650, when ministers and lecturers came and went in a steady 

turnover. Although some appointments produced able men who 

served their cures for many years, or the full extent of 

the pu.ri tan period, "in general most parishes saw two, three 

or more ministers during these year.s while many experienc~d 

periods without a minister at all. tlfhile the rule of the 

Long Parliament brought the inauguration of some form of 

classical system in the county its success seems to have 

withered along with the fortunes of- presbyterianisrn i t'self, 

although many of the longest serving and most able of the 

intruded ministry seem to have been of that persuasion, 

which was always well-represented~ The 1650s suggest a 

more orderly and better regulated situation, in which 

moderation and quiet progress in religious forms was the 

aim of many ministers and their parishioners, but the decade 

-introduced in force that variety of independent opinion, 

sometimes within parish churches but more especially, through 

quaker and baptist activity, outside of them, which dissem­

inated the seeds of non-conformity and dissent in such a 
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way that they were never to be effectively eradicated. 

What was also revealed were the dual ·insufficiencies - a 

legacy of the episcopal structure - in the quality of 

clerics and the finencial viability of their livings to 

support them. Both \vere longstanding points. of puritan 

contention but in the decade of toleration what constituted 

an admirable parson had to remain a point of view, while 

the need for an objective reorganisation of parishes and 

their resources was recognised for Durham as for elsewhere, 

but t~Jas not realised withj.n the revolution nor for a. long 

time after. 

There is little to suggest that the years of civil war 

and the Interregnum experiment which followed them brought 

profound or lasting changes in the county of Durham. To a 

great extent the period was an interlude, the marks of 

which were almost entirely erased by the Restoration which, 

with little apparent difficulty, quickly . renewed the 

patterns of old. where they had been interrupted nearly 

twenty years previously. Nothing illustrates this ephemeral 

nature, of the Interregnum's practical endeavours in 

particular, better than the brief existence of the Durham 

college. The restitution of old patterns also meant the 

reappearance of old tensions of course; the return of dean 

and chapter saw the old wrangle with their tenants renewed 

immedi.ately \vi t.h nothing resolved or altered by the inter­

vening years. The climate of the Long Parliament in 1641-2 
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meant that the likelihood of the county at last achieving 

its desire for representation must have been rea.l indeed, 

but the opportunity foundered in the surge of events. Even 

so, the long years of ~adical change and experiment in the 

nation were unable to provide the county with a convincing 

and permanent position at Westminster, nor- under bishop 

Cosin of least - any viable case for what remained as the 

wish of an overwhelming majority of the county's gentlemen 

and freeholders. The destruction of the palatine adminis­

trative and juridical machinery was not replaced by any 

caiefully considered alternatives. It disappeared piece-

meal in the years of chaos and dislocation of the late 

1640s, its very demise contributing largely to this state 

... f.., · Y t · th ... bl ... · ...... 16c::o · ... oi a ·ralrs. e 1n e more s~a e ~1mes a~~er J 1~ 

seems likely that much of the palatine machinery, and the 

lesser officials who made it work, functioned once more under 

the· new dispensation, ch~nged chiefly in name only. 

Certainly, its practical recreation caused no ~ifficulty 

in 1660. Those alien forrns of local government which 

appeared to afflict the nation - the county committee, 

special co~missioners, and salaried officers of state -

were to live long in the memofies of those who had endured 

under them, but they too vanished ;,,ri th the King's return, 

along with those men who had supplied such offices, men 

of a lesser sort, able and hardworking enough, but not 
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associated with the higher offices of county government 

before the war, and now replaced by the older families 

once more, who had stood apart by choice for so long. It 

is not apparent that, despite their s~ctifices and hard 

usage, the long-term welfare and prosperity of these royalist 

families were impaired in a way from which they were unable 

to recover. Again a.n old pattern wa·s renewed. The region 

was beginning to realise a significant economic potential, 

primarily in Tyne and Wear coal, and while the civil wars, 

d f t 1 ,_ th f. ... v· t l d · t · · · ( l04) an a er ~nem e ·1rs 1.. 1 u c.1 war, causer 1n errupt1ons, 

