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Dom.nico iiccardo llartiJd 

BUCIalfGBAIl AlD PA!ROliAGI, 1621 .. 1628 

Departllet o~ BistOl7 

ile9ter o~ Arts 

The patr0D.88' of the. erom t'rom 1621 to 1628 

was dispensed by George Villiers,' tiret duke of 

BuckinghaDl~ By distributiDg this patrOJ188e among bis 

tamily, 88sociates, and the relati vas and friends cf 

hie acquaintances, Bueldnsham bui1t up an elaborat. 

connexion spreading throughout the royal aàministration. 

Bis influence permeated every spherel by concernins 

himself primari17 wi th the m.a~or offices, he controlled 

appointments to offices in the middle-ranks throUBh the 

fear the major office-holders had of gi ving him offence, 

let, Buckingham realized that bis influence was para­

mount because, as favO\U'ite, he enjoyed the easiest 

and most trequent access to the king. 'fhe 10S8 of the 

favour of the king meant the @nd of his powe.~ and 

influence. Buckingham did Dot ruin men whimsical17; he 

did it to preserve bis position. Nor did he attempt to 

establish a 'part7t, for in the faveur of the king alene 

did his power rest. 



PREFACE 

This thesis sets out to investigate the 

natare and extent of the patronage distributedby 

George Villiers, first duke of Buckingham, from 1621 

UDtil his assassination in 1628. The topic is of vital 

tmportance for camprehending the career of Buckingham. 

When the house of commons attempted to impeach 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' Dot only in the sense of family, but also in 

the sense of a group of associates upon wham he could 

rely for support against the king in a time of crisis. 

This serious accusation will be scrutinlzed in light of 

the patronage he dispensed in the central administration, 

in his influence on the appointment of higher 

ecclesiastlcs, and in bis tenure as lord admiral. It 

will be necessary to as certain , especially in this 

latter area, whetber 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 tbesis because this aspect of tbe 

patronage of Buckingham bas been weIl documented by 
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Professor Charles R. Mayes in bis two articles 'The 

sale of peerages in early Stuart England' and '!he 

eul,. Stuarts and the Irish peerage'. Though it had 

been originall,. intended to include a chapter on the, 

parllamentary patronage of Buckingham, the evidence 

available fram printed sources proved 1nadequate. A 

study of the members of parliament in the reigns of 

James 1 and Charles 1 would firet be necessary. 

Professor David Harris Willson, the noted historien of 

the eul,. Stuart period, lncluded an excellent study of 

the attitude of Buckingham to parliament in a chapter 

entitled 'The duite of Buckingham and the management of 

puliament' in his book ~ priyx councillors ~ ~ 

bouse 21 commons, ~-1629. Professor Willson also 

offers interesting observations on the patronage 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 bis rise fram courtier to favourite to 

chief minister, and the manner,in which he maintained 

all three relationships vith 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 

de cade preceding the eleven years of ·personal rule' by 

Charles which was followed by civil war. 
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NOTES 

Dates are given aeeording to the 01d Style 

so far as the day and month are concerned', but the 

year ls taken to begin on January 1. 

The citation of authorities f0110ws the 

method demanded of eontributors to the quarter1y 

Irish Historieal Studies', and recommended by the 

director of this thesis. 
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CHAPTER 1 

PATRONAGE 

Buc1d.nsbam was the lrand dl spenser of royal 

patronale from 1618 UDtl1 hls assasslDatlon in 1628. 

His influence extendecl into every branch of the royal 

adminlstration. ln the ear1y stuart perlod the crown 

nomlnated a11 the major office-bolders, as we11 as many 

of those in the mlddle raDks; a11 the important 

ecc1eslastical prefermeats were in the lift of the king; 

on1y the king could advance men to the ranks, or within 

the ranks, of the nobi1lty. 'Jhe extent of c:rown 

patronale was further enlarged by the practice of 

Iranting reversions to offices. The king, tms', was 

personally responsible for filling a large and divers 

number of positions, yet it vas impossible for h1m to 

supply with an incumbent all, or even most, of the 

offices using on1y his personal information about the 

qualifications of the aspirants. Be came to rely upon 

the personal recommendation of trustee! friands and 

officials. ln this way the king' s patronage wes shared 

in varying degree with those whom he trusted; they 

became dispensers of patronage to others. Under James, 

1 



• and then his sOD, Charles, th1s pattern remairaed un­

altereeS, but BucltinsbalD's paramount role ira obtainins 

preferment for bis clients was recogDized. 

Administrative patronage arose from the 

absence of insti tutioDalized methods of advanciDg men 

2 

to office and honoar; it vas a personal method of 

recruitiDg and preferriDg personnel.l It was Dot", there­

fore, nacessuily a corruption of govamment", but simply 

a method for staffiDg the administration. Its usefulDess 

arose from the nature of persoul monarchy in England 

where the majority of office-holders vere still direct 

crown nominees. Patronage was not a traDsitory bond, 

but ODe characterized by some degree of permanency. 

This distinguishes i t from favour which was a more 

casuel relatiODsh1p, though aD extended sequence of 

favour might become patronage. Patronage existed in an 

atmosphere where dependency was a necessity; DO social 

or moral stigma was associated vith it. lndeed, success 

in obtalniag preferments often enhancad or confirmed the 

social status of a client. 

'!he !DOst prominent cbaracteristic of the 

cODDection between patron and client was loyalty. ln 

the early seventeenth century remnants of the late 

medieval concept of loyalty basad on liver,y and 

maintenance can still be distlnguished. Tbere was also 
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the idea of loyalty which spraDS from the lta1ian 

Renaissance, expressed by ostentatious generosity on the 

part of the patron and intense gratitude on the part of 

the client. flle E1izabetban notion of UDderstate4 

loYalty, baaed OD the conception of patronage as 

easentia11y sensible and practical, 'creditab1e to the 

donor and usefu1 to the recipient', was a1so evid8Dt.1 

Persona1ity vas the decisive factor in which one or a 

combinat ion of these strains was expected by the patron 

and given by the client. 

Buckingham preferred, depending on the status 

of the C1ieDt, either the fierce, feuda1 10ya1ty or the 

ornate, lta1ian variety. His clients usua11y respondecl 

as desirad. Edward Conway, who rose from obscure 

origiDs to a secretaryship of state and a viscountcy 

tbrough the patronage of Buckingham, i11ustrates the 

first", quasi-feuda1 kind. Buckingham was told: lM!: 

Secretary Conway is yours body and sou1; 1 never heard 

the 1ike of bim, for he f1ies at a11 men that be Dot 

yours. ,2 Reverex1d Joseph Mead reported: 'My Lord 

Conway, Secretar! Coke, Bishop Laud, the duke 1 s agents, 

more eager1y persec:uting his eDemies thaft he himse1f 

1David Mathew, The social structure 21 Caro1iDe Ens1and, 
p. 5. 

2Sir John Hippis1ey to BuckiDgbam, n.d. (cabala, p. 231). 



4 

cU.d At home.' l It was th1s loyalty wMdl compe11ed Slr 

John Suckl1Dg to agree that Lorci Keeper Williams 

suffered 'a due diagrace' because he bad been 'œtbaDkfu1 

and UDfaithfu1'. Suckling', who obtained the office of 

comptro11er of the queen's household through the 

patroDage of Buckingbam, a1so expressed the bope tbat 

'the 1ike mis fortune befa11 a11 suen as sbal1 tread ln 

the batefu1 path, and presume to lift their heel agalnst 

their malter'. 2 

Pre1ates seemed to specia1ize in the ornate 

f1attery that Buckingham 10ved. Theophi1us Field, who 

won through Buckingham the biaboprics of L1andaff and 

St David's, wrote in praise: 'None tbat ever looked 

toward your grece did ever go empty away. 1 aeed go no 

further than myee1f (a gum of the earth) who some eight 

years ago you raised out of the dust for raising but a 

tbought so high as to serve your biglmess.' 3 George 

Montaigne, who was to pry the archbishopric of York 

from BuckiDsham, haviDg heard tbat the favourite 

p1anned to retum a gift which he had sent, protested 

tbat to .. refuse his" offering wou1d 'break his heart'. for 

1aev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stutevil1e, 21 Ju1y 
1627 (Birch, Charles, i. 253). 

2Sir John SUc1diDs to BuckiDghalll, 24 Oct. 1625 (CS"PD, 
1625-6", p. 133). 

3Theophi1us Field to same, n.d. (Cabala, p. 111). 
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'wb.eD Goe! retuma badt a man' s sacrifice, it ls beeause 

he. ia offene!ec1 vith him' aile! he assured the duite tbat 

he could not live if the 8ift waa retumed. l 

Bafora dism1aaing the clients as lDsufferably 

sycopbantic aIld Buckingham as intolerably veiD, lt is 

well to r_.mer tbat they were bound by the conventions 

of the tilles. '!he extravasaDce of baroque style is a 

cOIIIDOnplace. Further, the social conventions of 

patroDage tended to be exaggerated by the value which 

the seveDteenth CeDtury accorded to the personal. 

ElevatiDg the patron to a near-diety made the client 

favoured ~ a gode Still, it is UDquestionable that 

the Elizabetban variety of 10yaltY, the practical', UD­

dramatic kind, characterized ~ the dependents of 

Burghley or Walaingham and in contrast to those of 

EsseX, was not attractive to Buckingham. Walter 

Ba lcanqua 1 l', dean of Rochester, tried th1s approach, 

unsuccessfully, wheD aiming for the blshopric of 

Rochester. He claimed tbat bis attendance at the Synod 

of Dort, his friendship vith the puritans and bis 

eamestlless for the recent loe made him the most 

suitable for the poat aa he w&s in a position to serve 

lGeorse Montaigne to s&me, March '1 1627 (~, 1627-8, 
p. 119). 



Buckingham well. l This was essentielly an appeal for 

patronage on the grouads of good policy', but it failed 

to away Buckingham. 

6 

Loyalty', whatever the variety, was recosnized 

by all to be a fundamental part of the patron-client 

relationship. BuckiDgham's clients, perbaps because 

he V8S notoriously sensitive about their loyalty', took 

it very sadlouely when a real or imaSined sbadow passeeS 

over his face. they realized, perbap8, as Hacket 

observee!: 'Favour is a fiDe thread, which will scarce 

hold one tus of a crafty tale-bearer. ,2 Sir Edward 

Zouche wrote Edward Nicholas, then seeretary to 

BuckinShaDi, visbing him to reassure Buckingham of his 

loyal".. Zouche was worried that he bad somehow lost 

Buckingham'. favour, for in the recent appoiDtments to 

commands in preparation for the expedition to the isle 

of Rl1I he bad been pas8ed ovar. 3 C8ptaiD John 

PeDDiDgton, troubled that Buckingham had not written 

to him in a long time, demanded to be 'tumed off as a 

vi11aiD~, if ha,.had siven any, offence,.but,expreased, 

lWa1ter Ba1canqua11 to Sec. Conway, 15 Jan. 1627 
(~. 1627-8, p. 19). 

2John Hacket', Scrlnia reserata: a memoria1 offer'd to Er. great deserviD8' !!! :l!!!!!l Wir11ams ••• (1693)-;-i. 

3Sir Edward Zouche to Edward Nicholas', 18 May 1627 
(CSPD', 1627-8', p. 183). 



the des1re to remain ln favour. l Sir John Mayu.rd 

wrote ln aDgUish that he had leamed that Buck1Dgham 

distrusted b1m because he had dealt vith the opponeftts 

of Buckingham in the parliament of 1628. Maynard 

remiDded BuckiDsbam of the permission he bad Si ven him 

te> negcti:te with the parliamentary opposition, and 

added that he was greatly surprised tbat Buckingham 

thouaht he bad behaved treacherously and maliciously.2 

At least occasionally protestations of 

7 

loyalty were merely conventional. ln 1621", Sir George 

GoriDg', addressiDg Buckingham as 'ever and above all 

most honoured lord", wrote to profess his entire 

devotion to h1.m and to assure hill that the queen, 

Henrietta Maria', was well disposee! towards him. 3 A 

yur later, vith an intuition perhaps tbat Buckingham 

was near his crisis, Goring was writing the earl of 

Carlisle, whom he assumed to be the heir to Buckif'$ham's 

power. of his great admiration. He also assured 

Carlisle of the queen's favour: 'the blessed sweet 

quean. IllY mistress,.is bugely yours. 14 He', 

lCapt. John Pemd.ngton to BuckiDghaDi, 6 April 1627 
(ibid., p. 129). 

2Sir John Maynard to seme', June 1628 (~, 1628-9', 
p. 186). 

3Sir Geor&& Goring to seme, 2S June 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, 
pp. 228-~ 

4Same to .earl of Carlisle, 19 June 1628 (CSP»:, 1628-9, 
p. 169). 
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nevertheles8, cODtiDued to protest bis loyalty to 

Buck1Dgham. the sbrewcl courtier had to constantly 

eva1uate his position m-l-!!§' his patron and to ACt 

accordingly. the ec1ipse of the patron cou1d resu1t iD 

the ruiD of his clients un1ess they had been prudent 

enough to seek support from another quarter. WheD Lord 

Keeper Williams SeD.ed his approachiD8 fall, he vamed 

his clients 'who vere iD best account with him' to seek 

a new patron • for his service before long wou1d Dot be 

worthy of th.,.l Yet', this manoeuvr1Dg had to be dODe 

discreetly. Buckingham was great1y disp1eased when he 

1earned that Bacon had sought the favour of sODleone other 

~n himse1f. Be informed Bacon of his disp1easure: 

If your man had been addressed on1y to me, l should 
bave been carefu1 to have procured him a more speedy 
dispatch; but DOW you have found anothe!." vay of 
address', l am excused: and siDce you are grown weary 
of employing me', l can be no otherwise iD beiDg 
employed. 2 

The wrath of a patron could t~iDate a career for the 

client who did DOt take the precaution of remaining on 

good terms vith his pAtron. It was a1ways at 1east 

necessary to appear loyal. 

lHacket', ii. S. 

2Buckingham to Sir Francis Bacon, ,end of, J'u1y ,1627 
(printed in H. R.Wi11iamson', George Villiers, first 
~ of Buckingham: !. study !2E!. iosraDhi, appendlx, 
p. 236)". 
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Loyalty went both ways. The ear1 of Exeter, 

a supporter of Buckingham, wrote Conway asking him to 

obtain the royal ~ermission for his absence from the 

com.1Ds parliament. Confident that Buc1d.ngbam would see 

to it as a matter of course', Exeter sent Buckingham his 

proxy in the house of lords at the same tilDe .. l 

S1milar1y, when the earl of Arundel, ln bis capacity as 

earl marsbal', ordered Henry St George, Richmond herald, 

out of the quarters allocated to h1m in Derby house 

because he bad brought bis wife to live there with bim 

in contravention of the rules, St George petitioned the 

king to be restored. Buckinghani, away at Rb', indorsed 

the petition, c1atmtng St George as one of his 

de~«ndents. He hoped Arundel would not wrong St George 

out of malice to himself, and that on, bie return he 

would find St George 'as he 1eft bim'. 2 Buckingham even 

made bis threats under the guise of a loyal well­

wisher. When in 1627 he 1earned that the earl of 

Northumberland was considering not paying the loan 

requested by the king, he urged NortbWDberland to re­

consider for th.ts action would grea tly prejudice ,the 

lWilliui, earl of Exeter to Sec. Conway,_ Bame te) 
Buckingbam, both 22 Jan. 1626 (~, 1625-,2, p. 230). 

2App1ication of Henry St Georlj$e to the king, indorsed 
by Buckingham, 27 June 1627 (~, 1627-8, pp. 230-1). 



earl before Charle. and could well prove a stumbllng 

block to anyth1ng Bucld.ngham might waDt to do for him 

and hia children. 1 

10 

Loyalty between patron and client w •• a 

fundamental bond of the patron-client relationahip', but 

so was ~evotlon to the 1d8&1: service to klDs and 
.. 

country. A recurrlDg thellle of letters to Bucklnsham ls 

the deaire of the client to serve so we11 in the royal 

administration that Buckingham will be proud to 

ackDow1edge the client as his OWD. Typica1 of these is 

the letter which Middlesex wrote: '1 have been so 

ambitious as to desire to extend MY gratitude so far, as 

tbat the k1D& may bave cause to tbaDk you for preferrlDg 

me, and that your lordship may bless the tille you did it.' 2 

Patronag", then', vas cbaracterlzed by a degree 

of permanency, ackDowleds-.nt of dependence, some 

var,ying notion of loyalty between patron and client, 

and the sbarecl sentiment tbat the relationship saned 

to advance the cause to ~ch both patron and client 

were eOlllllli tted. Dûs cause. so far as Buckingham was 

concerne4, was service to kiDS and country. Be hill:uielf 

lBuckiDgbam to earl of RortbumberlaDd, 1 r.b. 1627 
(ibid.', p. 43). 

2Earl of Middlesex to BuckiDgham, n.·d. (Cabala, p. 301). 
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apre •• ect tbl. 8entillaDt a1mpli. yet eloquentli. iD bi. 

reply to a letter fram bis mother rebaklDg ~ for 

baviag eDtallSle4 the Cbristian world in a var. He 

wrote: 1 ••• rq intentions are DOt suldecl by .ple_ 

ur malice but by &Il ambition Co sene faithfully vith 

Illy UlIS and country.· ••• ·,,1 'lhi. wa. the way he 

vi_ad his paramoUDt position iD the atate. It vas DOt 

p ... onal boDOUr alon. tbat he aousht. !hia vas 

lDcidental to the senice he rendered the kias aDd in 

full asreement vith a philoaop~ tbat sees .ervice to 
.. 

the CrovD as the hisbeat aervice to the state. 

BUckiDgbam wa. moved by a genuine patriotiam. 

!he collaidera tion 80 far has beeD of the 

idea. wbiCh made patronage a re.~ectable relatioDship. 

It waa a reapectable relationahip, and it i. nece •• ary 

to bear thia iD mind \tb.en conaidenas the administrative 

and political functiona of the .ystem; otberwiae it 

appeera to bave been merely the groaa.at kind of 

poU.tical jobbery, c:baracterlzad by corruption and 

cyD!.ciaa. 'lbe id .. li .. which patrous'-, eVeD in ita 

adminiatrative and political aspect'-, po •••• sec! ln the 

ab.tract, tempers the flagrant .elf-al8r~dizam8Dt 

which it. .frequently. p08 .... ad iD rea1ity. 

lBucldngbam ~to- counte.. of BuckiasbalD, 1628'1 (BMC, 
FOurtb.~: !he IDaDuscripb. of .the .earl ,0fDeDbigh, 
p. 256 llhereafter cited aa penbljh MSs1). 
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PatroDaS. .arved a u •• fu1 functlon lD an as • 
. . 

laCkias an lD.tltutloaa1 metbod for attaiDias office. 

PJ:of ••• or Tavaey ulDtalDed tut the prlDcipa1 pathe 

to aD official car.er iD ear1y S~rt _land vere 

'petreDase, patrillony or purcba.e,.l Prof ••• or Aylaer", 

lD a IIOr. recent and more ezbau.tlv.' study, asr.es vith 

tbl. but .tr ••••• tbat the.e tlu-.. factor. worked 

better in c:oabiDatlon tbaa l.,arate1Y. aad tbat tbough 

the 'three P'.' of patronase, patrl.lloDy and purcha.e 

brousht.mo.t lIeD to th.lr places, merlt dld tek. 10118 

men far. 2 Patrouse and parcba •• vere DOt Dlt:ua11y 

ac1u.ive method •• and patrlmoDy wa~ 118J!'81y patronage 

axercllecl lD the interest of fami.1y. 1here vere fev 

officel', at 1ea.t lD th. central acbainiltratloD, whlch 

vare direct1Y,tran.ferab1e with1D the fam11y witbout 

royal con.ent.' Rever.iODI ver. a vay of passlng office 

iD the fami1y, but they vere a~uirect by either 

patronage or purcba .... or both. Strict1Y. patrimony 

wou1d b. the offlce of the father pasled on to the 10D; 

COIIDODI.vent.eenth century. usage,. ba.ever, bad.the. 



vider •••• of fallili, lDcludins at lea8~ .ephav. and 

cou8iDI, &Dd oft •• elativ •• by -"lase. 
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Tbe operati •• aSaDt iD admini.tratlve 

patroDase, .tazad1Qg betv_. the asp1rant. for off1ce 

and boDOW:' ad the kins who ~d ~ to Slv8, vere the 

royal court1ers and officials. !he two vere not 

1IIIJW811,. exclus1ve; iD the earl,. Stuart period', a. far 
.. 

a. pa tronase 1. concerned', they tended to be aynoD)'JIOtIs. 

Simple altzu1811l vas Olle rea.on court1ers ver. willlQS 

to Act a. patrons. 'lbey often took prlde ln be1QS the 

agent of the advance of aome worthy per80n. Fw:ther, 
1t vas the1r dut"-, espec1ally 1f they vere privy 

COUIlcl 1 lori , to adv1se the k1ag about persODIle1 aa 

we11 aa po11c,y. FiDa11,.-. royal courtlers aoaght to 

advance men who vere devoted to the aervice of the klns, 

or of men who would become loyal supportera ODce baviDg 

sained offlce. 

'lhere vere persuasive reason8 which were not 

a1truiat1c; one 8uch vas the dea1re for power. For a 

great courtler auch as Buckla!h-.·. lt vaa of the flrst 

importance tbat the k1ns be surroanded by officer8 and 

s8nanta who wou1d be loyal to h1.m, support his, 

pollcles', echo hia aciv1ce, help acSvance his frianda, 

and report the actlv1tiea of rival courtiers and their 

clients. 'lo put it terse1,. the great court1ers aought 
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to cODtrol the adllinistr:atloD iD order to control the 

kiDs. To maiDtalD and aapellt bi. power, lt ws iD the 

interest of the ~l .. tbat all DOW he wes the _.t 

effective patron. !bis attracted nev client •• vhlch , 

Save bill yet more conti:ol', aDel, discour&Sed rival., 

alDce Chey lost client. to bill. In thl. respect', Lord 

Keaper Williams sava SOH advice when he wrota 

BackiDgh •• nsardiq eranflald'. appoiDtment a. lord 

trea.urer: 

Let bill bold rtb.e offlce], but by your lOrd.hlp'. 
favoUl:'; IlOt hl. 0WIl power or vi llful.De. a • And thl. 
maat be apparent and viaible: Let all our graatllaa. 
depend (aa lt ousht) UpOD ycw:., the tJ:ue origiDal. 
Let the king ba Pharaoh, "ourlelf

l 
Joseph, and lat UI 

COlle aftc a. your balf-brethren. 

Sir Thoma. Wentworth recoSDlze4 the need for BackiDgbem 

to alther support or acquiesce to the prefement of 

major offlce-holder.. aavins hearct of the intentioD of 

Lord Scroop', lord presideDt of the cOUDcll iD the North, 

to resign', WeDtworth iDforaed Secretary Conway of hi. 

ciesire to obtalD the office. . But Wentvorth ac1ded that 

ha would Dot actlvel" seet the place 

till 1 DOW alao how thls may pl .. se my lord of 
Buckingham, .Ming', lDde~'. aach a .eal of hls 
gr. clou. sood opiDlon would comfort me much, make 
the place more .cceptable; and that 1 am .fully .. 

lLord Kaaper . Williams to Buc1dngbaJD, Sept. l62l 
(Cabala, pp. 262-3). 
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r •• o1ved Ilot to aacaDcI olle atep ln th1. klnd except 1 
.. y tait. a10llS wlth .. by th ... y a .pecia1 ob1laatioD 
to IllY lord eluk.. from who.e bouDty 1 do DOt ollly 
admow1edge _ch aireaeli, but·, ju.tified ln the tmth 
of lÙ.Ile OWD heart·, cio still repose _d rest mlder the 
abadow ancl protection of hl. favour. 1 

Wentworth rea1ized tbat it woa1d Dot be good po li tics 

for anyone who fiel DOt have lndependeDt power to aeek 

and obtaln &Il offic. wlthout the approval of the prillle 

favourite. 

A11 courtiers, vhe~ grut or sma11', uaed ' 

patronage as a source of lncome. tbe great courtiers 

Deeded IIOlley to support themselves ln the extravagant 

maDIler of the Stuart courts; they requlred moDey to 

cover the expaDses of their officea whlch usua11y 

carriec1 on1y nomiDa1 aalari.s. For the leaser 

courtiers, ho1diDg a smal1 office or no office, baing 

a courtier, vas simply a busiDeaa venture', aD 

occupation. Once theaaelvea aatablished at court, 

often at great coat to themselvea, they 80uaht,poaitioD8 

for clients of their own iD retum for payment. 2 Almost 

every.oDe,.coDDected vith the royal adm1aistration expacted 

1 ' ' 
Sir 'lhomaa Wentworth to Sec •. CoDway~, 20, Jan. 1626, ' '-
(quo.ted. ~Mrs, Tboms,OD, l1l!l!!f! !!!! tilil!f 21 §!.2EU. 
Vi11iers, firatduk, of Buckipsbam, iii. 3-4;(~, 
1625-6, p. 228). - -

2Strictly speak1Dg, patronage giveDao1ely iD return for 
IIODey ought to be teœed brokerage. 
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to eupent hia 1D~ by obtailliDg oeeasioDal presenta, 

gratuiti.s or bribes. 

It bas become a eOllllDOnp1aee to etate of the 

early stuart peri.od tbat c:rown ~Deome teDded to be 

fixecf, while priees vere riaill8. Salariea bad alao 

become f:l.xed ao tbat their real value vas often minute. 

The c:rown was iD DOtpoaitioD to afford an increase iIl 

salaries. On1y fees and office. increased. It must 

not be coneluded fram the multiplication of offices and 

fees tbat tb:l.s was the result of any ~sterious moral 

dec1ine in the ear1y Stuart periode As Professor 

Aylmer has indicated, it was in part the 'fumb1iDg , 
l 

reapoDse' of official society to the 'priee revolution'. 

Seldom dieS strictly lawful lnc:ome approx1mate the coat 

of living at court. the temptation to supplement 

inc:ome by recommendiDg persons to office or honour, or 

to indulse iD SOIle olJher peculatiori, W8a very great; the 

king W8S foreed to wiDk a t the practice bec:ause he 

rec:ognized i ta neees si ty. 

When a sreat courtier acqu:l.red revenue from 

hia patroDa$e', it fol.lowed tbat his eDt0ur8se derived 

incoMe a1so. Tbe patroaage of a sueeessful courtier 

cou1d bec:ome a major fiDaneia1 enterprlse, involviDg 

large numbers, .of, aubord1Dates~, who shared in hla rewards. 

1Aylmer, 'Office holdins', pp. 228-40. 
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Edward CoDway, vho vas eDti~ly devoted to BuckiDsbam, 

ancl closely allied vith bill iD hia patnDage system, 

made hi. fortune as the· !DOst ilDpol:1:ant avenue of 

approach to BuckiDgham. Even the duite'. on clieDts', 

as well as those outside hia patroDage network, made 

gifts to him. Jo~ PemaiDstoD, who vas firmly iD the 

duite' a favour, DOnetha18ss: sent Ccmvay 1t20 ' &s an 

eameat of hia love", and thoughtfu~ly added that he 

bad told the bearer it waa bon:owed. l '1'h1a vas .-11 

beer to Conway. A _ber of the EDgU.ah gentry iD 

Ireland, tryiDg to recover hia father' 8 estate, 

offered CoDWay Ial,OOO for hia aasiatance, vith a 

pJ:ODlise of an. additional .2',000 if he recovered the 

entire estate.2 ln a similar cirCWDStance iD Eng18ncl, 

CoDWay vas offered half the eatate. 3 Thua, the 

influence vaa good for more tban marely f1rldiDI. offices 

for clients. At a yet lower level, Edward Nicholas, 

who 111 1624 became Back1ngham's personal secretary 

and haDdled moat of the patronage which Buckingham 

d1sp8ll8ed as· lord admiraI, vas continually offered 

1 John. p_,,,ston 1:0 Sir Edward Conay, 1 Sept. 1625 
(~. 1625-6', p. 95). 

2Jobn CUsack to Sec. CorIWay', 17 Nov.' 1626 (cSPP, 1625-6, 
p. 476). . . 

3Robert Willoughby to &aIDe, 30 Nov. 1625 (ibid., p. 16 4). 
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sratuitie. for CO.-aDdsof ah1pa, purlershlps:, awmera 

pelta, and COIIIIIADds of the caltl.1 iD th. ClDque Porta. 1 

SUely the IIOlt reveaU.DS letter, however, came from 

the lheriffa of Bristol'. who were trJ1.n8 to avoid ~ 

litlptlon over a prize ahlp, whlch both the sheriffs 

and the lord admiral claimed. They wrote Bichotai of 

tbeir UDW111iDgDess to contest the clat. ln court and 

offered b!a olle-third the value of the prlZ8, whlch 

they aSI.lsad at 1.1.400', if Bicholas, persuaded 

BucldnshAm Ilot to oppose ~eir clalm .. 2 The aheriffs. 

ln effeet', offered a bribe. 

In the early aeventeenth CeDtur,y aome very 

fill. diatlDction. between the varlou8 foma of pay­

menta vere draVll. If after baviq ree.ivad a favour 

or lervice, the BUitor sent money to the person who 

perf.,med the favour, it vas a gratuity', DO matter how 

exeesaive the payment m1Sht ae_, 80 10118 88 the 

official did DOt kIlow before he performed the action 

tbat the gratuit)' would be forthcom1Dg', or so long 8S 

he acc..pted, the sratuit)' without Dowledge .that ttwas, 

leaptaiD..wuu.&IIl . .J'evel' to Edward Nichola.. 12 Aug. 
1628 (~, 1628-9', !. 253).; 'lhomu Be1'léon to seme, 
16 AprIT;-4 luiy 162,S (~Sr' '.lti~661 pp. ,lO,' 53); 
Ricbard Wyan to .... , 1 an. (ibid •• p. 218). 

2Sheriffs of Briltol to sam'-. 19 Jan. 1627 (g,m. 
1627-8', p. 10). 
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iDteaded to iDf1u.oce the action.' Gratuiti8s were 

c0D8idered both lawful aDd ethlcal. If', OD the other 

baDd, aD official wal offered DlOney', or eY.o goods, 

exp1icitly or implicitly to persuade h~ to an action', 

ed he took lIbe IIOney kDowlDa the puJ!'pOle, ~s wal a 

bribe, wbich va. both unlawful and UDethiœl. Sepante 

from both thele categorie. wa. the pres_t, whlch, 

hovever lars", va. u~lly siva wltbout a •• ociation to 

a particular servlce. In thl. category are the New 

Year'. sift. expected by lDIlDy of the courtiers. A1so', 

during the year, a per.on who .a. SOlDa possible further 

use in an official, or who wished'to keep the do or open 

iD case of future neacl, mlght we11 sand the offi~la1 a 

present, and it was lawful and ethlcal to accepte In 

effect', the se'V.oteenth, century official cou1d accept 

gratuitie. and prelents so long al these did not 

affect hls judgement iD a particular ca.e. The 

distinctions may seem arbitrary', or aven apecious t but 

'in the early seventeenth century they were regardec1 as 

valid. l 

Patronage brought power and iDcome to the 

courtier and hll entouraga. To the king patroaage 

served as a usefu1 method of acquiring parsonDel for 

thegovermaent. Tothe client patronage di.d present" 
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diffic::ulty', aiDee h. alon. bad no effee~iv. part in the 

eleliberations wb1Ch deeided hia fortune. the sreat 

poet EdIIlnd Spencer hael lamented: 

Full littl. kraoveat tbou tbat baa not' tried', . 
Wbat Belllt laiD sulDs long to bide; 
To loa. aood daya tbat mlght be better apent; 
To waate loDS Dishta iD penaive ell.coDtent; 
To speect toclay" CO be put back tOlDOftOW; 
To feed OD bope, ao pbe with fear aad aon:ow; 
To have thy PriDee' a arece, l'et want ber Peer' a; 
To bave tby aald.DI. yet wait lDIUIy yeara; 
To fret _ aoul vith crosaes ud vith cares; 
To eat th.,'r.' heart tbroUSb eOllfortle.s elespaira; 
To fa_', to CJ:OUch, ta valt', to riele. to '1:'Wi, 
To apeIlel', to slve, to varat', to be welone. l 

1'hough SPeDCeJ: vrote iD the reip of Elizabeth, moat 

sultora tbea anel iD the early Stuart perlod would bave 

conaiderec:l thls an ex&sseration, but walel bave asread 

tbat the life of a cllent was harde 

SomethiDs of the pathos wb1ch was always 

present iD BO persemal a ByBt. as patl:ODage, anel which 

was particulerl,. pre.at iD the lesser offlces', where 

the· client bad only besun hia climb, iB, Bhown ln the 

toucblas letter of Sir Robert Killigrew. Sir Duelle,. 

Carleton bad been lnstJ:\JllleDtal ln obtalniDg a IÎlDor 

post ln the houaebold of ~ce Cbarle. for a Bon of 

hiB. Obvloualy bitter, X1111grew vrote Cerleton that 

he bad heardofCbarle.' diallke for, hi. Bon becauae of 
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hia œookecl lesa aac1 offered to w11:bdraw h1a frœa 1:ba 

aerrice of the priDc •• l 'l'hls alao WlderllDea hov _ch 

depeDded upon the p~iaposition of the kiDs or of the 

COU1'1:ier8, aDd how much le.. upoD the DOtion of taure 

iD the office. Patronage wa. a more pl .. aant relatiOD­

ahip for the patron thaD for the clieDt.' 

It will be obvioua by DOW tbat if the kiDs 

retalDed control of hia adllliniatxation·, he could do 80 

only by controlliDg patroDase iD such a vay tbat no ODe 

courtier could 'pack' the admlDistratiOD with hi. 

followca. He bad alao to take precautiOD. to a.e tbat 

the 1mmense opportuDities for graft and corruption 

inberent iD a syst_ of patrouse wce restraiDecl, or 

at least usee! as far as po.sible iD. the royal iDtereat·, 

Dot in the interest of the courtier. AD iD.tractive 

comparison ce be made between Elizabeth and James iD 

this respect. 2 

Elizabeth followed a policy whidl rec:opized 

that factioa.ali8lll among the courtiers could be useful 

ISU Robert Killisrew to Su Dudley Carleton, 24 Marcb. 
1625 (CSPP, 1623-5, p. 508). 

2por the fol1ow1Dg on Elizabeth's reign see Sir 30hn 
Neal., 'The E1izabetban political acene', lricet:ws 
~ ~ Britiah Acad!llll, xxxiv. 97-117 (1948; a so 
W. T. KacC&ffrey, • Place and patroaage iD E1izabethail 
p01itics'·, in E1iHbetbap SOYermDeDt !ml society, ed. 
S.T. BiDdoff, 3. Barstfield, and C. H. Wi11i ... , 
pp. 95-126. 
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to her if ahe cou1d achleve a roush equi1ibrlum betveell 

factions-. This _8ured that ahe heard both sides of an 

issue or an appolntment and a1so preserved ber freedom 

of action', since the final decilioD wa. a1ways bers. 

Dy playing the factions off agaiDst one &noCher, arad DOt 

sett1ing ln one camp, she kept a11 factionl r ... onab1y 

content, sin~e a11 sbared to some degree ln the spoi1s 

of patronage. Ira the reign of Elizabeth there was no 

large group of courtier. and nobles who saw themse1ves 

exc1uded froa the po1itica1 and fiDancia1 bellefits of 

the royal bounty. 

Unti1 the 1ast years of her reign, Elizabeth 

wa. aided iD ber patronage poliey by William Cecil", 

Lord Burgh1ey. A true statesmaD, Burghley ski1lful1y 

supported ad eDcouraged the po1iey of the queen', 

offeriDg valuable advice about appoiDtments. the death 

of Bw:gh1ey ln the la st decade of the reisn coiDcided 

vith a sharp dec1ine iD public mora1ity. For the 

successor of Elizabeth, as far as patroœge wa. 

concealecl, this meant that to maintain control James 

wou1d have to exercis8 even greater effort to restrain 

the abuses of the system. 

But James did not understand the use. of 

patronage. Patronagft as a system of providiag govem­

ment with its bureaucracy became iDcreasiDgly corrupt 
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and veDA1.', By 1616 Edward Sherbum., batrayiq hls own 

prejudlce, cou1d wrlte that Llone1 Cranfle1d', 'a mere 

marchant", bad beaD mada a master. of requests, and 

after cOIIIIl8Iltlng advusé1y on Cranfle1d' s buslnass, 

ended, 'but the taes a110w anythlng to be dona for 
1 money' .. John Chamber1aln vrote ln 1618: ''lbe world 

• • • talks sOlllewhat free1y tbat offlces of tt-..at 

'nature (treasurer of tha househo1d}, and aspecla11y 

councl110rshlps shou1d pass as it ware by bargaln and 

sale. .' • .:, 2 He cou1d a1so comp1aiD tbat many i11· 

qua11fled persons sought offlces and honours 'for now 

the market ls open every man thlDks hls penny 800d 

sllver,.3 By 1625 Chamber1aln vas writlag thatlt vas 
'4 'the true golden age; no peany, no petamo.ter'. Slr, 

Jolm Oglander c1almed tha t Slr George More dld Dot 

recelve preferment becausa 'he 11ved in a tilDe that 

money bore down a11 m.r1t, and a dunce wlth IilOney was 

battu esteemed than the bast, .'lest" and deserving 

man 11v1ng,.5 

1Edward SherburDe to Sir ,Dudley Carleton, 18 Nov. 1616 
,(Q§E, 1611-18, p. 406).' 

2Jobn Chamberlaln to sama, 3 Jan. 1618 (CbaIIlber1a1n', 
11. 125).' 

3Same to same, 31 Jan. 1618 (lbld.', 11. 133). 

4Same to same, 12 Feb.' 1625 (lbld., li.' 600). 

SSir John Oglander, ~ OSlander memo1rs', ed. 
W. H. Long, pp. 140. • , 



Much of the IDOney dld Dot SO to the k1Dg 

clirectli. though 801De of lt did; hl8 courtlers and 

offlcers vere the _jor beneflcuries. James was 
" " 

entlrely complacent iD the venallty of others.' 
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Girolamo Lando, the Veraetlu ambassador, reported to 

the dose that the EDsllsh miDisters were 'b1rd8 vith 

large .. ws' .,1 LaDdo's colleaSUe, Marionl", reported to 

the close tbat wheD James heard of the proceedlqs which 

vere unclerway asa1D8t a former Ven.tlan amba8sador to 

hls court", he exclaimed 'tbat if he pun1shed his 

8ubject8 lite yoar serenlty for approprlatiDg mon.y to 

tb_selves, he woulcl have DODe left,.2 

G1VeD such a sute of affalrs where the klns 

was aware of the abuses iD his acJm1nlstratioD but did 

DothlDg to correct them, it ls DO wonder tbat GardiDer 

coDcluded: 'That a11 thiDss were venal I1t the court of 

James was soon accepted as a truism frOID the Land' s End 

to the Cheviots.",3 Professor Tawney statec:l lt more 
4 

tersely: 'The cbaracterlat1c vice of the ase was .. eœllty.' 

1 """ """ """.". 
GiroLamo LaDdo to the dose, 20 Dec. 1619 (S§l Venetlan, 
1619-21, p.' 82). 

2Màr1.oni to seet 2 Aug. 1619 (gn Venetian, 1617."19, 
p.' S8S). 

3GardiDer, 111. 212~ 

4TawneYt Bus1Des, !!!9. poU.tics, p. 167 .. 
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Professor Trevor-BDper agrees, adding specifica11y 

about the offices: 'By the time of James l, a1most 

every office was bought·, either from the crown', or from 

the favourites, who made a market of the crown'. 

patronage, or from the previous ho1der. • • • ,1 Professor 

Stone accuses Buckingham of e1evating 'corruption to 

the status of a system',2. but ~s wrath i8 misp1aced. 

B~ckingham was mere1y eaught up in a system that had 

begun to deteriorate siDce the 1a~t de cade of the reign 

of Elizabeth and which had grown vorse in its abuses 

under the weak ru1e of James. Buckingham was not a 

statesman, mere1y an opportuniste He accepted the 

system as he found it and was not in the 1east 

motivated to ebange it. No alternative ever presented 

itself to him. The corruption and venality was a1ready 

there wben he came to power and i t had arisen as a 

result of the misunderstand1Dg by James of the useful­

ness of distribut1Dg the patronage of the crown among 

verious factions. It bad also arisen from the ver.y 

character of the king. 

James had iDherited from Elizabeth a Syst~d 

of patronage based upon equilibrium between ~actions. 

lH. R. Trevor-Boper, ''!he gentry, 1540-1640'·, Economie 
HistoU Raview, supplement l, p. ~8 (1953). 

2Lawrence Stone, lh!. crisis 2!. ~ aristocracY, !a2§.­
!§!!, p. 493. 



26 

To th. Scottlsh mourch, who bad been a pan of the 

factlons iD Scot land for ao 10Dl', anel who bacl only 

barely succeeded iD galnins soma kiDd of control over 

tlwa wben he cam. to the EDslilh throne, the tbought of 

bavlDg to ua. the Engllah faction. for a poaitive good 

wa. inconceivabl.. Further, hl. 811iable Dature waa 

up.et b.Y the importunitiea of the vying factiona; he 

once btu:et ~t to a pres __ ing courtier: 'You wlll never 

let me alone. 1 would to God you bael firat IllY doublet', 

and then IllY shlft', and when 1 were Daked 1 think you 

would give me laave tG be qUiet.,l Thia tralt may at 

laast partlally explain whY, after the death of Robert 

Cecll, earl of SalisburY, in 1612 .- who bad acted as a 

kiDcl of chief minieter, shleldlns James fJ:'OlD some of the 

pressure', and exertiq pressure hilDself to preserve the 

royal bounty from the tender mercies of the courtiers -­

James incraaslngly gave hls favourltes control of 

patronage. 

His .parience in Scotland had not prepared 

James t~ ID8nipulate the English factions; he believed 

tbat thls weuld be urmecessary ln EDgland. Bi. 

peraonallJY 2:elnforced.th1s. p2:edisposi.tion •.. On.the .. 

lSir Tobie Matthew tG Bucld.DSbaDl, 29 March 1623 _ . 
(Godfr,ey GOO~, 'th. court 2! ~ J_8 ~ first 
(1839), ed. J. S.' Braver, ii. 2"67); 



ODe baDd', his amiable, Dature made hiII diaU.ke beiDa 

preasedvith raque.ta; OD the othar band" 11: mad. lt 
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.. ay for hia courtiera to requeat favoure. Tlms, he 

toleratee! the EqllahfactloDs, but he dld Dot use theaà, 

falllDg to UDeleratanel that lt _8 in hi8 inter.at to elo 

eo', and froll the point of view of patroDase at lea.t', 

fatal DOt to elo 80'.: 

Coupled vith aD iDdlfference to the value of 

factioD was hi8 alaoet total COIIIIId.tIleDt to hi8 

favouritea. the d .. p paraemal attacbmeDt which Jamea 

bael to thoe. who cou Id malte h1m happy vaa unfortuDate 
, , 

in both • personal &DeS iD • political aeD8e.' Per8oœlly, 

James vaa Dot a man who enjoyed beins domlDatecl; 

politicall,,-, he should Dot baYe reatncted his freeelom. 

Elizabeth bael tolel Leicester tba t .he woalel have 1 but 

ODe ml8tress, anel DO master' in ber house; she had sent 

Es.ex to his execotioD vith tears. l Jame8 vas Dot cast 

in the heroic mold; he found it more plaasut to float 

vith the carrent of hi8 predilectioDS than to 'try to 

stem the tiele. The result of this va. that patroœge 

centred around the favourite of the DIOIIleDt, wbMlsoever 

he miSht be. This waa a poliey bowad to create 

reaentment BIIIODg many of the most powerful aubjecta.iD 

lSir Jobert Ifaunton, Frapep.t& œali., ad. Edward 
Arber (1895), p.' 17.. . 
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SUch vas the qat_. and INch the IDODarch. 

wbon BuckiDlh,m came to coUrt. 
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CBAP'ŒR Il 

COURTIER, FAVOURlTE, œIEr MlNISTER. 

Buc1d.nabam va. the kiDg's man or notblag; nor 

C8n it be denied tbat he fulfilled his post loyally and 

brave 11'. Buckingham quickly leamed what it meant to 

b. th. fawurlte. Clarendon wrote: 'He understood the 

arta and artiflcea of a court, and all the leaming that 

is professad there, exactly well', addina tbat he had 

natural endoWdleDts wbich 'made h1m very capable of 
1 

being a great favourite to a great kiDg'. It is 

preclaely because he was the arChet,ype of a great 

favourlte that he succeeded so welle 

BuckiDgb am2 vas born in 1592', the fourth ~on 

of Sir George Villiers of Brookesby, Leicestershire. 

He recei ved a mediocre education: he was taught at home 

until the age of ten, and then sent te> Billesden school 

iD Leicestershire, 'where he vas tausht the princip les 

of. lIlU8ic, and other slight 11terature', until the age 

1 Edward', , ear1 of. ,Clarendon, 7he hi.t~H of 1è 
Etbellion !!!! civil !lE il! iDi"laDd ( 3VJ, • 50. 

2George Villiers, first duke of BuckingbaDi, will be· 
referred to as li Buckingham' throughout this thesi.a. 
A list of his titles and dates of creation are given 
on p. 62 halow. 
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of thirta", whea his father di9d~-l WheIl he r.turDecl 

bom8, his _ther, 'finding him .... ; by nature litt le 

studious and contemplative ••• ' chose rather to endue 

h1m with consenative qualitlel and ornallleDts of youtll, 

as dancing', fencins', and the lilte' .'2 Comparing 

BuCkingham to Elizabeth's favourite, EsseX, Wotton 

bluntly said, ''Ehe duit. was llU.terat.', and Essex 

learnecl', but addecl', 1 as the les8 he [Buckingham3 was 

favoured by the Mlses', he was the mon by the Graces'. 3 

At the ag. of eighteen Buckingham journeyed to France, 

where he spent three yeers learniDg the courtly graces 

which were later to be so useful.;4 Upon his return to 

EDg1and, he spent a yeer at home with his fami1y. 

Apparent1y his mother had decidecl to alm him for a 

courtier's 1ife, for in 161~ he came to London, and 

bagaD to frequentthe court. S 

l Sir Henry Wo~ton, A short view of tlLe life and cleath 
of Geolse Villiers -; dulte 2l'Buck1:S: ~4U; p. 2 
'Oi'erea ~er ci~ëd as Wotton, B#k_ ). , 

21bid., p. 3. 

3Sir HeDrY WO_ttOD, Qi Robert D,vereux, !!E!.- !!1 Essex; 
!!!!! Georcn Villiers, ~ of- BU1tpgham: !2!!!!. - '- ---- -
observat th W4t of ,ari'i'l Ï1 the tilDe of their 
estates 9!&m:y - 1'g41 , p.: " '(iiereaf~crted as 
Wotton, p!ra1~ • 

4wotton, Bucklpsbam , p. 3; Clarendon', 1. 14. 

Swotton, BucltiDsham, p. 3. 
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Of BucklDSbamls peraoDa1 characteristics the 

IIlOst promiDeDt vas hls beauty. Clarendon _tated tbat 

a11 aaw ira h1a la man in the •• 1icacy and beauty of his 

co1our, decency·, and grace of his motiOR,. the IDOst 

rare1y accomp1ished they bad .ver bahe1d 1 ~1 A11 spoke 

of his love1y complexion, his ath1etic srace, hls ski11 

at danciDs, hls neetDes_ of expression. 2 He vas the 

pert.ct courtier, YOUDS·, 1ithe·, 1ishthearted, ski11ed 

at the court1y occupations for whi11Da avay t~e. 

ID essellce, cou..w-tiers were mere1y omaIDenta 

to the klag", aurrGwuU.ng h1IIl, hi_ court and his reign 

with a f1attering Slow. They were no~ the agents of 

royal busiDess·, but of royal p1easuee. To them the 

king f1ed from the demands of persona1 ru1e, to find for 

a wbi1e the relaxation and entertainment which hia 

public ro1e denied him. HeDce there was a1ways a 

certain tension between the ro1e of a royal official 

and that of a royal courtier, since the former tended 

to treat the ru1er as an iDstitutian·, whi1e the 1at.ter 

1 ' 
Edward, ear1 of Clarendon, IThe difference and 
disparity between George, duIte of Buckingbam, . .and 
Robert', ~r1 of Essex l, in Religuiae Wottonianae 
(4th edn., 1685), p. 194. 

2Sir John Oglander, ê. rozalistl, Dotebook: the 
COIIIDODp1ace book 2f. Sir ~ O~lander, ,ad. Francis 
Bamford, p. 4'ï;Goodman,' i. 2S ; Hacket, i.' 120; 
~ Venetian, 1617-19, p. 114. 
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teDdad to treat h1ID a8 a private man. No monarch ever 

compartmentalized his associatiolls so tbat there vas no 

overlap between the courtiers and official., but it vas 

James' error to eUminate the division entirely', vith 

the result tbat courtiers be~e official., and officials 

to remain so', became courtiers. 

James compouIlded tbis error by banDS 

favourites; Dot only di4 courtiers as a group intrude 

excessivel)' into the operations of the goverDlDent·, but 

also some one 8DlOng them exercised predominant away. 

Unfortùnate results followed. The factions opposing 

the favourite had to look for sameone who could replace 

h1m in James' affection', yet there wa. little guarantee 

tbat a candidate vith the necessar" qualifications weuld 

be an improvement.' 'lhey assumed he would be naive; 

they could only hope that he would be grateful for 

their support and malleable to their interests. 

Buckingham'. early career illustrates the proces •• 

'James fust sav h1m at Apetborpe on August 1", 

1614. 1 At tbis t1me the future favoatite bad an income 

of no more tban IsSO a Y88r; Sir Simonds D'Eves related 

the anecdote of Buckingham at a horse race in 

lwotton, BucltiDJ5ha m, ". 3; John Nichol.,.Dle prosre,aes, 
ra e sions, and mapificent festiYitiesOf ~ James 

irst, hi. rola CODsort, lâiïlll, andcourt (lS28) , 
• 10-26. ---
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Cambriqesh1re, 1 iD an old black. suit', bz:oken out in 

divers places • • • and • • .' glad to lie in a traDdle­

bed in a gentleman' s cbamber. • • ..1 Cl .. r1,.., James 

cou14 on1y have been teken· by his persou1 qua1ities; 

yet taken he was, for he sent Sir John GrahaIIl, a gent1e­

IIULD of hil bed-cbamber', whoID he kDew to be a fr~end of 

hi", to sive bill advice about a career at court.2 

Robert Carr', ear1 of So~rset'., was the 

reigning favourite wheD he came to court. A11ied by 

marriase to the catho1ic Howard fami 1'" , Someraet waa, 

with the Howards, ~ leader of the pro-Spanish faction 

in the privy cOUDcil. Opposed to them', but in ec1ipse 

at the tilDe, was t..he anti-Spani8h faction led. by the 

url of Paabroke, George Abbot, archbiahop of 

CaDterbury,and Sir Ralph WlDwood, the secretary of 

state. When they perceived that Buckingham bad 

poa8ibilities a8 a weapon agaillst Somerset', they quickly 

threw thelr. support behind bim.3 From this point on a 

1Ar.thur, Wilson, The hi,toFl 2t Greaf Britain, ~ ~ 
Uf.@. and WI!!. of. James the fu.t. 1653)" p.,. '7JfSir 
niiiind&""J),TBiüt~ autob1OaraphY and cOEespondeilce of 
Sir Simon". f'lwt. (1845), ed. J. o. Halliwell, i. 86-
(hereafter c ted as DIEwel, Autobhsraphr). 

2wottOD, BUck.ipsbam, pp. 3-4. 

3DIEves, titObiosraPhr, i. 86; anshworth, i.456-7; 
[Sir Wi1 am Sanderaon], IAulicus CoguiDarlae, ar, a 
ViDdication in an.wer to a pamphlet entitled, "the 
court and character of Kig James"', pretended to be 
pe1Uled by Sir AihthoDY-JW[ e1doll] ~Ild pub1iahed' siDce ' , 
hia.death l

, iD e iecret,hil~oii of H' cerF of ~ 
James ~ flrst, ed. Waltercot '{Ya , • 2'61". 
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tenae stXUSS1. develop~ b.tween the, two, factlons', 

polarized al:O\1lld SOIUJ:'IIet ad Buck1D&baII. ln November 

of 1614 the &Iltl-SpaDish factioll tried to obtaln for 

Bucklngham a vacant post as sentlemen of the bedc:ba~er, 

but James gave 1 t to a • bastard ld.Damaa· of SOIIerset. 1 

BucldD&ha • hàd to be content vith the post of cap­

bearer to the klD&", wh1ch on. of his supporters, 

posslbly the earl of Paabrok., obtaiDed for h1m. 2 If 

SOIDerset had Dot misplayed hi. cards, he m1ght well 

have wea thered the storm. 

James was Dot diaposad to jettl~oD Samerset. 

But lnstead of endearlng himself to the klD&', SOileraet 

berated btm for abandoniD& htm. Early ln 1615 James 

wrote Soaerset a blunt 1etter. afflming bis affection. 

but a1ao wamiDS: 

If ever 1 flnd tbat you th1Dk to retalD me by ODe 
apark1e of fear, a11 the violence of !DY love wl11 ln 
tbat iDstant be tarDed Into as vlo1ent a hatred • 
• • • Hold me thus by the heart; you may bu11d UpoD 
IllY favour a. UPOD' a rock tbat sbal1 aever fal1 you. 

To Somerset'. camplaint that a factlon vas ral.ad 

agaillst hlm. James respondad. vith perhap. soma In­

sincer1tY. tbat he dld DOt mow of such a factioD', _d 

if he. had, .' 1 pmtest to God, 1 would bave runupOIl It 

1 
John Cbamber1aln t~ Sir Dudley Carleton', 24 Hov. 1624 
(Cb.mberlaizl. 1. 559). 

2DIEw68, ~toblo8rapbYt 1. 86. 
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vith 1111 feet. as upon fire. to bave extlnsu1shed it • 

• • • ' He continueeS 

Do Dot all court.sies and places come tbroagh your 
office as c:bamber1alri. and rewards tbroagh yoUX' father­
in-1aw [Suffolli] as treasurer? Do DOt you tvo (as it 
vere) hidg. in a11 th. court vith a mazmer of 
necessit" to depend upon yoa? 

James went on to promise tbat'" so lons as SOIDerset 

treated hlm wlth respect and love', nODe sbou1d ri.. iD 

his favour axcept tbrough Someraet', 'DOt that aDY 

living ~bal1 come to the twentieth degree of your 

favour,. l Wbat the exact intentions of James were for 

Buekingham at this time is diffieu1t to etate. He 

perbaps wanted hlm to become a jUllior favourit. under 

Samerset's guidance. Sir Anthony We1don. 1eest reliab1e 

of a11 the court gossips, and most hostile to the 

court', related tbat iD the midd1e of 1615, Jamesurged 

Somerset to talte Buckingham into his favour. He sent 

Buckingham to raquest Somerset to teke hlm iDto his 
, ' 

service and grant h1.m his favour. Somerset is supposed 

to have rep1ied: '1 will DOne of your service and you 

sbal1 none of IllY favour. 1 will, if 1 Call, break your 

neck, and of that be confideDt.' 2 Whether ,the ev.ent" 

1KiDs James to url of Somerset', Jan. or Feb~ 1615 
(Letters .2! tlJa kiDss Rf Enl11'1 (1848], ad. 
J. o. Ha 1 liwel1" u. 126-33 [el?eafter cited as 
Ha11iwell, :ala1 1etters]) .. ,Gardiner ealls thls 
letter 'per ps the strangest whieh was ever 
addressed to a subject b,y a, sovereign' (ii. 320). 

2Sir Anthony Weldon, 'Court and cbaracter of King 
James', iD Secret l!&at0rY. i. 406-7. 
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really tranapired lD tbis lUllDer ia dubious', but there 

is little rea.on to doubt tbat Jame. was aulna to 

effect soma klDd of modus nvep4i betwaa the two BleD. 

'lhls va. impossible, partly becauae of the 

peraonality of Somerset', whlc:h balkecl at the ides of 

. abanna James' favour, and partly becau.e the facticm 

behlnd BucklDsham was not lDtereated iD Buc:ld.ngb·.·. 

nse except as the necesaar,y meana to the fall of 

SOIDerset. Compromise waa therefQre UDavailins. The 

year 1615 was the crucial perlod; it .aw a pitc:hed 

struggle between thetwo factions. 

ID April', at the bahest of Arc:hbishop Abbot, 

Alme of Demuark interceded vith J'ames to have 

Buc:king~ kDighted and made a gentl.um of the bed­

cbamber. Somer.et had begged Jalles to give Buc:klDgbam 

only the inferlor place of a groom of the bedCbamber. l 

From thls point oD, observers regarded ~c:kingham a8 a 

serlous threat to the reigning favourite. 

SOlDerset met two serious setbac:ka iD J\1ly of 

1615. the death of the earl of Northampton in 1614 

had left vacant the office of lord pnvy seal and the 

office of werden of the Cinque Ports. Somerset wanted 

!:ha wardeDship for himaelf·,. and the office of lord 

l JobD Rushworth, Historie.l cOlleetion'- • • • (1721-2)', 
i. 406-7. 
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privy aeal for 'l'boma8 BllaoD, biahop of Winchester. 
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Ill8tead', the wardenahip wct GD July 13 to Edward Lord 

Zouche; Chamberlain cODlDentecl that it wa~ 'a place he 

[ZOUcheJ never 80upt for nor pretended,.2 Thare could 

bardly be a more, polnted way of ahow1Dg SOlleraet' 8 

wan1Dg influence. James delayed OD the appoiDtIleDt of 

a lord privy seal, and wrote Somerset an iDdlgunt 

letter about his importuDing for Bllson after he bad 

made lt clear tbat Bilaon wou1d DOt receive the office.' 

It ls difficult to expla1n why Samer.et cou1d 

nei~ obtaiD a place for himself, nor one for hls 

client. Somerset bad cont1Dued to &DDoy and importune 

James, igDoriDg the king' s warnlng early iD 1615 • 

• 180', James bad bad the attendance of Buclt1Dgham iD the 

bedcluunber slnce April, and perhaps w~s ovez:whelmed by 

the cha:t'ID8 of hl8 nev young attendant. Gardiner 

believed tha t at th1s tilDe James was losiDg intere~t iD 

the Spanish match, to which Somer8et was committed.
4 

Ifth1swas so', then tharewere political as well as 

lJohn .Cbamberlaiil to Sir Dudley CarletoD, 20 May 1615 
(awnbtrlaiD', i. 597). .. 

2Seme to same, 20 July 1615 (ibid.', i. 609) • 

'James, to. [url of Somerset], n.d.', but 1615 (Halllwell, 
Roxal lettera, ii. 133-4). 

4GardiDer, ii. 321, 324-7. 
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peraonel reaBons for the disenchantmeDt of James w1 th 

Sameraet. It was about tbis ttme tbat James is supposed 

to bave urged SOUleraet to teke Buckingham iDto his 

protection. Perhaps tbis vas the last effort by James 

to save same place for the old favourite; When Somerset 

refused the Comproa188, James may bave drifted iD­

evitably toward a n8W favourlte. 

The 10s8 of control of the two offices was a 

sbarp blow to Somerset; wor8e was to come. ln July of 

1615 hesought with the support of James to have a 

general pardon drawn up for hilDself. The pardo~ passed 

the pri vy seal by order of James', but Lord Chancellor 

Ellesmere, keeper of the great Beal', held it up arguing 

that it was too broadly drawn. l Chamberlain reported 

to Carleton tbat Ellesmere bad said that he dared Dot 

let the pardon pass the ~t *eal', unlea. he had a 

pardon bimself for passing it.2 The patdOD became the 

subject of a debate iD the privy council', where James 

supported SOIDerset', telliDg Ellesmere to seal the 

pardon. When Ellesmere 1:»egged the king to recoDsider" 

James. repeated his order, and left the counci1 chamber. 

1Cf~ Wilson, H1story 2!. G~et Britairl, p. 80; Gardiner, 
ii. 329. 

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 

E11esmere's case to bim, and James 1eft London for one 

of bis ~rogresses without pressing the matter any 

further. 1 SOIDerset' s course was rapid1y comill8 to its 

end, for the faction supporting Buckingham could never 

have pressed so boldly against a favourite in the 

height of bis power. 

ln September of 1615 the scandal over the 

death of Sir '1'homas OVerbury began to come to light. 

Somerset and his vife were imp1icated; they were tried 

in May of 1616, found guilty, sentenced to death, 

pardoned by the king-, confined in the Tower of London·, 

and eventual1y released to the cOUDtryside, where they 

remained in obscw:ity.2 Although it was Dot until May·, 

1616·, that Somerset was in complete disgrace, after 

bis Arrest the.previous October the field vas clear 

for Buckingham. Certainly by the begitming of 1616 

Buckingham had triumphed. He was the favourite. 

'!'he term 'favourite' in the early seventeenth 

century had an ambiguous meanlng. Elizabeth had had 

favourites. Leicester was a favourite who 

par.tieipated in affairs of state, and whose personal 

lGardiner, ii. 329-30; David Harris Wil1son, King James 
n !.rut l, p. 352. 

2Gardiner, ii. 331-63. 
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qualities were of high enouah order to malte his 

participation useful. Essex was a favourite whose 

perlonai qualities were Dot of the .... order. 'loward 

the end of ber reign Elizabeth admired and valued 

Burghley above all other men; yet he was not a favourite. 

What Leicester and Essex bad in cODlDOn", in contrast to 

Burghley, was tbat Elizabeth loved them as a woman", 

while she loved Burghley as a queen. 

'lhls distinction between the personal and the 

public aspect of monarc~ should remind us tha t the 

favourite', lilte the courtiers from whbm~'1. he usually 

sprung, was intended to ful~ill a parsonal service for 

the ruler", Dot a public one. But i t was extremely bard 

for all concerned to keep the private and the public 

neatly separated. Elizabeth erred in ailowins Essex a 

public functioD; James made th~ same errer", first vith 

Somerset", then vi th Buckingham. 

the division between the bedcbamber and the 

cOUDcil table is tmmediately destroyed when a favourite 

of a kiDg holds office. A mistrals might be the power 

behind the th7:0ne, but in her inability to hold office 

she complicates the oparations of the government less; 

a favourite in office breaks all the rules. It must 

Dot go unrecognized tbat much of the power exercised by 

Buckingham was due to the personal affection James heid 
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for hlm. lU.maelf lrowlDs olti, his phy.ical power. 

deterioratiag', and frequently ill, Jame. vas attr~ctecl 

by the lood looks and" facile mauer of Buckingham. Not 

natural ability', but cbarm, vit'" and beauty accoUDt for 

the rise of BUckiDgbam to office. '!'he result', from the 

point of view of patronale, was tbat the favourite va. 

better able to cODuol the lovemment because through 

his own office-holding he had more direct access to 

the other office-bolders in the royal administration 

and a180 beca'.!se he had the king'. ear like no other 

office-holder. ln 1619 Buckiagham vas appotnted lord 

admira 1. Even if he bad not been the favourite, he 

would have bad some control over patronage by idrtue 

of bis office iD the navy. But the power and influence 

he would nor:mally bave vielded as lord admiral was 

greatly increased because of bis relationship with 

James. T.ba favourite as an office-bolder bad more 

power than he would bave had as a mere courtier, even 

a well-favoured courtier. 

By the very nature of the institution of 

'favourite' a conflict of iD~qrest arises. A favourite 

will seek to gain complete power, show th1s authority 

to the world, and use it to drive avay coUDsellors who 

threaten his position. A king, on the other band, 

will seek to diffuse the power among his subjects, 
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thus &Deuring tbat dominion resides ult1mately in hiDa; 

he will then teke cOUDsel from hls aubjects OD the 

basis of the1r virtues. Both James and BucldDsham 

attemptect to be true to their conflictias roles. James 

originally plazm~ a personal role for his favourite; 

he vas to lae a pri vate secretary and compan1on. It is 
l>, 

s1gnificant tbat' Buckingham' s first appointment vas to 

the royal houaehold, , as master of the borse, Dot to the 

royal administration. l As it developed, James was unable 

to maintain his intentions, and sradually tJ:1e royal 
, , 

administration fe11 into BuCkingham's hands. 

Behind a11 the questions of pHsona1i ty and. 

poliey whi.ch explain the rise or fal1 of individuals 

dur1ag Buclt1agham's reign as favourite, there lies the 

central factor of his desire to maintain and augment 

his position as the favourite, a11 the whi1e servins Ms 

king. His desire to remain in power gives a certain 

consistency to his patronage po1icy. 

Buckingham rea1ized how tenuous the position 

of favourlte was. He must hardly have taken comfo:r:t 

in the memory of his own rise. He had been the pawn in 

a power strl1gs1e between the Howards and the anti­

Spanish, anti-Howard factions. The ear1 of Pembroke, 

Archblahop Abbot and Sir Ralph Winwood had supported 

1 . 
Ibid., l1i. 27; Will.on, James, p. 386. 
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his ria. iD the hope that he wou1d replace Robert CaXT, 

ear1 of Somerset', as royal favourite, which in turn 

wou1d brins about the downfa11 of the powerfu1 Howard. 

and tbeir partiaaDs. By 1616 Somer.et had bec 

el1miaated but the Howarda 2*DIllned in office for a 

further two yeara. 

ID the lattc part of 1617 James instituted 

one of his per10dic economic reforma, and the tilDe 
, -

seemad ripe to strl.ke at the Howards iD this conjunction. 

Bucki ngbam' a instrument was Sir Lionel Cranfie1d, a 

marchant of London, who was known to James as a 

dependab1e adviser on fiscal matters. 1 Cranfie1d bad 

no love for Lord 'Ereasurer Suffolk. He bad a1med in 

1616 for the post of under-treasurer, but Suffolk was, 

adamant in his refusa1 informing the king that he wou1d 

resign 'rather tban be matched and yoked with a prentice 

of London'. 2 CraDfie1d suasestad areas where retrench­

ment might be made, olle of which was the exchequer, 

Suffolk'. province, and allOther area was the navy, the 

bai1ivick of another Howard, the earl of Nottingham, 

the lord admlral. 3 

lT8wDey, Businesl and po1itica, pp. 125" paf sim; . 
tI.' Prestwich, Crufie1d: ylitics !!!!1 prof t undu 
~ earlY Stuarts, pp. 20 ff. 

2Jobn Cbamber1ain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 23 Nov. 1616 
(Cbamberla1D, il. 39). ' ., 

3Frederick c. Dietz, Ens1ish public finance, ~-~, 
p. 168. 
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CommissiODS were set up to inquire into the 

operationl of these departmentl ear~y in 1618, and from 

this point on the batt1e was joined. 'Ehe Howard faction 

responded iD a cODVeDtiona1 vay; they lousht a personab1e 

young man who could replace BuckiDgham in the affection 

of James. ln January their C4Ddidat., William MonsoD, 

appearad at court. Not relyiDg lolely upon !-bnsoD, 

they iDtroduced other yOUDg men to court', a process, 

Chamberlain drily called the IIIUSteriDg of minions,.l 

With1D a month of hil appearance at court, James 

cOlllllaDded the !lev lord chamberlain, William, .. r1 of 

Pembroke', to order the departure of ,Monson. 

Chamberlain remarked: 'this vas a sbrewd reprimand and 

crGss-blow to some who (they say) made acc:ount to 

raise and recover their fortunes by settiDg up this new 

idol.;12 

Than, in J'une or early July, James learned 

that the rife of SUffolk bad acc:epted bribes frem 

suitors in the treasur,y department; in July Suffo1~ bim­

self vas accus ad of pec:ulation. With the fall of 

SUffolk, the flrst of the great Howard officers was 

elimiDated. Although he was dism1ssadfrom office on 

lJohn .Cbamberlainto Sir D. Carleton, 21 Feb. 1618 
(Chamberlain, ii. 142). 

2Same to same, 28 Feb. 1616 (ibid., ii. 144). 



charsea of bribert, Arthur Wilson had the story more 

correct whell he said the lori trea.urer's staff va. 

broken by the fa11 of sOIler •• t.- l 
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One by one the 1eading Howar:d office-holdera 

were replaced. ViacOWlt Wal1ingfoN vas relieved of his 

post as master of the court of warda and 1iverlea;, Sir 

rbolD&a Lake, the principal aeeretarY, was replacad. 

F1na11y, the asad .. rl of Nottingham, the lord 

admiral, was persuaded to retire vith bonour and 

accept a pension for his 1ife and tbat of his vife and 

son. 2 Bucld.nsbam' a position wes assarecl by the 

destruction of the power of the Howards. Tboae who 

had he1ped him to disp1ace SOIDerset bad eDjoyed some 

of the,spoi1s, but BucklDgbam did Dot become their 

miDion. He had so endearad hlmse1f to James tbat the 

Venetian ambessador cou1d report ear1y in 1619: 

the king' s favour renders him the chief authori ty in 
everytbiDS, and the entire court obey his will. A11 
raquesta pass tbrough him and witbout his favour it 
is !DOat difficu1t to obtaiD anything or to reach the 
king'a ear. 3 

Buckingham a1ways remembered tbat as he had worked vith 

others to undermine Someraet in his affection with the 

lwi1son, Hiatory 2! Great Britain, p. 97. 

2See be10w, pp. 183-5, 213-14. 

3Donato to the Dose, 14 Feb. 1619 (Q§! Venetian, 
1617-19, p. 468). 

• 



kirag, .0 other. would. attaDpt to bave him replaced 

through simi1ar meaDS. 
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1he period 1618-9·, wheD the Howard. fell, to 

1623, when Buckingham beg8D to tek. an lDterest in the 

polic1' of the gOVerDlD8Dt, va. e •• entlally aJ::ime of 

transition at court, a tilDe of resettllDs of factions 

and lDterests, larsel1' caused b1' the dlssolution of the 

core of the pro-Spanish HOward faction and b.P the 

introctu4:tlon of new personalities iDto the govèr:ament 

UDder the patronage of Buckingham. The perlod vas one 

of fluX, and Buckingham faced DO major threat to hls 

posi tiora during the.e years. Even his marriage to Lady 

CatheriDe Manners iD 1620 did DOt 10se h1m the affection 

of James who qulckly grew fond of CabheriDe. and 'took 

her to his heart, 10nDS her as a claughter,;l 

ln 1622 a more serious ~8is ~~se. James 

grew overly fond of Arthur Brett, who was related to 

both Cranfield and BuckiDgbam·, and who had obtalDed a 

position in the bedchamber tbrough their patronage. 2 

Early in September of 1622 the earl of Ke11ie reported 

the Brett affair to the ear1 of Mar, but scoffed at it 

as the product of some 'busy braiD, tbat must do i1l 

1Willson, James, p. 406. 

2JobD Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 22 JUDe 1622 
(Cbamberlain, ii. 442). 



aDd idle thiDga rather thaD Dot to be doiDg or aayiDg 

somethiDg. • •• 1 thillk. 1 may awear tbat it waa 

neither iD the kiDg' a miDd DOr in the young man' a 
1 conceit.' But b,y the end of October Kellie waa no 
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longer as certain. Helai .... Mar that there vaa 

aOlDetbing in the rumour, but added', 'for myaelf 1 

CaDDot understand it', neither do 1 think tbat it shall 

prove as many men think it will do because they would 

bave it 80 1 •
2 ln Dacember Kellie reported tbat the 

rumour was widespread', reverted agaln to the position 

that it was untrue, but added tbat if it were true', 

'1 tbink the 

experience he had of the last business [probably a 

r@ference to the fall of SODlerset] may teac:h him so 

muc:h, tbat if his majesty bave a miDd to it, there is 

no reaiatins of it.,3 

Buckingham was very fortuDate tbat the 

fluidity of the court in 1622 was auc:h tbat there ,was 

no united opposition to press Brett's cause; otherwise 

the matter could have become very serious. ln any 

lEarl of Kallie ,to eul of Mar,. 4. Sept. 1622 (BMC, IY. 
manusçripts 2! the !!E! et tf!!: !!!!! Kellie, suWementar;y 
r-:ort~ p. 133 [her:eafter cited as t!s: !!!!1 Kellie 
s~pl. ). 

2Same to same, 30 Oct. 1622 (ibid., p. 140). 

3same to same, Dec. 1622 (ibid., p. 145). 
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case, BuckiDgham took the precaution of suding Brett, 

a8 well as MOnsoD, outside the country while he left 

vith Charles for SpaiD. l 

the trip to Spain vith Charles during the 

better part of 1623 mark8 the debut of Buckill8ham as a 

figure in the policy of the royal government. Prior to 

th1s he had merely been a favourite; after this he va8 

to be still a favourite, but also the chief architect 

of goverament 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 maintaiD them. 

Buckingham suspected that Lionel Cranfield·, 

earl of Middlesex, was takiDg advantage of his absence 

in Spain to consolidate his position with James, 

iDdependent of his patronage. 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 Dot afford a war and tbat 

the dowry the infanta would bri~ 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). 



· alleviate the crown's chronic nead for IIIOney. 80th 

James and Cranfield realized that a war would place the 

CJ:Own finallcially at the mercy of parliament. l Thare 

were other matters between Cranfield and Buckingham as 

hi. tvo biosraphers iD the pest dacade have show. 2 

Further, the very succes. of Ocanfield iD effectins the 

retrenchment. which BuckiDsham had brousht hiIIl in to ,ëffect 

had not won him much .-.apport allIOns other courtiers. 

Beyond all this was the question of Arthur 

Brett. Many had suspected Cranfield of introducins 

Brett to the court in 1622 to overtbrow Buckinsbam. 

NoV, in March of 1624, Brett was back in London, 'without 

the duite of Buckingham's consent'. 
3 

Granted all the 

other reasons explainiDs Bucld.nsham' s displeasure vith 

Cranfield, contemporaries saw iD Br~tt'. retorD the 

catalytic asent iD Cranfield'. fall. Kallie, Chambarlàin, 

the younger Dudley Carleton, and the Venetian ambassador 

all reported tbat tbis Brettaffair had finally turned 
4 

Buckingham against Cranfield. 

-------------------------------------------------
IClifford B. ADder.o~, 'M1Disterial responsibilit,y in 
the 1620'.', ~, xxXiv. 382 (1962). 

2TawneY, BusinlXj !!!! politic8 (1958); Preatwie'h, 
Cranfield (19 • ' 

3Eul of Kell1a to earl of Mar, 24 March 1624 (Mar 
~ Kallie suppl., p. 197). ---

4Same to same, 6 April 1624 (ibid. p. 198); Jobn 
Chamberlain .to Sir D. Carleton, 10 April 1624 
(Chamberlain, ii. 553); Dudley Ca:r:leton to sama, 4, 
14 Apdi 1624 (fSPi' l6i3-5, pp. 207, 214); D'Ewes, 
ÂUtobio~aphY, • 46; a1ares8o to the dose, 12 
April r 4 (CSP Venetian, 1623-5, p. 268); Gardiner, 
v. 230. 
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James, .i8nif~cant1y·, did Dot participa te in 

the attac:k on Cl:anfie1d. l He warned Buckingham: 'By 

God', Steenie, you are a fool, and will short1y repent 

this fo1ly, and will .find that ln this fit of popularity 

you are making a rod w1 th which you will be scour.éd 

yourse1f.' Be to1d Charles 'that he wou1d live to bave 

his be11yfu1 of par1iaments'. 2 Undeterred, the two 

young men took adventage of their popu1arity as 

supporters of a war against Spain with the house of 

commons to have impeachment procedures started against 

Middlesex in April. 3 In May he was found gui1ty by 

the house of lords, and his downfa11 was complete. 

Brett suffered along with his a11eged master. In Ju1y 

he was sent to the F1eet prison 'without any cause 

expressed', and after a few week.s, was re1eased vith 

the command Dot to come within ten miles of the court. 4 

With the fall of Middlesex and Brett, Buckingham bad 

cODso1idated his position. Brett was not to be the 

favourtie, nor Middlesex the chief minister •. 

1 Tawney , Busin"ss !!!9. p'olitics, pp. 268-9.' 

2 Clarendon, i. 37. 

3Xawney', ·BusiDess and bOliUCS·,. chapter viii; .. Prestwick·, 
chapter. x; R. E. iiiI's-t· .1he par1!ament .of 1624; 
prerosative, po1itics and foreigp polIS;; chapter vii. 

4Jobn Cbamber.lain to Sir D. Carleton, 24 Ju1y, 4 Sept. 
1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 571, 580).' 



ln the midat of the attack GD MidclleseX, 

Buckingham found it neceas&ry to protect bimaelf froa 

Rother very rsal threat wh1ch 81so sprang from the 
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trip to Spain and the question of the Spanilh marrias •• 

'lhil Will the returD in Huch of 1624 of John Digby", ear~ 

of Bristol, the Engliah ambassador to the Spanish court. 

Buckingham and Bristol fell foul -of each other iD Spain 

. and. Bucld.ngham, on his retarD, had determiDed to rain 

him. ln December 1623 he persuaded James to recall 

Bristol. He soon came to realize that Bristol's 

pres~ce in England and his cODsistent support of the 

Spanish marriage jeopardized his position aven more. 

Bristol could ver,y well undermiDe his anti-Spanish 

policy if he were allowed to remaiD near the king. 

Bristol's rain was a necesaity if his OWD positioD was 

to remaiD unchallenged. Buckingham persuaded James Dot 

to grant Bristol an audience when he retumed and 

ordered him cODfiDed to his house.· Buckingham was 

anxious that Bristol DOt be available to corrobora te 

the story of the Spanish embassadors regardiDg his 

imprcprieties at the Spanish court. He succeeded in 

isolatiDg Bristol until tbat danger vas past, but the 

quarrel between the two men smoldered on. The 

quarrel only flarad iDto the open iD 1626 wheD each 

accused the other of high trealoD ~ the house of 
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lords. 1 

With the ru ln of Middlesex and the ec1ipse of 

Bristol, Buc1dq"'. fe1t S8CUre for a tilDe. The 

greatest threat now came from the king bimse1f. James 

bad been i11 tlu:oughout 1624. Since Bucltingham's 

position depended entire1y on the faveur of the kiDg·, 

the inninent cleath of James vita11y concerned his 

future. Lord Keeper Williams bael this m mind wheD he 

wrote Buckingbam regardiDg a successor tD the office 

af lorc:t steward, vacant aiDce the death of the dake of 

Lennox. Williams advised Buckingham to either fi11 

tbis post hlmse1f or to e1i1DiDate it for the time being. 

ÂmoDg the reasons he gave for tl-ais advice, these wo 

are the most te11ing: 

It keeps you, in a11 charges and a1terations of Yeelrs, 
near the king; and gives unto you a11 the opport.'UIlities 
of acces •• without enV)' of a favourlte. • •• It gives 
you opportunities to gratify a11 the court, great anel 
sma11, virtute officii·, iD right of your place: which 
is a th1n8 Setter accepted of, and iDterpreteci, tban a 
courtesy from a favourite; because in this you are a 
dispenser of your own, but iD the other (say many 
envious men) of the king's goodness, which wou1d f10w 
fast eDough of it self, but

2
that it is restrained to 

thia pipe and chaMel on1y.. . 

1GardiDer, vi. 92-8, 11:l, 114, 118-21. 

2Lord Keepar·Wi11iams to Buckingham, 2 MarCh 1625 
(CabalA, pp .. 28.0-1; Original t:tters i11ustrative of 
~li8h history (1846), ed. S JïëDrY- Ellis.,seaes3, 
v. 1 1-5 [hereafter cited as Original 1etters]). 
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Willlams .rota tbis sound place of advlce in the very 

month of the death of James. Buckingham bad racelved a 

timely rem1Dder that', as his posltlon was entirely 

dependent on James, the king' s dea th c:ould end bis 

carear. 

1ndeed,wlth the death of James, thara were 

same who hoped tbat Charles would dismi.. Buck~ngham 

from favour. 1t was reasonable to expect this. Seldom 

did a favourlte negotiate the ebasm batween the father' s 

re1gn and the son's. ID the partlcular case, there were 

overt reasons for hoping Buckingham woald fall, fOi: st 

flrst Charles bad disliked him. Charles reseDted that 

his father pald more attention to his favourite tbaD he 

dld to his SODe His aD1mosity had led h1m to play 

several pranks on the favourite, vith subsequent 

quarrels iD which James chastised his SOD and sided 

vith bis favourite. l ID 1618 after a bitter quarrel 

between Charles and BuckiDghaDl, James decided to end 

the bickeriDg ODce and for all, by ca11iDg them both 

iato his presence and forcing a recODciliatioD, 

CODIIaading them to befriend one another •. 2 , From this ' 

twi11son, James, p. 407. 

2Ear1 of Kellie to ear1 of Mar, 3 June, 18 Ja1y 1618 
(Mar and Ke11ie suppl., pp. 84, 85); Wi11son, James', 
p-:4oi. 
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tilDe on', B~ckingbam ad Charles affected to be great 

friends, though iD 1622 the Venetie ambassador 

reported than aD aDgry dispute took place between th_ 

wh1ch was quickly quenched; later tbat year the 

ambassador remarked: 

[Cbarles] bates rBucld.ngbam] and he bas shown his teeth 
several tilDes. ~eDerally to please bis majesty', he 
caresses h1m like a brother, or rather bebaves as if 
the favo~te vere priDce and himself less than a 
favourite. 

Many believed that when Charles became k11'lg', 

bis true feeliDgs would come out agaiDst Buckingham. 

By 1625 there was no basis for the belief; much bad 

taken place siDce 1622. Charles and Buckingham bad 

been companions on their romantic trip to Madrid, had 

returnad with a comm1tment to the same policy, and had 

been iDevitably ~aWD together iD order to protect tbat 

policy fram James. What had started as a surface 

attacbment to please James had ended as a rea1 affection 

from which the king was somewhat excluded. 

Buckingham made the transition between 

reigns vith his power augmented, not decreased. 2 Some 

lLandoto the Doge, 11 March 1622 (CSP Vanetian, 
l621-S, p. 261). 

2Earl of Kallia to earl of Mar, 7', 8 April, 22 Oct., 7 
Nov. 1625 (HE. !ml Kelli, sUE1.·, pp. 227, 228, 235, 
236); Sir- George GoriDg to S D. Carleton, 8 Sept. 
1625 ~fPf' §6~ïbt'P. lOO)i Sir Tobie Matthew to same, 
17 Ap 62 d., p. lOHSalvettito the duIte of 
fus cany , 11 Âp!;:"il 1625 (HMC, Elevanth report, appendix, 
part i: the manuscripts ~~ DûDcan skrlne: 
Salvetticorrespondence, p. 3 [hereafter cited as 
Skrine MSS]). 
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few months after the~accession of Charles, Sir John 

North observed to the earl of Leicester: ,~ lord duke's 

creatures are the men that riae, the king's servants 
l having litt le hope of preferment.' Sir Arthur Ingram 

ec:hoed these vords vhen he observed, 

The duke' s pover vi th the king for certain ia exceeding 
great; and who he will advance, sball be advanced; and 
vho he does but frown upon, must be thrown down. All 
the great officersQf the kingdom be now hi. creatures, 
and at his command. Z 

In the new reign Buckingham was the dominant figure in 

shaping policy and controlling patronage. 

But Buckingham had first to render Charles' 

French wife, Henrie.tta Maria, harmless. She arrived in 

England in June of 1625, and already by July she and 

Buckingham vere 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 duk.e'. 3 There vere severai 

issues between the queen and the favourite. Bothwere 

forceful personalities; it vas ineviubletba.t each. 

lSir John Nor.th.ta .earl of. Leicester, 4 Nov •. 1625 .(~, 
The manuscripts of the Rt. Hon.' Viscount De L'Isle: 
SIdney. papers, lori~, v. m [hereaftercited as ~ 
L'Isle MSS]). . . 

2 Sir Ar.thur Ingramto Sir. Thomas Wentworth,. 7 Nov. 1625 
(The earl of Strafforde' s letters and dispatches 
(17i4'),ëd:-Wil1lam Know1er, 1. 28). 

3Earl~f Kellie to ear1 of Mar, 25 Ju1y 1625 (Mar and 
Kel1ie suppl., p. 230). --- ---



56 

should see the other as an obstacle to the complete 

eD8rossment 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 band, saw 

Buckingham as the cause of their troubles, and felt 

that he stirred Char-les agaiDst the French attendants 

in order to control her and forment quarrels between 

Charles and herself .'1 

Henrietta Maria became the obvious focal 

point for schemes against the duke. ln August of 1625 

Buckingham and pembroke had a falling out laecause one 

of the queen' s household told the story 'that the queen 

was resolved to take Pembroke ~ the band and make a 

party against BuckinghaDi, which was false indeed'. 2 

False indeed it was, but it might well bave been true. 

'lhis great peer, the richest in the realm, bad bad a 

long series of quarrels with Buckingham, some minor", 

some more serious. One of the early quarrels ' 

illustrates how patronage worked. Pembroke, as 

lMadame de Motteville, 'Memoirs', in t!E2irs P2ur " 
servir l l'histoire ~ France (1838), sërrës ,x. 20. 

2Ear.l. _o~ Kellie to earl of Mar, 15 Aug. 1625 (t!!!: ~ 
Kallie suppl., p. 233). " 
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cbamber1ain", bad the gift of the offices in the king' s 

househo1d. ln 1619 he and BuckiDgham disputed the 

appointmeDt of Sir C1_ent Cotterel1 to a position in 

the househo1d, but 

the king eut off the differance about the groom­
portershlp by te11iDg the lord c:bamberlain tbat wbat 
right soaver he bad,he shou1d bestow it upon him 
rthe king], so tbat • • • a creature of the lord of 
luc:k.iasbam' s p1aced iD i t by him contiDues the 
possession without iDterruption •••• 1 

Thus", the king usurped the right of hls officer by 

tellias h1m to bestow the r1ght upon" himself, then us1ng 

it iD the iDterests of hls favourite. Pembroke had 

ample reason to dislike Buc:kiDgbam, and if he bad joined 

forces vith the queen, thiDgs might well have "gone hard 

for Buc:kiDgbam. But Henr1etta Maria was for toleration 

of catho1icism and peace, while Pembroke was a staun~ 

protestant and favoured vigorous action agaiDst Spain. 

As it bappened", Buckingham was able to roder 

the queen powerless; after Charles expelled the Fr8l'ch 

household iD 1626, the favourite surrounded the que~ 

with the ladies. of his family and of" hls supporters.2 

lJohnCbamber1aiD"to Sir Dudley Car1eton.20 Nov. 1619 
(Chamberlain, ii. 275); cf. Earl of Leicester to 
cOUDtess of Leicester, 3 Oct. 1619 (De L'Isle MSS, 
v. 419); 10 Ju1y 1620 (Feodera, xvii;-236-S). ---

2The Venetian ambassador thought that Buc:kiDgham was 
beh1nd the expulsion (rough notes. by .ContariDi o.f".&n 
iiltended 'relation' of Ensland, CSP Venetian, 1616-8, 
p. 614). It is c1ear, however, tliit it was Quir es, 
not Bucki~baDl, who iD1 tial1y wished the French 
expe11ed (Charles to Buckingham, two1etters .. both" " 
dated 20 Nov. 1625 rMiscel1aneous state ~Ders from . " 
!2Q! 12. 1726, ad. p&llip, eari of Hârdwië, ii:-r, 3]). 



The queen was the last possible tbreat to his power 

within the court. l the threat had been quit. real. 
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One month after Buckingham' s death the Venetian 

ambassador wrote 'every day she [the queen] concentra tes 

in herself the favour and love that were previously 

divided between her and the dulte,.2 By 1627 Buckingham's 

control was unchallenged·, and Contarini could write that 

'without Buckingham nothing of importance will be 

decided' • 3 lt was at thia time that Buckingham began 

to be addressed in petitions as 'high and mighty 

prince, George, duke of BUckingham'·, 'right glorious 

prince George, duite of Buckingham'·, or 'illustrious 

prince, the duke of Buckingham'. 4 

Sean in retroapect, the career of Buckingham 

bas 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 bands. Yet this 

retrospective view ia false, and .Mndera an underatanding 

l Cf • David Harris Wilson, The prin councillors in the 
house g! cOlll1lons, ~-Z!, chapter vi: 'The dukeof 
Buckingham and the management of parliament'; see below, 
pp. 286 ff., for possible threat from parliament. 

2CODtarini to Zorzi l 26 Sept. 1628 (CSp Venetian, 
1628-9, pp. 310-11). -

3Same to the doge, 25 Oct. 1627 (~ Venetian, 1626-8, 
p. 432). 

4CSPD, 1627-8, pp. 27, 43, passim. 
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of his actions ln hi. variou •. roles .s courtier, 

favourite', and chief. mlnister. It was quite fortuitoui 

that he became the favourite of James; had SOIDerset 

played hls role ~sely", Buckinabam might never baV8 

achi8ved aminence. If the anti-Spanish fa:ction had 

Dot helped overthrow the Howards', BUcklnSham might 

never have controlled the administration. Arthur Brett 

had been a danger. So also bad been Middlesex; had 

Charles Dot been at his side ln thia ,eDCOUDter, 

Middlesex might wel1 bave triumphed. Above all', with 

Henrietta Maria there was a rea1 tbreat. Reflection 

on the role she p1ayed in the latter years of the 

reign of Charles UDderllnes the possibility of ber 

haVing assumed that role from the start', and tbat UD­

doubted1y she would have liked to do so. 

It fo110ws tharefore that Buckingham's actions 

ought to be seen as very natura1 ones for a reigniDg 

favourite who wished to preserve hia power and 

influence. The duite did Dot rain meD whimaical1y. 

Buckingham merely did wbat every other favourite had 

don8 iD simi1ar circumstances. 'Uneasy lies the head 

that weara the crown'; how much more so the head of a 

favourite whose position was aaDctioned by neither 

1agal nor moral authority, but waa maintaiDed a~le1y by 

winniDg agaiDst all those who would succeed him. 
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UnderstaDdably', yet unfoz:tuDately, Buck1ngbam was never 

able to distiaguish between his role as favourite and 

his role as chief miniater. and it ia thia lack of 

differentiation which givell his bandl1ng of patronage 

ita cbaracteristic flavour. 



CHAPTER. III 

PATRlMONY: THE VILLIERS CODEXION 

The flrst efforts of King James for the 

Vi111ers faml1y were dlrected At. BuCklngham bim.e1f. 

He was knlghted iD 1615, created Baron Whaddon and 

Vlscount Vi111ers ln 1616, ear1 of BuCklngham iD 1617, 

marquls . of Bucklngham ln 1618, and duite of Buc1d.ll8bam 

ln 1623. 1 Of th1s 1ast tlt1e the Venetian 

ambas.ador noted: 'It shou1d be an 1ll8usplclous honour, 

for they recal1 tbat the 1a.t bearer of tbis tlt1e was 

beheade4U2 To tlt1es of Mnour, offlces vere added: 

ln 1616 the househo1d office of master of the horse, 

in 1619 the office of lord hlgh admira1, and 111 1624 

the office of lord varden,.:of the Cinque Ports. Thare 

vere a1so severa1 more minor posts he1d by BuCklDgbam. 

By ear1y 1619 the friendsbip of James bad brousht 

Buckingham an lncome of over .13,500 a year: SOUle 

1.5,000 year1y in land, over 1.8,500 in varlous ct'Own 

1G•E• C., Peerase, li. 391-4. 

2Va1ar.sso to the doge, 2 Nov. 1623 (~ Venetian, 
1623-5, p. 28). 
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grants auch .s custOlU revenues and pensions. 

Contemporarles vere to accuse Buckingham of 

engrosslDg all honours to hlIuelf; a llsting of his 

style in the reisn of Charles may glve flavoU!:' to the 

complaint: 
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George, Duke, Marquis, and Earl of Buckingham, Earl of 
Coventry, VlscoUDt Villiers, Baron of WbaddoD, Great 
Admiral of the KiDgdOlU of Ens1and and Ireland, and of 
the Prlllclpality of Wales, and of the Dominion a and 
Islands of the aame, of the tOWD of Calals", and of the 
Marches of the same, and of Normandy, Gascolane, and 
GuieDDe", General, Governour of the Sees and Shlps of 
the aaid Kinsdom, Leiutenant-Genera1 Adm1ral, CaptalD­
General and Governor of hls Majesty' a Royal Fleet and 
Army lately sent forth, Maater of the Horse of OU!:' 
Sovereign Lord the Klns, Lord Warden, Chancellor, and 
Admira1 of the Cinque-Ports, and of the m_bers 
thareof", Constable of Dover Castle, Juatice in Eyre 
of the Forests and Chases on thls side the River Trent, 
eonstab1e of the Castle of Windsor, Gentleman of hls 
Majesty' s Bed-Cbamber, one of hls Majesty' s Most 
Honourable Privy-Counci1 in his Rea1ma both ln Ens1and, 
Scot1and, and Ire1and, and Kaight of the !DOst 
HollllW:'able Oriar of the Garter; Lord President of the 
Couacll of War, Chancellor of the University of 
Cambridge, Steward of the City and Co11ege of 
WeatmiDstar. 2 

Clarendon offered an exp1anation for thia great collection 

of titles: 

lNote bySir John Coke, 5 Feb. 1619 (!!t!Q, Twelfth report, 
aDpendlx, ~ i: The manuacrlpts of the eari of Cowper, 
C 103-4 rliereafter citee! aa ~ CS]). To thls 
must be aaded: ~12,000 out of~ejo ture of Queeu 
Anne (gm, 1619-23; pp. 48, 49); a patent of monopoly 
on salt-petre valued at .7,000 year1y (~, t625-6, 
p. 163); gifta of money: '20,000 and '3~0 CSPD, 
1623-5, p. 453; î§P~' 1625i~' p. 549); various mlnor 
grants (~, 16 -, pp. 9, 453; CS PD , 1625-6, p. 536), 
a monopoly on sea coa1a va1ued at ~~ (HMe; Fourth 
report, apP'Wdix: The manuscripts of the Rt. Hem. the 
earl De La arr, p. 284 (hereafter cited as Kao1e MSS]). 
tbis does ~ot include revenue tram gifts, gràtuities and 
presents Which hi. patronage and favOU!:' brought him. 

2Rushworth, i. 303. 
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If he b8d an iDIDoderate ambltlon", vith which he wa. 
chargeeS, and la a weed (lf 1 t be a weed) ept to grow 
iD the beat 80i1'-, lt does Dot appear tbat it was in 
his nature", or tbat he brought lt with hlm to court, 
but l'ether found lt ther., and wa8 a gament neces8ary 
for that: air. Nor was lt IDOre ln his power to be 
wlthout prolilOtion ead tit18s and wea1th, thaD for a 
hea1thy man to sit in the 8un ln the brightest dog­
days and remaln without any wamth. He needed no 
ambltlon1who was 80 seated ln the hearts of two such 
master8. 

James had dec1ared as much et a banquet glven by 

Buckingham to mark a reconcl11ation between hlmse1f and 

Prlnce Charles. Tlu:oughout the dlnne, James dra~ 

hea1ths to aeveral of the Vl11iers faml1y present. At 

the end of the d1nner he rose and draDlt 'a cOlllDOn 

health' to the family ln which he assured them that lt 

was his intention to advance them 'before a11 others' 

and even promised them thls 'ln his posterity's 

name,.2 The royal will had been made c1ear. The 

Villiers family was to prosper under the aegls of the 

crown. And Buckingham, entirely devoted to his fam11y, 

dld a11 in hls power to satlsfy lts social and 

flnancla1 ambitions. 

'l'he guiding splrl t of the rise of Buckingham 

bad been his mother, Mary Beaumont, the second vife of 

lClarandon, i. 57. 

2Rev• Thomas Lorklll to Slr Thomas PuckeriDg, 30 JUDe 
1618 (Birch, James, 11. 78, 79). 
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Sir George Villiers. She waa now to abare in his 

sueeesa and overaee' the advancelllent of the fami1y. She 

was tru1y a medd1esoma woman. A1though an assesament 

of her ce be bal8Dced by stating that she was entirely 

devoted to her fami1y, 10viDg them a11, even to S8CODd 

and th1rd cousins, auberaDt1y and axcessi ve1y, she waa 

nevertheless comp1ete1y unscrupulous, and her insa~iab1e 

sreed was matched on1y by her des ire for iDf1ueDce. 

As BuckiDgham rose to power, royal officia1s 

courted her favour, aspirants for office waited upon her 

dutifu11y, and Gondomar, the Spanish ambassado,", :ds 

said to have jested that he had great hopes for the 

conversion of Eng1and, siDce mere prayers and oblations 

were offered to the mother tban to the son. 1 James vas 

wi11ing to to1erate her for a whi1e, but he quick1y 

tired of her busy interference. ID November of 1616 

Chamberlain reported that she was no longer in London, 

'sore asainsther will, but the reason is sa id to be • 

tbat her iDtermedd1ins is not 80 we11 takeD'. 2 It was 

impossible, bowever, to keep her any from court, and 

• • 

in the midd1e of 1617 she was back. ID 1618 she was 

created countess of. BUckingham for 1ife in ber own rlght, 3 

!wi1soD, The MstoU' 2! Great Britain, p. 149; J. 
Cbamber1aiD to Sir D. Carleton, 26 Oct. 1616 
(Gh!mb!F1aiD, ii. 30). 

2Same to same, 14 Nov. 1616 (ibid., ii. 35). 

3G• E• C., Peerag!, ii. 393. 
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her husbaDd·, Sir Thomas Compton, raaainiDg a simpl. 

baron.t. Her abseDce froID the court for the remaiDder 

of tbat year led Chamberlain to auspect that tbat bad 

been the pl:'1ce for the titl •• l If so, she reD.gad on 

ü d.liver,', for early iD 1619 sh. was back again md 

stay.d axc.pt for short abseDces. 2 

Perhaps th. reason the countess was absent in 

the last molltha of l61S and earll' DlOnths of 1619 i. 

foand iD ber blataat effort to sell an office. Two 

auitor. each offerec1 IA,OOO for ber support. She told 

ODe h. could bave it for .S,OOO, 'allthis passing 

w:l.tbout the knowledge of his Majestl". James :l.nquired 

of Buckingham how b:l.s mother dared offer to sell the 

office w:l.thout the king' s kDowladge, theD coananded 

tbat ~either he nor his mother support anyone for that 

place. 3 Jam.s objected to the attempted ~al. without 

hi. knowledg.; the sal. 1tself was apparentll' un­

objectionable. The moralityof the tilDes woulc:l.have 

I J • Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 19 Jull' 1617, S 
Aug. l'filS·, 6 F.b. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 8S-9·, 163, 
211). . 

2same to same, 13 Feb. 1619 (ibid.·, ii. 212). 

3 Sir Francis Coke to Lord Willoughby,. Nov •. or Dec •. 
161S (mm, I!!!. mawscripts g!, th, !!E! of Ancaster, 
p. 393Y;-cf. for date letter .fram St. J06ft to 
BUckingbaui, 24 Nov. 161S (The FoFt.seoe papers, ad. 
S. R. Gardiner, pp. 66-7). 
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regardad sale wi~hout the kIlo.ladse of the kiD8 as an 

iDval1d contract. With the king' s tœowledge sale bad a 

quasi-lesal, pleudo-etbical aura. 

Agaln in 1618 the countess extorted a present 

from a sui tore The countess supported Sir Hampbrey May 

iD bil bitter, though luccessful, attaapt to become 

~c.l10r of the duchy of Lancaster; she received the 

188S8 and pOlsession of the duc:hy' 1 London property', 
1 

Savoy house. The rest of her patronage was minor: 

... 11 offic8s, lesler ecclesialtical postl', an 

occasional baronetcy for a friand. The major efforts of 

the COUDt ••• were spet in overseeiD8 the nse of her 

numeroui family. This entailed procurl.DS peerages, 

offices, sranta of land ancS money', and marriaseable 

heire.ses for BuCkingham'. brothers, whi1e finding 

promis1ng husbands who could be given all these iD 

returD for marry1ng his aisters', nieces, and other 

famale kln. 

JobD, the elder full brother of BUCkiDghalll, 

was knighted and made a sroom of the bedchamber of 

Prince Cllar1es in 1616.2 ln 1617, bis mothercsst 

1J • Cbamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 16 March 1618 
(Chamberlain, ii. 149). 

2Same to same, 9 Nov. 1616 (ibid., ii. 32-3). 
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about for a wife', and settled upon Frances Coke', the 

beautiful daughter of Sir Eciward Coke and his wife, 

Lady Elizabeth Hatton. Thomas Coke wrote, his brother, 

John Coke', tbat the choice vas a good one" but added', 

• the straiD8 iD the handl1ng breed storms'. 1 John 

Villiers was 'weak in miDd and bOdy·;2 Fraaces, a 

beautiful heires.. the struggle wased by Lady Batton 

asainst the countess of BuckiDgham and her own husband 

to prevent th1s marriage does Dot beloDg here. 3 It is 

enoogb to note that Sir Edward Coke had recently been 

removed from his chief justicesh1p and saw this 

marriase of his daughter to the brother of the favourite 

as a certain means of regaining office. T.bough the 

countess demanded an exorbitant dowry, Coke 

reluctantly asreed to the terma. 4 The marriase took 

place in September of 1617 vith James in attendance. 

Lady Hatton vas prostrate; she lay in bed 'crazy in 

body and .aiCk .in mind·. 5 It proved a barren ~riumph 

l Thomas Coke to John Coke, 1 March 1617 (Cowper t1§.!, 
i. 94). 

2Gardiner, iii. 87. 

3Ibid., iii. 87-99; Spedding, vi. 217-57. 

4J • Chamberlain to Sir D. carleton, 19 July1617 
(Chamberlain, ii. 88-9). 

5Same to same, 11 Oct. 1617 (ibid.', ii. 100-1). 
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for Coke. The day prior to the weddiDg he vas allowed 

to reaume his seat in the privy cOUDci!', but he never 

regaiDed his office of chief justice. 

This traDsaction was sordid eno118h, but there 

was more to come. Baving mulcted Coke, the cOUDteas of 

Buckingham started on Lady Hatton', who had recovered 

her SeDses well en0118h to put a good face on the matter. 

Lady Hatton was wined and dined; James wa8 persuaded to 

put pressure on her, and Q1amberlain reported: 

If the Lady Hatton will give present possel8ion of the 
isle ~f Purbeck to her 10nriD-law]Jobn Villiers and 
assure the rest tbat they aemand

j
' she aball be made 

cOUDtess of Purbeck and he rJohn viscount; if not, 
Sir Edward COke, her husbana, ia to be made a baron 
to spite her. l 

The ruIIOUr was prevalent that ahe was to be created a 
23 countess but' she would DOt come up to the price'. 

Lady Hatton refused to part with Purbeek; she never 

became a countess. John, neverthe1ess, was created 

Viscount Purbeck in June of 1619; presumably he was 

given the tit1e Purbeek in the be1ief that the ia1and 

wou1d come to Frances, and thus to him, on the dea th of 

Lady Hatton. He rea11y did DOt need the land anyway, 

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

2Rev• T. LorkiD to Sir Thomas fuekeriDg, 16 Feb. 1619 
(Goodman, ii. 182). 

3 Thomson, i. 183. 



for in the seme month ail hi. creation a. villCOunt, he 

was given the keeping of Demaark house, vacant by the 
1 reCeDt death of ADne of Denmark. Further, when 
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BuCkingham received bis earldom early in January of 

1617, a patent was drawn up within two IDOnth. granting 

the revers ion of the barony of Whaddon, the viscountcy 

of Villiers, and the earldom of Buckingham, to John and 

his heirs male, vith remainder to Christopher, the 

younger full brother, in the event tbat Buckingham 

should die without male issue. 2 

ln January 1620, Purbeck became master of the 

horse to Prince Cbarlesj3 but a great tragedy ter.minated 

any further advancement for him. Later tbat year he 

began to have fits of madness, recurring more and lru)re 

frequently for longer and longer periods. From 1620 to 

1627 he spent most of the ttme 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 

IJobn Chamberlain to Sir D. carletoD, 26 June 1619 
(Chamberlain, ii. 248-9). 

2'List of creations of peers and baroneta, compiled 
from the Public Record Office: Richard III to Charles 
1 to 1646.', iD 47 .. th annual re{ort of the ~ 
keeper 21 ~ pUbII'c records1886r, p •. l~~Uiireafter 
cited as 'List of creations'); ~, 1611-18, p. 446. 

3Sir Francis Nethersoleto Sir D. Carleton, 18 Jan. 
1620 (~, 1619-23, p. 114). 
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PurbeCk, still young and beautifu1, fe11 in love with 

Sir Robert Howard-, the son of the unpopu1ar and dis­

credited ear1 of Suffolk.-1 John seems to have 10ved 

Frances dear1y; in Dacember of 1624, she was i11 of 

sma11-pox, and John sat at the foot of her bed refusing 

to 1eave. 2 When.the scanda1 of her chi1d broke, Jo~ 

either out of vanity or love, c1a:1med it as his own. 

lt avai1ed nothing; Buckingham had Purbeck p1aced under 

close guard for 'Sir Robert and Lady PurbeCk, by their 

crafty insinuations, will draw from him speeches to 

their advantage,.3 A11ied to the charge of adu1t:ery 

brought against Lady Purbeck by BuCkingham were 

horrible additiona1 accusations that she had conspired 

to ki11 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 unfortuDate, but 

Buckingham had a genuine concern for bis brother.. 

1J • Chamberlain to same, 12 Feb. 1625 (Chamberlain, ii. 
599); Ear1 of Ke1lieto ear1 of Mar, 26 Jan. 1625 (Har 
!!!!l Kellie suppl., p. 220). _ 

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

3Buckingham toChief Justice Sir Randa11 Crew, 11 Feb. 
1625 (~, 1623-5, pp. 471-2). 

4J •. Cbamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 26 Feb~ 1625 
(Chamberlain, ii. 601); Earl of Ke1l.Le .to ear1 of 
Mar, 26 Jan. 1625 (~~Ke11ie suppl., p. 220). 
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Buckingham bad wri tten Bishop Laud conceming a man who 

claimed to be able to heal Purbeck: Laud informed him 

that the man', who remaiDec1 anonymous, could not cure 

Purbeck. l His concer.n for his brother was also evident 

when the scandal broke in February of 1625, at a t1me 

'when he was extremely busy preparing to leave for ~rance 

to brins over Henrietta Maria, the vife of Charles. But 

he informed James of his brother's distraught condition 

and tbathe would remain longer with h1m tban he bad 

expected. W~th genuine fraternal CODCem, he told 

James that 1 ••• by leaving him in the midst of his 

troubles', 1 sbould give him too just cause to think, 1 

cared nf) more for him than to serve my tums of him 1 .2 

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. Ber first choice, the widow of 

Sir HeDry' Howard, 'a great heiress', escaped by 

marrying Sir William Cavendish;4 her third Choice bad 

lWilliam Laud,a'!!!. works of • • • Wi.'ii:t.u Laud, eds. 
William Scott and James Biiss, vii. 623 (hëre&fter 
cited as Laud, Works). 

2Buckingham to James, probably Feb. 1625 (printed in 
Williamson, appendix i, pp. 268-9). 

3willson, Jame's', p. 387. 

4J.Chamberlain to Sir D; Ga=leton, 24 Oct. 1618 
(Chamberlain, li. 174). 
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been Lady Elizabeth Norris, daughtar and heir of the 

earl of Berkshire. No doubt vith the prospective 

marriage of Christopher iD mind, Lord Horris had been 

raisad in the peerage to Viscount Tbame and earl of 

Berkshire in 1621.1 When Berkshire committed suicide 

88rly in 1622, Chamberlain reported tbat the coroner 

had been orderad to suppres8 'the maMer of the earl of 

Berkshire's death'.because Christopher Villiers was to 

marry his daughter. 2 Lady Elizabeth vas placR under 

the car. of Philip, earl of Montgomery. Lady Elizabeth 

fled to the hoIIla::ofthe earl of Oxford and married 

Edward Wray, the son of Sir William Wray, a gentleman 

of the bedchambar. Sir William, who oved his place to 

BUckingham, 3 felt the Villiers vengeance: he was 

dismissed from his post. Chamberlain cODlDented OD the 

elopement: 'The gentlewoman carried herself very 

cunningly and resolute1y, Dot 80 much (as 18 thought) 
4 

for the love of the ODe as to be rid of the other.' 

lt 18 the story of the efforts to snare the 

second vlctim vhich perm1ts an estimate of just how far 

l'List of creations', p. 106. 

2 J._ Qlambarlain to Sir D. Carleton, 16 Feb. 1622 
(Chamberlain), ii. 423). 

3Same to same, 5 May 1618 (ibid., li. 161). 

4Same to same, 30 March 1622 (ibid., ii. 429). 



James was villing to go to gratify the Villiers. ln 

May of 1619. the family aettled on the daughter of the 

lord mayor of London, Sir Sebastian Harvey, a wealthy 

merchant. Sir Gerard Herbert in reporting the wooing 

of the daushter by Christopher intlmatecl that 
1 

Christopher was to be made a baron, no doubt in the 

hope of making htm more socially attractive. ln tbat 

lame month Chamberlain reported that Barvey was very 

~ick, 

• • • surfeitecS upon messages sent ~ by the king 
about his only daughter, whom the countess of 
Buckingham will have for ber son Christopher. and the 
mayor baing a willful and dogged man, will DOt yield 
by &DY meaDS fair nor foul as yet, and vi.hes htmself 
and his dà~hter both cSead ra ther tban to be 
compelled. 2 
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'lbe absolute refusal by Harvey ended the matter 

for tha moment, but only for the moment~ James was again 

pressing the lord mayor in October, sending messages 

accusing him O<f being rude to Christopher, asking 

questions about a judicial error Harvey bad made y&ars 

ago. demanding tbat he be notified before Harvey matched 

his daughter vith anyone, and assuriDg him tbat though 

Christopher was a yoanger soD. he, James,_ would malte 

ISir Gerard Herbert to Sir D. Carleton. 24 May 1619 
(CSPD, 1619-23·, p. 47). 

2J • Chamberlain to sam., 31 May 1619 (Cbamberlain, ii. 
241). 



h1IR a • fit and comp.tent match' for hi, daughter, i~ 
"1 the lord mayor wou1d iDfom bila of wbat h. demanded. 
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Harv.y rep1ied proteltiq that he and his 

famlly had treated'Mr Villier. vith al1 good reapect 

ve could', and that IllY daughter (by IllY wife' s luve) did 

spend an ~ at 1ust vith h1m before diDDer before my 

cOlllins home'. He add.d that he wou1d favour the match 

'if liking might grow on both pa~ies', wher.in IllY 

fur:therance bas not been waDting'; that Christopher has 

a1ways been welcome. 'tbough it bas pleasad h1m to 

conceive otherwi •• •• As for the judicial error, he 

excused hlmself on the grounds tha t the error was not 

his alone, and humbly added that 'our breeding bas not 

been such but that we may somet1mes UDwillingly 

transgress,which 1 hope his Highness will gracious1y 

consider and pardon'. Harvey reiterated his promiae 

IlOt to match his daughter vith anyone without first 

iDfoming the king, but refused to state what James 

would have to do to make the match vith Chri.topher 

more suitable, on the grounds that the word of the king 

was good enough for him. He concluded by stating he 

did IlOt see the need to enter into terma 'before it be 

kDowA whather Mr Villiers and IllY- daughter shalllike 

1Statement of Sir Sebastian Harvey, 2 Oct. 1619 
(Porte,cue haper,'~ pp. 84-5); Sir S. Harvey to Sir 
Robert Reat , Oct. 1619 (ibid., pp. 86-8). 
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each other or not,.l 

Thia va. Dot _ a_tisfactory reply, but Harvey 

held out. FiDally', in May of 1620, obviously for his 

rejectioD of Christopher, Harvey was fined .2',000 in 

Star Chamber ' ••• for sOllle error committed by him or 

his under-sheriff in his shrievalty ten years siDce. If 

his daughter could be iDduced to affect Christopher 

Villiers, i~ ls generally thought it had not been called 

in question~2 . As for Christopher, in his disappointment 

he seems to have found solace in the favours of his 

distant cousin, Arme Sheldon. In June of 1622 

Chamberlain reported tbat Christopher Villiers had given 

her 'sueb eamest that he cannot well forsake the 

bargain', addins in a later letter that Christopher was 

to be made an earl 'lf he ce be taken off bis wench'. 3 

He could not 'be taken off bis weneb'; he marriad her, 

and, perhaps as a resu.lt, bis earldOlll came in 1623 

rather tban 1622.4 

The only mis fortunes Christopher sufferad 

vere these marriage rejections. ln 1617 he became a 

lIbid. 

2J ., Chamberlain ta Sir D. Carleton, 27 May 1620 
(Chamberlain, ii. 3060. 

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

4Same to same, 19 April 1623 (ibid., ii. 490). 
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groom of the bedcbamber. iD 1620 maater of the vardrobe 

to PriDce Q2arle.. iD 1622 a gentleman of the bed­

ch.mb ..... and in 1623 Baron Daventry and .. rl of 

Aag1esey.1 To the.e honours vere added pensioDa 

tota11ias 11.1.200 azmua11y, lands to the value of "00 

al1Dual1y', gifta iD caah tota11'iDg OVU Ja2',OOO aDd 

miace11~eoua grant. of lad or DlODey of UDspecified 

&mOunts. 2 A11 these he acquired before the death of 

James. ln the first three yeara of the reip of 

Cbar1es aDother penslon of 11.1.000 vas added. thegrant 

of a royal maDor Dear hls other lands'. glfts of cash 

to the total of .6,000. plus other miDor grats. 3 The 

two pensioDs ad the 1r.400 in land made bis year1y 

income '2.600; certain1y the other grants brought 1 t up 

to at least i3.000;the outright $lfts of cash wou1d 

average out to about .700 a year. Yet iD 1627 he 

comp1ained to hls brother about the 1aCk of pre ferment 

which he attrlbuted to 'his unwortbiness' rather than 

'.unwi11iDgness' on the part of bis brother. 4 But 

l ' ' 
CSP]). 1611-18. p. 432; CSPDi. 1619-23, pp. 114. 555; 
:r.-chamberlain to Sir D. ea·rleton. i Ju1y 1622. 19 
April 1623 (Chamber1aln. li. 443. 490). 
2" - - . , ,.,. ' , , ' 
~sr' 1611-18. p. 440; ~. 1619-23, ~p. 447, 497, 

2 , 573; ~, 1623-5. pp. 111. 443, 507. 
3 "'. , '. '.",-gm, 1625-6'. pp. 12', 163,. 539; CSpp, 1628-9, p. 209. 

223; 4 June. Dec. 1625 (Foedera. xvili. 113. 233-6). 

4Chrlstopher. ear10f Auglesey to Buckingham. 1 Sept. 
1627 (~, 1627-8, p. 327). 
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Christopher had some weamesses also. Reverend Joseph 

Mead reported tbat witbiD a monthof the accession of 

Charles, Christopher vas ordered from court because of 
1 

his drunken habits. lt is doubtful tbat Christopher 

would have come to honour and wealth had Dot he been 

the brother of Buckingham. But then", this was true of 

the whole family. 

'!he career of Buckingham' s half-brother, 

Edward, illustra tes the shifting of office which was 

characteristic of much of the patronage of Buckingham. 

Edward was knighted in September of 1617, and in 

October was made master of the mint, an office 

estimated by cont~orar1es to be worth between 1.1,500 

and .2",000 a year. 2 ln 1623", other sources of income 

haviDg been found for hiDi. his place at the miDt W8S 

given to Si.r Randall Cranfield, brother of LOt'4 

Treasurer Middlesex. Sir Edward was satisfied vith an 

annuity of bl,OOO yearly.3 ln 1624 Middlesex fell from 

favour, and with him fell bis brother;" Edward was again 

lRev. Joseph Meadto Sir Martin Stuteville, 23 April 
1625 (Birch, Charles, i. 12). 

2cSPD , 16ii~"18, pp. 426, 490; John Cbamberlain to Sir 
~rieton, 18 Oct. 1617 (Chamberlain, ii. 105); 
Lord Csrew to Sir Thomas Roe, Dec. 161 " (cited in 
gazette dated 18.Jan. 1618, ~, 1611-18, p. 516). 

3csp~., 1623-5, pp. 273. 300i John Chamberlain to Sir 
D. laton, 26 July 1623 ,Chamberlain, ii. 511). 
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appointed ~ster of the mint, 1es8 than a year after he 
l . 

had 1eft it. Two months before the death of James, 

Sir Edward was appolnted lord pre8i~ent of Munster, 

succeeding the late ear1 of thomond. 2 He once mor~ 

re1lnquisheci the office at the mint', on1y to be re­

appointed 1ater that seme year, but retaining the lord 

presidency. 3 Thus, he vas in and out of the seme 

office three tilles in as many years. Sir Edward and 

Sir Banda11 Cranfie1d were rumoured to have made from 

.5,000 to '6,000 a year from their office in the mint. 

When Sir Robert lüf.r1ey, the son-ln-1aw of Sir Edward 

Conway, beceme master, the king assigned definite rates 

and a sa1ary of .500 a year, keeping the revenue for 

himse1f. 4 

T.bere were other gifts as weil: a pension of 

1t500 in 1624, bringing his yearly incolle from royal 

funds alone to ~1,500; some lands of the duchy of 

Lancaster; and some 'woody grounds' in the royal forest 

of Dean with the right tocut timber in spite of 

statutes prohibiting this. He immediate1y relinquished 

l~, 1623-5, pp. 273, 287; .JDhn Chamberlain to Sir D. 
ëirïeton, 3 Ju1y 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 569). 

2cSPD, 1623-5, p. 450. 

3CSPD, 1625-6, p. 55. 

4Sir John Craig', The ~, pp. 143-4. 



this grantfor Jr.3·,000 cash out of royal funds. 1 Sir 

Edward was involvad iD a variety of sales of pardons 

and peerages and held ·monopolies; the most notortou8 

was the gold and silver thread monopoly iD which Sir 

Edward bad iDvested 1.4,000.2 His death iD 1626 ended 
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his profiteer1ng on the good fortane of bis step-brother. 

SUrely the most enigmatic of the Villiers was 

BuCkingham'. ~lf-brother, William. He gaiDed little 

fram the success of hisyoung step-brotber. The eldest 

son of the. family, he never came ta. court .... He .doo. DOt 

INotés by Sir.J •. Coke_of an audience. with the. kinà, 6 
Feb. 1624 (C~Eer MSS, i. 159); CSPD, 1628.9) .•. p~ 148;. 
T •. Locke ta S D. Carleton, 28 May 1625 (~, 1625-6·, 
pp. 30·, 538). 

2 ..... ...._. . 
Cf.---~, 1623-5, p. 359; CfP)),- _1625-.6·, pp. 302~ 323; 
~-;-rg27-8, p. 498; 1M. 1 &DIOre teea.- ed... A •. B. __ 
Grosart, i. 249, 266, 269"; li. 2; cOIIIDOns debates 
1621, ads. Wallace Notestetnt · F •. H. Relf and H. 
Simpson, vi!', 365; ii-vi·, passim. 
For grants of patents and monopolies procured by 
Buckingham for his fami1y and clients in thé period 
prior ta 1621 cf. COIIIIlOns debatxs 1621, vii. 312·, 
367, 379, 391-2, 415-17, 461, 4 9-70. For his 
proc:url.ng of the enrol1ment 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, iVe 45, 51-4, 85. See 
also E. R. Foster, 'The procedure of the House of 
CoDIDOns against _patents. andmonopolies, 1621-1624', 
in Conflict in Stuart ·~land, eds. W. A. Alken and 
B. D. Henning; pp. 57-~ For a general discussion 
of the- wb.ole.systemsee W. H. Priee, l'!!!. &!aliah 
patents 21monopolies. 
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seaD to have solicited any favoUl:' from Buckingham. 

Perhaps all he owed Buckingham was his baronetcy which 

he obtaiDed in July of 1619'.1 Wotton's only COllllleDt 

on William was tbat he 'abstained from court', enjoying 

perhaps the greater greatness of self-fruition.,2 

Buckingham did not neglect to advaDce the 

social and financial ambitions of the distaff side of 

the family. Petitioners to royal officials for faveurs 

would somet1mes promise the officer that he would 

recei ve 'extraordinary thaDks from all three great 

ladies of my duke of BUckingham's family'. 
3 

The 

couatess of Buckingham has already been introduced;4 

~e o~her two 'great ladies' were catherine, daughter 

of the earl of Ratland and vife of the duke, and 

Susan, his sister. 

catherine was a much more pleasant pers on 

tban her mother-in-law. The duc:hess was a sweet', 

10viDg vife, who seems to have bome as well as she 

could her philandering, untrustworthy husband. She 

l'List of creations', p. 128. 

2wotton, Religuiae Wottonianae, p. 237. lndeed it wouald 
be quite possible to forget the existence of William, 
and the author of the article on 'George Villiers' in 
the lm! (lnii', 327 ff.) has done so. William is 
mentioned, though, in the article on 'Edward Villiers' 
(~, Inii. 324). 

3Cf• Elizabeth Carey to Sec. Coaway, 18 May 1627 (CSPD, 
12i~-f' p. 182)i John Hope to , 20 Aprir-

~, 162~-9, p. 81). 

4See above, pp. 63 ff. 
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wrote him touchiDg 1etters·, but ahe seems to have dis-

1iked the 1ife he 1ead. .The 1etters are a curious 

juxtaposition of fami1y news and loviDg COIIIDeDts, 

comp1aints about his absence, and requests for friands 

and relatives. 

Whi1e Buckingham was prepariDg to 1eave for 

the is1e of Rhl, his ha1f-sister, ADne, wife of Sir 

William Washington, wrote the duke aaking for the 

creation of two baronets, exp1aining tbat they had 

obtained on1y momentary relief fram the creation of a 

knight. 1 On .June 15, Catherine wrote supporting her 

sister-in-1aw' s request, rem1nding her husband of his 

promise to bis sister and requesting that he see to the 

matter at once. 2 The next day she wrote for money, 

comp1aining that she needed '400 or '500 to pay the 

tradesmen who • haunt her so tha t she cannot stir for 

them·. 3 Catherine had not forgotten her sister-in-

1aw's needs and wrote once more reminding her husband 

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

1Anne Washington to Buckingham, n.d., but 1627 (~, 
1627-8, p. 217). 

2Catherine duchess of Buckingham to Buckingham, 15 
June 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 217). 

3Same to same, 16 June 1627 (ibid., p. 218). 

4Same to same, 19 JUDe 1627 (ibid., p. 223). 
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that Buckingham intended to go directly to Portsmouth, 

altbough he had promised to see her before he sailed. 

On June 23 she wrote expressiDg hcw hurt she felt by 

this, but again taking occasion to recolDIDend two of his 

cousins who wanted to join his service. l When she 

leamed that he was definitely Dot going to see her 

before he set sail she wrote btm a stinging letter, full 

of reproach. She accused him of decei ving 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 sbare much together and she wished he 

would be able to termina te his attendance at court. 2 

Wish though she might tbat her husband would 

give up this life of a courtier and keep at home, 

CatheriDe benefitted materially from her husband's 

career at court. James pressed her with gifts, 

'persuaded' the East India marchants to give her ~1,200 

in gold, fondled her children. 3 Charles was to show a 

ISame to same, 23 JUDe 1627 (ibid., pp. 227-8). 

2Same to same, 26 Juae 1627 (ibid., pp. 229-30). 

3Sec• Conway to Mr. Fotherby, same to duchess of 
Buckingham, same to Govemor of East India Company, 30 
July 1623 (~, 1623-5, p. 38). 
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solicitous concern for her and ber family after the 

death of Buckingham; indeed, the creation of the first 

Admiralty Board, a lanc:Jmark in the developDlent of the 

British Davy and its administration, vas the direct 

result of the des ire of Charles to leave vacant the 

office of lord admiral so that Catherine could receive 

the revenues of the office to pay the debts of her 

deceased husband,-l 

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 

Feilding, a distant relative by marriage to the duke. 

But late in 1627, when the need of the navy vas great, 

all revenues from the levying of fines on recusants 

vere ordered to be sent directly into the exchequer to 

be employed in payment of mariners' wages and victuals. 

Lord Treasurer Marlborough stayed the grant to Feilding. 

The duchess Worote to Secretary Conway asking him to 

intercede with the lord treasurer on bebalf of Feilding. 

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 

lSirOswyn A. R. Murray, 'The admiralty: part ii', 
Mariner's Mirror, xxiii. 143 (1937). 



receiversbip.l lt was perhaps through the favour of 

the duebess thathe 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 grea t 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 ber a role in the distribution of patronage. 
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Sui tors quickly learned that SUsan had a marked 

influence on h~. She took advantage of her connexions 

at court, such as her nephew, Endymion Porter, who 

enjoyed the pat::t"onage of both Qlarles and Buckingham, 

to relay suits to the king.3 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 mos"t part she only became the transmitter 

1 Duchess of Buckingham to Sec. Conway, 29 July 1627 
(CSPD~ 1627-8, p. 277); 6 Feb. 1628 (Feodera, xviii. 
9~); Aylmer, lh!. king's servants, p. 139. 

2Buckingham to George Feilding, Richard Dike and 
Richard Kerry, 16 March 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9, p. 20). 

3 Susan, countess of Denbigh, to Endymion Porter, 22 
June 1627 (~, 1627-8, p. 227). 

4Same to Buckingham, undated, but written after July 
1626 (HMQ, Report ~ various collections, vol. v: 
The manuscripts of Sir Archibald Edmonstolle. 
pp. 125-6 [hereafter cited as Edmonstone ~). 
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1 

of minor suits to her brother and to the king. Susan 

married Sir William Feild1ng. In 1620 he was created 

baron of Newnham PaddoCkes and Viscount Feilding. ~o 

years later he was raised in the peerage as earl of 

Denbigh. 2 In 1621 he became IDaster of the vardrobe, 

thus adding office to honours. 3 The elevation of the 

men who married Villiers ladies became a characteristic 
4 of Buckingham's patronage. 

In addition to SuSBB, BuCkingham had three 

half-sisters: Frances·, who never married; Anne, who 

married Sir William Washington; and Elizabeth, who 

marrled Sir John Boteler. Anne apparently v •• Dot III1ch 

ISir Lawrence Hyde to same, 26 Aug. 1626 (CSPD, i625·-6, 
p. 411); Dr Samuel Clerke to Sec. Conway,~Dec. 
1626 (ibid., p. 499). 

230 Dec. 1620,14 Sept. 1622 ('List of creations', 
pp. 106, 108). 

3John Chamberlain .to Sir D. carleton, 13 Oct. 1621 
(Chamberlain, ii. 400). 

4This form of Buckingham' s patronage, as wel1 as his 
role in the widespread distribution of honours 
through outright sale, has been serious1y studied in 
the works of Charles R. Mayes ('The sale of peerages 
in early Stuart England', :lt!!!, xxix. 21-37 r1957]; 
'The early Stuarts and the Irish peerage, EÏ!R, lxxiii. 
227-51 [1958J) and by Lawrence Stone, fir8~ his 
article 'The inflation of honours, 1558-1640', 
(f!!! and Present, xiv. 45-70 f19581) and more 
recently ln his lengthy book The crlsis of the 
aristocracy, 1558-1641. --- -- ---



86 

at court and save for the iDstalle. where she sought 

fiDancial relief in the sale of haronetcies, seans DOt 

to bave sought any favour from Bucld.ngbam. lbe family 

of Elizabeth was especially promlneDt in the patronage 

which Bu~iDgham distributed through the family 

cODllection. Sir John Boteler, who married Elizabeth 

iD 1609, was made a barol'let in 1620 and was raised. to 
1 

the peerage as Baron Boteler of Brantfield in 1628. 

Elizabeth gave Buckingham six nieces and two 

nephews. He was particular1y unfortunate in these 

nephews. Henry, the elder, was a disso1uC2e yOUDg man 

who died iD 1617, whi1e William was born an idiot. 2 

Four of the nieces married men who were subsequent1y 

eDIlob1ed or raised in the peerage. Audrey, the 

e1dest, married Sir Francis Leigh. She had been 

previous1y married to Sir Francis Anderson, the son of 

Sir Edmund Anderson', chief justice of the cODIDOn p1eas 

in the reign of Elizabeth. When Leigh was created a 

peer as Baron Dansmore in 1628, the tit1e was 1imited 

to heirs male of bis body with remainder to Sir J0J:m 

Anderson, Audrey' s e1dest son by her first husband. 3 

l'List of creations', pp. 116, 128. 
2 ' 
G.E.C. t Peerage, ii. 229. 

31bid., pp. 193-4; 'List of creations', p. 116. 
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Jane Boteler, only seventeell, married the ased 

Sir James Ley, the cb1ef justice. ln 1624 he was 

created Baron Le.1 and was appointed to succeed Middlesex 

as lord treasurer. At the coronation of Charles he was 

raised in the peerase as earl of Marlborough. The 

title was limited to bis heirs males by bis tbird wife, 

Jane Boteler, vi th remainder to bis heirs male by his 

previous marriases ."1 

ln 1623 Sir Edward Howard married Mary 

Boteler. Sir Edward vas the seventh son of the dis­

credited former lord treasUr"er, the earl of Suffolk. 

The marriase was celebrated at BUckingham's mansion", 

York house. At the wedd1ftg BUckinSham prom1sed that 

he would 'Dot only be an uncle but a father unto 

them'. lt had been the hope that this union would 

return Suffolk to the council tabl~but he never re­

gained favour. Sir Edward was bimself raised to the 

peerase as Baron Howard of Escrick in 1628.2 

ln 1627 Anne Boteler married MOuntjoy 

Blount who had been created Baron Mountjoy in the .Irish 

1 G.E.C., Peerase,.vill. 488-9; 'List of creations',p. 
110; J. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 3 Feb. 1621 
(Chamberlain, ii. 338). 

2 - -- - ". 
G.E.C., Peerage, vi~ 586; J •. Chamberlain to Sir 
D. Carleton, 20 Dec. 1623 (Chamberlain, ii. 533); 
T. Locke to same, 26 Dac. 1623 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. la,). 
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peerage in 1618. Short1y after hls marriage he was 

createà Baron MouDtjoy of Thurveston in the Eng1ish 

peerage. He served vith Buckingham in his escapade 

against Rochelle, and just a few weeks before the 

assassination of Buckingham was further raised in the 

peerage as ear1 of Newport. B10UDt was the son of 

Charles, first ear1 of Devonshire, by Pene1ope, wife of 

Robert, third Lord Rich. He was a bastard brother of 

the ear1 of Warwick and apparent1y married ADnewlthout 

consulting his brother who was Dot on gooet terms vith 

the duke. 1 

On1y two of the nieces married men who were 

not ennob1ed. Olivia married Endymion Porter, who was 

a great favourite of bath Jame~ and Charles and was 

well rewarded for his services. Helen married Sir John 

Drake, and from this apparent1y 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 

l . . 
J. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 20 Dec. 1611_. 
(Chamberlain, ii. 122, 1220. 14); G.E.C., Peerac, 
ix. 549-52; 'List of creations', pp. 113, 116; v. 
Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stutevi11e, 19 Feb. 1627 
(Birch, Charles, i. 192). 

~.E.C., Peera~e, viii. 491; Buckingham to John Drake 
and Sir Johïirake, his son, 4, 31 Oct. 1625 (CSPD, 
1628-9), p. 282). ----
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Endymion Porter was never eDDobled, but if 

his marriage to Olivia did not bring htm increased 

social status, it did briDg htm materia1 benefits. He 

served Buckingham as his master of the horse and 

persona1 secretary unti1 1622 when he traDsferred to 

the service of Charles, a11 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 1ease of severa1 

manors of the duchy of Cornwall, plus the farm of one 
-1 

of the duchy taxes, and a pension of 1.500 yearly. And 

there was more. He was a1so granted the office of 

receiver of fines in Star Cbamber, worth about b750 

a year, an armuity of I.SOO to replace his pension, 

meta1 mining rights in a11 of Ire1and, except MUnster, 

and the occasiona1 gifts of cash from the crown. 2 His 

biographer estima tes his income at near1y *3,000 

year1y, and this does not inc1ude perhaps the most 

lucrative emp10yment, the bribes he received for 
3 bringing matters to the attention of the duIte. 

1CSPD, 1625-6, pp. 23, 210, 255, 538; Feodera, xviii. m; 
2 - --

CSPD, 1625-6, p. 581; CSPD, 1628-9, pp. 199, 219; QU 
trerand, 1625-32, pp. !55; 377. 

3 - - - -
Gervas Huxley, EndYmion Porter, p. 157; cf. an examp1e 
of a bribe offered Porter: Sir William St. Leger, _ 
President of MUnster, to E. Porter, 18 Dec. 1627 (CSP 
Ire1and, 1625-32, p. 294). ---
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BuCkingham assumed respons~bility for the 

family of bis brother Edward', who died' in 1626. Sir 

Edward Villiers and his vife Barbara', nIe St Johrl, 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 ciran 

up', but', in a memorandum, Buckingham promised to pay the 

ear1 1.5,000 'as 800n as convenient1y 1 may'. whi1e the 

ear1 agreed to sive his son land providing a year1y 

revenue of 1.3,000", 1.1,000 yearly towards the jointure 

of Elizabeth, and .1,000 'for their present 

maintenance' .1 As for his nephew William, he inheri ted 

the remainder to the tit1e of Viscount Grandison in the 

Irish peerage which had been given bis uncle Sir Oliver 

St John in 1621 vith remainder to his brother-in-law, 

Sir Edward Villiers and his heirs male. 2 BuCkingham 

a1so provided a pension of b500 a year for both William 

and. hismother, the Lady Barbara Villiers. 3 

1MemoraÎ'ldum signed by BuckinghaDl, 28~:Apri1 1627 
(Edmonstone ~, p. 125). 

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

3'Calendar of privy seals, signed bills, etc. for the 
reign .. ofCharles l', in 43rd annuel reBort of the 
denutv keeper of the pub~records (1 82).-PP:-33, 
SC {hëreaf ter citeëras 1 Calendar of pri vy seals: 
Charles l'). 
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SuSaD, cOUDtes8 of Denbigh, and her husband 

provided Buckingham wi th a niece and two nephews. ln 

1620 he contractee! 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 

James. l 'Dûs was DOt 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 bis office and his 

pensions stopped, 

all which are thought to have been at the first but 
suspensions to make htm the more willing to be 
persuaded to bed his wife, the duke's niece, which 
he refused to do, though the duke they say, brought 
her to him to that end. 3 

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 J .detests'. 4 

IG.E.C., Peerase, vi. 261. 

2Salvetti to the duke of Tuscany, 6 Nov. 1626 (Skrine 
Ha, p. 91). 

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

4Contarini to the doge, 23 Oct. 1628 (CSP Venetian, 
1628-9, p. 358). -
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Susan's e1dest Chi1d was to succeed to the 

ear1dom of Denbigh. Sure1y the strangest case of 

BuCkingham's provision was for Susan's younger son, 

George. Richard Preston, Lord Dingwa11 in the Scottish 

peerage, had one Chi1d, a daughter. Buckingham intended 

the lady for George. No doubt anticipatiDg the 

marriage, Buckingham had Preston created ear1 of 

Desmond in the Irish peerage in 1619. In 1622, when 

on1y eight·, George was created Baron Feilding and 

Viscount Ca11an in the Irish peerage, but, more 

important here, he was a1so granted the revers ion to 

the ear1dom of Desmond on the death of Preston who had 

no heirs male. the revers ion had been granted to 

George in view of bis prospective marriese to Lady 

Elizabeth, the deughter of the ear1. 1 But the marriege 

never took place; yet·, upon the death of Preston in 

1628, George became ear1 of Desmond. 2 Reversions to 

honours were not common, but when they were granted i t 

was usua11y.to members of the fami1y either by b100d 

or marriage. 3 Here there were no fami1y connections 

whatsoever. 

1 'List of creations', p. 108. 
2 . . 
G.E.C., Peerase, iVe 257-8. 

3'List of creations', pp. 97, 101, 102, 104, 107, 108, 
114, 115. 
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ln his own fami1y Buckingham was on1y able to 

p~vide for bis daughter Mary, the 'litt1. Mo11' of his 

1atters. Just a year prior to his assassination, Mary 

was created duchess of BuckiDgbam in her own right for 

1ife. ln the event of the death of her father without 

a male heir, the tit1e would continue through her heirs 

ma1e. 1 Mary was contracted to marry the SOD and heir 

of the ear1 of Montgomery in 1626 in the hope of 

cementing a po1itica1 alliance vith the powerful . 
2 

Herbert brothers, the ear1s of Pembroke and Montgomery. 

Buckingham waa unfortunate in DOt having had the time 

to MOW his sons. His first born son, Charles, had 

died an iDfant and had precipitated his action to 

confer his tit1e in his daughter and her heirs male 

so as to assure that the dignity wou1d Dot die vith 

him. But just a few months before his asslISsination 

his wife bore him a son, George, who inherited the 

title and 1ived to be the noted rake of the Restoration 

court. Another sori, Francis, was a posthumous chi1d. 3 

If Buckingham had taken care of no more than 

three brothers, three sisters, eight nieces and their 

l lbid., p. 113. 

2See be10w, pp. 203-4. 

3'Géorge Villiers', ~, 1viii. 337. 
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husbands if they required care, five nephews, a IDOther, 

a wife·, and a daughter, he would still bave createci 

one of the largestfamily combines in EDglish history; 

but there was more. Sir Allen Apsley became lieutenant 

of the 'lower of London through his marrlage to. wcy St 

John, the sister-ln-lav of Sir Edward Villiers. Apsley 

was latar appoiDted to the lucrative post of surveyor 
l of victuals for the na~. Sir Christopher Perkins,the 

ex-Jesuit dean of Carlis~e,~ecame a master of requests 

after having 'at three score and saventeen years' 

negotiated 'to marry a widow sister to the Lady Compton 

and aunt to the eul of Buckingham'. 2 Sir Ralph 

Freeman was joined with Perkins in the mastership 

after he had married Katherina Brett, a cousin to the 
3 duke. Lionel Cranfield and James Ley also married 

into the family, but their advance vas Dot 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 marri.ge alliance with 

lJobn Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 18 Jan., 8 Mareh 
1617 (Chamberlain, ii. 50, 58); ~, 1628-9, p. 499. 

2John.Cbamberlain to Sir D. Carleton·, 18 Oct. 1617 
(Chamberlain, ii. 105); G. 1. Soden, Godfrey Goodman, 
bi_hop 2t Gloucester, p. 114. 

3John .Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 3 Jan. 1618 
(Chamberlain, ii. 124). 
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the Villiers fami1y for it brought them c108er to the 

80urce of the patronage of the crown. They looked upon 

the marriage alliance a8 a certain avenue of prefement. 

ViewiDs all thi8 effort on baba1f of the family', 

Chamberlain 8arca8tically commented: 

In truth 8he [the cOUDte88 of BucltiD8bam] i8 to be 
COlllDeDded for.baving such a care to prefer her po or 
kiDdred and friands, and a special work of charity 
it is to provide for young maide, whereof there .be, 
8ix or sevan more

l 
(they say) come lately to tOWll for 

the 8&me purpose. . 

In all, at least twenty-five members of the 

Villiers family were advanced to office, or title, or 

both; and a case cou1d be made for a 80mewbat larger 

number. It is not surprising that Sir John Eliot should 

tlDmder in his speech against BuckiD8bam in the 

parliament of 1626, 

••• He raised, and preferred to honours and commands, 
those of his OWll alliance, the creatures of his kindred 
anei affection, llow mean soever; vhilst others, that 
most deserv1ng, nay al1

2
tbat were not in th1s compass, 

he crossed and opposed. 

Wotton stated vith approbation: 

In short ••• he 1eft all bis female kindred, of the 
entire or balf-b1ood • • • within Any near degree, either 
matched with peers of the realm actually, or hopefully 
with earls' SODS and heirs, or at least with knights or 
doctors of divinity~ and of plentiful cODdition. J 

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

2Sir John Eliot to the House of Commons, 10 May .1626 
(quoted iD John Forster, Sir John Eliot: a biograpbr 
[1865J, i. 547). . --- ---- -

3WOttOD, Buckingham, p. 27. 
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Clarendon made a more sober as ses ement : 

rae] exalted all of his own namerous family and 
a.pendents·, who bad no other virtue or merit than their 
alliance to bim, which equally offended. the old nobility 
and the people of all conditions', who saw the flowers of 
the crown every clay fading and vithered; whilst the 
desmesnes and revenues thareof was sacrificed to the 
enriching a private family, (how well soever origÜlally 
extracted,) not beard of before ever to the nation. l 

Clarendon expre8sed the viser 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 creations of members of 

the Villiers family through his good offices •. 1. The 

pressure exerted by bis mother, with his aid and the 

active support of James, upon marriageab~e heirs and 

heiresses, 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. 

l Clarendon, i. 16. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE CHURCH 

Patronage in the churc:h was very diffuse; and 

perhaps the greater portion of the c:hurch's livings 

were in the gift of nobles and lay gentry. The 

important livings, those which gave the chm:ch her 

policy·, administration, and doctrine were those of the 

cathedral clergy: 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 

increasift$ 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 

majori ty of th!! votes in the early part of Elizabeth' s 

reign, never less than a quarter under James. l ~Cheir 

political association with the crown made them 

l . . 
Christopher Hill, Economie problems~ ~ c:hurch ~ 
Archbishop Whitgift ~ the ~ Parliament, p. x. 
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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 

clergyand 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 litt1e attention to 

ecc1esiastica1 patronage unti1 the death of James', for 

James himse1f took an intense interest in this 

patronage. 1 Because of James' aversion of the puritan 

e1ement in the church, he c1ose1y watched appointments. 

James be1ieved that in virtue of his king1y office he 

was a C1eric among clerics. His love of theo10gica1 

disputation and bis coterie of favoured members of the 

c1ergy who trave11ed with him, meant that on the one 

hand he was we11-informed about the re1igious views of 

suitors for preferment without the he1p of BuCkingham, 

and on the olIher band that a clique of divines had 

1He_ R. ,Tr.evor-Roper, • James 1 and his bishops', in 
Historica1 essays, p. 130 ff. 
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ample opportuni~ to advance themselves and their friends 

without the intercession of the favourite. Consequently, 

BuCking~ was not a major influence in effecting cburch 

promotions until after James' death, when he virtually 

exploded in the now-ripe field. Nevertheless, he had 

takert at least a ca sua 1 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. 1 

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 litt le opportunity for the 

favourite to profit materially or politically from the 

appointments at this time. ln the absence of evidence 

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

lNa.thaniel Brent to Sir Dudley Carleton, 19 Nov. 1616 
(~, 1611-18, pp. 406-7). 

2JohnChamberlainto Sir D. Carleton, 4 Jan. 1617 
(Chamberlain, i1. 48). 
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appointment, Snowden bad a friand who was able to 

persuade the young favourite to use bis influence with 

James to make the appoiDtlDeDt. Moreover, when Snowden 

died in 1621, his widow was granted the fmst fruits 

of the see by the king. But lord treasurer Middlesex 

. refused to honour the grant on the grounds tba t 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 h1m to support the grant because Bishop 

Snowden bad been 'an oid acquaintance' of bis. l lt is 

difficult to ascertain his connection with Lewis Bayly, 

the bishop of Bangor, but in 1626 Bayly wrote bis 

father-in-law expressing bis joy tbat he had 'grown 

again in extraordinary favour vith 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 tbat of Chichester in 

1619. Llandaff was in turn conferred upon 'lheopbilus 

lAbigail Snowden to Buckingham, n.d. (Knole t1§!, p. 303); 
Buckingham to Mid4les8X, 13 Nov. 1621 (ibid., p. 286). 

2Bishop 0% Bangorto Sir Sackville Trevor, 1 Feb. 1626 
(EMe, Fifth re&ort~ ai,endix: The manuscripts of Miss 
Conway Grlfflt , p. 4 J. 
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l Field also through Buckingham's influence. The 

relatively minor role that BuCkingham played in cburch 

patronage at this tilDe is shown when it is considered 

that only these two preferments vere linked to him, yet 

eight bishoprics changed hands that year, and the six 

the favourite did not effect were more prestigious than 

the ones he did. 2 

J'ohn 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 vith who,m 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 

Bishop OVerall died, Dr John Bowle wrote to Buckingham 

soliciting a post among 'that number whom your honour 

will advance by this alteratian'. He asked especially 
4 for the deanery of Westminster. But Westminster vent 

lGeorge Carleton to Dudley Carleton, 30 May 1619 
(~, 1619-23, p. 49). 

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

~. F. S. Hervey, Ih!. llli, correspondence, ~ 
collections 21 Thomas Howard, ~ 21 Arundel, p. 119. 

4nr John Bowle to Buckingham, 18 May 1620 (HtIQ, 
Second repot:t: The manuscripts of the Hon. G. M. 
Fortescue, p. 57 [hereafter cited as Fortescue ~S]; 
Fortescue papers, p. 128). The reference by Bow e to 
the recent death of Bishop Overall of Norwich 
suggests that the let ter was written in 1619 and not 
1620. 
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to John Williams, the future lord keeper. Sewle was 

later given the deanery of Salisbury, a position that 

John Donne, the poet, had solicited of BuckiDgham~ 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 sa id 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 DOt 

formally nominated by the king for the office until 

September, while Theophilus Field did Dot have 

possession of Llandaff until October. The delays vere 

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 pe~ission to the chapter to elect a new 

bishop, the cons' d"lire, and a letter missive 

instructing them to elect his nominee. Then these were 

lJohn DODDe to Buckingham, 8 Aug. l6~1 (Forteseue MSS, 
p. 59). ---
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sent to the eathedral ebap.ar, who eleeted the nominee 

and notified the king of Itheir ehoieel ; the king then 

issued a formal assent to theeleetion, after whieh 

eonaeeration might teke plaee. l 

In 1621 BUckingham effeeted two appointmenta 

whieh were to have important reaulta. .John Williams, 

who in 1620 reeeived the deanery of Westminater through 

the favourite,2 now beeame bishop of Lineoln; William 

Laud beeame biahop of St David 1 s. 3 Buckingham had a 

band in a third appointment in 1621, that of Valentine 
4 

Carey, dean of St Paulls, to the bishoprie of Exeter. 

Williams had written to Buckingham's seeretary, .John 

Packer, regarding Exeter, at the raquest of Dr .John 

Sharpa, a Seottish theologian. 5 But instead of 

reeommending Sharpe for this vaeaney, Williams told 

Paclter that he hoped either Dr Ri~hardson, the master of 

Trinit Y College, Cambridge, or Valentine Carey would be 

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

lCf. Handbook of British ehronolo~Y, eda. Sir F. ~ 
Powiclte and E:-B. FrYde, pp. 204,217, 277. 

2 Haeket, i. 4. 

lSee below, pp. 116-24. 

4aev. .Joseph Head to Sir Martin Stuteville, 15 Sept. 
1621 (Bireh, .James, ii. 275). . 

5'.John Sbarpe', ~, li. 407-8. 

6Lord Keeper Williama to .John Packer, 1 Sept. 1621 
(Fortescue ~, p. 59). 



able Davy coamlesioner', who aleo may bave used his, 

influence with Buckingham OD behalf of his kinsman. 
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Of the three other biahopa preferred iD 1621, 

two cannot be liDked with Buckingham, and one he UD-

8uccessfully opposad. 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 ~ince 

Charles, obtained London and Williams had to settle for 

Lincoln. The promotion had been the occasion of a 

bi tter quarrel between Charles and Buckingham, or so 

the Venetian ambassador reported. He wrote in cypher 

tbat 'his higlmess expressed himself very bitterly 

against the favorite and opened out on the subject 
1 

very sharp ly to the king. • • .' 

Theophilus Field was not satisfied wlth the 

bishopric of Llandaff to which he had but recently been 

preferred. Be was ~8ently soliciting Buckingham for 

further advancement that year. He addressed to 

Buckingham one of his sonorous letters, worthy of a 

Shakespearean sycophant: 

Besides London (w~ch is too high for me to look after) 
• • • Hereford, the nut seat to mine, (whither my 
preclècessors have been oft removed) is said to be DOW 
void. Now my good lord, speak once more seasonably. 

lGirolamo Lando to the Doge, 23 July 1621 (~ 
Venetian, 1621-3, p. 88). 
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It is a doublecl, and redoubled', and iDfinitely multiplied 
benefit, whic:h is so givea. Never bad l more need of the 
cordial his majesty gave me at IllY going iDto'Wale., 
whic:h was, that 1 should DOt stay lODS there. 

Field was writiDS from the 'lover of London where he had 

been coamitted for ba~iDg acted as an agent for the 

receiviDS of bribes in the courts of justice. He asked 

Buckingham to 1 a t least procure me of my lord the king 

a ~ dimittis, leave to depart', and a full pardon so 

that he would not retura to his bishopric of Llandaff 

in disgrace, if further pre ferment was impossible at 

this time. l 

This is a remarkable letter. First, one can 

gauge the degree of subservience with which Field 

approached bis patron; in this he was not alone. 

Second, the bishopric of Hereford was Dot 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 

prefement -- and what if the rumour was true'l Rumeurs 

of the death of high ecclesiastics were always carrent; 

even the more reliable John Chamberlain reported in 

1624 the death of three bishops, two of wham were so 

far fram dead that one lived until 1636, the other 

l'le Field to Buckingham, n.d. (Çabala, 109-110). 'rhe 
referances to Field's troubles in Parliament suggest 
tbat the letter was written after the Parliament of 
1621. 
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until 1641~ol Tobias Matthew, archbishop of York, was 

said to have spread rumours of bis OWD °death in order 

to enjoy the scramble of suitors for his place, leading 

Thomas PUller to comment that Matthew 'dieci yearly in 

report' .2 Matthew died gracefully only in report; when 

he heard that, on his daa1se, the archbishopric had 

been prolDised to John Williams-, bishop of Lincoln', he 

wrote jovial1y to hill: '1 love/your lordship welt, but 

1willkeep you out of this seat as long as 1 c811.,3 

The years 1622 and 1623 were lean ones for 

suitors; only two bishoprics fell vacant, Bristol and 

St Asaph, tbough the latter, falling vacant in 1623, 

was filled only early in 1624. Whell Richard Parry, 

bishop of·St Asaph,died, Williams tried to obtain the 

see for his kinsman, Theodore Price, who had beell 

acting as sub-dean of Westminster chapel through his 

favour. Williams bad repeatedly advaneed the eandidacy 

of Price for prefe~ent to a bishopric, but had been un­

suceessful in obtaining a promotion for him. Indeed, 

his eontinual pressing on Priee's babalf antagonized 

Buckingham, and Price eventually came to believe that 

lJ. Chamberlain to Sir D. carleton, 3 July 1624 
(Chamberlain, ii. 569). 

2'l'homas Fuller, 1!!!. ehureh history 2!. Britain (1655), 
v. 314. 

3 Hacket, i. 168. 
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the support of Williams had done him more bar:m tban 
l good. Price dld Dot obtaiD the Welsh bishopric of St 

Asaph, vhich vas dlsposed of by Prince Charles to Dr 

John Hanmer. Charles had arguec:l that iD his capa city 

as Prince of Wales he enjoyed the right of nomination 

to all Welsh bishoprics, and he exerclsec:l that right by 

nOminatlng . Hanmer 'to the remote and poor Welsh 

blahoprlc,.2 As for the blshopric of Bristol, the only 

vacancy fl11ed in the years 1622 and 1623, it vas a 

'place held so poor.that ve hear not yet of any suitors 

or pretendentsfor lt,.3 The see vas assigDed to 

RichaN Wright. Buckingham does not sean to have had 

any def1nlte connectionwith the appointment, though Sir 

George Calvert, a secretary of state, haviDg heard one 

of the periodic rumours of the death of the archbishop 

of York, had recolIDDended Wright to Buckingham for 

promotion. 4 

The following two years were not much better; 

in 1625 no biahoprics fell vacant, and in 1624 only 

l'Theodore Priee', ~, xlvi. 339. 
2 Hacket, i. 201. 

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

4Sir George Calvert to Buckingham, 11 Jan. 1622 
(Fortescue MSS, 61). 
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tbree', none of wh1ch was very desirab1e. The' remote 

and poor' St Asaph' s went to John HaDlDer; car1ia1e", 

vhich went to the Ca1viniat Richard Senhouae on the 

demise of Ca1v'iniat Richard Mi,lbourne, waa, though 1esa 

poot", equa11y remote. BUc1d.Dgham' a band cannot be 

seen in thes. appointments. 1 Richard Montague, the 

disputatious Arminien c1eric who 1ater became bisbop 

of Chichester, wrote ln reference to SeDhouae's 

noœ1nation tbat he was sorry to see that 'Purlteni 

raplunt Eplscopattmi, yet thls ls a11eviated, tbat it 

ls but one for another, and !:!!. remotis; whereby, 1 

hope, we sba11 be rid of him,.2 

The third bishoprlc, Gloucester, vent to 

Godfrey Goodman, 4ean of Rochester,3 a former cbap1ain 

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

after two others had refused it. AccordiDg to Goodman's 

recent.biographer, Mr Soden, Gloucester was the poorest 

bishopric ln Eng1and; he eva1uated its annua1 income for the 

bishop at ~31S.4 It appears that the bishopric had been 

l ' 
Cf. Soden, Goodman, pp. 131, 132. 

2Richard Montague to John Cosin, 28 July 1624 (The 
correspondence 2.t :l2!m Cosln, ëd. George Ortlsby, i. 21 
[hereafter cited as CosiD correspondence]). 

3~, 1623-5, p. 373. 

4soden, p. 133. His figure, however, ls based upon 
eva1uation of the bishopric in 1680; ln 1628 the 
dlocesaD 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 !reston, a leader of the Puritan party 

in both religion and politics. He had served as 

chap1ain to !rince Charles and had obtained the master­

ship of &Dmanuel Co11ege, Cambridge, through the good 

offices of Buckingham. 1 When !reston refused the 

nomination, the offer was made to Joseph Hall, a1so of 

Ce1vinist inclinations. Hall simi1ar1y decliDed. 2 

Gloucester was theD offered to Goodmarl, who glad1y 

accepted. Richard MOntague hoped that Goodman wou1d 

Dot obtain the post as he was a Scot, and that the un-

1ucky Theodore Price vould receive the honour. 3 

lt is difficu1t to say clearly where 

Bucki.ngham' s band enters and where i t 1eaves in the 

promotion to the see of Gloucester. tbomas .Ba1l, 

treasury than those of Rochester, Hereford, and 
Oxford, and near1y 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-sëtWeen thê livings of the diocesan 
clergy and the living of the bishop, Gloucester was . 
perhaps not so poor. 

l'l'homas Ba11, The. life of the renowned Doctor Preston, 
written by his puprr.""7:-rn 1628, ed. w. Harcourt, 
pp. 67-9, 84-5; James F. Maclear, 'Puritan re1atioDs 
with Buckingham', Htmtingdon LibrAAY QuarterlY, xxi. 
114, 120 (1958). 

2Soden, pp. 136-7; lrvonwy MorgaD, Prince Charles' 
puritan cbap1ain, p. 123. 

3Ricbard Montague to John Cosin, 30 Oct. 1624 (CoSiD 
correspoDdence, i. 24). 
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Preston's pupil'. friand, and biographer, said 

Buckingham offered the bishopric to Preston;l Hall said 

James. not Buckingham, offered him the position;2 

Goodman said James offered him Gloucester, and denied 

that Buckingham was involved', yet on the nut page 

stated that he sent Buckingham a present of plate worth 

"0 or .50, which Buckingham returned. 3 Preston was 

certainly in Buckingham's favour at this time; Hall 

certainly was not; cons8quently, 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 genaral remarks such as Preston 'still 

continued and increased in the favour of the 

king and duke,.4 At anyevent, the return of 

Goodman's presentby Buckingham might indicate that 

he played no rol.e in the offer, but this leaves the 

question of why Goodman sent it if he felt no 

lBal!, Preston, p. 98. 

2Joseph Hall, Il!!. works 2! Joseph H!!!. ed. J. Pratt, 
i. xliv. ' 

3 Goodman, i. 356-7. 

4Fu1ler, Dl!. church histou, vi. 13. 



obligation to the favour1te. Neverthe1ess, whether 

through James or tbrougb. Buc1d.ngballi, Goodman was the 

lest bishop consecrated iD the reign of James. 
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BuckiDgham's position as favourite meant tbat 

many solicited his influence with the king on their 

beha1f. It i. difficu1t to assess his role in the 

appointments to the various deaneries 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 chap1ain to 

the 1ate bishop of London, John King, e.d was now 

attached to Oxford University. Packer had anawer:ëd 

Williams request by infor.ming h~ that another had been 

preferred to the vacancy about which he had inquired. 

Intent on obtaiDing a promotion for Piers, Williams 

solicited the deaner,y of Peterborough for htm. At the 

same ttme he asked Packer to keep his master in mind of 

a promotion for Dr Piers. A few menths 1ater, Piers 

was appointed dean of Peterborought in 1630, on the 

death of Thomas Dove, bishop of Peterborough, Piers 

was elected to succeed htm. 1 

1Lord Keeper Williams to John Packer, Feb. 1 1622, 
Packer to Williams, 13 Feb. 1622, Williams to Packer, 
23 Feb. 1622 (Fortescue ~, p. 60); 'William Piers', mm, 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 welle Williams alleged 

that the dean of York was struck dead when he ,received 

notice that, through the intercession of Buckingham, 

Scott had been appointed bis coadjutor, 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 litt le moral character. 1 

Hacket', Williams' biographer, c1aimed that Scott 

received the appointment so as to enable him to pay 

off the gambling debts he owed a friand of Buckingham, 

adding, 'and yet, the man died in the King's Bench 

[prison], and was not sOlvent,.2 

James appointed or promoted thirty~three 

bishops between 1616 and his death in 1625;3 twanty-three 

lWilliams to Buckingham, 24 Dec. 1624, 4 Jan. 1625 
(Cabala, pp. 279-80); Hacket, i. 206. 

2 Ibid., i. 207. 

3The calcu1ations are based on the lists of bishops 
provided in Handbook 21 British chronology, pp. 206-79. 
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of these pref~ents took place between 1616 and 1620. 

ln this period Buckingham's influence on Cburch appoint­

ments was negligible. He played a greater role in th6 

period between 1621 and the death of James in March 

1625, when three of the ten appointments made in those 

years can b~ linked to him. But for the whole period 

in which Buckingham enjoyed James' favour, from 1616 to 

1625, Buckingham's band can be sean acting certainlr 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, tbat represents 

the extent of the favourite's intrusion into the 

patronage of the church. lt 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 cnurch. 

lt is necessary tp say a word about James' 

policy in regard to the patronage of the church, for it 

left Charles and Buckingham an unwelcome legaqy 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 Arminien 
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camp. So long as bis bishops were thoroughly Erastian, 

and so long as they did DOt stir up public controversy 

or meddle with the order of the churcb, 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 

straddled 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 (IIPuritani rapiunt 

Episcopatumlt )', Montague had moaned when Senhouse got 

Carlisle in 1624, and when Gloucester fell vacant in 

the same year, he hoped that God wou1d spare them a 

lMark H. Curtis, 'Hampton Court Conference and its 
aftermath', History, xlvi. 6-7 (1961). 

2Wi11son, 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 

ln December of that year, when a treatise represented 

as the work of Isaac casaubon came into his bands, he 

exclaimed that the perpetrator must have been a 

puri tan: 'Rad he his due his books should fire htm at a 

stake. Before God it will .never be well until we have 

our Inquisition.,2 Early in 1625, when he failed to 

get a living which he had sought, he mingled sour 

grapes with antmosity towards the puritans, commenting: 

'lt was within four miles of Coventry, no great thing. 

Coventry is a second Geneva.' 3 Thomas Morton, a 

Calvinist, was bishop of Coventry from 1619 to 1632. 

Needless to say, the antipathy of the Arminians 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 

chur ch would d~pend more upon Buckingham than upon 

Charles. 

lSee above p.108; Ricbard MOntague to John Cosin, 24 
Oct. 1624 (Co.in correspondence, i. 22). 

2Same 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 favouritels trust; each of them 

had sought ascendancy over the favourite's mind, not 

simply for personal advancement, but in order to have 

power over bis 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 
l 

in 1619. 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 dutifu1ly 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 

1 Racket, i. 36. 

2Ibid., i. 40. 

3Ibid., i. 41-3. 
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reinforced by becoming chaplain to BUCkingham's 

mother. l His immediate reward was the deanery of 

We~tminster, which Hacket compared to 'the office over 

the king of Persia's gardan 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 

friands and relatives. He was genuinely frightened at 

t~e attaCk in parliament, and feared that he would be 

singled out as the cause of the grievance. 'SWim with 

the tide, and youcannot 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 . 

1 B. Dew Roberts, Mitre and musket: John Williams, ~ 
Keeper, archbishop 2! York, p. 9; CSP Venetian, 
1621-3, p. 88. 

2Hacket , i. 44. 

3 Ibid., i. 50. 
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l keeper. 
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The rise of Laud was les8 spectaeular because 

James disliked and distrusted biM, 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 OWD brain. • • 

But by 1620 Laud had ingratiated himself with BuCkingham, 

and through his patronage was able to overcome the bias 

of James towards Laud. 3 ln 1621, through the ursing 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 it,.4 

Haeket makes much of the generosi ty of 

Williams in supporting Laud, but this must be taken 

lightly. The most recent biographers of both Williams 

and Laud agree tbat Williams worked to obtain the 

lFor bishopric of Lincoln see above pp.103-4 , for the 
lord keepership see p. 187. 

2HaCket , i. 64; Gardiner, iv. 138. 

3Hugh Trevor-Roper, Archbisho2 ~, p. 56. 

4Hacitet , i. 64. 
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bishopric for Laud in order to save his deanery of 

Westminster. 1 Laud htmself 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 receiv~d the 

deanery.2 Also, Williams received a living of .120 in 

Laud'sdiocese 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.confor,ming 

of Buckingham's prospective vife to the Church of 

England, Laud entrenched himself through the favourite' s 

mother. The countess 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 Fisher. The conversion of the countess was 

delayed for only a while, but Buckingham was restored 

to bis Anglicanism by Laud. 4 From this point on Laud 

1 --
Roberts, p. 52; Trevor-Roper, ~, pp. 56-7. 

2 '. Laud, Works, iii, 136-7; Rev. J. Mead~o Sir Martin 
Stuteville, 23 June 1621 (Birch, James, ii. 260). 

3Hacket , i.64. 

4Gardiner, -iVe 281; Willson, James, p. 427; Trevor­
Roper, ~, p. 60. 
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vas to· enter deeper and deeper into the confidence of 

BuckiDgbam. ID his diary in early June of 1622', taud 

made the entrythat 'my lo~ marquis of Buckingham vas 

pleased to enter upon a near respect to me. the 

particulars are DOt for paper.' A week later he noted: 

'1 became C. to my lord of Buck~ham.,l The 'C.' is 

an abbreviation for either chaplain or confessor, and 

whichever it represents, the close personal relation­

ship taus symbolized was to give Laud inereasing 

influence over the favourite. 2 Laud remained in the 

relatively poor bishopric of St David's until 1626 

because of the absence of suitable vacancies in the 

episcopate, not of any lack of favour on the part of 

BuckiDgbam. There Were only four vacancies between 

1621 and 1626; two, St Asaph's and Gloucester, vere 

poorer than St David' s, while the other wo, carlisle 

and Bristol, were a little richer, but equally remote 

from the court. 

Williams and Laud now facecl one another in a 

direct battle for influence over the favourite. Laud bad 

the strategie position on wo counts. First, he was the 

personal re1igious adviser of the duke; .. second, he had 

lLaud, Warks, iii. 139. 

2Tr .. 60 evor-Roper, ~,p. • 
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no office in the administration, and therefore vas not 

as vulnerable to the disfavour of Buckingham as Williams. 

When Charles and Buckingham vere in Spain, 

Williams indiscreet1y a110wed Buckingham to know that he 

was dubious about the wisdom of the journey; meanwhi1e, 

Laud vas writiDg to the duite subt1y imp1ying that 

Williams was und~ining the favourite iD his absence. l 

After Buckingham returned, Laud began to bave the 

dreams which were to revea1 so peculiarly the. 

superstitious, gui1ty hatred he bore Williams. In 

December of 1623 he dreamt the lord keeper was dead, 

'his lower 1ip infinite1y swe11ed and fal1en, and he 

rotten a1ready'; the next day he saw Buckingham and 

noticed tbat Williams was 'dead in his affections'. In 

January of 1624 Laud was 1anguishing vith sadness at 

the 'envy and undeserved ha tred borne to me by the lord 

keeper', but turned to the Bible and chanced upon the 

psalm, 'The Lord is IllY helper; 1 will not fear what man 

can do unto me', which seemed a conso1ing omen. In 

January of 1625 he noted co1dly that Buckingham expressed 

the wish that he had 'known' the lord keeper sooner. 

As 1ate as January 1627, when Williams bad quite fa11en 

from favour, Laud noted tbat the bishop of Lincoln 

desired a reconci1iation with Buckingham, and the very 

1 
Roberts, pp. 64-5, 78. 
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next night he dreamt that Ithe biahop of Lincoln came, 
, ' 

1 mow DOt whither. with iron chaills. But returning 

looae from them, leaped on horaeback, vent away; 

neither could 1 ovartâke bim~' ln March of 1627 one 

of the figures in nia dreama, 'whiaperiDg in IllY ear, 

told me that 1 was the cauae why the biahop of Lincoln 
1 waa Dot again admitted iDto favour and to court'. 

Even iD 1633 Laud was atill having his dreama about 

Williams; he dreamt that Williams came, land off.red 

to sit above me at the council-table, and tbat Lord 

Ho 1 land came iD, and placed him there,.2 

When Laud was DOt dreaming about Williams, 

he was dreamiDg about Buckingham and the Villiers 

family. ln 1625 he was very troubled in his dreams. 

'MY imagination ran altogether upon the duke of 

Buckingham, his servants, and family.' Other tilDes he 

dreamt of Buckingham alone, or of Buchingham' s wife. 3 

Laud's dreame show h~ in a repellant aspect. He was, 

however, genuiDely attached to Buckingham; he sat with 

h1m when he was ill;4 he defended his polieies as best 

1 Laud, Works, iii. 144, 146, 157, 199, 204. 

2Ibid., iii. 218; Hacket, ii. 85. 
3 Laud, Works, iii. 170, 172. 
4 Ibid., iii. 152, 153. 
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he could", aven when he was not in accord;l he vas 

deeply shocked when Buckingham was assassinated, and 

wrote sincerely of his grief;2 he continued his friand­

ship vith Bucld.ngham l s wife, correspondiDg vith her 

frequently;3 and in his will hl' remembered Catherine 

and her children. 4 

This was the man who triumphed over Williams, 

and who consequently controlled 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 st the coronation of Charles. 

Professor Trevor-Roper has justly observed that it was 

Williams, not Laud, who was the paral1el of cardinal 

Wolsey, Williams was the politician in orders, Laud 

the clergyman in pOlitics. 5 As Williams was above a11 

a political rea1ist, and active prtm&rily in the area 

of state, not church, the story of bis fall proper1y 

belongs in another place. 6 Sere it will suffice to 

l Ibid., vii. 631. 

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

3Laud , Works, vi and vii, passim. 

4Ibid., iVe 443. 
5 Trevor-Roper, ~, pp. 53-4. 

6See below, pp. 194-5. 
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note that Williams was a man who Ibehaved throughout 

bis career as if no differences in religloui princip les 

existed l • l Williams was broadly tolerant-;of the 

various views with!n the churCh, because he was sublimely 

unconcerned about them. If he had a leaning at all, it 

aeems to have been towards the puritans. Bad 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 politique, Laud and Ithoroughl • Unfortunately, 

BUckingham made the wrong choice. 

ln 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 101 for orthodox and Ipi 

for puritan, so that Buckingham could give it to 

Charles. 2 Laudls position was recognized quickly by his 

contemporaries; Archbishop Abbot reported in 1627 that 

Laud lis the only inward counsellor vith Buckingham, 

sitting vith him sometimes privately whole hours, and 

lTrevor-Roper, ~, p. 54. 

2Laud, Works, iii. 159. Gardiner believed that the 
list was requested by Charles (v. 363-4). 
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1 feeding his humour with malice and spite ' • Abbot had 

as low an opinion of Laud as James had had. ln 1624 

Abbot UDsuccessfully attempted to keep Laud off the 

court of Righ Commission. 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 of a 
\ 

promotion brought scores of letters besgins 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 approaeh 

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 reisn. As in the state, so in the church, 

one had _tosuppor.t both 1che duke and his policy. To 

lAbbot's narrative in Ruwhworth, i. 440. 

2Laud , Works, vi. pt i. 243-4; Laud to Buckingham, 18 
Nov. 1624 (Cabala, p. 109); 21 Jan. 1625 (Feodera, 
xvii. 64.9). 
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this was added Laud' s influence, which meant that non­

laudian clergy were not pramoted. 

The fall of Williams illustrates the whole 

process of church patronage. For a time it 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, either the dean of Salisbury or 

the deam of Rochester would be promoted. He sought 

one of these places or, failing this, at least 'poor 

Lichfield, which is hardly worth ~lOO 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 

Conwayasking to be remembered for the deanery of 

Westminster 'if there be aprobability 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 

LOr Francis Dye to Sec. Conway, 13 Nov. 1625 (~, 
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 Laud was to be bis deputy, thus 

acquiring the spoiis which Dye and Balcanquall hoped to 

enjoy.2 

The confusion which surrounded the vacancy of 

a bishopric was augmented by the slowness 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 vacane,y, which was one good reason for a leisurely 

course. 

Writing to bis friend Sir Martin Stuteville, 

Reverend Joseph Mead exclalmed, ~What a company of 

bishops have died in a small ttmel' 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 

lWalter Balcanquall to same, 4, 7 Nov. 1625 (ibid., 
pp. 143, 145). 

2J • Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 19 Jan. 1626 
(Chamberlain, ii. 627). 

3Cf• Handbook 2! British chronology (pp. 206-79) under 
Bath and Wells, Carlisle, Ely, Exeter, St David's and 
Winchester. 
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statesman like not.,l Mead was correct; of the six 

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 T:beophilus Field; ooly 

Exeter WeDt to a Calvinist -- Joseph Hall, a moderate 

who had e.t'lier been otfered by James the not too rich 

bishopric of Gloucester. Winchester and Ely, the two 

richest bishoprics to fal1 vacant, were Dot given new 

bishops until 1628, when both were fi1led by men who 

bad a long and close association with Laud. Richard 

Nei1e, bishop of Durbanl, was trans1ated to Winchester. 

and John Buekeridge, bishop of Rochester, ~ent to Ely. 2 

B~ekeridge had been Laud' s tutor at St John' s 

Col1ege, Oxford. He had he1d the see of Rochester 

since 1611 and Heylyn, Laudls biographer, attributes 

hi. promotion in 1628 as due tQ 'the power and favour' 

l Rev• Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stutevi1le, 7 Oct. 1626 
(Bireh, Charles, i. 155-7). 

2Laud, Works, iii. 192-6; CSPD, 1625-6, p. 570; CSPD~ 
1627-8, pp. 41, 326, 451; ~, 1628-9, pp. 47,lO8. 



129 

of his former student. l Laud had for a time served as 

chaplain to Richard Neile when Neile was bishop of 

Rochester. Laud bad a longstandiDg debt of gratitude 

to repay Neile. Neile bad supported bis 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 electlon 

dispute was finally settled by James in Laud's favour. 

Laud believed tbat the support of Neile bad secured 

the office for him. 2 

The contest for bishoprics was perbaps more 

interesting tban 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 al1', be it Ely, or Bath and 
Wells; 1 will spend the remainder of ~ days writing 
an history of your good deeds to me and others·, 
whereby 1 May vindicate you from the enVY3and obloquy 
of this wicked age wherein we live... ••. . ... _ 

lpeteJ: Heylyn, Cverianus Anglicus: or, the history of 
~ ~ !rut death 2!. ••• William-laud (1668), i:-45. 

21bid., pp. 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 ls that 
Field 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-Reper, ~, p. 186. 
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Field was aimiDg high, too high for his merits. When 

Laud was trans1ated to Bath and Wells, Field was given 

bis old bishopric of St David's. He tmmediately wrote 

to Buckingham a fulsome let ter of thanks', sayiDg that 

'Buckingham had 'imitated God himself', who very of t, as 

he passes by and seema to tarD from us, 1eaves a 

b1essing behind'. He went on to relate that Laud had 

been helpfu1 in arranging matters for hiDi, and added 

comp1acently that 'bis known zeal for the duite 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, DO longer 

in Buckingham's favour, attempted to secure 

Winchester by remarking to Buckingham that 

Winchester had once been promised hint but that 'he would 

Dot 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 

Tbis was making a virtue of a necessi~. Since all 

IT. Field to Buckingham, August 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, 
p. 326). 

2John Williams, bishop of Lincoln, to same', 15 Oct. 
1626 (~, 1625-6, p. 455). 



bishoprics save one went to the Laudian faction, 

Williams, Laudls arch-enemy, l'lad litt le hope of 

succeeding. 
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J~UdIS position in the church was strengthened 

in 1627 when Archbishop Abbot was suspended from his 

office. Abbot l'lad failed to support BuCkingham in the 

parliament of 1626 and l'lad further antagonized the 

crown by refusing to licence the sermon by Dr Richard 

Sibthorpe entitled Apostolical obedience, 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 commission. l 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 Abbotls suspension, 

Laud, the junior of them al1 in precedence, demanded 

1 Contarini to the Doge, 30 July 1627 (CSp Venetian, 
1626-8, p. 305); Salvetti to the dukeOf 'fuscany, 31 
July 1627 (Skrine M§.§.,--p. 125); Abbot' s narrative in 
Rushworth, i. 4-31,passim; Feodera, xviii. 941-2; 
Gardiner, vi. 206. 
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ln 1628 ten bishoprics Changed bands; 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

ravelled 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 Si ft aimed at securing 

Winchester, but Buckinghamtried to return it. 

Montaigne hastily wrote that it would break his heart 

if the gift were returned. 2 Montaigne had perfor.med 

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 chaplain, Dr 

Wilson, to solicit support for Buckingham in 

accordance with the expressed wish of Charles. Suffolk 

IThomas Fuller, Appeal of injured innocence (1659), 
iii. 10. 

2George Hontaigne to Buckingham, March ? 1627 (~, 
1627-8, p~ 119). 
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died 28 May 1626; Montaigne was htm.e1f at Cambridge on 

May 30 urging BuckiDghamla election. 

But there also came to Cambridge John Cosin, 

chaplain of Bishop Nei1e of Durham, with 1etters from 

Neile urging support for Buckingham. Cosin, himse1f had 

recent1y received the presentation to the rectory of 

Brancepth, in the diocese of Durham, thr:ough the good 

offices of both Buckingham and Laud. 1 Cosin vent to 

Cambridge lexpress1y signifyiDg in his majestyls name' 

that Charles desir:ed Buckingham' s nomination. ln his :. 

1etter confi~ing their election, Charles specifica11y 

mentioned that he had emp10yed the bishop of Durham in 

this matter. 2 

The fel10ws at Cambridge vere a1so individual1y 

solicited on Buckingb4m's beba1f by the recently appointed 

master of Trinit y Col1ege, Leonard Mawe. Reverend Joseph 

Mead wrote that Mawe had entered the list of Buckingham 

supporters in the hope that his reward wou1d be the 

bishopric of Exèter. 3 Whatsoever the motives of his 

supporters, Buckingham mustered a .very. small plurality 

121 Feb. 1626 (CSPD, l625-~·, p. 562); John Cosin to 
Laud', June 1628 (CSPD, 16 8-9', p. 187). 

2Rev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 3' June 
1626 (Ellis, Original 1etters', series 3', iii. 228-
31); Gardiner, vi. 115-16; sir Benjamin Rudyard to 
Sir: Francis Nethersole, 2 nase 1626 (CSPD, 1625-6, 
p. 346); Charles to the university of cambridge, 6 
June 1626 (cabala, p. 188). 

3Rev• Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stutevi1le, 1 July 
1626 (Birch, Charles·, i. 118). 
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when finally elected on 1 June 1626. 

Though MOntaigne was disappoiDtèd in tbat 

WinChester vent to Neile of Durham, he was consoled by 

his translation to the now-vacant', riCh and important 

see of Durbam. l ln July Laud succeeded to the 

prestigious see of London, promised him a year earlier 

by Charles. 2 Leonard Mawe was given Laudls old see of 

Bath and Wells rather than Exeter as he bad hoped. 3 

MeaDWhile, Tobias Matthew, archbishop of York, 

bad died. Just twen~-two days after his elevation to 

Durballl, Montaigne wrote to Buckingham for the vacancy. 

He said tbat it would show the world that the duke 

still held h1m in graat favour and that he valued this 

even more tban the honour of the bishopric. 4 The 

anecdote is re1ated that Charles was discussing a 

replacement for Matthew in Montaignels presence, and 

failed to mention bis name as a possibility. At last 

Montaigne could bear it no longer, and told the king, 

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

1 . 
~, 1627-8, p. 564; ~, 1628-9, p. 26. 

2~, 1628-9, p. 189; Laud, Works, iii. 205; Gardiner, 
vi. 207. 

3~, 1628-9', p. 211. 

4George Montaigne to Buckingham, 1 April 1628 (ibid., 
p. 59). 
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say ~to this mountain [Montaigne], Go and be removed 
1 . 

into tbat sea [see].' Whether this witt Y p1ea, or the 

1etter to Buckingham, was the more effective, just 

tbree months after receiving, Durham, Montaigne was 

nominated archbishop of York. 2 

Montaigne had not been a10ne in soliciting 

prefer.ments. Walter Ba1canqua11, dean of Rochester, 

had notgiven up seeking promotion despite repeated 

rebuffs. Be1ieving 'that Bishop Buckeridge of 

Rochester was due for a promotion, he wrot~ to 

Secretary Conway requesting that bishopric. He urged 

Conway to press his suit on the grounds that he was 

more 1ike1y to be of service to Buckingham 'than Any 

new bishop which [cou1dJ be made at that time'. He 

c1a~ed that both his earnestness for the loan and his 

friendship with 'many of the other side'; vere 

Adequate credentia1s for the promotion.'3 He was to be 

again disappointed. When BUckeridge was indeed 

promoted in 1628 to Ely, Rochester went, t,o Walter Cur1e. 4 

1 Quoted in Trevor-Reper, ~, p. 91. 
2 ' .. 
~, 1628-9, pp. 148, 179. 

3wal.ter Ba1canqua11 to Sec. Conway, 15 Jan. 1627 
(~, 1627-8, p. 19). 

4 .. ·· ',. 
~, 1628-9, pp. 47, 108, 211, 235. 
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Balcanquall did not do well at all. DurlwD, vacated by 

Montaigne', went to Bishop Howson of Oxford', and Oxford 

was given to the poet-dean of au:ist-Churcb, Richard 

Corbett, who bad also obtained the deànery through 

Buckingham. 1 Richard Montague was preferred to the 

bishopric of Cbichester,2 vacated by the death of 

George Carleton, one of the first bishops who bad 

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 BuckinghaIIl, who 'bad me 

rely upon hiDi, and none but him, and let him know wbat 

preferments l desired, and l should bave 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 friand John Cosin tba t 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 bringboth Laud and 

1 
Ibid., pp. 235, 254; Trevor-Roper, 'James land his 
bishops', p. 142. 

2~, 1628-9, p. 217. 

3Richard Montague to :".:' Jolm Cosin, 24 Oct. 1624 
(Cosin correspondance, i. 22). . 

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

Latar in 1625, when Montague was undar a ttack 

in parliament for his extreme And.Dian opinions", he 

wrote to Bishop Neile: 'My hope, next to Goa, must be in 

!DY lord duke, upon whom 1 will attend • • • as 1 conceive 

it !DY means must be to get, if it be possible, aDf, the 

least, bishopric, to make me off from the Conmons.' He 

added that he had heard that John Thomborough, bishop 

of Worcester, was sick and speculated that should Laud 

succedd 'l'hornborough and he Laud then he would be 'half 

delivered i •
1 Worcester had been a false hope; 

Thornborough died only in 1641. Both these efforts 

failed, and early in 1626 MOntague was writing in 

di scouragement, 'for !DY own particular, 1 had rather 

be dean of faul's or Westminster than a bishopl.2 When 

even this failed, Montague wrote: '1 have deserved 

better of the church. 1 beat the bushes, and others 

catch the birds.,3 He reiterated that"he wou1d sett1e 

for a deanery, and gave his friand, John Cosin, 1eave 

t.o re~ay that to Buckingham. 

lSame to Bishop Nei1e, 10 July 1625 (ibid., i. 78-9). 

2Same to John Oosin, 28 June 1626 (ibid., i. 96). 

3same to same, July 1626 (ibid., i. 98). 
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ln the Middle of 1626 Montague had dizmer 

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 suit. l Others also had their eyes on EXeter. 

Shortly before his death, Nicholas Felton, bishop of 

Ely, wrote to Sir John Coke asking h~ to use his 

influence with Buckingham to obtain Exeter for Robert 

Wright, bishop of Bristol. Felton maintained that it 

had been Valentine earey's dying wish tbat Wright 

succeed him at Exeter. 2 If Coke tried to use his 

influence he failed, as did Montàgue. ~oseph 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 1 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, 

1 Ibid., i. 98-9, 101, 103-4, 106. 

2Nicholas Felton to Sir John Coke, 17 June 1626 
(Cowper M2§., i. 271). 

3R1.chard Montague to John Cos in, 2 July 1627 (Q-,-sin 
correspondence, i. 125). 

4same to same, 4 Nov. 1627 (~., i. 137). 
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'if l vere a bishop, l should send a bishop's 

blessing,.l After his epic struggle, his sly hint ~ 

be forgiven. 

In the height of his depression in 1626 

Montague had written Cosin: '1 must grow miserable 

[miserly] not to buy a bishopric.,2 This brings up 

the question of simony, the sale of bishoprics, a matter 

of considerable delicaey. A recent student of the 

church in the early Stuart period, Professor Christopher 

Hill, has made the statement that the only bishopric 

vhich Buckingham did not sell vas the grant of 

Salisbury to John Davenant in 1621. 3 To make such a 

claim, it is necessary to inspect the mass of manuscript 

and printed material relating to the church and its 

bishops in this periode 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 sàme, 7 July 1628 (ibid., i. 142); CSPD, 
1628-9, p. 217. ----

2Richard Montague to JohnCosin, n.d., probably July 
1626 (Cosin correspondence, i. 98). 

38ill , p. 21; cf. L. Stone also claims this: 
'Buckingham was.no.torious for his sale of bishoprics' 

(Crisis 2! the aristocraey, p. 408). But judging from 
his references, Stone based his assumption, giving no 
specifie illustrations, on Bill's atudy, and not from 

"an independent research into the sources. 
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He cites seven instances of simony: one, tbat of 

Godfrey Goodman attempting to purchase the bishopric 

of Hereford, occors in 1633, five years after 

Bucld.ngham' s death; Goodman' s most recent biographer 

bas satisfactori1y refuted the charge, though not to 

Professor Bi11's satisfaction. 1 The other six rest on 

the most f1~sy evidence. 

Theophi1us Field, Professor Hill imp1ies, 

was impeached in the par1iament of 1621 for brokerage 

and bribery re1ating to the bishopric. Yet 'ishopt: 

Field was impeached for bribery in the courts, not in 

the bishopric, and the brokerage re1ated to the 

hand1ing of bis offices under the bishopric, not to 

the bishopric itse1f. 2 Professor Hill bases his c1aim 

tbat Martin Fother~ purchased the bishopric of 

Salisbury in 1618 for ~3,500 on no other evidence 

than Anthony We1don, who has long been considered a 

ma1icious and unre1iab1e source. '\ole1don, on the page 

fo110wing this story, states that sorne bishops received 

their posts gratis, as a resu1t of their f1attery.3 

1COmpare Soden, chapter xix, with Hill, p. 310, 31On. 

2Hi11 , pp. 309-10; Gardiner, iVe 125. 

3Hi11 , p. 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 bas taken 

a limited statement from an unreliable source and 

blown it into a fallacious generalization. 

The next two cases ~ofessor Hill cites as 

rumours told to .James Ussher, archbishop of Armagh, by 

'respectable cbaracters'. 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 Bangor, who in 

the parliament of 1626 was faced with charges alleging 

simony, bribery, extortion, and incontinency. B'ayly 

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 l626 was incontinency.2 The last instance 

Professor Hill cites is Montague's remark: '1 must grow 

very miserable [miserly] not to buy a bisbopric.,3 

lHill, p. 310; Alexander Cook to .James Ussher, 30 Nov. 
1626, Samuel Ward to same, 13 Feb. 1627 (Richard 
Parr, The ~ 21 ••• James Ussher (1686), pp. 373, 
377). 

2Hill , p. 310; J. Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 4 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). 

3Hill, p. 310; see above, p. 139. 
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If 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 bas hardly 

proven that every bishop except Davenant bought his 

bishopric from BUckingham. 

Not one single bishopric which changed bands 

between 1.621 and 1628, and, it would sean that 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 ia 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. l 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 tban 

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 

lSee above, pp. 119', 132. 
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give it to the bishopric if he were made a bishop.l 

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 h~. 

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 cburch. The latitudinarian atmosphere of the 

Elizabethan church. which James had tried to preserve, 

was replaced with a Ithorough l to which most lait y, 

puri tan or not, were hostile. Finally, he brought the 

blight of transience in office to the cburcb. 

lWilliam Juxon to Laud, 26 Dec. 1627 (~, 1627-8, 
p. 479). 



CHAPTER V 

THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION 

The effect of the patronage of Buckingham in 

the central administration was felt more in a polit1cal 

than an administrative manner. His handling of 

patronage was largely one involving the major and 

middle-rank officers, for the Most part not interesting 

bimself 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 
l hundred we~e in the royal household. 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 various departments. 

Chancery was not on1y a court of equity, but a1so the 

1This tabulation is based upon the appendix in Aylmer, 
~ king's servants, pp. 420-87. 
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major administrative department charged with registering 

the official acts of the king.l There was no 

recognized set of criteria to judge the ability of a 

candtdate to perform the office he sought. Cranfield 

was the only man of finance to head the treasury in 

the period of Buckinghamls 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. ln 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. 1 am 
acquainted with books, and no stranger to the courts 
and affairs of the world. 2 

Here. then, was the best qualification a candidate for 

office could imagine: a liberal education, which fitted 

htm for a variety of offices, with no mention of 

specifie abilities for any. If the number and variety 

of offices acted as an inherent check on the control of 

lM. S. Giuseppi. Guide ~ ~ contents 2! ~ Public 
Record Office, i. 7-8. 

2John Coke to BUckingham. 12 Oct. 1622 (Cowper ~, i. 
121). Coke, apparently, did not send this letter 
because it was a litt le 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. lt vas unnecessary to seek out the 

technically proficient; choice could be based on real or 

assumed personal qualities. This vas 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 cir~ent 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 re1ated notions of tenure, revers ion , and 

sa1e. 2 

Whi1e the general conception of office as 

simi~ar to private property acted as a cheCk on 

patronage, its effects must not be exaggerated: remova1 

could be effected by bringing pressure upon the 

lSee be1ow, pp. 198-203. 

2For a thorough discussion see Ay~er, ~ king's 
servants, especia11y chapters iii and iVe 
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incumbent to resign. But tbere still vould arise the 

question of compensation·, if for no other reason but as 

an inducement for the resignation. Related tû the 

proprietary notion of office was the concept of tenure. 

Most major offices vere held at pleasure", but the 

majority of the offices in the middle-ranks had life 

tenures, so that they offered the best security and 

vere the most desirable. l 

How seriously the question of tenure vas 

taken may be seen fram the case of Sir Henry Mervyn, 

vice-admiral of the Narrow Seas under James. Early in 

the reign of Charles, Mervyn complained to the king 

that, vith the permission of James. he had purchased his 

commission for life at a cost of~3.500. Since he was 

suspended wi thout cause shown. he demanded ei ther his 

re-instatement or the return of the purchase priee. 

Investigations showed that Mervyn had been auspended by 

James upon a comp1aint from the French embassador that 

Mervyn had engased in piracy against French ships. But 

since Mervyn had not been prosecuted·, there was no 

just cause for his remova1 and the suspension vas lifted. 2 

11bid., pp. 106-7. 

2Sir Henry Mervyn to Charles, Sept. 1625 (~, 1625-6, 
p. 114); Sir John Coke to , [4 Oct. 1625] 
(ibid., p. 117). 
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Cases suCh as this 1ed Professor Aylœer to point out 

that many officia1s were a11 but irremovab1e. 1 Tenure 

offered a serious limitation to the operation of 

patronage. 

Reversion, the grant of the succession to an 

office, vas a metbod of extending tenure, as we11 as a 

means of insuring in advance that aD incumbent vould be 

succeeded in his office. Since reversion 1imited the 

crown's freedom of appointment, it a1so acted as a 

check upon royal patronage. Professor Ay~er estimates 

thatmore than ha1f t~ middle-rank offices carried 

reversions at any gi ven time in the reign of Charles; 

this estimate wou1d almost certainly ho1d true for the 

reign of 3ames. 2 But most major offices did Dot bave 

reversions attached to them. This is a reflection of 

their UDcertain tenure, at pleasure, and of their 

po1itical importance. The influence of Buckingham va. 

greatest at this 1evel for the usual restrictions as 

to tenure and revers ion were non-existent. 

None of the notions of property, tenure, and 

revers ion would have acted as a check upon patronage 

if royal officials had not been reluctant to relinquish 

their offices. But the average offlce-hôlder clung to 

lAy~', Il!!. king's servants, p. 9~ 

21bid., p. 105. 



office. Crown salaries were low and the striving of 

officers for pensions, annuities', leases of property 

at low rents and grants of crown perquisites bas to 

be sean in the light of the fear of officers of 

financial disaster through loss of office. l Office 

alone ~as no guarantee of financial se~~ity as 

Secretary CoDvay advised his daughtera: 
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••• Last night vas burl:ëd 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 offic,s make fair shows and 
promises but are DO inheritance. 2 

The proprietary concepts about office led 

logically to the sale of office, which was reinforced 

by the feeling that some for.m of compensation was owed 

to the pers on 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 remtinerative, 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 eff.ect of minimizing. the .concept of public 

1Ibid.', p. 165. 

2Edward, Lord Conway, to his children, Heligenwith and 
. Mary Conway, 9 Sept. 1625 (HMC, Fourteenth report, 
".appendix, part ii: The manuscripts of the duke of 
Portland, ii1. 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 bribery. 

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 guiltr 

of practicing a subtle kind of fraud upon the buyer. 

With regard to 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 etbics. 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 officers in the early Stuart 

period had a defective sense of personal rectitude, 

they were not incompetent. Or rather, if they were 

incompetent, they would. still have achieved office if 

lSee below, pp. 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. l Sale must be thought of as 

one of seversl common ways of aoquiring office unde~ 

Buckingham, and Dot as the sol~ "::':'{tY",; ~ofessor Aylmer 

has sUfficiently illustrated that the 'three P's' of 

patrimony, patronage and purchase operated inter­

dependently.2 

The role of patronage in office-holding, the 

lack of specialization i~ the administration, and the 

l~its whieh 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 whieh 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 prefe~ent. 

lAylmer, ~ king's servants, pp. 237-9. 

21bid., p. 159, passim. 
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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. l Office at home also 

meant the possibility of strengthening his financial 

position while permitting him to take a greater part 

in the affairs of govemment. The first reason led 

htm in 1617 to attempt to secure the reversiontD 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 

aecretaryship of state in 1618, also lucrative, but 

ab6ve all a key position in the determining of policy.3 

Neither attempt was successful, but the latter was the 

more serious attempt. 

lT. Locke to SiI' D. Carleton, 27 March, 5 June 1619 
(CSP~, 1619-23, pp. 28, 51); Mayes, 'Sale of peerages', 
p. 2 • 

2Richard Harrison to Sir D. Carleton, 28 May, 24 July 
1617 (~, 1611-18, pp. 470, 477). 

3F• M. G. Higham, ~ principal secretary of state, 
p. 535. 
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Carleton employed his nephews as his agents 

in trying for the office of seeretary of state. His 

nephew, John, wrote to tell him that though Buc:kingham 

thought well of Carleton, 'three of his best friends' 

thought the best strategy would be for Carleton to 

offer a3,000 for the office, especially at this time 

when Secretary Naunton was seeking a promotion, and 

Sir Thomas Lake, the other secretary, was in disfavour. l 

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. 2 He seems to have received the office on the 

recommendation of Buckingham witlmut a money payment, 

although both Sir Dudley Carleton and Sir John Digby, 

later earl of Bristol, were willing to pay. 3 Almost 

tmmediately, Carleton began dealing with Calvert and 

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

2Higham, pp. 74-5; John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 
20 Feb. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 216); David H. Wi1lson, 
The priyY counci11ors in the house of commons, 1604-
1629, p. 87. - - - -

3cSPD, 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 Eng1and 

be1ieved that Naunton was on1y 'trif1ing' and Ca1vert 

wou1d be more 1ike1y to accept his offer. 1 But again 

nothing came of the negotiations. 

For a few years Carleton seems to have resigned 

himse1f to a waiting game, for there is no record of his 

being a suitor for office aga in unti1 1623. But this 

does not mean that he remained id1e. He kept in touch 

with inf1uentia1 persons. He sent the ear1 of Arundel 

a Dutch painting to add to his fine collection; he 

congratu1ated Northumberland on his re1ease from the 

Tower; he wrote to Lord Keeper Williams to congratu1ate 

him on bis appointment and to remind him that he sought 

a position at home. 2 

ln the intervening years, severa1 events 

occurred which were to establish the conditions under 

which he sought office in 1623. ln 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 ln 1622, when 

1T T - '. 0 6 9 ( 4 . .a..u.cke to Sl:r D. Carleton, 3 April 1 1 ~, 
1619-23, p. 41). 

2Earl of ~del to same, 20 July 1621 (ibid., p. 277); 
Sir D. Carleton to ear1 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., p. 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 tbrough his 

reversion to it, or of taking instead a revers ion 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 
1 gracious promise for the rolls'. 

Also in 1622 Buckingham decided to replace 

Secretary Naunton with Sir Edward Conway. Naunton had 

been in difficul ties wi th 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. ln September of 1622 Naunton wrote 

Buckingham pleading not to be released from office until 

1 .. .. -. 
Buckingham to Sir Henry Wotton, 2 Jan. 1622 (Fortescue 
papers, pp. 172-3); earl OÎ Leicester to Viscount De 
Lisle, 3 Sept. 1621 (De L'Isle ~, v. 424). 

2Gardiner, iii. 391; Higham,. pp. 78-9; M. B. Rex, 
University representation ~ Eng1and 1604-90, pp. 97-8. 

1 
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his wife gave birth, for a yeu earlier she had m1scarried 

as a result of a rameur tbat her husband was to 108e bis 

office. l It seema that Buckirlgham hol1oured this plea and 

aven senec! as ODe of the godparents at the christening of 

the child. 2 Nauntol1 SOOI1 after resigned, 8I!l~ ear1y il1 

1623 Conway was appoiDted secretary of state.3 

Conway', acting 011 the directions of Buc1tiDgbam:, 

set about to provide some compensation for Nauntol1. 111 

April of 1623 COl1way reported to Bucld.DghaDi, then in 

Madrid, that l.fiddlesex was unwilling to authorize a 

grant of .500 in land for Naunton. Instead', he offered 

a pension of .1,000, but not for twenty-one years as 

Naunton requested. In June Conway informed Naunton' s 

secretary that the best terms he could obtain fram Middlesex 

was a life pension of 1:.1,000 on 'some certain assignment', to 

cease when a500 a year in land is settledupon him'. 5 

ISir Robert Naunton to Buckingham, 4 Sept. 1622. 
(Goodman, ii. 242-3); 'Sir Robert Naunton', )2g, xl. 
128. 

2J • Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 4 Jan. 1623 
(Chamberlain, ii. 470). 

3Sir Francis Nethersole ta same, 28 Sept. 1622 (CSPn, 
1619-23, p. 451); J. Chamberlain .to seme, 12 Oc~ 
16 Nov. 1622, 4, 25 Jan. 1623 (Chamberlain, ii. 458, 
463, 470, 474); Gardiner, iVe 409-10. 

4Sec •. Conway ta Buckingham, 12 April 1623 (CSPD, 
1619-23, p. 557). ----

5same ta George Verney, 9 June 1623 (ibid., p. 602). 
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Naunton's secretary repliedthe 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 favo~ for Carleton to imagine that 

an attempt for N'aunton' s post cou1d succeed. ln 1.623, 

IGeorge Verney to Sec. Conway, 10 June 1623 (ibid., 
p. 603). 

2Aylmer, The king"s s"a~ants, p. 161. 



however, a11 these events and a11 thesc men became 

iDvo1ved in the disposition of the office of provost 

of Eton. 

Thomas Marray, provost of Eton', died OD 9 

April 1623; the office was Dot forma11y fi11ed unti1 

Ju1y 1624. 1 But even the informa1 and bargaining 

phase 1asted a full year, from March 1623 to April 

1624. Lord Keeper Williams, who origina11y had 
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ambitions for the place, re1inquished his right as 

visitor of EtOD Co11ege to nominate MUrray's suceeS80r 

to BuCkingham, but he reserved 'the co1ation of the 

same, to be disposed as [BuCkingham3 sba11 p1ease'. 2 

Francis Bacon, Visc:ount St Albans, entereel the 1ists 

first; in 1ate March, when MUrray was near eleath, 

Bacon approaehed Secretary CODway for the provost-

ship. Conway vent at· once to the king and p1acecl 

Bacon's suit before hLm, as being favoured by 

Buckingham. James informeel Conway that he had a1reaely 

promised the p1nce at the request of BuCkingham to Sir 

William Beeeher, whom Chamberlain associated with 

BuCkingham as ear1y as 1617, and who bad recent1y 

suc.c.eeded Sir A1bertus Moreton in the c1erkshi.p of the ./ 

1John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 19 April 1623, 
24 Ju1y 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 489-90, 571). 

2Lor.d Keeper Williams to BuCkingham in Spain, n.d. 
(Cabala, p. 284). 
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privy council. l Sir Robert Naunton also entered the 

field, offering 'to quit all pensions, promises, and 

pretensions whatsoever', in return for the provostship, 2 

but 3ames 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 it became apparent that the provostship 

would not be disposed of quickly, Carleton belatedly 

entered the field. He had sought the revers ion to the 

office unsuccessfully in 1617, when his father-in-law 
3 was provost. ln 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 

pr.ef.erment. 4 . Carleton had approached Kensington before 

lViscount St Albans to Sec. Conway, 25 March 1623 
(CSPD, 1619-23, p. 538); Conway to St Albans, 27 March 
l~\ibid., p. 540); 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 J~n. 1623 (ibid., ii. 472). 

2Same to same, 19 April 1623 (ibid., ii. 490). 

3See above, p. 152. 

4Baran Kensington to Sir D. Carleton, 19 July 1623 
(~, 1623-5, p. 22). 
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his departure for Spain to join Bucki~~~~m; he alsû 

solicited the support of those who ~ematned at court. 

Carlisle promised to do him 'any service in his power, 

though one of bis own dearest friands [was] a 
l competitor for this vacant prefermant'. 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 in 1624 he 

was still trying for the office through Buckingham' s 

good friand, Sir George Goring, lieutenant of the 

band of gentleman pensioners. His nephew learned from 

G~ring that a strong new contender for the post had 

arisen. This was Sir Henry Wotton. 'Sir Henry Wotton 

bas 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 ln April of 1624 Wotton had clearly out­

dis-tanced the field, and in July hewas formally 

lEarl of Carlisle to same, 21 June 1623 (CSPD, 1619-23, 
p. 616). -

2Earl of Arundel to sarne, April? 1623 (ibid., p. 574). 

30Udley Carleton to sarne, 28 March 1624 (~, 1623-5, 
p. 201). 
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confirmed as prevost. Other suitors had to be satisfied 
1 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 reversion to the mastership 

of the ralls, valued at ~5,000, to Buckingham, and his 

right to fill a vacant clerkship in chancery, valued at 

around .2,500, to Sir William Beecher; Buckingham then 

further compensated Beecher by promising him .2,000 out 

of the sale of the revers ion 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., pp. 297, 307); J. Chamberlain to same, 24 
July 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 571). 

2Sir Francis Nethersole to sarne, 3 July 1624 (~, 
1623-5, p. 292); J. Chamberlain to same, 3 July, 21 
Aug., 9 Oct. 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 568-9, 577, 582); 
H. E. Bell, e introduction !2. ~ histo;z !!!9.. 
records 2i ~ eourts 21 wards ~ liveries, p. 19. 

3Dudley Carleton to Sir D. Carleton, 4 April 1624 
(~, 16~3-5, pp. 207-8); same to same, 11 April 1624 
(SP 84/11 : 31 A [Rui~h transcriPts~); Sir Francis 
Nethersole to same, 1 July 1624 (S 14/170:2 [ibid.]); 
Aylmer, ~ kingls servants, table 9, p. 222. 
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provostship, and Beecher made almost à5,OOO for 

surrendering his revers ion. The revers ion to the 

mastership of the rolls was given to Sir Robert Heath, 

a client of the duke, early in 1625. 1 Carleton 

obtained neither officè 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,.2 

The mere rumour of a vacancy created by a 

death, a promotion, or a disgrace, sent suitors 

scurrying for prefer.ments to the offices which would 

be vacated. BuCkingham's position resulted in his being 

solicited constantly for offices however minore 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 

lFeb. 1624 (~, 1623-5, p. 487). 

2Countess of Bedford to Sir D. Carleton, 24 April 1623 
(~, 1619-23, p. 569). 

3Robert ~hitt to BUCkingham, 16251 (~, ~., 
1625-49, p. 85); cf. List of the servants of Prince 
Charles scheduled to go into Spain vith bim, 21 March 
[1623J (HMC, Third )eRo~: The calendar of Philips' 
manuscripts, p. 2B4 • 
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father many years as gardener. l When the contest for 

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 a1so 

requested that the mastership of requests which he would 
2 

vacate be given to Sir Albertus MOreton. Secretary 

Galvert, believing that Sir William Beecher stood a 

good chan~e to receive the provostship, wrote Secretary 

Conway recommending S~on Digby for the clerkship of 

the privy council which Beecher would surrender. 3 

lndeed, Edward Clarke reported to Buckingham, who was 

in Spain, that Digby had written direct1y to the king 

seeking the post. Clarke cla~ed that Digby was 

'jea10us of your lordship, or unwilling to derive any 

good or benefit from your ~~dl and that his 

: application had been advanced by the earl of Bristol, 
4 then at odds with Buckingham. Calvert's recommendation 

adds weight to this speculation on the part of Clarke 

for Calvert was known as an ally of Bristo1.
5 

lRobert Man to Buckingham, 16277 (~, ~., 1625-49, 
p. 253). 

2sir Ralph Freeman to same, 30 Aug. 1623 (~, 
1623-5, p. 70). 

3Sir George Calvert to Sec. Conway, 18 April 1623 
(~, 1619-23, p. 559). 

4Edward Clarke to Buck~ngham, 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 clients 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,.l 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 that he rather wishes to disburden himself 
3 of some than to entertain others'. 

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 

lSir Henry Mildmay to Sec. Conway, 20 July 1624 
(~, 1623-5, p. 307). 

2Wotton, parallel, p. 14. 

3BuCkingham to Lord ZOuche, 20 Oct. 1623 (~, 
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 wâà willing to retire from 

office, for his catholic and Spanish sympathies 

separated him from the war-like poliqy towards Spain 

which Buckingham and Charles were espousing. l ln May 

of 1624 Carletonls nephew advised him that Calvert 

would sell his office for ~6,OOO, eVen though Lord 

Hollis had offered ~8,OOO when Caœvert first received 

the promotion, and Sir John Suckling had offered ~7,000 

since. His nephew went on to say that Calvert thought 

~6,000 a very reasonable sum and that Sir George Goring 

would 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 
v-it was suggested that he come in person to persue his 

suit even though BuCkingham had advised that lit would 

be hard to find out the means of satisfaction in so 

1 
Dudley Carleton to Sir D. Carleton, 6, 24 April 1624 
(ibid., pp. 209, 222-3). 

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 

1r.6,OOO. 

Matters were in abeyance for a while, 

Cranfield's dismissal having thrown open Many 

opportunities for preferments. Dudley Carleton wrote 

to his uncle: 

l hope the eyes of your lordship's friends will be 
really vigilant upon his fall, that among the removes 
tha t May be made in consequence thereof something may 
be reserved for your lordship not unworthy of your 
long service •••• 2 

ln June Dudley reported to his uncle on the condition 

of his suit; money was the obv1ous stumbling block as 

far as Dudley was concerned: 

But to tell your lordship plainly what l conceive; 
l do not think that 1 or anybody el se can deal 
effectually with these men wtthout we could show 
them what good should come to them, what increase to 
their own stock. Everyman bas his necessities, and 
therefore must prefer such suits in the first rank 
which will bring3the preferrers a particular 
emolument. • • • 

ln the sarne let ter his nephew advised him to come to 

England to press his suit in person. But in a la ter . 

lSame to same, 1 June 1624 (SP 14/167:1. [Ruigh trans­
cripts]). 

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

3Same to sarne, 12 June 1624 (SP 14/167:53 [ibid.]). 
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letter he warned his uncle to come without bis family 

and possessions for many would assume tbat he was 

leaving his embassy and would solicit for his post even 

before he was assured any prefer.ment. His nephew 

mentioned Sir Robert Phelipa, Sir Edward Barrett, and 

Sir Francis Nethersole as persons who would like to 
l succeed htm at the Hague. 

ln September Carleton was informed that 

Buckingham now patronized Sir John Coke as Calvert' s 

successor .. 2 Carleton sent sorne statuary to his 

nephew to be given to BUckingham as a gift. ln 

November Carleton was reassured that Buckingham was 

still favourable to bis succeeding Calvert, bu~ though 

the situation looked promising, his nephew was wary of 

disposing ISO rich a present as the marbles, unless 

Buckingham bas some decided intention,.3 Sir Francis 

Nethersole, a good friend and constant correspondent, 

advised Carleton to have patience, noting that 

Buckingham Inever did anything post-haste in his life, 

except when he went to Spain', and that at the moment 

Buckingham was greatly pressed since everything was 

referred.to htm. Nethersole did not think it wise for 

lSame to sarne, 26 June 1624 (S, !4/168:47 [ibid.]). 
2Same to same, 26 Sept. 1624 (~, 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 ttme. 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 bis secretaryship. ~ediately 

Carleton' s nephew went to Buckingham and offered him 

his uncle's gift of the statuary. Dudley Carleton 
.. 

reported that Buckingham was at first he81~ant to accept 

the g1ft 'as being too valuable a present'. When 

Buckingham offered a present 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 pa id Calvert ~3,000 out of his own funds, 

thus leaving only ~3,000 to be raised 'somewhere l for 

Calvert's compensation. 3 No doubt this took the for.m 

of his creation as Baron Baltimore in the Irish 

peerage soon after his retiremettt. 4. It may weIl be 

that MOreton obtained the office becausehe was willing 

lSir Francis Nethersole to same, 18 Dec. 1624 (ibid., 
pp. 412-3). . 

2Dudley Carleton to same, 16 Jan. 1625 (ibid., p. 450). 

3J • Chamberlain to same, 12 Feb. 1625 (chamberlain, 
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 Dot go un­

rewarded. Carleton'. nephew suggested that he DOW 

try for the ambassadorshipto France and use that post 

to sue for the office of vice-Chamberlain, at the 

IDOID8Dt still in the bands of the url of Bristol. In 

any avent", 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 gift of the 

statuar,y, Carleton vas informed that he would receive 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 refus ad 

to résigne Tvo monthe after he had been promised the place, 

Carleton was still DOt in possession of the office. His 

nephew wrote encouragingly that Buckingham's 'credit 

[was] involved' in the promotian, for either Buckingham 

or Bristol 'must fall without a speedy reeonciliation, 

which can only be effected by theduke .tri.umphing and 

lDudley Carleton to Sir D. Carleton, 16 Jan. 1625 
(~, 1623-5, p. 450). " 

2Same to same, 24 Jan. 1625 (ibid., p. 457). 
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But, fortunately for CArleton, James died at the end of 

March; Bristol's patent lapsed, and Carleton was 

installed in the office. The power struggle between 

Buckingham and Bristol 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. ln September of 1625 Sir 

Albertus Moreton died, having enjoyed h:J.s office only 

seven months, and Carleton was aga in 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 pers ons averse to 

the .duk.e andhis undertaking', but that this was no 

lSame to sarne, 10 March 1625 (ibid., p. 4.95); cf. 
Chamberlain to same, 12 Y~rch 1625 (Chamberlain, ii. 
607). 



longer so because of the efforts of the earls of 

Carlisle and Holland. l ln 1626 Carleton was created 

Baron Car~ton of Imbercourt,2 thus ad ding honour to 

office. 

Again in 1627 Carleton tried for the 

secretaryship, which was rumoured soon to he vacated 
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by the pre ferment of Conway to the office of lord 

deputy of Ireland. 3 But this was a false rumour. lt 

was not until December 1628, four months after the 

assassination of Buckingham, that Carleton finally 

obtained the office he desired from the beginning·, the 

secretaryship. BUCkingham had promised it to him, and 
4 

Charles honoured the commitment. 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 grea.t . 

1Sir George Goring to Sir D. Carleton, ... 8 Sept. 1625 
(CSPD, 1625-6, p. 100); Ay~er, The king's servants, 
p-:-71. 

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

3Duchess of Richmond and Lennox to John Langford, 30 
March 1627 (~, 1627-8, p. 114). 

4Gardiner, vi. 340-1, 372-3. 

525 July 1623 ('List of creations', p. 116). 



172 

disappointments, Carleton was never bitter about his 

treatment at the hand of Buckingham. He realized that 

politics was agame 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 study. 
~~. 

It becomes evident that 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, with the possible exception of 

Cranfield, attract statesmen into his service, since, 

controlling personally every matter of policy, all he 

desired were men who would unques.tioningly carry out .. 

lDudley,Viscount Dorchester.to Elizabeth~queen of 
BOhemia, 27 Aug. 1628 (~, 1628-9, p. 270). 
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1 his instructions. His greatest shortcoming was his 

unwillingness to take responsible persons into his 

trust and to see all disagrea~ents with himself as 

personal attacks rather than justifiable conflicts of 

opinion. 

The bulk of the patronage under Buckingham 

consisted of appointments to office and promotion 

within the administration. He had litt le interest in 

local govemment. Here he only took precautions to Bee 

that those who supported him or his projects were 

rewarded with the local offices they sought and to 
2 prevent his enemies from obtaining posts. His 

influence in local govemment 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 govemment. 

The period from 1616 through 1619 was a 

transitional one for the favourite. S.omerset fell but 

lwillson, .Prin councillors, p. 21. 
2 Thomas G • .Barnes, Somerset 1625-16.40.: a county' s 
govemment during ~ 'personal rule',-p. 172. 
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the Howards still held major offices. 

effected two appointments in 1616. ln April he 

obtained for Sir Oliver St John, the brother-in-law of 

his step-brother, Edward,the office of lord deputy of 
, " 

Ireland. It is doubtful that St John paid for the 

office, l but Buckingham offended the privy cOUDcil wheD 

he failed to consult them about the appointment. The 

lord lieutenancy of Ireland was by this ttme an 

honourific post, but his deputy was the resident 

English governor in Ireland. thus, the privy cOUDcillors, 

remembering that in their lifetime the Irish had made a 

serious revolt, took umbrage at the appointment of a 

pers on to such an office without their approval. While 

Chamberlain conceded that St John was la very able and 

sufficient man", his own snobbisMes8 led him to 

believe that the Irish would fee1 themselves degraded by 

the appointment of a man of 'no greater note and 

nObility,.2 

tater in 1616 the favourite obtained the 

place of chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster for Sir 

John Daecombe, who also r.eceived his, knighthoodthrough 

l . 
Sir George Blundel1 to Sir D. Carleton, 29 April 1616 
(~, 1611-18, p. 364). 

2J • Chamberlain to same, 6 April 1616 (chaÏube~-l~-in, i. 
620). 
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Buckingham. 1 Daccombe he1d the revers ion to the office, 

but bis appointment was strenuous1y opposed by many in 

t~e privy counci1 on the grounds that reversions were 

not va.1id for judgeships. They argued that since the 

chancellor was a1so head of the duchy court, Daccombe's 

reversion was worth1ess. They a1so pointedout that 

Daccombe had been associated with the attempt by the 

ear1 of Somerset to obtain a genera1 pardon for htmse1f 

pas. the great sea1 in 1615. But the privy counci110rs 

were on1y able to de1ay the appointment for a few days~ 

lt wou1d seem that Buckingham himse1f was supporting a 

man whom his fo110wers opposed because of his 

aa.ociation with the old favourite~;. But these were 

not tLmes when men were known to sacrifice se1f-

interest. When Daccombe saw that Somerset's usefu1ness 

~.,as at an end, he sought a new patron. Buckingham was 

the rising star and so he decided to 1ink his fortune 

to that of the new favourite. If Daccombe bought the 

support of the favourite, it was not common1y known at 

the time. 

ln 1617 Buckingham approved the appointment 

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

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

2J • Chamberlain to same, 15 June 1615, 30 A~ri1, 8 
June 1616 (Chamberlain, i. 602, 626; ii. 7). 



a1though bis ro1e in Bacon's nse was not prominent. 

Bacon was a1ready attor.oey-genera1 and the logica1 

auccessor to the deceased Lord Chancellor Elles_ra, 
. . 

who had often mentioned Bacon aa the beat qua1ified 

to succeed htm. Four dJYa after E11esmere's death, 

Bacon waa given the office, though withthe 1ess 

prestigious tit1e of lord keeper. Bacon had paid 
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court to the favourite by frequent 1ettera of advice, 

as we11 a. by assiduous attendance upon BUckingham'. 

mother; yet it seems that 'this was more in order ta 

foresta11 a veto than to secure an affirmative for his 

possession of the office,.l It seems un1ike1y that any 

money changed bands for Bacon's promotion. Sir John 

Bennett offered .30,000 for the office, but it is not 

c1ear to wham;2 if the sum is correct and the offer 

rea11y was made, it was almost certain1y an offer to 

the king htmse1f, since such a large sum of money 

wou1d not at this time have been offered to Buckingham. 

The promotion of Bacon 1eft the office of 

at.torney-genera1 vacant, and James reso.lved .to_ give. i.t . 

1spedding, vi. 151; Gardiner, iii. 78, 211; cf. Sir 
Francis Bacon to Sir George Villiers, 12 Aug. 1616 
(~ba1a, p. 57); Same to same, 'Latter of advice', 
( bld., pp. 37-48). 

2Georg.e Gel:'al:'d to Sir Dudley Carleton, 20 March 1617 
(CSPD, 1611-18, p. 449). 
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to Sir Henr.y YelvertoD"wbo had beld solicitor-generalship 

for the past four years. But there was aD iraexplicable 

delay in the signing of the warrant. Some friands of 

Yelverton soon discovered the reason for the delay: 

Buckingham was piqued at Yelverton'because he had Dot 

solicited his support. ln an iDt~rview which Yelverton 

reluctantly attended, BUckingham explained his 

opposition. His intentions had bean to support YelvertoD, 

without compensation, even though Sir James Ley had 

offered him .10,000 for the office. He had withheld 

his support .followiDg his feilure to approach him for 

the office. Now, if Yelverton obtained the appointment 

the court would 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 n8W attorney­

general and that a friend be installed in the office, 

since 'it was a place that the greatest men in the rea~ 

might have hart or good by i t' • Buckingbam 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 

.4,000 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 



gift. l The de1ay in granting Ye1verton the office, 

neverthe1ess, made it c1ear that Buckingham' s . 

acquiescence in the appointment was necessary. 

The first appointment which Buckingham 

effected in 1618 was that of Sir Robert Naunton as 
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secretary of state. The previous ho1der, Sir Ralph 

Winwood, had died in October of 1617, and inunediately 

competition for the post had begun. Sir John Ho11es 

and Sir John Bennett both offered '10,000 for it, but 

to whom they made the offer is not c1ear. 2 Naunton 

1 . _ .. 
James White1ocke, Liber famelicus of Sir James 
White1ocke, ed. John Bruce, pp. 55:r;J:Chamber1ain 
to Sir D. Carleton, 15 March 1617 (Chamberlain, ii 
62); Gardiner, iii. 79-80. . 

2Edward Sherburne to Sir Dudley Carleton, 7 Nov. 1617 
(~, 1611-18, p. 494). For the unsuccessfu1 bids 
of Sir John Ho11es for the secretaryship, the 
chancel10rship of the duchy of Lancaster, and a place 
on the Privy Counci1, cr. same to sarne, (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 Ho11es', ~, 
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 inabi1ity of Holles to obtain 
office, <lèJrya·s:e Ho11es, the family biographer, 
believed 'that this perpetua1 averseness to the duke 
of Buckingham was the main thing that~-.choked up his 
way.to preferment' (Gervase Ho11es, Memorials of the 
Holles family, ed. A. C. Wood, p. 100). He negleCES 
to mention the aversion James had to the rigid 
puritanism of Holles. 



179 

received the post no' doubt because he was ISO 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 

.500 a year. l 

ln 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 Carleton esttmated that 

there were forty .. three Buitors for the office, 3 but the' 

major rivaIs all worked through Buckingham. Sir 

Thomas Lake, the secretary of state, made at least a 
4 casual try for it, but with little hope of success. 

Sir Lionel Cranfield made an impassioned plea for the 

post. ln 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 Dec. 1617 (CSPD, 1611-18, p. 505); cf. Gardiner, 
iii. 101. ----

2John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 31 Jan. 1618. 
(Chamberlain, i1. 133). 

3Nathanie1 Brent to sarne, 31 Jan. 1618 (CSPD, 1611-18, 
p. 518). -

4Sir Thomas. Puckering to Buckingham, 24· Jan. 1618 
(Fortescue papers, p. 44.). 
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1 lordship shall please to commanda. Chamberlain 

reported that others in the competition for the office 

were Sir Thomas 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.2 

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 soma 

of the candidates for the office. May promised the 

revers ion 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.4, Buckingham disliked May, but 

~~y was also able to secure the support of Prince 

Charles. Finally May wrote an apologetic letter to 

Buckingham seeking his support. Buckingham deferred 

lSir Lionel Cranfield to same, 14 Jan. 1618 (ibid., 
p. 42). . 

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

3Same to same, 7 M'arch 1618 (ibid., ii. 14-8). 

4'G. Gerard to same, 6 March 1618 (Fortescue )apers, 
pp. l!,5-6); Jan. 1618 (~, 1611-18, p. 514 • 



to the wishes of the powerful supporters May had 

recruited and allowed him the office. ln return May 

relinquished his pension of ~OO a year in the 

exchequer to John Packer and Sir-Benjamin Rudyard 
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succeeded Mayas 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. 1 

Cranfield was furious fo~ 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 presençe of 
the lord of Buckingham, and that in foul terms. 2 

Cranfield possessed litt le tact, and his brusque, out­

spoken nature accounted for muCh of the ease with which 

Buckingham was able to have hm removed from his high 

offices in 1624. But in 1618 his star was just 

lGeorgeGerard 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', 
mi§, xXiVI"i. 140; Whitelocke, Liber fame1icus, p. 61. 

2John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 16 March 1618 
(Chamberlain, ii. 149). 
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beginning to rise. The king and BuCkingham contented 

Cranfield with the grant of the lucrative mastership of 

the wardrobe. It was rumoured that Cranfield paid 

.6,000 for the office, but there is no record of any 
l payment. It seems that tbis was a promotion based on 

merit and ability and marke~ 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 wbich 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 .20,000 in 

consolation for the loss of his office. 3 

The principal event of 1618-19 was the fal1 

of the Howard faction. The major significance. of their 

fal1 was that it removed the last rea1 center of 

riva1ry and resistance to BUckingham's ascendancy. 

Between 1619 and bis death in 1628, no one obtained a 

significant office in the royal administration without 

1 Thomas Lorkin to Sir Thomas PuCkering, 28 Ju1y 1616 
(Birch, James, ii. 83); Prestwich, pp. 257-8, 264. 

2Tawney, Business ~ politics, passtm. 

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

By the fall of the Howards', Buckins~m 

ac:quired the disposition of four chief offices. The 

secretarysh1p vacated by Sir Thomas Lake went to Sir 

George calvert. The son-ln-law of the earl of 

Suffolk, William KDollys, Viscount WalU.Dsforct, was 

dismissed as master of the court of wards and li veries 

for maladmiDistration and was succeeded by the already 

overburdened Sir Lionel Cranfield. l Cranfield was by 

now involved in reforma of the royal household, the 

Davy, the treasury, and, by virtue of his new office, 

reforms iD the politically sensitive area of feudal 

incidents. It seems that Cranfield did not pay for 

this promotion elther9 for a servant of Wa11ingforct 

reported that his master had 'resigned l the mastership 

of the wards to Cranfleld 'w1thout consideration 1',
2 

, 
despite the rumour that he had paid 1.6,000 for the 

office. Cranfield vas regarded by James and 

, lDietz, p. 171; Bell,p. 19; Prestwich, pp. 233-4 n. 3. 

2Thomas Moore to Framlingbam Gawdy, 1 Feb. 1619 (HMC, 
Tenth report, appendix; The manuscripts of the Gawdy 
family, p. 111);. J,ohn Chamberlain to Sir D. carleton, 
16 Jan. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 203). 
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BUckingham as a magician., who could bring fiscal reform 

and economic retrenchment at no inconvenience to their 
1 expansive indulgences. 

Regrettably, the sucees sor 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 candidates for the office: 

Thomas Howard, earl of Arundel, who despite his Howard 

connections was not in disfavour; Sir Robert Naunton, 

who was not satisfied with his secretaryship; James 

Ley, a former chief justice of 1re land and soon to be 

married to a Villiers lady; Fulke Greville, chancellor 

of the exchequer and 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 V~y of 1619 to 

January of 1621 Cranfield was under a cloud because he 

was reluctant to marry Anne Brett, a cousin of 
2 Buckingham. When Cranfield finally married the lady 

lef. Tawney, Business ~ politics, pp. 173, 206-7, 
218-20, for the unrealistic expectations of James and 
Buckingham. 

2Nathaniel Brent to Sir Dudley carleton, 29 May 1619 
(~, 1619-23, p. 49); Sir Francis Nethersole to 
sarne, 18 Jan. 1620 (ibid., p. 113); Gardiner, iii. 
212-13. 
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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 ~20,000.1 
Chamberlain's eamment on the choice was to the point: 

'habet guod ~, 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. 3 

The last of the offices vacated by the 

Howards, the lord admiralship, went to Buckingham him­

self. After thefall of the Howards, stability 

prevailed 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 lodd chancellor. To 

add to his concern, a stor.m broke over the granting of 

lThomas Locke to .Sir D. Carleton, 2 Dec. 1620 (CSPD, 
1619-23, p. 196); Sir Charles Montagu to Sir EdWard 
Montagu, 13 Dec. 1620 (EMC t The manuscri3ts of the 
duke of Buccleuch and ~Uëënsberry, i. 2"-6 [hemfter 
cited as Buccleuch MSS ); Walter Younge, Diary 21 
Walter Younge, ed. George Roberts, p. 40; Girolamo Lando 
to the doge, 13 Nov. 1620 (CSP Venetian, 1619-20, 
p. 473). Lando gives the figure as ~30,OOO, but this 
is an error, yet see below, p. 188. 

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

3Same to same, 3 Feb. 1621 (ibid., ii. 338). 
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royal monopolies, involving his brothers and other kin, 

and aga in 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 bis office of attorney-general for 

his failure to support the monopolists, attaCked 
1 Buckingham in the Commons. 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 monopolists 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 scandaI. Yet there was no shortage of 

IJo Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 29 April 1620 
(Chamberlain, ii. 302); Commons debates 1621, vi. 
394-5; Rushworth, i. 32; cf. Sir Henry YeIVërton to 
John Murray, 24 April 1620 (David Dalrymple, 
Memoria1s ~ letters re1ating ~ the histo~ of 
Britain in the reign of James the First [17 J, 
pp. 99-104); Gardiner;-iv. 22-~ 

2Hacket , i. 50. 

3Gardiner, iv. 1-140; Wi11son, James, pp. 4·18-19. 
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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. l 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 ia a most unlikely one. Cranfield had not been 

a serious contender for the office, and it seems more 

like1y that the lord keepership had been destined for 

Williams once the fa11 of Bacon became inevitab1e. 3 

The primary virtue of the new lord keeper was his 

politica1 acumen. A true politique, a churchman in 

name on1y, Williams was the on1y po1itica1 rea1ist close 

to the favourite. 

Sir Henry MOntagu, Viscount Mandeville, lord 

treasurer for 1ess. than a year, was asked to resign in 

1 Hacket, i. 51. 

21bid., i. 51-2. 

3Roberts, pp. 40-2, fo11ows Hacket, but see Gardiner, 
iVe 134-5. 
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1621. Be was given the office of lord president of 

the eouneil, an officetbat had been doœant ainee 1553 

and which vas revived in orcler to satiafy him.L It 

was reported tbat Mandeville refused an earldom, but 

his brother Edward bad been created Baron Montasu just 

a fev months eulier, which prompted Chamberlain to 

note on the dismissal of Mandeville from the tz:'easurer­

ahip tbat the CZ:OOWl'l in tan months bad received 

"0,000 from the Mont.su fam11y. Though Mandeville 

is known to bave paid 820,000 as a gift to 

BUckingham, which on his dismissa1 came to be looked 

upon as· a loan, it ia doubtful that Sir Edward Monttagu 

paid more tban the accustomed priee of ilO,OOO for a 

barony.2 Mandevi1le's son later married a kinswoman of 

BUckingham and iD this way obtaiDed a restitution of 

part of the 'lom'. 3 

Sir Lioned Cranfie1d sueeeeded Mandeville as 

lord treasurer. Be bad now reached his zenith of 

favour and power. It seema to have been the third 

promotion Cranfie1d enjoyed w1.thout.payment·, for none 

1HaDdbook et British chroDo1ogy, p. 136. 

2Ear'1 of Leicester to Viscount Lis1e,'3 Sept. 1621 
(~ Lisle ~, v. 424); 29 JUDe 1621 ('List of 
creations', p. 107); Mayes, 'Sa1es of peerages', 
pp. 27 n. 39, 28 D. 40; JobnCbamber1aiD to Sir D. 
Carleton', 13 Oct. 1621 (Chamberlain, ii. 399); 
Gardiner, iv. 24 n. 

3Ruigh, i. 79. 



of his contemporaries mentioœa transfer of money in 

association with this exchange of office. Cranfield 
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was in especial f~vour at this time. He had recently 

married into the Villiers family, and unlike Mandeville, 

he encouraged thespeedy conclusion of a marriage 

alliance with Spain. The parallel appointments of 

Williams and Cranfield in 1621 are of great 

significance. Cranfield wasas realistic financially 

as Williams 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 patronage. 

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. l Sir James Whitelocke, who had hoped 

to be appointed to the office with Heath, bitterly 

recorded in his diary: 'They will be but bankers, or 

cashmen, at the .arl of Buckingham's command. • • • 

119 Nov. 1616, 11 Feb. 1617 (CSPD, 1611-18, pp. 407, 
433). 

2Whitelocke, Liber famelicus, p. 59. 

,2 
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Buckingham, according to Chamberlain, paid them each 

~600 year1y to manage the office. 1 In 1618 Buckingham 

had tried to obtain the recordership of London for 
2 

Shute, but the a1dermen had refused to e1ec.t him. 

Buckingham had then suggested, through James, that Sir 

Robert Heath shou1d be e1ected. The a1dermen agreed 

and chose Heath to be their recorder. When in 1621 

Heath was promoted to the office of solicitor-genera1, 

Buckingham successfu11y persuaded the a1dermen of 

London to e1ect Robert Shute their new recorder, though 

theyhad protested that Shute had been 'fifteen times 

out1aWed,.3 Chamberlain commented: 

1 . 
J •. Chamber_lain to Sir D. Carleton, 7 Nov. 1618 
(Chamberlain, ii. 180-1). ln a 1etter written over 
two years 1ater, he estimated the wage to bebetween 
~700 and~800 (same to same, 3 Feb. 1621 [Chamberlain, 
ii. 337-8J). According to Professor Stone, 
Buckingham paid them on1y eight percent of the 
profits each (Crisis of the aristocracy, p. 445). 
Prof essor Aylmer estima tes that the office grossed 
between ~5,500 and ~6,200 year1y, and profits ranged 
from ~4,000 in 1619, ~4,500 in 1623, ~3,800 in 1627 
(Aylmer,The king's servants, p. 215). If Stone's 
estimate of the wage is correct, Heath and Shute 
were on1y paid between ~300 and ~3S0 each annua11Y. 

2John Poryto Sir Dudley Carleton, 7 Nov. 1618 
(~, 1611-18, p. 591). 

3J • Chamberlain to same, 14 Nov. 1618 (Chamberlain, 
ii. 304); White1ocke, Liber fame1icus, pp. 64-9; 
Gardiner, iii. 31-5, 216-19. 
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The reason of Heath's preferment and his is said 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 accessory in a scheme to save h~self 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 George Paul, registrar of 

the court of High Commission, who replaced Robert • Shute. 2 

The next office to change bands 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 Bri1l, 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 state. 4 

1J • 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. 

4'Sir Edward Conway', ~, xii. 50-1; Higham, p. 79. 
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Chamberlain reported that when James officia11y 

appointed ha, he 1auded Conway 'for hia birth, for 

his sOldleri, 'for his 1ansuages', for his safficiency, 

ad for his honesty", but Chamberlain kDow1ng1y continued', 

'others add for his courtship and courtesy in seeking to 

fasten the title of excel1ency on the lord marquis,.l 

Arthur Wilson described Ccmway as a 'rough, 

unpolished piece for such an employment", adding 

But the king • • • would often malte h1mself merry wi th 
[ConwaY'sJ imperfect scraw1 in writing, and hack1ag 
expressions in reading, so that he wou1d break into 
laughter, and say in a facetious way, • Bad ever man 
such a secretar,Y, that can neither write nor readf l2 

When in Spain', Buckingham also compUined 6f his haDd­

writing; in 1628-, because his signature was so legib1e, 
, 3 

one of Conway's letters was suspected of being a forgery. 

Conway, then', was hardly in the tradition of the 

two Ceci1s', or even the scholarly Naunton. He was', 

however, industrious, and equa11y important to 

BuckinghaDi, comp1ete1y loyal: Il have seen some 

things in the court which 1 can neither understand l'lor 

give a reason for., 4 Sir John Oglander, complained that 

1J • Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 25 Jan. 1623 
(Chamberlain, ii. 474). 

2wi1soD, History 2! Great Britain, p. 133. 

3Buckingham to Sec. Conway', n.d., but _f~m Madrid, 
1623 (pritlted in Wi11iamson, Buckingham, appendix, 
pp. 320-1); Higham, p. 79 1'1. 

4Sec.eonway to ear1 of Leicester, 29 Sept. 1625 
(~ L'Isle ~, v. 440). 
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he was 'too flattering and complimental', and explained 

why he was especially disliked in these te~s: 

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 perfor.m 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 dependence on Buckingham did not make him 

an attractive person, but his subserviency was well 

rewarded. Through Buckingham he obtained titles, 

offices, and pensions. 2 

Several offices changed hands in 1624,3 but 

the major event of the year was the impeachment and 

fall of Lionel Cranfield, earl of Middlesex. 4 

Professor A. P. Newton saluted Cranfield as 'the last 

Tudor servant of the state', with whose overthrow not 

only an individual career, but also a system of govem­

ment neared its close. 5 Cranfield was succeeded as 

lOglander, Memoirs, p. 161. 

2'Li,st of creations', pp. 109, 112, 113; Feodera, 
xviii. 87, 428, 535,515, 577; CSPD, 1627-8, p. 107; 
Higham, p. 78; Gardiner, iVe 410-11; Wi11son, Privy 
council1ors, pp. 93-4. 

3See above, pp. 158-61. 
4 See above, pp. 48-50, 181. 

5The 1ate Professor Newton's unpublished manuscript on 
Cranfield .is sununarized and commented upon in Tawney, 
Business ~ politics, pp. 290-1. 
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lord treasurer by Sir James Ley, a second-rate sycophant 

wham the Venetian ambassador characterized as 'entire1y 

and servi1e1y dependent on BUckingham,.l Ley had 

married into the Villiers fami1y and was soon to be 

ennob1ed, justifying Arthur Wi1son's observation: 

'Happy is he can get a kinswoman, it is the next war 

to a thriving office, or to some new swe11ing tit1e.,2 

If the major event of 1624 was the fa11 of 

Middlesex, the principal event of 1625 was the removal 

from office of the lord keeper, John Williams, bishop 

of Linco1n. 3 Williams, 1ike Middlesex, was opposed to 

the te~ination of the Spanish alliance based on the 

marriage of Charles to the infanta. He a1so wanted 

to conci1iate opposition at home. Williams erred in 

expressing these views at a time when both Charles 

and Buckingham were determined to pers~an aggressive 

war policy as a means of capturing popular support. 

Williams himself be1ieved that his opposition to the 

te~ination of the Spanish match was the reason behind 

his dismissal: Iln the consultation about the dissolution 

lZUane Pesaro to the doge, 8 Nov. 1624 (CSp V~etia~, 
1623-5, p. 481). ---

2Wi1son, History 2f Great Britain, p. 147. 

3For the office of secretary ofstate, twice fi1led 
in 1625, see above, pp. 168-70. 
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of the Spanish treaty, (which the duke made my sin 

against the Roly Ghost) l differed from the duke as to 

the best way to serve the duke and save himself.,l His 

deft 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 asked to be appointed on probation for 

three years. 2 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 rea1ized 

that to do so would end the possibi1ity of beins re­

called into service as had happened with Middlesex. 

Williams always kept a1ive the hope that he wou1d again 

enjoy office. 

The disgrace of Williams was as great a 

disaster as Cranfield's has bean. Tolerant of 

puritanism, conciliatory toward the house of commons, 

anxious to establish a viable politica1 re1ationship 

between crown and country, Williams could have proved 

1 John Williams, bishop of Lincoln, to Sir George Goring, 
30 Oct. 1625 (~, 1625-6, p. 137). 

2For the reaction to the appointment of Williams to 
the Lord Keepership, see for example CSP Venetian, 
1621-3, p. 88: Hacket, i. 61-2. 

3Ibid., ii. 22-5. 
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1 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 favourite. 

But Williams, apparently, also made the suggestion with 

the idea that Buckingham could do less ha~ 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, 

~~ 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. 

lAbout 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 ofi Williams on the church see above, pp. 123-4. 

2Lord_Keeper Williams to BUckingham, 2 March 1625 
(Cabala, pp. 280-1); Roberts, p. 82. 

3 Hacket, ii. 16. 



Bacon bad written James when Coventry was first 

appointed tbat he held him 'doubtful' for the king's 
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service, 'not but tbat he is well learned, and an 

honest man; but he bath been, as it were, bred by Lord 

[Edward] Coke, and seasoned in his ways,.l lt was 

reported to Sir John Davys, the attorney-general for 

1re land , 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 •••• ,2 But Coventry bad 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, 

becarne solicitor-general in place of Heath. 3 These 

appointments were simply promotions of his supporters, 

and there is no eVidence, and no reason to indicate, 

that they paid for their offices; it seems unlikely 

that they did. 

1 
Sir Francis Bacon to King James, 13 Nov. 1616 
(Spedding, vi. 131). 

2Sir. Rober.t Jacob to Sir John Davys, 13 May 1617 (EMC, 
Report on the rnanuscripts of the late Reginald RaWdOn 
HâstingS'; iVe 16). - - -

3f2EQ, 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 Secretary Conway 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 diiéd.1 

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 capa city 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 Ino gentleman' did much 

to ha~ his reputation. 2 

lsec.conway_to earl of Northampton, 12 Oct. 1625 
(~, 1625-6, p. 123). 

2Kingto Earl Marshal Arundel, 16 Oct. 1623 (CSPD, 
1623-5, p. 95); John Chamberlain to Sir D. Carleton, 
4 Dec. 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 590); Sir George Paul 
to Edward Nicholas, 21 March l62~ (CSPD, 1623-5, 
~. 506); petition of Sir Thomas Barris to the king, 
lMarchl, 1625 (ibid.); P. H. Harda cre , 'The Earl 
Marsha!, the heralds, and the_ house ofcoIIlIlons, _ 
1604-41', International Review of Social HistoEY, 
ii. 115 (1957); Stone, 'Inflation of honours', p. 54. 
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'l'bough Northampton owed both hls position and 

title to BUCkiDgham,l he immediately protested that 

Barria lin the opinion of all men, ia thought so 

absolutely unfit ••• that he cannot r.command htm, 

nor give vay to him,.2 BuckiDgham then decided to ra­

consider the appointment. He ordered Conway to defer 

the appointmeDt until he could look further into the 

matter. 3 While matters vere in suspension, Fulk. 

GreVille, Lord Brooke, who was secretari, clerk of the 

cOURcil, and clark signet at counci1 in the marches of 

Wa1es since 1593',4 wrote Secretary Coke urgins that 

Harris Dot be appointed, for he was • as like to rain 

that court. as any man 1 bow·;5 whi1e Attorney-General 

lWhitelo.ck8, Li~ fame1icus, p. 95; 20 Nov. 1617 
(Foedera, xvii. 43-5). Gardiner believed that William, 
Baron Compton', the brother-in-1aw of the countess of 
BuckiDghalli, who was raised in the peerage as earl of 
Northampton, may have paid for his peerage, but there 
is no evidence to support thia and Mayes disputes it 
(Gardiner, iii. 214-16; Mayes, 'Sale of peerages', 
p. 25, 25 n). . 

2Earl .of Northampton to BuckinghaDi, 20 Oct. 1625 
(~, 1625-6, p. 128). 

3Bucki~ham to Sec. Conway, 4 Nov. 1625 (~, 1623-'5, 
p. 143). . 

4penry Williams, The council in' the marches of Wales 
under Elizabeth 1, appendix rv, Te 349. Ayi'iiier claims 
that Greville hald the post, of clerk of the ,eouncil 
from 1583 until his mtU:'der in 1628 (The king's 
servants, p. 131). -

5LOrd Brooke to Sir John Coke, Nov. 1625 (Cowper !§2., 
i. 232). 
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Heath wrote Secreta~ Conway that Harris was la man of 

so Mean descent, and so ill report that it would give 
1 much discontentment l 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 litt le 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 

Whitelockels to persuade him to accept a place on the 

kingls bench which he had earlier refused. Northampton 

saw in the appointment of old Sir Thomas Chamberlayne 

not only a man unable to perfor.m his duties personal1y 

and so more apt to be under his influence, but also 

that he would soon profit fromthe app.ointmentof his 

lSir_Robert Heath to Sec. Conway, 10 Nov. 1625 
(~, 1625-6, p. 147). 



successor. l Buckingham's interference in appointing 

Harris was not well regarded at all by Northampton: 

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. 
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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 Buckingham. 2 Secretary Coke vas 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 
3 

been suggested. BUckingham no longer pressed for 

Harris and agreed instead to a110w John Bridgman, who 

was already a justice in Wales, to be appointed chief 

justice of Chester. lj. 

1White1ocke, Liber fame1icus, pp. 95-6; Francis, Lord 
Ver.ulam to Sir Thomas Chamber1ayne, 24 May, 22 June 
1620 (~, Thirteenth report, appendix, part ~: The 
manuscripts of John Dovaston, p. 258); Warrant to 
ear1 of Northampton, 3 Nov. 1623 (ibid.); Sir Thomas 
Chamber1ayne to Buckingham, 17 Oct. 1624 (Fortescue 
MSS, p. 456); Lord Keeper Williams to John Packer, 
~Oct. 1624 (ibid., p. 458). 

2Sec. Conway to Sir Robert Heath, 11 Nov. 1625 
(~, 1625-6, p. 148). 

3Sir John Coke to Lord Brooke, 9, 20 Dec. 1625 
(Cowper ~, i. 236, 239). 

4.~, 1625-6, p. 561; Foedera, xviii. 631, 632. 
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Although Buckingham controlled patronage, 

when patronage extended beyond the rea~ of crown 

offici.als 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 bis lordship's opinion is known l •
l The approval 

of the local magna te was deemed necessary, though not 

all were equally jealous of their position as was 

Northampton. 

MOre pliable was Emmanuel,Lord ScrQ~pe, 

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 wou1d 

accept no payment for the office though Ingram had 

offered ~350. He did note, though, that ~600 was the 

usual sum given for the place. 2 A few years earlier 

lSec. Conway to earl of Northampton, 16 Aug. 1624· 
(~, 1623-5, p. 327). 

2Earl of Sunderland to Buckingham, n.d., [16271 (CSPD, 
1627-8, p. 498); 16 Feb. 1627 (CSPD, Add., 16~5-~ 
p. 197). - -
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James had appointedSir 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 appointment to offices on the 

council. l Though he dominated the political scene, 

BUckingham could not eliminate the right of appoint­

ments enjoyed by leading local magnates. 

ln 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. 2 For sorne time Pembroke had wanted to be 

the lord steward, but was unwilling to relinquish his 

chamberlainship unless it could 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 way; Buckingham, 

on the other hand, wished the chamberlainship to go to 

l Sec. Conway to Sir George Calvert, 11 Aug. 1623 
(~, 1623-5, p. 52). 

2See ab ove p~5-6for an example of their disputes; 
also ear1 of Kellie to earl of I1ar, 14 Jan. 1620 
(~~ Kellie suppl., pp. 187-9). 
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his MOSt loyal supporter in the nobility, the earl of 

Carlisle. 1 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 lord 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 Randal1 Crew. ln November of 1626 Crew 

refused to lend his judicia1 authority to the 

collection of the forced loan. He was immediately 

dismissed, and succeeded by Sir Nicholas Hyde, who had 

recently helped BuCkingham defend himse1f against the 

lSame to sarne, 11 Nov. 1625 (ibid., p. 237). 

2Sir Benjamin Rudyard to Sir Francis Netherso1e, 3 Aug. 
1626 (~, 1625-6, p. 596). 
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1 impeachment charges earlier that year. As the impeaCh-

ment of Cranfield and the fall of Williams were 

destructive of financial and political refor.m within the 

govemment, 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 Buckingham managed to 

provide for himself and his family by appointing Sir 

Thomas Richardson, a serjeant in the common pleas, to 

the office. Richardson paid the duke ~7,000, 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. lt would seem that the other 

appointees had something to recommend them other than 

money, while Richardson 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. ln 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 (~ Venetian, 1626-8, p. 33); John -
Rous, The dia;y of John Rous ••• from 1625 to 1642, 
ed. M. A. E. Greëil, p. 7;:-- - - -- -

2John Pory to Rev. Jose~h 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 

govemment 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 spent 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 reported that 

the king gave him ~10,000 for his office while his wife 

received ~5,000 and his daughter the preferring of two 

viscounts. 2 Henry Montagu, earl of Manchester, 

succeeded the 1ate earl of Worcester as lord privy 

seal. 3 Sir Richard Weston, recent1y created Baron 

Weston, who aince 1621 had been serving as chancellor 

115 Ju1y 1628 (Handbook 2! British Chron010Sf' p. 137); 
Sec. Conway to Sir John Coke, Il Ju1y 1628 Oo~er 
~, i. 358). 

2Hum• Fu Iwo 0 de to Sir John Coke, 17 Ju1y 1628 (Cowper 
~, i. 359); Sir Robert Ayton to James, ear1 of 
Carlisle, 18 Ju1y 1628 (~, 1628-9, p. 218). 

34 Ju1y 1628 (Handbook of British chrono1ogy, p. 94); 
30 June 1628 (CSPD, 16~-91 e. 182); Sec. Conway to 
Sir John Coke,-rr-July 162~ {Cowper MSS, i. 358). 



of the exchequer and under-treasurer, was appointed 

lord treasurer. l Sir Edward Barrett, Lord Newburgh, 

an associate of Weston and a former ambassador to 
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France, moved into the post of chancellor and under­

treasurer of the exchequer. 2 The aims of these men were 

to procure 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 bis Majesty' s affairs wbich require, to cure 

them, rest and vigilancy,.4 

Buckingham made one further effort to 

silence criticism. He surrendered bis 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 2! British chronology, p. 104.). 

2G.E.Ca~ Peerage, i. 431; 7 Aug. t628 (~, 1628-9, 
p. 248;. 

3willson, Privy councillors, p. 51. 

4Richard.Lord Weston,to Buckingham, 18 Aug. 1628 
(CSPD, 1628-9, p. 259); cf. same to same, 13 Aug. 
l~(ibid., p. 254). 

522 July 1628 (ibid., p. 224); Theopbilus, earlof 
Suffo1k,to Buckingham, May 1626 (~, ~., 1625-49, 
p. 131). 
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together, the appointments of 1628 representa~ost 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 dream 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 

tha t he acquiesced in the appointment of men who were 

at his death to 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 

office. ln 1620 Chamberlain wrote: 

lt 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 

IJohn Chamber~ain to Sir D. Carleton, 4 Nov. 1620 
(Chamberlain, ii. 325). 
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These disp1acements record the transference of power 

from the Howards to BuCkingham. The chief officers in 

the administration vere not merely bureaucrata, they 

were a1so the 1eading advisers of the crown. Since 

their duties brought them in contact· vith the king and 

court, it vas necessary for Buckingham to assure himse1f 

of their loya1ty. The remova1s from office in the 

period 1616-1620 were to be expected when viewed in 

this 1ight, the 'ministers' of one administration 

rep1aced by those of the incoming administration. But 

when four years 1ater Chamberlain cou1d·vrite ' ••• that 

we have four lord treasurers living at once, four lord 

chamber1ains, four secretaries, three masters of the wards, 

two keepers or chance11ors, two admira1s ~ sic de ceteris 

in severa1 places and office~~l there can be no 

justification for the great number of 1eading crown 

officia1s discharged. 

From a pure1y administrative point of view, 

the shifts, though foo1ish, did not disrupt the 

ordinary operation of the departments for the bureaucracy 

carried on. But the frequent remova1 of the chief 

1 Same 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 ADMlRAL TY 

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 l624~ Buckingham controlled patronage in 

maritime affairs. A purser, a ship captain, a navy 

painter, a vice-admiral in one of the coast counties, 

al1 were in Buckingham's gift. 1 Beginning with 

Buckingham's tenure, the lord admira1 was not only 

commander of the f1eet in time of war, but also was 

responsib1e 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 ~vanting. By the accession of James a serious 

1e.g. ~, 1625-6, pp. 10, 50, 53, 218, 219; CSPD, 
1627-8, RP. 510, 512, 516; ~, 1628-9, p. 2~Sir 
William MOneon, The naval tracts 2f ~ Wi11iaJn ~9.~, 
ed. M. Oppenheim, iii. 4.19-20. 

2M• Oppenheim, History of the administration of the 
ro~aij ru!YX. • • • from 309 to 1660, pp. 86, W4-;-
18 - 4·. 

3G• F. James and J. J. Shaw, 'Admiralty administration 
and personnel, 1619-1714: part 1', BIHR, xiv. 11 
(1928). 
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212 

deterioration had already been noticed. The decline in 

the quality of naval administration dated back, at 
. 1 

lea~t, to the last years of the great Sir John Hawkins, 

but, as Prof essor Stone has shown, the stanoards neVer 

seem to have been'very high. 2 While costs continued to 

increase, efficiency and strength did note Graf t, 

waste, ineptitude and embezzlement had appeared in 

every department. ln 1608 the findings of a commission 

appointed to investigate serious admin~strative short-

comings and the great peculation in the ftavy 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. 4· 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. Aytffier, 'Attempts at administrative reforms 
1625-40', ~, lxxii. 234 (1957). 

2L• Stone, 'The Armada campaign', History, xxix. 120-43 
(1944). 

3w. L. Clowes, The royal ~: ~ history ~ ~ 
earliest times ~ the present, ii. 17. 

4John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton,. 10 June .. 16l3 
(Chamberlain, i. 4-55); 13 June 1623 (~, 1611-18, 
pp. 186-7); Whi telocke, Liber famelicus, pp. li.3ff.; 
Ay~er, 'Attempts at administrative reforms', p. 234. 
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The growing indolence of Lord Admiral 

Nottingham, who had never shown energy in administration, 

~eft unchecked the mismanagement of a negligent, if not 

corrupt, treasurer of the navy, Sir Robert Mansell. l 

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 b3l,000 and 

b50,OOO annually while the surveyor of victuals spent 

between'b8,OOO and à13,OOO.3 Yet, there had been no 

naval activity and, as the commission of 1618 pointed 
4 

out, the fleet was in great decay. 

The scandals unearthed by the commission led 

to the resignation of Lord Admiral Nottingham who was 

unwilling to implement the suggested and much needed 

refor.ms. 5 BuCkinghamwas appointed to succeed him, 

1 Oppenheim, p. 189. 

2Sir Henry Yelverton to Sir Clement Edmondes, 20 June 
1618 (~, 1611-18, p. 546). 

3 Dietz, p. 446. 

4For a good account of the corruption of the navy 
officia1s in this period, see Oppenheim, pp. 191-7. 

5Cf • Tawney, Business ~ politics, p. 161; e.port of 
the êommissioners of the Havy to the privy èounci1, 
29 Sept. 1618 (~, 1618-19, p. 263); the report is 
printed in full in John Charnock, History 21 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 (~, 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. l BUckingham reportedly purchased 

the office for h3,000 and the promise of an annual 

pension of .1,000 for the lives of Nottingham, his wife 

and their son, Charles. 2 

The pers on 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 lndia 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. 4 

P.erhaps this happy arrangement for Mansell was the 

lSir Edward Harwood to Sir Dudley Carleton, 7 Jan. 1618 
(~, l6ll-l8,p. 511); Gardiner, iii. 205. 

2John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 24 Oct. 1618, 
6 Feb. 1619 (Chamberlain, ii. 173, 210). 

3'Sir.William Russell', mm, , xlix. 429; 10 May 1618 
(~, 1611-18, p. 540); John Chamberlain to Sir 
Dudley Carleton, 5 May 1618 (Chamberlain, ii. 161). 

414 May 1618 (~, 1611-18, p. 541). 



parting reward of Nottingham for the long service of 

his kinsman, or a consolation for his surrender of 
l the more lucrative navy treasurership. Mansell had 
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other associations which may account for the 

acquiesence in this prefe~ent: his first wife had been 

the sister of Sir Francis Bacon, and recently he had 

aarried 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 
. 3 

Buckingham, dating back to at least 1612. The 

prefe~ent 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 

lW. G. Perrin, 'The vice-admiral and rear-admiral of 
the United Kingdom', Mariner's Mirror, iVe 27 (1928). 

2'Sir Robert Mansell', ~, xxxvi. 89. 

3Ruigh , i. 86. 



power of the lord admiral by extending his control 

throughout the navy~ 1 1'wo weeks after Buckingham 

received his patent for the lord admiralship, the 
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commissioners were 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, 

comptrol1er of the navy, weFe 'sequestered from their 

posts', their corruption having been made manifest. 4 

The only principalofÏicer permitted to retain his 

1 . . 
John Coke to Buckingham, 7 Nov. 1618 (Cowper ~, i. 
99). 

2 . 
28 Jan. 161.9 (Foedera , xviii. 124-30); 12 Feb. 1619 
(~, 1619-23, p. 12). 

3John Coke to Buckingham, 17 Oct. 1618 (Cowper~, i. 
98). . 

4 Clowes, ii. 16. 
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office was Sir William Russell, the new treasurer of 

the navy. 

Russell was not responsib1e for the 

administration of the navy as had been Manse11. His 

duties were financia1 and confined to keeping accounts. 

Russell became deep1y invo1ved in providing money and 

credit to meet naval expenses and it may not be un­

connected with his new financia1 responsibi1ities 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 

persuaded to exp end both their credit and their own 

financia1 resources in fu1fil1ing their duties. Soon 

after assuming office~John Coke persuaded Russell to 

lend the service ~5,OOO. 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 

advic.eaf.ew years later whell Russell .once more. made . 

1 Robert Ashton, 'The disbursing official under the 
early Stuarts: the ·cases. of Sir William Russell and 
Philip Burlamachi', BIRR, xxx. 1.63-5 (1957); CSPD, 
1619-23, pp. 290, 29o;ïësPD, 1623-5, p. 455; CSP 
Col., East lndies, 1617=21; pp. 99-100; ibid.;-I622-4, 
pp. 93, 487. 

2John Coke to Buckingham, 1618 (Cowper~, i. 101). 
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l substantial contributions. 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 paraaitic clients, BuCkingham had bta 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 parliament 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,.4 Coke's ability to persuade 

BuCkingham to retain the commissioners as the naval 

administrators was all the greater when it is 

consider.ed tha t these men did no.t" represent a body " " 

lSir Lionel Cranfield to sarne, 12 Oct. 1621 (Goodman, 
ii. 207). 

2See be1ow, p. 274. 

37 April 1625 (Foedera, xviii. 13-17). 

4Commons deba"tes 1621, vi. 369. 
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subservient to BUckingham. 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 compètent group and it is to the credit of 

BUckinghanithat he recognized it as such, if only 

becauseit meant that the success of the commission 

would assure him of the favour of James. 

Sir Lioned Cranfield officia11y headed the 

commission. He brought to it his business acumen and 

devoted his energy to the investigation. Cranfie1d 

realized that his work on the various refor.m 

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 sUfficient1y il1l!ustrates 

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 ..... 

ISir Lionel Cranfie1d, Sir Richard Weston, Sir John 
Wo1stenho1me, Nicholas Fortescue, Francis Gofton, 
Richard Sutton, William Pitt and John Osborne (21 
June 1618, ~, 1618-19, p. 119). 

2prestwich, p. 213. 



John Coke. 

Cranfield introduced one of his own able 

clients, Sir Richard Weston, to the commission. l 
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Weston had worked closely with Cranfield on previous 

reform commissions and had sorne administrative ability.2 

He quickly 1earr,ed to co~ the favour of BUckingham and 

was successful in obtaining offices and honour tbrough 

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 ëxchequer, an office obtained through 

the patronage of Buckingham. 3 Weston became intimate1y 

invo1ved in the financial affairs of the periode ln 

1624 he was chosen by Buckingham to head the interim 

commission of the treasury following the impeachment of 

his former. patron, Middlesex. Fina11y, in 1628. he was. 

lClowes (ii. 16) errs in listing Thomas Westan 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, lx. 374). Tawney, Business and politics, 
p:-!88. ---

Zwi11son, Priyy council1ors, pp. 90-1; Higham, pp. 147-8. 

3Court minutes of the. Eastladia -Company, 20 Jan. 1618 
(~Q2!., §!!! lndies, 1617-21, p. 111); T. Locke. to 
Sir Dudley Carleton, 6, 27 Oct. 1621 (CSPD, 1619-23, 
pp. 296, 303); John Chamberlain to sam~ 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. l Weston was an opportuniste 

He saw in Buekingham the path to all favour. Even 

Lord Keeper Williams overcame his objections to the 

preferment of Weaton by Buckingham when he realized that 

Weston was entirely devoted to the service of BuCkingham. 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 fiv.e were knighted prior to the 

formation of the navy commission in recognition of 

their services on other reform commissions. 4 Sir 

Nicholas Fortescue, chamberlain of the exchequer, a 

Roman C&tholic, was 'a great friend' of Sir Thomas Lake, 

one of the recently displaced Howard clients. 5 . Fortescue 

lsame to same, 29 May 1624 (ibid., p. 369); see above, 
p. 201. 

2Lord Keeper Williams to Buckingham, 24 May 1624 
(Cabala, pp. 276-7). 

3Sir Humphrey May to sarne, 7 Oct. 1627 (~, 1627-8, 
p. 375). 

4John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 6 Feb. 1619 
(Chamberlain, ii. 210). 

5same to sarne, 20 Feb. 1619 (ibid., ii. 216); 'Sir 
Nicholas Fortescue', ~, xx. 47-8. 
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seems also to have had an association with Cranfield 

which caused Cranfield to rebuke him for having remained 
1 silent during his impeachment. 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 withregulating the finances of the 

navy. The two auditora of imprests, Sir Francis Gofton 

and Sir Richard Sutton, had held their offices for 

several years and were to remain efficient servants. 2 

Sir William Pitt, tel 1er 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 

accounts for his appointment. 3 Sir John Osborne, lord 

treasurer's remembrancer in the exchequer, also came 

from a family with long connections in the exchequer. 4 

The mer chant community was represented on the 

commission by two leading commercial magnates, Sir John 

lEarl of Middlesex to Sir Nicholas Fortescue, [May 
1624J (Knole ~, p. 288). 

2AyLmer, lb! king's servants, p. 78 n. 2. 

31bid., p. 90; Tawney, Business ~ politics, p. 83, n. 2. 

4Sir John Osborne is not separately noticed in the DNB, 
but see his brother Sir Peter Osborne, DNB, xliii.~3; 
Ruigh, i. 87. Tawney is mistaken when ~refers to 
Sir John Osborne as the brother-in-law of Cranfield 
(Business ~ PGlitics, 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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Wolstenho~e and Sir Thomas Smythe. Wolstenho~e was a 

prominent member of several colonial enterprises, a 

successfu1 customs far,mer, and one of the wealthiest 

merchants of London. Wo1stenholme 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 a1so 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 lndia Company 

comp1ied with orders from James to re-e1ect Smythe 

their governor though 'with sorne 1itt1e difficulty,.2 

Ear1y in 1621 he was accused of having embezz1ed funds 

from the Virginia Company, and though not found gui1ty, 

his name was not entire1y c1eared. James, as was his 

wont, neverthe1ess, continued to re1y on his adviee. 3 

Both Wo1stenho1me and Smythe were independent of the 

favour of Buckingham because of their wea1th and 

position in the merchant community, but they cou1d not 

risk bis disp1easure. 

l'Sir John Wo1stenho1me', DNB, 1xii. 344; Tawney, 
Business and po1ities, p.-s7. 

2John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 15 Ju1y 1619 
(Chamberlain, ii. 251); court minutes of the East 
India Company, 2 Ju1y 1619 (~ Col., East Indies, 
1617-21, p. 283). 

3'Sir Thomas Smythe', pNB, liii. 128-9; Sec. Conway to 
Sir Thomas Smythe, 11 Dec. 1624 (~, 1623-5, p. 402). 
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The commission included naval experts. William 

Burre11, the master of the Sbipwrights Company, was 

commissioned to build two new ships annually for the 

next five years and to give technical advice to the 

commissioners. l Thomas Norreys, who had served at one 

time as a naval purser, 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 Burrel1 and Norreys as bis 

'greatest enemies' and contended that the investigations 

of the commission were deliberately designed to ruin-
3 

him. Pett had every reason to worry about his 

reputation because the report tabled by the commissioners 

wel1 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 membei, John Coke, 

a capable administrator who performed his duties 'with 

much practical efficiency,.4 Coke 8e8ma to have 

lClowes, ii. 16 n. 4; Aylmer, The kinS's servants, 
p. 254; 20 April 1619 (~, I6I9-23 , p. 38); ibid., 
pp. 352, 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 autobiosraphY of Phineas Pett, ed. 
w. G. Perrin, 1.120. - -

4wi11son, PriyY council1ors, p. 96; Gardiner, iii. 203. 
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attached himself to Buckingham's service not only from 

a des ire to obtain office but also from a realization 

that only through the influence of Buckingham with James 

eould the restoration of the navy be aeeomplished'.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 likèly 

recommended Coke to Buckingham for the service, 3 but 

Coke had a private association with Buckingham as his' 

appointment to a commission to regulate the finances 

of the favourite indicates.4 Coke became closely 

assoeiated with Buckingham in the administration of the 

navy, for Buckingham realized, as Secretary MOrton was 

later to point out, that Coke 'best [understood] the 
5 importance of the business relating to the navy'. 

BUckingham accordingly showed a readiness to accept his 
, 6 

recommendations and sought his advice. 

lRUigh, i. 85; Dorothea Coke, lh! ~ Elizabethan: ~ 
~ ~, p. 65. 

2Ci. Cowper ~, i~ 41-2; Prestwich, p. 212. 

3Ruigh, i. 85; cf. John Coke to Buckingham, 7 Oct. 1618 
(Cowper ~, i. 98). 

4Same to his wife, 18 Feb. 1619 (ibid., i. 104). 

5Sir Albertus MOreton to Sec. Conway, 21 ~~rch 1625 
(~, 1623-5, pp. 504-5h 

6Buckingham to Sir John Coke, 6 May 1619 (Cowper MSS, 
i. 105-6); cf. John Coke to Buckingham, 17 Oct. IOï8 
(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. ln March 1623 Coke info~ed Secretary 

Conway: 

l have desired the assistance of my fellow commissioners, 
neither haye 1 certified anything wherein they dissent. 
But where the pains and care of one man is rather 
required, 1 confess l have been forward to discharge 
the special trust reposed in me, though 1 know that 
thereby, as also by the many addresses

l
1 have received 

fram your Honour, 1 draw envy upon me. 

But jealousy was also occasioned by the annual pension 

of '300 which Coke received but which the other 

commissioners did not. 2 Yet it was probably his 

diligence which irritated his fellow commissioners the 

most. ln 1623, as senior commissioner, Coke informed 

Conway that he suspected sorne of his fellow 

commissioners, notab1y 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 la frame of govemment 

for the navy wherein, by regular and continued accounts, 

these errors ought sUdden1y to be discovered and 

reformed l • When this plan was rejected, Coke 

righteously assumed the responsibi1ity for supervising 

1 Sir John Coke to Sec. Conway, 16 March 1623 (ibid., i. 
134-5). 

28 Nov. 1621 (ibid., i. 114); Fu1ke,Lord Baobke,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 l carried a watchful eye 

over them, and employed fit persons to discover their 

dealings,.l 

The administration of the navy after 1619 

was, therefore, placed under the control of an able 

group of men, who, though perhaps more hone.st ~han the 

previous administration, were themselves not free from 

charges of profiting from their positions. It was the 

vice of office-holders of the periode 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 

hostility,2 the commissioners were able to carry out 

their reform program: in an 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 

lSir John Coke to Sec. Conway, 22 Aug. 1623 (quoted in 
Coke, The la st Elizabethan, pp. 59-60; CSPD, 1623-5, 
p.63):-- -

2Statement 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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severa1 inf1uentia1 men whoee lobbying they resented. 

Exasperated by the c1aims of their critics, the 

commissioners requested 'to be freed from the inter­

ruptions of their opponents,.l 

They were also irritated by the inferference 

of Buckingham. He had interceded on beha1f of John 

Man whose c1aim to a sixth master's place had been 

rejected by the commissioners. They comp1ained 

bitter1y that by questioning their decisions, he was 

frustrating their attempt 'to restore the lord admira1'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 thather 

husband had Imissed the place l •
3 

The commissioners were not always as success-

ful. No action was taken on their recommendation to 

lSir Lionel Cranfield to sarne, 15 July 1619 (ibid., i. 
106). 

2Sir John Coke for the commissioners to sarne, 24 Oct. 
1619 (ibid.). 

3Sec• Conway to Sir John Coke, 9 Feb. 1625 (~, 
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 t~6 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 ereeted office and prejudicial to 

the king's serviee,.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 had embarked on a martial foreign 

policy when some logis tic value may have been seen in 

retaining the office at Deptford. 

The commissioners provided a more economieal 

administration than had Mansell and the principal 

officers of the navy. They issued a report in 1623 

which underlined their achievements. They had bui1t 

lJohn Coke to Buckingham, 16 May 1619 (Cowper V~S, i. 
108). 

2commissioners of the navy to same, 22 Feb. 1626 (CSPD, 
~625-6, p. 259). 

3petition of John Wells to same, 1626 (ibid., p. 517). 

426 April 1626 ('Calendar of privy seals: Charles l', 
p. 26). 
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two ships annually and had kept costs to a five year 

total of a154,000, or slightly above the 1:.30,000 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 

Manse11's worst days.2 The ships built by William 

Burrel1 were not sound: Capta in Christian of the 

Bonaventure, almost a new ship serving on the east 

coast, wrote of 'the weak, and l may truly say, the 

miserable state of this ship •••• ,3Th.e special 

commission set up to investigate the navy commission in 

1626-7 found Burrel1 seriously at fau1t in his 
4 construction of the ships. 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-op.eration and 

1 

2 

Sir Lionel Cranfie1d to Buckingham, 3 Sept. 1618 
(Goodman, 1i. 166); 31 Dec. 1623 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 136); 
Clowes, ii. 18; Dietz, p. 447. 

Dietz, p. 447. 

3Capt • Edward Christian to commissioners of the navy, 
4 Aug. 1623 (~, 1623-5, p. 43; Oppenheim, p. 88). 

40rder of special commission of the navy, 29 Jan., 7 
May 1627 (Ç[fQ, 1627-8, pp. 35, 168); Capt. R. Gyffard 
to Buckingham, 9 June 1627 (ibid., p. 210); John 
Heydon to Sir John Coke, 13 Sept. '. 1627 (Cowper MSS, 
i. 322); Sir aenry Mervyn to Buckingham, 25 Oct.~27 
(~, 1627-8, p. 407). 
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support of Buckingham. The achievements of the first 

five years of his tenure as lord admira1 were not the 

commissioners' alone. Sorne of the pra1se be10nged to 

Buckingham. 

ln 1624 Buckingham further consolidated his 

control of the navy 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 admira1 and lord warden but 

Buckingham seems to have done so out of genuine des ire 

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 ot the coast 

which had always been free from his control and a 

source of friction between the lord admiral and lord 
3 warden. 

1Sir Francis Netherso1e to Sir Dudley Carleton, 2 
Sept. 1624 (CSPD, 1623-5, p. 333); John Chamberlain 
to same, 4 Sept. 1624 (Chamberlain, ii. 580). 

2Documents illuatrating the impeachment of the ~ 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 1ife and 
worka of Sir Henry Mainwaring, ed. G. E. Manwaring, i. 
199; Manson, iii. 427n. . 

3Buckin~ham to Lord Zouche, 7 Feb. 1620 (CSPD, 1619-23, 
p. 121); Sir Henry Mainwaring to sarne, 2IT:March 1620 
{ibid., p. 131). 
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As ear1y as 1620 it had bean rumoured that 
1 Buckingham had designs on the Cinque Ports. But thes.e 

rumours were unfounded. lt was not unti1 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 

dere1iction of dut Y fol1owed too closely Mainwaring's 

appointment as captain of the flag-ship to be sent to 

Spain for Charles. Conway requested Zou che to allow 

Mainwaring to accept this preferment and 'privately' 

advised h~ that he should not withstand it 'being a 

point on which the king is much set'. 3 But Zouche 

remained adamant even though ~minwaring had obtained the 

commission through Sir Robert Naunton, an associate of 

the duke, with the approva1 of the ear1 of Rut1and, 

Buckingham'.s father-1n-law and proposed admiral ofthi.s 

1Sir R. Younge to sarne, 14 June 1620 (ibid., p. 152). 

2Lord 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 sarne, 26 April 1623 (ibid., p. 571). 



233 

fleet. l 

On his return from Spain Charles, who had 

become extremely irritated with Zoucheover the matter, 

urged Zouche to reinstate Mainwaring. 2 It seems that 

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 foraffecting 'BuCkingham's 

desires,.3 Zouche had a paper dralftl up for the benefit 

of Prince Charles documenting bis charges against 

Mainwaring. Statements by various officials of the 

Cinque Ports were a1so taken to add weight to the 

charges. 4 Edward Nicholas, whose dut Y 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 pre ferment with either.the prince 

1Sir Robert Naunton to Sec. Conway, 28 Feb. 1623 (ibid., 
p. 505; MainWari~, i. 95); Sir Henry Mainwaring to 
same, 3 March 1~ (~, 1619-23, p. 509); Lord 
Zouche to Sir Arthur Mainwaring, 28 April 1623 (ibid., 
p. 572). 

2Charles to Lord Zouche, 4 Nov. 1623 (CSPD, 1623-5, 
p. 107); Sir Edward Zou che to same, li:NOv. 1623 
(ibid., pp. 112-13)i Archbishop Abbot to same, 18 Nov. 
1623 (ibid., p. 113). 

3Main~a'ring, i. 121. 

4Lord Zouche to Edward Nicholas, 25 Nov. 1623 (CSPD, 
1623-5, p. 119); statements by Richard Marsh, Thomas 
Fulnetby and Sam. More, 28, 29 Nov., l Dec. 1623 
(ibid., pp. 120-2); Edward Nicholas to Prince Charles, 
3 Dec. 1623 (ibid., p. 122). 
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l or Buckingham. ln 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. 2 

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 

~l,OOO. But Sir Edward could only report that 

Buckingham believed the office to be worth ~500 and 

there the matter stood. 3 But ni ne months later 

Buckingham made an agreement with Lord Zouche whereby 

he purehased the wardenship for ~1,000 and a promise of 

~500 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. Zou che 

further stipulated that Sir Henry Mainwaring was not to 

receive any office in the Cinque Ports 'on account his 

labouring Lord louche' s disgrace, both in .. court and 

lSame to Lord , 3 Dec. 1623 (ibid.). 

2Charles to Lord Zouche, 23 Jan. 1624 (ibid., p. 151). 

3Sir Edward Zouche to same, 20 Oct. 1623 (ibid., 
pp. 100-1). 
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parliament,.l Zouche was greatly concerned that 

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 his services. Mainwari.Dg 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 C8stle and deputy warden of the Cinque Ports was 

given to Sir John Hippisley.5 As early as 1618 

Hippisley was referred to as 'a principal favourite of 

the lord- of Buckingham' •. 6 He had accompanied Buckingham 

lAgreement between Lord Zouche and BUCkingham, 17 July 
1624 (ibid., p. 304). 

2Lord ZouchetoEdward Nicholas, 21 Nov. 1624 (ibid., 
p. 385; Mainwaring, i. 29). 

30g1ander, Royalist notebook, p. 22; Mainwaring, i. 31. 

4Ibid., i. 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 ext~emely careful of the rights of 
1 Buckingham in the Ports. Early in 1628 Hippisley 

tried to obtain a placenearer the king as lieutenant 

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 a~ost 

becarne 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 

sarl of Suffolk. 3 

Buckingham does not seem to have concerned 

himselfto.o much with affairs in the .Cinque, Ports ..... ,' 

1 ... ' 
Sir John Hippisley to Buckingham, 3 March 1627 (CSPD 
1627-8, p. 78); sarne to Edward Nicholas, 3 March 1627 
(ibid.); sarne to same, 7 March 1627 (ibid., p. 83); 
sarne to Buckingham, 7 May 1627 (ibid., p. 161). 

2Sarne 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. l Buckingham remained 

first lord admiral and only incidently lord warden of 

the Cinque Ports. 

The accession of Charles had brougbt Dew 

problems and saw the beglnn1ngs of a more active foreign 

poliey which would place great demanda on the navy. 

Because both he and Bucktngham vere pleased vith the 

achievements of the commissioners of the navy, lt was 

decided to retain the services of the navy commission. 

A new patent was issued on 7. April 1625. 2 

Buckingham bad playeâ aminor 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 commissioDer, the patent 

designating htm as 'one specia11y deputed to receive 

our high admiral's directions upon all occasions of 

our service conceming • • • the navy, and to gi ve 

account unto him how the same should be from ttme to 

time performed •••• ,3 

lSir John Hippisley to Edward Nicholas, 22 Dec. 1624 
(CSPD, 1623-5, p. 415); same to Bucldngham, 28 Jan. 
l~(ibid., p. 460); Lord ZOuche to Edward Nicholas, 
1 Feb. 1625 (ibid., p. 464). 

2Foedera, xviii. 13-17. 

31bid., xviii. 16. 
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Sir Robert Pye, auditor of the exchequer, was 

nominated to the commission. Fye 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 seeuring the assignation of 

revenues for naval expenditures. l Sir Joshua Downing, 

keeper of the stores at Chatham, was appointed by 

BUckingham to succeed Thomas Norreys early in 1625 as 

'commissioner for the survey of our ships,.2 Downing 

retained this appointment in the new reign. He had 

served at sea and had most likely came to the attention 
-3 

of Buckingham through William Burrell. Dennis Fleming 

succeeded Sir Peter Buck as clerk of the ships, but his 

association with Buckingham is diffieult to establish. 

A 'Dennis Fleming' is listed as a 'yeoman purveyor and 

garnitor' in the stables of King James over which 
-4 

Buckingham, as master of the horse, had jurisdiction. 

Fleming succeeded Buck on 18 March 1625, a few days ... 

1 AyLmer, 1h! king's servants, pp. 311-13; Stone, 
Crisis, p. 284; Ruigh, i. 84. 

2sir John Coke to BUckingham, 29 Jan. 1625 (Cowper MSS, 
i. 183). 

3Johns , 'The principal officers', pp. 49, 53. 
4 'List of officials and servants in the stables', 2!. 

1618 (~, Sixth report: The manuscripts of Sir 
Reginald Graham, p. 325). 
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before the death of James. l 

Sir Allen Apsley, lieutenant of the Tower, 

';:;,ho bad 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 bf~-:, 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 
6 crown. was. heavily .indebt to Mm.. . ... Indeed, soon. af.ter 

IJOhns, 'The principal officers', pp. 50-1. 

2'Sir Allen Apsley', ~, ii. 128; 25 Jan. 1612 (CSPD, 
1611-18, p. 114). 

38 Jan. 1623 (CSPD, 1619-23, p. 480). 

4Jan• 1625 (~, 1623-5, p. 436). 

5Lucy Hutchinson, Memoirs of the late Colonel 
Hutchinson ~ b!! widow (ËVeryiDaiiedn.), p. 8. 

6sir Allen Apsley to Edward Nicholas, 30 May 1628 (~, 
1628-9, p. 139); AyLmer, 'Attempts at administrative 
reforme, p. 239 n. 3; notes by Edward Nicholas, 15 
Dec. 1630 (~, ~., 1625-49, p. 387). 
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his appointment as victualler he wrote to Lord 

Treasurer Middlesex advising htm that he wished to sell 

his lieutenancy of the Tower 'so that he may serve bis 
l Majesty in victualling the navy'. Buckingham supported 

his efforts to find a buyer 'to the end that he may be 

better able to dis charge his service to bis majesty in 

the place he has in the navy without trouble to bis 

majesty for that which is behind and unpaid,.2 As for 

so many other office-holders, Apsley's salary was 

greatly in arrears, and this was compounded in his case 

by the numerous loans 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 Wolstenho1me and Sir Thomas 

Smythe were reappointed, but Smythe did not live out 

the year. Sir Richard Weston, chancellor o.f .the ..... 

lSir Allen Apsley to earl of Middlesex, 11 Ju1y 1623 
(Knole ~, p. 282). 

2Buckingham to sarne, 27 Jan. 1624 (Sackville [Kno1e] 
MSS, O.N. [Ruigh transcripts]). 

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 
l years. Aylesbury was given more responsibi1ity under 

Buckingham than he had previous1y enjoyed. "Then 

Buckingham 1eft for Spain in 1623, the commissioners 

of the navy were instructed ta fo11ow the directions 

sent them by Ay1esbury.2 ln 1625 Aylesbury left 

Buckingham's persona1 service to become a master of 

requests. 3 When the administration of the navy 

reverted to the four principal officers in 1628, 
4 Aylesbury became surveyor of ships. 

1James and Shaw, 'Admiralty administration', p. 166. 

2Sec. Conway to commissioners of the navy, 3 April 
1623 (~, 1619-23, p. 550). 

3Sir George Goring to Sir Dudley Carleton, 8 Sept. 
1625 (~, 1625-6, p. 100). 

4See below, p. 274. 
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Aylesbury was sueeeeded by Edward Nieholas, 

lone of thoae useful men who are intelligent', busy and 

subservient l • l NiCholas had aerved aa seeretary to 

Lord ZOUChe', lord warden of the Cinque Ports. When 

NiCholas deeided to transfer his allegianee to 

BuCkingham, ZOuChe was reluctant to allow him to leave 

his serviee. He at first refused to give him a 

reeommandation. But after the wardenship of the 

Cinque Ports had been purehased, he offered him his 

services in securiDg the office of private secretary to 

the lord admiral. 2 Nicholas sav iD Buckingham his 

opportunity to better his situation finaneially. He 

beeame one of the most influential men under the favourite 

in the early Stuart eourt. Throughout 1625-8 NiCholas kept 

busydrawiDg up memoranda and digests of business for 

BuCkingham to be eommitted to the eouneil, eorresponding 

with captains on both sea and shore, suggestiDg individuals 

to fOrln a commission of inquiry iDto the navy in 1626 

and preparing instruetions for their direction. ln 

1627 he received offieial standing as elerk of the 

eouneil in extraord.inary. Buckingham 1 s absenee on 

the expedition to the 181e of ~, emphasized the 

lGardiner, v. 384. 

2Matt• Nicholas to Edward Nicholas, 2 Mareh 1624 
(CSPD, 1623-5, p. 175)· Lord ZOuChe to same', 16 
Oet. 1624 (ibid., p. 355); same to same, 27 Nov. 
1624 (ibid., p. 393). 
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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 accounts and, broadly speaking, to 

assume the full responsibilities of admiralty 
l 

administration until Buckingham's return. 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' 

which the carpenter had le ft with him. 2 No doubt the 

carpenter had had to bribe Edisbury also. 

These were the men assigned the task of 

administering the navy between 1619 and 1628. ln 

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 

lCSPD, 1625-8, passim. 

2K. Edisbury to Edward Nicholas, 25 Jan. 1626 (CSPD, 
1625-6, p. 233); AyLmer, The king's servants, p;-i8; 
Monson, iii. 409 n. 
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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 of the navY account 

for much of the dereliction of dut Y at this ttme and 

the subsequent military failures. 

The only naval activity undertaken 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 Palàtine as weIl as an 

attempt to suppress the Algerine pirates who had been 

preying on English and Dutch commerce. l Buckingham 

nominated Sir Robert Mansell admiraI of the 

expedition. 2 Manse11 se1ected the experienced Sir 

Richard Hawkins, the son of the famous Sir John Hawkins, 

as his vice-admiral to the chagrin of Sir Thomas 
3 Button. Button only accepted the rear-admiralship 

1Gardiner, iii. 288; iVe 224. 

28 Sept. 1620 (CSPD, 1619-23, p. 13). 

3'Sir Richard Hawkins', DNB, xxv. 224-5. 
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following the personal mediation of Buckingham, to whom 

he was distantly related through th~ 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 be~ause he feared that 

Button's duties in the channel would prevent his 

assuming new responsibilities at an early date. l 

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,.3 Yet it is doubtful that Buckingham made 

the selection personally. The men appointed to serve 

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 

l'Sir Thomas Button', ibid., viii. 99; Sir Robert 
Mansell to Buckingham, 10 July 1621 (Cabala, p. 299). 

2 
Monson, iii. 109; Gardiner, vi. 68. 

3Feb• 1619 (~, 1619-23, p. 13); 7 Feb. 1619 (ibid., 
p. 12); Clowes, ii. 52. 

4Julian s. Corbett, England in the Mediterranean, i. 98. 
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itse1f was a fai1ure. Sir William Monson, bitter at 

having been passed over for emp10yment in the 

expedition, b1amed the 'improvident and inconstant 

carriage l of the commanders. 1 But MOnson neg1ected to 

take into account the 1aCk of precision in the 

instructions which Manse11 received as we11 as the in-

adequate provisions and preparations for the f1eet. 

Coke recognized that the commissioners had fai1ed in 

their first test to adequate1y provide the f1eet and 

warned Buckingham: 'For the f1eet returning from 

A1giers, that which proper1y concerns you 1s ·the 

c1amour of the captains.,2 

But the real test for administration by 

naval commissioners came in the ear1y years of the 

reign of Charles. James had a1ways opposed war, but 

in the c10sing months of his reign Eng1and was drawing 

c10ser into armed conf1ict with Spain. Within three 

years of thé death of James, Eng1and was at war with 

both Spain and France. The pursuit of an aggressive 

foreign po1icy demanded an efficient and effective 

administration to supp1y the navy in time of war. ln 

1625 an expedition to Cadiz was conceived. But the 

1Monson, iii. 96. 

2John Coke to Buckingham, 16 Ju1y 1621 (Cowper MSS, 
i. 112). 
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expeditlon was ill-planned and its failure at Cadiz was 

one of command and exec:ution. All was left to the 

direction of men who were not fit judges in naval 

affairs. Want of sea experience and lack of unanimity 
1 on strategy proved the ruin of the expedition. 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 admirai and chose as his 

lord marshal and general of the sea and land forces and 

second in command, Sir Edward Cecil. 2 But while 

preparations were underway, the expedition came under 

severe crlticism 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 Buckingham to come to 

an accommodation with parliament by placing the 

responsibility for the disorders of the navy on the 

lSir John Glanville, .~ voyage ~ Cadiz in 1625 • • ., 
ed. A. L. Grosart, passim. 

--2Sir Edward Cecil to Sec. Conway, 2 June 1625 (Cabala, 
pp. 167-8); sarne to BUckingham, 3 June 1625 (ibid., 
pp. 168-9). 

3J • N. Ba1l, 'