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The patronsge of the crown from 1621 to 1628
was dispensed by George Villiers, first duke of
Buckingham, By distributing this patronage emeng his
family, associates, and the relatives and friends of
his ascquaintances, Buckingham built up an elaborate
connexion spreading throughout the royal administration.
His influence permeated every sphere: by concerning
himself primarily with the major offices, he controlled
appointments to offices in the middle-~ranks through the
fear the major office~holders had of giving him offence,
Yet, Buckingham realized that his influence was pare-
mount becsuse, as favourite, he enjoyed the easiest
and most frequent access to0 the king. The loss of the
favour of the king meant the and of his power and
influence, Bueckingham did not ruin men whimsically; he
did it to preserve his position. Nor did he sttempt to
establish a 'party', for in the favour of the king alone
did his power rest.




PREFACE

This thesis sets out to investigate the
natnre and extent of the patronage distributed by
George Villiers, first duke of Buckingham, from 1621
until his assassination in 1628. The topic is of vital
importance for comprehending the career of Buckingham,
When the house of commons attempted to impéach him in
1626, the majority of the charges concerned his
patronage. The house also gave expression to the
popular belief that Buckingham had created a 'Villiers
connexion' not only in the sense of family, but also in
the sense of a group of associates upon whom he could
rely for support against the king in a time of crisis.
This serious accusation will be scrutinized in light of
the patronage he dispensed in the central administration,
in his influence on the appointment of higher
ecclesiastics, and in his tenure as lord admiral. It
will be necessary to ascertain, especially in this
latter area, whether it was his patronage or his policy
which accounts for the agitation against his influence
on the king.

The sale of honours will not be dealt with
specifically in this thesis because this aspect of the
patronage of Buckingham has been well documented by

iii
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Professor Charles R. Mayes in his two articles 'The
sale of peerages in early Stuart England' and 'The
early Stuarts and the Irish peerage'. Though it had
been originally intended to include a chapter on the.
parliamentary patronage of Buckingham, the evidence
available from printed sources proved inadequate. A
study of the members of parliament in the reigns of
James I and Charles 1 would first be necessary.
Professor David Harris Willson, the noted historian of
the early Stuart period, included an excellent study of
the attitude of Buckingham to parliament in a chapter
entitled !'The duke of Buckingham and the management of
parliament' in his book The privy councillors and the
house of commons, 1604-1629. Professor Willson also
offers interesting observations on the patronege of
Buckingham in the house of commons.

The extent of the patronage dispensed by
Buckingham will become evident in the discussion of the
favours which his family, associates, and the relatives
and friends of his acquaintances obtained. An
examination of his rise from courtier to favour;te to
chief minister, and the manner in which he maintained
all three relationships with James and Charles, will
help explain the nature of his patronage. An

introductory chapter on patronage will place in
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perspective the role of Buckingham as dispenser of the
patronage of the crown. Finally, it will be necessary
to assess the effect of Buckingham's monopoly of crown
patronage on the political situation in the crucial
decade preceding the eleven years of 'personal rule'! by

Charles which was followed by civil war.
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NOTES

Dates are given according to the Old Style
so far as the day and month are concerned, but the
year is taken to begin on January 1.

The citation of authorities follows the
method demanded of contributors to the quarterly
Irish Historical Studies, and recommended by the

director of this thesis.
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CHAPTER 1
PATRONAGE

Buckingham was the grand dispenser of royal
patronage from 1618 until his assassination in 1628,
His influence extended into every branch of the royal
administration. In the early Stuart period the crown
nominated all the major office-holders, as well as many
of those in the middle ranks; all the important
ecclesiastical preferments were in the gift of the king;
only the king could advance men to the ranks, or within
the ranks, of the nobility. The extent of crown
patronage was further enlarged by the practice of
granting reversions to offices. The king, thus, was
personally responsible for filling a large and divers
number of positions, yet it was impossible for him to
supply with an incumbent all, or even most, of the
offices using only his personal information about the
qualifications of the aspirants. He came to rely upon
the personal recommendation of trusted friends and
officials. In this way the king's patronage was shared
in varying degree with those whom he trusted; they

became dispensers of patronage to others. Under James,



and then his son, Charles, this pattern remained un-
altered, but Buckingham's paramount role in obtaining
preferment for his cli.ents.was recognized.

Administrative patronage arose from the
absence of institutionalized methods of advancing men
to office and honour; it was a personal method of
recruiting and preferring persomnels It was not, there-
fore, necessarily a corruption of govetnment', but simply
a method for staffing the administration. I1ts usefulness
 arose from the nature of personal monarchy in England
where the majority of office-holders were still direct
crown nominees. Patronage was not a transitory bond,
but one characterized by some degree of permanencye.

This distinguishes it from favour which was a more
casual relationship, though an extended sequence of
favour might become patronage. Patronage existed in an
atmosphere where dependency was a necessity; no social
or moral stigma was assoclated with it. Indeed, success
in obtaining preferments often enhanced or confirmed the
social status of a client.

The most prominent characteristic of the
connection between patron and client was loyalty. In
the early seventeenth century remnants of the late
medieval concept of loyalty based on livery and
maintenance canv still be distinguished. There was also



‘the idea of loyalty which sprang from the Italian
Renaissance, expressed by ostentatious gemerogity on the
part of the patron and intense gratitude on the part of
the client. The Elizabethan notion of understated
loyalty, based on the conception of patronage as
essentially sensible and practical, ‘creditable to the
donor and useful to the recipient?!, was also evi.dent,-l
Personality was the decisive factor in which one or a
combination of these strains was expected by the patron
and given by the client.

Buckingham preferred, depending on the status
of the cliemt, either the fierce, féudal loyalty or the
ornate, Italian variety. His clients usually responded
as desired. Edward Conway, who rose from obscure
origins to a secretaryship of state #nd a viscountcy
through the patronage of Buckingham, illustrates the
first, quasi-feudal kind. Buckingham was toid: 'Mr
Secretary Conway is yours body and soul; I never heard
the like of him, for he flies at all men that be not
yours. 12 Reverend Joseph Mead reported: "My Lord
Conway, Secretary Coke, Bishop Laud, the duke's agents,
more eagerly persecuting his enemies than he himself

lDavis.d Mathew, The social structure of Caroline England,
Pe . .

253y John Hippisley to Buckingham, n.d. (Cabala, p. 231).
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did at home.'l It was this loyalty which compelled Sir
John Suckling to agree that Lori Keeper Williams
suffered 'a due disgrace' because he had been 'unthankful
and unfaithful', Suckling, who obtained the office of
cemptroller of the queen's household through the
pat:rohage of Buckingham, also expressed the hope that
"the like misfortune befall all such as shall tread in
the hateful path, and presume to lift their heel against
their maker'.2

Prelates seemed to specialize in the ornate
flattery that Buckingham loved. Theophilus Field, who
won through Buckingham the bishoprics of Llandaff and
St David's, wrote in prai.se»: None that ever looked
toward your grace did ever go empty away. 1 need go no
further than myself (a gum of the earth) who some eight
years ago you raised out of the dust for ralsing but a
thought go high as to serve your highness."3 George
Montaigne, who was to pry the archbishopric of York
from Buckingham, having heard that the favourite
planned to return a gift which he had sent, protested
that to refuse his offering would 'break his heart'! fer

lRev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 21 July
1627 (Birch, Charles, i. 253).

25ir John Suckking to Buckingham, 24 Oct. 1625 (CSPD
1625-6, p. 133). ’

3Theophilus Field to same, n.d. (Cabala, p. 11l).
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‘when God r@tutns back a man's sacrifice, it is because
he is offended with him' and he assured the duke that
he could not live if the gift was returned.l

Before dismissing the clients asg insufferably
sycophantic and Buckingham as intolerably vain, it is
well to remember that they were bound by the conventlions
of the times. The extravagance of baroque style is a
commonplace. Further, the social conventions of
patronage tended to be exaggerated by the value which
the seventeenth century accorded to the personal.
Elevating the patron to a near-diety made the client
favoured by a god. Still, it is unquestionable that
the Elizabethan variety of loyalty, the practical, un=-
dramatic kind, characterized by the dependents of
Burghley or Walsingham and in contrast to those of
Essex, was not attractive to Buckingham. Walter
Balcanquall, dean of Rochester, tried this approach,
unguccessfully, when aiming for the bishopric of
Rochester. He claimed that his attendance at the Synod
of Dort, his friendship with the puritans and his
earnestness for the recent loan made him the most

sultable for the post as he was in a position to serve

lgeorge Montaigne to same, March 7 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8,

Pe 119)0 .



Buckingham well.l This was essentially an appeal for
patronage on the grounds of good policy, but it failed
to sway Buckingham.

Loyalty, whatever the variety, was recognized
by all to be a fundamental part of the patron-client
relationship., Buckingham's clients, perhaps because
he was notoriously sensitive about their loyalty, took
it very sertously when a real or imagined shadow passed
over his face. They realized, perhaps, as Hacket
observed': tFavour is a fine thread, which will scarce
hold one tug of a crafty tale-bearer.'z Sir Edward
Zouche wrote Edward Nicholas, then secretary to
Buckingham, wishing him to reassure Buckingham of his
loyalty. 2ouche was worried that he had somehow lost
Buckingham's favour, for in the recent appointments to
commands in preparation for the expedition to the isle
of Rh® he had been passed over.> Captain John
Pennington, troubled that Buckingham had not written
to him in a long time, demanded to be 'turned off as a
villain' if he had given any offence, but. expressed ..

lWalter Balcanquall to Sec. Conway, 15 Jan. 1627

(CSEQ’ 1627-8, po 19)0
230hn Hacket, Scrinia reserata‘: a memorial offer'd to
z’_‘tl?g great deservings of John Williamg . . . (1693), i.

3sir Edward Zouche to Edward Nicholas, 18 May 1627
(CSPQ, 1627-8, Pe 183)0



the desire to remain in favour.l Sir John Maynard
wrote in anguish that he had learned that Buckingham
distrusted him because he had dealt with the opponents
of Buckingham in the parliament of 1628, Maynard
reminded Buckingham of the permission he had given him
to negotiate with the parliamentary opposition, and
added that he was greatly surprised that Buckingham
thought he had behaved treacherously and malici.ously.vz
At least occasionally protestations of
loyalty were merely conventional. In 1627, Sir George
Goring, addressing Buckingham as 'ever and above all
most honoured lord?, wrote. to profess his entire
devotion to him and to assure him that the queen,
Henrietta Maria, was well disposed towards h:l.m.3 A
year later, with an intuition perhaps that Buckingham
was near his crisis, Goring was writing the earl of
Carlisle, wvhom he assumed to be the helr to Buckingham's
pover, of his great admiration. He also assured
Carlisle of the queen's favour: 'The blessed sweet

queen, my mistress, is hugely yours. 14 He,

lcapt. John Pennington to Buckingham, 6 April 1627
(ibido, Po 129)0

2s1r1gzgn Maynard to same, June 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9,
Pe .

3sir (za'ggr e Goring to same, 25 June 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8,
Ppe. -

4Sam§6;3_ear1 of Carlisle, 19 June 1628 (CSPD, 1628=8,
Pe .




nevertheless, continued to protest his loyalty to
Bugkingham;' The shrewd courtier had to constantly
evaluate his position vig-A-vis his patron and to act
accordingly; The eclipse of the patron could result in
the ruin of his clients unless they had been prudent
enough to seek support from another quarter. When Lord
Keeper Williams sensed his approaching fall, he warned
his clients 'who were in best account with him! to seek
a new patron 'for his service before long would not be
worthy of t;hem'.l Yet, this manoeuvring had to be done
discreetly; Buckingham was greatly displeased when he
learned that Bacon had sought the favour of someone other
than himself. He informed Bacon of his displeasure:

1f your man had been addressed only to me, I should
have been careful to have procured him a more speedy
dispatch; but now you have found another way of

address, 1 am excused: and since you are grown weary
of employing me, 1 can be no otherwise in being

employede

The wrath of a patron could terminate a career for the
client who did not take the precaution of remaining on
good terms with his patron. It was always at least

necessary to appear loyal;'

lHaCth., ii. 5.

2Buckingham to Sir Francis Bacon, end of July 1627
(printed in H. R. Williamson, George Villiers, first
duke %:;:'_ Buckingham: a study for a EIoEEaEE, appendix,
Pe 236).
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Loyalty went both ways. The earl of Exete;:',
a supporter of Buckingham, wrote Conway asking him to
obtain the royal permission for his absence from the
coming parliament. Confident that Buckingham would see
to it as a matter of course, Exeter sent Buckingham his
proxy in the houge of lords at the same time;'l
Similarly, when the earl of Arundel, in his capacity as
earl marshal, ordered Henry St George, Richmond herald,
out of the quarters allocated to him in Derby house
because he had brought his wife to live there with him
in contravention of the rules, St George petitioned the
king to be restored. Buckingham, away at Rh&, indorsed
the petition, claiming St George as one of his
derendents. He hoped Arundel would not wrong St George
out of malice to himself, and that on his return he
would find St George 'as he left him'.z Buckingham even
made his threats under the guise of a loyal well-
wisher. When in 1627 he learned that the earl of
Northumberland was considering not paying the loan
requested by the king, he urged Northumberland to re-
consider for thls action would greatly prejudice the

IWilliaui, earl of Exeter to Sec. Conway, same to
Buckingham, both 22 Jan. 1626 (CSPD, 1625-6, p. 230).

2Appli.cation of Henry St George to the king, indorsed
by Buckingham, 27 June 1627 ?CSPD, 1627-8, pp. 230-1).

@
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earl before Charles and could well prove a stumbling
block to anything Buckingham might want to do for him
and his c':hi.ld:‘:ﬂ‘l."1

Loyalty between patron and client was a
fundamental bond of the patron-client relationship, but
so0 was devotion to the ideal: service to king and
country;-‘ A recurring theme of letters to Buckingham is
the desire of the client to serve so well in the royal
administration that Buckingham will be proud to
acknowledge the client as his own. Typical of these is
the letter which Middlesex wrote: 'l have been so
ambitious as to desire to extend my gratitude so far, as
that the king may have cause to thank you for preferring
me, and that your lordship may bless the time you did 1t.'2

Patronage, then, was characterized by a degree
of permanency, acknowledgement of dependence, some
varying notion of loyalty between patron and client,
and the shared sentiment that the relationship served
to advance the cause to which both patron and client
were committed. This cause, so far as Buckingham was
concerned, was service to king and country. He himself

lBuckingham to earl of Northumberland, 1 Feb., 1627
(1bido’ Pe 43)0 i

2Earl of Middlesex to Buckingham, n.d. (Cabala, p. 301).
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expressed this sentiment simply, yet eloquently, in his
reply to a letter from his mother rebuking him for
having entangled the Christian world in a Awar.".' He
wrote: 's. . » my intentions are not guided by spleen
nor malice but by an ambition to serve faithfully with
my king and country.' .. ;?'1 This was the way he
viewed his paramount position in the atatq'.‘ it vas not
personal honour alone that he sought'.' This was
incidental to the service he rendered the king and in
full agreement with a philosophy that sees service to
the crown as the highest service to the gtate.
Buckingham was moved by a genuine patriotism,.

The consideration so far has been of the
ideas which made patronage a respéctable relationship.
It ‘:.'E.! & respectable relationship, and it is necessary
to bear this in mind when considering the administrative
and political functions of the system; otherwise it
appears to have been merely the grossest kind of
political jobbery, characterized by corruption and
cyn:l.c:l.sm'.. The idealism which patronage, even in its
administrative and political aspects, possessed in the
abstract, tempers the flagrant self -aggrqndiiement:

which it frequently possessed in reality. ..

1B,v.u:ls',:h'agl':.umﬂtt'a. countess of Buckingham, 16287% (l—lﬁé,

Fe ‘ ort: The manuscripts of the earl of Denbigh
Pe 253 fter cited as m MSS Do ’
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Patronage served a useful function in an age
lacking an institutional method for at.tayi.ning office.
Professor Tawney maintained that the principal pat;hs
to an official career in early Stuart England were
‘patronage, patrimony or purchase'.l' Protenior Aylner,
in a more recent and more exhaustive study, agrees with
this but stresses that these three factors worked
better in combination than separately, and that though
the 'three P's' of patronage, patrimony and purchase
brought most men to their places, merit did take some
men far.'z Patronage and purchase were not mutually
exclusive methods, and patrimony was merely patronage
exercised in the interest of fam.tly'.' There were few
offices, at least in the central administéat:l.on‘, which
were directly transferable within the family without
royal consent. Reversions were a way of passing office
in the family, but they were acquired by eitker
patronage or purchase, or both. Strictly, patrimony
would be the office of the father passed on to the son;
common seventeenth century. usage, however, had the .

1 . . .- —— =+ e - . . . . P - mean + am -
Re. He. Tawney, Business and politics under James 1:
Lionel Cranfield ag merchant and ministor, pe I23.

2. E.. Aylme t.theeivn %
of ChAA{e 11':: igi g ppevi%anﬂs ggss : 56
. holding as a actor in
11 h gstog , -to . xi'i.v. 230-1
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wider sense of family, including at least nephews and
cousins, and often relatives by m:ri.ase'.'

The operative agent in administrative
patronage, standing between the aspirants for office
and honour and the king who had them to give, were the
royal courtiers and officials. The two were not
mutually exclusive; in the early Stuart period, as far
as patromgo is cc;neerned', they tended to be aynonymous'.‘
Simple altruism was one reason courtiers were willing
to act as patms;' They often took pride in being the
agent of the advance of some worthy person.. Further,
it was their duty, especially if they were privy
councillors, to advise the king about personnel as
well as policy'.- Finally, royal courtiers sought to
advance men who were devoted to the service of the king,
or of men who would become loyal supporters once having
gained office.

There were persuasive reasons which were not
| altruistic; one such was the desire for pover;' For a
great courtier such as Buckingham, it was of the first
importance that the king be surrounded by officers and
servants who would be loyal to him, support his
policies, echo his advice, help advance his friends,
and report the activities of rival courtiers and their
clients. To put it tersely, the great courtiers sought
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to control the administration in order to control the
ki.ns'.' To maintain and augment his power, it was in the
interest of the courtier that all know he was the most
effective patron. This attracted new clients, which
gave him yet more control, and discouraged rivals,
since they lost clients to hime In this respect, Lord
Keeper Williams gave good advice when he wrote
Buckingham regarding Cranfield's appointment as lord
treasurer:

Let him hold hP:h.o off:l.ce], but by your lordship's
favour; not his own power or willfulness. And this
must be apparent and visible: Let all our greatness
depend (as it ought) upon ycurs, the true original.

Let the king be Pharaoh, yourself Joseph, and let us
come after as your half-brethren.!
Sir Thomas Wentworth recognized the need for Buckingham
to either support or acquiesce to the preferment of
major office-holders. Having heard of the intention of .
Lord Scroop, lord president of the council in the North,
to resign, Wentworth informed Secretary Conway of his
desire to obtain the office. ' But Wentworth added that
he would not actively seek the place

till 1 know also how this may please my lord of
Buckingham, seeing, indeed, such a seal of his

gracious good opinion would comfort me much, make
the place more acceptable; and that 1 am fully ..

llord Keeper Williams to Buckingham, Sept. 1621
(Cabala, PPe 262'3)0
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resolved not to ascend one step in this kind except 1
may take along with me by the way a special obligation
to my lord duke from whose bounty 1 do not only
acknowledge much already, but, justified in the truth
of mine own heart, do still repose and rest vnder the
shadow and protection of his favour.
Wentworth realized that it would not be good politics
for anyone who did not have independent power to seek
and obtain an office without the approval of the prime
favourite.

All courtiers, whether great or small, used
patronage as a source of income. The great courtiers
needed money to support themselves in the extravagant
manner 0f the Stuart courts; they required money to
cover ‘the expenses of their offices which usually
carried only nominal salaries. For the lesser
courtiers, holding a small office or no office, being
a courtier was simply a business venture, an
occupation. Once themselves established at court,
often at great cost to themselves, they sought positions
for clients of their own in return for payment.z Almost

everyone. connected with the royal administration expected

181: Thomas Wentworth to Sec. Conway,. 20. Jan. 1626 .
(quoted. in Mrs. Thomson, The life and times of Geo a
Villiers, first duke of Buckgg iii. 3-4 CSPD,

=3 Pe .

ZStr.tctly speaking, patronage given solely in return for
money ought to be termed brokerage.
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to augment his i.ncome by obtaining occasional presents,
gratuities or bribes.

It has become a commonplace to state of the
early Stuart period that crown income tended to be
fixed, while prices were rising. Sal&ies had also
become fixed so that thelir real value was often m:l.nutev.
The crown was in no-position to afford an increase in
salaries. Only fees and offices increased. It must
not be concluded from the multiplication of offices and
fees that this was the result of any mysterious moral
decline in the early Stuart pe::l.od.' As Professor
Aylmer has indicated, it was in part the 'fumbling
response' of official society to the 'price 1:~evolut:i.m:'.l
Seldom did strictly lawful income approximate the cost
of living at court. The temptation to supplement
income by recommending persons to office or honour, or
to indulge in some obher peculation, was very great; the
king was forced to wink at the practlce because he
recognized its necessity.

When a great courtier acquired revenue from
his patronage, it followed that his entourage derived
income also. The patronage of a successful courtier
could become a major financial enterprise, involving |
large numbers of subordinates, who shared in his rewards.

laoylmer, 'Office holding', pp. 228-40,
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Edward Conway, who was entirely devoted to Buckingham,
and closely allied with him in his patronage system,
made his fbrtune as the most important avenue of
approach to Buckingham. Even the duke's own clients,
as well as those outside his patronage network, made
gifts to him, John Pennington, who was firmly in the
duke's favour, nonetheless sent Conway K20 'as an
earnest of his love', and thoughtfully added that he
had told the bearer it was borrowed.. This was small
beer to Conway. A member of the English gentry in
Ireland, trying to recover his father's estate,
offered Conway hl,000 for his assistance, with a
promigse of an additional 2,000 if he recovered the
entire estate.z In a similar circumstance in England,
Conway was offered half the esl:ai:e.'3 Thusg, the
influence was good for more than merely finding offices
for clients., At a yet lower level, Edward Nicholas,
wﬁo in 1624 became Buckingham's personal secretary
and handled most of the patronage which Buckingham
dispensed as lord admiral, was continually offered

1
John. Pminston to Sir Edward Conway, 1 Sept. 1625
(CSPD, 1625-6, p. 95). ’

2th27ggsack to Sec. Conway, 17 Nov. 1626 ( gg 625-6,
Pe °

Robert Willoughby to same, 30 Nov. 1625 (ibide, ps 16 &).



18
gratuities for commands of ships, purserships, gunners
pests, and commands of the cestles in the Cinque Ports. !
Surely the most revealing letter, however, came from
the sheriffs of Bristol, who were trying to avoid
litigation over a prize ship which both the sheriffs
and the lord admiral claimed. They wrote Nicholas of
their unwillingness to contest the claim in court and
offered him one~-third the value of the prize, which
they assessed at k1,400, if Nicholas persuaded
Buckingham not to oppose their claim,? The sheriffs,
in effect, offered a bribe.

In the early seventeenth century some very
fine distinctions between the various forms of pay-
ments were d:awn'. 1f after having received a favour
or service, the suitor sent money to the person who
performed the favour, it was a gratuity, no matter how
excessive the payment might seem, s0 long as the
official did not know before he performed the action
that the gratuity would be forthcoming, or so long as
he accepted the gratuity without knowiedge that it was

tain William Jewel to Edward Nicholas, 12 Aug.

16 (¢ 1628-9, g 253)3 '!hcma Benson to same
Richard Wyan to asme, 1 an. (:lb!.d., Pe 218).

2Sheriffs of Bristol to same, 19 Jan. 1627 (cspn.
627- Pe 10)0
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intended to influence the action. Gratulities were
considered both lawful and ethical. 1f, on the other
hand, an official was offered money, or even goods,
explicitly or implicitly to persuade him to an action,
and he took the money knowing the purpose, this was a
bribe, which was both unlawful and unethical. Separate
from both these categorias was the present, which,
however large, was usually given without association to
a particular service. In this category are the New
Year's gifts expected by many of the courtiers. Also,
during the year, a person who saw some possible further
use in an officlal, or who wished to keep the door open
in case of future need, might well send the official a
present, and it was lawful and ethical to accept. In
effect, the seventeenth century official couid accept
gratuities @d presents so long as these did not
affect his judgement in a particular case. The
disgtinctions may seem arbitrary, or even specious, but
"in the early seventeenth century they were regarded as
valid.l
Patronage brought power and income to the

courtier and his entourage. To the king patronage
served as a useful method of acquiring personnel for

the government. To the client patronage did present ..

et Aylmer, M k_i_x_tg_'_._ servants, pp. 176-83, g gsim.
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difficulty, since he alone had no effective part in the
delibezations which decided his fortune. The great
poet Edmnd Spencer had lamented:

Full little knowest thou that has not tried,

What Heil it is in suing long to bide;

To lose good days that might be batter spent;

To waste long nights in pensive discontent;

To speed today, to be put back tomorrovw;

To feed on hope, €0 pine with fear and sorrow;

To have thy Prince's grace, yet want her Peer's;

To have thy asking, yet wait many years;

To fret thy soul with crosses and with cares;

To eat thr heart through comfortless despairs;

To fawn, to crouch, to walt, to ride, to o,

To spend, to give, to want, to be undone.

Though Spencer wrote in the reign of Elizabeth, most
suitors then and in the early Stuart period would have
considered this an exaggeration, but would have agreed
that the life of a client was hard,.

Something of the pathos which wes always
present in so personal a system asg patronage, and which
was particularly present in the lesser offices, where
the client had only begun his climb, is shown in the
touching letter of Sir Robert Killigrew. Sir Dudley
Carleton had been instrumental in obtaining a minor
post in the household of Prince Charles for a son of
his. Obviously bitter, Killigrew wrote Carleton that

he had heard of Charles' dislike for his son because of

lfrom Edmund Spencer, 'Mother Hubberd's Tale', 1l. 895 ff.
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his crooked legs and offered to withdraw him from the
service of the princc.l This also underlines how much
depended upon the predisposition of the king or of the
courtiers, and how much less upon the notion of tenure
in the office. Patronage was a more pleasant relation-
ship for the patron than for the clients

It will be obvious by now that if the king
retained control of his administration, he could do so
-only by controlling patronage in such a way that no one
courtier could ‘pack® the administration with his
followers. He had also to take precautions to see that
the immense opportunities for graft and corruption
inherent in a system of patronage were restrained, or
at least used as far as _possible‘ in the royal interest,
not in the interest of the courtier. An instructive
comparison can be made between Elizabeth and James in
this respect. 2

Elizabeth followed a policy wkich recognized
that factionalism among the courtiers could be useful

1sir Robert Killigrew to Sir Dudley Carleton, 24 March
1625 (CSPD, 1623=5, p. 508).

zFor: the following on Elizabeth's reign see Sir John
Neale, 'The Elizabethan political scene', 6%9_;«3?&5;
%:_ the British Academy, xxxiv. 97-117 (1948); also

o To MacCaffrey, 'Place and patronage in Elizabethan
politics', in Elizabethan government and society, ed.

Se T. Bindoff, J. Hurstfield, and C. H, Williams,
PPe 95’126.
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to her '12 she could achieve a rough equilibrium between
factions. This ensured that she heard both sides of an
issue or an appointment and also preserved her freedom
of action, since the final decision was always hers.

By playing the factions off againgt one another, and not
settling in one camp, she kept all factions reasonably
content, since all shared to some degree in the spoils
of patronage. In the reign of Elizabeth there was no
large group of courtiers and nobles who saw themselves
excluded from the political and financial benefits of
the royal bounty.

Until the last years of her reign, Elizabeth
was aided in her patronage policy by William Cecil,
Lord Burshley." A true statesman, Burghley skillfully
supported and encouraged the policy of the queen,
offering valuable advice about appointments. The death
of Burghley in the last decade of the reign coincided
with a sharp decline in public morality. For the
successor of Elizabeth, as far as patronage was
concerned, this meant that to maintain control James
would have to exercise even greater effort to restrain
the abuses of the system.

But James did not understand the uses of
patronage. Patronage as a system of providing govern=-

ment with its bureaucracy became increasingly corrupt
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and venal, By 1616 Edward Sherburne, betraying his own
prejudice, could write that L16n91 Cranfield, 'a mere
merchant', had been made a master of requests, and
after commenting adversely on Cranfield's business,
ended, 'but the times allow anything to be done for
money'e® John Chamberlain wrote in 1618: 'The world
e o o talks somewhat freely that offices of thkat
nature [treasurer of the household], and especially
councillorships should pass as it were by bargain and
sale. «» o o+'2 He could also complain that many ill-
qualified persons sought offices and honours 'for now
the market is open every man thinks his penny good
a:l.lver'.3 By 1625 Chamberlain was writing that it was
'the true golden age; no penny, no patemoster'."' Sir
- John Oglander claimed that Sir George More did not
receive preferment because 'he lived in a time that
money bore down all merit, and a dunce with nioney was
better estecemed than the best, ablest, and deserving
man living',’

lEdwa:d Sherburne to Sir Dudley Carleton, 18 Nov. 1616
(CSED, 1611-18, p. 406).

230hn Chamberlain to same, 3 Jan. 1618 (Chamberlain,
ii. 125)€

Same to same, 31 Jan., 1618 (ibid., ii. 133).
Same to same, 12 Feb.' 1625 (ibide, ii. 600).

5 , .
Sir John Oglander, The Oglander memoirs, ed.
W. H. Long, pp. 140°Ts _ ’

3
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| Much of the money did not go to the king
directly, though some of it did; his courtiers and
officers were the major beneficlaries. James was
ent:l.relf complacent in the venality of others.
Girolamo Lando, the Vanetian ambassador, reported to
the doge that the English ministers were 'birds with
large mws'."l Lando's colleague, Harioni’, reported to
the doge that when James heard of the proceedings which
‘were underway against a former Vemetian embassador to
his court, he exclaimed 'that if he punished his
subjects like your serenity for appropriatihg money to
themselves, he would have none 1eft'.“2
Given such a state of affalrs where the king
was aware of the abuses in his adminlistration but did
nothing to correct them, it is no wonder that Gardiner
concluded: 'That all things were venal at the court of
James was soon accepted as a truism from the Land's End
to the Cl:levioi:s.“'3 Professor Tawney stated it more
tersely: 'The characteristic vice of the age was Vemlzl.ty."4

1 Girolamo Lando to the doge, 20 Dec. 1619 (CSP Ven gtt ’

1619-21, p. 82).

2Mhr§gg§ to same, 2 Aug. 1619 (CSP Venmetian, 1617-19,
Pe °

3gardiner, 1ii. 212,
4Tawney, M and mlgt:l.cs, pe 167,
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Professor Trévor-nnper agrees, adding specifically
about the offices: 'Bj the time of James I, almost
every office éas bought, either from the crown, or from
the favourites, who made a market of the crown's
patronage, or from the previous holder. . .'1 Professor
Stone accuses Buckingham of elevating 'corruption to
the status of a system'gz but his wrath is misplaced.
Buckingham was merely caught up in a system that had
begun to deteriorate since the last decade of the reign
of Elizabeth and which had grown worse in its abuses |
under the weak rule of James. Buckingham was not a
statesman, merely an opportunist. He accepted the
system as he found it and was not in the least
motivated to change it. No alternative ever presented
itself to him. The corruption and venality was already
there when he came to power and it had arisen as a
result of the misunderstanding by James of the useful-
ness of distributing the patronage of the crown among
various factions. It had also arisen from the very
character of the king.

James had inherited from Elizabeth a systeu

of patronage based upon equilibrium between factions.

14. R. Trevor-Roper, 'The gentry, 1540-1640', Economic
History Review, supplement 1, p. 28 (1953).

21 aurence Stone, The crisis of the aristocracy, 1558-
1641’ Pe 493,



To the Scottish monarch, who had been a pawn of the
factions in Scotland for so long, and who had only
barely succeeded in gaining some kind of control over
them when he came to the English throne, the thought of
having to use the English factions for a positive good
was inconceivable. Further, his amiable nature was
upset by the importunities of the vying factions; he
once burst out to a pressing courtier: 'You will never
let me alone. I would to God you had first my doublet,
and then my shift, and when I were naked 1 think you
wotuld give me léave to be quiet."l Thig trait may at
least partially explain why, after the death of Robert
Cecil, earl of Saligbury, in 1612 -- who had acted as a
kind of chief minister, shielding James from some of the
pressure, and exerting pressure himself to preserve the
royal bounty from the tender mercies of the courtiers =--
James increasingly gave his favourites control of
patronage.

His experience in Scotland had not prepared
James to manipulate the English factions; he believed
that this would be unnecessary in England.' His
personalify reinforced this predispositionQ,. . On . the

lsir Tobie Matthew to Buckingham, 29 March 1623 .

(Godfrey Goodman, The court of King Jamss the first

(1839), ed. Jo' S. Brewer, ii. 267).



27
one hand, his amiable nature made him dislike being
pressed with requests; on the other hand, it made it
easy for his courtiers to request favours. Thus, he
tolerated the En;lisﬁ factions, but he did not use them,
failing to understand that li.t was in hig interest to do
8o, and from the point of view of patronage at least,
fatal not to do sos

Coupled with an indifference to the value of
faction was his almost total commitment to his
favourites. The deep personal attachment which James
had to thoge who could make him happy was unfortunate
in both a personal and in a political sense. Personally,
James was not a man who enjoyed being dominated; ,
politically, he should not have restricted his freedom.
Elizabeth had told Leicester that she would have 'but
one mistress, and no master' in her house; she had sent
Essex to his execution with tears.l James was not cast
in the heroic mold; he found it more pleasant to float
with the current of his predilections than to try to
stem the tide. The result of this was that patronage
centred around the favourite of the moment, whomsoever
he might be. This was a policy bound to create
resentment among many of the most powerful subjects in

: 7 » , .
Sir Robert Naunton, Fragmenta alia, ede Edward
Arber (1895), ps 17+ >



the realm.
Such was the system, and such the monarch,
when Buckingham came to court,

28



CHAPTER 11
COURTIER, FAVOURITE, CHIEF MINISTER

Buckingham was the king's man or nothing; nor
can it be denied that he fulfilled his post loyally and
bravely. Buckingham quickly learned what it meant to
be the favourite. Clarendon wrote: 'He understood the
arts and artifices of a court, and all the learning that
is professed there, exactly well', adding that he had
natural endowments which 'made him very capable of
being a great favourite to a great kins';l it is
precisely because he was the archetype of a great
favourite that he succeeded so well.

Buckingham® was born in 1592, the fourth son
of Sir George Villiers of Brookesby, Leicestershire.

He received a mediocre education: he was taught at home
until the age of ten, and then sent to Billesden school
in Lelcestershire, 'where he was taught the principles
of music, and other slight literature', until the age

lEdward;.earl.of.CIarendon,,igg

gebellion and civil war in England 39')','1.'2 50

2George Villiers, first duke of Buckingham, will be
referred to as ‘Buckingham'! throughout this thesis.
A list of his titles and dates of creation are given
on p. 62 below.

29
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of thirteen, when his father disd.’ When he returned
home, his mother, 'finding him . . « by nature little
studious and contemplat:\.ve + « o chose rather to endue
him with conservative qualiti.es and ornaments of youch,
as dancing, fencing, and the u.ke'.z Comparing
Buckingham to Elizabeth's favourite, Essex, Wotton
bluntly said, 'The duke was illiterate', and Essex
learned, but added, °as the less he [Buckinghamq was
favoured by the Muses, he was the more by the G:'.'a,t'.:es".3
At the age of eighteen Buckingham journeyed to France,
where he spent three years learning the courtly graces
which were later to be so usefuls Upon hls return to
England, he spent a year at home with his family.
Apparently his mother had decided to aim him for a
courtier's life, for in 1614 he came to London, and
began to frequent the court:.ls

181: Henry Wotton, A short view of th li.fe and death

of Geo e Villi duke of Buck 1642), p. 2
5 cIted as Wotton, @% ’

21b1d., Pe 3e

381:: Henry Wotton, Of Ro g.-_t_ Deve: eux earl of Esg ex;

and Geo V:I.ll:l.era, duke of Bu%gham some . . .
observat ﬁn 3 f parall the time of the
estates of 164 1;, Pe %U '(—ereafter cited as
otton, % §

Paral Parallel).

F |

"Wotton. Buckingham, p. 3; Clarendon, 1. l4.
SWOtton, Bhg;ggham, Pe 3.
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Of Buckingham's personal characteristics the
most prominent was his beauty.' Clarendon stated that
all saw in him 'a man in the delicacy and beauty of his
colour, decency, and grace of his motion, the most
rarely accomplished they had ever beheld'.l All spoke
of his lovely complexion, his athletic grace, his skill
at dancing, his sweetness of express.ion.lz He was the
perfect courtier, young, lithe, lighthearted, skilled
at the courtly occupations for whiling away time.

In essence, courtiers vere merely ornaments
to the king, surrounding him, his court and his reign
wi.th a flattering glow. They were not the agents of
royal business, but of royal pleasuee'.' To them the
king fled from the demands of personal rule, to find for
a while the relaxation and entertainment which his
public role denied him, Hence there was always a
certain tension between the role of a ‘royal official
and that of a royal courtier, since the former tended

to treat the ruler as an institution, while the latter

lEdward‘, earl of Clarendon, 'The difference and

disparity between George, duke of Buckingham, and
Robert, earl of Essex', in Reliquise Wottonianae
(4th edno, 1685)’ Pe 194.

2sir John Oglander, A royalist's notebook: the
commonplace book of Sir John O lander, ed.” Francis
Bamford, p. 7;1' Goodman, 1. 2 s Hacket, 1. 120;
CSP Venetian, 101/-19, p. 1ll4,
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tended to treat him as a private man. No monarch _evér
compartmentalized his associations so that there was no
overlap between the courtiers and officials, but it was
James! error to eliminate the division entirely, with
the result that courtiers became officials, and officials
to remain so, became courtiers.

James compoutided this error by having
favourites; not only did courtiers as a group intrude
excessively into the operations of the govermment, but
also some one among them exercised predominant sway.
Unfortunate results followed. The factions opposing
the favourite had to look for someone who could replace
him in James' affection, yet there was little guarantee
that a candidate with the necessary qualifications would
be an improvement. They assumed he would be naive;
they could only hope that he would be grateful for
their support and malleable to their interests.
Buckingham's early career illustrates the process.

4 'James first saw him at Apethorpe on August 7,
1614.1 At this time the future favourite had an income
of no more than k50 a year; Sir Simonds D'Ewes related
the anecdote of Buckihgham. at a horse race in

l‘Wm:t:cztn, B_I_l_c_k_i_!_lmg pe 33 John Nichols, The progre 868,

rocessions, and magnificent festivities of King James
irst, his rozaf consort, family, and court (I1528),
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Cambridgeshire, 'in an old black suit, broken out in
divers places « « « and . ¢« « glad to lie in a trundle-
bed in a gentleman's chamber. « + +'% Clearly, James
could only have been teken by his personal qualities;
yet taken he was, for he sent Sir John Graham, a gentle-
man of his bed-chamber, whom he knew to be a friend of
'h:la'. to give him advice about a career at court.2

Robert Carr, earl of Somerset, was the

reigning favourite when he came to court. Allied by
marriage to the catholic Howard family, Somerset was,
with the Howards, the leader of the pro-Spanish faction
in the privy council. Opposed to them, but in eclipse
at the time, was the anti-Spanish faction led by the
earl of Pembroke, George Abbot, archbishop of
Canterbury,and Sir Ralph Winwood, the secretary of
state. When they perceived that Buckingham had
possibilities as a weapon against Somerset, they quickly
threw their support behind him.> From this point on a

lorthur Wilson, The  history of Great Britain, being the
1155 and rei of ames the f:l.r 1653), p. 79; Sir
0.9

nds D! auto ogra h and ccEe_amp_d_g_ng% of
Siz sinonds Sinonds D!iwes (1845, ed. Jo O. 0. Halliwell, 6
(hereafter cited as D'mes, Autobiograph z).

ZWOtton, Buckiggham, ppe 3=4,

3p1Eves, %F.ggggm, i. 86; Rushworth, i. 456-7;
[sir William Sanderson], 'Aulicug Coquinariae, or, a
vindication in answer to a pamphlet entitled, "The
court and character of King James", pretended to be
penned by si.r ‘nthony]] W[eldon] and publ.i.shed since. .

his death!, e ecret hi to. urt of I_ggg
James the :EJ__, ed. cott (I Tﬁ EI 261,
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tense struggle developed between the two factions,
polarized around Somerset and Buck!.nghim. In November
of 1614 the anti-Spanish faction tried to obtain for
Buckingham a vacant post as sentiemen of the bedchamber,
but James gave it to a 'bastard kinsman' of Somerset.l
Buckingham had to be content with the »ost of cup-
bearer to the king, which one of his suppo:te:s',
possibly the earl of Pembroke, obtained for him.2 If
Somerset had not misplayed his cards, he might well
have weathered the storm.

James was not disposed to jettison Somerset.
But instead of endearing himself to the king, Somerset
berated him for abandoning him. Early in 1615 James
wrote Somerset a blunt letter, affirming his affection,
but algo warning:
1f ever 1 find that you think to retain me by one
sparkle of fear, all the violence of my love will in
that instant be turned into asg violent a2 hatred.
e o o Hold me thus by the heart; you may build upon
my favour as upon a rock that shall never fail you.
To Somerset's complaint that a faction was raised
against him, James responded, with perhaps smﬁe in-
sincerity, that he did not know of such a faction, and

if he had, 'l protest to God, I would have run upon it

1.’mlm Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 24 Nov. 1624

(M“l‘m, i. 559)0
2D'Eves', Aﬁfbbi.ograggz' s 1. 86.
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with my feet, as upon fire, to have extinguished it.
e o o! He continued
Do not all courtesies and places come through your
office as chamberlain, and rewards through your father-
in-law [Suffoli] as treasurer? Do not you two (as it
vere) hedge in all the court with a manner of
necessity to depend upon you?
James went on to promise that, so long as Somerset
treated him with respect and love, none should rise in
hig favour except through Somerset, 'not that any |
living shall come to the twentieth degree of your
_favour'Ql What the exact intentions of James were for
Buckingham at this time ig difficult to state. He
perhaps wanted him to become a Junior favourite under
Somerset's guidance. Sir Anthony Weldon, least reliable
of all the court gossips, and most hostile to the
court, related that in the middle of 1615, James urged
Somerset to take Buckingham into his favour. He sent
Buckingham to request Somerset to take him into his
service and grant him his favour. Somerset is snpposéd
to have replied: 'I will none of your service and you
shall none of my favour, 1 will, if 1 can, break your

neck, and of that be confident.'z Whether the event .

l¢ing Jemes to earl of Somerset, Jan. or Feb, 1615
(Letters of the kings of Enuggq. (18487, ed.

Je O. Halliwell, ii. 126-33 [hereafter cited as
Halliwell, Royal letters]). .Gardiner calls this
letter 'perhaps the strangest which was ever
addressed to a subject by a sovereign' (ii. 320).

281: Anthony Weldon, 'Court and character of King
James', in Secret hiatory, i. 406-7.
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really transpired in this mammer is dubious, but there
is little reason to doubt that James was anxious to
effect some kind of modus yivendl between the two men.

This was impossible, partly because of the
personality of Somerset, which balked at the idea of
. sharingv James' favour, and partly because the faction
behind Buckingham was not interested in Buckingham's
rise except as the necessary means to the fall of
Somerset. Compromise was therefore unavailing. The
year 1615 was the crucial period; it saw a pitched
struggle between the two factions;

In April, at the behest of Archbishop Abbot,
Anne of Denmark interceded with James to have
Buckingham knighted and made a gentleman of the bed-
chamber. Somerset had begged James to give Buckingham
only the inferior place of & groom of the bedchamber, 1
From this point on, observers regarded Buckingham as a
serioug threat to the reigning favourite.

Somerset met two serious setbacks in July of
1615, The death of the earl of Northampton in 1614
had left vacant the office of lord privy seal and the
office of warden of the Cinque Ports. Somerset wanted
the wardenship for himself, and the office of lord

lgthognghworth, Historical collections . « » (1721-2),
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privy seal for Thomas Bilson, bishop of Winchester.’
Instead, the wardenship went on July 13 to Edward Lord
Zouche; Chamberlain commented that it was 'a place he
[Zouche] never sought for nor pretended';z There could
hardly be a more pointed way of showing Somerset's
waning\influence; James delayed on the appointment of
a lord privy seal, and wroté Somerset an indignant
letter about his importuning for Bilson after he had
made it clear that Bilson would not receive the office.>

1t is difficult to explain why Somerset could
neither obtain a place for himself, nor one for his
client. Somerset had continued to annoy and importune
James} ignoring the king's warning early in 1615.
Also, James had had the attendance of Buckingham in the
bedchambef gince April; and perhaps was overwhelmed by
the charms of his new young attendant. Gardiner
believed that at this time James was losing interest in
the Spanish match, to which Somerset was committed.4

1f this was so, then there were political as well as

ljohn Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 20 May 1615
: (ChGMb lain, i. 597).

25ame to same, 20 July 1615 (ibid., 1. 609).

3James to [earl of Somerset], n.d., but 1615 (thliwell,
Rozal 2 E 8y 110 133'4)0 .

4Gardiner, ii. 321, 324-7.
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personal reasons for the disenchantment of James with
Somerset. 1t was about this time that James is supposed
to have urged Somerset to take Buckingham into his
protection. Perhaps this was the last effort by James
to save some place for the old favourite; when Somerset
refused the compromise, James may have drifted in-
evitably toward a new favourite.

The loss of control of the two offices was a
sharp blow to Somerset; worse was to come. 1n July of
1615 he sought with the support of James to have a
general pardon drawn up for himself. The pardon passed
the privy seal by order of James, but Lord Chancellor
Ellesmere, keeper of the great seal, held it up arguing
that it was too broadly drawn.l Chamberlain reported
to Carleton that Ellesmere had said that he dared not
let the pardon pass the @reat seal, unless he had a
pardon himself for passing it.z The pardon became the
subject of a debate in the privy council, where James
supported Somerset, telling Ellesmere to seal the
pardon. When Ellesmere begged the king to reconsider,
James repeated his order, and left the council chamber.

lff; g;éson, History of Great Britain, p. 80; Gardiner,

2john Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 20 July 1615
(Chamberlain, i. 609).
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But the queen and other supporters of Buckingham urged
Ellesmere’s case to him, and James left London for one
of his prosrésses without pressing the matter any
further.! Somerset's course was rapidly coming to its
end, for the faction supporting Buckingham could never
have pressed so boldly against a favourite in the
helght of his power.

In September of 1615 the scandal over the
death of Sir Thomas Overbur& began to come to light;
Somerset and his wife were implicated; they were tried«
in May of 1616, found guilty, sentenced to death,
pardoned by the king, confined in the Tower of London,
and eventually released to the countryside, where they
remained in obscurity{z Although it was not until May,
1616, that Somerset was in complete disgrace, after

- his arrest the previous October the field was clear
for Buckingham, Certainly by the beginning of 1616
Buckingham had triumphed. He was the favourite.

The term !favourite' in the early seventeenth
century had an ambiguous meaning. Elizabeth had had
favourites. Leicester was a favourite who

participated in affairs of state, and whose personal

lgardiner, ii. 329-30; David Harris Willson, King James
VI and 1, Pe 352.

2Gardiner, ii. 331-63.
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| qualities were of high enough order to make his
participation useful, Essex was a favourite whose
personal qualities were not of the same order. Toward
the end of her reign Elizabeth admired and valued
Burghley above all other men; yet he was not a favourite.
What Leicester and Esaéx had in common, in contrast to
Burghley, was that Elizabeth loved them as a woman,
while she loved Burghley as a queen.

This distinction between the personal and the
public aspect of monarchy should remind us that the
favourite, like the courtiers from whom» he usually
sprung, was intended to fulfill a personal service for
the ruler, not a public one. But it was extremely hard
for all concerned to keep the private and the public
neatly separated. Elizabeth erred in allowlng Essex a
public function; James made the same error, first with
Somerset, then with Buckingham.'

The division between the bedchamber and the
council table is immediately destroyed when a favourite
of a king holds office. A mistress might be the power
behind the throne, but in her inability to hold office
she complicates the operations of the government less;
a favourite in office breaks all the rules. It must
not go unrecognized that much of the power exercised by

Buckingham was due to the personal affection James held
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for him. Himself growing old, his physical powers
deteriorating, and frequently ill, J&mes wag attracted
by the good looks and ‘facile manner of Buckingham. Not
natural ability, but charm, wit, and beauty account for
the rise of Buckingham to office. The result, from the
point of view of patronage, was that the favourite was
better able to contiol the government because through
his own office-~-holding he had more direct access to
the other office-holders in the royal administration
and also because he had the king's ear like no other
office-holder. In 1619 Buckingham was appointed lord
admiral., Even if he had not been the favourite, he
would have had some control over patronage by virtue
of his office in the navy. But the power and influence
he would normally have wielded as lord admiral was
greatly increased because of his relationship with
James. The fawvourite as an office-holder had more
power than he would have had as a mere courtier, even
a well-favoured courtier. _

By the very nature of the insgtitution of
‘favourite' a conflict of in*<rest arises. A favourite
will seek to gain complete power, show this authority
to the world, and use it to drive away counsellors who
threaten his position. A king, on the other hand,
will seek to diffuse the power among his subjects,
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thus ensuring that dominion resides ultimately in him;
he will then také counsel from his subjects on the
basis of their virtues. Both James and Buckingham
attempted to be true to their conflicting roles. James
originally planned a personal role for his favourite;
he was to be a private secretary and companion. It is
significant that Buckingham's first appointment was to
the royal household, as master of fhe horse, not to the

royal administration.l

As it developed, James was unable
to maintain his intentions, and gradually the royal
administration fell into Buckingham's hands.

Behind all the questions of personality and.
policy which explain the rise or fall of individuals
during Buckingham's reign as favourite, there lies the
central factor of his desire to maintain and augment
his position as the favourite, all the while serving his
king. His desire to remain in power gives a certain
consistency to his patronage policy;

Buckingham realized how tenuous the position
of favourite was. He must hardly have taken comfort
in the memory of his own rise. He had been the pawn in
a power struggle between the Howards and the anti-
Spanish, anti-Howard factions. The earl of Pembroke,

Archbighop Abbot and Sir Ralph Winwood had supported .

l1bid., 1ii. 27; Willson, James, p. 386.



43
his rise in the hope that he would replace Robert Carr,
earl of Somerset, as royal favourite, which in turn
would bring about the downfall of the powerful Howards
and their partisans. By 1616 Somerset had been
eliminated but the Howards remained in office for a
further two years.ﬂ

In the latter part of 1617 James instituted
~ one of his periodic economic reforms, and the time .
. seemed ripe to strike at the Howards in this conjunction'.-
Buckingham's instrument was Sir Lionel Cranfield, a
merchant of London, who was known to James as a
dependable adviser on fiscal matters.! Cranfield had
no love for Lord Treasurer Suffolk. He had aimed in
1616 for the post of under-treasurer, but Suffolk was.
adamant in his refusal informing the king that he would
resign 'rather than be matched and yoked with a prentice
of London'.2 Cranfield suggested areas where retrenche-
ment might be made, one of which was the exchequer,
Suffolk's province, and another area was the navy, the
bailiwick of another Howard, the earl of Nottingham,
the lord admiral.?

e e el i
es Cranfield: tics and profit under
& St';artsp PP 205 ff.

230hn Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 23 Nov. 1616

3?:‘:e(ligza.-1ck C. Dietz, Engligh public finance, 1558-1641,
Pe .
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Commissions were set up to inquire into the
operations of these departments early in 1618, and from
this point on the battle was joined. The Howard faction
responded in a conventional way; they sought a personable
young man who could replace Buckingham in the affection
of James. In January their candidate, William Monson,
appeared at court. Not relying solely upon Monson,
they introduced other young men to court, a process
Chamberlain drily called the 'mustering of minions'.l
Within a month of his appearance at court, James
commanded the new lord chamberlain, William, earl of
Pembroke, to order the departure of Monson.
Chamberlain remarked: 'this was a shrewd reprimand and
cross-blow to some who (they say) made account to
ralse and recover their fortunes by setting up this new
1dol.*2

Then, in June or early July, James learned
that the wife of Suffolk had accepted bribes from
suitors in the treasury department; in July Suffolk him-
self was accused of peculation. With the fall of
Suffolk, the first of the great Howard officers was
eliminated. Although he was dismissed from office on

1jonn Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 21 Feb. 1618
(Chamberlain, ii. 142).

25ame to same, 28 Feb. 1616 (ibid., ii. 144),
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charges of bribery, Arthur Wilson had the story more
correct when he said the lord treasurer's staff was
broken by the fall of SQmorsot;l

One by one the leading Howard office-holders
were replaced. Viscount Wallingford was relieved of his
post as master of the court of wards and liveries; Sir
Thomes Lake, the principal secretary, was replaced;
Finally, the aged earl of Nottingham, the lord
admiral, was persuaded to retire with honour and
accept a pension for his life and that of his wife and
2 Buckingham's position wag assured by the
destruction of the power of the Howards. Those who

80N,

had helped him to displace Somerset had enjoyed some

of the spoils, but Buckingham did not become their
minion. He had so endeared himself to James that the
Venetian ambasggsador could report early in 1619:

the king's favour renders him the chief authority in
everything, and the entire court obey his will, All
requests pass through him and without his favour it

is most difglcult to obtain anything or to reach the
king's ear.

Buckingham always remembered that as he had worked with

others to undermine Somerset in his affection with the

1W1lson, Hisfogz gg Grggt Bg;tdin, pe 97,
25ee below, pp. 183-5, 213-14.

3ponato to the Doge, 14 Feb. 1619 (CSP Venetian,
1617-19, p. 468).
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king, so others would attempt to have him replaced
through similar means.

The period 1618-9, when the Howards fell, to
1623, when Buckingham began to take an interest in the
policy of the government, was essentially a time of
transition at court, a time of resettling of factions
and interests, largely caused by the di.ssolntioh of the
core of the pro-Spanish Howard faction and by the
introduction of new personalities into the government
under the patronage of Buckingham. The pefi.bd was one
of flux, and Buckingham faced no major threat to his
position during these years. Even his marriage to Lady
Catherine Manners in 1620 did not lose him the affection
of James who quickly grew fond of Catherine and 'took
her to his heart, loving her as a daughter®,t

In 1622 a more serious crisis aroge. James
grew overly fond of Arthur Brett, who was related to
both Cranfield and Buckingham, and who had obtained a
position in the bedchamber through their patronage;z
Early in September of 1622 the earl of Kellie reported
the Brett affair to the earl of Mar, but scoffed at it
as the product of some ‘busy brain, that must do ill

lyillson, James, p. 406.

230hn Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 22 June 1622
(Chamberlain, ii. 442).
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and idle things rather than not to be doing or saying
something. . « o I think I may swear that it vas
neither in the king's mind nor in the young man's
conceit."l But by the end of October Kellie was no
longer as certain. He infermed Mar that there was
something in the rumour, but added, 'for myself 1
cannot understand it, neither do 1 think that it shall
prove as many men think it will do because they would
have it tm'.2 In December Kellie reported that the
rumour was widespread, reverted again to the position
that it was untrue, but added that if it were true,
Buckingham would be wise not to resist. 'l think the
experience he had of the last business[probably a
reference to the fall of Somerset] may teach him so
much, that if his majesty have a mind to it, there is
no resisting of i.t.'3

Buckingham was very fortunate that the
fluidity of the court in 1622 was such that there was
no united opposition to press Brett's cause; otherwise

the matter could have become very serious. In any

lEarl of Kellie to earl of Mar, & Sept. 1622 (EMC, The

manugcripts of the earl of Mar and Kellie, supplementary

rggortj p. 133 [hereafter cited as Mar and Kellie
BuEEIQ )o

25ame to same, 30 Oct. 1622 (ibid., p. 140).
3Same to sameA’ Dec. 1622 (1bido, Pe 145).
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case, Buckingham took the precaution of sending Brett,
as well as Monson, outside the country while he left
with Charles for Spain.l

The trip to Spain with Charles during the
better part of 1623 marks the debut of Buckingham as a
figure in the policy of the royal govermment. Prior to
this he had merely been a favourite; after this he was
to be still a favourite, but also the chief architect
of government policy. He was to be the king's
favourite and the king's chief minister. Of the two
major battles which he waged in 1624, the first was an
attempt to consolidate both these roles, while the
second was fought to maintain them.

Buckingham suspected that Lionel Cranfield,
earl of Middlesex, was taking advantage of his absence
in Spain to consolidate his position with James,
independent of his patronége. When Charles and
Buckingham returned from Spain demanding an end to the
Spanish marriage negotiations and war against Spain,
Middlesex opposed them. As lord treasurer he
realized that England could not afford a war and that
the dowry the infanta would brimg would go far to

lsame to same, 20 Feb. 1623 (ibid., p. 151); John
Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 22 Feb. 1623

(Chamberlain, ii. 479).
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-alleviate the crown's chronic need for money. Both
James and Cranfield realized that a war would place the

1

crown financially at the mercy of parliament.™ There

were other matters between Cranfield and Buckingham as
his two biographers in the past decade have shown.2
Further, the very success of Cranfield in effecting the
retrenchments which Buckingham had brought him in to éffect
had not won him much support among other courtiers.

Beyond all this was the question of Arthur
Brett, Many had suspected Cranfield of introducing
Brett to the court in 1622 to overthrow Buckingham.
Now, in March of 1624, Brett was back in London, 'without
the duke of Buckingham's consent'.3 Granted all the
other reasons explaining Buckingham's displeasure with
Cranfield, contemporaries saw in Brett's return the
catalytic agent in Cranfield's fall., Kellie, Chamberlain,
the younger Dudley Carleton, and the Venetian ambassador
all reported that this Brett affair had finally turned
Buckingham against Cranfi.eld.4

lerifford B. Anderson, 'Ministerial responsibility in
the 1620's', JMH, xxxiv. 382 (1962).

2 L , |
Tawney, Busin and politics (1958); Prestwich
nfield (19667 ’ -

3Earl of Kellie to earl of Mar, 24 March 162G (Mar
a_g_d &1116 8“221., Pe 197)'

* 4Same to same, 6 April 1624 (ibid., p. 198); John
Chamberlain to Sir D, Carleton, 10 April 1624
(Chamberlain, ii. 553); Dudley Caxleton to same, 4,
1% April 1624 (csPD, 1663- s ppe 207, 214); D'Ewes,
Autobiography, i. 246; Valaresso to the doge, 12
Ap Igofégt (CSP Venetian, 1623-5, p. 268); Gardiner,
2 o

Ve



| . - 30
James, significantly, did not participate in

the attack on Cranfield.® He warned Buckingham: 'By
God, Steenie, you are a fool, and will ghortly repent
this folly, and will find that in this fit of popularity
you ere making a rod with which you will be scourgéd
yourself.! He told Charles 'that he would live to have
his bellyful of parliaments'.’ Undeterred, the two
young men took advantage of their popularity as
supporters of a war against Spain with the house of
commons to have impeachment procedures started against .
Middlesex in Apr11.3 In May he was found gulilty by
the house of lords, and his downfall was complete.
Brett suffered along with his alleged master. In July
he was sent to the Fleet prison 'without any cause
expressed'!, and after a few weeks, was released with
the command not to come within ten miles of the court.”
With the fall of Middlesex and Brett, Buckingham had
consolidated his position. Brett was not to be the
favourtie, nor Middlesex the chief minister. .

lTawney', Business an_;d olitics, ppe. 268=9.
ZCIQrendon, i. 37.
3‘1‘awney', Buginess and olitics, chapter viii; Prestwick,
chapter x; Re. E.. E&%TE— parliament of 1624;
ative, politics and foreign po » chapter vii.

4John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 24 July, & Septe
1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 571, 580).
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In the midst of the attack on Middlesex,
Buckingham found it necessary to protect himself from
another very real threat which also sprang from the
trip to Spain and the question of the Spanish marriage.
This was the return in March of 1624 of John Digby, earl
of Bristol, the English ambassador to the Spanish court.
Buckingham and Bristol fell foul of each other in Spain
_ and.ﬁuckinghm, on his return, had determined to ruin
him. In December 1623 he persuaded James to recall
Bristol. He soon came to realize that Bristol's
presence in England and his consistent support of the
Spanish marriage jeopardized his position even more.
Bristol could very well undermine his anti-Spanish
‘policy if he were allowed to remain near the king.
Bristol's ruin was a necessity if his own position was
to remain unchallenged. Buckingham persuaded James not
to grant Bristol an audience when he returned and
ordered him confined to his house.’ Buckingham was
anxious that Bristol not be available to corroborate
the story of the Spanish ambagsadors regarding 'his
imprcprieties at the Spanish court. He succeeded in
isolating Bristol until that danger was past, but the
quarrel between the two men smoldered on. The
quarrel only flared 1nt6 the open in 1626 when each
accused the other of high treason in the house of |
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With the ruin of Middlesex and the eclipse of
Bristol, Buckingham felt secure for a time. The
greatest threat now came from the king himself. James
had been ill throughout 1624. Since Buckingham's
position depended entirely on the favour of the king,
the imminent death of James v:lt:aliy concerned his
future. Lord Keeper Williams had this in mind when he
wrote Buckingham regarding a successor in the office
of lord steward, vacant since the death of the duke of
Lennox. Williams advised Buckingham to either fill
this post himself or to eliminate it for the time being.
Among the reasons he gave for this advice, these two
are the most telling.
i1t keeps you, in all charges and alterations of years,
near the king; and gives unto you all the opportiunities
of access, without envy of a favourite. « « . It gives
you opportunities to gratify all the court, great and
small, virtute officii, in right of your place: which
is a thing better accepted of, and interpreted, than a
courtesy from a favourite; because in this you are a
dispenser of your own, but in the other (say many
envious men) of the king's goodness, which would flow

fast enough of it self, but_that it is restrained to
this pipe and channel only. .

lgardiner, vi. 92-8, 112, 114, 118-21.

2L0rd Keeper Williams to Buckingham, 2 March 1625
(Cabala, pp. 280-1; Ori inal letters 111ustrat1Ve of
6), S s, series 3,

M hist (184
Ve ereafter cited as Qgg gtt |
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Williams wrote this sound plece of advice in the very
month of the death of James. Buckingham had received a
timely reminder that, as his position was entirely
dependent on James, the king's death could end his
career.

Indeed,with the death of James, there were
some who hoped that Charles would dismiss Buckingham
from favour. It was reasonable to expect this. Seldom
did a favourite negotiate the chasm between the father's
reign and the son's. In the particular case, there were
overt reasons for hoping Buckingham would fall, for at
first Charles had disliked him. Charles resented that
his father paid more atfention to his favourite than he
did to his son. His animosity had led him to play
several pranks on the favourite, with subsequent
quarrels in which James chastised his son and sided
with his favourite.l 1In 1618 after a bitter quarrel
between Charles and Buckingham, James decided to end
the bickering once and for all, by calling them both
into his presence and forcling a reconciliation,

commanding them to befriend one anather,.,z.. . From this

l4s11son, Jameg, p. 407.

2Earl of Kellie to earl of Mar, 3 June, 18 July 1618
(Mar and Kellie suppl., pp. 84, 85); Willson, Jameg,
pe 207,
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time on, Buckingham and Charles affected to be great
friends, though in 1622 the Venetian ambassador
reported than an angry dispute took place between them
which was quickly quenched; later that year the
ambassador remarked: ]

[Charles] hates [Buckingham] and he has shown his teeth
several times. Generally to please his majesty, he
caregses him like a brother, or rather behaves as if
gggoggzggftte were prince and himgelf less than a

Many believed that when Charles became king,
his true feelings would come out against Buckingham.
By 1625 there was no basis for the belief; much had
taken place since 1622. Charles and Buckingham had
been companions on their romantic trip to Madrid, had
returned with a commitment to the same policy, and had
been inevitably drawn together in order to protect that
policy from James. What had started as a surface '
attachment to pleagse James had ended as a real affection
from which the king was somewhat excluded.

Buckingham made the transition between

reigns with his power augmented, not decreased.z. Some

liando to the Doge, 11 March 1622 (ggg Venetian,

1621-3, p. 261). |

2Earl of Kellle to earl of Mar, 7, 8 April, 22 Oct., 7
Nov. 1625 (Mar and Kellie suppl., pp. 227, 228, 235,
236); Sir George Goring to Sir D. Carleton, 8 Sept.
1625 (CSP%, 1625-6, p. 100); Sir Tobie Matthew to same,
17 Ap 62 da,spz 10 ;”ialvetgi.to the duke g{
Tuscany, 11 April 1625 (HMC, Eleventh report, appendix,
part i: The manuscripts of Henry Duncan SKrine:
Salvetti correspondence, p. 3 [hereafter cited as
Skrine MSS l)o .
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few months after the accession of Charles, Sir John
North observed to the earl of Leicester: 'My lord duke's
creatures are the men that rise, the king's servants

1 sir Arthur Ingram

having little hope of preferment.’
echoed these words when he observed,
The duke's power with the king for certain is exceeding
great; and who he will advance, shall be advanced; and
who he does but frown upon, must be thrown down. All
the great officers,gf the kingdom be now his creatures,
and at his command.
In the new reign Buckingham was the dominant figure in
shaping policy and controlling patronage.

But Buckingham had first to render Charles'
French wife, Henrietta Maria, harmless. She arrived in
England in June of 1625, and already by July she and
Buckingham were quarrelling. The earl of Kellie
informed the earl of Mar that the rumour was out that
'all the queen's side, both French and the English, are
strongly set against the duke'.3 There were several
issues between the queen and the favourite. Both were

forceful personalities; it was inevitable that each .

1Sir.John,Nb::.thﬁto,.earl of Lelcester, 4 Nov. 1625 (HMC,

The manuscripts of the Rt. Honm.' Viscount De L'Isle:
ey papers, 1611-26, v. 411 [hereafter cited as De
L'isle Mss]). .

2?%; Arthur Ingram to Sir Thomas Wentworth, 7 Nov. 1625
e earl of Strafforde's letters and dispatches
(1I714), ed. William Knowler, i. 28).

3Earl of Kellie to earl of Mar, 25 July 1625 (Mar and
Kellie SuEElo, Pe 230).
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should see the other as an obstacle to the compléte
engrossment of the king's favour. From the very
beginning, Charles resented the French household of the
queen, which he saw as the cause of his troubles with
his bride. Henrietta Maria, on the other hand, saw
Buckingham as the cause of their troubles, and felt
that he stirred Charies against the French attendants
in order to control her and forment quarrels between
Charles and herself.l |

Henrietta Maria became the obvious focal
point for schemes against the duke. In August of 1625
Buckingham and Pembroke had a falling out because one
of the queen's household told the story 'that the queen
was resolved to take Pembroke by the hand and make a
party against Buckingham, which was false indeed'.2 ’
False indeed it was, but it might well have been true.
This great peer, the richest in the realm, had had a
long series of quarrels with Buckingham, some minor,
some more serious. One of the early quarrels -

illustrates how patronage worked. Pembroke, as lord

lMadame de Motteville, 'Memoirs', in Memoirs pour
servir & l'histoire ég France (i838),vséEI33 s Xe 20

2Ear]l of Kellie to earl of Mar, 15 Aug. 1625 (yég;gég
Kellie 8“2210, Pe 233). .
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chamberlain, had the gift of the offices in the king's
household. In 1619 he and Buckingham disputed the
appointment of Sir Clement Cotterell to a position in
the household, but
the king cut off the difference about the groom-
portership by telling the lord chamberleain that what
right soever he had, he should bestow it upon him

the king], so that . . . a creature of the lord of

ckingham's placed in it by him continues the
possession without interruption. + . o1
Thus, the king usurped the right of his officer by
telling him to bestow the right upon himself, then using
it in the interests of his favourite. Pembroke had
ample reason to dislike Buckingham, and if he had joined
forces with the queen, things might well have gone hard
for Buckingham. But Henrletta Maria was for toleration
of catholicism and peace, while Pembroke was a staunch
protestant and favoured vigorous action against Spain.

As it happened, Buckingham was able to render

the queen powerless; after Charles expelled the Frerch
household in 1626, the favourite surrounded the queen

with the ladies of his family and of his suppor.ters..z :

Ljohn. Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton,20 Nov. 1619
(Chamberlain, ii. 275); cf. Earl of Leicester to.
countess of Lelcester, 3 Oct. 1619 (De L'Isle MSS,
Ve 419); 10 July 1620 (Feodera, xvii, 236-8).

2The Venetian ambassador thought that Buckingham was
behind the expulsion (rough notes by Contarini of an
intended 'relation' of England, CSP Venetian, 1626-8,
p. 614). It is clear, however, that it was Char%es,
not Buckingham, who initially wished the French
expelled (Charles to Buckingham, two letters both . .

dated 20 Nov. 1625 lMigcellaneous gstate papers from =
1501 E?_ 172 s €de 1p, earl of mrd"i e, 1ii. Z’ 3]).
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The queen was the last possible threat to his power
within the court.l The threat had been quite real.
One month after Buckingham's death the Venetian
ambassador wrote 'every day she [the queen] concentrates
in herself the favour and love that were previously
divided between her and the duke'.?2 By 1627 Buckingham's
control was unchallenged, and Contarini could write that
'without Buckingham nothing of importmnce will be
decided'.3 It was at this time that Buckingham began
to be addressed in petitions as 'high and mighty
prince, George, duke of Buckingham', ‘right glorious
prince George, duke of Buckingham', or 'illustrious
prince, the duke of Buckingham'.%

Seen in retrospect, the career of Buckingham
has an aura of inevitability about it. Surely he was
destined to attain more and more power, engross more and
more of the government into his hands. Yet this

retrospective vievw is false, and hinders an understanding

lcf. David Harris Wilson, The privy councillors in the
house of commons, 1604-2_, chapter vi: 'The duke of
Buckingham and the management of parliament'; see below,
pp. 286 ff., for possible threat from parliament.

2Contarini to Zorzi, 26 Sept. 1628 (CSP Venetian,
16289, pp. 310-11).

3Sam23§g the doge, 25 Oct. 1627 (CSP Venetian, 1626-8,
P .

4CSPD, 1627-8, pp. 27, 43, passim.
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of his actions in his various roles as courtiéf, '
favourite, and chief minister. It was quite fortuitous
that he became the favourite of Jahes; had Somerset
played his role wisely, Buckingham might never have
achieved eminence. I1f the anti-Spanish faction had
not helped overthrow the Howards, Buckingham might
never have controlled the administration. Arthur Brett
had been a danger. S0 also had been Middlesex; had
Charles not been at his side in this encounter,
Middlesex might well have triumphed. Above all, with
Henrietta Maria there was a real threat. Reflection
on the role she played in the latter years of the
reign of Charles underlines the possibility of her
having assumed that role from the start, and that un-
doubtedly she would have liked to do 50.

1t follows therefore that Buckingham's actions
ought to be seen as very natural ones for a reigning
favourite who wighed to preserve his power and
influence. The duke did not ruin men whimsically.
Buckingham merely did what every other favourite had
done in similar circumstances. ‘'Uneasy lies the head
that wears the crown'; how much more so the head of a
favourite whose position was sanctioned by neither
legal nor moral authority, but was maintained solely by
winning against all those who would succeed him,
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Understandably, yet unfortunately, Buckingham was never
able to distinguish between hisgs role as favourite and -
his role as chief minister, and it is this lack of
differentiation which gives his handling of patronage
its characteristic flavour.



CHAPTER Il
PATRIMONY: THE VILLIERS CONNEXION

The first efforts of King James for the
Villiers family were directed at Buckingham himself.
He was knighted in 1615, created Baron Whaddon and
Viscount Villiers in 1616, earl of Buckingham in 1617,
marquis of Buckingham in 1618, and duke of Buckingham
in 1623.1 0f this last title the Venetian
ambassador noted: 'It should be an inauspicious honour,
for they recall that the last bearer of this title was
beheaded&.'z To titles of honour, offices were added:
in 1616 thq household office of master of the horse,
in 1619 the office of lord high admiral, and in 1624
the office of lord warden:of the Cinque Ports. There
vere also several more minor posts held by Bucki.ngham'.'
By early 1619 the friendship of James had brought
Buckingham an income of over 413,500 a year: some
25,000 yearly in land, over k8,500 in various crown

16.E.C., Peerage, ii. 391-4.

2Valaresso to the doge, 2 Nov. 1623 (CSP Venetian,
1623. 9 p. 28)0
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grants such as customs revenues and pensions;l

Contemporaries were to accuse Buckingham of
engrossing all honours to himself; a listing of his
style in the reign of Charles may give flavour to the
complainté

George, Duke, Marquis, and Earl of Buckingham, Earl of
Coventry, Viscount Villiers, Baron of Whaddon, Great
Admiral of the Kingdoms of England and Ireland, and of
the Principality of Wales, and of the Dominions and
Islands of the same, of the town of Calals, and of the
Marches of the same, and of Normandy, Gascoigne, and
Guienne, General, Governour of the Seas and Ships of
the sald Kingdom, Leiutenant-General Admiral, Captain-
General and Governor of his Majesty's Royal Fleet and
Army lately sent forth, Master of the Horse of our
Sovereign Lord the King, Lord Wardem, Chancellor, and
Admiral of the Cinque-Ports, and of the members
thereof, Constable of Dover Castle, Justice in Eyre
of the Forests and Chases on this side the River Trent,
Constable of the Castle of Windsor, Gentleman of his
Majesty's Bed-Chamber, one of his Majesty's Most ‘
Honourable Privy-Council in his Realms both in England,
Scotland, and Ireland, and Knight of the most
Honourable Order of the Garter; Lord President of the
Council of War, Chancellor of the University of
Cambridge, Sieward of the City and College of
Westminster.

Clarendon offered an explanation for this great collection

of titles:

lNote by Sir John Coke, 5 Feb. 1619 (HMC, Twelfth report,
appendix, rt i: manuscripts of the earl of Cowper,
1. 103-4 EEereaftor cited as er MSS])e To this

must be added: 312,000 out of the jointure of Queen

Anne (CSPD, 1619-23; pp. 48, 49); & patent of monopoly
on salt-petre valued at k7,000 yearly (ngg, 1625-6,

pe 163); gifts of money: 520,000 and 530,000 (CSFPD,
1623-5, p. 453; CSPD, 1625-6, p. 549); various minor
srants (CSEQ’ 16 ok ) ppo [} 453; CSPD. 1625"6’ p. 536),
a monopoly on sea ggals valued at 8,000 (HMC; Fourth
report, a dix: e manuscripts of the Rt. Hon. the
earl De La %arr, p. 284 [hereafter cited as Knole MSS]).
This does not inciude revenue from gifts, gratuities and
presents which his patronage and favour brought him.

ZRushworth, i. 303.
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1f he had an immoderate ambition, with which he was
charged, and is a weed (if it be a weed) apt to grow
in the best solls, it does not appear that it was in
his nature, or that he brought it with him to court,
but rather found it there, and was a garment necessary
for that air., Nor was it more in his power to be
without promotion and titles and wealth, than for a
healthy man to sit in the sun in the brightest dog-
days and remain without any warmth. He needed no
amb:\.ti.onlwho was 50 seated in the hearts of two such
masters.

James had declared as much at a banquet given by
Buckingham to mark a reconciliation between himgelf and
Prince Charles. Throughout the dinner, James drank
healths to several of the Villiers family present. At
the end of the dinner he rose and drank ‘a common
health! to the family in which he assured them that it
was his intention to advance them 'before all others!
and even promised them this 'in his posterity's
:uame'.2 The royal will had been made clear. The
Villiers family was to prosper under the aegis of the
crown. And Buckingham, entirely devoted to his family,
did all in his power to satisfy its social and
financial ambitions.

The guiding spirit of the rise of Buckingham

had been his mother, Mary Beaumont, the second wife of

101arendon’, i. 57.

2Rev. Thomag Lerkin to Sir Thomas Puckering, 30 June
1618 (BirCh’ James, 1ii. 78, 79)0
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Sir George Villiers. She was now to share in his
success and oversee the advancement of the family. She
was truly a meddlesome woman. Although an assessment
of her can be balanced by stating that she was entirely
devoted to her family, loving them all, even to second
and third cousins, exuberantly and excessively, she was
nevertheless completely unscrupulous, and her insatiable
greed was matched only by her desire for influence;

As Buckingham rose to power, royal officials
courted her favour, aspirants for office waited upon her
dutifully, and Gondomar, the Spanish ambassador,:is
sald to have jested that he had great hopes for the
conversion of England, since mere prayers and oblations
were offered to the mother than to the son.1 James was
willing to tolerate her for a while, but he quickly
tired of her busy interference. In November of 1616
Chamberlain reported that she was no longer in London,
'sore against her will, but the reason is said to be . . .
that her intermeddling is not so well taken'.2 It was
impossible, however, to keep her away from court, and
in the middle of 1617 she was back, In 1618 she was

created countess of Buckingham for life in her own right,3

l4ilson, The history of Great Britain, p. 149; J.
ghambgélain to s1:38§'CZEIEEbEf$§3'62t. 1616
Chamberlain, ii. .

25ame to same, 14 Nove 1616 (ibide., ii. 35).
3G.E.C., Peerage, ii. 393.
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her husband, Sir Thomas Compton, remaining a simple
baronet. Her absence from the court for the remainder
of that year led Chamberlain to suspect that that had
been the price for the title.l If so, she reneged on
delivery, for early in 1619 she was back again and
stayed except for short abaonces.z

Perhaps the reason the countess was absent in
the last months of 1618 and early months of 1619 is
found in her blatant effort to sell an office. Two
suitors each offered &4,000 for her support. She told
one he could have it for LS,OOO, 'all this passing
without the knowledge of his Majesty'. James inquired
of Buckingham how his mother dared offer to sell the
office without the king's knowledge, then commanded
that neither he nor his mother support anyone for that
p1ace.3 James objected to the attempted sale without
his knowledge; the sale itself was apparently un=-
objectionable. The morality of the times would have .

13, Chamberlain to Sir D, Carleton, 19 July 1617, 8
¢ 1618, 6 Feb. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 88-9, 163,

25ame to same, 13 Feb. 1619 (ibid., ii. 212).

3sir Prancis Coke to Lord Willoughby, Nov.. or Dec..
1618 (EMC, The mapuscripts of the earl of Ancaster,
pe 393); cf. for date letter from St. John to '

Buckingham, 24 Nov. 1618 (The Fortescue papers, ed.
S Re. Gardiner, PPe 66"7)0
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regarded sale without the knowledge of the king as an
invalid contract. With the king's knowledge sale had a
quasi-legal, pseudo=-ethical aura.

Again in 1618 the countess extorted a present
from a suitor. The countess supported Sir Humphrey May
in his bitter, though successful, attempt to become
chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster; chq received the
lease and possession of the duchy's London property,
Savoy house.l The rest of her patronage was minor:
small offices, lesser ecclesiastical posts, an
occasional baronetcy for a friend. The major efforts of
the countess were spent in overseeing the rise of her
numerous family. This entailed procuring peerages,
offices, grants of land and money, and marriageable
heiresses for Buckingham's brothers, while finding
promising husbands who could be given all these in
return for marrying his sisters, nieces, and other
female kin,

John, the elder full brother of Buckingham,
was knighted and made a groom of the bedchamber of
Prince Charles in 1616.2 1In 1617 his mother. cast

13, Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 16 March 1618
(Chamberlain, ii. 149).

25ame to same, 9 Nove 1616 (ibid., ii. 32-3).
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about for a wife, and settled upon Frances Coke, the
‘beautiful daughter of Sir Edward Coke and his wife,
Lady Elizabeth Hatton. Thomas Coke wrote his brother,
John Coke, that the choice was a good one, but added,
'the strains in the handling breed storms'.l John
Villiers was 'weak in mind and body';2 Frances; a
beautiful heiress. The struggle waged by Lady Hatton
.asainst the countess of Buckingham and her own husb&nd
to prevent this marriage does not belong here.3 It is
enough to note that Sir Edward Coke had recently been
removed from his chief justiceship and saw this
marriage of his daughter to the brother of the favourite
as a certain means of regaining office. Though the
countess demanded an exorbitant dowry, Coke
reluctantly agreed to the terms.4 The marriage took
place in September of 1617 with James in attendance.
Lady Hatton was prostrate; she lay in bed 'crazy in
body and sick in mind'.? It proved a barren triumph

lThogzg Coke to John Coke, 1 March 1617 (Cowper MSS,
1. *

2Gardiner, iii. 87.
31bid., iii. 87-99; Spedding, vi. 217-57.

43, Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 19 July1617
(Qﬂerlain', ii. 88-9)0

Ssame to same, 11 Oct. 1617 (ibid., ii. 100-1).
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for Coke. The day prior to the wedding he was allowed
to resume his seat in the privy council, but he never
regained his office of chief justice.

This tranqaction was sordid enough, but there
- was more to come. Having mulcted Coke, the countess of
Buckingham started on Lady Hatton, who had recovered
her senses well enough to put a good face on the matter.
Lady Hatton was wined and dined; James was persuaded to
put pressure on her, and Chamberlain reported:
1f the Lady Hatton will give present possession of the
isle of Purbeck to her son[in-law] John Villiers and
assure the rest that they demand, she shall be made
countess of Purbeck and he {John | viscount; if not,
Sir Edward Coke, her husban is to be made a baron
to spite her.l
The rumour was prevalent that she was to be created a

countess 2

but *'she would not come up to the price';3
Lady Hatton refused to part with Purbeck; she never
became a countess. John, nevertheless, was created
Viscount Purbeck in June of 1619; presumably he was
given the title Purbeck in the belief that the island
would come to Frances, and thus to him, on the death of

Lady Hatton. He really did not need the land anyway,

1Same to same, 31 May 1619 (ibid., ii. 239-41).

2pev. T. Lorkin to Sir Thomas Puckering, 16 Feb., 1619
(Goodman, ii. 182).

3Thomson, i. 183,
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for in the same month as his creation as viscount, he
vas given the keeping of Denmark house, vacant by the
recent death of Anne of Denmark.® Further, when
Buckingham received his earldom early in January of
1617, a patent was drawn up within two months granting
the reversion of the barony of Whaddon, the viscountcy
of Villiers, #nd thé earldom of Buckingham, to John and
his heirs male, with remainder to Christopher, the
younger full brother, in the event that Buckingham
should die without male issue.2

In January 1620, Purbeck became master of the
horse to Prince Charles;3 but a great tragedy terminated
any further advancement for him. Later that year he
began to have fits of madness, recurriing more and more
frequently for longer and longer periods. From 1620 to
1627 he spent most of the time in the country to avoid
scandal, coming to court only in his lucid intervals.
This was tragedy enough, but more followed. Purbeck's

condition did not make for marital bliss, and Lady

ljohn Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 26 June 1619
(Chamberlain, ii. 248-9),

21195t of creations of peers and baronets, compiled
from the Public Record Office: Richard 111 to Charles
I to 1646', in 4J/th annual report of the depu

keeper of the public records ElESG)I'p.ﬁl‘...hereafter
cited as 'List of creations'); CSPD, 1611-18, p. 446.

3Sir Francis Nethersole to Sir D. Carleton, 18 Jan.
1620 (CSPD, 161923, p. 114).
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Purbeck, still young and beautiful, fell in love with
Sir Robert Howard, the son of the unpopular and dis-
credited earl of Suffolk.! John seems to have loved
Frances dearly; in December of 1624, she was ill of
small-pox, and John sat at the foot of her bed refusing
to leave.? When the scandal of her child broke, John
either out of vaﬁity or love, claimed it as his own.
It availed nothing; Buckingham had Purbeck placed under
cloge guard for 'Sir Robert and lady Purbeck, by their |
crafty insinuations, will draw from him speeches to
their advantage'{3 Allied to the charge of adultery
brought against Lady Purbeck by Buckingham were
horrible additional accusations that she had conspired
to kill Buckingham and drive Purbeck mad by witchcraft;
the rumour had it that a wax figure of the favourite had
been found in her chambers.4 This was unfortunate, but
Buckingham had a genuine concern for ﬁis brother.

15, Chamberlain to same, 12 Feb. 1625 (Chamberlain, ii.
599); Earl of Kellie to earl of Mar, 26 Jan. 1625 (Mar
a_LlQ Kellie SuEEIQ, Pe 220)0

2. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 12 Feb. 1625
(Chamberlain, ii. 599).

3Buckingham to Chief Justice Sir Randall Crew, 1l Feb.
1625 (CSPD, 1623-5, ppe 471-2).

4J...Chamberlgin to Sir D. Carleton, 26 Feb. 1625
(Chamberlain, ii. 601); Earl of Kellie to earl of
Mar, 26 Jan. 1625 (Mar and Kellie suppls, p. 220).
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Buckingham had written Bishop Laud concerning a man who
claimed to be able to heal Purbeck: Laud informed him
that the man, who remained anonymous, could not cure
Purbeck;l His concern for his brother was also evident
when the scandal broke in February of 1625, at a time
‘when he was extremely busy preparing to leave for France
to bring over Henrletta Maria, the wife of Charles. But
he informed James of his brother's distraught condition
and that he would remain longer with him than he had
expected. With genuine fraternal concern, he told
James that ' . . by leaving him in the midst of his
troubles, I should give him too just cause to think, I
cared no more for him than to serve my turns of him';z

The youngest of the Villiers brothers was

Christopher. Though he was stupid and homely,3 his
mother also sought an heiress for him. She was to be
singularly unlucky. Her first choice, the widow of
Sir Henry Howard, ‘'a great heiress', escaped by
marrying Sir William Cavendish;* her third choice had

lyilliam Laud, The works of « « » William Laud, eds.

William Scott and James Bliss, vii. 623 (hereafter
cited as Laud, Works).

zBuckingham.tg James, probably Feb., 1625 (printed in
Williamson, appendix i, pp. 268-9).

3Willson, Jéﬁéé, p. 387.
43. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 24 Oct. 1618
(Chamberlain, ii. 174).
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been Lady Elizabeth Norris, daughter and heir of the
earl of Berkshire. No doubt with the prospective
marriage of Christopher in mind, Lord Norris had been
raised in the peerage to Viscount Thame and earl of
Berkshire in 1621, When Berkshire committed suicide
early in 1622, Chamberlain reported that the coroner
had been ordered to suppress 'the manner of the earl of
Berkshire's death' because Christopher Villlers was to
marry his daushter.z Lady Elizabeth was placed under
the care of Philip,earl of Montgomery. Lady Elizabeth
fled to the home:0f the earl of Oxford and married
Edward Wray, the son of Sir William Wray, a gentleman
of the bedchamber. Sir William, who owed his place to
Buckingham,> felt the Villiers vengeance: he was
dismissed from his post. Chamberlain commented on the
elopement: 'The gentlewoman carried herself very
cunningly and resolutely, not so much (as is thought)
for the love of the one as to be rid of the other.!

It is the story of the efforts to snare the
second victim which permits an estimate of just how far

l'List of creations', p. 106.

23. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 16 Feb. 1622
(Chamberlain), ii. 423).

3Seme to same, 5 May 1618 (ibid., ii. 161).
4Same to same, 30 March 1622 (ibid., ii. 429).
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James was willing to go to gratify the Villiers. In
May of 1619 the family settled on the daughter of the
lord mayor of Lohdon', Sir Sebastian Harvey, a wealthy
merchant. Sir Gerard Herbert in reporting the wooing
of the daughter by Christopher intimated that
Christopher was to be made a baron’,l no doubt in the
hope of making him more soclially attractive. In that
same month Chamberlain reported that Harvey was very
sick,
« o » surfeited upon messages sent him by the king
about his only daughter, whom the countess of
Buckingham will have for her son Christopher, and the
mayor being a willful and dogged man, will not yield
by any means fair nor foul as yet, and wishes himsgelf
and his daughter both dead rather than to be
compelled.2

The absolute refusal by Harvey ended the matter
for the moment, but only for the moment. James was again
pressing the lord mayor in October, sending messages
accusing him of being rude to Christopher, asking
questions about a judiclal error Harvey had made years
ago, demanding that he be notified before Harvey matched
his daughter with anvone, and assuring him that though

Christopher was a younger son, ke, James, would make

1sir Gerard Herbert to Sir D. Carleton, 24 May 1619

(gm, 1619-2 " Pe 47)0

zg;; g:hamberlain to same, 31 May 1619 (dh.;nmber.?laiﬁ', ii,
1l)e
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him a 'fit and competent match' for his daughter, if
the lord mayor would inform him of what he demanded'.-l

Harvey replied protesting that he and lii.a
family had treated 'Mr Villiers with all good respect
we could, and that my daughter (by my wife's leave) did
spend an hour at least with him before dinner before my
coming home'. He added that he would favour the match
*if liking might grow on both parties, wherein my
furtherance has not been'wanting'; that Christopher has
always been welcome 'though it has pleased him to
conceive otherwise'. As for the judicial error, he
excused hi;mself on the grounds that the error was not
his alone, and humbly added that 'our breeding has not
been such but that we may sometimes unwiilingly
transgress, which 1 hope his Highness will graciously
consider and pardon'. Harvey reiterated his promise
not to match his daughter with anyone without first
informing the ki:ig, but refused to state what James
would have to do to make the match with Christopher
more suitable, on the grounds that the word of the king
was good enough for him. He concluded by stating he
did not see the need to enter into terms 'before it be

known whether Mr Villiers and my daughter shall like

IStatement of Sir Sebastian Harvey, 2 Oct. 1619

(Fortescue papers, pp. 84-5); Sir S. Harvey to Sir
Robert Heath, Oct: 1619 (i.bi:i., pp. 86-8).
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each other or not'.1
_ ~ This was not a satigfactory reply, but Harvey
held out. Finally, in May of 1620, obviously for his
rejection of Christopher, Harvey was fined 22,000 in
Star Chamber '. . . for some error committed by him or
his under-sheriff in his shrievalty ten years since. Lf
his daughter could be induced to affect Christopher
Villiers, it is generally thought it had not been called
in questibn)z .As for Christopher, in his disappointment
he seems to have found solace in the favours of his
distant cousin, Anne Sheldon. In June of 1622
Chamberlain reported that Christopher Villiers had given
her 'such earnest that he cannot well forsake the
bargain', adding in a later letter that Christopher was
to be made an earl 'if he can be taken off his wench'.3
He could not 'be taken off his wench'; he married her,
and, perhaps as a result, his earldom came in 1623
rather than 1622.%

The only misfortunes Christopher suffered

were these marriage rejections. In 1617 he became a

libid.

2J..Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 27 May 1620

(Chamberlain, ii. 306),

3same to same, 8, 22 June 1622 (ibid., il. 439, 441).

bgame to same, 19 April 1623 (ibid., ii. 490).
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groom of the bedchamber, in 1620 master of the wardrobe
to Prince Charles, in 1622 a gentleman of the bed-
chamber, and in 1623 Baron Daventry and earl of
Anglesey;l_ To these honours were added pensions
totalling L1,200 annually, lands to the value of h400
annually, gifts in cash totalling over 52,000 and
miscellaneous grants of land or money of unspecified
amounts.? All these he acquired before the death of
James. In the first three years of the reign of
Charlés another pension of 1,000 was added, the.grant
of a royal manor near his other lands, gifts of cash
to the total of k6,000, plus other minor grants.3 The
two pensions and the 400 in land made his yearly
income h2,600; certainly the other grants brought it up
to at least k3,000; the outright gifts of cash would
average out to about L700 a year. Yet in 1627 he
complained to his brother about the iack of preferment
which he attributed to 'his unworthiness' rather than
‘unwillingness'! on the part of his brother;4 But

R ——
CSPD, 1611-18, p. 432; CSPD, 1619-23, pp. 114, 555;
J. Chamberlain to Sir D, Carleton, I July 1622, 19
April 1623 (Chamberlain, ii. 443, 490).

2cSPD, 1611-18, p. 4403 CSPD, 1619-23, pp. 447, 497
5%27’573?‘E§?6, 1623-5, opc 1IL, 443, 507,

3cspp, 1625-6, pp. 12, 163, 539; CSPD, 1628-9, p. 209,
223; 4 June, Dece. 1625 (Foedera, xviii. 113, 233-6).

4Ghrist0pher, earl of Auglesey to Buckingham, 1 Sept.
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Chriétopher had some weaknesses also. Reverend Joseph
Mead reported that within a month of the aécossion of
Charles, Christopher was ordered from court because of
his drunken habits.l It is doubtful that Christopher
would have come to honour and wealth had not he been
the brother of Buckingham. But then, this was true of
the whole family.

The career of Buckingham's half=-brother,

Edward, illustrates the shifting of office which was
characteristic of much of the patronage of Buckinghanm.
Edward was knighted in September of 1617, and in
October was made master of the mint, an office
estimated by contemporaries to be worth between k1,500
and 52,000 a year.z In 1623, other sources of income
having been found for him, his place at the mint was
given to Sir Randall Cranfield, brother of Loxd
Treasurer Middlesex. Sir Edward was satisfied with an
annuity of 51,000 yearly.3 In 1624 Middlesex fell from

favour, and with him fell his brother; Edward was again

Rev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 23 April
1625 (Birch, Charles, i. 12).

g
CSPD, 1611-18, pp. 426, 490; John Chamberlain to Sir
D. Carleton, 18 Oct. 1617 (Chamberlain, ii. 105);
Lord Carew to Sir Thomas Roe, Dec. IEI%.(cited in
gazette dated 18 Jan. 1618, CSPD, 1611-18, p. 516).

3cspp, 1623-5, pp. 273, 300; John Chamberlain to Sir
ﬁg'ﬁirtzisit'zs July 1623 {Chamberlain, ii. 511).
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appointed master of the mint, less than a yéar after he

1

had left it.” Two months before the death of James,

Sir Edward was appointed lord president of Mhnster,
succeeding the late earl of Thom.ond.2 He once ﬁoré
relinquished the office at the mint, only to be re-
appointed later that same year, but retaining the lord

presidency.3

Thus, he was in and out of the same
office three times in as many years. Sir Edward and
Sir Randall Cranfield were rumoured to have made from
k5,000 to k6,000 a year from their office in the mint.
When Sir Robert Harley, the son-in-law of Sir Edward
Conway, became master, the king assigned definite rates
and a salary of B500 a year, keeping the revenue for
himself,

There were other gifts as wellﬁ a pension of
2500 in 1624, bringing his yearly income from royal
funds alone to k1,500; some lands of the duchy of
Lancaster; and some 'woody grounds' in the royal forest

of Dean with the right to cut timber in spite of
statutes prohibiting this. He immedliately relinquished

lgégg, 1623-5, pp. 273, 287; John Chamberlain to Sir D.
rleton, 3 July 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 569).

3cspp, 1625-6, p. 55. |
4sir John Craig, The mint, pp. 143-4.
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this grant for k3,000 cash out of royal funds.1 Sir
- Edward was involved in a variety of sales of pardons
and peerages and held monopolies; the most notorious
was the gold and silver thread monopoly in which Sir
Edward had invested £4,000.2 His death in 1626 ended
his profiteering on the good fortune of his step-brother.
Surely the most enigmatic of the Villiers was
Buckingham's half-brother, William. He gained little
from the success of his young step-brother. The eldest

son of.the.fam11y3 he never came tohcourt.w.ﬂhﬂdoes‘not

1Notes by Sir J. Coke of an audience with the king, 6
Feb. 1624 (Cowper MSS, i. 159); CSPD, 1628-9).. p..148-

ngkesgg)s . Carleton, 28 May 1625 z CSPD, 1625-6,
PP ) .

2Cf. 6 3.5 359; CSPD, 1625-6, pp. 302, 323;
’458- egrl o ers, ed. A.. B.

37 . ot
thsart, 266, %%g, E%E commons debates
1621, eds. Whllace Notestein, . F. H. . Relf and H.
Simpson, vii, 365; ii-vi, passim.
For grants of patents and monopolies procured by
BugkinghaTeggr his family and clieggg in the p 3§riod
prior to cf. Commons debates 1, vii. 2,
367, 379, 391-2, 415-17. 461, E§§ 70. For his
rocuring of the enrollment of grants cf. ibid., vii,
311, 332, 340, 345, 348-9, 370, 379, 386-7, 390,
416-17, 429, 443, 458, 470, For the significance of
the attacks on the patents in relation to
Buckingham cf. Gardiner, iv. 45, 51-4, 85. See
also E. R, Foster, 'The procedure of the House of
Commons against patents and monopolies, 1621-1624',
in Conflict in Stuart England, eds. W. A. Aiken and
B. D. Henning, pp. 5/~ For a general discussion
of the whole system see W. He Price, The English

patents of monopolies.




80
gseem to have solicited any favour from Buckingham,
Perhaps all he owed Buckingham was his baronetcy which
he obtained in July of 1619;1 Wotton's only comment
on William was that he 'abstained from court, enjoying
perhaps the greater greatness of self-fruition.'2

Buckingham did not neglect to advance the
social and financial ambitions of the distaff side of
the family., Petitioners to royal officials for favours
would‘sometimas promigse the officer that he would
receive 'extraordinary thanks from all three great
ladies of my duke of Buckingham's family'.3 The
countess of Buckingham has already been introduced;4
the other two 'great ladies' were Catherine, daughter
of the earl of Rutland and wife of the duke, and
Susan, his sister.

Catherine was a much more pleasant person
than her mother~in-law. The duchess was a sweet,

loving wife, who seems to have borne as well as she

could her philandering, untrustworthy husband. She

1'Li.st of creations', p. 128,

2Wot:ton, Reliquiae Wottonianae, p. 237. Indeed it wouid
be quite possible to forget the existence of William,
and the author of the article on 'George Villiers' in
the DNB (lviii, 327 ff.) has done so., William is
mentioned, though, in the article on 'Edward Villiers'
(DNB, lviii. 324).

36f. Elizabeth Carey to Sec. Conway, 18 May 1627 (CSED,
1627-8, p. 182); John Hope to , 20 Apri
CSPD’ 162 -9, P 81).

4See above, PP 63 ff.
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wrote him touching letters, but she seems to have dis-
liked the life he lead. The letters are a curious
Juxtaposition of family news and loving comments,
complaints about his absence, and requests for friends
and relativese.

While Buckingham was preparing to leave for
the isle of Rh&, his half-gister, Anne, wife of Sir
William Washington, wrote the duke asking for the
creation of two baronets, explaining that they had
obtained only momentary relief from the creation of a
knight.l On June 15, Catherine wrote supporting her
sigster-in-~law's request, reminding her husband of his
promise to his sister and requesting that he see to the
matter at once.2 The neit day she wrote for money,
complaining that she needed k400 or K500 to pay the
tradesmen who 'haunt her so that she cannot stir for
them'.3 Catherine had not forgotten her sister-in-
law's needs and wrote once more reminding her husband

of his sister's suit.4 Later that week she discovered

linne Washington to Buckingham, n.d., but 1627 (CSFD,
1627- s Pe 217)0

2Catherine duchess of Buckingham to Buckingham, 15
June 1627 (CSPQ, 1627-8, Pe 217)0

3Same to same, 16 June 1627 (ibid., p. 218).
“Same to same, 19 June 1627 (ibid., p. 223).
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that Buckingham intended to go directly to Portsmouth,
although he had promised to see her before he sailed.
On June 23 she wrote expressing hew hurt she felt by
this, but again taking occasion to recommend two of his
cousins who wanted to join his service.1 When she
learned that he was definitely not going to see her
before he set sail she wrote him a stinging letter, full
of reproach. She accused him of deceiving her and
promised never to trust him again; She realized his
position was demanding on both his person and his
time, yet she could not help but grieve at her condition
for she saw him so seldom. The life of a courtier did
not allow them to share much together and she wished he
would be able to terminate his attendance at court.?Z

Wish though she might that her husband would
give up this life of a courtier and keep at home,
Catherine benefitted materially from her husband's
career at court, James pressed her with gifts,
'persuaded' the East India merchants to give her k1,200
in gold, fondled her children.3 Charles was to show a

lSame to same, 23 June 1627 (ibid., pp. 227-8).
2Same to same, 26 June 1627 (ibid., pp. 229-30).
3Sec. Conway to Mr. Fotherby, same to duchess of

Buckingham, same to Governor of East India Company, 30
July 1623 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 38).
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solicitous concern for her and her family after the
. death of Buckingham; indeed, the creation of the first
Admiralty Board, a landmark in the development of the
British navy and its administration, was the direct
result of the desire of Charles to leave vacant the
office of lord admiral so that Catherine could receive
the revenues of the office to paylthe debtg of her
deceased husband.!

A The duchess was able to use her influence to
benefit her own clients. She obtained the grant of the
receivership of recusant fines for 'her servant' George
Fellding, a distant relative by marriage to the duke.
But late in 1627, when the need of the navy was great,
all revenues from the levying of fines on recusants
were ordered to be sent directly into the exchequer to
be employed in payment of mariners' wages and victuals.
Lord Treasurer Marlborough stayed the gr;nt to FelldingQ
The duchess wrote to Secretary Conway asking him to
intercede with the lord treasurer on behalf of Fellding.
It took six months for a compromise to be worked out.
Feilding was joined with Robert Long, the personal

secretary of Lord Treasurer Marlborough, in the = . .

1Si::Oswyn A. R. Murray, 'The admiralty: part ii?,
Mariner's Mirror, xxiii. 143 (1937).
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receivership.l It was perhaps through the favour of
the duchess that he was soon after appointed one of
the collectors of the duke's tenths for the port of
London.?2 Even the more distant relatives had to be
taken under the wing of the duke.

' The third great Buckingham lady was Susan,
his sister. Susan was not as prominent as her mother
or sister-in-law, but her closeness to her brother
gave her a role in the distribution of patronage;
Suitors quickly learned that Susan had a marked
influence on him. She took advantage of her connexions
at court, such as her nephew, Endymion Porter, who
enjoyed the patronage of both Charles and Buckingham,
to relay suits to the king.> She interceded with
Charles on behalf of Henrietta Maria when he refused
to allow her to retain her French nurse following the
expulsion of all her French attendants in July 1626.4

But for the most part she only became the transmitter

1Duchess of Buckingham to Sec. Conway, 29 July 1627
(csPD, 1627-8, p. 277); 6 Feb. 1628 (Feodera, xviii.
935-93; Aylmer, The king's servants, pe. 139,

zBuckingham to George Feilding, Richard Dike and

Richard Kerry, 16 March 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9, p. 20).

3Susan, countess of Denbigh, to Endymion Porter,xzz
June 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 227).

4Same to Buckingham, undated, but written after July
1626 (HMC, Report on various collections, vol, v:
The manuscripts of Sir Archibald Edmonstone,.
pp. 125-6 [hereafter cited as Edmonstone MSS7).
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of minor suits to her brother and to the king.l Susan
married Sir William Feilding. In 1620 he was created
baron of Néwnham Paddockes and Viscount Feilding{ Two
years later he ﬁaa raised in the peerage as earl of
Denbigh.? In 1621 he became master of the wardrobe,
thus adding office to honours.3 The elevation of the
men who married Villiers ladies became a characteristic
of Buckingham's patronage;4

In addition to Susaa, Buckingham had three
half-siste:s: Frances, who never married; Anne, who
married Siﬁ William Washington; and Elizabeth, who
married Sir John Boteler. Anne apparently was not much

l 4. . : . e
Sir Lawrence Hyde to same, 26 Aug. 1626 (CSPD, 1625-6
p. 4l1); Dr Samuel Cletke’to Sec. Conway, 18 ﬁec. ’
1626 (ibid., p. 499).

230 Dec. 1620, 14 Sept. 1622 ('List of creations',
PPe. 106, 10850

3Jjohn Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 13 Oct. 1621
(Chamberlain, ii. 400).

4This form of Buckingham's patronage, as well as his
role in the widespread distribution of honours
through outright sale, has been seriously studied in
the works of Charles R. Mayes ('The sale of peerages
in early Stuart England', JMH, xxix. 21-37 [19577;
'The early Stuarts and the Irish peerage, EHR, lxxiii.
227-51 [1958]) and by Lawrence Stone, first in his
article 'The inflation of honours, 1558-1640',

(Past and Present, xiv. 45-7OT£1958,),and.more
recently in his lengthy book The crisis of the
aristocrac 'Y 1558-1641.
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at court and save for the instance where she sought
financial relief in the sale of baronetcies, seems not
to have sought any favour from Buckingham; The family
of Elizabetﬁ was especlally prominent in the patﬁonage
which Buckingham distributed through the family
connection. Sir John Boteler, who married Elizabeth
in 1609, was made a baronet in 1620 and was raised to
the peerage as Baron Boteler of Brantfield in 1628.1

Elizabeth gave Buckingham six nleces and two
nephews{_ He was particularly unfortunate in these
nephews; Henry, the elder, was a dissolute young man
who died in 1617, while William was born an idiot.?
Four of the nieces mafried men who were subsequently
ennobled or raised in the peerage. Audrey, the
eldest, married Sir Francis Leigh. She had been
previously married to Sir Francis Anderson, the son of
Sir Edmund Anderson, chief justice of the common pleas
in the reign of Elizabeth. When Leigh was created a
peer as Baron Dunsmore in 1628, the title was limited
to heirs male of his body with remainder to Sir John

Anderson, Audrey's eldest son by her first husband.>

l'List of creations', pp. 116, 128,
2G.E.C., Peerage, ii. 229. |
3Ib:Ld., ppe 193-=4; 'List of creations', p. 1l6.
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Jane Boteler, only seventeen, married the aged
Sir James Ley, the chief Justice; In 1624 he was
created Baron Ley and was appointed to succeed Middlesex
ag lord treasurer. At the coronation of Charles he was
raised in the peerage as earl of Marlborough; The
title was limited to his heirs males by his third wife,
Jane Boteler, with_remaindgf to his heirs male by his
previous marriages.t

In 1623 Sir Edward Howard married Mary
Boteler. Sir Edward was the seventh son of the dis-
credited former lord treasurer, the earl of Suffolk.
The marriage was celebrated at Buckingham's mansion,
York house. At the wedding Buckingham promised that
he would 'not only be an uncle but a father unto
them'. It had been the hope that this union would
return Suffolk to the council table, but he never re-
gained favour. Sir Edward was himself faised to the
peorage as Baron Howard of Escrick in 1628;2
In 1627 Anne Boteler married Mountjoy

Blount who had been created Baron Mountjoy in the. lrish

16.E.C., Peecrage,.viii. 488-9; 'List of creations', p.

1103 J. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 3 Feb., 1621
(Chamberlain, ii. 338).

ZG;E.C., Peera é} vi. 586; J. Chamberlain to Sir
Ds Carleton, 20 Dec. 1623 (Chamberlain, ii. 533); '
T. Locke to same, 26 Dece. 1325 zchD, 1623-5, Pe laé)o
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peerage in 1618. Shortly after his marriage he was
created Baron Mountjoy of Thurveston in the Engiish
peerage; He served with Buckingham in his escapade
against Rochelle, and just a few weeks before the
assassination of Buckingham was further raised in the
peerage as earl of Newport{ Blount was the son of
Charles, first earl of Devonshire, by Penelope, wife of
Robert, third Lord Rich. He was a bastard brother of
the earl of Warwick aﬁd apparently married Anne_withoﬁt
consulting his brother who was not on good terms with
the duke.l

Only two of the nieces married men who were
not ennobled. Olivia married Endymion Porter, who was
a great favourite of both James and Charles and was
well rewarded for hig services. Helen married Sir John
Drake, and from this apparently ignoble marriage the
famous John Churchill, duke of Marlborough, was
descendant. The Drakes were a prominent Cornish
family who collected the duke's tenths in the counties

of Devon and Somerset.2

1. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 20 Dec. 1617 .

(Chamberlain, ii. 122, 122n. 14), G.E.c.’ Peera e,
ix. 549-5); 'List of creations', pp. 113, s
Joseph Maad to Sir Martin Stuteville, 19 Feb. 1627
(Birch, Charles, i. 192).

2. EeCey Peera e, viii., 491; Buckingham to John Drake
and Sir rake, his son, 4, 31 Oct. 1625 (CSED,
1628-9), p. 282).
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Endymion Porter was never ennobled, but if
his marriage to Olivia did not bring him increased
social status, it did bring him material benefits. He
served Buckingham as his master of the horse and
personal secretary until 1622 when he transferred to
the service of Charlesg all the while remaining loyal
to Buckingham. Porter enjoyed the patronage of both
Buckingham and Charles. He was appointed one of the
grooms of the bedchamber, given the lease of several
manors of the duchy of Cornwall, plus the farm of one
of the duchy taxes, and a pension of 1500 yearly;'1 And
there was more. He was also granted the office of
receiver of fines in Star Chamber, worth about k750
a year, an annuity of k500 to replace his pension,
metal mining rights in all of Ireland, except Munster,
and the occasional gifts of cash from the crown;z His
biographer estimates his income at nearly 3,000
yearly, and this does not include perhaps the most
lucrative employment, the bribes he received for

bringing matters to the attention of the duke.3

lespp, 1625-6, pp. 23, 210, 255, 538; Feodera, zviii.

CSPD, 1625-6, p. 5813 CSPD, 1628-9, pp. 199, 219; CSP
Treland, 1635-32, pp. 255, 377. ’ ’
3 T

Gervas Huxley, Endymion Porter, p. 157; cf. an example
of a bribe of%ered Porter: SIr'William’St. Leger,

President of Munster, to E. Porter, 18 Dec. 1627 (gég
Ireland’ 1625-32, Pe 294)0
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Buckingham assumed responslibility for the
family of his brother Edward, who died'in 1626, Sir
Edward Villiers and his wife Barbara, ne St John, gave
Buckingham a niece and a nephew; He provided for his
niece, Elizabeth, by marrying her to Robert Douglas,
heir to the Scottish earl of Morton. The marriage was
performed before the final marriage contract was drawn
up, but, in a memorandum, Buckingham promised to pay the
earl R5,000 'as soon as conveniently I may', while the
earl agreed to give his son land providing a yearly
revenue of k3,000, 1,000 yearly towards the jointure
of Elizabeth, and b1,000 'for their present
maintenance'.l As for his nephew William, he inherited
the remainder to the title of Viscount Grandison in the
Irish peerage which had been given his uncle Sir Oliver
St John in 1621 with femainder to his brother-in-law,
Sir Edward Villiers and his heirs male.? Buckingham
also provided a pension of 500 a year for both William
and his mother, the Lady Barbara Villiers.3

IMemorandum signed by Buckingham, 28 April 1627
(Edmonstone MSS, p. 125).

23.Jan.,1621 ('List of creations', p. 106); G.E.C.,
Peerage, ix. 296, vi. 74-5,

3'Calendar of privy seals, signed bills, etc. for the
reign of Charles 1', in 43rd annual regort of the

deputy keeper of the public records (1882), pp. 53
ore lere§§§er cited as 'Calendar of privy ;eals: ’
ries .



91

Susan, countess of Denbigh, and her husband
provided Buckingham with a niece and two nephews. In
1620 he contracted his niece Mary, age seven, to marry
James Hamilton, age fourteen, heir of the marquis of
Hamilton, an influential Scottish peer at the court of
Jam.es.1 This was not a happy marriage. In November
1626, Salvetti reported that the new marquis of
Hamilton had returned to Scotland: 'The vulgar say
that he is disgusted with his wife, that he will have
nothing more to do with her, and will not return to
court.'2 Mead had received a letter which explained
the situation in part. Hamilton left because he had
been suspended from the exercise of his office and his
pensions stopped,
all which are thought to have been at the first but
suspensions to make him the more willing to be
persuaded to bed his wife, the duke's niece, which
ggrrggugzg :g gg;tt2:g§3 the duke they say, brought
But as late as October 1628, the Venetian ambassador
reported that Charles had sent stiff letters to Hamilton
to return from Scotland and live with his wife 'whom

[he] detests'.?

lGoEoCo, Peera e, vi. 261,

ZSalvetti to the duke of Tuscany, 6 Nov. 1626 (Skrine
M_S_S, Pe 91)0

3Extract of a letter from London to Rev. J. Mead, 4
Nov. 1626 (Birch, Charles, i. 166).

“Contarini to the doge, 23 Oct. 1628 (CSP Venetian,
1628-9, p. 358). -
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Susan's eldest child was to succeed to the
earldom of Denbigh. Surely the strangest case of
Buckingham's provision was for Susan's younger son,
George. Richard Preston, Lord Dingwall in the Scottish
peerage, had one child, a daughter. Buckingham intended
the lady for George. No doubt anticipating the
marriage, Buckingham had Preston created earl of
Desmond in the Irish peerage in 1619. 1In 1622, when
only eight, George was created Baron Fellding and
Viscount Callan in the Irish peerage, but, more
important here, he was also granted the reversion to
the earldom of Desmond on the death of Preston who had
no heirs maleQ The reversion had been granted to
George in view of his prospective marriage to Lady

1 But the marriage

Elizabeth, the daughter of the earl.
never took place; yet, upon the death of Preston in
1628, George became earl of Desmond.2 Reversions to
honours were not common, but when they were granted it
was usually to members of the family either by blood
or marriage.3 Here there were no family connectlons

whatsoever.

l'List of creations', p. 108.

2GOEQC..’ Pe a e, iv. 257-80

31L1st of creations', pp. 97, 101, 102, 104, 107, 108,
114, 115.
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In his own family Buckingham was only able to

provide for his daughter Mary, the 'little Moll' of his
letters. Just a year prior to his assassination, Mary
wag created duchess of Buckingham in her own right for
life. In the event of the death of her father without
a male heir, the title would continue through her heirs

1 Mary was contracted to marry the son and heir

male.
of the earl of Montgomery in 1626 in the hope of
cementing a political alliance with the powerful
Herbert brothers, the earls of Pembroke and Montgomery.2
Buckingham was unfortunate in not having had the time
to know his sons. His first born son, Charles, had
died an infant and had precipitated his action to
confer his title in his daughter and her heirs male
80 as to assure that the dignity would not die with
him. But just a few months before his assassination
his wife bore him a son, George, who inherited the
title and lived to be the noted rake of the Restoration
court. Another son, Francis, was a posthumous child.3
1f Buckingham had taken care of no more than

three brothers, three sisters, eight nieces and their

llbido, Pe 113,
2see below, PPe 203-4,
31George Viliiers', DNB, lviii. 337.
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husbands if they required care, five nephews, a mother,
a wife, and a daughter, he would still have created
one of the largest family combines in English history;
but there was more. Sir Allen Apsley became lieutenant
of the Tower of london through his marriage to Lucy St
John, the sister-in-law of Sir Edward Villiers. Apsley
was later appointed to the lucrative post of surveyor
of victuals for the navy.l Sir Christopher Perkins,the
ex~-Jesuit dean of Carligle,became a master of requests
after having 'at three score and seventeen years'
negotiated 'to marry a widow sister to the Lady Compton
and aunt to the earl of Buckingham'.z Sir Ralph
Freeman was joined with Perkins in the mastership
after he had married Katherine Brett, a cousin to the
duke.3 Lionel Cranfield and James lLey also married
into the family, but their advance was not primarily
the result of their marriages, though it was one of the
conditions for promotion. Of course, it cannot be

denied that many welcomed the marriage alliance with

1John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 18 Jan., 8 March
1617 (Chamberlain, ii. 50, 58); CSPD, 1628-9, p. 499.

2john Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 18 Oct. 1617
(Chamberlain, ii. 105); G. I. Soden, Godfrey Goodman,
bishop of Gloucester, p. ll4.

3John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 3 Jan. 16i8
(Chamberlain, ii. 124)0
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the Villiers family for it brought them closer to the
source of the patronage of the crown. They looked upon
the marriage alliance as a certain avenue of preferment.
Viewing all this effort on behalf of the family,
Chamberlain sarcastically commentedﬁ
In truth she [the countess of Buckingham] is to be
commended for having such a care to prefer her poor
kindred and friends, and a special work of charity
it is to provide for young maids, whereof there be
six or seven more (they say) come lately to town for
the same purpose.l

In all, at least twenty-five members of the
Villiers family were advanced to office, or title, or
both; and a case could be made for a somewhat larger
number. It is not surprising that Sir John Eliot should
thunder in his speech against Buckingham in the
parliament of 1626,

e ¢« o He ralsed, and preferred to honours and commands,
those of his own alliance, the creatures of his kindred
and aifecticn, how mean soever; whilst others, that
most deserving, nay allzthat were not in this compass,
he crossed and opposed.

Wotton stated with approbation:

In short « « . he left all his female kindred, of the
entire or half-blood . « « within any near degree, elither
matched with peers of the realm actually, or hopefully
with earls' sons and heirs, or at least with knights or
doctors of divinity, and of plentiful condition.

ljohn Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 3 Feb. 1621
(Chamberlain, ii. 338).

z?ir Johnisliot to the House of Commons, 10 May 1626
quoted in John Forster, Sir John Eliot: a biography
[1865], i. 547). PR S

3Wotton, Buckingham, p. 27.
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Clarendon made a more sober assessment:

He] exalted all of his own numerous family and
ependents, who had no other virtue or merit than their
alliance to him, which equally offended the old nobility
and the people of all conditions, who saw the flowers of

the crown every day fading and withered; whilst the
desmesnes and revenue: thereof was sacrificed to the
enriching a private family, (how well soever originally
extracted,) not heard of before ever to the nation.l
Clarendon expressed the wiser view. The advancement of
his family meant that the positions that they received
deprived others who then felt cheated. The old nobility
was offended at the numerous cféations of members of
the Villiers family through his good offices. ! The
pressure exerted by his mother, with his aid and the
active support of’James; upon marriageable heirs and
helresses, made the crown look ludicrous. And when
James was willing to subvert justice in the interest
of the relatives of his favourite, as in the case of

Sir Sebastian Harvey, the crown appeared depraved.

1Clarendon, i. 16,



CHAPTER 1V
THE CHURCH

Patronage in the church was very diffuse; and
perhaps the greater portion of the church's livings
were in the gift of nobles and lay gentry; The
important livings, those which gave the church her
| policy, administration, and doctrine were those of the
cathedral clersyﬁ bishops, deans, and chapters; and
these were in the nomination of the king. 'No bishop,
no king', James had angrily shouted in 1604,
emphasizing a relationship which was to have
increasing importance as his and Charles' reigns
deVeloped;

The close association of the cathedral clergy
with the monarchy did indeed mean that they would stand
or fall together. Bishops formed a solid bloc of royal
supporters in the house of lords; they had nearly a
majority of the votes in the early part of Elizabeth's
reign, never less than a quarter under James;l Their

political association with the crown made them .

1Christ0pher Hill, Economic problems of the church from
Archbishop Whitgift to the lLong Parliament, Pe " Xe

97
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vulnerable to opponents of crown policy who regarded
them as one of its major supports. Their wealth and
corruption made them odious to that segment of the
clergy and laity loosely termed 'puritan', who already
had doctrinal objections to the institution of
episcopacy itself. Buckingham's handling of the
ecclesiastical patronage of the king, especially during
the first years of the reign of Charles, was to
exacerbate the friction between the episcopate and the
people, and seriously weaken the church in its crucial
hour.

Buckingham gave little attention to
ecclesiastical patronage until the death of James, for
James himself took an intense interest in this
patronage;1 Because of James' aversion of the puritan
element in the church, he closely watched appointments.
James believed that in virtue of his kingly office he
was a Cleric among clerics. His love of theological
disputation and his coterie of favoured members of the
clergy who travelled with him, meant that on the one |
hand he was well-informed about the religious views of
suitors for preferment without the help of Buckingham,
and on the okher hand that a clique of divines had

1H._R...Trevon-Rop.er, 'James 1 and his bishops', in
Historical essays, p. 130 ff.
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ample opportunity to advance themselves and their friends
without the intercession of the favourite. Consequently,
Buckingham was not a major influence in effecting church
promotions until after James' death, when he virtually
exploded in the now-ripe field. Nevertheless, he had
taken at least a casual interest prior to 1625 and was
responsible for some appointments;

When Buckingham was just beginning to taste the
fruits of his master's favour, he helped secure the
bishopric of Carlisle for Robert Snowden in 1616.l
Chamberlain implies that Buckingham had a part in the
preferment of Lewis Bayly to the Welsh bishopric of
Bangor in the same year, but his mention of it is too
cloudy to attribute Bayly's promotion to the rising
favourite;2 There was little opportunity for the
favourite to profit materially or politically from the
appointments at this time. In the absence of evidence

to the contrary, it seems that in the case of Snowden's

lNathaniel Brent to Sir Dudley Carleton, 19 Nov. 1616
(cspp, 1611-18, pp. 406-7).

2john Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 4 Jan. 1617
(Chamberlain, ii. 48). ‘
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appointment, Snowden had a friend who was able to
persuade the young favourite to use his influence with
James to make the appointment. Moreover, when Snowden
died in 1621, his widow was granted the fimst fruits
of the see by the king; But lord treasurer Middlesex
" refused to honour the grant on the grounds that the
king could not give away the first fruits. Abigail
Snowden petitioned Buckingham to intercede with
Middlesex on her behalf. Buckingham wrote to Middlesex
advising him to support the grant because Bishop
Snowden had been 'an old acquaintance' of h:ls.1 It is
difficult to ascertain his connection with Lewis Bayly,
the bishop of Bangor, but in 1626 Bayly wrote his
father-in-law expressing his joy that he had 'grown
again in extraordinary favour with the duke of
Buckingham'.2

Buckingham's influence was definitely effective
in the translation of George Carleton from the poor
Welsh bishopric of Llandaff to that of Chichester in
1619, Llandaff was in turn conferred upon Theophilus

lobigail Snowden to Buckingham, n.d. (Knole MSS, p. 303);

Buckingham to Middlesex, 13 Nov. 1621 (ibid., p. 286).

2Bi.shop of Bangor to Sir Sackville Trevor, 7 Feb. 1626
(EMC, Fifth report, appendix: The manuscripts of Miss
Conway Griffith, p. .
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Field aleo through Buckingham's influence.l The
relatively minor role that Buckingham played in church
patronage at this time is shown when it is considered
that only these two preferments were linked to him, yet
eishtlbiéhoprics changed hands that year, and the six
the favourite did not effect were more prestigious than
the ones he did.2

~ John Overall, bishop of Norwich, died in May
of 1619, To fill this vacancy Samuel Harsnett was
translated from Chichester to Norwich probably through
the good offices of the earl of Arundel with whom he
had an association dating back to at least 1608 when
both served as lord lieutenants of Sussex.3 This
allowed Carleton's promotion to Chichester. When
Bigshop Overall died, Dr John Bowle wrote to Buckingham
soliciting a post among 'that number whom your honour
will advance by this alteration'. He asked especially

for the deanery of Westminster.4 But Westminster went

1Georse Carleton to Dudley Carleton, 30 May 1619
(CSPD’ 619-2 9 p. 49).

2The six were Bristol, Chester, Coventry, Ely, Norwich
and Winchester.

3M F. S. Hervey, The life, correspondence, and
collections of Thomas Howard, earl of Arundel, p. 119,

4pr John Bowle to Buckingham, 18 May 1620 (HMC,
Second repott: The manuscripts of the Hon. G. M.
Fortescue, p. 57 [hereafter cited as Fortescue MSS
Fortescue papers, p. 128). The reference by Bow to
the recent death of Bishop Overall of Norwich
igggests that the letter was written in 1619 and not
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to John Williams, the future lord keeper. Bowle was
later given the deanery of Salisbury, a position that
John Donne, the poet, had solicited of Buckingham., and

which he felt he would get.l

Donne was promoted to the
deanery of St Paul's when Valentine Carey succeeded to
the bishopric of Exeter on the death of Bishop Cotton
in 1621.

A word might here be said about the slowness
of the formal machinery for effecting episcopal
appointments; The cases of Carleton and Field will
serve as examples. Although George Carleton had the
promise of Chichester in May of 1619, he was not
formallf nominated by the king for the office until
September, while Theophilus Field did not have
possession of Llandaff until October. The delays were
partly occasioned by negotiations between the king or
favourite and the appointee about financial arrange-

" ments, and partly as a result of the complicated
process of transfer of power. The king had to issue a
warrant to the chancery to draw up two separate
instruments: a permission to the chapter to elect a new
bishop, the congd d'8lire, and a letter missive

instructing them to elect his nominee. Then these were

lJohgggonne to Buckingham, 8 Auge. 16Z1 (Fortescue MSS,
Pe °
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sent to the cathedral chap$er, who elected the nominee
and notified the king of ‘their choice'; the king then
issued a formal assent to the election, after which
congecration might take place.1

In”1621 Buckingham effected two appointments
which were to have important results. John Williams,
who in 1620 received the deanery of Westminster through
the favourite,z

Laud became bishop of St David's.3 Buckingham had a

now became bishop of Lincoln; William

hand in a third appointment in 1621, that of Valentine
Carey, dean of St Paul's, to the bishopric of Exeter;4
Williams had written to Buckingham's secretary, John
Packer, regarding Exeter, at the request of Dr John
Sharpe, a Scottish theologian.s But instead of
recommending Sharpe for this vacancy, Williams told
Packer that he hoped either Dr Richardson, the master of
Trinity College, Cambridge, or Valentine Carey would be

nominated.6 Carey was related to Sir John Coke, the

1
Cf. Handbook of British chronolo eds. Sir F. M.
Powicke and E. B. Fryde, ppe 204, 217, 277.

szket [ i. 40
3See below, Pp. 116-24.

4Rev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 15 Sept.
1621 (Birch, James, ii. 275).

21John Sharpe', DNB, li. 407-8.

6Lord Keeper Williams to John Packer, 1 Sept. 1621
(Fortescue MSS, p. 59).
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able navy commissioner, who also may have used his
influence with Buckingham on behalf of his kinsman,

Of the three other bishops preferred in 1621,
two cannot be linked with Buckingham, and one he un-
successfully opposed. Buckingham resisted the prefer-
ment of George Montaigne, bishop of Lincoln, to the
bishopric of London. Buckingham wanted London for John
Williams, but Montaigne, with the help of Prince
Charles, obtained London and Williams had to settle for
Lincoln. The promotion had been the occasion of a
bitter Quarrel between Charles and Buckingham, or so
the Venetian ambassador reported; He wrote in cypher
that 'his highness expressed himself very bitterly
against the favorite and opened out on the subject
very sharply to the king. . . .'1

Theophilus Field was not satisfied with the
bishopric of Llandaff to which he had but recently been
preferred. He was nrgéntly soliciting Buckingham for
further advancement that year. He addressed to
Buckingham one of his sonorous letters, worthy of a
Shakespeaﬁean sycophant:

Besides London (which is too high for me to look after)
e « o Hereford, the next seat to mine, (whither my

predecessors have been oft removed) is said to be now
void. Now my good lord, speak once more seasonably.

lgGirolamo Lando to the Doge, 23 July 1621 (CSP
Venetian, 1621-3, p. 88),
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It is a doubled, and redoubled, and infinitely multiplied
benefit, which is so given. Never had I more need of the
cordial his majesty gave me at my going into Wales,
which was, that 1 should not stay long there.
Field was writing from the Tower of London where he had
been committed for having acted as an agent for the
receiving of bribes in the courts of justice. He asked
Buckingham to 'at least procure me of my lord the king
a ggég,dihiﬁtis3 leave to depart', and a full pardon so
that he would not return to his bishopric of Llandaff
in disgrace, if further preferment was impossible at
fhis time;l

This is a remarkable letter. First, one can
gauge the degree of subservience with which Field
approached his patron; in this he was not alone.
Second, the bishopric of Hereford was not vacant at
that time; but Field and other suitors could seldom
afford to verify their rumours, for by the time they
did at least a dozen others would have begged for the
preferment =- and what 1f the rumour wasg true? RKumours
of the death of high ecclesiastics were always current;
even the more reliable John Chamberlain reported in
1624 the death of three bishops, two of whom were so

far from dead that one lived until 1636, the other

17, Field to Buckingham, n.d. (Cabala, 109-110)., The
references to Field's troubles in Parliament suggest
fggt the letter was written after the Parliament of

1.
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until 1641;1 Tobias Matthew, archbishop of York, was
said to have spread rumours of his owﬁqa;;fh in order
to enjoy the scramble of suitors for his place, leading
Thomas Fuller to comment that Matthew 'died yearly in
report'.z Matthew died gracefully only in report; when
he heard that, on his demise, the archbishopric had
been promised to John ﬂilliams; bishop of Lincoln, he
wrote jovially to him: 'I love your lordship well, but
1 will keep you out of this seat as long as 1 can;'3

The years 1622 and 1623 were lean ones for
suitors; only two bishoprics fell vacant, Bristol and
St Asaph, though the latter, falling vacant in 1623,
was filled only early in 1624. When Richard Parry,
bishop of -St Asaph,died, Williams tried to obtain the
see for his kinsman, Theodore Price, who had been
acting as sub-dean of Westminster chapel through his
favour, Williams had repeatedly advanced the candidacy
of Price for preferment to a bishopric, but had been un-
successful in obtaining a promotion for him. Indeed,
his continual pressing on Price's behalf antagonized
Buckingham, and Price eventually came to believe that

1J.‘Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 3 July 1624

(Chamberlain, ii. 569).

2Thomaz Fuller, The church history of Britain (1655),
v. 314,

3Hacket, 1. 168.
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the support of Williams had done him more harm than
good.’l Price did not obtain the Welsh bishopric of St
.Aaaph; which was disposed of by Prince Charles to Dr
John Hanmer. Charles had argued that in his capacity
as Prince of Wales he enjoyed the right of nomination
to all Welsh bishoprics, and he exercised that right by
nominating Hanmer 'to the remote and poor Welsh
bishopric'.z As for the bishopric of Bristol, the only
vacancy filled in the years 1622 gnd 1623, it was a
'place held so poor. that we hear not yet of any suitors
or pretendents for 1t‘.3 The see was assigned to
Richard Wrighte Buckingham does not seem to have had
any definite connection with the appointment, though Sir
George Calvert, a secretary of state, having heard one
of the periodic rumours of the death of the archbishop
of York, had recommended Wright to Buckingham for
promotion.4 |

The following two years were not much better;

in 1625 no bishoprics fell vacant, and in 1624 only

L1 Theodore Price', DNB, xlvi. 339,
ZHBCkEt s i. 207.

3J. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 4 Nov. 1622
(Chamberlain, ii. 462).

bgip George Calvert to Buckingham, 17 Jan. 1622
(Fortescue MSS, 61).
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three, none of which was very desirable. The 'remote
and poor' St Asaph's went to John Hanmer; Carlisle,
which went to the Calvinist Richard Senhouse on the
demise of Calvinist Richard Milbourne, was, though less
poor, eqﬁally remote. Buckingham's hand cannot be
seen in these appointments.l Richard Montague, the
disputatious Arminian cleric who later became bishop
of Chichester, wrote in reference to Senhouse's
nomination that he was sorry to see that 'Puritani
rapiunt Episcopatum, yet this is alleviated, that it
is but one for another, and in remotis; whereby, 1
hope, we shall be rid of him'.2

The third bishopric, Gloucester, went to

3

Godfrey Goodman, dean of Rochester,~ a former chaplain

to Queen Anne. He seems to have been offered the see

after two others had refused it. According to Goodman's
recent .biographer, Mr Soden, Gloucester was the poorest
bishopric in England; he evaluated its annual income for the

4

bishop at k315, It appears that the bishopric had been

Let, Soden, Goodman, pp. 131, 132,

2Richard Montague to John Cosin, 28 July 1624 (The
correspondence of John Cosin, ed. George Ornsby, ¥, 1. 21
|hereafter cited as COsin corresgondencel

3csPp, 1623-5, p. 373.

4Soden, p. 133. His figure, however, is based upon
evaluation of the bishopric in 1680; in 1628 the

diocesan clergy, though not the bishopric. of Gloucester
were thought to be able to contribute more to the royal
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offered to John Preston, a leader of the Puritan party
in both religion and politics. He had served as
chaplain to Prince Charles and had obtained the master=-
ship of Emmanuel College, Cambridge, through the good
offices of Buckingham.l When Preston refused the
nomination, the offer was made to Joseph Hall, also of
Calvinist inclinations. Hall similarly declined.2
Gloucester was then offered to Goodman, who gladly
accepted. Richard Montague hoped that Goodman would
not obtain the post as he was a Scot, and that the un-
lucky Theodore Price would receive the honour.3

It is difficult to say clearly ﬁhere
Buckingham's hand enters and where it leaves in the

promotion to the see of Gloucester. Thomas Hall,

treasury than those of Rochester, Hereford, and
Oxford, and nearly as much as those of Coventry,
Worcester, and Bristol (Charles to Archbishop Abbot,
-15 Feb. 1628 [CSPD, 1627-8, p. 563]). If there is a
correspondence between the livings of the diocesan
clergy and the living of the bishop, Gloucester was
perhaps not so poor.

lThomas Ball, The life of the renowned Doctor Preston,
written by his pupil . . . in 1628, ed. W. Barcourt,
pp. 67-9, 84-5; James F. Maclear, 'Puritan relations

with Buckin ', Huntingdon Library Quarterly, xxi.
114, 120 (1858),° — == o

2Soden, pp. 136-7; Irvonwy Morgen, Prince Charles'
puritan haglain pe. 123,

3Richard Montague to John Cosin, 30 Oct. 1624 (Cosin
correspondence, i. 24).
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Preston's pupll, friend, and biographer, said
Buckingham offered the bishopric to Preston;1 Hall said
James, not Buckingham, offered him the position;z '
Goodman said James offered him Gloucester, and denied
that Buckingham was involved, yet on the next page
stated that he sent Buckingham a present of plate worth
240 or 150, which Buckingham returned.3 Preston was
certainly in Buckingham's favour at this time; Hall
certainly was not; consequently, their stories agree
with the probabilities. Though these sources do not
contradict each other, neither are they complementary.
None of them may be trusted entirely, and, unfortunately,
contemporary reports do not verify their accounts
except by general remarks such as Preston 'still
continued and increased in the favour of the
king and duke'.% At any event, the return of
Goodman's present by Buckingham might indicate that
he played no role in the offer, but this leaves the

question of why Goodman sent it if he felt no

1gal1, Preston, p. 98.

2ioseph Hall, The works of Joseph Hall, ed. J. Pratt,
. xliv, '

3Goodman, i. 356-7.

4Fuller, The church history, vi. 13.
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obligation to the favourite. Nevertheless, whether
through James or through Buckingham, Goodman was the
last bishop consecrated in the reign of James.

Buckingham's position as favourite meant that
many solicited his influence with the king on their
behalf. It is difficult to assess his role in fhe
appointments to the various deanerigs that became
vacant. Early in February of 1622, John Williams,
bishop of Lincoln, the lord keeper, wrote to John
Packer, Buckingham's secretary, seeking the promotion
of Dr William Piers. Piers had served as chaplain to
the late bishop of London, John King, and was now
attached to Oxford University. Packer had answeréd
Williams request by informing him that another had been
preferred to the vacancy about which he had inquired.
Intent on obtaining a promotion for Plers, Williams
solicited the deanery of Peterborough for him. At the
same time he asked Packer to keep his master in mind of
a promotion for Dr Piers. A few months later, Plers
was appointed dean of Peterborough; in 1630, on the
death of Thomas Dove, bishop of Peterborough, Plers

was elected to succeed him.l

liord Keeper Williams to John Packer, Feb. ? 1622,
Packer to Williams, 13 Feb., 1622, Williams to Packer,
23 Feb. 1622 (Fortescue MSS, p. 60); *William Piers',
DNB, xlv. 272.
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The last dean to be nominated in the reign of
James was John Scott, who in 1624 became dean of York.
Buckingham was responsible for the appointment, and, if
John Williams can be believed, for the death of Scott's
predecessor, Dr Meriton, as well., Williams alleged
that the dean of York was struck dead when he recelved
notice that, through the intercession of Buckingham,
Scott had been appointed his coédjutor, and thus
successor, in the deanery. Williams argued that Scott
was unfit for the deanery which was 'the sixth or
seventh place of preferment ecclesiastical within this
kingdom', because of his notorious public reputation as
an habitual gambler with little moral character.1
Hacket, Williams' biographer, claimed that Scott
received the appointment so as to enable him to pay
off the gambling debts he owed a friend of Buckingham,
adding, 'and yet, the man died in the King's Bench
[prison], and was not solvent'.2

James appointed or promoted thirtysthree
bishops between 1616 and his death in 1625;3 twenty-three

lyilliams to Buckingham, 24 Dec. 1624, & Jan. 1625
(Cabala’ PDe 279-80); I{aCRetl’ i. 2060

21bid., 1. 207.

3The calculations are based on the lists of bishops
provided in Handbook of British chronology, pp. 206-79.
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of these preferments took place between 1616 and 1620.
In this period Buckingham's influence on church appoint-
ments was negligible., He played a greater role in the
period between 1621 and the death of James in March
1625, when three of the ten appointments made in those
years can be linked to him. But for the whole period
in which Buckingham enjoyed James' favour, from 1616 to
1625, Buckingham's hand can be seen acting certainly in
only seven cases, and possibly in four or five more.
Taking the larger number, eleven or twelve bishoprics,
out of a possible thirty-~three, a handful of deaneries,
and various other minor appointments, that represents
the extent of the favourite's intrusion into the
patronage of the church. 1t seems clear, therefore,
that until the death of James, Buckingham played a
secondary role in dispensing the king's bounty in the
church, and that James and his clerical favourites
controlled the lion's share of the preferments within
the church.

1t is necessary to say a word about James'
policy in regard to the patronage of the church, for it
left Charles and Buckingham an unwelcome legacy of
bishops, and also helped poison the atmosphere of the
church., While James hated puritans, he did not hate

Calvinists, nor was he by any means in the Arminian
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camp. So long as his bishops were thoroughly Erastian,
and so long as they did not stir up public controversy
or meddle with the order of the church, James was
willing to let them adhere to either of the contending
theological viewpoints and to appoint them instead on
the basis of personal affection.l Thus, in 1624 he
had offered Gloucester to Joseph Hall, a Calvinist,
and when Hall refused it, had offered it to Godfrey
Goodman, an Arminian who ended his life as a catholic.
As Professor Willson remarks: 'In appointments and
policy he balanced one group against the other, he
straadled the doctrinal points at issue, and thereby
created divided counsels in the church as well as in
the state.'2
Friction within the church between the two
groups was intensified by the policy. !'The puritans
are despoiling the episcopate ("Puritani rapiunt
Episcopatum")', Montague had moaned when Senhouse got
Carlisle in 1624, and when Gloucester fell vacant in

the same year, he hoped that God would spare them a

lMark H, Curtis, 'Hampton Court Conference and its
aftermath', Histo [ lei. 6-7 (1961).

2Willson, James, p. 199,
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puritan as bishop, expressing the fear that the church
was being 'swallowed up with a puritan bishopricry'.1
In December of that year, when a treatise represented
as the work of lsaac Casaubon came into his hands, he
exclaimed that the perpetrator must have been a
puritan: 'Had he his due his books should fire him at a
stake. Before God it will never be wéll until we have
our Inquisiti.on.'2 Early in 1625, when he failed to
get a living which he had sought, he mingled sour
grapes with animosity towards the puritans, commenting:
'It was within four miles of Coventry, no great thing.

'3 Thomas Morton, a

Coventry is a second Geneva. ,
Calvinist, was bishop of Coventry from 1619 to 1632.
Needless to say, the antipathy of the Arminlans towards
the Calvinists was cordially reciprocated. Thus,

James left to Charles and Buckingham an episcopate
divided between almost irreconcilable factions. What
the new king and the old favourite would do with the
church would depend more upon Buckingham than upon

Charles.

lsee above §.108; Richard Montague to John Cosin, 24
Oct. 1624 (Cosin correspondence, i. 22).

25ame to same, 12 Dec. 1624 (ibid., i. 32).
3same to same, 14 March 1625 (ibid., i. 66).
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During the reign of James two great bishops
had been rivals for the favourite's trust; each of them
had sought ascendancy over the favourite's mind, not
simply for personal advancement, but in order to have
power over his actions and policies. These two rivals
were John Williams and William Laud; the outcome of
their rivalry would have profound consequences for
both church and state.

Williams was named dean of Salisbury.by James
in 1619.1 According to Hacket, Williams was at first
reluctant to seek Buckingham's favour, both because he
did not expect him to long remain in power, and because
Buckingham was too ready to ‘'cast a cloud suddenly upon
his creatures'.2 James, who was genuinely fond of
Williams, urged Williams to seek out the favourite and
wait upon him, which Williams dutifully did. In 1620
his great opportunity came: Buckingham was being held
back by James in his plan to marry Catherine Manners
because she was a catholic; Williams managed to persuade
Catherine to conform.3 This coup gave Williams an

intimate entry into the family circle, which he

lHaCKet ’ i. 36.
21bid.e, i. 40.
31bid., i. 41-3.
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reinforced by becoming chaplain to Buckingham's
mother.1 His immediate reward was the deanery of
Westminster, which Hacket compared to !the office over
the king of Persia's garden at Babylon, which was stored
with his most delicious fruits'.2

Williams consolidated his favour by giving
Buckingham good advice in the parliament of 1621.
When the storm over monopolies arose, Buckingham was
deeply implicated, since he had been responsible for
persuading the king to grant many of the patents to his
friends and relatives. He was genuinely frightened at
the attack in parliament, and feared that he would be
singled out as the cause of the grievance. 'Swim with
the tide, and you cannot be drowned', was the advice
Williams gave him. He urged Buckingham to lead the
attack on the monopolies, thus gaining credit with the
parliament by showing that 'you love not your own '
mistakings, but are the most forward to recall them'.3

Buckingham took the advice and rewarded Williams with

1B, Dew Roberts, Mitre and musket: John Williams, Lord

Keeper, archbishop of York, p. 9; CSP Venetian
T621-3, p. B8, o e e

Hacket, i. 4G.
31bid., i. 50.

2



118
the bishopric of Lincoln and the office of lord
keeper.1

The rise of Laud was less spectacular because
James disliked and distrusted him, saying that he was a
man of 'restless spirit, and cannot see when matters are
well, but loves to toss and change, and to bring things
to a pitch of reformation floating in his own brain. . . .'2
But by 1620 Laud had ingratiated himself with Buckingham,
and through his patronage was able to overcome the bias
of James towards Laud.> 1In 1621, through the urging of
both Buckingham and Williams, Laud was nominated bishop
of St David's. James had been reluctant to promote
Laud to the episcopate, and, after a lengthy argument
with Williams about the appointment, is reported to
have said angrily, 'take him to you, but on my soul you
will repent 1gr,4

Hacket makes much of the generosity of
Williams in supporting Laud, but this must be taken
lightly. The most recent biographers of both Williams
and Laud agree that Williams worked to obtain the

lfor bishopric of Lincoln see above pp.l03-4 , for the
lord keepership see p. 187.

2Hacket, i. 64; Gardiner, iv. 138.
3Hugh Trevor-Roper, Aréhbishog Laud, p. 56.

4Ha-'3ket, i. 64,
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bishopric for Laud in order to save his deanery of
Westminster.l Laud himself recorded in his diary that
it was generally expected that he would be made dean of
Westminster and not bishop of St David's; and it was
even reported at that time that Laud had received the
deanery.? Also, Williams received a living of 120 in
Laud's diocese as payment for his efforts in Laud's
behalf.3

As Williams had first entrenched himself in
the family of the favourite by effecting the conforming
of Buckingham's prospective wife to the Church of
England, Laud entrenched himself through the favourite's
mother. The éountess of Buckingham was in 1622
contemplating the notion of converting to catholicism,
and it seemed as though Buckingham might follow her
lead. James was angry and upset. To appease him,
Buckingham arranged a conference between Laud and the
Jesuit Flsher. The conversion of the countess was
delayed for only a while, but Buckingham was restored
" to his Anglicanism by Laud.4 From this point on Laud

lRoberts, p. 52; Trevor-Roper, iﬁﬁd, ppe 56=7.

2Laud, WOrks, iii, 136-7; Reve J. Mead to Sir Martin
Stuteville, 23 June 1621 (Birch, James, ii. 260).

3Hacket, i.64.

4Gardiner, iv. 2813 Willson, James, p. 4273 Trevor-
Roper, Laud, p. 60.
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was to enter deeper and deeper into the confidence of
Buckingham., In his diary in early June of 1622, Laud
made the entryAthat 'my lord marquis of Buckingham was
Pleased to enter upon a near respect to me. The
particulars are not fqr paper.'! A week later he noted:
'1 became C. to my lord of Buckihgham.'l The 'C.' is
an abbreviation for either'chaplain or confessor, and
whichever it represents, the close personal relation-
ship thus symbolized was to give Laud increasing
influence over the favourite.2 Laud remained in the
relatively poor bishopric of St David's until 1626
because of the absence of sultable vacancieé in the
episcopate, not of any lack of favour on the part of
Buckingham. There were only four vacancies between
1621 and 1626; two, 8t Asaph's and Gloucester, were
poorer than St David's, while the other two, Carlisle
and Bristol, were a little richer, but equally remote
from the court.

Williams and Laud now faced one another in a
direct battle for influence over the favourite. Laud had
the strategic position on two counts. First, he was the

personal religlous adviser of the duke; second, he had

lLaud, Works, iii. 139.
2Trevor-Roper', Laud, p. 60.
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no office in the administration, and therefore was not
as vulnerable to the disfavour of Buckingham as Williams,

When Charles and Buckingham were in Spain,
Williams indiscreetly allowed Buckingham to know that he
was dublious about the wisdom of the journey; meanwhile,
Laud was writing to the duke subtly implying that v
Williams was undermining the favourite in his absence.1
After Buckingham returned, Laud began to have the
dreams which were to reveal so peculiarly the
superstitious, guilty hatred he bore Williams. In
December of 1623 he dreamt the lord keeper was dead,
'his lower lip infinitely swelled and fallen, and he
rotten already'; the next day he saw Buckingham and
noticed that Williams was 'dead in his affections'. In
January of 1624 Laud was languishing with sadness at
the 'envy and undeserved hatred borne to me by the lord
keeper'!, but turned to the Bible and chanced upon the
psalm, 'The Lord is my helper; I will not fear what man
can do unto me', which seemed a consoling omen. In
January of 1625 he noted coldly that Buckingham expressed
the wish that he had 'known' the lord keeper sooner.
As late as January 1627, when Williams had quite fallen
from favour, Laud noted that the bishop of Lincoln
desired a reconciliation with Buckingham, and the very

1Roberts, pp. 64~5, 78,
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next nigh:,ho dreamt that 'the bishop of Lincoln came,
I know not whither, with iron chains., But returning
loose from them, leaped on horseback, went away;
neither could I overtake him!) In March of 1627 one
of the figures in his dreams, 'whispering in my ear, -
told me that I was the cause why the bishop of Lincoin
was not again admitted into favour and to court'.1
Even in 1633 Laud was still having his dreams about
Williams; he dreamt that Williams came, 'and offered
to sit above me at the council-table, and that Lord
Holland came in, and placed him there'.2

When Laud was not dreaming about Williams,
he was dreaming about Buckingham and the Villiers
family. In 1625 he was very troubled in his dreams.
'My imagination ran altogether upon the duke of
Buckingham, his servants, and family.' Other times he
dreamt of Buckingham alone, or of Buchingham's wife.3
Laud's dreams show him in a repellant aspect. He was,
however, genuinely attached to Buckingham; he sat with

4

him when he was ill; " he defended his policies as best

liaud, Works, iii. 144, 146, 157, 199, 204.
21bid., iii. 218; Hacket, ii. 85.

3Laud, Works, iii. 170, 172.

“1bid., 111. 152, 153.
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he could, even when he was not in accord;1 he was
deeply shocked when Buckingham was agssassinated, and
wrote sincerely of his grief;z he continued his friend-
ship with Buckingham's wife, corresponding with her
frequently;3 and in his will he remembered Catherine
and her children.”

This was the man who triumphed over Williams,
and who comsequently conf:olled the patronage of the
church through Buckingham. The change of reigns also
pointedly marked the transfer of favour from Williams
to Laud. Williams preached the funeral sermon of King
James; Laud officiated at the coronation of Charles.
Professor Trevor-Roper has justly observed that it was
Williamg, not Laud, who was the parallel of Cardinal
Wolsey, Williams was the politician in orders, Laud
the clergyman in politics.5 As Williams was above all
a political realist, and active primarily in the area
of state, not church, the story of his fall properly

6

belongs in another place. Here it will suffice to

libid., vii. 631.

2Ibid., vi. 255, 259; Trevor-Roper, Laud, appendix,
letter 18.

3Laud, Works, vi and vii, passim.
41bid., iv. 443,
sTrevor-Rpper,.ngg, PPe 53-4.
6See below, pp. 194-5.
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note that Williams‘was a man who 'behaved throughout
his career as if no differences in religlous principles
existed'sl Williams was broadly tolerant- of the
various views within the church, because he was sublimely
unconcerned about them. If he had a leaning at all, it
seems to have been towards the puritans. Had Williams
been able to keep Laud from control of the church,
rather than being driven by Laud out of the counsels of
the state, it is possible that much of the misfortune
which both church and state were to suffer could have
been avoided. Buckingham had a clear choice: Williams
the 'biitikue, Laud and 'thorough!'. Unfortunately,
Buckingham made the wrong choice.

In April of 1625, less than a month after the
death of James, Buckingham asked Laud for a list of the
clergy marked with the letters '0' for orthodox and 'PY
for puritan, so_that Buckingham could give it to
Charles.2 Laud's position was recognized quickly by his
contemporaries; Archbishop Abbot reported in 1627 that
Laud 'is the only inward counsellor with Buckingham,
sitting with him sometimes privately whole hours, and

1Trevor-R.oper, Laud, p. 54.

2Laud, Works, iii. 159, Gardiner believed that the
list was requested by Charles (v. 363-4).
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feeding his humour with malice and spite'.l Abbot had
as low an opinion of lLaud as James had hadQ In 1624
Abbot unsuccessfully attempted to keep Laud off the
court of High Coﬁmission; Laud, who was on very
amicable terms with Buckingham, appealed to him against
the designs of the archbishop. Buckingham ordered Abbot
to reinstate Laud on the commission; Abbot obeyed.2

The predominance of the leader of the Arminian
faction was one of the few constants in what was other-
wise a period of bewildering changes and shifts. A
hint of a death and Buckingham was beseiged with
clamorous aspirants for the vacant post; a rumour o$ a
promotion brought scores of letters begging for prefer-
ment to any of the subsequent places which would become
available. The actions of the higher clergy in their
quest for bishoprics was perhaps the closest approach
to mendicancy since the Reformation. The rapid
shifting of ecclesiastical office can be seen as one
result of the increased control by the duke of policy
in the new reign. As in the state, so in the church,

one had to support both tthe duke and his policy. To

labbot's narrative in Rushworth, i. 440.

2Laud, Works, vie. pt i. 243-4; Laud to Buckingham, 18
Nov. 1624 (Cabala, p. 109); 21 Jan. 1625 (Feodera,
xvii. 649),
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this was added Laud's influence, which meant that non-
Laudian clergy were not promoted. '

The fall of Williams illustrates the whole
process of church patronage. For a time 1t seemed that
Williams might lose some of his ecclesiastical offices
as well as his temporal ones. Consequently, in November
of 1625, Dr Francis Dye, chancellor of Salisbury, tact-
fully reminded Secretary Conway that he owed him %500,
Dye assumed that if Williams would be removed from the
deanery of Westminster, elther the dean of Salisbury or
the deam of Rochester would be promoted. He sought
one of these plaées or, failing this, at least 'poor
Lichfield, which is hardly worth Bl00 per annum'.l
Walter Balcanquall, dean of Rochester, was thus regarded
by Dye as a man likely to be promoted. Balcanquall
courted the promotion in two steps. First, he wrote
Conway asking to be remembered for the deanery of
Westminster 'if there be a probability of a vacancy'! =-
a genteel way of referring to Williams' fall from
favour! Next, Balcanquall stepped up his campaign by
drawing in friends to urge his promotion. He wrote
Conway again, entreating his mediation with the duke,
adding that the earl of Carlisle would join in any

lpr Francis Dye to Sec. Conway, 13 Nov. 1625 (CSPD,
1625-6, p. 149).
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course which might advance his suit.l Finally, perhaps
fittingly, came the horrible reality: Williams was to
keep the deanery, but lLaud was to be his deputy, thus
acquiring the spoils which Dye and Balcanquall hoped to
enjoy.2 |

The confusion which surrounded the vacancy of
a bishopric was augmented by the slcwness of the
appointment of a replacement. Six bishoprics fell
vacant in 1626, five through death, one through
translation. Only the two richest were vacant for more
than four months; indeed, they remained vacant for over
a year.3 The revenue of the see went to the king during
the vacancy, which was one good reason for a lelsurely
course.

Writing to his friend Sir Martin Stuteville,
Reverend Joseph Mead exclaimed, ‘What a company of
bishops have died in a small timel! and added: 'To have
power of disposing so many chief bishoprics together, is
a matter of moment, either to build or pull down that

faction in the church, which the present state or chief

lyalter Balcanquall to same, 4, 7 Nov. 1625 (ibid.,

23, Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 19 Jan. 1626
(Chamberiain, ii. 627).

3 N
Cf. Handbook of British chromology (pp. 206-79) under
S::hhand Wells, Carlisle, Ely, Exeter, St David's and

chestere.
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o1 Mead was correct; of the six

statesman like not.
bishoprics vacant in 1626, five went to prominent
Laudian clergy, one to a moderate Calvinist, the latter
being the only non-Laudian preferred to a bishopric
between the accession of Charles and the death of
Buckingham in 1628, Bath and Wells went to Laud him-
self, Buckingham having personally signified the king's
pleasure to the dean and chapter; Carlisle went to
Francis White; St David's to Theophilus Field; only
Exeter went to a Calvinist -- Joseph Hall, a moderate
who had earlier been oifered by James the not too rich
bishopric of Gloucester. Winchester and Ely, the two
richest bishoprics to fall vacant, were not given new
bishops until 1628, when both were filled by men who
had a long and close association with Laud. Richard
Neile, bishop of Durham, was translated to Winchester
and John Buckeridge, bishop of Rochester, went to Ely.2
Buckeridge had been Laud's tutor at St John's
College, Oxford. He had held the see of Rochester
since 1611 and Heylyn, Laud's biographer, attributes

his promotion in 1628 as due to 'the power and favour!

lRev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 7 Oct. 1626
(Birch, Charles, i. 155-7).

21aud, Works, iii. 192-6; CSPD, 1625-6, p. 570; CSPD,
1627- s PPe 41. 326, 451; CSEE, 1325- s PPe 47, 10§.
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1 Laud had for a time sexrved as

of his former student.
chaplain to Richard Neile when Neile was bishop of
Rochester. Laud had a longstanding debt of gratitude
to repay Neile. Neile had supported his election to
the presidency of St John's College, Oxford, in 1611.
Abbot, then but recently nominated archbishop of
Canterbury, opposed the election of Laud. The election
dispute was finally settled by James in Laud's favour.
Laud believed that the support of Neile had secured
the office for him.2

The contest for bishoprics was perhaps more
interesting than the final winners. Theophilus Field
had entered the lists early with a letter to
Buckingham asking for either Ely or Bath and Wells:
My lord, 1 am grown an old man and am like old household
stuff, apt to be broke upon often removing. 1 desire
it therefore but once for all, be it Ely, or Bath and
Wells; 1 will spend the remainder of my days writing
an history of your good deeds to me and others,

whereby 1 may vindicate you from the envy_and obloquy
of this wicked age wherein we live. . . 3

lpeter Heylyn, Cyprianus égglicus. or, the histor: ég
the 1ife and death Of e o o William Laud ( s i. 45.

ZIbido, PPe 54-5,

3T. Field to Buckingham, n.d. (Cabala, p. 111). The
letter is difficult to date. Bath and Wells was filled
(20 June 1626) before Ely was vacant (6 Oct. 1626) and
Ely was filled (8 April 1628) before Bath and Wells

was vacant (14 July 1628). The best surmise is that
Fleld wrote it in late 1626, anticipating the death of
the bishop of Ely, but before he knew Laud had been
given Bath and Wells. Cf. Trevor-Roper, Laud, p. 186,
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Field was aiming high, too high for his merits. When
Laud was translated to Bath and Wells, Field was given
his old bishopric of St David's. He immediately wrote
to Buckingham a fulsome letter of thanks, saying that
"Buckingham had 'imitated God himself, who very oft, as
he passes by and seems to turn from us, leaves a
blessing behind'. He went on to relate that Laud had
been helpful in arranging matters for him, and added
complacently that 'his known zeal for the duke in the
late parliament "wherein the inconsiderate multitude,
like so many dogs in a village, barking for company,
with full and foul mouth, yelped against the duke,"
was, no doubt, a great motive to the zeal of bishop
Laud' in promoting his business.l

John Williams, bishop of Lincoln, no longer
in Buckingham's favour, attempted to secure
Winchester by remarking to Buckingham that
Winchester had once been promised him but that 'he would
not receive it but as from the duke, nor would [he]
make any application for it until he should appear to
the duke to be no such foul man as he had been painted'.2
This was making a virtue of a necessity. Since all

Lr, gggd to Buckingham, August 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8,
Pe .

230hn Williams, bishop of Lincoln, to same, 15 Oct.
1626 (CSPD, 1625=-6, p. 455).
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bishoprics saﬁe one went to the Laudian faction,
Williams, Laud's arch-enemy, had little hope of
succeeding.

Laud's position in the church was strengthened
in 1627 when Archbishop Abbot was suspended from his
office. Abbot_had failed to support Buckingham in the
parliament of 1626 and had further antagonized the
crown by refusing to licence the sermon by Dr Richard
Sibthorpe entitled Apoétoiical obediéhé;; wherein the
Arminian belief in the exalted position of the crown
in the state was asserted, and which Charles wished to
use to give a moral weight to his demand for a much-
needed loan without having recourse to parliament. Abbot
had been first sent from Canterbury in July, but he was
deprived of his jurisdiction only on 9 October 1627,
when the archbishopric was placed in commi.ssion.1 The
commissioners were all Laudian bishops: Montaigne of
London, Neile of Durham, Buckeridge of Rochester,
Howson of Oxford, and Laud, himself, of Bath and Wells.
It was said that when the other four commissioners
hesitated to sign the order for Abbot's suspension,

Laud, the junior of them all in precedence, demanded

1Contarini to the Doge, 30 July 1627 (CSP Venetian,
1626-8, p. 305); Salvetti to the duke of Tuscany, 31
July 1627 (skrine MSS,.p. 125); Abbot's narrative in
Rushworth, i. 431,passim; Feodera, xviii. 941-2;
Gardiner, vi. 206,



132

the pen and placed his signature first.l

In 1628 ten bishoprics changed hands; eight
fell vacant, and Winchester and Ely, vacant since 1626,
were filled. All ten went to Laudians. The complex
interrelations of these appointments must be un-
raVeliéd by starting at the core. The two key
bishoprics were Winchester and the archbishopric of York.

After the death of Launcelot Andrewes in
1626, the crown waited more than a year to name a
successor to the see of Winchester. But the courtier-
bishops were not idle. George Montaigne, bishop of
London, sent the duke a gift aimed at securing
Winchester, but Buckinghamtried to return it.
Montaigne hastily wrote that it would break his heart
if the gift were returned.? Montaigne had performed
a service for Buckingham which he hoped would
ingratiate him with the duke. When the earl of Suffolk
died leaving the post of chancellor of the university
of Cambridge vacant, Montaigne sent his chaélain, Dr
Wilson, to solicit support for Buckingham in

accordance with the expressed wish of Charles. Suffolk

lgggmaioFuller, Appeal of injured innocence (1659),

2George.Montaigne to Buckingham, March ? 1627 (CSPD,
1627"8, Pa 119).
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died 28 May 1626; Montaigne was himself at Cambridge on
May 30 urging Buckingham's election.

But there also came to Cambridge John Cosin,
chaplain of Bishop Neile of Durham, with letters from
Neile urging support for Buckingham. Cosin, himself had
recently received the presentation to the rectory of
Brancepth, in the diocese of Durham, through the good
offices of both Buckingham and Laud.l Cosin went to
'Cambridge 'expressly signifying in his majesty's name'
that Charles desired Buckingham's nomination. In his
letter confirming their election, Charles specifically
mentioned that he had employed the bishop of Durham in
this matter.2

The fellows at Cambridge were also individually
solicited on Buckingham's behalf by the recently appointed
master of Trinity College, Leonard Mawe. Reverend Joseph
Mead wrote that Mawe had entered the list of Buckingham
supporters in the hope that his reward would be the
bishopric of Exeter.2 Whatsoever the motives of his
supporters, Buckingham mustered a very small plurality

121 Feb. 1626 (CSPD, 1625-6, p. 562); John Cosin to

2Rev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 3 June
1626 (Ellis, Original letters, series 3, iii. 228-
31); Gardiner, vi. 115-16; Sir Benjamin Rudyard to
Sir Francis Nethersole, 2 Jume 1626 (CSPD, 1625-6,
ps 346); Charles to the university of Cambridge, 6
June 1626 (Cabala, p. 188).

3Rev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 1 July
1626 (Birch, Charles, i. 118).
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when finally elected on 1 June 1626.

Though Mbntaigﬁe was disappointed in that
Winchester went to Neile of Durham, he was consoled by
his translation to the now-vacant, rich and important
see of Durham.l In July Laud succeeded to the
prestigious see of London, promised him a year earlier
by Charles.2 Leonard Mawe was given lLaud's old see of
Bath and Wells rather than Exeter as he had hoped.>

Meanwhile, Tobias Matthew, archbishop of York,
had died. Just twenty-two days after his elevation to
Durham, Montaigne wrote to Buckingham for the vacancy.
He said that it would show the world that the duke
still held him in great favour and that he valued this
even more than the honour of the bi.shopric.4 The
anecdote is related that Charles was discussing a
replacement for Matthew in Montaigne's presence, and
falled to mention his name as a possibility. At last
Montaigne could bear it no longer, and told the king,

'If you had faith as a grain of mustard-seed, you would

lespp, 1627-8, p. 564; CSPD, 1628=9, p. 26.

2cspn,om 8-9, p. 189; Laud, Works, iii. 205; Gardiner,
vi, 2 .

3csPp, 1628-9, p. 21l.

4Geo§g§ Montaigne to Buckingham, 1 April 1628 (ibid.,
Po .
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say unto this mountain [Montaigne], Go and be removed
into that sea [sée]!'l ‘Whether this witty plea, or the
letter to Buckingham, was the more effective, just
vthree months after receiving Durham, Mbntaigne was
nominated archbishbp of York.2

Mpntaigne-had hot been alone in soliciting
preferﬁents; Walter Balcanquall, dean of Rochester,
had not given up seeking promotion despite repeated
rebuffs. Believing that Bishop Buckeridge of
Rochester was due for a promotion, he wrote to
Secretary Conway requesting that bishopric; He urged
Conway to press his suit on the grounds that he was
more likely to be of service to Buckingham 'than any
new bishop which [could] be made at that time'. He
‘claimed that both his earnestness for the loan and his
friendship with 'many of the other side'; were
adequate credentials for the promotion{3 He was to be
again disappointed. When Buckeridge was indeed

promoted in 1628 to Ely, Rochester went to Walter _Curle;4

14Quoted in Trevor-Roper, haud, p. 91.
2CS'PVD, 1628-9, pp. 148, 179.

3Wh1ter Balcanquall to Sec. Conway, 15 Jan. 1627
(CSPD, 6;7 » Pe 19).

4cspp, 1628-9, pp. 47, 108, 211, 235.
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ﬁalcanquall did not do well at all, Durham, vacated by
Montaigne, went to Bishop Howson of Oxford, and Oxford
was given to the poet-dean of Christ-Church, Richard
Corbett, who had also obtained the deénery through
Buckingham,

bishopric of Chichester,z vacated by the death of

Richard Montague was preferred to the

George Carleton, one of the first bishops who had
benefitted from Buckingham'®s patronage.

The rise of Montague illustrates church
patronage from the point of view of both patron and
client. In 1624 Montague met Buckingham, who 'bad me
rely upon him, and none but him, and let him know what
preferments 1 desired, and 1 should have it. And that
he spake not as a courtier, but as my real, true and
constant friend.'3 Early in 1625 Montague heard that
the bishop of Exeter, Valentine Carey, was mortally
ill, After speculating that Laud would hardly want
Exeter, he wrote to his friend John Cosin that Laud
could do him a favour by reminding his 'great friend',
Buckingham, 'of his voluntary and large offers unto me
once'.4 Montague was trying to bring both Laud and

: 1Ibi.d., pp. 235, 254; Trevor-Roper, 'James I and his
bishops', p. 142.

20SPD, 16289, p. 217.

3Richard Montague to : : John Cosin, 24 Oct. 1624
(Cosin correspondence, i. 22).

4Same to same, 14 Feb. 1625 (ibid., i. 60).
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Buckingham into his campaign.

Later in 1625, when Montague was under attack
in parliament for his extreme Arminian opinions, he
wrote to Bishop Neile: 'My hope, next to God, must be in
my lord duke, upon whom I will attend . . + as 1 conceive
it my means must be to get, if it be possible, any, the
least, bishopric, to make me off from the Commons.' He
added that he had heard that John Thornborough, bishop
of Worcesteﬁ, wag sick and speculated that should Laud
succédd Thornborough and he Laud then he would be 'half
deli.veredi.1 Worcester had been a false hope;
Thornborough died only in 164l. Both these efforts
failed, and early in 1626 Montague was writing in
discouragement, 'for my own particular, I had rather
be dean of Paul's or Westminster than a bishop'.2 When
even this failed, Montague wrote: 'l have deserved
better of the church. 1 beat the bushes, and others
catch the birds.'> He reiterated that he would settle
for a deanery, and'gave his friend, John Cosin, leave

to relay that to Buckingham.

same to Bishop Neile, 10 July 1625 (ibid., i. 78-9).
23ame to John Cesin, 28 June 1626 (ibid., i. 96).
3same to same, July 1626 (ibid., i. 98).
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In the middle of 1626 Montague had dinner
with Buckingham and his family, and his hopes rose; he
wrote hopefully that he sought Exeter and noted that
the earl of Rutland, Buckingham's father-in-law, would
help his sui.t.1 Others also had their eyes on Exeter.
Shortly before his death, Nicholas Felton, bishop of
Ely, wrote to 8ir John Coke asking him to use his
influence with Buckingham to obtain Exeter for Robert
Wright, bishop of Bristol, Felton maintained that it
had been Valentine Carey's dying wish that Wright
succeed him at Exeter.® If Coke tried to use his
influence he failed, as did Montague; Joseph Hall, a
Calvinist, was elected bishop of Exeter. '

When the dean of Windsor died in 1627,
Montague tried hard to get that office.3 Again he
missed. He remarked to Cosin, 'you know I told the
duke's grace that 1 was not ambitious'.4 It was not
until 1628 that Montague obtained a bishopric, and
then, three days after he was nominated, but before his

friend could have heard, Montague ended a letter to him,

l1bide, 1. 98-9, 101, 103-4, 106.

2Nicholas Felton to Sir John Coke, 17 June 1626
(COEEer NI_SS_, i. 271)0

3Richard Montagueto John Cosin, 2 July 1627 (CESin
correspondence, i. 125).

4same to same, 4 Nov. 1627 (ibidQ, i. 137).
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'if I were a bishop, 1 should send a bishop's
blessing';l After his epic struggle, his siy hint may
be forgiven.

In the height of his depression in 1626
Montague had written Cosinﬁ 'l must grow miserable
[miserly] not to buy a bishopr:l.c.'2 This brings up
the question of simony, the sale of bishoprics, a matter
of considerable delicacy. A recent student of the
church in the early Stuart period, Professor Christopher
Hill, has made the statement that the only bishopric
which Buckingham did not sell was the grant of

3 To make such a

Salisbury to John Davenant in 1621.
claim, it is necessary to inspect the mass of manuscript
and printed material relating to the church and its
bishops in this period. Perhaps Professor Hill has

done so, but his documentation does not show it.

There is little evidence that he used manuscript sources,

basing his study for the most part on printed sources.

lsame to same, 7 July 1628 (ibid., i. 142); CSED,

1628- s Po 2170

2RichardM’ontague to John Cosin, n.d., probably July
1626 (Cosin correspondence, i. 98).

3Hil1l, p. 21; cf. L. Stone also claims this:
'Buckingham was notorious for his sale of bishoprics!
(Crisis of the aristocracy, p. 408). But judging from
his references, Stone based his assumption, giving no
specific illustrations, on Hill's study, and not from
~an independent research into the sources.
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He ciltes seven instances of simony: one, that of
Godfrey Goodman attempting to purchase the bishopric
of Hereford, occurs in 1633, five years after
Buckingham's death; Goodman's most recent biographer
has satisfactorily refuted the charge, though not to
Professor Hill's satisfaction.l The other six rest on
the most flimsy evidence.

Theophilus Field, Professor Hill implies,
was impeached in the parliament of 1621 for brokerage
and bribery relating to the bishopric. Yet Bishopt
Field was impeached for bribery in the courts, not in
the bishopric, and the brokerage related to the
handling of his offices under the bishopric, not to
the bishopric itself.2 Professor Hill bases his claim
that Martin Fotherby purchased the bishopric of
Salisbury in 1618 for E3,500 on no other evidence
than Anthony Weldon, who has long been considered a
malicious and unreliable source. Veldon, on the page
following this story, states that some bishops received

their posts fatis, as a result of their flattery.3

lcompare Soden, chapter xix, with Hill, p. 310, 310n.
25311, pp. 309-10; Gardiner, iv. 125.

3Hill, pe 310; Weldon, 'Court and character of King
James', in Secret history, i. 438-9,
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The tenor of Weldon's statements supports Professor
Hill about sales in general; Weldon, however, qualifies
his statements more than Professor Hill, who hasg taken
a limited statement from an unreliable source and
blown it into a fallaclious generalization.

The next two cases Professor Hill cites as
rumours told to James Ussher, archbishop of Armagh, by
Yrespectable characters'. Aside from the fact that
even Ussher'!s correspondents relate them as rumours,
the 'respectable characters' are both arch-puritans,
and therefore hardly impartial witnesses.1 The fifth
case is that of Lewis Bayly, bishop of Bangdr, who in
the parliament of 1626 was faced with charges alleging
simony, bribery, extortion, and incontinency. Bayly
was widely regarded as an incredible choice for a
bishopric; both Montague and Chamberlain report
adversely of him, But the only charge proved against
him in 1626 was inconti.nency.2 The last instance
Professor Hill cites is Mpntague's remark: 'I must grow

very miserable [miserly] not to buy a bishopric.'3

1Hill, pe 310; Alexander Cook to James Ussher, 30 Nov.
1626, Samuel Ward to same, 13 Feb. 1627 (Richard
gggg, The life of . . o James Ussher (1686), pp. 373,

24111, p. 310; J. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, & Jan.
1617 (Chamberlain, ii. 48); Richard Montague to John
Cosin, n.d. (Cosin correspondence, i. 86); ReV.

Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 22 April 1626
(Birch, Charles, i. 96).

3mi11, pe 310; see above, p. 139.
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I1f Professor Hill were merely trying to demonstrate
that an aura of corruption hung around the bishops, he
could rest with his case proved. But he has hardly
proven that every bishop except Davenant bought his
bishopric from Buckingham.

Not one single bishopric which changed hands
between 1521 and 1628, and, it would seem thet this
holds true for the period 1616 to 1620, can definitely
be said to have been sold by or to anyone. Yet no
doubt some of them were. It is true, for example,
that Laud gave Williams a living of &£120 in his
diocese of Llandaff in return for his help in procuring
the bishopric, and that when Montaigne angled for
Winchester he sent Buckingham a gift which Buckingham
intended to return.! These were two transactions in
the period which smack somewhat of sale, yet neither
of them was on this evidence sales, since Laud offered
Williams a rather small gratuity, and Montaigne gave
Buckingham a present. Even more characteristic than
these was a letter from William Juxon, head of St
John's College, Oxford, to laud, in which he casually
mentioned that Dr Rawlinson, head of St Edmund's Hall,
Oxford, since 1610, a candidate for the bishopric of
Oxford, had built a new house and would be willing to

1See above, pp. 119, 132,
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give it to the bishopric if he were made a bishop.t
This might be an encouragement to his candidacy, which
was unsuccessful, but it could hardly be called an
attempt to buy the bishopric. Though simony no doubt
existed, it is difficult to link Buckingham definitely
with a bishop who purchased a see from him,

The resentment which had developed against
the episcopacy in the early Stuart period no doubt had
its roots in puritan theology, but a less wordly,
courtly episcopate would have been less open to attack.
The acquiescence of Buckingham in the appointment of
only Arminian bishops contributed to the weakening of
the church. The latitudinarian atmosphere of the
Elizabethan church, which James had tried to preserve,
was replaced with a 'thorough' to which most laity,
puritan or not, were hostile. Finally, he brought the

blight of transience in office to the church.

1w11z%3? Juxon to Laud, 26 Dec. 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8,
Pe .



CHAPIER V
THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION

The effect of the patronage of Buckingham in
the central administration was felt more in a political
than an administrative manner. His handling of
patronage was largely one involving the major and
middle-rank officers, for the most part not interesting
himself in the multitude of minor offices. The variety
of offices in the central administration was great;
the posts, below that of chief officer, ranged in
importance from treasurer of the household to that of
bellringer. The central administration had at least
three thousand offices, of which about eighteen
hundred were in the royal househ.old.1 The variety, and
the rather minor nature of many of the offices, is the
keynote of a description of the central administration.

| Akin to the variety of offices was the lack
of specialization coupled with an overlapping of
administrative functions by wvarious departments.

Chancery was not only a court of equity, but also the

lThis tabulation is based upon the appendix in Aylmer,
The king's servants, pp. 420-87,

144
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major administrative department charged with reglistering
the official acts of the king.l There was no
recognized set of criteria to judge the ability of a
candidate to perform the office he sought; Cranfield
was the only man of finance to head the treasury in
the period of Buckingham's control: Suffolk was a
leading peer, Montagu and Ley lawyers. Sir Edward
Conway went from soldier and ambassador to the office
of secretary of state, while Sir John Coke came to that
-same office from admiralty affairs, and Sir Dudley
Carleton from serving as an ambassador. In 1622 John
Coke wrote:

1 was not bred in servile or illegal trades, the
university was my nurse, 1 have travelled many
countries, where 1 saw peace and war. I am

acquainted with books, and no stranger to the courts
and affairs of the world.

Here, then, was the best qualification a candidate for
office could imagine: a liberal education, which fitted
him for a variety of offices, with no mention of

specific abilities for any. If the number and variety

of offices acted as an inherent check on the control of

v, s. Giuseppi, Guide to the contents of the Public
Record Office, i. ,-so

2John Coke to Buckingham, 12 Oct. 1622 (Cowper MSS, i.
121). Coke, apparently, did not send this letter
because it was a little ill-tempered. He had been
waiting at least four years for preferment from
Buckingham (cf. ibid., i. 98,passim).
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patronage by one man, the lack of specialization was a
freeing influence. It was unnecessary to seek out the
fechnically proficient; choice could be based on real or
assumed personal qualities; This was true with initial
appointment as well as with promotion.

Crown patronage had more limits than freedoms.
The major crown officers had the 'gift'! of the offices
below them, that is, they enjoyed the right of appoint-
ment of the administrative officials below them.
Buckingham was able to circumvent this by appointing
major officers who would use their 'gift' at his
discretion, but he could not entirely eliminate the
right.l The major limitation upon patronage was the
vague notion of office as a kind of property, together
with the related notions of tenure, reversion, and
sale.2

While the general conception of office as
similar to private property acted as a check on
patronage, its effects must not be exaggerated: removal

could be effected by bringing pressure upon the

1See below, pp. 198-203.

2For a thorough discussion see Aylmer, The king's
servants, especially chapters iii and iv.
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incumbent to resign. But there still would arise the
question of compensation, if for no other reason but as
an inducement for the resignation. Related to the
proprietary notion of office was the concept of tenure.
Most major offices were held at pleasure, but the
majority of the offices in the middle-ranks had life
tenures, so that they offered the best security and
were the most desirable.!
How seriously the question of tenure was
taken may be seen from the cése of Sir Henry Mervyn,
vice-admiral of the Narrow Seas under James. Early in
the reign of Charles, Mervyn complained to the king
that, with the permission of James, he had purchased his
commission for life at a cost of k3,500, Since he was
suspended without cause shown, he demanded either his
re-instatement or the return of the purchase price.
Investigations showed that Mervyn had been suspended by
James upon a complaint from the French ambassador that
Mervyn had engaged in piracy against French ships. But
since Mervyn had not been prosecuted, there was no

just cause for his removal and the suspension was 11fted.2

libid., pp. 106-7.

25ir Henry Mervyn to Charles, Sept. 1625 (CSPD, 1625-6
p. 114); Sir John Coke to ’ s L& Oct.’13§5| ’
(ibid., p. 117). ' :
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Cases such as this led Professor Aylmer to point out
that many officials were all but irremovable.! Tenure
offered a serious limitation to the operation of
patronage.

Reversion, the grant of the succession to an
office, was a method of extending tenure, as well as a
means of insuring in advance that an incumbent would be
succeeded in his office. Since reversion limited the
crown's freedom of appointment, it also acted as a
check upon royal patronage. Professor Aylmer estimates
that more than half the middle-rank offices carried
reversions at any given time in the reign of Charles;
this estimate would almost certainly hold true for the
reign of James.2 But most major offices did not have
reversions attached to them. This is a reflection of
their uncertain tenure, at pleasure, and of their
political importance. The influence of Buckingham was
greatest at this level for the usual restrictions as
to tenure and reversion were non-existent.

None of the notions of property, tenure, and
reversion would have acted as a check upon patronage
if royal officials had not been reluctant to relinquish

their offices. But the average office-hb6lder clung to

1Aylmer’, The king's servants} p. 9.
21bid., p. 105.
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office. Crown salaries were low and the striving of
officers for pensions, annuities, leases of property
at low rents and grants of crown perquisites has to
be seen in the light of the fear of officers of

financial disaster through loss of ofﬂ.ce.1

Office
alone was no guarantee of financial security as
Secretary Conway advigsed his daughters:

e o o Last night ﬁas buriéd Mr Secretary Morton leaving
a desolate and unfortunate lady; by which women may be
made wise to know that husbands with lands are fair
blessings; for service and officss make fair shows and
promises but are no inheritance.

The proprietary concepts about office led
logically to the sale of office, which was reinforced
by the feeling that some form of compensation'was owed
to the person who surrendered his right of tenure in
the office, or his reversionary right to the office.

In addition, it was generally assumed that since office
was remunerative, the effective agent in procuring
office for a client deserved a reward.

Sale of office had adverse effects on the
administration, on the position of the crown, and on
the ethics of patronage. On the administration itself,

sale had the effect of minimizing the concept of public

libid., p. 165.

2paward, Lord Conway, to his children, Heligenwith and
-Mary Conway, 9 Sept. 1625 (HMC, Fourteenth report,
-appendix, part i1i: The manuscripts of the duke of
Portland, iii. 20) .
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service in office and emphasizing the proprietary
aspects; further, it lowered public morality, for there
was often only a nuance between just compensation for a
relinquished office and the various forms of bribefy.
Sale partially restricted the freedom of appointment
of the crown, for once the king knowingly allowed an
office to be sold, he had a moral obligation to retain
the buyer as an official, or he would then be guilty
of practicing a subtle kind of fraud upon the buyer.
With regard fo patronage, sale had the effect of
subverting the patron-client relationship into a mere

-business arrangement. Sale did not, however, hinder
the operation of patronage, only its ethics. There
was usually more than one suitor willing to buy an
office, and office did not go merely to the highest
bidder as the transaction for the appointment of a
successor to Lord Chancellor Ellesmere illustrates.l
Sale did not lower the calibre of office-
holders; it lowered the calibre of their ethics, and
cast an ambiguous'aura around the moral climate of the
administration. While officefs in the early Stuart
period had a defective sense of personal rectitude,
they were not inc&&petent. Or rather, if they were

incompetent, they would still have achieved office if

lsee below, pr 175-6.
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sale and allied transactions had not existed. It is
only necessary to remember the advancement by Buckingham
of his family to conclude that factors other than
venality explain the undistinguished character of many
of the office-holders.1 Sale must be thought of as
one of several common ways of acquiring office under
Buckingham, and not as the sole =uy. Professor Aylmer
has sufficlently illustrated that the 'three P's' of
patrimony, patronage and purchase operated inter-
dependently.2

The role of patronage in office-holding, the
lack cf specialization in the administration, and the
limits which proprietary ideas of office placed upon
transfer of office, can be illustrated by the very
long campaign which Sir Dudley Carleton waged in order
to obtain an office. The career of Carleton is a
microcosm of the world of office-seekers and office~
holders, of the conditions under which they
functioned, of the strategems which they employed, the
reverses which they suffered. Above all, Carleton's
story is typical of the slowness and confusion which

surrounded the quest for preferment.

1A.ylmer, The king's sefvangg, pp. 237-9,

zlbido, P 159, assim.



152
] |

From 1610 to 1616 Carleton was ambassador to
the Republic of Venice, from 1616 to 1625 ambassador to
the United Provinces. Carleton wanted an office at
home because ambassadorial posts were costly and
salaries were regularly in arrears. In 1619, in an
effort to repay him his long overdue allowance, Carleton
was granted.the privilege of making a baron, but nothing
came of it; he could find no buyer for the sale of
baronies had become unpopular.1 Office at home also
meant the possibility of strengthening his financial
position while permitting him to take a greater part
in the affairs of government., The first reason led
him in 1617 to attempt to secure the reversionto the

provostship of Eton,2

a lucrative and prestigious
scholarly office presently enjoyed by his father-in=-
law, Sir Henry Savile; the second to try for the
secretaryship of state in 1618, also lucrative, but
above all a key position in the determining of policy.3
Neither attempt was successful, but the latter was the

more serious attempt.

17, Locke to Sir D. Carleton, 27 March, 5 June 1619
(CSZD, 1619-23, pp. 28, 51); Mayes, 'Sale of peerages',
Pe .

2Ri.chard Harrison to Sir D. Carleton, 28 May, 24 July
1617 (CSPD, 1611-18, PP 470, 477)0

3r. ¥§5G° Higham, The principal secretary of state,
P. . _
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Carleton employed his nephews as his agents
in trying for the office of secretary of state. His
nephew, John, wrote to tell him that though BuckinghamA
thought well of Carleton, 'three of his best friends'
thought the best strategy would be for Carleton to
offer £3,000 for the office, especially at this time
when Secretary Naunton was seeking a promotion, and
Sir Thomas lLake, the other secretary, was in disfavour. !
Thus, there were two opportunities presenting them-
selves for the office.

But when Sir Thomas Lake was dismissed, he
was succeeded by Sir George Calvert, 'a sober
industrious bureaucrat!, who had served as secretary
to Robert Cecil, earl of Salisbury, and to Sir Ralph
Winwood.Z He seems to have received the office on the
recommendation of Buckingham without a money payment,
although both Sir Dudley Carleton and Sir John Digby,
later earl of Bristol, were willing to pay.3 Almost

immediately, Carleton began dealing with Calvert and

1John Carleton to Sir D, Carleton, 9 Nov. 1618
(CSPD, 1611-18’ p. 593)0

2Higham, pp. 74-5; John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton,
20 Feb. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 216); David H. Willson,
The privy councillors in the house of commons, 1604-

m-gg Pe 8/.

3cspp, 1611-18, p. 592; John Chamberlain to Sir D.
Carleton, 20 Feb. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 216);
Thomas Lorkin to Sir Thomas Puckering, 30 June 1618
(Birch, James, ii. 79).
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with Naunton for their office, but his agent in England
believed that Naunton wés only 'trifling' and Calvert
would be more likely to accept his offef.1 But again
nothing came of the negotiations{

For a few years Carleton seems to have resigned
himself to a waiting game, for there is no record of his
being a suitor for office again until 1623. But this
does not mean that he remained idle. He kept in touch
with influential persohs. He sent the earl of Arundel
a Dutch painting to add to his fine collection; he
congratulated Northumberland on his release from the
Tower; he wrote to Lord Keeper Williams to congratulate
him on his appointment and to remind him that he sought
a position at home.2

In the intervening years, several events
occurred which were to establish the conditions under
which he sought office in 1623. 1In January of 1620
Sir Henry Wotton, at the request of Buckingham, was
granted the reversion to the mastership of the rolls,

an office held by Sir Julius Caesar.3 In 1622, when

1y, Locke té Sir D. Carleton, 30 April 1619 (CSPD,
1619-23, p. 41). B

2Earl of Arundel to same, 20 July 1621 (ibid., p. 277);
Sir D. Carleton to earl of Northumberland, 10 Aug.
1621 (ibid., p. 282); Lord Keeper Williams to Sir D.
Carleton, 23 Aug. 1621 (ibid., p. 284).

316 Jan. 1620 (ibid., pe 113).
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Lionel Cranfield was appointed lord treasurer,
Buckingham attempted to transfer Sir Julius Caesar into
Cranfield's former office of master of the court of
wards and liveries, and giving Sir Henry Wotton the
choice of occupying Caesar's old office through his
reversion to it, or of taking instead a reversion to
the mastership of the wards. Cranfield and Caesar,
however, were both reluctant to relinquish the offices,
and the plan came to nothing. Buckingham advised
Wotton that he 'had better keep to his majesty's
gracious promise for the rolls'.1

Also in 1622 Buckingham decided to replace
Secretary Naunton with Sir Edward Conway. Naunton had
been in difficulties with James and Buckingham since
1620, first for indiscretion in handling correspondence
relating to the Palatine crisis, then for indiscreet
conversation with the French ambassador.2 But Naunton
was not in disfavour with Buckingham, only his
usefulness in the post was declining; Buckingham dealt
gently with him. In September of 16224Naunton wrote
Buckingham pleading not to be released from office until

1Buck1ngham to Sir Henry Wotton, 2 Jan. 1622 (Fortescue
apers, pp. 172-3); earl of Leicester to Viscount De
Lisle, 3 Sept. 1621 (De L'Isle MSS, v. 424).

2Gard:.ner, iii. 391; Higham, pp. 78-9; M. Be Rex,
University regresentation in England > 1604 90, pp. 97-8.
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his wife gave birth, for a year earlier she had miscarried
as a result of a rumour that her husband was to lose his
office.l It seems that Buckingham honoured this plea and
even served as one of the godparents'at the christening of
the child.2 Naunton soon after resigned, and early in
1623 Conway was appointed secretary of state.3

Conway, acting on the directions of Buckingham,
set about to provide some compensation for Naunton. In
Apr;l of 1623 Conway reported to Buckingham, then in
Madrid, that Middlesex was unwilling to authorize a
grant of R500 in land for Naunton. Instead, he offered
a pension of k1,000, but not for twenty-one years as
Naunton requested. In June Conway informed Naunton's
secretary that the best terms he could obtain from Middlesex
was a life pension of £1,000 on 'some certain assignment, to

cease when E500 a year in land is settled upon him'.?

Isir Robert Naunton to Buckingham, &4 Sept. 1622
(Ggodman, 1i. 242-3); 'Sir Robert Naunton', DNB, xl.
128,

23, Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 4 Jan. 1623
(chamberlain, ii. 470).

3sir Francis Nethersole to same, 28 Sept. 1622 (CSED,
1619-23, p. 451); J. Chamberlain to same, 12 Oct.,
Nov. 1622, 4, 25 Jan. 1623 (Chamberlain, ii. 458,
463’ 470 474)’ Gardiner’ iv. 4 - °

4Sec. Conway to Buckingham, 12 April 1623 (CSED,
1619-23, p. 557).

Ssame to George Verney, 9 June 1623 (ibid., p. 602).
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Naunton's secretary replied the following day that this
would be satisfactory{l

Here one can see the complexities of
patronage and transfer of office. Middlesex was un-
willing to allow land to leave the crown permanently
to the benefit of Naunton's heirs, and he was unwilling
to grant the pension for twenty-one years because
Naunton probably would not live that long, and thus
again crown income would go to his heirs. Naunton
settled for a pension for his lifetime on 'some certain
assignment'!, which is to say, he wanted the pension
granted out of the revenue of one of the reliable'and
prompt disbursing departments, such as the court of
wards, rather than out of the exchequer, which was
notoriously in arrears on pensions and other disburse-
ments throughout the early Stuart period.2

Throughout these events, Carleton remained
at his embassy at the Hague. Sir Edward Conway was too
far in Buckingham's favour for Carleton to imagine that

an attempt for Naunton's post could succeed. In 1623,

lGeoggg)Verney to Sec. Conway, 10 June 1623 (ibid.,
Pe .

szlmer, lh__e_ k_i}lg'g_ §_—_§:I_:‘V3n)tj§, De. 161.
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however, all these events and all these men became
involved in the disposition of the office of provost
of Eton.

Thomas Murray, provost of Eton, died on 9
April 1623; the office was not formally filled until
July 1624.1 But even the informal and bargaining
phase lasted a full year, from March 1623 to April
1624. Lord Keeper Williams, who originally had
ambitions for the place, relinquished his right as
visitor of Eton College to nominate Murray's successor
to Buckingham, but he reserved 'the.colation of the
same, to be disposed as [Buckingham3 ghall please'.2
Francis Bacon, Viscount st Albans, entered the lists
first; in late March, when Murray was near death,
Bacon approached Secretary Conway for the provost-
ship. Conway went at once to the king and placed
Bacon's suit before him, as being favoured by
Buckingham. James informed Conway that he had already
promised the place at the request of Buckingham to Sir
William Beecher, whom Chamberlain associated with
Buckingham as early as 1617, and who had recently
succeeded Sir Albertus Moreton in the clerkship of the

ljohn Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 19 April 1623,
24 July 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 489-90, 571).

2Lond.Keeper Williams to Buckingham in Spain, n.d.
(Cabala, p. 284).
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privy council.1 Sir Robert Naunton also entered the
field, offering 'to quit all pensions, promises, and
pretensions whatsoever', in return for the provostship,2
but James delayed action on any of these suits until he
could confer with Buckingham. Buckingham's absence in
Spain no doubt accounts for much of the delay in this
matter.

| As 1t became apparent that the provostship
would not be disposed of quickly, Carleton belatedly
entered the field. He had sought the reversion to the
office unsuccessfully in 1617, when his father-in-law
was provost.3 In July of 1623 Carleton's friend, Henry
Rich, Baron Kensington, captain of the Royal Guards,
wrote that though Buckingham was friendly to Carleton,
he was already 'engaged' for the provostship of Eton;
Kensington suggested that Carleton try for some other

preferment.4<ACarleton had approached Kensington before

1Viscount.StAlbans to Sec. Conway, 25 March 1623

(CsPD, 1619-23, p. 538); Conway to St Albans, 27 March
1623 (ibid., p. 5403; St Albans to Conway, 29 March
1623 (ibid., p. 542); John Chamberlain to Sir D.
Carleton, 27 Aug. 1617 (Chamberlain, ii. 97-8); same
to same, 4 Jan. 1623 (ibido, ii. 4‘, )o

2game to same, 19 April 1623 (ibid., ii. 490).
3see above, p. 152.

4BarnnKensington to Sir D. Carleton, 19 July 1623
(CsPD, 1623-5, p. 22).



his departure for Spain to join Buckinghams he &also
solicited the support of those who remained at court.
Carlisle promised to do him 'any service in his power,
though one of his own dearest friends [was] a
competitor for this vacant preferment'.1 Arundel
approached James on Carleton's behalf but was also told
by James that the provostship was already promised;
Arundel implied that James would give Carleton better
preferment soon.2
Carleton was not deterred; early Ln 1624 he
was still trying for the office through Buckingham's
good friend, Sir George Goring, lieutenant of the
band of gentleman pensioners. His nephew learned from
Goring that a strong new contender for the post had
arisen. This was Sir Henry Wotton. !'Sir Henry Wotton ;
has lately presented Buckingham with many curious
pictures, whereby it is thought he aims at the provost-
ship of Eton' was the disappointing news his nephew
sent him;3 In April of 1624 Wotton had clearly out=-

distanced the field, and in July he was formally

lEarl of Carlisle to same, 21 June 1623 (CSPD, 1619-23,

Pe 616)0
2Earl of Arundel to same, April ? 1623 (ibid., p. 574).

3Dud;8{)0arleton to same, 28 March 1624 (CS?D, 1623F5,
Pe .
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confirmed as prevost. Other suitors had to be satisfied
before he could be installed in his post. Beecher,
Naunton, and Wotton had been the principal candidates;
Bacon and Carleton peripheral ones. The latter two were
ignored; the former three were all provided for one way
or another. |

Naunton was elevated to the mastership of the
wards, vacant by the fall of Middlesex, an office that
reportedly, Lord Zouche, Viscount Mandeville, Sir
Edward Leech, Sir Benjamin Rudyard, and Sir Walter Pye
sought.2 Wotton gave up his réversion to the mastership
of the rolls, valued at £5,000, to Buckingham, and his
right to fill a vacant clerkship in chancery, valued at
around k2,500, to Sir William Beecher; Buckingham then
further compensated Beecher by promising him %2,000 out
of the sale of the reversion to the mastership of the
rolls.3 Thus, Naunton obtained one of the most

lucrative offices in the realm, Wotton received the

lsir Francis Nethersole to same, 10 July, 19 July 1624
(ibid., pps 297, 307); J. Chamberlain to same, 24
July 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 571). : ‘

25ir Francis Nethersole to same, 3 July 1624 (CSPD,
1623-5, p. 292); J, Chamberlain to same, 3 July, 21
Aug., 9 Oct. 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 568-9, 577, 582);
H. Ee. Bell, An introduction to the history and

records of the ¢ourts of wards and ]iveries, p. 19.

3Dudley Carleton to Sir D. Carleton, 4 April 1624
(CSPD, 1623-5, pps 207-8); same to same, 11 April 1624

(SP 84/11/: 31 A [Ruigh transcrigts!); Sir Francis
Nethersole to same, 1§ July 1624 (SP 14/170:2 [ibid.]);
Aylmer, The king's servants, table 9, p. 222.
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provostshlp, and Beecher made almost k5,000 for
surrendering his reversion. The reversion to the
mastership of the rolls was given to Sir Robert Heath,
a client of the duke, early in 1625.1 Carleton
obtained neither office nor financial reward. The
countess of Bedford had accurately stated the case
when she had written to Carleton that 'those that are
nearest the well-head know not with what bucket to draw
for themselves or their friends'.Z

The mere rumour of a vacancy created by a
death, a promotion, or a disgrace, sent suitors
scurrying for preferments to the offices which would
be vacated. Buckingham's position resulted in his being
solicited constantly for offices however minor. Robert
Tyrwhitt, who held a minor household post, asked
Buckingham to procure a place in the bedchamber for
him, 'that being the height and sum of my desires'.3
Robert Man petitioned Buckingham for an 'inferior place!

in his or the king's service as he had served his

lreb. 1624 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 487).

2Countess of Bedford to Sir D. Carleton, 24 April 1623

(CSPD, 1619-2 s Po 569)0

3Robert Tyrwhitt to Buckingham, 16257 (CSED, Add.,
1625-49, p. 85); cf. List of the servants of Prince
Charles scheduled to go into Spain with him, 21 March
[1623] (HMC, Third report: The calendar of Philips'
manuscripts, pe. 4).



163

1 When the contest for

father many years as gardener,
the provostship of Eton was just beginning, Sir Ralph
Freeman approached Buckingham with the request to
succeed Sir Henry Wotton as ambassador to Venice should
Wotton be preferred to the provostship; Freeman also
requested that the mastership of requests which he would
vacate be given to Sir Albertus Mbreton.2 Secretsry
Calvert, believing that Sir William Beecher stood a

good chance to receive the provostship, wrote Secretary
Conway recommending Simon Digby for the clerkship of

the privy council which Beecher would surrender.3
Indeed, Edward Clarke reported to Buckingham, who was

in Spain, that Digby had written directly to the king
seeking the post. Clarke claimed that Digby was
'jealous of your lordship, or unwilling to derive any
good or benefit from your hindi and that his
:application had been advanced by the earl of Bristol,
then at odds with Buckingham.4 Calvert's recommendation
adds weight to this speculation on the part of Clarke

5
for Calvert was known as an ally of Bristol.

lRobegt)Man to Buckingham, 16277 (CSPD, éég., 1625-49,
p0230

Sir Ralph Freeman to same, 30 Aug. 1623 (CSPD,
1623-5’ Pe 70)0

2

3Sir George Calvert to Sec. Conway, 18 April 1623

(CSPD, 1619'23, po 559)0

4EdWarg glarke to Buckingham, 1 Aug. 1623 (Goodman,
ii. 300).

5Dudley Carleton to Sir D. Carleton, 26 June 1624 (SP
14/168:17 [Ruigh transcripts]); Higham, p. 74.
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Buckingham's own cllients expected to be
rewarded when changes took place. The large number of
posts which were transferred in 1624 following the
impeachment of Middlesex, caused Sir Henry Mildmay,
master of the jewels, who was given no new preferments,
to wonder if Buckingham still intended to patronize him
and to warn him that he should 'no longer . . . err by
bringing in other people's creatures, instead of faithful
adherents of his own'.1 Wotton himself was to later
write that ‘'dependents and suitors . . . are always the
burrs, and sometimes the briers of favourites'.2 No
doubt, Buckingham agreed. He excused himself from
taking into his service a gentleman recommended by
Lord Zouche on the plea that he had 'already so many
gentlemen tha; he rather wishes to disburden himself
of some than to entertain others'.3

Nevertheless, Carleton had not yet succeeded
in securing an office in England. He remained
optimistic and as soon as it was clear that Sir Henry

Wotton would obtain the provostship of Eton, he began

1Si.r Henry Mildmay to Sec. Conway, 20 July 1624
(CSPD, 1623"5’ po 307).

2Wotton, Parallel, p. l4.

3Budkingham to Lord Zouche, 20 Oct. 1623 (CSPD,
1623-5, p. 100).
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once more to negotiate with Sir George Calvert for the
office of secretary of state. Carleton had been
informed that Calvert was willing to retire from
office, for his catholic and Spanish sympathies
separated him from the war-like policy towards Spain
which Buckingham and Charles were espousing;1 In May
of 1624 Carleton's nephew advised him that Calvert
would sell his office for %6,000, even though Lord
Hollis had offered E8,000 when Calvert first received
the promotion, and Sir John Suckling had offered k7,000
since. His nephew went on to say that Calvert thought
£6,000 a very reasonable sum and that Sir George Goring
ﬁould approach Buckingham on his behalf., His nephew
also advised that his suit would gain weight if the
queen of Bohemia wrote to both her brother Charles and
Buckingham soliciting the office for him.2 A month
later Carleton received word that Buckingham was
favourable to the idea of his succeeding Calvert, and
it was suggested that he come in person to peréﬁe his
suit even though Buckingham had advised that 'it would

be hard to find out the means of satisfaction in so

lDudley Carleton to Sir D. Carleton, 6, 24 April 1624
(ibido, PDe. 209, 222"3)0

2Same to same, 3 May 1624 (ibid., p. 231).
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bare a time'.l Clearly, both Calvert and Buckingham.
assumed that for the transfer to occur Buckingham ==
not Carleton =-=- would have to raise the requested
k6,000,

Matters were in abeyance for a while,
Cranfield's dismissal having thrown open many
opportunities for preferments. Dudley Carleton wrote
to his uncle:

1 hope the eyes of your lordship's friends will be
really vigilant upon his fall, that among the removes
that may be made in consequence thereof something may
be reserved for your lordship not unworthy of your
long services ¢ o o«

In June Dudley reported to his uncle on the condition
of his suit; money was the obvious stumbling block as
far as Dudley was concernedﬁ

But to tell your lordship plainly what 1 conceive;

I do not think that I or anybody else can deal
effectually with these men without we could show

them what good should come to them, what increase to
their own stock. Everyman has his necessities, and
therefore must prefer such suits in the first rank
which will bringsthe preferrers a particular
emolument. « « o

In the same letter his nephew advised him to come to

England to press his suit in person. But in a later .

lsame to same, 1 June 1624 (SP 14/167:1 [Ruigh trans-

cripts]).
2same to same, 19 April 1624 (SP 14/163:16 [ibid.]).

3same to same, 12 June 1624 (SP 14/167:53 [ibid.]).
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letter he warned his uncle to come without his family
and possessions for many would assume that he was
leaving his embassy and would solicit for his post even
before he was assured any preferment. His nephew
‘ mentioned Sir Robert Fhelips, Sir Edward Barrett, and
Sir Francis Nethersole as persons who would like to
succeed him at the H’ague.1

In September Carleton was informed that
Buckingham now patronized Sir John Coke as Calvert's

2 Carleton sent some statuary to his

successor.
nephew to be given to Buckingham as a gift. 1In
November Carleton was reassured that Buckingham was
still favourable to his succeeding Calvert, but though
the situation looked promising, his nephew was wary of
disposing 'so rich a present as the mérbles, unless
Buckingham has some decided intention'.3 Sir Francis
Nethersole, a good friend and constant correspondent,
advised Carleton to have patience, noting that
Buckingham 'never did anything post-haste in his life,
except when he went to Spain', and that at the momeﬁt

Buckingham was greatly pressed since everything was

referred to him. Nethersole did not think it wise for

lsame to same, 26 June 1624 (8P 14/168:47 [ibid.]).

2Same to same, 26 Sept. 1624 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 344).

3Same to same, 23 Nov. 1624 (ibid., p. 390).
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Carleton to come to England at the present time.l
Carleton remained at the Hague and the gift of the
statuary was withheld until a more opportune time
presented itself. That moment came in January of 1625
when Calvert resigned his secretaryship; Immediately
Carleton's nephew went to Buckingham and offered him
his uncle's gift of the statuary. Dudley Carleton
reported that ﬁdckingham was at first hesitant to accept
the gift 'as being too valuable a present'. When
Buckingham offered a preseﬁt in return, he was informed
that 'that would offend, and that he had other means of
helping his friends'.2 It was clear than an office was
desired in return.

But the secretaryship went to Sir Albertus
Moreton who paid Calvert £3,000 out of his own funds,
thué leaving only k3,000 to be raised 'somewhere! for
Calvert's compensation.3 No doubt this took the form
of his creation as Baron Baltimore in the Irish
peerage soon after his retirement.4 It may well be

that Moreton obtained the office because he was willing

1Sir Francis Nethersole to same, 18 Dec. 1624 (ibid.,

PPe 412'3)0 ’
2pudley Carleton to same, 16 Jan. 1625 (ibid., p. 450).

3J. Chamberlain to same, 12 Feb. 1625 (Cﬁaﬁberlaih,
ii. 600).

416 Feb. 1625 ('List of creations', p. 110).
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to underwrite half of the compensation Calvert demanded,
while Carleton apparently was not.

Nevertheless, Carleton's gift did not go un-
rewarded. Carleton's nephew suggested that he now
try for the ambassadorship to France and use that post
to sue for the office of vice-chamberlain, at the
moment still in the hands of the earl of Bristol. 1In
any event, his nephew wanted Carleton to send him one
letter for the ambassadorship and one for the office of
vice-chamberlain, to be used as the situation warranted.l
But within a week of the presentation of the 3ift'of the
statuary, Carleton was informed that he would recelve the
vice-chamberlainship as soon as Buckingham arranged a
settlement with Sir Edward Barrett who had a promise of
the office.2

Yet there was another obstacle: Bristol refused
to resign. Two months after he had been promised the place,
Carleton was still not in possession of the office. His
nephew wrote encouragingly that Buckingham's 'credit
[was] involved'! in the promotimn, for either Buckingham

or Bristol 'must fall without a speedy reconciliation,

which can only be effected by the duke triumphing and

1Dud1ey Carleton to Sir D. Carleton, 16 Jan. 1625
(CSPD, 1623-5’ p. 450)0

25ame to same, 24 Jan. 1625 (ibid., p. 457).
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[Bristol] submitting, which he absolutely refuses'{1
But, fortunately for Carleton, James died at the end of
March; Bristolfs patent lapsed, and Carleton was
installed in the office. ’The power struggle between
Buckingham and Brisﬁol ended in Carleton obtaining an
office at home after eight years'! efforts.

But no sooner did Carleton obtain the vice=-
chamberlainship than he renewed efforts to obtain the
secretaryship, which seems to have been the dream of
his heart from the beginning. In September of 1625 Sir
Albertus Moreton died, having enjoyed his office only
seven months, and Carleton was again in the running;
Still he was thwarted in his ambition. Sir John Coke,
the right arm of Buckingham in the admiralty, received
the office, and Coke's former office as a master of
requests went to Sir Thomas Aylesbury, another admiralty
official upon whom Buckingham relied. Sir George
Goring wrote Carleton that his friends were not
neglecting him, but that 'there was a double former
engagement'! to Coke and Aylesbury. He added that one
reason for the slowness of obtaining preferments for
Carleton had been his dependence 'on persons averse to

the duke and his undertaking', but that this was no

lsame to same, 10 March 1625 (ibid., p. 495); cf.

gg??berlain to same, 12 March 1625 (Chamberlain, ii.
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longer so because of the efforts of the earls of
Carlisle and Holland.l In 1626 Carleton was created
Baron Cag}xon of Imbercourt,2 thus adding honour to
office.

Again in 1627 Carleton tried for the
secretaryship, which was rumoured soon to be vacated
by the preferment of Conway to the office of lord

3 But this was a false rumour. 1t

deputy of Ireland.
was not until December 1628, four months after the
assassination of Buckinghem, that Carleton finally
obtained the office he desired from the beginning, the
secretaryship. Buckingham had promised it to him, and
Charles honoured the commitment{4 Carleton had
received one last preferment from Buckingham just a
month prior to the fatal day. He was raised in the

peerage as Viscount Dorchester.5 Despite the many

years of frustration, the many rebuffs, the great.

1

Sir George Goring to Sir D. Carleton,. .8 Sept. 1625
(cspPp, 1625-6, p. 100); Aylmer, The king's servants,
Pe 77.

292 May 1626 ('List of creations', p. 112).

3Duchess of Richmond and Lennox to John Langford, 30
March 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 1l1l4).

“Gardiner, vi. 340-1, 372-3.
525 July 1623 ('List of creations', p. 116).
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disappointments, Carleton was never bitter about his
treatment at the hand of Buckingham. He reallized that
politics was a game that had to be played cautiously
and patiently always believing that in the end success
would be achieved. On the death of Buckingham he
wrote to the queen of Bohemia an eulogy of his patron
without the least expression of any bitterness.l

To understand the real nature of the process
of patronage, and the practical difficulties of office-
holders and office-seekers in the royal administration,
the career of Sir Dudley Carleton is the case to stﬁd%,
It becomes evident téat the true flaw in the
administrative system in the early Stuart period was
that it was a slow, cumbersome, involuted method of
getting things done. Susceptible to corruption it was,
but even under Buckingham the corruption was the lesser
evil, the inefficiency the greater. It is also clear
that all that was required were bureaucrats willing to
look after tiresome details of administration;
Buckingham did not,bwith the possible exception of
Cranfield, attract statesmen into his service, since,
controlling personally every matter of policy, all he

desired were men who would unquestioningly carry out

1Dudley,Viscount Dorchester,to Elizabeth,queen of

Bohemia, 27 Aug. 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9, p. 270).
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his instructions.1 His greatest shortcoming was his
unwillingness to take responsible persons into his
trust and to see all disagreements with himself as
personal attacks rather than justifiable conflicts of
opinion.

The bulk of the patronage under Buckingham
consisted of appolntments to office and promotion
within the administration. He had little interest in
local government. Here he only took precautions to see
that those who supported him or hls projects were
rewarded with the 1ocal offices they sought and to
prevent his enemies from obtaining posts.2 His
influence in local government was necessarily limited.
Most local offices were filled by men prominent in
their respective counties whose status or wealth made
them logical choices for positions in the administration
of the public needs of a county. Buckingham was more
concerned with establishing his own position in the
central administration than in building up a base for
popular support by becoming intimately involved in
local government.

The period from 1616 through 1619 was a

transitional one for the favourite. Somerset fell but

lWillson, Privy counciilors, pe. 21,

2 . - - . . o P
Thomas. G. Barnes, Somerset 1625-1640: a county's

government during the 'personal rule', p. 1/2.
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the Howards still held major officgs. Buckingham
effected two appointments in 1616. In April he
obtained for Sir Oliver St John, the brother-in-law of
his step-brother, Edward,J:he office of lord deputy of
Ireland. It is doubtful that St John paid for the
office,! but Buckingham offended the privy council when
he failed to consult them about the appointment. The
lord lieutenancy of Ireland was by this time an
honourific post, but his deputy was the resident
English governor in Ireland. Thus, the privy councillors,
remembering that in their lifetime the Irish had made a
serious revolt, took umbrage at the appointment of a
person to such an office without their approval. ﬁhile
Chamberlain conceded that St John was ‘a very able and
sufficient man', his own snobbishness led him to
believe that the Irish would feel themselves degraded by
the appointment of a man of 'no greater note and
nobilit:y'.2

Later in 1616 the favourite obtained the
place of chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster for Sir
John Daccombe, who also received his knighthood through

lsir George Blundell to Sir D. Carleton, 29 April 1616
(CSPD, 1611-18, P 364).

zgéoghamberlain to same, 6 April 1616 (Chamberlain, i.
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Buckingham.! Daccombe held the reversion to the office,
but his appointment was strenuously opposed by many in
the privy councll on the grounds fhat reversions were
not velid for judgeships. They argued that since the
chancellor was also head of the duchy court, Daccombe's
reversion was worthless. They also pointed out that
Daccombe had been associated with the attempt by the
" earl of Somerset to obtain a general pardon for himself
past the great seal in 1615. But the privy councillors
were only able to delay the appointment for a few days?
1t would seem that Buckingham himself was supporting a
man whom his followers opposed because of his
agsociation with the old favourite:. But these were
not times when men were known to sacrifice self-
interest. When Daccombe saw that Somersét's usefulness
was at an end, he sought a new patron. Buckingham was
the rising star and so he decided to link his fortune
to that of the new favourite. 1f Daccombe bought the
support of the favourite, it was not commonly known at
the time.

In 1617 Buckingham approved the appointment

of Sir Francis Bacon to the office of lord keeper,.

1Same to same, 8 June 1616 (ibid., ii. 7); Edward
Sherburne to same, 12 June 1616 (CSPD, 1611-18, p. 373).

23, Chamberlain to same, 15 June 1615, 30 April, 8
June 1616 (Chamberlain, i. 602, 6263 ii. 7).
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although his role in Bacon's risé was not prominent.
Bacon was already attorney-general and the logical
successor to the_deceased Lord Chancellor Ellesmere,
who had often mentioned Bacon as the best qualified
to succeed him. Four days after Ellesmere's death,
Bacon was given the office; tﬁough with the less
prestigious title of lord keeper; Bacon had paid
court te the favourite by frequent letters of advice,
as well as by assiduous attendance upon Buckingham's
- mother; yet it seems that 'this was more in order to
forestall a veto than to secure an affirmative for his
possession of the office'.l It seems unlikely that any
money changed hands for Bacon's promotion. Sir John
Bennett offered 130,000 for the office, but it is not

2 if the sum is correct and the offer

clear to whom;
really was made, it was almost certainly an offer to
the king himgelf, since such a large sum of money _
would‘not at this time have been offered to Buckingham.
The promotion of Bacon left the office of

attorney-general vacant, and James resolved to. give it .

lspedding, vi. 151; Gardiner, iii. 78, 211; cf. Sir
Francis Bacon to Sir George Villiers, 12 Aug. 1616

(cabala, p. 57); Same to same, 'Letter of advice'!,
( b do, PPe. 37-48).

2Geo_rge Gerard to Sir Dudley Carleton, 20 March 1617
(CSPD, 1611-18, p. 449).
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to Sir Henry Yelvertou;‘who had held solicitor-generalship
for the past four years. But there was an inexplicable
; delay in the signing of the warrant. Some friends of
Yelverton sobn discovered th@ reason for the delay:
Buckingham was plqued gt Yel;erton'because he had not
solicited his support. In an interview‘which Yelverton
reluctantly attendéd, Buckingham explained his
opposition. His intentions had been to support Yelverton,
without compensation, even though Sir James Ley had
offered him LIQ;OOO for the office. 'He had withheld
his support following his failure to approach him for
the office. Now, if Yelverton obtained the appointment
the court wohld think that his own favour with the king
was in eclipse. Yelverton replied that favourites had
not usually meddled with the granting of this office, but
that he understood that Buckingham's position demanded
that he acquiesce in the appointment of a new attorney-
general and that a friend be installed in the office,
since 'it was a place that the greatest men in the realm
might have hurt or good by it'. Buckingham was not |
entirely pleased with Yelverton's response, but his
attendance at the interview was sufficient. Buckingham
personally brought Yelverton's warrant to James
for his signature; Later Yelverton gave .James
24,000 as a gift, but there is no evidence that he
presented Buckingham with anything, nor was the
£4,000 in payment for the office; it was truly a
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gift.1 The delay in granting Yelverton the office,
nevertheless, made it clear that Buckingham's
acquiescence iq the appointment was necessary.

The first appointment which Buckingham
effected in 1618 was that of Sir Robert Naunton as
secretary of state. The previous holder, Sir Ralph
Winwood, had died in October of 1617, and immediately
competition for the post had begun. Sir John Holles
and Sir John Bennett both offered £10,000 for it, but

to whom they,made the offer is not clear;2 Naunton .

1James.Whitelocke, Liber famelicus of §;§ James

Whitelocke, ed. John Bruce, pp. 55-/; J. Chamberlain
to Sir D. Carleton, 15 March 1617 (Chamberlain, ii
62); Gardiner, iii. 79-80. o

2paward Sherburne to Sir Dudley Carleton, 7 Nov. 1617
(csPD, 1611-18, p. 494). For the unsuccessful bids
of Sir John Holles for the secretaryship, the
chancellorship of the duchy of Lancaster, and a place
on the Privy Council, cf. same to same, (ibid.); John
Chamberlain to same, 31 Jan. 1618 (Chamberlain, ii.
133). For a short sketch of the efforts to obtain
office see Alexander Thomson, 'John Holles', JMH,
viii. 145-72 (1936). His purchase first of the title
Baron Houghton and later the earldom of Clare are
discussed in Mayes, 'Sales of peerages', p. 24.
Commenting on the inability of Holles to obtain
office, Garvase Holles, the family biographer,
believed 'that this perpetual averseness to the duke
of Buckingham was the main thing that..choked up his.
way to preferment' (Gervase Holles, Memorials of the
Holles family, ed. A. C. Wood, p. 100). He neglects
to mention the aversion James had to the rigid
puritanism of Holles.
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received the post no doubt because he was 'so inward
with [Buckingham's] mother that he is termed her
chancellor', and also because he made Christopher, the
younger brother of Buckingham, heir to lands worth
1500 a year.1

In the early months of 1618 Chamberlain
reported stiff competition for the office of chancellor
of the duchy of Lancaster, vacant by the death of Sir
John Daccombe in January.2 One of the numerous
correspondents of Sir Dudley Cérleton estimated that
there were forty~-three suitors for the office",3 but the -
major rivals all worked through Buckingham; Sir
Thomas Lake, the secretary of state, made at least a
casual try for it, but with little hope of success.4
Sir Lionel Cranfield made an impassioned plea for the
post. In January he wrote Buckingham offering to give
him his mastership of requests, a profitable customs

office, and to 'do anything besides [which] your . ...

1John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 26 Oct. 1616

(Chamberlain, ii. 30); Sir Edward Harwood to same,
27 Decb 1617 (CSPD, 1611-18, p. 505); cf. Gardiner,
iii. 101,

230hn Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 31 Jan. 1618
(Chamberlain, ii. 133).

3Natgag%e1 Brent to same, 31 Jan. 1618 (CSPD, 1611-18,
p. 21l8).

43ir Thomas Puckering to Buckingham, 24 Jan. 1618
(Fortescue papers, p. 44).
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lordship shall please to command'Q1 Chamberlain
reported that others in the competition for the office
were Sir Thdmas Edmondes, Sir Edward Coke, Sir Robert
Naunton, Sir Thomas Savage, Sir Richard Weston, and
Lord Hollis. The latter three were willing to purchase
the office, while the others hoped to obtain it freely.Z2
Cranfield was rumoured to have offered £8,000 for the
place;3

The other major competitor was Sir Humphrey
May. He had the support of the earl of Pembroke and the
countess of Bedford and had proceeded to buy off some
of the candidates for the office. May promised the
reversion of his office of surveyor of the court of
wards and liveries, which he had but recently acquired,
to both Sir Benjamin Rudyard and to John Packer,
Buckingham's secretary.a' Buckingham disliked May, but
May was also able to secure the support of Prince
Charles. Finally May wrote an apologetic letter to
Buckingham seeking his support. . Buckingham deferred

1sir Lionel Cranfield to same, 14 Jan. 1618 (ibid.,

P 42)0

2J. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 31 Jan. 1618
(Chamberlain, ii. 133).

3Same to same, 7 March 1618 (ibid., ii. 148).

4g. Gerard to same, 6 March 1618 (Fortescue papers,
Ppo 45-6); Jano 1618 (CSPD’ 1611-18, po 514 [
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to the wishes of the powerful supporters May had
recruited and allowed him the office. In return May
relinquished his pension of &300 a year in the
exchequer to John Packer and Sir Benjamin Rudyard
succeeded May as surveyor of the court of wards and
liveries. May also gave the lease of Savoy house, the
London residence of the duchy, to the countess of
Buckingham.l

Cranfield was furious fof not having been
granted the office. Chamberlain reported that he
lost his patience so far as malapertly to expostulate
with his Majesty touching a promise, and his own merits
and deserts, and how he had undergone the envy both of
court and city for his service; besides comparisons and
contestings with Sir Humphrey May in the presenge of
the lord of Buckingham, and that in foul terms.
Cranfield possessed little tact, and his brusque, out-
spoken nature accounted for much of the ease with which
Buckingham was able to have him removed from his high

offices in 1624, But in 1618 his star was just

1GeorgeGerard to Sir Dudley Carleton, 6 March 1618
(Fortescue papers, pp. 45-6); Sir Humphrey May to
Buckingham, March ? 1618 (ibid., pp. 46-7);
Buckingham to Sir H. May, March 1618 (Fortescue
MSS, p. 54); John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton,

16 March 1618, 11 Sept. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 149,
263); CSPD, 1611-18, p. 525; 'Sir Humphrey May',
DNB, xxxzvii. 140; Whitelocke, Liber famelicus, p. 6l.

2John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 16 March 1618
(Chamberlain, ii. 149).
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béginning to rise. The king and Buckingham contented
Cranfield with the grant of the lucrative mastérship of
the wardrobe. It was rumoured that Cranfield paid
k6,000 for the office, but there is no record of any
payment.1 1t seems that this was a promotion based on
merit and ability and marked the initial rise of
Cranfield as a financial expert in charge of fiscal
reform for the king. Here, as elsewhere, he fought
the negligence that was more crippling to crown
finances than the corruption which usually accompanied
it.2 He succeeded James,Lord Hay, that 'elegant
-trifler', as master of the wardrobe. Hay was created
Viscount Doncaster and was given a gift of 520,000 in
consolatioﬁ for the loss of his office.3

The principal event of 1618-19 was the fall
of the Howard faction. The major significance of their
fall was that it removed the last real center of
rivalry and resistance to Buckingham's ascendancy.
Between 1619 and his death in 1628, no one obtained a
significant office in the royal administration without

lThomas Lorkin to Sir Thomas Puckering, 28 Jﬁly 1618
(Birch, James, ii. 83); Prestwich, pp. 257-8, 264.

2Tawney, Business and politics, géssim.

31bid., pp. 156, 162; 5 [July] 1628 ('List of
creations', p. 104).
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the acquiesence‘of Buckingham,

.By the fall of the Howards, Buckingham
acquired the disposition of four chief offices. The
secretaryahip‘vacated by Si: Thomas Lake went to Sir
George Calvert. The son-in-law of the earl of
Suffolk, William Knollys, Viscount Wallingford, was
dismissed as master of the court of wards and liveries
for maladministration and was succeeded by the already
overburdened Sir Lionel Cranfield.1 Cranfield was by
now involved in reforms of the royal household, the
navy, the treasury, and, by virtue of his new office,
reforms in the politicallylsensitive area of feudal
incidents. 1t seems that Cranfield did not pay for
this promotion either, for a servant of Wallingford
reported that his master had 'resigned' the mastership
of the wards to Cranfield 'without consideration';z
despité the rumour that he had paid 56,000 for the
office. Cranfield was regarded by James and

.lDietz, pe 1713 Bell,p. 19; Prestwich, pp. 233-4 n. 3.

2Thomas Moore to Framlingham Gawdy, 1 Feb. 1619 (HMC,
Tenth report, appendix; The manuscripts of the Gawdy
family, p. 111); John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton,
16 Jan. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 203).



184

Buckingham as a magician, who could bring fiscal reform
and economic retrenchment at no inconvenience to their
expensive indulgences.1

Regrettably, the successor to the earl of
Suffolk as lord treasurer had no other claim to the
office than a full purse., which he was willing to
empty. There were many candidafes for the officei
Thomas Howard, earl of Arundel, who despite hls Howard
connections was not in disfavour; Sir Robert Naunton,
who waé not satisfied with his secretaryshlp; James
Ley, a former chief justice of Ireland and soon to be
married to a Villiers lady; Fulke Greville, chancellor |
of the exchequer gnd thus the logical choice for
preferment; and Henry Montagu, lord chief justice of
England. One name was conspicuous by its absence =-
Cranfield's. He would seem to be an obvious choice,
yet he was not in contention. From May of 1619 to
January of 1621ACranfield was under a cloud because he
was reluctant to marry Anne-Brett, a cousin of

Buckingham.2 When Cranfield finally married the lady

1Cf. Tawney, Business and politics, pp. 173, 206-7,

218-20, for the unrealistic expectations of James and
Buckingham.,

ZNathaniel Brent to Sir Dudley Carleton, 29 May 1619
(CSPD, 1619-23, p. 49); Sir Francis Nethersole to
same,31§ Jan. 1620 (ibid., p. 113); Gardiner, iii.
212“1 [
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in January of 1621, the office of lord treasurer was
already bestowed. Late in 1620 Sir Henry Montagu was
given the office and a viscountcy in return for LZO’,OOO.1
Chamberlain's comment on the choice was to the pointﬁ
'ggﬁgg ééég ééﬁ, and by removing him they make a double
harvest'{2 His lord chief justiceship was given to Sir
James Ley, who shortly afterwards married Jane Boteler,

a niece of Buckingham.
The lgst of the offices vacated by the
Howards, the lord admiralship, went to Buckingham him-
self. After the fall of the Howards, stability
prevalled in the upper ranks of the office-holders for
about a year{ Then Buckingham passed through his first
public crisis. Charges were brought in parliament
that Sir Francis Bacon, by now closely aSsociated with

Buckingham, was taking bribes as lo#d chancellor. To

add to his concern, a storm broke over the granting of

1Thomas Locke to Sir D. Carleton, 2 Dec. 1620 (CSED,
1619-23, p. 196); Sir Charles Montagu to Sir Edward
Montagu, 13 Dec. 1620 (HMC, The manuscripts of the

duke of Buccleuch and Queensbe i. 25% 6 [hereafter
cited as Buccleuch MS! MSS|); Walter Ybunge, Diary of
Walter Younge, ed. George Roberts, p. 40; Girolamo Lando
to the doge, 13 Nov. 1620 (CSP Venetian, 1619-20,

pe 473). lando gives the figure as E30,000, but this

is an error, yet see below, p. 188.

2John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 13 Nov. 1619
(Chamberlain, ii. 272).

3Same to seme, 3 Feb. 1621 (ibid., ii. 338).
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royal monopolies, involving his brothers and other kin,
and again involving Bacon, since he, as lord
chancellor, had allowed the grants to pass the great
seal. Finally, Sir Henry Yelverton, smarting from the
humiliations which Buckingham had inflicted by the
recent loss of his office of attorney-general for
his failure to support the monopolists, attacked
Buckingham in the Commons.1 Buckingham was genuinely
frightened; this was his first parliament. Lord
Keeper Williams advised him to 'swim with the tide,
and you cannot be drowned';2 he had to abandon his
brothers, lead the attack on the monopollists and the
monopolies, and even desert.Bacon. Buckingham was
reluctant to sacrifice Bacon and at first tried to save
him, but he soon realized that his own position would
be in jeopardy if Bacon was not given up.3

Again a major office was vacant under the

aura of scandal. Yet there was no shortage of

13, Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 29 April 1620

(Chamberlain, ii. 302); Commons debates 1621, vi.
394-5; Rushworth, i. 32; cf. Sir Henry Yelverton to
John Murray, 24 April 1620 (David Dalrymple,
Memorials and letters relating to the history of
Britain in the reign of James the First ]17%%]

pp. 99-104)7 Gardiner, iv. 22-3.

2Hacket, 1. 50.
3Gardiner, ive 1-140; Willson, James, pp. 418-19,
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competitors for the prestigious and influential post.
Hacket claimed that Sir James Ley, lord chief justice
of the king's bench, Sir Henry Hobart, lord chief
justice of the common pleas, the earl of Arundel, the
earl of Rutland, the father-in-law of Buckingham, and
Sir Lionel Cranfield were all competitors.1 But Bacon
was succeeded by the worldly-wise John Williams. Hacket
claimed that Williams had so impressed James by a
letter he had written supporting the candidacy of
Cranfield that he decided to give the office to
Williams, and Buckingham delightedly consented{2 The
story is a most unlikely one. Cranfield had not been
a serious contender for the office, and it seems more
likely that the lord keepership had been destined for
Williams once the fall of Bacon became inevitable.3
The primary virtue of the new lord keeper was his
political acumen. A true oliti ue, a churchman in
name only, Williams was the only political realist close
to the favourite.

Sir Henry Montagu, Viscount Mandéville, lord

treasurer for less. than a year, was asked to resign in

lHacket, i. 51.
21bid., i. 51-2.

3R.oberts, pp. 40-2, follows Hacket, but see Gardiner,
ive 134-5,
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1621, He was given the office of lord president of
the council, an office that had been dormant since 1553
and which was revived in order to satisfy him.} 1t
was reported that Mandeville refused an earldom, but
his brother Edward had been created Baron Montagu just
a few months earlier, which prompted Chamberlain to
note on the dismissal of Mandeville from the treasurer-
ship that the crown in ten months had received
840,000 from the Montagu family. Though Mandeville
is known to have paid £20,000 as a gift to
Buckingham, which on his dismissal came to be looked
upon as - a loan, it is doubtful that Sir Edward Montagu
paid more than the accustomed price of 10,000 for a
barony.2 Mandeville's son later married a kinswoman of
Buckingham and in this way obtained a restitution of
part of the 'loan'.3

Sir Lioned Cranfield succeeded Mandeville as

lord treasurer. He had now reached his zenith of
favour and power. It seems to have been the third

promotion Cranfield enjoyed without payment, for none

liandbook of British chronology, p. 136.

2Earl of Leicester to Viscount Lisle, 3 Sept. 1621
(De Lisle MSS, v. 424); 29 June 1621 ('List of
creations', p. 107); Mayes, 'Sales of peerages',
pp. 27 n. 39, 28 n. 40; John Chamberlain to Sir D.
Carleton, 13 Oct. 1621 (Chamberlain, ii. 399);
Gardiner, iv. 24 n.

3m18h, i. 79.
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of his contemporaries mentiors a transfer of money in
association with this exchange of office. Cranfield
was in especial favour at this tlme. He had recently
married into the Villiers family, and unlike Mandeville,
he encouraged the speedy conclusion of a marriage
alliance with Spain. Thé parallel appointments of
Williams and Cranfield in 1621 are of great
significance. Cranfield was as reaiistic'financially
" as Willlams was politically. They disliked one another,
but together they represented the wisest counsellors
Buckingham allowed to hold offices of importance; that
neither of them held office long reveals much about the
character of Buckingham and his patfonage;

| The appointments of Sir Robert Heath and
Robert Shute in 1621 were more characteristic.
Buckingham had employed both to collect the profits of
the office of enrolling pleas for the court of king's
bench -~ a lucrative post held in their names in trust
for Buckingham.1 Sir James Whitelocke, who had hoped
to be appointed to the office with Heath, bitterly
recorded in his diary: 'They will be bﬁt bankers, or

cashmen, at the sarl of Buckingham's command. . . .'2

1zga§ov. 1616, 11 Feb. 1617 (CSED, 1611-18, pp. 407,

Zyhitelocke, Liber famelicus, p. 59.
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Buckingham, according to Chamberlain, paid them each
1600 yearly to manage the office.l 1In 1618 Buckingham
had tried to obtain the recordership of London for
Shute, but the aldermen had refused to elect him.2
Buckingham had then suggested, through James, that Sir
Robert Heath should be elected. The aldermen agreed
and chose Heath to be their recorder. When in 1621
Heath was promoted to the office of solicitor-general,
Buckingham successfully persuaded the aldermen of
London to elect Robert Shute their new recorder, though
they had protested that Shute had been 'fifteen times

outlawed'.3. Chamberlain commentedi

13. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 7 Nov. 1618

(Chamberlain, ii. 180-1). In a letter written over
two yvears later, he estimated the wage to be between .
£700 and E800 (same to same, 3 Feb. 1621 [Chamberlain,
ii. 337-8]). According to Professor Stone,
Buckingham paid them only eight percent of the
profits each (Crisis of the aristocracy, p. 445).
Professor Aylmer estimates that the office grossed
between £5,500 and k6,200 yearly, and profits ranged
from k4,000 in 1619, E4,500 in 1623, E3,800 in 1627
(Aylmer, The king's servants, p. 215). If Stone's
estimate of the wage is correct, Heath and Shute
were only paid between :300 and k350 each annually.

2John Pory to Sir Dudley Carleton, 7 Nov. 1618
(CSPD, 1611-18, po 591).

3J. Chamberlain to same, 14 Nov. 1618 (Chamberlain,
ii. 304); Whitelocke, Liber famelicus, pp. 64-9;
Gardiner, iii. 31“5, Zlg-lgu
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The reason of Heath's preferment and his is sald to
be the saving of seven or eight hundred pounds a year
to the lord of Buckingham out of Roper's office in
the King's Bench, which was paid them in regard it
was taken and held in their name.l
Chamberlain believed that Buckingham had made the City
of London his accéssory in a scheme to save himself a
few hundred pounds a year. But this was not so. Though
Heath was promoted,he retained his share in the clerk-
ship and was joined by Sir Geo:ge Paul, registrar of
the court of High C%Fmission, who replaced Robert
Sh.ute.2

The next office to change hands was that of
Sir Robert Naunton, the secretary of state;3 His
successor, Sir Edward Conway, had served in the Cadiz
expedition under the earl of Essex in 1596, had been
governor of Brill, one of the cautionary towns sold by
James in 1616, and had recently served as an
ambassador to the German States. He had been appointed
as acting secretary for Naunton in 1622; in January of

1623 he succeeded to the office of secretary of s'cate.4

13, Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 3 Feb. 1621
(Chamberlain, ii. 337-8).

230 March 1621 (CSPD, 1619-23, p. 241).
3see above, pp. 115=6,
415ir Edward Conway', DNB, xii. 50-1; Higham, p. 79,
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Chamberlain reported that when James officially
appointed him, he lauded Conway 'for his birth, for
his soldiery, for his languages, for his sufficiency,
and for his honesty'!, but Chamberlain knowingly continued,
‘others add for his courtship and courtesy in seeking to
fasten the title of excellency on the loxd marquis'.l

Arthur Wilson described Conway as a 'rough,
unpolished piece for such an employment', adding
But the king . . . would often make himself merry with
[Conway's] imperfect scrawl in writing, and hacking
expressions in reading, so that he would break into
laughter, and say in a facetious way, 'Had ever man
such a secretary, that can neither write nor read?'2
When in Spain, Buckingham also complained 6f his hand-
writing; in 1628, because his signature was so legible,
one of Conway's letters was suspected of being # fprgery.3
Conway, then, was hardly in the tradition of the '
two Cecils, or even the scholarly Naunton. He was,
however, industrious, and equally important to
Buckingham, completely loyal: 'I have seen some
things in the court which I can neither understand nor

give a reason for.'% sir Jobn Oglander. complained that

13, Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 25 Jan. 1623
(Chamberlain, ii. 474).

2W1lson, I-'I'isto'gz‘ of Great Britain, p. 133.

3Bucki.ngham to Sec. Conway, n.d., but from Madrid,
1623 (printed in Williamson, Buckingham, appendix
PPe 3;8-8; Higham, p. 79 n. =iSkangal, app ?

4sec. Conway to earl of Leicester, 29 Sept. 1625
(De L'Isle MSS, v. 440).
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he was 'too flattering and complimental', and explained
why he was especially disliked in these terms:

He would tender his service to all, and deny no man a
courtesy or favour in words; but in deeds he never
would nor could perform it. Therein was his great
imperfect, aslbeing willing to deny none, nor able to
pleasure all.
Conway did nothing without the advice of Buckingham;
His entire dependencé on Buckingham did not make him
an attractive person, but his subserviency was well
rewarded. Through Buckingham he obtained titles,

offices, and pensions.2

3 but

Several offices changed hands in 1624,
the major event of thé year was the impeachment and
fall of Lionel Cranfield, earl of Middlesex.'
Professor A. P. Newton saluted Cranfield aé "the last
Tudor servant of the state', with whose overthrow not

only an individual career, but also a system of govern-

ment neared its close.5 Cranfield was succeeded as

1Oglandei:, Memoirs, p. 1l61.

2'Li.st of creations', gp. 109, 112, 113; Feodera,
xviii., 87, 428, 535, 575, 577; csSPD, 1627-8, p. 107;
Higham, p. 78; Gardiner, iv. 410-11; Willson, Privy
councillors, pp. 93-4.

3See above, PPe 158-61. '
QSee above, pp. 48-50, 18l.
SThe late Professor Newton's unpublished manuscript on

Cranfield is summarized and commented upon in Tawney,
Business and politics, pp. 290-1.
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lord treasurer by Sir James ley, a second~-rate sycophant
whom the Venetian ambassador characterized as 'entirely
and servilely dependent on Buckingham';1 Ley had
married into the Villiers family and was soon to be
ennobled, justifying Arthur Wilson's obserﬁation:
'Happy is he can get a kinswoman, it ls the next way
to a thriving office, or to sdme new swelling title.'2

If the major event of 1624 was the fall of
Middlesex, the principal event of 1625 was the removal
from office of the lord keeper, John Williamé, bishOp.
of Lincoln.3 Williams, like Middlesex, was opposed to
the termination of the SpanishAalliance based on the
marriage of Charles to the infanta. He alsc wanted
to conciliate opposition at home. Williams erred in
expressing these views at a time when both Charles
and Buckingham were determined to persdé/an aggressive
war policy as a means of capturing popular support.
Williams himself belleved that his opposition to the
termination of the Spanish match was the reason behind

his dismissal: 'In the consultation about. the dissolution

1Zuane Pesaro to the doge, 8 Nov. 1624 (Qgg Veﬁefiéh,

1623"5’ Pe 481)0
Zyilson, History of Great Britain, p. 147.

3For the office of secretary of state, twice filled
in 1625, see above, Pp. 168-70,
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of the Spanish treaty, (which the duke made my sin
against the Holy Ghost) I differed from the duke as to
the best way to serve the duke and save himself.'’ His
vdeft political sense provided Buckingham with the means
of dismissal. Sensing opposition to his appointment as
lord keeper because he was a man of relative obscurity,
Williams had asied to be appointed on probation for
three years.> In October of 1625 Charles informed him
his period of probation was over, and asked him to
resign; Williams reluctantly complied.3 Williams did
not challenge his removal perhaps because he realized
that to do so would end the possibility of being re-
called into service as had happened with Middlesex.
Williams always kept alive the hope that he would again
enjoy office.

The disgrace of Williams was as great a
disaster as Cranfield's has bemn. Tolerant of
puritanism, conciliatory toward the house of commons,
anxious to establish a viable political relationship

between crown and country, Williams could have proved

! john Williams, bishop of Lincoln, to Sir George Goring,

30 Qct. 1625 (CSPD, 1625-6, p. 137).
2For the reaction to the appointment of Williams to
the Lord Keepership, see for example CSP Venetian,
1621"3, Po 88: I'Iac;iet, io 61-20

3Ibid., ii. 22-5.
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the salvation of Buckingham.! Like Cranfield, Williams
gave unpleasant advice: in 1625 he suggested that
Buckingham give up his admiralship and take the office
of lord steward, vacant for many months following the
death of the duke of Lennox early in 1624, on the
grounds that it was a safer position for a favouriteQ
But Williams, apparently, also made the suggestion with
the idea that Buckingham could do less harm in a post
such as the stewardship. Buckingham saw through the
ruse, and was offended.2 During the parliament of
1625, when Buckingham was urging a dissolution,
Williams, in a fine phrase, warned him that 'no man,
that is wise, will show himself angry with the people
of England'.3

Sir Thomas Coventry, the attorney-general,
succeeded Williams as lord keeper. COVentry had
succeeded Sir Henry Yelverton in his offices as

solicitor-general in 1617 and attorney-general in 1621,

lobout the political good sense of Williams, Gardiner

observed: 'as far as it is possible to argue from
cause to consequence if Williams had been trusted by
Charles . « « there would have been no civil war and
no dethronement! (iv. 340). For the effect of the
fall of Williams on the church see above, pp. 123=4.

2lord. Keeper Williams to Buckingham, 2 March 1625
(Cabala, pp. 280-1); Roberts, p. 82.

3Hacket, ii. 16,
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Bacon had written James when Coventry was first
appointed that he held him 'doubtful' for the King's
service, 'not but that he is well learned, and an
honest man; but he hath been, as it were, bred by Lord
[Edward] Coke, and seasoned in his ways'.1 1t was
reported to Sir John Davys, the attorney-general for
ireland, that he no doubt could have obtained the
solicitorship for himself, because Coventry received the
office 'by means of the great favourite of the time,
without the allowance (or rather against the will) of
the lord keeper. . « 12 put Coventry had distinguished
himself by his ability to adapt his views as the
situation demanded and so he was preferred to the
office of lord keeper. Sir Robert Heath took over his
office of attorney-general, and Richard Sheldon, whose
prior service was as a personal lawyer to Buckingham,
became solicitor-general in place of Heath.3 These
appointments were simply promotions of his suppeoiters,
and there is no evidence, and no reason to indicate,
that they paid for their offices; it seems unlikely

that they did.

lSi.r Francis Bacon to King James, 13 Nov. 1616
(Spedding, vi. 131).

2sir Robert Jacob to Sir John Davys, 13 May 1617 (HMC,
Report on the manuscripts of the late Reginald Rawdon
Hastings, iv. 16).

3¢sPp, 1625-6, pp. 131, 142-3, 148.
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Crown patronage'often involved local magnates
who claimed a proprietary interest in royal appoint-
ments made within their jurisdiction; The case of the
chief justiceship of Chester is an example. In
November of 1625 SecretaryvConway wrote the earl of
Northampton, lord president of the council of Wales,
that Buckingham wished Sir Thomas Harris to be
appointed the successor of Sir Thomas Chamberlayne,
chief justice of Chester, who had recently dﬁéd}
Almost two years earlier Harris had been in a dispute
concerning his right to a baronetcy which Sir
Christopher Villiers had obtained for him. The cause
was heard by the earl of Arundel in his capacity as
earl marshal and it was declared that Harris was not
entitled to the dignity. But Harris remained a
baronet because the grant had passed the great seal,
though the verdict that he was 'no gentleman' did much

to harm his reputation.2

lSec.,Conway...to earl of Northampton, 12 Oct. 1625
(CSPD, 1625'6, Pe 123).

2King to Earl Marshal Arundel, 16 Oct. 1623 (CSED,
1623-5, p. 95); John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton,
4 Dec. 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 590); Sir George PFaul
to Edward Nicholas, 21 March 162F (CsPD, 1623-5,
. 506); petition of Sir Thomas Harris to the Kking,
Marchl], 1625 (ibid.); P. H. Hardacre, 'The Earl
Marshal, the heralds,. and the house of commons,. .
1604-41', International Review of Sociel History,
ii. 115 (1957); Stone, 'Inflation of honours', p. 54.
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Though Northampton owed both his position and
title to Buckinsham,l he immediately protested that
Harris 'in the opinion of all men, is thought so
absolutely unfit . . . that he cannot recommend him,
nor give way t6 him'.2 Buckingham then decided to re-
consider the appointment. He ordered Conway to defer
the appointment until he could look further into the
matter.2 While matters were in suspension, Fulke
Greville, Lord Brooke, who was secretary, clerk of the
council, and clerk signet at council in the marches of
Wales since 1593',4 wrote Secretary Coke urging that
Harris not be appointed, for he was 'as like to ruin
that court as any man 1 know';5 while Attorney-General

lyhitelocke, Liber famelicus, p. 95; 20 Nov. 1617
(Foedera, xvil, 43-=5). Gardiner believed that William,
Baron Compton, the brother-in-law of the countess of
Buckingham, who was raised in the peerage as earl of
Northampton, may have paid for his peerage, but there
is no evidence to support this and Mayes disputes it
(Gardiner, iii. 214-16; Mayes, 'Sale of peerages',

p. 25, 25 n).

2Farl of Northampton to Buckingham, 20 Oct. 1625
(cskD, 1625-6, p. 128).

3Buc§23 ham to Sec. Conway, 4 Nov. 1625 (CSED, 1 1623-5,
Pe

4Tbnxy Williams, The couneil in the marches of Wales
under Elizabeth I, appendix iv, p. 349. Aylmer claims
that Greville held the post . of clerk of the council
from 1583 until his murder in 1628 (The king's
servants, p. 131).

sforg3g§ooke to Sir John Coke, Nov. 1625 (Cowper MssS,
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Heath wrote Secretary Conway that Harris was 'a man of
so mean descent, and so 1ll report that it would give
much discontentment'1 if he was appointed. Heath
added that Northampton planned to come to court, and
might press for the appointment of someone the duke
might not like.

Northampton had been successful in having
first Sir Thomas Chamberlayne and then Sir James
Whitelocke transferred from that office when they
proved a little independent of him. When Whitelocke
showed himself to be more unbending than Chamberlayne
had been, Northampton requested Buckingham to offer
Whitelocke a new post so that he could replace him
once more by the aged Sir Thomas Chamberlayne.
Buckingham employed Lord Keeper Williams, a friend of
Whitelocke's to persuade him to accept a place on the
king's bench which he had earlier refused. Northampton
saw in the appointment of old Sir Thomas Chamberlayne
not only a man unable to pefform his duties personally
and so more apt to be under his influence, but also

that he would soon profit from the appointment of his

1Sir...Rober.t.Heath to Sec. Conway, 10 Nov. 1625

(CSPD, 1625-6, p. 147).
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successor. ! Buckingham's interference in appointing
Harrié was not well regarded at all by Northamptoné
it meant the loss of revenue from the sale, the
intrusion of an official who was not his own man but
another's, and was an infringement of his right of
appointment in the marches of Wales.

Conway reached an understanding with
Northampton, and reported back to Heath that the earl
had agreed not to suggest anyone for the office until
he had seen Bucki.ngham.2 Secretary Coke was able to
inform Lord Brooke that Northampton had assured him he
would not dispose of the office until he heard from
Buckingham, but that the name of Serjeant Bridgman had
been suggested.3 Buckingham no longer pressed for
Harris and agreed instead to allow John Bridgman, who
was already a justice in Wales, to be appointed chief

justice of Chester.4

lWhitelocke, Liber famelicus, pp. 95-6; Francis, Lord
Verulam to Sir Thomas Chamberlayne, 24 May, 22 June
1620 (HMC, Thirteenth report, appendix, part iv: The
manuscripts of John Dovaston, p. 258); Warrant to
earl of Northampton, 3 Nov. 1623 (ibid.); Sir Thomas
Chamberlayne to Buckingham, 17 Oct. 1624 (Fortescue
MSS, p. 456); Lord Keeper Williams to John Packer,
19 Oct. 1624 (ibid., p. 458).

2Sec. Conway to Sir Robert Heath, 11 Nov. 1625
(cSPD, 1625-6, p. 148).

3sir John Coke to Lord Brooke, 9, 20 Dec. 1625
(Cogger b_’I_S_S, i. 236’ 239).

4CSPD, 1625-6, p. 561; Foedera, xviii. 631, 632.
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Although Buckingham controlled patronage,
when patronage extended beyond the realm of crown
officials at the center of the government, local
magnates had to be considered, as they always had been.
When Conway requested the earl of Northampton to grant
the minor place of clerk of the fines in the court of
Wales to one of his relatives, he took the precaution
to inform Northampton that he had requested both
Buckingham and James not to promise the place to anyone
'till his lordship's opinion is known'.1 The approval
of the local magnate was deemed necessary, though not
all were equally jealous of their position as was
Northampton.

More pliable was Emmanuel,Lord Scroope,
created earl of Sunderland in 1627, lord president of
the council in the North. When a seat on the council
fell vacant in 1627 Buckingham nominated Sir Arthur
Ingram junior for the 'place. Sunderland agreed to
appoint Ingram as a favour to the duke and would
accept no payment for the office though Ingram had
offered £E350. He did note, though, that k600 was the

usual sum given for the place.2 A few years earlier

1Sec. Conway to earl of Northampton, 16 Aug. 1624
(CSPD, 1623-5, po 327).

2Earl of Sunderland to Buckingham, n.d., [1627] (CSPD,
1627-8, p. 498); 16 Feb. 1627 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49,
p. 197).
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James had appointed Sir George Calvert to be one of the
council of the North, but left a second place to be
filled by a nominee of the lord president so as to
guarantee his right to appoihtment to offices on the
council_.1 Though he dominated the political scene,
Buckingham could not eliminate.the right of appoint-
ments enjoyed by leading local magnates.

In 1626 Buckingham cemented an alliance with
the earl of Pembroke, lord chamberlain, who had been
instrumental in bringing Buckingham to the attention
of the king many years ago, but who had gradually
fallen into opposition and enmity. Pembroke and
Buckingham had quarrelled frequently over positions in
the household, which Pembroke controlled as
chamberlain.? For some time Pembroke had wanted to be
the lord steward, but was ﬁnwilling to relinquish his
chamberlainship unless it cbuld go to his brother, the

earl of Montgomery. The household was the one area
where the patronage of Buckingham was not unrivalled,
and Pembroke intended to keep it that wayj; Buckingham,

on the other hand, wished the chamberlainship to go to

1Sec. Conway to Sir George Calvert, 11 Aug. 1623
(CSPD, 1623-5, po 52).

25ee above po3=6 for an example of their disputes;
also earl of Kellie to earl of Mar, 14 Jan. 1620
(Mar and Kellie suppl., pp. 187-9).
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his most loyal supporter in the nobility, the earl of
Carlisle.® In the middle of 1626, when Buckingham
desperately needed Pembroke's support in the house of
lords to combat the impeachment proceedings against him
in the house of commons, Buckingham gave in. The
alliance was sealed by the marriage of Montgomery's
son to Buckingham's daughter; Pembroke became lord
steward, Montgomery loxrd chamberlain.2 The transaction
is worth noting, for it was perhaps the only major
transfer of office between 1619 and 1628 which did not
see Buckingham in the dominant position, playing trump
cards.

The more characteristic situation developed
in the last months of 1626. The chief justice of the
court of king's bench, who as the senior judge of
England was styled the lord chief justice of England,
was Sir Randall Crew. In November of 1626 Crew
refused to lend his judicial authority to the
collection of the forced loan. He was immediately
dismissed, and succeeded by Sir Nicholas Hyde, who had

recently helped Buckingham defend himself against the

lsame to same, 11 Nov. 1625 (ibid., p. 237).

25ir Benjamin Rudyard to Sir Francis Nethersole, 3 Aug.
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impeachment charges earlier that year;1 As the impeach=-
ment of Cranfield and the fall of Williams were
destructive of financial and political reform within the
government, so the dismissal of Crew implied the
destruction of an independent judiciary.

The chief justiceship of the common pleas
was also vacant at this time, and Bﬁckingham managed to
provide for himself and his family by appointing Sir
Thomas Richardspn, a serjeant in the common pleas, to
the office. Richardson paid the duke»L7,000, and
married the Lady Ashburnham, a widowed aunt of the
duke;2 This is one of the few appointments in the last
years of the regime of Buckingham that involved an
apparent outright sale. It would seem that the other
appointees had something to recommend them other than
money, While Richardsop was not in that fortunate case.

No major offices changed hands in 1627, but
there was a veritable spate of rearrangements in 1628,
By the middle of 1628 Buckingham began to take account

of his unpopularity. In July and August he made an

1 to Rev. Joseph Mead, 10, 17 Nov. 1626

(Birch, Charles, i. 168, 170); Contarini to the Doge,
27 Nov. 1626 (CSP Venetian, 1626-8, p. 33); John .
Rous, The diary of John Rous . » » from 1625 to 1642,
ed. M. A. E. Green, Pe ;o

2John Pory to Rev. Joseph Mead, 26 Nov. 1626 (Birch,
Charles, i. 174-5, 177); 28 Nov. 1626 (Foedera,
xviii. 869). _—
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attempt to placate opinion by reintroducing into the
government men who were sympathetic to the house of
commons, yet supporters of the royal prerogative. It
was his intention to appoint moderates in order to
regain the support and confidence of the people for
himself and for crown policy. The earls of Arundel
and Bristol, both of whom had spént time in the Tower
because of their opposition to Buckingham, Bristol
having been publicly accused of high treason by
Buckingham, were restored to favour. They did not,
however, receive offices.

James Ley, earl of Marlborough, was removed
from the treasurership and given the honourary post of
lord president of the council.l It was repofted that
the king gave him £10,000 for his office while his wife
received B5,000 and his daughter the preferring of two
viscounts.2 Henry Montagu, earl of Manchester,
succeeded the late earl of Worcester as lord privy
seal.3 Sir Richard Weston, recently created Baron

Weston, who since 1621 had been serving as chancellor

115 July 1628 (Handbook of British chronmology, p. 137);
Sec. Conggg)to Sir John Coke, 11 July 1628 %Coyper
Mﬁ, io .

2Hum.l Fulwoode to Sir John Coke, 17 July 1628 (Coﬁger
MSS, ie. 359); Sir Robert Ayton to James, earl of
Carlisle, 18 July 1628 (CcSPD, 1628-9, p. 218).

34 July 1628 (Handbook of British chronology, p. 94);
30 June 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9, p. 182); Sec. Conway to
Sir John Coke, Il July 1674 %Cogger MSs, i. 358%.
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of the exchequer and under-treasurer, was appointed
loxrd treasurer.1 Sir Edward Barrett, Lord Newburgh,
an associate of Weston and a former ambassador to
France, moved into the post of chancellor and under-
treasurer of the exchequer.2 The aims of these men were
to procﬁre peace with France and Spain and stability at
home;3 Weston wrote the duke, just five days before
his assassination, that he longed 'to see him at home
again with honour, in a quiet and settled court,
studying his Majesty's affairs which require, to cure
them, rest and vigilancy'.4

Buckingham made one further effort to
silence criticism. He surrendered his office of warden
of the Cinque Ports to the earl of Suffolk, who had
offered him his support in the parliament of 1626,5 in
the hope that this would quiet those who pointed to

the numerous offices which he personally held. Taken

113 April 1628 ('List of creations', p. 128); 15 July
1628 (Handbook of British chronolegy, p. 104).

2G.E.C., Peerage, i. 431; 7 Aug. 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9,
Pe 24850

3Willson, Privy councillors, p. 51.

4Richard,Lord Weston, to Buckingham, 18 Aug. 1628
(CSPD, 1628-9, p. 259); cf. same to same, 13 Aug.
1323 (ibido, Pe 254). .

522 July 1628 (ibid., p. 224); Theophilus, earl of
Suf{gi%,to Buckingham, May 1626 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49,
Po .
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together, the appointments of 1628 represent almost a
total capitulation on the part of Buckingham. He had
been the strongest voice for the war since 1624, He
had led the war himself throughout its disastrous
course. To appoint a group of men who were with one
voice for peace was to give up the idea of persuing
war, to abandon his dreém of performing some noble feat
of arms that would make England and Europe gasp in awe.
For Buckingham capitulation came too late. Perhaps
the only compliment that one can pay him is to say
that he acquiesced in the appointment of men who were
at his death tb conclude a peace with France and Spain
and enable the crown to function eleven years without
parliament.

Patronage under Buckingham in the central
administration was characterized by great transience in
offices In 1620 Chamberlain wrote:

It seems we live of late under some rolling planet,
for it is observed that in less than five years most
of our principal officers have been displaced or
disgraced, as a lord chancellor, a lord treasurer, a
lord chamberlain, a lord admiral, a master of the

horse, a secretary, a master of the wards, a lord
chief justice and an attorney-general.l

1John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 4 Nov. 1620
(Chamberlain, ii. 325).
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These displacements record the transference of power
from the Howards to Buckingham. The chief officers in
the administration were not merely bureaucrats, they
were also the leading advisers of the crown. Since
their duties brought them in contact with the king and
court, it was necessary for Buckingham to assure himself
of their loyalty. The removals from office in fhe
period 1616-1620 were to be expected when viewed in
this light, the 'ministers' of one administration
replaced by those of the incoming administration. But
when four years later Chamberlain could write '. . . that
we have four lord treasurers living at once, four loxrd
chamberlains, four secretaries, three masters of the wards,
two keepers or chancellors, two admirals et gig Qg ceteris
in several places and office!;l there can be no
justification for the great number of leading crown
officials discharged.

From a purely administrative point of view,
the shifts, though foolish, did not disrupt the
ordinary operation of the departments for the bureaucracy

carried on. But the frequent removal of the chief

lSame to same, 18 Dec. 1624 (ibid., ii. 592).
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officers made good administration impossible. From a
political point of view, the transience was disastrous.
The kaladeiscopic swiftness of rise and fall dismayed
and embarrassed the nobility and gentry; it lessened
the respect held for leading crown officials; it
produced among those who had been disgraced or removed,
and among their friends and relatives, a strong

opposition to both king and crown.



CHAPTER VI
“ THE ADMIRALTY

The admiralty was the most important office
which Buckingham held. Through the office, together
with the wardenship of the Cinque Ports which he
acquired in 1624, Buckingham controlled patronage in
maritime affairs. A purser, a ship captain, a navy
painter, a vice-admiral in one of the coast counties,
all were in Buckingham's gift.l Beginning'with
Buckingham's tenure, the lord admiral was not only
commander of the fleet in time of war, but also was
responsible for the administration of the navy in
peace time.2 Previously, the administration of the
navy had been left to the four 'principal officers' of
the navy, that is, the treasurer, comptroller, surveyor
and clerk of the navy.3

But administration by the navy officers was

found wanting. By the accession of James a serious

le.g. CSPD, 1625-6, pp. 10, 50, 53, 218, 219; CSED,
1627-8, pp. 510, 512, 516; CSPD, 1628-9, p. 253; sSir
William Monson, The naval tracts of Sir William Monson,
ed. M. Oppenheim, iii. 419-20.

2 . .

M. Oppenheim, History of the administration of the
rg al navy . . . from 1509 to 1660, pp. 86, 104,

l - "'o

3a. F, James and J. J. Shaw, 'Admiralty administration
?nd pirsonnel, 1619-1714: part 1', BIHR, xiv. 11l
1928).
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deterioration had already been noticed. The decline in
the qﬁality of naval administration dated back, at
least, to the last years of the great Sir John Hawkins',1
but, as Professor Stone has shown, the standards never
seem to have been‘very high.2 While costs continued to
increase, efficiency and strength did not. Graft,
waste, ineptitude and embezzlement had appeared in
every department. In 1608 the findings of a commission
appointed to investigate serious administrative short-
comings and the great peculation in the Havy were set
aside through the influence of Lord Admiral Nottingham,
the aged hero of the Armada. James did nothing more
effective than lecture the guilty parties.3 An
attempt to establish a new commission to investigate
abuses in the navy in 1613 proved abortive.? But in
1617 James had begun to realize the need for reform
and could no longer ignore the chronic‘maladministration

of the navy as he had done on the two previous occasions.

lG. E. Aylmer, 'Attempts at administrative reforms

1625-40', EHR, lxxii. 234 (1957).

2L. Stone, 'The Armada campaign', History, xxix. 120-43
(1944).

3. L. Clowes, The royal navy: a history from the
earliest times to the present, ii. 1/.

4John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 10 June 1613
(Chamberlain, i. 455); 13 June 1623 (CSPD, 1611-18,
ppe 186-7); Whitelocke, Liber famelicus, ppe. &43ff.;
Aylmer, 'Attempts at administrative reforms', p. 234.
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The growing indolence of Lord Admiral
Nottingham, who had never shown energy in administration,
~ left unchecked the mismanagement of a negligent, if not
4corrupt, treasurer of the navy, Sir Robert M’ansell.1
- The graft and peculation which flourished under his
administration finally attained such dimensions that in
1618 a long and searching inquiry was instituted into
the condition of the navy.2 Between 1608 and 1618 the
treasurer of the navy had expended between £31,000 and
£50,000 annually while the surveyor of victuals spent
between £8,000 and k13,000.3 Yet, there had been no
naval activity and, as the commission of 1618 pointed
out, the fleet was in great decay.4

The scandals unearthed by the commission led
to the resignation of Lord Admiral Nottingham who was
unwilling to implement the suggested and much needed

reforms.s Buckingham was appointed to succeed him,

lOppenheim, p. 189,

2Sir Henry Yelverton to Sir Clement Edmondes, 20 June
1618 (CSPD, 1611-18, p. 546).

3Dietz, Do 4460

4For a good account of the corruption of the navy
officials in this period, see Oppenheim, pp. 191-7.

Cf. Tawney, Business and politics, p. 161; Beport of
the commissioners of the navy to the privy €ouncil,
29 Sept. 1618 (APC, 1618-19, p. 263); the report is
printed in full in John Charnock, History of marine
architecture, ii. 211-70; Sir Lionel Cranfield to
Buckingham, 3 Sept. 1618 (Goodman, ii. 164=~7);
Gardiner, iii. 205; Privy Council to Nottingham, 28
Oct. 1618 (ézg, 1611-18, PP 280-1).
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though it had been rumoured earlier that he was
reluctant to accept the office because of his youth
and inexperience.1 Buckingham reportedly purchased
the office for E3,000 and the promise of an annual
pension of 1,000 for the lives of Nottingham, his wife
and their son, Charles.2

The person most responsible for the abuses in
the navy sold his office just as the investigations of
the commissioners were beginning. In May of 1618 Sir
Robert Mansell, treasurer of the navy since 1604, sold
his office to Sir William Russell, a wealthy merchant,
prominent in the East India and Russia companies.3 But
Mansell did not leave the navy in disgrace. A few
days after selling the treasurership, Mansell was
appointed vice-admiral of England for life, his grant
specifically including a legal opinion that he could not
be deprived of the vice-admiralship except for mis-
demeanours committed in the exercise of that office.”

Perhaps this happy arrangement for Mansell was the

lsir Edward Harwood to Sir Dudley Carleton, 7 Jan. 1618
(CSPD, 1611-18, p. 511); Gardiner, iii. 205.

2john Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 24 Oct. 1618,
6 Feb, 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 173, 210).

31gir William Russell', DNB, xlix. 429; 10 May 1618
(CSPD, 1611-18, p. 540)3 John Chamberlain to Sir
Dudley Carleton, 5 May 1618 (Chamberlain, ii. 161).

414 May 1618 (CSPD, 1611-18, p. 541).
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parting reward of Nottingham for the long service of
his kinsman, or a consolation for his surrender of
fhe more lucrative navy treasurership.1 Mansell had
other associations which may account for the
acquiesence in this preferment: his first wife had been
the sister of Sir Francis Bacon, and recently he had
married the sister of Sir John Roper from whom
Buckingham had purchased the lucrative clerkship of the
king's bench.2 Mansell also had connections with the
earl of Pembroke, at this time a supporter of
Buckingham3'dating back to at least 1612.3 The
preferment of an official as corrupt as Mansell at a
time when the navy was undergoing a drastic overhaul
did not speak well of what was to come.

More important than the appointment of
Mansell to the largely honourific office of vice-
admiral of England was the establishment of a commission
to administer the navy. John Coke, one of the
commissioners appointed to investigate the navy, had
recommended the restructuring of the administrative

system, arguing that it would enhance the dignity and

1W. G. Perrin, 'The vice-admiral and rear-admiral of
the United Kingdom', Mariner's Mirror, iv. 27 (1928).

215ir Robert Mansell', DNB, xxxvi. 89.
3Ruigh, i. 86.
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power of the lord admi:al by extending his control
throughout the navy;1 Two weeks after Buckingham
receivedAhis patent for the lord admiralship, the
commissioners Wwere granted the permanence they desired
and were charged with the administration of the navy{2
By agreeing to establish a standing commission directly
responsible to himself, Buckingham freed the lord
admiral from the demands of routine administration while
guaranteeing that naval administration would not be
neglected. Buckingham also accepted Coke's advice on
the composition of the commission. Coke had maintained
that success in this endeavour would depend ‘upon the
sufficiency of them that shall have the execution',
broadly intimating that those who had carried out the
investigations into the navy should be appointed the new
commissioners of the navy.3 Sir Richard Bingley, the
surveyor of the navy, and Sir Guildford Slingsby,
comptroller of the navy, were 'sequestered from their
4

posts', their corruption having been made manifest.

The only principal officer permitted to retain his

lgg§n Coke to Buckingham, 7 Nov. 1618 (Cowper MsS, i.

298 Jan. 1619 (Foedera, xviii. 124-30); 12 Feb. 1619
(cSPD, 1619-23, p. 12).

3John Coke to Buckingham, 17 Oct. 1618 (Cowper MSS, i.

98).
Clowes, ii. 1l6.

4
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office was Sir William Russell, the new treasurer of
the navy;

Russell was not responsible for the
administration of the navy as had been Mansell. His
duties were financial and confined to keeping accounts.
Russell became deeply involved in providing money and
credit to meet naval expenses and it may not be une
connected with his new financial responsibilities as
naval treasurer that he sold many of his shares in the
East India Company.1 It was advantageous for the crown
to have in its service men such as Russell who could be
pefsuaded to expend both their credit and their own
financial resources in fulfilling their duties. Soon
after assuming office,John Coke persuaded Russell to
lend the service £5,000. Coke recognized the value of
such a servant and advised Buckingham 'to take notice
of Sir William Russell's forewardness herein, it will
encourage him to take like care hereafter to settle
other arrearages'.2 Cranfield was to render the same

advice a few years later when. Russell once more made .

1Robert Ashton, 'The disbursing official under the
early Stuarts: the cases of Sir William Russell and
Philip Burlamachi', BIHR, xxx. 163-5 (1957); CSPD,
1619-23, pp. 290, 298; CSPD, 1623-5, p. 455; CSP _

g%%.63?ast fndies, 1617-21, pp. 99-100; ibid., 1622-4,

2john Coke to Buckingham, 1618 (Cowper MSS, i. 101).

(9]
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substantial_contributions.1 The retention of Russell
as treasurer of the navy was salutary and perhaps one
of the wisest appointments, and yet, to reward one of
his parasitic clients, Buckingham had him removed in
1627.2 Though Russell cooperated with the new
commissioners, he was only appointed to the commission
when a new patent was issued on the accession of
Charles.3

The credit James claimed for Buckingham in
his opening speech to ﬁarliament in 1621 was due this
commission. James boasted that he had chosen 'an
honest and industrious young man' rather than 'an old
beaten soldier' to be lord admiral, who, though
personally lacking experience, 'wanted neither reason
nor care to make commissioners, such as for their skill
and diligence have brought the matter to good pass
which (now) itis at'.% coke's ability to persuade
Buckingham to retain the commissioners as the naval
administrators was all the greater when it is

considered that these men did not represent a body .. .

1Sir Lionel Cranfield to same, 12 Oct. 1621 (Goodman,
ii. 207).

25ee below, Pe 274.
37 April 1625 (Foedera, xviii. 13-17).

4Commons debates 1621, vi. 369.
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subservient to BuckinghamQ Eight of the twelve members
had previously sat on the commission investigating the
household in June 1618.1 The other four were added for
their expert knowledge. The commissioners formed a
rather competent group and it is to the credit of
Buckingham that he recognized it as such, if only
because it meant that the success of the commission
would assure him of the favour of James.

Sir Lioned Cranfield officially headed the
commission. He brought to it his business acumen and
devoted his energy to the investigation; Cranfield
realized that his work on the various reform
commissions would prove the key to his preferment to
high office;2 His influence with both James and
Buckingham, who greatly valued his advise in financial
matters, was an asset that the commission could not do
without. Though Cranfield was at this time a client of
Buckingham, his future career sufficiently iltustrates
that he was a man of independent spirit; As he assumed
several other administrative duties, Cranfield was un-
able to devout his full time to the commission and his

position as principal commissioner was assumed by. . ..

1Sir Lionel Cranfield, Sir Richard Weston, Sir John
Wolstenholme, Nicholas Fortescue, Francis Gofton,
Richard Sutton, William Pitt and John Osborne (21
June 1618, APC, 1618-19, p. 179).

2Prestwich, pe. 213.
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John Coke.

Cranfield introduced one of his own able
clients, Sir Richard Weston, to the commission.}!
Weston had worked closely with Cranfield on brevious
reform commissions and had some administrative abilityQ2
He quickly learned to court the favour of Buckingham and
was successful in obtaining offices and honour through
him. Though he initially played an active role on the
naval commission, after 1621 his participation became
more routine and in keeping with his duties as
chancellor of the e&xchequer, an office obtained through
the patronage of Buckingham{3 Weston became intimately
involved in the financial affairs of the period{ in
1624 he was chosen by Buckingham to head the interim
-commission of the treasury following the impeachment of

his former patron, Middlesex. Finally, in 1628 he was

1C10Wes (ii. 16) errs in listing Thomas Weston as a

navy commissioner rather than Sir Richard Weston.
Thomas Weston was a merchant and colonist living at
that time but not at all prominent in government
(DNB, 1x. 374). Tawney, Business and politics,

Pe

2Willson, Prlgz councillors, pp. 90-1; Higham, pp. 147-8.

3court minutes of the East ladia Company, 20 Jan. 1618
(CSP Col., East Indies, 1617-21, p. 111); T. Locke to
Sir Dudley Carleton, 6, 27 Oct. 1621 (CSPD, 1619-23,
pp. 296, 303); John Chamberlain to same, &8 July 1620
(Chamberlain, ii. 310); T. Locke to same, 23 March
1622 (CSPD, 1619-23, p. 362); Sir Richard Weston to
Buckingham, 3 Sept. 1622 (Cabala, p. 368).
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appointed lord treasurer;1 Weston was an opportunist.
He saw in Buckingham the path to all favour. Even
Lord Keeper Williams overcame his objections to the
preferment of Weston by Buckingham when he realized that
Weston was entirely devoted to the service of Buékingham.2
As Sir Humphrey May later noted: !'The chancellor of the
exchequer is not a spark but a flame of fire in any-
thing that concerns the duke.'3

None of the five exchequer officials on the
commission seem to have any definite connection with
Buckingham. All fiwve were knighted prior to the
formation of the navy commission in recogniticn of
their services on other reform commissions.4 Sir
Nicholas Fortescue, chamberlain of the exchequer, a
Roman eaﬁholic, was 'a great friend' of Sir Thomas Lake,

5

one of the recently displaced Howard clients.~ . Fortescue

lsame to same, 29 May 1624 (ibid., p. 369); see above,
p. 207.

2Lord Keeper Williams to Buckingham, 24 May 1624
(Cabala, pp. 276-7).

Sir Humphrey May to same, 7 Oct. 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8,
Pe 375).

4John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 6 Feb. 1619
(Chamberlain, ii. 210).

Same to same, 20 Feb. 1619 (ibid., ii. 216); 'Sir
Nicholas Fortescue', DNB, xx. 47-8.

3

5
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seems also to have had an association with Cranfield
which caused Cranfield to rebuke him for having remained
silent during his :I.mpeachment;1 Fortescue had served on
a naval board as early as 1610, but like the other
exchequer officials on the commission, his duties were
primarily concerned with regulating the finances of the
navy. The two auditors of imprests, Sir Francis Gofton
and Sir Richard Sutton,'had held their offices for
several years and were to remain efficient servants.’
Sir William Pitt, teller of the exchequer, the present
tenant of an office long in his family, knew Cranfield
as early as 1605, but it was probably his office which

3

accounts for his appointment. Sir John Osborne, lord

treasurer's remembrancer in the exchequer, also came
from a family with long connections in the exchequer.4
The merchant community was represented on the

commission by two leading commercial magnates, Sir John

lEarl of Middlesex ta Sir Nicholas Fortescue, [May
16247 (Knole MSS, p. 288).

2Aylmer, The king's servants, p. 78 n. 2.
31bid., pe 903 Tawney, Business and politics, p. 83, n. 2.

4sir John Osborne is not separately noticed in the DNB,
but see his brother Sir Peter Osborne, DNB, x1liii. 293;
Ruigh, i. 87. Tawney is mistaken when he refers to
Sir John Osborne as the brother-in-law of Cranfield
(Business and pelitiecs, p. 157 n. 1). He had correctly
identified Sir Henry Osborne as Cranfield's brother-
in-law earlier (ibid., p. 87).
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Wolstenholme and Sir Thomas Smythe. Wolstenholme was a
prominent member of several colonial enterprises, a
successful customs farmer, and one of the wealthiest
merchants of London. Wolstenholme was very active in
the service of the crown throughout this period, though,
like many other officials, he often placed his own
interests first.l Symthe was also a prosperous
colonial entrepreneur, He had served as governor of
the East India Company since 1600, and was treasurer of
the Virginia Company. In 1619 the East India Company
complied with orders from James to re~-elect Smythe
their governor though 'with some little difficulty’.Z
Early in 1621 he was accused of having embezzled funds
from the Virginia Company, and though not found guilty,
his name was not entirely cleared. James, as was his
wont, nevertheless, continued to rely on his advice.3
Both Wolstenholme and Smythe were independent of the
favour of Buckingham because of their wealth and
position in the merchant community, but they could not

risk his displeasure.

Llisir John Wolstenholme', DNB, lxii. 344; Tawney,
Business and politics, p. &7.

2john Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 15 July 1619
(Chamberlain, ii. 251); court minutes of the East
India Company, 2 July 1619 (CSP Col., East Indies,
1617-21, p. 283).

31Sir Thomas Smythe', DNB, 1iii. 128-9; Sec. Conway to
Sir Thomas Smythe, 11 Dec. 1624 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 402).
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The commission included naval experts. William
Burrell, the master of the Shipwrights Company, was
commissioned to bulld two new ships annually for the
next five years and to give technical advice to the
commissioners.1 Thomas Norreys, who had served at one
time as a naval éurser, was to act as the surveyor for
the commission.2 Phineas Pett, the master shipwright
who had been responsible for the building of ships
prior to 1618, attacked Burrell and Norreys as his
‘greatest enemies' and contended that the investigations
of the commission were deliberately designed to ruin-
him.3 Pett had every reason to worry about his
reputation because the report tabled by the commissioners
well documented his inferior craftsmanship in the past
few years.

Much of the success of the commission was due
to the efforts of its most diligent member, John Coke,
a capable administrator who performed his duties 'with

much practical efficiency'.4 Coke seema to have

1Clowes, ii. 16 n. 4; Aylmer, The king's servants, |
p. zgtsu; 20 ?pril 1619 (csPD, RT9—-2§E,"‘p.'SBT—; ibid.,
PP 2., 487,

2A. W. Johns, 'The principal officers of the navy',
Mariner's Mirror, xiv. 49, 53 (1928); Goodman, i. 55;
Sir Henry Yelverton to Sir Thomas Edmondes, 18 June
1618 (APC, 1618-19, p. 174).

3Phineas Pett, The autobiography of Phineas Pett, ed.
We G. Perrin, II'12U'."'—E'_

4Willson, Privy councillors, p. 96; Gardiner, iii. 203.
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attached himself to Buckingham's service not only from
a desire to obtain office but also from a realization
that only through the influence of Buckingham with James
could the restoration of the navy be accomplished;l
Coke had served as deputy to Sir Fulke Greville, when
Greville had been treasurer of the navy in the last - -
years of the reign of Elizabeth.2 Greville most likely
recommended Coke to Buckingham for the service',3 but
Coke had a private assoclation with Buckingham as his "
appointment to a commission to regulate the finances
of the favourite indicates.4 Coke_became closely
associated with Buckingham in the administration of the
navy, for Buckingham realized, as Secretary Morton was
later to point out, that Coke 'best [understood] the
importance of the business relating to the navy'.s
Buckingham accordingly showed a readiness to accept his

recommendations and sought his advice.6

lRuigh, i. €5; Dorothea Coke, The last Elizabethan: Sir
John Coke, p. 65.

2¢¢. Cowper MSS, i. 41-2; Prestwich, p. 212,

3Ruigh, i. 85; cf. John Coke to Buckingham, 7 Oct. 1618
(Cowper MSS, i. 98).

4same to his wife, 18 Feb. 1619 (ibid., i. 104).

5sir Albertus Moreton to Sec. Comway, 21 March 1625
(cspPD, 1623-5, pp. 504=5}.

6Buckingham to Sir John Coke, 6 May 1619 (Cowper MSS,

i. 105-6); cf. John Coke to Buckingham, 17 Oct. 1618
(ibid., i. 98); Buckingham to Sir Robert Naunton,

1618 (ibid., i, 101).
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The special confidence Buckingham placed in
Coke created dissension among his fellow naval
commissioners. In March 1623 Coke informed Secretary
Conway:
I have desired the assistance of my fellow commissioners,
neither have 1 certified anything wherein they dissent.
But where the pains and care of one man is rather
required, 1 confess 1 have been forward to discharge
the special trust reposed in me, though I know that
thereby, as also by the many addressesll have received
from your Honour, 1 draw envy upon me.
But jealousy was also occasioned by the annual pension
of E300 which Coke received but which the other
commissioners did not.2 Yet it was probably his
diligence which irritated his fellow commissioners the
most. In 1623, as senior commissioner, Coke informed
Conway that he suspected some of his fellow
commissioners, notably Burrell and Norreys, of indiscreet
dealings. He could not resist adding that he had fore~
seen this eventuality when the commission was first
established and had suggested 'a frame of government
for the navy wherein, by regular and continued accounts,
these errors ought suddenly to be discovered and

reformed'. When this plan was rejected, Coke

righteously assumed the responsibility for supervising

1sir John Coke to Sec. Conway, 16 March 1623 (ibid., i.

134-5) [

28 Nov. 1621 (ibid., i. 114); Fulke,lord Boobke,to Sir
John Coke, 16 Feb. 1622 (ibid., i. 116).
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the activities of his fellow commissioners, and as he
informed Conway, 'ever since 1 carried a watchful eye
over them, and employed fit persons to discover their
deali.ngs'.1

The administration of the navy after 1619
was, therefore, placed under the control of an able
group of men, who, though perhaps more honest than the
ﬁrevious administration, were themselve§ not free from
charges of profiting from their positions}' It was the
vice of office~holders of the period. Yet, it must be
acknowledged that they performed creditably. Though
they did not always enjoy the cooperation of the former
officials, sometimes even meeting with open
h.ostility,2 the commissioners were able to carry out
their reform program inan efficient manner. They were
appalled that 'many gentlemen of worth' kept pressing
Buckingham 'in that which apparently concerned not the
safety and service of the king's ships but their
particular advantage of retinues and dead pays'.3 The

commissioners had confronted the vested interests. of

181r John Coke to Sec. Conway, 22 Aug. 1623 (quoted in
Cokgé)The last Elizabethan, pp. 59-60; CSPD, 1623-5,
Pe .

23tatement by Man, 8 March 1624 (ibid.,
p. 180); Sec. Conway to Lord President Mandeville, 8
March 1624 (ibid., p. 181).

3Commissioners of the navy (draft by John Coke) to
Buckingham, March 1619 (Cowper MSS, i. 105).
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several influential men whose lobbying they resented.
Exasperated by the claims of their critics, the
commissioners requested 'to be freed from the inter-
ruptions of their Opponents'{1

They were also irritated by the inferference
of Buckingham. He had interceded on behalf of John
Man whose claim to a sixth master's place had been
rejected by the commissioners. They complained
bitterly that by questioning their decisions. he was
frustrating their attempt 'to restore the lord admiral's
authority in disposing places in the navy'.2 The
commissioners asked rather for his support which he
must have accorded them in this instance: a few years
later the commissioners refused to honour the claim of
Man's widow for a pension on the grounds that her
husband had 'missed the place'{3

The commissioners were not always as success-

ful. No action was taken on their recommendation to

loir Lionel Cranfield to same, 15 July 1619 (ibid., i.

106).
2Sir John Coke for the commissioners to same, 24 Oct.
1619 (ibid.)e.

3Sec. Conway to Sir John Coke, 9 Feb. 1625 (CSPD,
1623-5, p. 470); commissioners of the navy to
~Buckingham, 16 Feb. 1625 (ibid., p. 476); cf. 22 Dec.
1618 (CSPD, 1611-18, p. 604).
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abolish the offices of storekeeper of the navy and
keeper of the outstores at Deptford, both held by John
Wells. The latter office had been presented by the
commission 'as a newly erected office and prejudicial to
the king's service'.l When seven years later Wells
petitioned the commissioners for permission to unite
the two offices, they agreed that it would be ' for the
advancement of the service if that course were
adopted'.2 This compromise, long in the obtaining, may
have been influenced by the recent petition of Wells to
Buckingham seeking his arrears in pay.3 Wells was
perhaps allowed to combine the two offices in lieu of
his back salary.4 Wells' request also came at a time
when Buckingham ﬁad embarked on a martial foreign
policy when some logistic value may have been seen in -
retaining the office at Deptford.

The commissioners provided a more economical
administration than had Mansell and the principal
officers of the navy. They issued a report in 1623
which underlined their achievements. They had built

1John Coke to Buckingham, 16 May 1619 (Cowper MSS, i.

108).

2Commiss:.oners of the navy to same, 22 Feb. 1626 (CSFD,
1625-€, pe 259).

3petition of John Wells to same, 1626 (ibid., p. 517).

496 A2§11 1626 ('Calendar of privy seals: Charles I'
p.2 .
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two ships annually and had kept costs to a five year
total of k154,000, or slightly above the E30,000 a year
they had maintained would be sufficient.l But, as
Professor Dietz has shown, the total charges in 1622
and 1623 were much higher than they had been in
Mansell's worst days.2 The ships built by William
Burréll were not sound: Captain Christian of the

Bonavehturé, almost a new ship serving on the east

coast, wrote of 'the weak, and 1 may truly say, the
miserable state of this ship. . . .'3 The special
commission set up to investigate the navy commission in
1626-7 found Burrell seriously at fault in his
construction of the ships.4 But even with these short-
comings the commissioners were able to remove, in

part, the contemporary reputation of the navy for fraud
and waste. The commissioners could not have

accomplished even this much without the co-operation and

1Sir Lionel Cranfield to Buckingham, 3 Sept. 1618

(Goodman, ii. 166); 31 Dec. 1623 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 136);
Clowes, ii. 18; Dietz, p. 447.

2Dietz, p. 4417.

3Capt. Edward Christian to commissioners of the navy,
4 Aug, 1623 (cSPD, 1623-5, p. 43; Oppenheim, p. 88).

4Order of special commission of the navy, 29 Jan., 7

May 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, ppe. 35, 168); Cagt. R. Gyffard
to Buckingham, 9 June 1629 (ibid., pe. 210); John
Heydon to Sir John Coke, 13 Sept.. 1627 (Cowper MSS,
i. 322); Sir Henry Mervyn to Buckingham, 25 Oct. 1627
(CSPD’ 1627-8, p. 407).
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support of Buckingham. The achlievements of the first
five years of his tenure as lord admiral were not the
commissioners' alone. Some of the praise belonged to
Buckingham.

In 1624 Buckingham further consolidated his
control of the na§y through his purchase of the
wardenship of the Cinque Ports from Lord Zouche.1
Contemporaries accused him of ambition in engrossing
both offices of lord admiral and lord warden but
Buckingham seems to have done so out of genuine desire
to improve administration. The documents printed by
Gardiner on this charge seem to indicate that the
amalgamation of the two offices was desirable.2 His
position as lord admiral was strengthened by the
additional jurisdiction over a section of the coast
which had always been free from his control and a
source of friction between the lord admiral and lord

warden..3

lSir Francis Nethersole to Sir Dudley Carleton, 2
Sept. 1624 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 333); John Chamberlain
to same, 4 Sept. 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 580).

Zpocuments illustrating the impeachment of the duke of
Buckingham in 1626, ed. S. R. Gardiner, pp. vi, 1=8
(hereafter cited as Impeachment documents); cf.
Gardiner, vi. 101; Sir Henry Mainwaring, The life and
works of Sir Henry Mainwaring, ed. G. E. Manwaring, i.
199; Monson, iii. 427/n.

3Buckingham to Lord Zouche, 7 Feb. 1620 (CSPD, 1619;23,
p. 121); Sir Henry Mainwaring to same, 20 March 1620
(ibido s Do 131) .
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As early as 1620 it had bean rumoured that
Buckingham had designs on the Cinque Ports.1 But these
rumours were unfounded. It was not until 1623 that the
purchase of the office was considered. The dismissal of
Sir Henry Mainwaring, lieutenant of Dover Castle and
deputy warden of the Cinque Ports, caused a serious
rupture in the relations between the court and Lord

Zouche.2

Zouche ardently opposed the Spanish match and
his dismissal of Mainwaring on the grounds of
dereliction of duty followed too closely Mainwaring's
appointment as captain of the flag-ship to be sent to
Spain for Charles. Conway requested Zouche to allow
Mainwaring to accept this preferment and 'privately!
advised him that he should not withstand it 'being a
point on which the king is much set'.3 But Zouche
remained adamant even though Mainwaring had obtained the
commission through Sir Robert Naunton, an associate of

the duke, with the approval of the earl of Rutland,
Buckingham's father-in-law and proposed admiral of this

1sir R. Younge to same, 14 June 1620 (ibid., p. 152).

210rd Zouche to Sir Henry Mainwaring, 17 March 1623
(ibid., p. 528; Mainwaring, i. 96); Sir Henry
Mainwaring to Lord Zouche, 9 April 1623 (CSPD,
1619-23, p. 555).

3Sec. Conway to same, 26 April 1623 (ibid., p. 571).
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fleet.l
On his return from Spain Charles, who had
‘become extremely irritated with Zouche"éver the matter,

2 It seems that

urged Zouche to reinstate MhinwaringQ
Mainwaring had been able to persuade Charles that

Zouche had wronged him because he had gone as captain
in Rutland's fleet to Spain{ Mainwaring himself stated
that he was dismissed for affecting 'Buckingham's
desires';3 Zouche had a paper drawn up for the benefit
of Prince Charles documenting his charges against
Mainwaring. Statements by various officials of the
Cinque Ports were also taken to add weight to the
charges{4 Edward Nicholas, whose duty it was to draw up
this document, as he was at this time secretary to Lord

Zouche, found the whole matter distasteful for he was

then seeking further preferment with either the prince

lsir Robert Naunton to Sec. Conway, 28 Feb. 1623 (ibid.,
ps 505; Mainwaring, i. 95); Sir Henry Mainwaring to
same, 3 Marc (csPp, 1619-23, p. 509); Loxrd _
Zoug?e)to Sir Arthur Mainwaring, 28 April 1623 (ibid.,
P 2)

2Charles to Lord Zouche, 4 Nov. 1623 (CSPD, 1623-5,

p. 107); Sir Edward Zouche to same, 17 Nov. 1623
(ibid., pp. 112-13); Archbishop Abbot to same, 18 Nov.
1623 (ibid., p. 113).

SMainwaring, i. 121.

%Lord zouche to Edward Nicholas, 25 Nov. 1623 (CSED,
1623-5, p. 119); statements by Richard Marsh, Thomas
Fulnetby and Sam. More, 28, 29 Nov., 1 Dec. 1623
(ibid., pps 120-2); Edward Nicholas to Prince Charles,
3 Dec. 1623 (ibid., p. 122).
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or Buckingham.l In the end Charles had no choice but
to recognize that Zouche had the right to dismiss any
of his officers, but he informed Zouche that he was not
convinced by the charges laid against Mainwaring.z

During the whole disagreeable affair, Sir
Edward Zouche, knight marshal and heir of Lord Zouche,-
related to Buckingham an offer by Zouche to resign the
wardenship on the consideration of an annual pension of
£1,000. But Sir Edward could only report that :
Buckingham believed the office to be worth 500 and
there the matter stood.3 But nine months later
Buckingham made an agreement with Lord Zouche whereby
he purchased the wardenship for k1,000 and a promise of
E500 annually for life. Zouche included guarantees
for his servants in the agreement. Richard Marsh,
clerk of Dover Castle, Thomas Fulnetby, serjeant of the
admiralty court of the Cinque Ports, and Captain Hill,
muster-master, were to retain their places; Zouche
further stipulated that Sir Henry Mainwaring was not to

receive any office in the Cinque Ports 'on account his

labouring Lord Zouche's disgrace, both in court and

1Same to Lord _ s» 3 Dec. 1623 (ibid.).

2Charles to Lord Zouche, 23 Jan. 1624 (ibid., p. 151).

3Siﬁ Edward Zouche to same, 20 Oct. 1623 (ibid.,
ppe 100-1).
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parli.ament'.1 Zouche was greatly concerned thét
Mainwaring should again receive an office in the Cinque
Ports. He followed up every rumour that hinted that
this might happen;2 But Mainwaring did not receive
any further employment in the Cinque Ports, though
Buckingham made use of h;s services. Mainwaring had
been a former pirate who had gained pardon from James
and had served on several naval exploits;3 His
experience led to employment on a special commission on
naval abuses in 1626-7 and in assisting the preparations
for the expeditions to Rh& and Rochelle in 1627 and
1628.4

Mainwaring's former office of lieutenant of
Dover Castle and deputy warden of the Cinque Ports was
given to Sir John Hippisley.® As early as 1618
Hippisley was referred to as 'a principal favourite of

the lord. of Buckingham'.éu He had accompanied Buckingham

1Agreement between Lord Zouche and Buckingham, 17 July
1624 (ibid., p. 304).

210rd Zouche to Edward N;cholas, 21 Nov. 1624 (ibid.,
p. 385; Mainwaring, i. 129).

3Oglander, Royalist notebook, p. 22; Mainﬁétih'; i. 31.

41bid., 1. 163-99,
5John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 9 Oct. 1624
(Chamberlain, ii. 583); Keeler, pp. 215-16; Ruigh, i.
83, ii. 39 n. 61,

6John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 27 March
1618 (Chamberlain, ii. 152).
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to Spain in 1623, but the offer of the lieutenancy of
Dover Castle seems to have been his first reward for
long and faithful service. His position in the Cinque
Ports gave him the opportunity to grow wealthy all the
while remaining extremely careful of the rights of
Buckingham in the Ports.l Early in 1628 Hippisley
tried to obtain a place nearer the king as iieutenant
of the gentlemen pensioners,2 an office which he did
not receive perhaps owing to the death of Buckingham;
His change of fortune following Buckingham's
assassination may have been due to his great attention
to the prerogatives of the lord warden and lord
admiral. Under Hippisley, the Cinque Ports almost
became a part of the admiralty for he recognized the
superior authority of the lord admiral. But this
relation was severed when Buckingham, in his last
months, voluntarily surrendered the wardenship to the
earl of Suffolk.>

Buckingham does not seem to have concerned

himself too much with affairs in the Cinque Ports. ...

1sir John Hippisley to Buckingham, 3 March 1627 (CSPﬁi

1627-8, p. 78); same to Edward Nicholas, 3 March
(ibid.); same to same, 7 March 1627 (ibid., p. 83);
same to Buckingham, 7 May 1627 (ibid., p. 161).

25ame to same, 2 Feb. 1628 (ibid., p. 541).
3see above, p. 207.
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though the officials bequeathed by Lord Zouche proved
not to be the most competent.1 Buckingham remained
first lord admiral and only incidently lord warden of
the Cinque Ports.

The accession of Charles had brought new
problems and saw the beginnings of a more active foreign
policy which would place greaf demands on the navy.
Because both he and Buckingham were pleased with the
achievements of the commissioners of the navy, it was
decided to retain the services of the navy commission.

A new patent was issued on 7 April 1625.2

Buckingham had played a minor part in the
nominations to the commission in 1619, but in 1625 the
commission membership reflected his influence. The
valuable service which Sir John Coke had rendered the
first commission did not go unrecognized. Coke retained
his position as principal commissioner, the patent
designating him as 'one specially deputed to recelve
our high admiral's directions upon all occasions of
our service concerning . . . the navy, and to give
account unto him how the same should be from time to

time performed. . . .'3

lsir John Hippisley to Edward Nicholas, 22 Dec. 1624
(cspPD, 1623-5, p. 415); same to Buckingham, 28 Jan.
1625 (ibid., p. 460); Lord Zouche to Edward Nicholas,
1 Feb. 1625 (ibido, P 464).

2poedera, xviii. 13-17,
31bid., xviii. 16.
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Sir Robert Pye, auditor of the exchequer, was
nominated to the commission. Pye had since 1616 served
as financial adviser to Buckingham and had received the
auditorship through his patronage. For several years
Pye had been charged with securing the assignation of
revenues for naval expenditures.1 Sir Joshua Downing,
keeper of the stores at Chatham, was appointed by
Buckingham to succeed Thomas Norreys early in 1625 as
fcommissioner for the survey of our ships'.2 Downing
retained this appointment in the new reign. He had
served at sea and had most likely come to the attention
of Buckingham through William Burrell.> Dennis Fleming
succeeded Sir Peter Buck as clerk of the ships, but his
association with Buckingham is difficult to establish.
A 'Dennis Fleming' is listed as a 'yeoman purveyor and
garnitor' in the stables of King James over which
Buckingham, as master of the horse, had jurisdiction;4
Fleming succeeded Buck on 18 March 1625, a few days. ...

1
Aylmer, The king's servants, pp. 311-13; Stone,
Crisis, p. 284; Ruigh, 1. Bé. ’

254r ggt)m Coke to Buckingham, 29 Jan. 1625 (Cowper MSS,
i. 1

3Johns, 'The principal officers', pp. 49, 53.
4'List of officials and servants in the stables', ca.

1618 (HMC, Sixth report: The manuscripts of Sir
Reginald Graham, p. 325).
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'before the death of James.1
Sir Allen Apsley, lieutenant of the Tower,
Wwho had married into the Villiers family, had a long
association with the navy when appointed to the
commission in 1625, Since 1612 he had served with Sir
Marmaduke Darrell and his son, Sir Sampson Darrell, as

victualler 0f- the navy.2

In 1623 Apsley and Sir
Sampson Darrell were appointed 'officers of the
admiralty' and surveyors of victuals;3 Apsley had
recently purchased Sir Sampson's share in the marine
victualling office when appointed to the commission.4
His daughter, Lucy Hutchinson, described the victualler-
ship as 'a place then both of credit and great revenue';5

Though Apsley may have prospered earlier, by 1630 the

crown was heavily in debt to.himtéuwlndeed,.soon.afte:

1Johns, 'The principal officers', pp; 50-1.

2153y Allen Apsley', DNB, ii. 128; 25 Jan. 1612 (CSPD,

38 Jan. 1623 (CSPD, 1619-23, p. 480).
4Jan. 1625 (CSPD, 1623=5, p. 436).

SLucy Hutchinson, Memoirs of the late Colonel
Hutchinson by his widow (Everyman edn.), p. 8.
6sir Allen Apsley to Edward Nicholas, 30 May 1628 (CSED,
1628-9, p. 139); Aylmer, 'Attempts at administrative
reform', p. 239 n. 3; notes by Edward Nicholas, 15

Dec. 1630 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 387).
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his appointment as victualler he wrote to Lord
Treasurer Middlesex advising him that he wished to sell
his lieutenancy of the Tower 'so that he may serve his
Majesty in vicfualling the navy'.1 Buckingham supported
his efforts to find'a buyer 'to the end that he may be
better able to discharge his service to his majesty in
the place he has in the navy without trouble to his
majesty for that which is behind and unpéid';z As for
so many other office-holders, Apsley's salary was
greatly in arrears, and this was compounded in his case
by the numerous lcans which he made to the crown which
were not repaid. Apsley, though, was not above
syphoning funds for his own use as his conduct in
provisioning the Cadiz expedition of 1625 attests.3

Sir William Russell, treasurer of the navy,
like Sir Allen Apsley, was admitted to the commission
because of the vast sums he was expending on behalf of
the naval service. Sir John Wolstenholme and Sir Thomas

Smythe were reappointed, but Smythe did not live out
the year. . Sir Richard Weston, chancellor of the. .. .. ..

1sir Allen Apsley to earl of Middlesex, 11 July 1623
(KnO].e m, Pe 282).

2Bucki.ngham to seme, 27 Jan. 1624 (Sackville [Knole]
MSS, O.N. [Ruigh transeripts]).

3see below, p. 255.
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exchequer, as well as three of the five original
exchequer officials, Gofton, Sutton and Osborne, were
again named to the commission. The composition of the
commission of the navy in 1625 included many who were
intimately associated with Buckingham and is an
indication of his power as the new reign began.

Buckingham further controlled the navy by
employing a personal secretary for admiralty affairs.
He retained‘the services of Sir Thomas Aylesbury who
had served Nottingham in that capacity for fourteen
years;1 Aylesbury was given more responsibility under
Buckingham than he had previously enjoyed. When
Buckingham left for Spain in 1623, the commissioners
of the navy were instructed te follow the directions
sent them by A.ylesbury.2 In 1625 Aylesbury left
Buckingham's personal service to become a master of
requests.3 When the administration of the navy
reverted to the four principal officers in 1628,

Aylesbury became surveyor of shi.ps.4

ljames and Shaw, 'Admiralty administration', p. 166.

2Sec. Conway to commissioners of the navy, 3 April
1623 (CsPD, 1619-23, p. 550).
381: George Goring to Sir Dudley Carleton, 8 Sept.

1625 (cSpPD, 1625-6, p. 100).
b4see below, p. 274.
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Aylesbury was sucéeeded by Edward Nicholas,
'one of thbse useful men who are intelligent, busy and
subservient!.l Nicholas had served as secretary to
Lord Zouche, lord warden of the Cinque Ports. When
Nicholas decided té transfer his aliegiance to
Buckingham, Zouche was reluctant to allow him to leave
his service. He at first refused to give him a
recommendation. But after the wardenship of the
Cinque Ports had been purchased, he offered him his
services in securing the office of private secretary to
the lord admiral.? Nicholas saw in Buckingham his
opportunity to better his situation financially. ‘He
became one of the most influential men under the favourite
in the early Stuart court. Throughout 1625-8 Nicholas kept
busy drawing up memoranda and digests of business for
Buckingham to be committed to the council, corresponding
with captains on both sea and shore, suggesting individuals
to form a commission of inquiry into the navy in 1626
and preparing instructions for their direction. 1In
1627 he received official standing as clerk of the
council in extraordihary. Buckingham's absence on
the expedition to the isle of Rh& emphasized the

1Gafdiner, v. 384,

2Matt. Nicholas to Edward Nicholas, 2 March 1624
(CSPD, 1623-5, p. 175); Lord Zouche to same, 16
Ooct. 1624 (ibid., p. 335); same to same, 27 Nov.
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importance of his position; he was authorized to issue
warrants for letters of.marque, to call upon vice-
admirals for their accounés and, broadly speaking, to
assume the full responsibilities of admiralty
administration until Buckingham's return;1 But Nicholas
added his quota to the general disorganization by
accepting bribes for minor appointments. There was
hardly any secrecy about it; on one occasion, Kenrick
Edisbury, a servant of Sir William Russell, treasurer
of the navy, who had procured from Nicholas a
carpenter's warrant for someone, sent !'the thankfulness'

2 No doubt the

which the carpenter had left with him.
carpenter had had to bribe Edisbury also.

These were the men assigned the task of
administering the navy between 1619 and 1628. In
these ten years they offered competent, if not always
honest, administration. They were faced with the
herculean task of eradicating the tradition of
negligence and dishonesty which permeated naval

administration and which had reached its greatest

heights under Mansell. But the fourteen years of

losep, 1625-8, passim.

2K. Edisbury to Edward Nicholas, 25 Jan. 1626 (CSED,
1625-6, p. 233); Aylmer, The king's servants, P 783
Monson, iii. 409 n.




244
misrule and corruption by Mansell proved a formidable
obstacle which they could not entirely overcome. This
became evident in the first three years of the reign
of Charles when England was constantly engaged in
wars. The deep wounds in the spirit og the navy account
for much of the dereliction of duty aflfhis time and
the subsequent military failures. .

The only naval activity undéftaken in the
reign of James, other than the costly fleet sent to
Spain to bring back Charles in 1623, was the expedition
to Algiers in 1620-1. The expedition had been long in
planning and was now to be employed as a diplomatic
move to support the Elector Palatine as well as an
attempt to suppress the Algerine pirates who had been
preying on English and Dutch commerce.1 Buckingham
nominated Sir Robert Mansell admiral of the

expedition.2

Mansell selected the experienced Sir
Richard Hawkins, the son of the famous Sir John Hawkins,
as his vice~admiral to the chagrin of Sir Thomas

Button.3 Button only accepted the rear-admiralship

lgardiner, iii. 288; iv. 224.
28 Sept. 1620 (CSPD, 1619-23, p. 13).
315ir Richard Hawkins', DNB, xxv. 224=-35.
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following the personal mediation of Buckingham, to whom
he was distantly related through tho wife of Sir
Edward Villiers. Button had succeeded Sir William
Monson as admiral of the Narrow Seas in 1616, and
Mansell later claimed that he gave the vice-~admiralship
to Hawkins rather than Button because he feared that
Button's duties in the channel would prevent his
assuming new responsibilities at an early date.1
Buckingham was careful to send Edward Clarke, his
confidential servant, as secretary of the fleet with
the instruction that Clarke sit on all meetings
convened to plan strategy.2

For this expedition the crown supplied six
ships while the merchants were to provide twelve.
Six merchants were to advise the navy commissioners,
but 'all the captains were to be appointed by the lord
admiral'.> Yet it is doubtful that Buckingham made
the selection personally. The men appointed to sefve
were all men who had long experience at sea and, in
the opinion of one naval historian, were 'probably the

best at the king's disposal'.4 But the expedition

1'Sir Thomas Button', ibid., viii. 99; Sir Robert

Mansell to Buckingham, 10 July 1621 (Cabala, pe. 299).
2
Monson, iii. 109; Gardiner, vi. 68.

3Feb. 1619 (CSPD, 1619- 23, pe 13); 7 Feb. 1619 (ibid.,
p. 12); Clowes, ii.

4Julian S. Corbett, England in the Mediterranean, i. 98.
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itself was a failure. Sir William Monson, bitter at
having been passed over for employment in the
expedition, blamed the 'improvident and inconstant
carriage! of the commanders.! But Monson neglected to
take into account the lack of precision in the
instructions which Mansell recelved as well as the in-
adequate provisions and preparatioﬁs for the fleet.
Coke recognized that the commissioners had failed in
thelr first test to adequately provide the fleet and
warned Buckingham: 'For the fleet returning from
Algiers, that which properly concerns you is .the
clamour of the captains.'2

But the real test for administration by
naval commissioners came in the early years of the
reign of Charles. James had always opposed war, but
in the closing months of his reign England was drawing
closer into armed conflict with Spain. Within three
years of the death of James, England was at war with
both Spain and France. The pursuit of an aggressive
foreign policy demanded an efficient and effective
administration to supply the navy in time of war. In

1625 an expedition to Cadiz was conceived. But the

lMOhson, iii. 96.

230hn Cgke to Buckingham, 16 July 1621 (Cowper MSS,
i. 112).
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expedition was ill-planned and its failure at Cadiz was
one of command and execution. All was left to the
direction of men who were not fit judges in naval
affairs. Want of sea experience and lack of unanimity
on strategy proved the ruin of the expediti.on.1 The
failure was especially felt by Buckingham who hoped its
success would win him the popular support he desired.

Buckingham had originally considered leading
the expedition in person as admiral and chose as his
lord marshal and general of the sea and land forces and
second in command, Sir Edward Cecil.? But while
preparations were underway, the expedition came under
severe criticism in the parliament of 1625. On August
6 Sir John Eliot made a '‘moderate speech'3 attacking
both the administration of the navy and the general
. policy of the court, but defended Buckingham personally.
Eliot blamed the shortcomings on the navy commissioners.4
Following the speech Eliot advised Buekingham to come to
an eccommodation with parliament by placing the

responsibility for the disorders of the navy on the .

lsir John Glanville, The voyage to Cadiz in 1625 « . .,
ed. A. L. Grosart, passim.

Wzéir Edward Cecil to Sec. Conway,'Z June 1625 (Cabala,
pp. 167-8); same to Buckingham, 3 June 1625 (ibid.,
pp. 168-9),

33. N. Ball, 'Sir John Eliot at the Oxford Parliament,
1625', BIHR, xxviii. 116 (1955).

bpebates in the House of Commons in 1625, ed. S. R.
Gardiner, pp. 137-8.
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commissioners, though Eliot conceded that Buckingham
'might have trouble over the fleet because it had so
unnecessary preparation and expense'.1 But Buckingham
was not prepared to &bandon the expedition and hoped
to placate the opposition by appointing another to
command the fleet. Yet, whether he decided to lead
the expedition in person or not, there would be little
alteration in public reaction to him. Lord Cromwell,
recently returned from the Low Countries in search of
preferment under Buckingham, frankly appraised
Buckingham of the situation: 'All men say, if you go
not with the fleet, you will suffer in it, because, if
it prosper, it will be thought no act of yours; and if
it succeed ill, they say, it might have been better, had

12 But Cromwell's advice was

3

you not guided the kiﬁg.
not well received and occasioned some bitterness.
Buckingham was not one to heed a word of
caution. His selection of Sir Edward Cecil to lead the
expedition to Cadiz as both admiral and land marshall

was most unfortunate. Cecil's experience had. been

Sir John Eliot, An apology for Socrates and Negotium
posterorum, ed. Alexander B. Grosart, ii. 53=5 Zhere-

after cited as Eliot, Negotium posterorum); Ball
'Eliot at the Oxford’Par§i tE, p. 119, ’ ’
2Thomas Lord Cromwell, to Buckingham, 8 Sept. 1625
(Cabala, p. 378).

3Sir George Blundell to same, 3 Nov. 1625 (CSPD,

1625-6, p. 143).
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solely on land, having served in military campaigns in
the Low Countries since 1598;1 His appointment
honoured a promise made five years earlier when
Buckingham failed to obtain for him the command of the
English levies for the Palatinate. Both Prince Charles
and Baron Dohna, the ambassador of the Elector
Palatine, exerted their influence in favour of Sir
Horatio Vere who obtained the preferment.2 Buckingham
realized that Vere was the wiser choice and in 1625
offered him a barony as an inducement for him to remain
in command of the English forces in the service of the

3 Cecil was indignant when he heard of

States=-General.
the offer of a title to Vere when his own recent
preferment had carried no such honour with it. 1In a
bitter letter to Buckingham he asserted that he was
'equal in profession and before him [Vere] in birth',

and demanded a title for himself.4 Buckingham

lisir Edward Cecil', DNB, ix. 395.

2Lan.do to the doge, 1l Oct. 1620, 26 March 1621 (CSP
Venetian, 1619-21, pp. 430, 618); [Rowland Woodward
to Sir Francis Windebankg 1 July 620 (CcspPD, 1619-23,
P 1{9), Charles to Buckingham, 28 Nov. 1621 (8ir
Charles Petrie, ed., The letters, sgeeches and

roclamations of King Charles L, pp. Gardiner
Eiii. 3535 does not speak of the opposition of Charles.

3Buckingham to Sir Horatio Vere, 5 May 1625 (CSPD, Add.,
1625-49, p. 9).

4Sirlgg‘;ard Cecil to Buckingham, 19 July 1625 (Cabala,
P. .



250
acquiesced, though Vere was rewarded first. In July
Vere was created Baron Vere of Tilbury and in November
Cecil was granted the higher dignity of a viscountcy,
being created Viscount Wimbledon.1

Buékingham selected the men in command with
little thought to their qualifications: there was not
one sea commander among them. The earl of Essex went
as vice-admiral and colonel-general of the land forces
while Sir Francls Steward was appointed rear-admiral.
Buckingham's selection of both Essex and Steward was
part of a temporary flirtation with the puritans in an
attempt to gain support for his policy, and perhaps,
in that way, a measure of support for hi.mself.2 Essex
was a leading 'opposition' peer who in the past had
never received a full command deSpite his experience
and reputation as a military commander. He was
distrusted not only because of his parliamentary
opposition but also because of his background as the son
of a traitor.3 Steward was a client of the rich and

powerful lord chamberlain, the earl of Pembroke, a

leading puritan peer. Steward had enjoyed the

124 guly, 9 Nov. 1625 ('List of creations', pp. 110,
111).

2Maclear, 'Puritan relations with Buckingham!', pp. 112,
132.

3Vernon F. Snow, 'Essex and the aristocratic opgosition
to the early Stuarts', JMH, xxxii. 225, 230 (1960).
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patronage of the father of the present earl as well. !
But Sir F:ancis Steward was discharged from the rear-
admiralship when his ship proved too defective to even
sét out on the expedi.tion.2 Steward was not an ally of
the duke as his acttons in the parliament of 1626
clearly demonstrated.3 Buckingham promoted his brother-
in-law, the earl of Denbigh, from vice-admiral of a
squadron to rear-admiral in the place of Steward. This
created dissension among the other vice-admirals and
rear-admirals of the various squadrons in the expedition
who jealously vied with each other for Dembigh's former
commission. The fleet sailed before the dispute was
settled and greatly disrupted the expedition. Cecil was
unable to solve the dispute, further proof of his in-
capacity for leadershi.p.4

Buckingham's influence on appointments to
various commands of regiments sent on the expedition was
quite extensive. Sir John Proude, Sir John Burgh and
Sir William St Leger were asked to serve by the duke.s
They all had served in the Low Countries, and St Leger

had been known as 'a particular servant of Buckingham?

1 to Rev. Joseph Mead, 28 April 1626 (Birch,
Charles, i. 98).
2Glanville, Voyage to Cadiz, p. 13.

3R.ev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 15 April

4'Glanville, Voxage gg Cadiz, pp. 83-8.

S1bid., p- 2. tc', 'd'; Buckingham to Sir John
Burgh, 5 May 1625 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 10).
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for some time.1 As a favour to the earl of Holland, a
favourite of his, Buckingham appointed Sir Charles Rich
to a colonelcy.2 Sir Edward Conway junior received the
command of a regiment no doubt because of the devotion
of his father, Secretary Conway, tb the service of
Buckingham. _

Two letters of Cecil which accentuate the
deplorable condition of the fleet on setting sail must
also be accepted as confirmation that Cecil was badly
served.> But they must equally confirm his own
'helpless incapacity to grapple with bad servants and
unexpected difficulties'.4 Cecil had complained before
the expedition set out that Buckingham was recommending
men unsuited for the service, and that though hired a
few months before the actual departure no attempt had .
been made to train t:hem.5 After the expedition Cecil
wrote a lengthy report in which he observed that in

this expedition there had been many 'ignorant captains

1Sec. Conway to Sec. Calvert, 10 Aug. 1623 (CSPD,
1623-5, p. 50).

2garl of Carlisle to Buckingham, n.d. (Cabala, p. 199).
3Sir Edward Cecil to Sir John Coke, 8 Nov. 1625, 27

Feb. 1626 (Glanville, Voyage to Cadiz, pp. xxxiii-
XXxVi, xxxvi-xlv).

41bid., p. xlvi.

SSir Edward Cecil to Sec. Conway, 8 Sept. 1626 (CSPD,
1625-6, pp. 100-1).
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and officers'. He also reported the following regarding
their ethics:

The officers have thieves at their command to convey
avay their fees in boys of the worst sort, and with
them share in wages as insufficient men. Cozenage of
stores. « « « Those ships that were appointed to
carry beer for melcarried away from us, for I never did
see a drop of it.
No matter how legitimate his complaints, the
expedition had been a fallure and he, as its admiral,
bore much of the blame. Buckingham was well aware that
Cecil was not wholly at fault. When the decision to
return was taken, Sir William St Leger dutifully
reported to Buckingham: 'All the chieftains fly with
open mouth upon the lord marshal, neither can nor will
he [St Leger] excuse him; yet he knows that they that
will blame him most are not blameless.'2 The next day
he repeated his charges against some in the council of
war:
Some of them had no desire they should do anything,
because they would value their counsel given before.
The marshal had not such abilities as could be wished
in a general. Speaks out of anguish to see so_brave
and chargeable a businees so fully miscarried.

Though the misconduct of the merchant captains seriously

lsame to » 27 Feb. 1626 (Cowper MSS, i. 258-9).

25ir William St Leger to Buckingham, 18 Dec. 1625
(CSPD, 1625-6, p. 180).

3same to same, 19 Dec. 1625 (ibid., p. 181).



254
hindered the success of the expedition, the responsibility
for the failure rested with those chosen to command.
Buckingham, for selecting these men without attention
to either ability or qualification, must share in the
responsibility. Though Sir John Coke and the navy
commissioners were accused of mismanagement, a friend
correctly surmised that the charges were aimed at some-
one hi.gher.1 Coke himself noted several reasons for
the failure: the inordinate delay in sailing, the
departure as winter approached, inadequate provisions,
and the employment of inexperienced men as soldiers and
sailors;z To this must be added the inability of the
new naval administration to cope with a war situation.

The old abuses which the naval commissioners
of 1618 had attempted to reform had crept into the
service again. Fraudulent officials had supplied the
fleet with rotten cordage, the ships themselves were
unseaworthy and leaky; while the unwholesome food that
had been shipped aboard had stricken the crews with

3

sickness. Sir William Monson quite rightly criticized

lyildebrand Sprusen to Sir John Coke, 7 March 1626
(Cogger M_S_§, i. 261)0

2Notes in the writing of Sir John Coke, Dec. 1625
(ibid., 1. 241).

3Mainwarin s 1. 143; Gardiner, vi. 21.
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!the want of experience in the commanders',1 but in a
very real sense the failure of the expedition was due
to the state of the vessels and the peculation of some
of the commissioners and others responsible for securing
the needs of the navy. Sir John Eliot, a vice-admiral
of the county of Devén during the preparations of the
fleet, denounced the naval administration, but he was
awvare that the disaster had been due primarily to the
inadequate supplies and faulty equipment with which the
fleet had set sail from England.? Almost £100,000 had
been allotted for provisioning the fleet and placed in
the hands of Sir Allen Apsley, the victualler, and Sir
James Bagg, a vice-admiral of Devon.3 The victualling
could have been worse had not Buckingham sent Sir John
Coke to supervisg it.4 Coke was dismayed when he
arrived at Plymouth to oversee the preparations.
Already he had received several complaints from regular

officers in command of ships concerning the poor

1Monson, iii. 118; cf. 'Observations', Dec. 1625
ZCSPD’ _A_g_d_" 1625-49, po 82)0

23ir John Eliot to Secretary Conway, 22 Dec. 1625
(CsSPD, 1625-6, p. 184); same to house of commons, 10

Feb. 1626 (Eliot, Negotium posterorum, i. 148-55);
cf. Harold Hulme: The leadership of éir John Eliat in
the parliament of 1626', JMH, iv. 364 (1932).

3Sir Robert Pye to Sir John Coke, 14 May 1625 (Cowper
MSs, i. 195).

4Buckingham to same, 2/12 June 1625 (ibid., i. 202).



256
quality of the victuals; and the want of clothing for
the men.1 Sir Edward Glanville, recorder of Plymouth,
sent on the expedition as secretary by the express orders
of Buckingham who had been incensed by his opposition in
the late parliament, claimed that many of the commanders
were aware of the inadequate preparations for the
fleet, but that complaints 'were all omitted and buried
in dutiful silence'.?

Before the fleet had returned in disgrace and
the full extent of the failure had been appraised,

3 From the

writs for a new parliament were lissued.
beginning the parliament of 1626 was concerned with

the failure at Cadiz and the leaders of the house of
commons were determined to seek out the causes and
assign responsibility. They summoned the members of the
council of war for the expedition to appear before

them. Conway assured Buckingham that all, with the
possible exception of Sir Robert Mansell, would 'make

the same answer as formerly we did' and that Mansell

would be warned 'sufficiently to keep him from flying

1Capt. Thomas Vaughan to same, 21 May 1625 (ibid., i.
196); Capt. John Chudleigh to same, 22 May 1625
(ibid.); Capt. Thomas Love to same, 22 May 1625
(ibid., i. 197); Sir Francis Nethersole to same, 30

231 Oct. 1625 (Glanville, Voyage to Cadiz, pp. 22-3);
Gardiner, vi. 13,

316 Dec. 1625 (Foedera, xviii. 245).
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out, or to have him inexcusable if he do'.1 But
Mansell did not heed the advice and denied Buckingham's
assurance to the commons in 1625 that he had proceeded
on the advice of the council of war. Mansell 'undertook
to prove that the expedition was not well counselled,
nor likely to prosper'.2 The breach this declaration
occasioned between Buckingham and Mansell seems only
to have been repaired in July 1628;3 Following Mansell,
Sir John Eliot took up the cudgels and denounced the
administration and blamed the failure at Cadiz on
'neither the enemy nor the sword' but 'those whom they
trusted'f4

These were merely the first outcrys which a
few months later, May 1626, were to result in parliament

undertaking impeachment procedures against Buckinghamls

lEdward,Viscount Conway, to Buckingham, 8 March 1626
(CSPD, _A_gg_o, 1625"49, p. 107').

2Sir Francis Nethersole to Sir Dudley Carleton, 1l Aug.
1625 (cSPD, 1625-6, p. 82); Prestwich, p. 483.

3Rev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 12 July
1628 (Birch, Charles, i. 374); Edward Nicholas to

Sir John Coke, 3 July 1628 (Cowper MSS, i. 357).

4S:I.r John Eliot to house of commons, 10 Feb. 1626
(Eliot, Nepotium posterorum, i. 148-55); Hulme,
'Leadership of Sir John Eliot', p. 365.

5Gardi.ner, vi. 91-121.
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Buckingham believed that he could assuage public opinion
by organizing another fleet which this time would be
victbrious; To head this new expedition he chose Lord
Willoughby d'Eresby whom he had recalled from service in
the‘Low Countries. Willocughby, like Cecil before him, had
experience only on land. His previous military career
included service under Essex and Nottingham at Cadiz in
1596 and as a colonel-general of English forces in Denmark. l

Buckingham once more nominated his brother-in-
law, Denbigh, to an important command, this time as
vice-admiral. But he appointed the experienced Sir
John Pennington rear-admiral.Z Pennington had a long
naval career which:included service under Sir Walter
Raleigh.2 1In the later months of 1618 and through
1619, with Buckingham's assistance, Pennington un-
successfully sought employment from the East india
c:ompany.4 Late in 1627, following his return from Rhé,

129 Aug. 1626 ('Calendar of privy seals: Charles 1',

p. 37); G.E.C., Peerage, xii, pt. 1ii. 679; 'Robert
Bertie, Baron Willoughby d'Eresby', DNB, 1v. 408; HMC,
Fourteenth report, appendix, part ix' The manuscripts
of James Round, p. 2;;, Gardiner, vi. 133; Sir Richard
Gyffard to Edward Nicholas, 24, 27 Aug. 1626 (cspp,
1625-6, pp. 410-11).

24 Seg 1626 ('Calendar of privy seals: Charles 1',
): Lord Willoughby to Buckingham, 16 Sept. 1626
(CSPD’ 625-6’ p. 430) L]

315ir John Pennington', DNB, xliv. 300.

4Court minutes of the East India Company, 6, 30 Oct.,
%gsNog;116lga 3OIggiy, 226?? pEy 2 SZggv.ZégIQZIO
P 0 st es =21, pp.
286, 297, 31, 317, ’ ’
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Pennington solicited the office of surveyor of the
ordnance, a post vacated by the death of Sir Alexander
Brett, but falled to obtain the office.l Nevertheless,
Pennington was a valuable servant and Buckingham
frequently relied upon him.

In 1625 Pennington had commanded the seven
ships loaned to France by Charles for eighteen months.
Th.fa action had angered English pur.tténs who believed
that the ships would be engaged in actions against the
French Huguenots. The whole issue had caused much
heated discussion in parliament to the embarrassment of
Buckingham who at the time hoped to receive French
support for his continental t.*.e,signs.2 This matter,
coupled with the attempt to impeach him, deeply concerned
Buckingham who was worried that his reputation abroad had
been ruined. He even felt obliged to write to Cardinal
Richelieu denying the accusations levelled ai: h:l.m.3

Despite the lack of support from parliament,
the preparations for the fleet had continued apace. But,

lcapt. John Pennington to Buckingham, 12 Dec. 1627

2'Sir John Pennington', DNB, xliv. 300; Buck:\.ngham to

sir John Pennington, & May 1625 (CSPFD, 1625-6, p. 20);

Sir John Coke to same, 18 May 162 bi.d., pe 25);

Capt. John Pennington to Sir John Coke, 15 Feb. 1626

(Cowper MsS, i. 256); Clowes, ii. 57; Gardiner, v.
328; I_ggeachment documents, pp. vii-xi, 139 f£f.

3Buckingham to Cardinal Richelieu, Sept. 1626 (HMG,
Ninth re or., appendix, part ii: The manuscripts of
ed Morrison, p. 2§§




260
as previously, provisions were not quickly forthcoming
and the men: were mutinous. Captain Richard Gyffard, a
former pirate and now vice-admiral of Willoughby's
squadron, saw the real problem besetting the navy:
'Insufficient persons have employment through favour.'1
He was pessimistic about the outcome and warned that
both England and Buckingham would be dishonoured by
the ill-success of the expedition. The fleet had been
ordered to set sail in mid-August; it was October
before the new expedition set out. A fierce storm
played havoc with the leaky and almost unserviceable
vessels that had been outfitted for the expedition and
the fleet had to return just a short while after having
set sail;2 Buckingham was greatly disappointed at the
performance of this fleet, but once more rewarded
failure in one of his clients by raising Willoughby in
the peerage as earl of Lindsey.3 Willoughby was
exonerated and it was believed in some quarters that
much of the difficulties of the fleet were due to the
navy commissioners who were not performing as well as

expected.

1Capt. Re Gyffard to Edward Nicholas, 27 Aug. 1626
(cspD, 1625-65, p. 411).

2Gardiner, vi. 133.

322 Nov. 1626 ('List of creations', p. 112); cf.
Ancaster MSS, p. XxxX.




261

The miserable state of the fleets that had
set out under Wimbledon in 1625 and Willoughby in 1626
occasioned the formation of a special commission in
December 1626 to investigate alleged abuses in the
navy.1 Buckingham had found it necessary to report to
the privy council early in November that the navy had
an alarming deficit of :100,000. He then suggested the -
appointment of a special commission to investig&te the
abuses in the navy.2 It was his intention that ‘a
committee of the council! aided by a few assistants
should form this investigative body. Those first
mentioned for inclusion on this special commission were
Sir Allen Apsley, victualler of the navy, Sir William
Russell, treasurer of the navy, Joshua Downing; keeper
of the stores at Chatham, and John Wells, keeper of the

stores at Deptford.3 All, except the latter, were navy

lcharles to the special commissioners of the navy, 12
Dec. 1626 (CSPD, 1625'6, PP 494-5)0

2Minutes by Edward Nicholas for Buckingham, 7 Oct. 1626
(ibid., p. 450); Order of privy council, 29 Oct. 1626
(ibid., p. 464); Buckingham to privy council, 2 Nov.
1626 (ibid., p. 468); Notes by Edward Nicholas, Nov.

? 1626 (ibid., p. 483); Aylmer, 'Attempts at
administrative reforms', p. 235; 2 Nov. 1626 (AFPC,
1626, pp. 350-1).

3Memo of who are fit to be assistants to the commission,
Dec. %9 1626 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 178).
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cohmissioners; all held offices which were in varying
degrees believed responsible for the inadequate
provisioning of the fleets. Their appoinﬁment could
not have been seriously considered if any good was to
" result frgm the special commission. The commission which
was finally established included none of the standing
commissioners, though Sir Richard Weston, chancellor
of the exchequer. and Sir John Coke, secretary of
state, were later added. Indeed, the ordinary
commission was soon expressly excluded from examining
abuses.l The special commission enjoyed wide powers
and its investigations were not limited to that of the
fleets of 1625 and 1626.2

But the special commission of 1626-7 offered
no recommendations and apparently did not meet after
the summer of 1627.3 Unfortunately, all they
accompiished by pointing out abuses was to discredit

even more the administration of the navy by commi.ssioners.4

ljan. 1627 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 194); Aylmer,
'Attempts at administrative reforms', p. 235.

2Nov. ? 1626 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 178).
3Ay1mer, 'Attempts at administrative reform', p. 235,

4Several estimates by the special commissioners, 18,
19 Jan. 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, pp. 24-5); Special
commissioners to Buckingham, 19, 20, 22 Jan. 1627
(ibid., pp. 25, 26, 28).
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The investigations did not really attempt to search out
the causes for maladministration. Apsley and Bagg,
responsible for the victualling of the fleet, continued
to enjoy the patronége of Buckingham, though it had been
-demonstrated very well that they had provided the fleet
with bad victuals and had reported a heavy expenditure.
Not even officlals of the dockyards were taken to task
for the faulty condition of much of the equi.pment.1 All
continued as if the investigation had uncovered nothing
gtiévoualy wrong with the navy and its administrative
structure, not to mention the officials employed.

The task of the special commission was
complicated by the preparations for a new fleet which
Buckingham was this time determined to lead in person.
The fleet was destined for the isle of Rhé and was
intended as an offer of support to the French Huguenots
at Rochelle.? salvetti reported that Buckingham was
confident that he would be able to regain the confidence

3

of the people by this undertaking. Some saw the

expedition as an attempt to regain the support of the

1Gardiner, vi. 21-3.

214 May 1627 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 211).

3Sa1Vet:ti to duke of Tuscany, 30 April 1627 (Skrine

MSS, pe 116).
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puritans and it was reported to the Reverend Joseph
Mead that Buckingham felt that the success of the
expedition would make him 'more honoured and beloved
of the commons than ever the earl of Essex was'.l Yet
success would once more depend, to a large degree, on
the ﬁen he chose for active service and upon those he
left behind with instructions for provisioning the fleet
and for the sending of replacements. |

As his second in command for the Rh& expedition

Buckingham appointed the able Sir John Burgh colonel-
general of the army.2 But Buckingham and Burgh dis-
agreed on the strategy to be employed in the campaign.
The breach between the two was serious enough that
word of it reached England. Secretary Conway
apprehensively wrote to his son in cypher commenting on
the 'misunderstanding' and hoping 'that the rupture would
not extend to any public inconvenience'.3 When Burgh
was killed in action Buckingham had no one else to
rely upon whose judgment was worth seeking, for as

Sir John Oglander, Burgh's cousin, noted: '. . . for

Younge, Diary, p. 105; to Rev. Joseph Mead,
13 April 132; (Birch, Charles, i. 216).

2Buck;ngham to Sir John Burgh, 1 April 1627 (CSEFD,
1627-8, p. 120); Sir John Burgh to Sir John Coke, 31
May 1627 (Cowper MSS, i. 307); warrant, May 1627
(csPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 213).

3Sec. Conway to Sir Edward Conway junior, 3 Sept.
1627 (cSPD, 1627-8, p. 329).
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then there was none left who, out of his settled judgement,
could counterpoise the duke's levity. On all informations
he changed his opinions, so that divines, courtiers and
buffoons being his instruments, commanded all.'1 And
yet, even while Burgh lived, Buckingham was not
disposed to accept his advice 'being proud and self
opinionated, took his own WaYe o o .'2

Called to service once more as senior officers
were Sir Charles Rich, Sir Edward Conway junior and Sir
Aiexander Brett.3 Brett was also surveyor of the
ordnan?e, an office he obtained through his cousin,
Buckingham, in 1625.4 The earl of Essex, though
approached, absolutely refused to serve under
Buckingham.s He had earlier rejected Buckingham's
offer of the vice~admiralship because, as he frankly
informed Charles, 'he would have accepted, and far
meaner office to_his mjesty's service, if his majesty

had offered it; but to receive it from another he thought

lOglander, Royalist notebook, pp. 22, 30.

2D'_Ewes, Autobiography, i. 366.
331 March 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 116).

47 sept. 1625 (CSPD, 1625-6, p. 548); Oglander,
Royalist notebook, p. 16 n. 1.

SSnow, 1Essex and the aristocratic opposition',
pPpe 224-33.
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not so fit, as for other reasons, 8o especially because
he knew not his majesty's pleasure'{1 Iﬁstead,
Buckingham was obliged to appoint men like Sir William
Courtenay whose share in the campaign at Rhé, according
to one naval historian, 'was more disastrous even than
the duke's'.2 Buckingham appointed Sir George
Blundell sergeant-major general of the expedition.
Blundell, a faithful servant of the duke, had complained
td Edward Nicholas that he had been made 'a pack horse!
by the duke and was not as suitably rewarded as he
" should be.>

Charles himself took a hand in selecting
officers in Buckingham's absence. .Conway informed
Buckingham that the officers to be sent with Sir
William Beecher were 'all named by the king himself’®,
sometimes in opposition to the wishes of the earls of
Holland and Dorset, favourites of the duke. Even
Conway was unable to dissuade him from making some of
the appointments. Charles maintained that he and
Buckingham were 'bound in honour! to prefer the

officers he had appointed 'on account of the good

1Rev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 8 July
1626 (BirCh, Charles, i. 126)0

2Clowes, ii. 69.

3sir George Blundell to Buckingham, 8 June 1626 (CSPD,
1625-6, pe 350;; same to same, 1 May 1627 (CSPD,
1627-8, p. 159); same to Nicholas, 10 May 1627 (ibid.,
Pe i’l); warrant, 1872 Sept. 1627 (ibido, Pe 348).
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words the duke had given them in his presence'.1 For
this reason Charles was pleased that Captain Oliver St
John was given a conmand as the duke had promi.sed,2
though Sir John Coke had sought St John's place for 'a
kinsman of Sir Thomas Button'.3

The interference of Charles was not always
salutary as the appointment of Sir David Boswell
indicates. Boswell, recommended to the duke by
Secretary Conway, was accused of having embezzled the
ship he was to command in the expedition. An
investigation by the privy councillors substantiated
the charge for they advised that they 'could not
recommend him for present service'. Nevertheless,
Charles 'put a gracious construction' upon Boswell's
agtivities, and merely transferred his command to

another sh:l.p,4 whose. captain, Bond,. he ordered displaced

TN Y

1Sec,923nway to Buckingham, 14 Aug. 1627 (ibid.,
pe 2 .

23ame to Sec. Coke, 17 Aug. 1627 (ibid., p. 300).

3Capt. Oliver St John to Sec. Conway, 23 Aug. 1627
(ibid., p. 309).

4gec. Conway to Edward Nicholas, 21 Feb. 1627 (ibid.,
p. 62); same to Sir John Coke, 18 Aug. 1627 (ibid.,
P 3013; same to same, 19 Aug. 1627 (Cowper MSS, i.
316); William Burrell to same 23 Aug., I%27 (ibid.,
%. 317);6S?cé Coke tg)Sec. Conway, 25 Aug, 1627
CSPD, 1627/-8, p. 313); Sec. Conway to Sec. Coke,
28 Aug. 1627 (ibid., p. 316).
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in Boswell's favour. ﬁicholas supported the removal of
Bond on the grounds that he was 'not sufficiently
experienced! for the charge.1 Conway seems to have
'been accused of wishing Bond to remain, though he claimed
he favoured neither Bond nor BosWell.2 Another ally of
tHe duke, Henry,earl of Holland, interceded on Bond's
behalf but to no avail.>

Charles was not alone in making recommendations.

The navy commissioners, both colleétivaly and
individually, the captains of ships, and associates of
the duke employed their influence with him to obtain
positions for their friends.4 Buckingham appointed
Captain George Heigham. provost marshal of the army

and Sir Andrew Gray master of the ordnance for the Rhé
expedition.s Sir William Tresham, the younger brother

of Sir Louis Tresham who had gone with Buckingham and

Charles to Spain, was also nominated a captain.towse:ve

lsec. Coke to Sec. Conway, 30 Aug. 1627 (ibid., p. 324);
Sec. Conway to Edward Nicholas, 5 Sept. 1627 (ibid.,

pe 332); Edward Nicholas to Sec. Conway, 6 Sept. 1627
(ibid., p. 334).

25ec. Conway to Edward Nicholas, 6 Sept. 1627 (ibid.).

3Hen§{,)ear1 of Holland,to same, 13 Sept. 1627 (ibid.,
Po 2.

4cspp, 1625-8, passim.

sBuckingham to Capt. G. Heigham, 6 April 1627 (CSPD,
1627-8, p. 128); Admiral Sir John Watts and Capt.
Johgsggson to Sir Andrew Gray, ll Oct. 1627 (ibid.,
Pe .
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under Buckingham 'in spite of his catholic faith',!
Among a list of officers recommended for employment on"
thie Rh® expedition there appears the name of John
Féltoﬁ, the assassin of Buckingham, who was then a suitor
for the company as a lieutenant. Felton had been
recommended for the appointment.by Sir William Uvedale,
treasurer of the chamber, and Sir William Beecher,

béth favoured clients of Buckingham.2

Sir John Oglander, referring to Buckingham as

'd young general'!, assigned the responsibility for the
failure to the men Buckingham chose for the service:

A general should be wise, grave, discreet, experienced
man, not light, unsettled and to be led away with
everyman's opinion, as was the duke. Wanting judgement
in himself, he was_facile to follow other men that had
less than himself.3

Others found the whole policy at fault and in need of
reappraisal. William,earl of Exeter, a staunch

supporter of Buckingham, agreed that he had every

reason to complain of the 'indiligence' of his servants,

M. E. Finch, The wealth of five Northamptonshire
families, 1540-1640, pp. 96, 176.

21138t of officers', June 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 238);
Aylmer, The king's servants, p. 62; Mary F. Keeler,

The Long FParliament 1640-1; a biographical study of its
members, p. 368.

3Oglander, Royalist notebook, pp. 28, 30.
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but advised that Buckingham could abandon without loss
of honour. ‘'enterprises which could not be accomplished!,
all the while, though, he applauded as 'miraculous' what
had so far been accompli.shed.l A few months earlier,
Sir Robert Pye, another devoted client of the duke,
advised him to consider the great expense of the
expedition and asked that the duke 'advisedly consider
of the end, and how far his majesty's revenue is
extended',2 Pye, as auditor of the exchequer, was
avare, better than most, how ruinous financially the
whole enterprise was to the crown. No doubt it was
this firm belief which also occasioned the momentary
entry into public affairs by the earl of Middlesex who
felt compelled to advise Buckingham to abandon the
expedition to Rhé.3 Nicholas also seems to have advised
Buckingham to return before engaging in any further
action.%

Rhe was as disastrous for Buckingham as the

campaigns of 1625 and 1626, perhaps. even more so, for

lEarl of Exeter to Buckingham, 23 Nov. 1627 (CSPD,
1627-8, p. 421).

2gir Robért Pye to same, 21 Sept. 1627 (ibidQ, p. 353).
3Earl of Middlesex to same, 1627 (Knolelg§§, p. 278).
4john Ashburnham to Edward Nicholas, 24 Oct. 1627

(cspp, 1627-8, p. 405); Edward Nicholas to Buckingham,
26 Dec. 7 1327 (ibido, P 474).
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he had led this one in person. Charles did not desert
Buckingham following the Rhe expedition. He blamed the
failure on the slow and defective supplies and the lack
of reinforcements! Sir Henry Mervyn had complained
about the victualling of the ships for Rhé: 'l protest
to God 1 never saw ships sent to sea so ill accomodated
that was so long preparing.'2 The losses of the
expedition were large, but were popularly believed to
be even greater. As Salvetti observed: 'From the dislike
of the duke the people exaggerate the amount of loss.
.. ;'3 Buckingham was sensitive about his losses at
Rh& and Sir Sackville Crowe, one of his clients,
suffered momentary disgrace for having reported the
news of the disaster at Rhé 'in too free a manner'.”

It was misdirection of stratégy and lack of attention
to the training and upkeeping of the fighting service

that took their toll,” And yet the incompetence of

lcharles to Buckingham, 13 Oct. 1627 (Hardwicke State
Papers, ii. 19); Sec. Conway to Sir Edward Conway
junior, 14 Nov. 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 434); numerous
letters concerning need of supplies, victuals and
replacements, 27 July to 22 Oct. 1627 (Hardwicke State
Papers, ii. 23"53)0

2sip Henry Mervyn to Sir John Coke, 22 Oct. 1627
(Cowger M__S__S_, i. 327)0

33a1vetti to the duke of Tuscany, 26 Nov. 1627 (Skrine
M_§_S_- Po 131).

4 to Rev. J. Mead, 23 Nov. 1627 (Birch,
Charles, 1. 291); extract of a letter from London, 30
Nov. 1627 (ibid., i. 297).

5Gardiner, vi. 173.
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those left in England was quite clearly one of the
gravest faults. Those on the battlefield recognized
this. Sir Edward Conway junior warned his father: 'If
we loose this island, it will be your faults in

England.'l

And yet, when all is considered, Gardiner's
aSSessment.of the expedition must stand: 'the charge
which history has to bring agalnst Buckingham is not zo
much that he failed in the expedition to Rh&, as that
there was an expedition at all.'2

The debacle at Rh& discredited the navy
commission. Buckingham had been debating whether or
not to dissolve the commission and to return to
administration by the principal officers. Interested
parties, such as the corrupt former comptroller of the
navy, Sir Guildford Slingsby, encouraged such a move
claiming that the findings of the special commission
of 1626-7 warranted'it.3 Charles himself had complained
to Buckingham that direction of a war effort by a

commission was slow and cumbersome.4 Then, in

1Sir Edward Conway junior to Sec. Conway, l4 Sept.

2Gardiner, vi. 200,

3sir Guildford Slingsby to Sec. Conway, 1 May 1627
(CSPD, 1627-8, po 160)0

Ycharles to Buckingham, 10 Oct. 1627 (Halliwell,
R.ozal Letters, ii. 277)0
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December 1627, the commissioners presented their report
showing that arrears had risen to 5204,000;1
Buckingham and Charles lost chnfidence in the ability
of the commissioners and early in 1628 resumed the old
plan of administering the navy by the four principal
officers under the lord admiral.? The war activities
of the previous years convinced Buckingham that the
commission could only operate effectively in a time of
peace 'when the dispatch of business might go a
slower pace! but that 'the activeness of these times
of war and danger (which require quicker motions and
expedition) will safely permit'.>

Perhaps administration by the principal

officers ﬁould be more efficient, but any improvement
would depend greatly upon the men selected. Un-
fortunately, the principal officers appointed were not
the most competent for the taskf They enjoyed patents
to the offices which had only been suspended during

the tenure of the navy commission.a Sir Guildford

119 Dec. 1627 (APC, 1627-8, pp. 188-90).
221 Feb. 1628 (ibid., pp. 307-8); the king's discharge,
20 Feb. 1628 (Cowper MSS, i. 339); Sec. Conway to

Sir Robert Heath, 21 April 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9, p. 82);
Oppenheim, p. 279.

321 Feb. 1628 (APC, 1627-8, pp. 307-8).
42 Nov. 1618 (APC, 1618-19, pp. 288-9).
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Slingsby, who had been uncerimoniously dismissed in
1618 for misdemeanours in office, was welcomed back as
comptroller of the navy. Sir Thomas Aylesbury,
Buckingham's former admiralty secretary, became surveyor
of the navy, having held a reversion to that office
since 1616. Dennis Fleming remained as clerk of the
ships, an office he had obtained early in 1625{l The
most important official in this return to the former
administrative structure was the treasurer of the navy.
This office hﬁd beanfixlﬁﬂsince 1627 by one of
Buckingham's more sycéphantic clients, Sir Sackville
Crowe. Crowve had succeeded Sir William Russell as navy
treasurer for reasons which are not ciéar.2 He lacked
both the ability and the means to:provide the navy
with much needed credit and money as had Sir William
Russell from 1618 to 1627. This was especially
disastrous at this time, for England was engaged in
gostly wars and revenues were strained. Indeed, Crowe
proved to be as rapacious in office as had Sir Robert
Mansell.> The principal officers were not an inspiring
group and; for the most part, were lacking in talent

and ability. It was unfortunate that Buckingham

ICIOZSS, ii. 16«17; Johns, 'The principal officers’',
Pe .

230 March 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 100); Aylmer, The
king's servants, p. 913 Ashton, 'The disbursing
officiall, p. 165. ’

3Johns,'the principal officers', pp. 46«7,
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recognized their rights to the offices in virtue of the
patents they held.

The principal officers were afforded an
opportunity to prove their worth almost from the day of
their appointment. Charles and Buckingham had not
forsaken their plans to relieve Rochelle and a second
expedition was already in preparation. This new
expedition was to be ted by the earl of Denbigh,
Buckingham's brother-in-law, who had seen service in
other expeditions.l He had no other recommendation
than his relation to the duke. Sir Henry Palmer junior
was selected vice-~admiral. He was the son of Sir Henry
Palmer, a former naval commander and comptroller of the
navy, an office to which Sir Henry Palmer junior held a
reversion after Sir Guildford Slingsby. Palmer had
been employed in service against the pirates in the
Narrow Seas and had served as a commander in the
expeditions to Algiers, Cadiz and Rhé. He had recently
received an appointment as vice-admiral of the Narrow

Seas when called upon to: join the fleet.2 Captain John

lMainwarin s, i. 190,

21bid., 'Sir Henry Palmer' (father), DNB, xliii. 128;
17 Aug. 1611 (CSPD, 1611-18, p. 69); CSPD, 1625-8,
passim; Clowes, ii. 60, 68; Sir Thomas Bu Button to
Buckingham, 1l Dec. 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 467); earl
of Denbigh to Edward Nicholas, 13 Feb. 1628 (1bid.,
p. 561); cf. Oppenheim, pp. 282, 283 n. 5.
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Weddell went as<reaf-admira1. His appointment greatly
disappointed Sir Francis Carew who had recently given
£1,000 to the naval service in the hope of obtaining
the rear-admiralship.1 But Weddell's past service
probably earﬁed him the commission. He had been
employed for several years by the East India Company
and had commanded a fleet to India in 1624, EBut on
his return to England the East India Company threatened
to prosecute him for having illegally fraded privately.
He avoided the threat by entering crown service and
served under Buckingham at Rhé as a vice-admiral of
squadron.2 At least, this expedition had the benefit
of including two experienced naval commanders.

The fleet had been commissioned to set out at
the beginning of March, but it was the end of April
before it set sail. Once more delay had been
occasioned by the lack of men and money.3 Even before

setting sail, the prospects for the expedition looked

loip Francis Carew to Edward Nicholas, 16 March 1628
(CSPD, 1628-9, p. 22); Sir James Bagg to Buckingham,
17 March 1628 (ibide, p. 24).

2Mainwaring, i. 191; 'James Weddell', DNB, lx. 300-1;
Buckingham to John Weddell, 28 Jan. 1628 (CSPD,
1627-8, p. 532); John Weddell to Buckingham, 21 Feb.
1628 (ibid., p. 577); Clowes, ii. 65.

Isir Henry Mainwaring to Buckingham, 16 March 1628
(CSPD, 1628"9’ p- 21).
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bleak. At the end of March Buckingham»had ordered
Denbigh to reduce the size of the fleet; two weeks
later Denbighbréported a further reduction because of
the lack of men to man the ships.‘l With this reduced
force Denbigh sailed for Rochelle only to turn back
after a brief encounter which accomplished nothing.
Charles, angeres by the retreat, ordered Denbigh to
return immediately. But this was impossible owing to
an outhreak of the plague, discontent among the éeamen,
and the disabled condition of the vesselsQ2 The second
Rochelle expedition proved more dismal than the first.

Though disheartened, Buckingham remained
resolute in his determination to relieve'Rochelle and
so ordered Denbigh not to release his men. He planned
to lead a third expedition in pefson in August.3 But
he was faced with an increasingly mutinous naval
service. At the end of May he was obliged to address
a large group of mariners detailing what had been done

to improve their lot and warning that severe action

lEarl of Denbigh to same, 29 March 1628 (ibid., p.46);
same to same, 17 April 1628 (ibid., p. 77).

2Gardiner, vi. 291; order of the:privy council, 1 June
1628 (CSPD, 1628-9, p. 144).

3 .
Edward Nicholas to Sir John Coke, 2 July 1628 (Cowper
MSS, i. 357); Oppenheim, p. 233.’
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would be taken against them if they refused to serVe.1
Sir Henry Mainwaring claimed that some commanders in
Denbigh's fleet were spreading the rumour that Rochelle
was impossible of relief and that this accounted for
much of the discontent in the service. Though Sir John
Coke assured Buckingham that Mainwaring's claim was un-
founded, hé urged Denbigh to deny the allegations at once.2

Buckingham took an active interest in the
preparations for this expedition. He was appalled at
the general disorganization of the naval service, for
he had not interested himself closely in the
preparations of the previous expeditions. He was
genuinely shocked to discover that the service was
staffed by incompetent placemen and time-servers, as if
he had not really believed the reports in the past
which recounted the difficulties that beset those
involved in making the necessary preparations for the
various fleets. There was a general fear of assuming
responsibility, or of taking the initiative; further
order would always be awaited. In disgust, he complained

to Conway: 'Everyman says he has all things ready, and

1'Duke's manifesto at the Exchange, May 1628' (HMC,
Various collections, iv: The manuscripts of F. H. T.
Jervoise, p. .

253ir John Coke to earl of Dembigh, 1 June 1628 (CSED,
16 8-95 p. 146); same to Buckingham, 2 June 1628
T‘%l—i a. ).
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yet all remains as at a stand.'1 Edward Nicholas,
Buckingham's admiralty secretary, upbraided the principal
officers for the delays which the new expedition was
experiencing: 'The remissness and ignorance of the
officers of the navy have been principal hindrances
that the fleet and provisions here preparing are not

12 Indeed, if Nicholas may be believed,

sooner ready.
Buckingham came to regret dissolving the navy commissioﬁ;
My lord now finds that he was mistaken when he changed
the commissioners for the officers of the navy, who are
above their places in imaginations, and for their want
of undersganding in such business not able to execute
the same.

Buckingham relied little on the principal
officers. He called upon Sir John Coke to supervise
the victualling of the fleet at Portsmouth. Coke, now
a secretary of state, was not happy at this appointment
and complained to Conway 'of the indignity of a Kking's
secretary being made a clerk and accountant to the
officers of the navy'.4 But Buckingham real.zed how

valuable his service was to the navy: 'l doubt that had

1Buckingham to Sec. Conway, 6 Aug. 1628 (ibid., p. 247).

2Edward Nicholas to Sir John Coke, 2 July 1628 (Cowper
M_S__S_, i. 357).

3Same to same, 3 July 1628 (ibid.).

43ir John Coke to Sec. Conway, & June 1628 (CSFD,
1628-9, p. 149).
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it not been for your extraordinary diligence it would
have been a work almost impossible to have fitted the
fleet and provision to return to Rochelle.'1 But near
the end of June all his efforts seemed wasted. Dis=-
heartened by the general disorganization and his best
endeavours frustrated by the constant delays in setting
sail, Coke’#sked to be relieved.2

At Portsmouth Coke realized that the navy
commissioners failed because all their efforté had been
directed at correcting abuses and not to discovering
their origins. The commissioners had never confronted
the deep wounds in the spirit of the navy that the
fourteen years of corruption and mismanagement under
Sir Robert Mansell had occasioned. They had rebuilt
the fleet and expanded its capacity, but they did
little to improve the lot of seamen and continued to
condone thé.practice of employing influential landsmen
in positions of importance in the navy. The realization
of this made Coke's work at Portsmouth all the more dis-
tasteful, for he had been the principal commissioner for

so many years. He had entered the service initially in

the hope of revitalizing the navy; now, ten years later,

1Buckin§ham to Sir John Coke, 10 June 1628 (Cowper MSS,
1. 348).

zggg)John Coke to Buckingham, 25 June 1628 (ibid., i.
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he saw how desperate the situation still remained.
Coke, nevertheless, continued to do his appointed task
with the usual diligence and care.

Preparations for the third ekpedition were
finally completed by mid-August. But Buckingham was
not to.lead it in person. On 23 August 1628 an
assassin's knife ended his career. One of the
- grievances of his assassin, Lieutenant John Felton, was
that Buckingham had denied him his patronage for a
promotion to captai.n.1 The assassination only delayed
the sailing of the fleet for a few weeks. Charles
appointed the earl of Lindsey to the command of the
fleet, and early in September the fleet left England
for la Rochelle.z? Charles had determined on sendipg
the fleet following the death of the duke, as Conway
informed Bishop Laud, so as 'to avoid doubts that may
arise upon the late execrable act committed on the

person of the gracious duke'.3 Charles placed the

lcspp, 1628-9, pp. 268-71,

2King Charles to earl of Lindsey, 2 Sept. 1628 (CSPD,

1628-9, p. 311); Sir Daniel Norton to Sec. Conway, 8
Sept. 1628 (ibid., p. 323); William Towerson to same,
8 Sept. 1628 (i.bid-, P. 324)0

3Sec.7C§nway to Bishop Laud, 24 Aug. 1628 (ibid.,
p023o
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office of lord admiral in commission, a move suggested
by Edward Nicholas, in order to permit the dowager
duchess of Buckingham to enjoy the ﬁrofits of the
office to help meet the debts left by her husband and
provide for her young chi.ldren.1

Naval historians are unanimous in their
praise of the administrétion of the navy under
Buckingham.2 They had much to laud: the navy was
greatly augmented and improved; the naval commissioners,
whose work Buckingham encouraged and supported, were
men of some competence and experience; routine
administrative matters were no longer neglected to
the extent they had been in the past; the amalgamation
of the two offices of lord admiral and lord warden of
the Cinque Ports had, for a short while, provided a
more unified and efficient naval service. They agreed
with the reply drafted by Sir John Coke in aﬁswering
the charges regarding the state of the navy laid against
Buckingham during his impeachment. Recalling thirty

years of service, Coke maintained that in the past five

lsir Henry Mervyn to Edward Nicholas, 29 Aug. 1628
(ibid., pe. 276); Clowes, ii. 16; Murray, 'The lord
admiralty', p. 143.

2Oppenhei.m, pp. 194 ff.; Penn, p. 138; Clowes, ii. 2.
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years the navy 'was much better than ever it was in my
memory, and exceeded the navies of former times'.l

But by 1628 Coke had become disenchanted.
Certainly the navy had been greatly improved, its
capacity increased. But abuses in the service remained.
Reform had failed: disorganizetion prevailed; a lack of
spirit permeated the service. Buckingham's policy of
placing in command of fleets men whom he selected on
qualifications other than experience and ability
jeopardized the success of the expeditions. Lack of
funds neutralized all efforts and meant delays in
supply and victualling. For the chronic emptiness of
the treasury Buckingham's inability to come to terms
with parliament is largely accountable. Mounting dis-
content, expressed in parliament, was directed at the
conduct of the waré against Spain and France which
revealed serious inadequacies in naval services and in-
competence in leadership. The disasters at Cadiz, Rhé
and Rochelle were a serious blow to English pride.
Perhaps Buckingham was correct in believing that one
great victory would win him the acclaim of the populace,
but that victory never came. Buckingham's policy, and

his patronage of men who were, for the most:part,

lpraft by Sir John Coke of answers to charges against
t%g)lord high admiral, Sept. 1626 (Cocwper MSS, i.
285).
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unable to carry it out, accounts for the general dis=
content with his role in the affairs of state, a role

for which he was believed incompetent.'



CONCLUSION

Buckingham had not been popular with much of
the court since the displacement of the last of the
Howards early in 1619 when they believed that he aimed
at complete power. The dislike of the populace
fluctuated with his actions, but he enjoyed only a few
brief months of public acclaim as the nation's hero
when he returned from Spain with Prince Charles un-
married and led the movement for war against Spain.

In 1622 Girolamo Lando, the Venetian ambassador, wrote
an astute assessment of the position of Buckingham:
Although « « . Buckingham seems naturally modest,
affable, kind and courteous, and deserving of the
good fortune which he has enjoyed, « . . and although
the people might glory in seeing his majesty perform

a work more divine than royal in aggrandizing nothing
yet they cannot endure that one born a simple
gentleman . « . should be the sole access to the
court, the sole means of favour, in fact one might

say the king himself. . . o1

Lando continued to explain the hostility to Buckingham
as arising from his control of patronage and made no
mention of policy.

This was true for the greater part of the

reign of James when Buckingham was the favourite, but,

1Girolamo Lando to the doge, 21 Sept. 1622 (CSP
Venetian, 1621-3, p. 439).

285
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increasingly, his unpopularity was a result not of the
patronage he controlled but of a disastrous foreign
policy which had entangled England in costly wars
against Spain and France. In the reign of James
Buckingham had been confronted with opposition from
within the court; in the relgn of Charles he met
opposition from the house of commons. What had been
mere sniping in earlier parliaments culminated in full
scale attack in the parliament of 1626.

Of the thirteen charges upon which the commons
proceeded to impeach Buckingham, eight pertained to
patronage. They assailed his personal control of
several important offices, his purchases of the
offices of lord édmiral and lord warden of the Cinque
Ports, his sale of honours and offices, his numerous
grants of titles, offices and pensions to members of
his family, and the lavish grants he himself had
received from the crown.1 The charges were un-
substantiated; for the most part, they were based on
hearsay and rumour. The commons lacked the evidence
to prove that Buckingham was corrupt and venal; indeed,
the charges laid against Buckingham were more a

condemnation of the bestowers of these favours, James

1R.ushworth, i. 303-56; Gardiner, vi. 100-1,
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and Charles, than the recipient against whom complaint
was now made. As Buckingham himself claimed in answer
to these charges in the house of lords, his accuser was
'common fame'.l The dissociation of most members of
the house of lords from these procedures arose, perhaps,
from a realization that the charges laid against
Buckingham were designed to malign and discredit the
duke with little respect to the formal requirements of
law.2

Buckingham and Charles were prepared to allow
the commons to continue their attack for it was a
simple matter to refute the allegations. Buckingham
had done many of the actions of which the commons
complained with the approval of the king, or had merely
followed traditional practices. Buckingham was also
assured of the support of Charles. When Buckingham was
attacked for having loaned ships to the French, Lady |
Scroope, aunt of the duchess of Buckingham, wrote,

more accurately than she suspected:

1R.ushworth, i. 375.

2Harold Hulme, 'Charles I and the consfitutinn', in
Conflict in Stuart England, p. 96.
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He [Buckingham] did nothing but by the king's direction}
and it is reported the king should assure him, if he
fell, he would fall with him. If this be true there is
no doubt of him. « « «+ The causes against my brother
[the earl of Rutland] and my lord [Buckingham] are for
suspected persons, but there is little doubt of the
removes,lfor the king tells them they shall not be
wronged. : :

Chamberlain, in his last letter to Sir Dudley Carleton,
astutely assessed the attack on Buckingham in the
commons ;
e « » the disorderly and untoward courses have been
taken, make them [the house of commons] catch at
anything, but when all is done 1 think they will find
want of counsel and good conduct rather than of
integrity and good meaning: though it be no small fault
for men of mean experience to undertake so much above
their reach, and to think their own single capacity
sufficient to compare with the strongest and soundest
wits of all Christendom together.2

Indeed, the real grievance of the house of
commons was not his control of several offices, but of
his inability to handle the responsibilities of any
one of the offices he helds They believed him in-
competent and found it scandalous that he should have
such great influence over other major office-holders
that they would always be careful of his interests.

They despaired of convincing Charles to seek other

1Lady Scroope to Sir George Manners, 13 March 1626

(Rutland MSS, i. 477).

2john Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 7 March 1626
(Chamberlain, ii. 629).
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councillors when he secured the election of Buckingham
to the chancellorship of the university of Cambridge
during the very session when they were complaining of
Buckingham's pluralism, thus insulting their
deliberations. Angered and disgusted, the commons then
decided to publish a public remonstrance and Charles
prepared to dissolve parliament.1

In a magnificent oration against Buckingham,
which only 'the oratorical and imaginative temperament'2
of Sir John Eliot could have written, Eliot
characterized Buckingham 'as full of collusion and
deceit!, comparing him to 'the beast called by

ancients stellionatus; a beast so blurred, so spotted,

so full of foul lines, that they knew not what to make
of it'. Regarding Buckingham's position vis-3-vis the
king and the state, Eliot employed two vivid metaphors:
'in reference to the king, he must be styled the canker
in his treasure; in reference to the state, the moth of
all goodness'. In a peroration aimed directly at the

question of patronage, Eliot concluded:

lgardiner, vi. 118=21,
21bid., vi. 107.
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Though many hands are exeréised; and divers have their
gleanings, the harvest and great gatherings comes to
one. For he it is that must protect the rest. His
countenance draws all others to him as tributaries; and
by that they are enforced not only to plllage for
themselves, but for him, and to the full proportion of
his avarice and ambition. . . . He ralsed and preferred
to honours and commands those of his alliance, how mean
soever. '

Eliot painted an essentially untrue portrait
of Buckingham. Historians have followed suit,
characterizing the duke as mingling insolence and
servility with political meglomania. They have viewed
him only as arrogant and vain, using his influence with
James and Charles to foster his own ends. But even
Gardiner, who agrees that Buckingham'possessed neither
the qualifications nor the ability for the important
offices which he held, saw the claims of the commons
against Buckingham as exaggerated or untrue, Buckingham
did not seek personal honour alone: this wag incidental
to the service he rendered the king. He always sought
the interests of the state as he understoodthem.Z
Buckingham stood for the o0ld order in which service to the
king was the highest service to the state. When Charles
declared solemnly after the death of Buckingham that

"the world was much mistaken in himj; for whereas it was

lrushworth, i. 353=5.
zGardiner; vi. 107.
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commonly thought he ruled his majesty, it was clean
otherwise, having been his majesty's most faithful and
obedient servant in all things'l he spoke a great truth.

The attack in parliament failed to remove the
duke from the counsels of the king. The leaders of the
opposition to Buckingﬁam in the house of commons had
- hoped to so discredit the duke that suspicion alone of
his actions and motives would be enough to persuade
Charles to employ other councillors. Though the
commons did not achieve their prime objective, they
severely damaged the reputation of Buckingham by the
publication of a public remonstrance at the dissolution
of the parliament. Following the dissolution, the
Venetian ambassador reported: 'l may say that this
kingdom is divided into two. The king, Buckingham and
a few individuals, who being near at hand sun themselves
in the rays of royal favour; the other party consisting
of the rest of the country.'2 Throughout 1627 reports
from all sources warned Buckingham and Charles of the
mounting hatred for the duke. Speeches were dispersed,

the purport of many being 'it can never be well with

lJ. Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 20 Sept. 1628
(Ellis, Original letters, series i, vol iii. 263).

2p1vise Contarini to the doge, 21 Aug. 1626 (CSP
Yenetian, 1625-6, p. 512).
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England until there be means made that the duke's head
may be let fall from his shoulders'.l In November of
1627, when Buckingham returned frem an unsuccessfll
attempt to capture the isle of Rhé, a satirical poem on
the_campaign appeared, beginning,

Art thou return'd again, with all thy faults,
Thou great commander of the all-go-naughts!

and ending with the couplet,

Three things have lost our honour, men surmise,
Thy treachery, neglect, and cowardise.?

The warnings did not come only from the
populace. The favourite's friends were urgently bringing
his unpopularity to his attention. Sir George Goring
warned the duke that no more money could be raised out
of the City of London, because 'no man that is moneyed
will lend upon any security if they think it will go
the way of the court, which is nov made diverse from
the state'.3 This showed succinctly the growing
isolation of the court from the nation.

Financial need once more compelied Charles

to summon parliament in 1628. 1In this parliament

lyilliam Walrond to John Poulett, 12 June 1627 (CSED,
1627 8, P 213)0

2Anonymous poem, Nov. 1627 (ibid., p. 453).

3sir Gegrge Goring to Buckingham, 5 Nov. 1627 (ibid.,
P 422).
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Buckingham's policies were attacked almost to the
exclusion of his patronage. He was not mentioned by
name until the last moments before Charles prorogued
parliament. The house of commons had been concerned
primarily with formulating a petition of right, but the
threat of prorogation had infuriated them. They decided
to pass a second remonstrance against Buckingham, whom
they held responsible for the prorogation. Charles
allowed them to read it to him in the presence of the
duke and informed the members assembled that hée would
‘give it such order as it deserved'!, then gave his hand
to Buckingham to kiss and strode out of the room.1 In
the reign of Charles, Buckingham had become 'grimly
impregnable'.2 This, more than anything else, accounts
for the great bitterness which came to be felt for the
favourite who had first been so accessible. Slowly they
realized that Buckingham could not be removed.

The remonstrances of 1626 and 1628 only

enraged Charles and made him more determined not to
sacrifice his best friend. 1t was the prerogative of

the king to select his advisers; Charles would not

lRushworth, i. 616-26; Sir Francis Nethersole to
Elizabeth of Bohemia, 11, 19 June 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9,
pp. 158, 168-9).

2Gardiner, vi. 117.
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dismiss one of his councillors because he was un-
favourable to the house of commons. Charles recognized
what thé commons perhaps had not fully graspedﬁ hisg
sovereignty had been challenged. Following the
traditional constitutional theory that 'the king can
do no wrong', the commons had proceeded to attack his
principal councillor. But Charles had given Buckingham
his unqualified support and had assumed full
responsibility for the actions of his favourite and
chief minister. By refusing to halt their attacks
against Buckingham, the commons, for the first time,
broached the question of ministerial responsibility.1
The impeachments of Middlesex in 1624 and of Bacon‘in
1621 had not met with the open disapproval of the crown
as did the impeachment of Buckingham in 1626. Charles
would not allow the commons to dictate his selection
of advisers and officers. He saw too clearly that the
dismissal of Buckingham would be injurious of his
prerogative and would enhance the dignity of the house
of commons. To acknowledge the responéibility of
Buckingham was indirectly to acknowledge his own.

By 1628 it had become quite apparent that
Charles would not dismiss Buckingham. But fate, in the

1Anderson, 'Ministerial responsibility', p. 38S&.
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form of an assassin's knife, removed the councillor
whom the commons accused of having occasioned the
strife between the crown and parliement. The joy of the
populace at the death of the duke and the public
sympathy for John Felton, the assassin, revealed the
extent of the rift between the court and the rest of
the country. On 23 August 1628 many people believed
that a new era of harmonious relations between crown
and people would begin shortly. But they misjudged
Charles' character and dismissed too lightly his
statements in defence of Buckingham's actions. There
were, though,'promising signs: Archbishop Abbot and the
earl of Bristol were restored to favour, while Sir
Richard Weston and Sir William Wentworth were admitted
to the intimate counsels of the king. The latter were
advocates of peace and fiscal retrenchment thereby
holding up the promise of an end to the disastrous and
humiliating wars against Spain and France and the
prospects of more efficient administration. But the
religious and fiscal policies of the crown still
remained divergent from those of parliament. As an
observer seVefal years later noted: 'l remember I was in
England when the duke of Buckingham fell, whom many men

thought the only cause of all the evils, but those that
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were of that opinion did not find it so -afterwards. 'l

The attack in parliament revealed one
. fundamental misconception about Buckingham and his
patronage. In the parliament of 1626 Sir John Eliot
charged that Buckingham had 'by his skill . . . raised
a party in the court, a party in the country, and a
main party in the chief places of government in the
kingdom'.z Eliot here gave expression to a prevailing
belief that Buckingham had established a patronage
organization, a 'Villiers connexion' not only in the
sense of family but also in the sense of a group of
associates who advised him regularly on how to
distribute the patronage which he controlled. ' Yet,
there was neither a 'Villiers connexion' in the sense
of d developed organization for patronage, nor in the
sense of a consistent group of allies.

The lack of a developed organization is not
surprising. Considering how informally a monarch handied
suits for favour and office, it is easy to understand
that a favourite would be even more informal. In both
cases the key was access. Whoever had access to the

king was a potential influence on his actions; the more

1Sir Philip Perceval to Capt. John Barry, 15 March 1641

(EMC, Report on The manuscripts of the earl of Egmont, vol
i. pt. i. 133).

2Rushworth, i. 354.
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constant the access, the more potent the influence. So,
too, with a favourite; hence, the ébsencﬁ of organization.

There was not a particular person to see when
soliciting the favour of Buckingham. Buckingham's
family, the king's courtiers, someone already in office,
Buckingham himself, all were possible paths to his
favours. A& suitor would usually approach the closest
associate of the duke with whom he was familiar. Thus,
sultors for favours in no way related to the admiralty
but who knew Edward Nicholas might use him as their
approach to Buckingham, while suitors in the admiralty
who knew a member of Buckingham's family might employ
that approach{ But always suitors for places, honours
or pensions, for themselves or for others, had to
remember the position of their patron, a factor which
also explains the lack of a system for the distribution
of his patronage.

Buckingham's personality was such that he
shared with no one his power. Favourites were reluctant
to divide their empires, since the very division created
possible usurpers. Yet, once a favourite controlled all
patronage, he was in the same position in regard to
appointments to office as the king: he could not know
all the suitors personally; he was faced with the

problem of how to select his officials. Clarendon
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believed that the 'single misfortune' of Buckingham's
career was that he had not one faithful friend with
wisdom and integrity to advise him.1 But Buckingham
discouraged the kind of honest talking that such a
reiationship would have entailed. Instead of having
reliable friends to guide him in matters of patronage,
he took over the inherent patronage mecha;isms of the
royal household and administration.

Thus, in the household he controlled some
patronage through his position as master of the horse
and some through the other individual office-holders,
who were aware that it would be foolish for them not to
be careful of the interests of the duke. Since the
courtiers and nobles fended to congregate in the house-
hold rather than in the administration, his control was,
to a degree, limited on the one hand by the access of
lesser courtiers to the king, and on the other by the
prestige of a noble such as the earl of Pembroke, who
was not obligated to Buckingham and who was too
wealthy, respected and powerful to be intimidated. The
result was that patronage in the household was more
loosely controlled than in the administration.
Buckingham seems to have relied upon the fear officers

had of giving him offence, rather than any positive

1Clarendon, i. 55.
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hierarchy of recommendation, to proéect his interests
and advance his clients.

In the administration his control was more
complete, since many of the major office~holders were
not usually influential peers who had frequent access
to the king. In this area Buckingham also took over
existing mechanisms of patronage; The great office-
holders had positions under them which were in their
'gift'. Buckingham expected that his interests would be
considered in the filling of these offices, since many
heads of important offices owed their places to his
patronage. This made unnecessary a patronage system
independent of the administration.

| The one exception of this ability to control
the appointments by placing his own clients in the
chief administrative positions was in the administration
of the church. The church occupied a special position
both on account of its detachment from the central
administration proper, and also,from the point of view
of patronage, on account of its non-hierarchical
structure. The archbishop of Canterbury was primate of
the church, but he had no control over appointments to
bishoprics and deaneries: there was no chief appointing
officer below the king. As a result, Buckingham, who

enjoyed the easiest and most frequent access to the
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king,’became the obvious path to ecclesiastical prefer-
ments. John Williams and William Laud waged their long
and bitter quarrel in an effort to gain the trust of
Buckingham; Laud emerged triumphant, and as a consequence,
advised Buckingham on appointments in the church.

The variety of possible approaches to the
favourite, together with the utilization by Buckingham
of the inherent patronage system in the royal govern-
ment, made a Villiers organization unnecessary. Yet,
a3 Buckingham gained power, and particularly as he
began to be interested in policy as well as patronage,
there rose about him a group of courtiers who were in
roughly the same relationship to him as he was to the
king. The earls of Carlisle and Holland were the most
notable of this group, butEnQymiQn Porter and Edward
Nicholas were more typical. This small group of
courtiers was in no sense a group of allies; they were
merely scavengers after the favourite's refuse. Sir
Henry Wotton noted that 'the truth is, the most of his
allies rather leaned upon him than shored him up';1
Clarendon also thought he was unfortunate in the

selection of his associates:

lWotton, Reliquiae Wottonianae, p. 238.
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e o o Very few of his servants having been ever qualified
enough to assist or advise him, and were intent only upon
growing rich under him, not upon their master's growing
good as well as great; insomuch as he was throughout his
gnggne a much wiser man than any servant or friend he
For this Buckingham was responsible. He wanted men who
were essentially bureaucrats, content to handle the
details of routine administration, while permitting him
full freedom to advise the king on all matters. These
able clerks had no pretense to statesmanship, and their
mediocrity was the guarantee of their places. Among all
those preferred by Buckingham to important offices,
only Lionel Cranfield, first earl of Middlesex, and John
Williams, bishop of Lincoln, had approached distinction
as statesmen. By disagreeing with the policy of the
duke and by advising the king to follow another course
than that set out by the duke, they suffered his dis=-
pleasure and subsequent removal from office. Buckingham
savw all disagreement with his policies as an attack on
his personal integrity; as a favourite, he allowed none
to remain in power who might affect his relation with
the king or throw doubt on the wisdom of his advice.

Buckingham did not attempt to surround himself

with a group of associates who would support him in a

1Clarendon, i. 56.
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time of crisis. He understood, better than most, that
his position was entirely dependent on his relation
with first James, and later, Charles. Buckingham
realized that he could not consolidate his position or
power by bulilding up a group of loyal allies by means
of the patronage he distributed: he, more than any of
the major office-holders, held office at pleasure. He
had not any other security for his place and power than
the affection of James and the friendship of Charlese.
The patronage he distributed was a result of his close
association with the king; the termination of that
relation would end his monopoly over the discharge of
the patronage of the crown. Patronage was for him only
one more of the perquisites he obtained as favourite.
He distributed this patronage of the crown to family,
friends and the associates and friends of his
acquaintances, all who were prepared to recognize and
acknowledge his place of great favour in the kingdom.

Patronage neither began nor ended with
Buckingham. It was a method, under some circumstances
a good method, for recruiting personnel. The abuse of
patronage was hardly unique to Buckingham. The English
in times past were accustomed to seeing offices bought
and sold, bishops preferred for their wordliness,

kinsmen of favourites advanced to honour and power.
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His abuse of its spirit would not have been so
offensive to his contemporaries if he had not controlled
all the patronage of the royal administration. By
placing men in the majqr offices who were his willing
accomplices, he made available all offices in the
central administration for people he favoured, too
.0often for reasons other than ability or experience.
The characteristics of his patronage were inconstancy,
as seen in the many displacements, arrogance, in his
demand of recognition of the high position he held,
and venality, in the offices and honours which he sold
or for which he had scught purchasers. James and
Charles erred when they permitted Buckingham to
gain control of much of the patfonage which was at the
disposal of the crown.

The handling of patronage by Buckingham
occasioned several of the grievances recited in the
parliaments of the 1620s. He made it impossible for the
king to hear a variety of views; he separated the King
from the main currents of public opinion. He offended
the old nobility by excluding it from the dispensation
of important patronage, While at the same time he
debilitated it by the creation of new, and often un-
worthy peers. He weakened the church by involving it

in the politics of the central administration, and by
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finally turning over its patronage to a prelate who
appointed only clerics of his own persuasion to the
bishdprics, thus destroying the balance that the »
Elizabethan settlement had established and which James
had wished to continue. Thus, the twin pillars of the
crown, the church and the nobility, were abused to the
point that the former was unable to support the crown,
and the latter reluctant so long as Buckingham was
supreme. He destroyed an independent judiciary. His
one crowning achievement could have been a new
refurbished and revitalized navy, but the disastrous
course which his foreign policy took, only added his
control over that branch of the administration to the
list of the grievances of the nation against his rule.
He wasted royal revenues by dissipation to his friends,
family aﬁd himself. His patronage exacerbated all the
grievances which were to lead to the civil war. The
results of his association with James and Charles in
the governance of England in the 1620s would only be

felt in the succeeding decades of the reign of Charles.
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Introduction to the Bibliography

This thesis has been based on material culled
out of printed souirces. Much of the evidence has been
found in the correspondence of contemporaries, the most

notable source being the Calendars of staté papers,

domestic series, of the reigns of James 1 and Charles 1;

Diaries, journals and contemporary memoirs, biographies

and histories have also proved valuable in helping to
establish patron-client relationships involving
Buckingham.

The Ruigh transcripts consist of a selection

of letters transcribed by Robert E. Ruigh, Ph.D.,
associate professor of history at Loyola College,
Montreal, and which were kindly made available to me.
They include approximately fifﬁy letters addressed to
Sir Dudley Carleton, the English ambassador at the
Hague, and are dated from December 1623 to the following'
August. They are all typescripts of the origihals in
the Public Record Office, London, and helped to clarify
the edited versions found in the Calendar of state

papers, domestic. These, as well as a few letters

transcribed from the manuscripts of the Lord Sackville

at Knole, Kent, offer observations on events surrounding

306
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the parliament of 1624 and the impeachment of Lionel
Cranfield, first earl of Middliesex. Though of no direct
value for this thesis, it may be of interest to others
to note that Professor Ruigh has typescripts of every
known manuscript diary fér the parliament of 1624, none
of which has yet been published.

In general, the publications of the Historical
Manuscrlipts Commission have been disappointing in the
search for evidence of a patron-client relationship
involving Buckingham. Many are similar to the Gawdy
MSS which provides an interesting description of the
domestic and social life of a wealthy Norfolk family.

It depicts in fine fashion how the patronage system
benefitted a family not noted for its attachment to the
court, but affords little information about the
patronage of Buckingham, other than to demonstrate

that he did not have a monopoly in its distribution.

The Ancaster MSS, which contains the manuscripts of

the family of Lord Willoughby, an intimate of
Buckingham, yields little to illustrate this attachment.

. The Rutland MSS contributes very little information on

the relations of Buckingham with the family of his
wife, the Manners, yet they furnish useful material on
a family whose head was the premier Roman catholic

peer.
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Perhaps the most disappointing papers
published by the Historical Manuscripts Commission have

been the Buccleuch MSS and the Montagu MSS, the papers

of the Montagu family, prominent at Both the local and
natidnal levels of government. There are few references
to the relations between Buckingham and Henry Montagu,
Viscount Mandeville, later created first earl of
Manchester, even though he held the offices of lord
treasurer, lord president of the privy council and lord
privy seal at various times in the 1620's. Lord Edward
Montagu, his brother, was noted for his puritan zeal,
which may readily be apprehended in the letters
published, and, for the most part, confined his
activities to the cocunty, though he solicited favours
from his brother. These are especially valuable in
detailing the various manoeuvres employed by a
prominent family interested in improving its position
in the county by securing offices and favours at both
the local and national levels.

The Knole MSS and the Sackville MSS, for the
most part, consist of letters and papers of Lionel
Cranfield when lord treasurer. The letter papers are
a further portion of Lord Sackville's manuscripts at
Knole Park, Kent. These contain warrants for grants

of land and money to Buckingham and others from the
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crown. They also include numerous petitions to the
lord treasurer for the payment of salaries, often
greatly in arrears, to servants of the crown.
A more intimate picture of Buckingham is given

in the Netherby MSS. These are the papers of Sir

Reginald Graham, gentleman of the horse to Buckingham.
Iin it are letters and memoranda which clearly
illustrate the nature of Buckingham's lavishness and
the extent of his expenses. Apart from revealing some
of the characteristic personal traits of the duke,
they also show the economy of the stables of James and
Charles when Buckingham was master of the horse.

Many of Buckingham's papers passed into the
hands of John Packer, his secretary, and are briefly

calendared in the Fortescue MSS. A selection of these

letters had been printed a few years earlier by the
Camden Society under the editorship of S. R. Gardiner

(The Fortescue papers).

The Cowper MSS, very important for the study
of the administration of the navy in this period,
contains numerous papers illustrating the state of the
navy in the reigns of Elizabeth and the early Stuarts
brought together by Sir John Coke when he was appointed
on a commission to investigate abuses in the navy.

They also include the official and private correspondence
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of Sir John Coke. The administrative reforms undertaken
by the navy commissioners, the patronage opportunities
in the navy and the general disorganization of the naval
service in the preparations of fleets in the early years
of the reign of Charles, are well documented. But the
Cowper ¥§§ also demonstrates the concern for re=-
vitalizing the navy.

The Mar and Kellie suppl. MSS are letters

dating from 1612 to 1625 which regularly report news
from the court in London to John, earl of Mar, by his
cousin, Thomas, earl of Kellie. Mar and Kellie had been
youthful playmates of James in Scotland. Kellie had
come down to England with James and resided at the
court. His letters are invaluable for court gossip

and intrigues and contain numerous references to
promotions, deaths, marriages and other information
about court notables.

The Skrine MSS are a translation of the
correspondence of Amerigo Salvetti, representative of
the grand dukes of Tuscany at the English court in the
first four years of the reign of Charles. They are the
.comments of an intelligent foreign resident on the
events in England from April 1625 to December 1628.
Taken together with the reports of the Venetian
ambassador as printed in the Calendar of state papers,

Venetian, these form valuable contemporary commentaries
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by persons who, though outside the court, were aware of
the events that transpired; The dispatches of the
Venetian ambassadors provide an especially lively
commentary on many of the chief episodes of the relgns
of James 1 and Charles I.

The Calendar of state papers, domestic, for
the reigns of James 1 and Charles 1 have been the most
important source for this thesis, as a study of the
footnotes will show. These are the records of the
principal secretaries of state preserved in the Public
Record Office and contain documents relating to a
variety of subjects pertaining to the central
administration. The edited correspondence calendared
in the various volumes provides much information about
the patronage of Buckingham and how it operated. The
letters soliciting his favour, directly or through an
intermediary, are numerous. The calendars havé records
of some of the grants of pensions, offices, titles and
preferments of all kinds procured by Buckingham for his
clients. These papers were valuable in helping to
establish links between Buckingham and those whom he
favoured.

A store of information, to be used carefully,
is found in contemporary letters and chronicles.

Valuable letters, many of them actually addressed to
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Buckingham,‘and throwing light on his career, are
printed in ggkglg. The work in general, though, must
be used with care for the dating of letters is often in-
accurate. There is a wealth of interesting correspondence,
furnishing important details on court life and political
events, in the letters compiled by Thomas Birﬁh (The
court and times of James the first; The court and times
of Charles the first). These consist mainly of the
detailed and entertaining newsletters of John Chamberlain
and the Rev. Joseph Mead. In these letters the 1igﬁtest
gossip is mingled with the important and memorable events
of the reigns of the first two Stuarts. Godfrey
Goodman, bishop of Gloucester, combines chronicle and
letters in his two volume 192 court of King James. His
first volume is a contemporary account of the events of
the reign of James by one who benefitted from his
attachment to the court. It is interesting to note
that this.chronicle presents the only contemporary accounti
favourable to Lionel Cranfield. The second volume
offers several letters by leading officials, some of
which are addressed to Buckingham, commenting on the
events at court.

One of the most valuable printed primary
sources is The letters of gggg Chamberlain. John
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Chamberlain regularly wrote to his patron and intimate
friend, Sir Dudley Carleton,'English ambassador first
to the Republic of Venice and then to the United
Provinces. These extremely frank letters to & friend
provide a commentary on the outstanding men and events
| from 1597 to 1627. He was well informed and seems to
have had access to the best sources ofinformation. He
reported all he heard, all the gossip of London and
the court, both the most important and the less
memorable, indeed, any matter he believed would be of
interest to Carleton while away on his embassy. These
informative newsletters afford some insight into the
daily life of a man concerned with keeping his friend
and patron thoroughly aware of events in the official
world which could influence his career or further his
ambitions.

Much evidence of ecclesiastical patronage may
be found in the correspondence, diaries and contemporary
biographies of the two leading churchmen of this
period, John Williams and William Laud. John Hacket's
Scrinia reserata (1693)¢ an admiring biography of Lord

Keeper Williams, bishop of Lincoln, must be used with
care for Hacket tends to emphasize urnduly the part
played by Williams in most events. Though perhaps more

balanced than Hacket, Peter Heylyn's Cyprianus Anglicus




314
(1668) does much the same for Laud. The rivalry of
these two men for paramount influence over Buckingham
forms an important episode in the study of the
ecclesiastical patronage of Buckingﬁam. The victory of
Laud had a marked influence on the selection of men to
fill the higher ecclesiastic posts as the letters and,

especially, the diary of William Laud (The history of

the troubles and tryal of . « . William Laud or volume

three of The works of « « « William Laud) reveal.
The Laudian influence on church appointments

after 1625 may be seen in The correspondence of John

Cosin. These are the letters of Richard Montagu, a
leading Arminian divine who became bishop of Chichester
in 1628 in order to escape prosecution by the house of
cormons for his exalted view of the place of the crown in
the governance of England. They are addressed to his
good friend, John Cosin, chaplain to the influential
bishop of Durham, Richard Neile. Unfortunately, the
correspondence of Cosin himself with Montagu was
destroyed, but the letters of Montagu demonstrate the
part played by Laud in the distribution of
ecclesiastical patronage under Buckingham.

The identification of some of the clients of
Buckingham has been facilitated by the printed diaries

and memoirs of contemporaries. Sir James Whitelocke's
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Liber famelicus contains much of public and general
interest, and is especially informative as a record of
the professional advancement of an eminent lawyer who

offered some opposition to the court. Memorials of the

Holles family, on the other hand, provides valuable
information on a family denied important office because
of their opposition fo Buckingham. Though chiefly of

local interest, The memoirs of Sir John Oglander help

identify local individuals who appear at court and
provides interesting commentary on the leading officials

and events of the period. The life and works of Sir

Henry Mainwaring and The naval tracts of Sir William

Monson are useful for patronage in the navy and for the
comments of seamen on the naval expeditions of the

first years of the reign of Charles. The general in-
ability of the navel service to cope with a war situation

is viwidly recounted in The Voyage to Cadiz in 1623, a

record of the Cadiz expedition set down by John
Glanville who had been sent as secretary against his
wishes by Buckingham.

Buckingham has yet to enjoy a good biography.
His earliest and only contemporary biographer was Sir
Henry Wotton, one of his clients, who wrote A short

view of the life and death of George Villiers, duke of

Buckingham in 1642. But this short account is merely
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an eulogy to a patron. Since Buckingham was a
significant personage in his day, contemporary
histories record and comment on his activities. His

character énd career were villified in both The court

and character of King James by Anthony Weldon (1650)

and in Arthur Wilson's The history of Great Britain,

being the life and reign of James the first (1653).

Though both authors are notoriously unreliable and were
writing in the first years of the Interregnum, their
characterization of Buckingham has gained acceptance
through frequent repetition in histories of the period.
Buckingham had no other biographer until early
in the nineteenth century when George Smeeton published
a series of tracts, one of which was entitled
'Historical and biographical memoirs of George Villiers,
first duke of Buckingham' (1820). But this traect’
merely reproduced the opinions of Weldon and Wilson.
The most comprehensive study of Buckingham appeared in
1860 in a three volume work by Mrs Katherine Thomson

simply entitled The life and times of George Villiers,

duke of Buckingham. Her study, unfortunately, lacks

analysis and suffers from numerous inaccuracies, but it
was the first which presented a detailed ‘'life'! of
Buckingham written from manuscript sources.

But all commentaries on the early Stuart era
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were superceded by the invaluable History of England

from the accession of James 1 to the outbreak of the

civil war, 1603-42, by Samuel Rawson Gardiner, published
in ten volumes in 1883-4, but which first appeared in
separate studies as early as 1869. Gardiner has made
this period peculiarly his own, all later historians

of the early Stuart era owing, and acknowledging, a
great debt to him. Yet his history is marred by its
overall conceptual framework. Gardiner wrote with the
conviction that England was ordained by God to have a
parliamentary form of government and be protestant in
religion. The defenders of the 'old' constitution,
such as Buckingham, were not given the sympathetic
treatment that was accorded the parliamentary leaders,
the 'patriots'. This theme has been continued in the
works of historians to this day. In consequence of the
all encompassing study: of Gardiner, historians have
treated Buckingham harshly.

The first biography of Buckingham to appear
after the publication of Gardiner's history incorporated
his views, and, as subsequent biographies of the duke,
lacked originality and demonstrated little evidence of

having employed manuscript sources. The romance: of

George Villiers, first duke of Buckingham, and some men

and women of the Stuart court by Sir Philip Gibbs (1908)
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is nothing more than a popular history of the court of
James with Buckingham as the central personage. Despite
its failings and title, it is a better biography than
either Miss M. A. Gibb's Buckingham (1935) or C. R.
Cammell's The great duke of Buckingham (1939). The

former merzliy repeats what others have written about
Buckingham, while the latter is an exaggerated attempt
to vindic#te Buckingham, as the title so obviously
implies. Cammell, though, has included interesting
chapters on the private art collection of the duke and
on Buckingham as a patron of the arts. The last
biography in Eﬁglish is Hugh Ross Williamson's George

Villiers, first duke of Buckingham: a study for a

biograghz published in 1940. The only redeeming quality
of this pretentious work is its humble subtitle.
Williamson's claim to have thoroughly investigated
Buckingham's career is specious. He deliberately
propounds unrealistic hypotheses and offers an
imaginative account of what he believes motivated
Buckingham. Buckingham has also a biography in French
by Philippe Erlanger appropriately entitled L'enigme du
monde: George Villiers duc de Buckingham (1951). But

Erlanger has relied heavily on other published
biographies of Buckingham and offers little that is

newe.
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Patronage is not a topic that lends itself

easily to investigation. For this reason, the
biographers of Buckingham have been content only to
stipulate that he was the principal dispenser of royal
patronage in the days of his ascendancy. Patronage in
the early Stuart period has only undergone close
scrutiny in the last decade. G. E. Aylmer, in his

The king's servants: the civil service of Charles 1,

1625-42, published in 1961, discusses patronage as one
of the principal modes of entry into the service of the
crown. In this book and in his two previous articles,
TAttempts at administrative réform,'1625-40' and 'Office
holding as a factor in Engliish history, 1625-42', Aylmer
demonstrates that the administrative personnel of the
reign of Charles, and which would almost equally apply
for the reign of James, were generally inferior in
calibre to the men upon whom the Tudors had relied.
There have also appeared several studies on
the effect of patronage on the social structures of the
late Tudor and early Stuart era. These studies have
been especially concerned with the creation and
distribution of honours, knighthoods, baronetcies and
peerages. 'The sale of peerages in eaply Stuart
England'! and 'The early Stuarts and the Irish Peerage'

by Charles R. Mayes are significant appraisals of the
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social problems created by the too liberal distribution
of social privileges in a class-conscious society. The
arguments propounded by Mayes have been strengthened by
Lawrence Stone's 'Inflation of honours, 1558«1641' and
in his more recent The crisis of ggg aristocracy, 1558-
164l. They have clearly shown how illusory was the
belief of Buckingham that this form of patronage would
have political and financial advantages.

But on the whole, there have been relatively
few studies concermed directly with patronage in the
administration of this period. It was necessary to
have recourse to a variety of secondary sources to
identify many of the clients of Buckingham. The
effect of his patronage on the central administration,
the church and the navy must be learned, in part,
from the biographies, select monographs and articles
listed in the selective bibliography of secondary

sources which follows.
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A) Primary sources
I. Manuscript sources

Ruigh transcripts

i) Approximately fifty letters dating between Dec.
1623 and August 1624, State papers 14/160 to 14/
171. Typewritten transcripts of the originals
by Dr Robert E. Ruigh.

ii) A selection of letters dating between March 1623
and Jan. 1624 from the manuscripts of Lord
Sackville, preserved at Knole Park, Kent. Type-
written transcripts of the originals by Dr
Robert E. Rlli.gho

I11. Printed primary sources

1., Calendars and official documents

Acts of the privy council of England, 1618-28. Edited
by J. V. Lyle. London, 1930-58.

Calendar of state papers, colonial series, East Indies,
China and Japan, 1317-22, preserved in the
Public Record Office and elsewhere. Edited by
We Noel Sainsbury. London, 1870-84, :

Calendar of state papers, domestic series, of the reign
of Charles 1, 1625-30, preserved in the Public
Recorg Office. Edited by John Bruce. London,
1858-9.

Calendar of state papers, domestic series, of the reign
of Charles 1, addenda: 1625-49, preserved in
the Public Record Office. Edited by W. D.
Hamilton and S. C. Lomas. London, 1897.

Calendar of state papers, domestic series, of the relgn
of James I, 1611-25, preserved in the Public
Record Office. Edited by M. A. E. Green.
London, 1858-9,

Calendar of state papers, domestic series, of the reigns
of Elizabeth and James 1, addenda: 1386-I82%,
preserved in the Public Record Office. Edited
by M. A. E. Green. London, 1872.
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Calendar of state papers relating to Ireland, of the
reign of Charles I, 1625-32, preserved in
the Public Record Office. Edited by Robert
Pentland Mahaffy. London, 1900,

Calendar of state papers and manuscripts relating to
English affairs, preserved in the archives of
Venice and in other libraries in northern

ltaly, 1616-28. FEdited by Allen B. Hinds.
London, 1910-14.

Foedera, conventiones, literae, et cujuscunque generis
acta publica, inter reges Angliae et alios
quosvis imperatores, reges, pontifices, -
principes, vel communitates, ab inunte saeculo
duodecimo, viz. ab anno 1101, ad nostra usque
tempora, habita aut tractata; ex autographis,
infra secretiores archivorum regiorum
thesaurias, per multa saecula reconditis,

e o« ¢ Edited by Thomas Rymer and continued
by Robert Sanderson. vols xvii and xviii.
2nd edition. London, 172729,

2. Publications of the Royal Commission on
Historical Manuscripts, London.

Ancaster MSS. The manuscripts of the earl of Ancaster,
formerly at Grimsthorpe, Lines. (1907).

Buccleuch (Montagu) MSS. The manuscripts of the duke
of Buccleuch and Queensberry, KeGs, K.T.,
preserved at Montagu House, Whitehall.

- vol i: the Montagu papers. (1899).

Carreglwyd MSS. The manuscripts of Miss Comway Griffith
: of Carreglwyd, Anglesey, and Berw, North
Wales. Fifth report, appendix 1. (1876).

Cowper MSS. The manuscripts of the earl of Cowper, K.G.,
preserved at Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire.
vol i. TIwelfth report, appendix I. (1888).

De L'isle MSS. The manuscripts of the Right Honourable
Viscount De L'Isle, V. C., preserved at
Penhurst Place, Kent. vol v: Sidney papers,
1611-26. (1962).

Denbigh MSS. The manuscripts of the right honourable
earl of Denbigh, at Newnham Paddox. . Fourth
report, appendix. (1874).
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Dovaston MSS. The manuscripts of John Dovaston, esq.,
of West Felton, Co. Salop. Thirteenth report,

aggendix _I_v_o (1892)0

Edmonstone MSS. The manuscripts of Sir Archibald
Edmonstone, of Duntreath. Report on various
collections. vol v. (1909),

Egmont MSS. Report on the manuscripts of the earl of
Egmont. wvol i pt i. (1905).

Fortescue MSS. The manuscripts of the Honourable G. M.
Fortescue, of Dropmore, Maidenhead. Second
report, appendix. (1871).

éawdz MSS. The manuscripts of the family of Gawdy,
formeflgsgg Norfolk. Tenth report, appendix
1I. 1 .

Hastings MSS. The manuscripts of the late Reginald
Rawdon Hastings, esq., of Manor House, Ashby-
de-la-Zouche, leics. vol iv. (1947).

Jervoise MSS. The manuscripts of F. H. T. Jervoise,
esq., preserved at Herriard Park, Hampshire.
Report on various collections. vol iv.
Z18075.

Knole MSS. The manuscripts of the right honourable the
earl De La Warr (Baron Buckhurst) at Knole
Park, co. Kent. Fourth report, appendix,
part 1. (1874).

Mar and Kellie suppl. MSS. The manuscripts of the earl
of Mar and Kcllie, preserved at Alloa House,
?lacg?annanshire. Supplementary report.

1930).

Montagu MSS. The manuscripts of Lord Montagu of
Beaulieu. (1900).

Morrison MSS. The manuscripts of Alfred Morrison, esq.,
of Fonthill House, Hindon, Wilts., and
Carlton House Terrace, London. Ninth report,
appendix, part 1I. (1884),

Netherby MSS. The manuscripts of Sir Reginald Graham,
bart. Sixth report, appendix. (1877).
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Phelips MSS. The calendar of Phelips' manuscripts,
preserved at Montacute Hbuse, Somersetshire,
Third report, appendix. (1872).

Portland MSS. The manuscripts of his grace the duke of
“Portland, preserved at Welbeck Abbey, Notts.
vol iii: Harley MSS. Fourteenth report,
appendix 1. (1894).

Round MSS. The manuscripts of James Round, esq.
Fourteenth renort, appendix IX. (1895).

Rutland MSS. The manuscripts of his grace the duke of
~ Rutland, GeCeB., preserved at Belvoir Castle.
vol i, 1Iwelfth report, appendix IV. (1888).

Sakville MSS. A further account of the manuscripts at
Knole Park, Kent, the seat of the Right
Honourable Lord Sackville. Seventh report,

appendix. (1879).

Skrine MSS. The manuscripts of Henry Duncan Skrine, esq.
" (Salvetti correspondence). Eleventh report,

appendix I.

3. Autobiographies, correspondence, diaries
and journals

Bacon (Sir Francis). The letters and life of Francis
Bacon. wvols vi and vii. Edited by James
Spedding. london, 1872.

Birch (Thomas). The court and times of Charles the first;
illustrated by authentic and confidential
letters from various public and private
collections; including memoirs of the mission
in England of the Capuchin friars in the
service of Queen Henrietta Maria, by Father
Cyprien de Gamache, Capuchin preacher and
missionary to the queen. vol i, Edited by
F. Williams. London, 1849,

« The court and times of James the first;
illustrated by authentic and confidential
letters from various public and private
collections. vol ii. Edited by F. Williams.
London, 1848.
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Boyle (Richard, first earl of Cork). The Lismore papers
(first series) viz. autobiograghlcal notes,
remembrances and diaries of Sir Richard Bozle,
first and d 'great' earl of “Cork, never before
grinted. vols i and ii. Edited by Alexander
Be. Grosart. london, 1886. ’

Cabala sive scrinia sacra: mysteries of state and
government in letters of grea t ministers of
state . . . in the reigns of Henry the
eighth . . . to King Charles. London, 1691,

Chamberlain (John). The letters of John Chamberlain.
2 vols. FEdited by Norman E. McClure.
Philadelphia, 1939.

Charles, king of England. The letters, speeches and
proclamations of King Charles 1. Edited by
Sir Charles Petrie. London, 1935.

(The) commons debates 1621. 7 vols. Edited by Wallace
Notestein, Frances H. Relf and Hartley
Simpson. New Haven, Con., 1935.

Cosin (John). The correspondence of John Cosin, D.D.,
lord bishop of Durham, together with other
papers illustrative of his life and and times.
vol i, Edited by George Ornsby. Surtees
Society, vol 1ii (1868).

Debates in the house of commons in 1€25, edited from a
manuscrigt in the library of S1r Richard
Knightley, bart. Edited by S. R. Gardiner.
Camden Society, new series, vol vi (1873).

D'Ewes (Sir Simonds). The autobiography and correspondence
of Sir Simonds D'Ewes. 2 vols. Edited by
Je O. Halliwell. London, 1845.

Documents illustrating the impeachment of Buckingham in
1626. Edited by S. R. Gardiner. Camden
Society, new series, vol xlv (1889).

(The) Fairfax correspondence: memoirs of the reign of
Charles the first. Vol i. Edited by George
W. Johnson. London, 1848.
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(The) Fortescue papers; consisting chiefly of letters
relating to state affairs, collected by John
Packer, secretary to George Villiers, duke of
Buckingham. Edited by S. R. Gardiner. Camden
Society, new series, vol i (1871).

Glanville (Sir John). The voyage to Cadiz in 1625; being
a journal written by John Glanville, secretary
to the lord admiral of the fleet, Sir E.
Cecil, afterward Sir John Glanville, speaker
of the parliament. Edited by Alexander B.
Grosart. Camden Society, new series,
vol xxxii (1883).

Hall (Joseph). The works -of Joseph Hall., wvol i.
Edited by Josiah Pratt. London, 1808.

Hardwicke (Philip, earl of). Miscellaneous state papers
from 1501 to 1726. 2 vols. London, 1778.

Laud (William). The history of the troubles and tryal
of the most reverend father in God and blessed
mart r, William Laud. Edited by H. Wharton.
London, 1 .

« The works of the most reverend father in God,
William Laud, D.D., sometime lord archbishop
of Canterbury. 7 vols., Edited by William
Scott and James Bliss. Oxford, 1847-60.

Letters of the kings of England, now first collected
from royal archives and other authentic
sources, private as well as public. 2 vols.
Edited by J. O Halliwell. London, 1848.

Mainwaring (Sir Henry). The life and works of Sir Henry
Mainwaring. 2 vols. Edited by G. E.
Manwaring. Navy Records Scciety, vols liv
(1920) and 1lvi (1922).

Memorials and letters relating to the history of Britain
in the reign of James the first. Edited by
David palrymple. 2nd edition. Glasgow, 1766.

Monson (Sir William). The naval tracts of Sir William
Monson. vol iii. Edited by M. Oppenheim.
Navy Records Society, vol xliii (1912).

Oglander (Sir John). A royalist's notebook: the
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