those families with successful involvements in this field -

Bowes, Tempest, Clavering and Vane for example in Durham -

went on to prosper, regardless of their varying commitments 

in the civil struggle. On the other side of the cdin, the 

restitution of all ecclesiastical lands ensured that no new 

fortunes were made in the county. Those interlopers who 

had made significant purchases - London capital, Haslerig 

and·his re~atives, county men like the Lilburnes and 

soldiers like Paul Hobson - had their speculation set at 

nought. In religion too, after the latitude and uncertainty 

of the I~terregnum, a familiar design reappeared. The 

problems df discipline were as pressing as ever, the 

puritan spirit of individualism and freedom engendered by 

the Revolution now, if anything, stronger than ever in the 

persistence of non-conformity and semi-conformity, while 

104 Nef, Coal Trade II, pp.296-9 
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the unrealistic financial provision of many livings was once 

more often solved by pluralism, absence, and inadequate 

curates. The fusion of religious with political discontent 

was still seen to lie with its prime source in Derwentdale, 

if no longer Sunderla.nd. In 1664 the unruly Muggleswick men 

were ploughing up the dean and chapter's commons, mis­

appropriating their wood, and deserting their mill.Cl05) 

Even more seriously, in the sa.me year the area. beca.me the 

centre of the burst of counter-Restoration activity in the 

county which was to be calledfue Derwentdale Plot. 

1-Jhatever the great changes the English revolution had 

set in motion and was gradually to bri~g about in national 

institutions there was little enough th~t was immediately 

apparent at the local and personal level ~f the county 

where the res~mption of ·the pre-war forms was welcomed by 

a clear majority of .essentially conservative and monarchist 

sentiment. Regardless of where their sympathies had lain, 

there were few in Durham, as elsewhere, who had not found 

the confusions and dis .. Hi>aa.tions thrmm up i.n government and 

religion and the exacting burden of soldiery for so many of 

the revolutionary years to be, at the very least, inconvenient 

and costly. 

105 Darnell, Correspondence of Isaac Basi~e, p.227 
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Deputy li.etrtena.nts .- August 1644-

Sir Henry Vane sen. (Lord Lieutenant) 
Sir Henry Vane jun. 
Sir Richard Bellasis 
Sir George Vane 
Christopher Fulthorpe 
Clement Fulthorpe 
James Clavering 
Sir Timothy Whi ttingha.m 
George Lilburne 

The county committee - November 1645 

Sir Henry Vane sen. 
Sir Lionel Maddison 
Sir Richard Bellasis 
Sir George Vane 
Christopher Fulthorpe 
Clement Fulthorpe 
Richard Lilburne 
James Clavering 
Sir Timothy Whittingham 
George Lilburne 
Nicholas Heath 
Francis \rlren 
George Grey 

Sheriffs of Durham - 1646-1659 

164-6 Sir George Vane 
1647 - Sir Richard Bellasis 
1648 - Clement Fulthorpe 
1649 - Sir William Smith 
1650 - James Clavering 
1651 - Thomas Shadforth 
1652 - Christopher Fulthorpe 
1653 - Francis v.Jren 
1654 Roland Plac~ 
1655 - Thomas Bewick 
1656 - George Lilburne 
1657-8 - Sir T'imothy vJhi ttingham 
1659 Robert Ellison 
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APPENDIX C 

The Gentlemen of the County, ~ November 1660 

(A.list of the gentlemen charged with such horses and 

riders as 1.'11ere muster·ed before Viscount Fauconberg, Lord 

L i eu t en ant . ) 

Darlington Ward: Sir William Darcy,* Sir Henr~,.- Vane, Sir 

Francis BovJes,JE Sir George Va.ne, Anthony 

Byerley,JE Christopher Hall,JE Cuthbert 

Carr,JE Richard Lilburne, Robert Eden,JE 

Francis Wren, the heirs of Thomas Bowes,* 

Nicholas Cha.ytor,JE and Mrs. Killinghall,* 

Hr. Penington, Allen Bellingham, Robert 

Shaftoe, Thomas Featherstonehaugh,* 

Wiiliam Kennett,JE John Jennison~ 

Stockton ~vard: 

Chester Ward: 

The Earl of Shrewsbury, Sir Thomas Davison,* 

William Bellasis,* Christopher Fulthorpe, 

Nicholas Freville,JE Rowland Place,* Sir 

Edward Cropley, Anthony Fewler, Anthony 

Gibson, William Scurfield 

Sir Richard Te~pest,* Sir Thomas Liddell, 

Sir John Jackson,3E John Hilton,* William 

Riddell,* Edward Smith,* James Clavering, 

~--
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Tobias Dudley,* George Selby, Mrs. Elizabeth 

Hall3E 

Easington Ward: Viscount Lumley, Sir John Conyers_,* Sir 

Nicholas Cole,: Henry Lambton,: Gerard 

Salvin,* John Tempest3f and John Heath,* 

Cuthbert Collingwood,3E Thomas Shadforth, 

George and Thomas Lilburne, Gilbert Marshall, 

the Lady Bellasis3f and Ralph Davison,* 

Thomas Maire,* Dr. Barwick Dean of Durham, 

Dr. Joseph Craddock 

Indicates those resident in the county who had 

suffered serious process as royalist delinquents 

or whose families can be identified as pre­

dominantly royalist in sentiment 
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APPENDIX D 

Durham royalist delinguents 

Key to columns 

A: 
B: 
C: 
D: 

E: 
F: 

G: 
H: 

Name 
Domicile 
Involvement in first and/or second wars 
First charged or noted as delinquent: 
subsequent cha.rges 
Date petitioned to compound; or compou~ded 
Date fined and/or pardoned \.sometimes 
different years)· 
Amount of composition fin~ 
Appeared in lst, 2nd, or 3rd Act of Sale 

(Figures refer to year in cols. D, E, F) 

Other a.bbrev·i a.tions 

d. discharged from sequestration 
lit. case complicated by other litigation 
n.p. fine not paid 
n.r. no further record 
ob. died or killed 

Delinquency cases were often varied and complicated and 

do not readily lend themselves to simple tabulation. Even 

so, several points are indicated. The.preponderance of 

first war involvement a.nd the much smaller commitment to the· 

second war, and the often prompt and generally steady desire 

of offenders to compound and clear themselves from 1644 on­
wards, with a rush to take advantage of the Act of Pardon 
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in 1651. Very few were so obdurate as to see themselves 

placed in the Acts of Sale of the early 1650s. This list is 

not complete however; in 1653 there were still over 130 

Durh~m estates under sequestration despite the fact that 

most of those royalists listed here had by then reached 

a.n accommodation and secured a pardon. 
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A B c D E F G H" 

J. Allenson Bp • .Auckland 1 45 £30 

R. 1Ulenson Durham City 1 44 45 51 £150 

c. Appleby Langleydale 1/2 44 49 50 £60 

J. Ayscough Middleton-one-Row 1/2 44 3 

R. Aysley Coveshouses 1 45 n.r. 

R. ·Baddeley Durha.rn City 1 45 47 £162 

G. Baker Kt. Crook Hall 1 49 49 £360.10s. 

H. Barnes Hi tton le \vea.r 46 £20 

w. Barnes Darlington 1/2 44 47 49 £438 

w. Baxter 11\Thi tvJOrth 1 44 51 52 £42 
51 £247.10s. 

G. Bel1a.sis Durham 2 49 £80 

48 
.. 

R. Bellasis Kt. Ludworth 2 50 d. 

Y.l. Bella.sis Horton House 1 45 45 51 £40 

T. Birkbeck Horton Tinmouth 44 4-4 51 £40 

:Margaret 
Blackison Gibside n.r. 

R. Bla.kiston Kt. Gibside 44 n.F. 

\'I. Blakiston Kt. Archdeacon 1 44 53 d. 
Ne1.vton 

w. Blakiston Kt. Gibside 1/2 52 52 £800 

T. BovJes Streatlam 2 49 49 £456 

w. Bov1es 
(sen. & jun.) Barnes 48 50 51 £926.10s. 

R. Bov1ser Bp. Auckland 45 45 51 £10 

J. Brackenbury Selaby 1 45 n.r. 

T. Brai thv1aite Hurworth 53 53 £793-7-2d. 3 

vi. Brass Brafferton 1 51 51 £314.5.3d. 

T. Brignell Lambton 1 49 49 49 £4.10s. 
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A B c D E F G H 

J. Buck Sadberge 1 4·5 45 51 £100 

T. Bullock vlhi twell House 1 45 45 45 £100 

A· Bulmer High Embleton 1 45 3 

w. Bulmer jun. Silksworth 1 45 45 n.r. 

A. Burdon ? 1 45 45 51 £40 

J. Buttery Nesbit 2 49 49. 49 £165 

c. Byerley Middridge Grange 1 44 4·6 £4,261 

T. Cald\vell Sunderland 1 45 45 51 £5 

R. Carleton l.Yolsingham 1 45 45 £40 
,.. Carr St. Helen Auckland 1 46 46 £673 vo 

R. &. F. Carr Goeken 1 50 52 d. 

R. Carr .. North Biddick 1 44 45 51 £10 

. w. Chapman South Shields 1 45 45 51 £100 

N. Chat or Redhouse 1 45 45 51 £60 

T. Clarke Sunderland 1 45 45 £5 

R. Cla.vering Axwell Houses 2 49 49 £105 

R. Coatsw·orth Great Stainton 52 3 

Dorothy Cockson Coldpike Hill 53 n.r. 

c. Collingwood Dalden 50 n.r. 

w. Collingwood Durham City 1/2 49 49 £28 

C. Con~ers 
ob. 4 La.yton 1 44 3 

J. Conyers Kt. Nettlesworth 1 45 47 47-8 £651.12s. 

T. Conyers t'ioolley 49 49 £96 .19s. 

J. Craddock Evenwood 48 52 £112.10s. 

w. Da.rcy Kt. illi tton Castle 1/2 4e 50 £2,400 

J. Denham Houghton in the 52 n.r. 
Side 

A. Dodsworth Str<mton 1 45 51 £60 

H. Draper Hea.dla.m 1 45 51 £60 

T. Dudley Chopwell 1 45 51 £150 
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A B c D E F G H 

G. Eden Billingham 1/2 ~ 49 £66.1~.4d. 

49 £66 

R. Ed. en Windlestone 1 44 4·4 51 n.p. 

c. Elstob Fox ton 1 45 51 £5 

E. Elstob Elstob 1 45 51 £3.6.8d. 

R. & E. Emerson Ludwell 44 3 

J. & w. Seaham & 
·Etherington Shadforth 1 45 n.r. 

T. E\vbank Egglestone l/2 44 45 51-2 £100 

J. Featherstone-
haugh. Stanhope 2 49 49 £574.10s. 

R. Featherstone-
haugh Toft 2 49 49 £310.16s. 

J. Forcer Kelloe & Harbour n.r. 2 
House 

N. Freville Hardwick 1 45 51 £200 

ltl. Frizell Durham l/2 44 49 £40 

J. Garnett Egglesc liffe 1 44 46 47 £142 

J. Garth Head lam 1 44 44 51 £100 
(n.p.) 

H. Gibb Kt. Ja.rrow 2 48 50 lit. 

,... Ha.ll Newsham 1 46 46 £460 
1..1 • 

C·. Hall Hart burn. 1 50 lit. 

L. Hall Great Chilton 1 46 4·7 £1,025 

R. & \ti. Hall Greencroft 1 3 

c. Hamilton Gatesh.ead 2 49 £80.185. 

J. Hamilton Hurworth .52 52 54 d. 

G. Harbottle Holemires 46 n.r. 

J. Harrison Sunderland 1 45 51 £20 

R. Harrison Over Friarside n.r. 54 3 

Dorothy Hartburn Stillington 2 44 lit. 
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A B c D E F G H 

J. Heath Durham City 1 44 46 47 £55 

J. Hilton Bt. Hylton 2 49 49 £484 .12s. 3 

w. Hixon Mordon 1 44 lit. 

A. Hodgson Lintzhall 49 lit. 

J. Hodgson La.nchester l 45 53 

H. Hodgson Whickham 1 45 51 £40 

V.l. Hodgson Hebburn l 44-6 lit. 

R. Holmes Bp. 1riearmouth 1 44 45 51 £50 

J. &. T. Hopper Sh,incliffe 44 53 n.r. 

T •· Howard Tursdale 1 45 54 n.r. 

H. Huntley Friars ide (?) 1 45 51 £5 

J. Husband Sunderland 1/2 44 49 £4.10s. 

G. Jackson Langley 51 £93-3-4d. 

J. Jackson Middridge 1 45 51 £70 

J. Jackson Harrat on 1/2 44 49 £436.14.7d. 

R. Jenison ? 1 45 51 £5 

w. Jenison l\Teasham 53 n.r. 

J. Kennett Cox hoe 1 ~ 51 £80 
49 £250 

J. Killinghall Middleton St. George 1 44 !±2 £60 
4-6 £248 

H. Lamb ton La.mbton 1 45 46-52 £960 

w.· Langley Kt. Lumley 45-49 52 d. 

. F. Lid.d.ell Kt. Redheugh & 1/2 49 £342.16.10d. 
Bam burgh 

H. Liddell Farnacres 51 n.r. 

T. Liddell Kt. Ravensworth 1 45 46 46 £4,000 

ri. Lumley Lumley l 45 51 £10 

T. Maire Hardwick 52 n.r. 

G. Na.nby Gateshea.d 1 50 £8.6.8d. 
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J. Ha.rkindale Old Park 1 44 ·44 n.r. 

A. Ivfaxton Durham & 
ob.c.41 \volsingha.m lit. 

c. Hickle ton Durham 1 51 51 d. 

G. Middleton Silksworth 1 45 51 £120 

R. Mil lot 1-'/hi tehill 53 £85l.ll.l0d. 3 

R. Morpeth Stillington 1 44 46 46 £100 

R. o·sborne Durham 51 n.r. 

J. Pa.rmonley Hiddleton-in- 1 45 51 £5 
Teesdale 

A. Pearson ? 1 45 51 £5 ,. 

R. Place Dinsdale 1/2 51 51 £1 .. 13.4d. 

w. Pov1er Durham City !:;"~ 
.I..J 3 

M. Pudsey Middleton St. 53 53 £656.5s. 3 
George 

J. Richardson Barmston 1 45 51 £100 

T. Riddell Kt. Gateshead 1 49 49 £4·08 1 

R. Rokeby Ha.rra.ton lit. 

B. Salvin Croxdale 2 51 51 £3.6.8d. 

G. Salvin Croxda.le l 45 51 £800 

J. Salvin Hurworth 52 n.r. 

T. Sha.dforth Epp1eton l/2 47/ 52 
49 52 d. 

c. Shaw Ingleton 1 45 51 £25 

J. Shaw Ferryhill 1 50 n.r. 

w. Sheraton Elwick 1 44 53 £70.l8.6d. 3 

'I'. Simpson Newton Cap 1 46 46 £50 

T. ·Smelt Ether ley 1 
ob.43 

50 51 d. 

J. Smith Esh 1 44 53 lit. 
ob.49 



- 366 -

A B 

H. Smith _Herrington 

Wr • St 8l.vart Littleburn 

IT1 S1.vinburne Butterby . .1. • 
I 

/ R. Taylor Ra.redon _,,.... 

J. Tempest Old Durham 

N. Tempest Kt. Stanley 

R. Tempest Kt. Stella 

T. Tempest Stanley 

T. Tempest Kt. The Isle 
( Sedgefield) 

w. Tempest Thornley 

A. Thompson Durha.m City 

G. Tonge Denton 

J. Tr.ollop Thornley 

J. Vasey Newla.nds 

N. Woodhouse Cornforth 

. T. vlray Beamish 

L. ~·lren Binchester 

c D E 

1 4-5 

2 50 
, 45 .L 

2 49 

l/2 4-4 4-9 

2 4-9 

l/2 

2 4-9 

1 4-9 

1 4-5/ 
4-6 

1 4-5 

1 4-5 

1 51 

1 4-4 

2 49 

1 44 lit . 

1 4-5 

F G 

51 n.r. 

52 d. 
45/ £320 
4-6 
4-9 £25 

4-9 £305 .9s. 

4-9 £123.6.8d. 

4-9 £100 

4-9 £134-

52 d. lit. 

51 £4-oo 

~~/ £320 

51 £33 

4-9 £20 

~~/ £300 

.. 
'· 

H 

1 

":l 
..J 
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APPElliDTX E 

&) 
Clerical disruotions in Durham 1641-1662 

An 1 intruder 1 is ta.ken to be anyone occupying a. living 

to which he has not been presented and ipstituted under the 

episcopal order of things prior to 1646. Thus, a number of 

men identifiable as curates of long-standing in some livings 

are designated intruders by virtue of some kind of later 

Parliamentary confirmation. A few livings, all sm~ller 

chapelries, have been omitted altogether because no informa-

tion about them is available. Even so, the table a.s it stands 

cannot be considered entirely complete. 

Abbreviations; 

C.P.G. Commissioners for the Propagation 
of the Gospel 

P. Parliament 

p.e. parish election 

Y Yes 
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Rectory Last Died Appt'd 
li'irst 

Living V.icarage episcopal resigned 
Intr.uders 

or How 
E~cted Conformed Restoration Date 

Curacy holder(s) ejected first appt' d appointment( s) last noted noted 

St. Andrews Auckland R Jolm Stockdale John Brabant 50 'Thomas Bell 62 
Richard Frankland 53-4 60-1 

I 

St. Helens Auckland c Jolm Vaux John 'fimpaon y · John Timpson 62 

- ' 

Aycliffe v George Ieake Peter Smart1 41 George Spooner 
Daniel Carradine 44 
Robert Wilkinson 47 P. 50 

! 

-, 
' George Sp.ooner 50 c.P. G. y 

I 

I 

Barnard Castle c Giles Foster John Rogers 45 P. William Bickerton 62 J 

Billingham c Christopher Boucke lvlr. Thompson 51 Richard Clarkson 62 
Richard Clarkson 51-3 y 

I 

Bishop Middleham v Thomas Bedford d.6o John Brabant 61 I - I 

I 

Bp. Wearmouth R John Johnson d.42 'rimothy Batt 
(lecturer) 

42 P. Robert Grey 61 

Christian Sherwood d. 52 William Johnson 45 P. 
Samue 1 Hammond 51-2 
William Graves 54 61 

Bishop ton v David Myles 11r. Linsey 52 Jolm Buckley 

Boldon R Robert Chapman e.51 Edmund Yield 51-3 C. P. G. Robert Chapman 60-2 
Robert Pleasance 60-2 

Bradbury Chapel c Robert Pearson 

Brancepeth R John eosin e.41 Penry Lever George Wishart 60 
Daniel Brevint 62 

~ 

Castle Eden c Th6mas Branger John Wood (W~rd) . 42 

Chester le Street c Hobert Hunter e. 50 William Hume 73 
' 

Coatham Mundeville c Ralph Robinson ('?) e. 50 M.r. Kij>lin 60-2 

--'-- - _J I .. ·- - -- - ---- -------------- --- -l.....___ ____ 

--------- ---~-- ---
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Rectory Last Died Appt'd 
:8'irst 

Living Vicarage episcopal resif9Jed Intruders or How Ejected Conformed · Restoration ejected first appt 1d Date 
Curacy holder(s) last noted noted appointment( s) 

' 
Cockfield c George French ~.51 

Coniscliffe v William Richardson Nid:lolas Swinburne 50 Ralph Robinson 62 
Thcr.~as Dickinson 51-3 

\ Croxdale c James Greene e. 52 Richard Roberts 67 .. 
I. 

Dalton v Matthew Cooper rsg. 62 ... - Samuel Bolton 62 

p 
Darlington c Thomas Claypert0n >lr·~ Parish 51-3 c. P. G. y Thomas Clayperton 60 

George Bell 61 
., 
I 

ll3nton c Robert Fawcett d. 57 I John Jackson · 63 
I 
I 

\ 

a.62 ' 
Dinsdale R George Shaw JCl:il Kearton 50 C. P.G. Marmaduke Wetherell 61 

i -
Durham (cathedral) Ric~ard Gilpin 44 P. 

I 
I 

Natianiel Bu.rnand 49-50 P. ' 

Ja~s Rj.dgby 
! 

49-50 P. I 

I I 

I 

Durham, St. Giles c Elias Smith rsg. 67 Henry Smith 67 
I 

II 

St. Margaret c John Dury Ez11el Tonge 58 

Durham, Mary le Bow· R William Smith d.45 Anthony Kirton 87 
Richard Wakelin 

II Mary the Less R George Cockre.dge J~'!a t thew Cooper 63 

II St. Nicholas R Alexander Brogden d.46 Ri ,1\:ard Tenant 5·1-3 C. P. G. Samuel Martin 63 
Jo1.!than Devereaux 57 60-2 

I - -
II st. Oswald v li'rancis Foster Johnlfioldsworth 53 p. P. G. 60-2 John Vlood 62 

Josel}l Hi~l 59 

Ea·sington - R - Gabriel Clark-- - -. - Philipl.:esbi tt 45 G-abriel Clark 60 
V/illial Pell 60 I.ennis Granville 62 

. - -- - - -· 
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I 
- - Died --

Rectory Last Appt'd I l''irst 
I Living Vicarage episcotal resigned Intruders or How · Ejected Conformed I Hestoration Date I Curacy holder s) ejected first appt'd appointment( s) 

last noted noted 

Ebchester c Matthias Wrightson e. 51 Reginald Steadman 80 

Edmundbyers R John Dury rsg. 42 John Dury 61 
Francis Foster 

I 
d.61 

Egglesoliffe R Isaac Basire e.44 Daniel Bushel 50 y Isaac Baaire 62 

-
Elton R William Murray d.49 Tobias Markendall 49 y· Tobias ~~rkendall 

-
Elwick R John Cosin e.41 John Bowey 50 60 Daniel Bollen 60 

. -
Esh c Timothy Barnes Samuel Martin 

~ 
50 53 John Martin 73 

Escombe c Robert 'l'hompson Joseph lax 61 Thomas Trotter 62 
(no minister 1642) 

-
Gainf'ord v John Lively e.44 George Sanderson 44 Edmund Fotherby 62 

Mr. Greswould 62 

Gate she ad R J. oshua Browne Jonathan Devereaux 45 P. John Ladler 60 
Cuthbert State c.47 p.e. y 
'l'homas Weld 50 C. P. G. 60 

I 

·I - -1 
I 

Greatham v Patrick Drummond e.44 E&vard Smai thwai te 49 y Patrick Drummond 
I James Muke 53 

Grindon v .James Wallace e.52 . Ralph Bowes 53 p. e • James Wallace 60-2 
. 

Hamster ley c John Donkin George Bell 50 y William Hardacre 63 

.. 
-

Hart (Hartlepool) v Edward Young e. 51 Edward Smai t&~~~q_i te 51-3 C. P. G. y Edv1ard Young 
i . 

John Bowey 61 Edward Smaithwaite 61 

.. 

Haughton R Elea~a:r Duncan e.44 John Marsh 50 John Marsh 61 
Richard B!:!ttersby 60-1 y 

I 
I 

... ---- --- - - -- -- -------- -- -·- -- --- -

1 
I 

I 
I 

\ 
______ i------------~-----..a~.-BE~BB&aESEEESa.RBEB.--.a=m==m-=m==:==m=-==s~aE~Bm 
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Rectory Iest 
Died .Appt' d 

li'irst resigned or How Living Vicarage episcofal ejected Intruders first appt'd Ejected Conformed Restoration Date 
Curacy holder s) 

last noted noted appointment(s) 

Heighington v J arne s Moore croft Arthur Squire 57 60-1 Richard Wrench 61 
G-ilbert Wildbore e. 52 

-
Houghton 1e Spring R Hamlett Iviarshall e.45 d.45 Reuben Easthorpe 46 P. · John Barwick 60 

John Barwick (45) Hicholas B~:A.ttersby 58 60 William Sancroft 61 . 
Hw1s tanworth c Thanas Becke 1. n. 50 William Forrest 67 

' 

Hurworth R Thomas Thompson d.45 John Hamilton 45 51 & 55 Leonard Wastell 62 
Leonard V/astell 51 c. P. G. y 

Jarr01v R Jom Walker e. 56 }:i"rancis Batty 57 60-2 William Walker 73 

Kelloe v John Lively l.n. 50 Than~s Dixon T1 Thomas Pearson 61 

lames ley c Jom Buckley e. 52 Thomas Wilson 60 James Harrap · 77 

Lanchester v Thomas Thompson Patrick Donkin 50 Josias Doc.krray 63 
Hic~rd b'rankland 51-3 C. P. G. 
Josia,s Dockwray 62 y 

' ' 
Lo~g Newton R Ralph ·runstall d. 59 - John Oliver 62 

' 

11edomsley c (no minister 1642) :Matthias Wrightson 50 Christopher 
Collinson 

Mer ring ton v William James John le.dler 50 c. P. G. y James Thompson 60 

Middleton-in-Teasdale R Anthony Maxton Sem. Coxe LtB P. 52 Timothy Tully 60 
Thomas Kentish 52 C. P. G. 60 

Middleton St. George R William Harrison Marmaduke Wetherall 50 y Marmaduke Wetherell 

Monk :Eesledon v Edward Moore croft J-oshua Wood Edward Moorecroft 

Monkwearmouth v Richard Hickes rsg. 61-2 P..enry Johnson 50 y John Hi.ckes 62 

----- ~ -.------ J--~---~ John Eickes y 

'------
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,~ Rectory Last Died Appt'd I 
resigned or HO\V I . li'irst 

Living Vicarage episcofal Intruders appt' d E,Jected Conformed Restoration 

I C~acy holder s) ejected first 
appointment( s) 

Date 
last noted noted 

I Muggleswiok c Richard Bradley rsg. 61-2 Mr. Moore (lecturer) 42 P. John Dury 62 
Thanas Boyer 51-3 c. P. G. 61-2 y 

Norton v Philip Mallory e.44-5 Robert Brough 45 Alan Smallwood 61 

Pittington v George Shaw e. 50 d. 62 Chl·is top her 62 
Thompson 

Red .Marshall R ·John Rand d.45 John Kidd 60-1 y John Robson 61 

-
Ryton R William James e.55 d.6o Cuthbert State 50 Ralph Blakiston 60 I 

John Weld 57 y 

Sadberge c Mr. Hutton (?) e.51 Luke Coles 61-2 y Richard Atkinson 62 

St. John Chapelry c Hobert E'awoett William Smith 62 

Sea ham v John Eaaterby e. 55 Henry Dobbins 61 

Sedge field R Joseph Naylor e.44 John Vinct;nt lj4 P. J"oseph Naylor 
. Anthony Lap thorne 46 P. 

Mr. Hunton 60 

-
Sockburn v William Harrison e. 51 Mr. Williams 

-
50 William Hutton 62 

John Kirton 51-3 c. P. G·. 

South Shields c Thomas Wandlea Patrick Watt 50 50 'l'homas \'/andles 
Henry Veirsley 51-3 C. P. G. Stephen Bordley 64 
Thomas Lupton 57 

Staindrop I v Nathaniel Ward d.44 Mr. Millet Simon Gilpin 60 
Mr. Bowes 50 
Samuel Peake 53 60 y 

Stainton in the R Henry Doughty e.51-3 Thomas Carre (d.55) 55 'rhomas Pearson 62 
Street James Hilliard 58 
(Great Stain ton) William Pell 60 60-2 

I --
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Reo tory las-t I Died Appt'd 
resigned Ol' How First 

Living Vicarage episcoral ejected Intruders first appt 1d Ejected Conf' orme d' Restoration Date 
·Curacy holder s) last noted noted appoin tmen·t( s) 

Stanhope R :E.'venus Gower d.44 John Bewick 44 P. y Isaac Basire 
Isaac Basire 

. 

Stockton c Rowland Salkeld l.n.50 - I 
James Grey (Gregg) 62 y 

Stranton v John Allen John Smith · ltfj P. y 'John Smith 61 
M'r, Gill 50 

Tanf'ield c Alexander Lampson Jolm Martin 73 

I 

I Trimdon c William Fisher l.n.44 James I<elly 50 Stephen Woodifield 73 
i 

Washington R Thanas Triplet e, 44rsg.61 Thomas Dixon 50 53 & 55 Thomas Triplet 
John Weld 53 c. P. G. F..enry Johnson 62 
Edward Williamson 55 60-2 

I 

Whickham R Thomas Vloc;>d e. 51 Nicholas Stote c.48 y Thomas Wood 60-2 I 

J 

Whitburn R Thomas Triplet e.44rsg.61 . Richard Hickes 44-5 y Ricl:1ard Hi ekes 62 

Whit\vorth c Stephen Hegg d.61 - Ricr.ard Vlakelin 61 

Whorl ton c Henry Armitage 1. n. 50 John·Sharp(?) .. 45 Wi!lliam Horne 62 
I -

Wins tone R Riclllard Thursby d. 51 Cuthbert Marley 51-3 C, P. G. y Cuthbert Marley 62 ' 
i 

' 
i 

-i 

Witton Gilbert c Henry Hutton do71 60-2 ! - I 

I 

Witton 1e Wear c Robert Scogaine Simon Gilpin 51-3 c. P. G. y Stephen Windle 
Stephen Windle rsg. 67 Francis Ourd 67 

'· 

Wolsingham R John Barwick rsg, 60 Jonathan De~ereaux 48 P. 51 John Barwick 
Ralph Ward 53 C. P.G. Guy Carleton 60 
V/illiam Bickerton 60 y 

I 

! 

Wolviston c I James IG.~g 1. n.50 Mr. Redhead 
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APPENDIX F 

The Durham Lilburnes 

John Lilburne of Thickley Puncharden (d.l604) 

1- . 
Richard Lilburne of 

Thickley 

I 
George Lilburne of 

Sunderland and 
Offerton 

Joseph 
(d. 1637) 

I I 
(c .1578-1676) 

Robert 
(1613-65) 

John 
• 

1 Freeborn 
John 1 , the 
Leveller 

Henry 
(d. 1.648) 

3E 

( 1614- 57) 

Thomas 
of 

Offerton 
(1622-65) 

George 
of 3f 

Lon,don 
(b.l627) 

Both Richard and George Lilburne also had daughters, 

while George had surviying children from a second 

marriage who, like the younger George, established 

themselves in London and played no part in Durham 

affairs. 
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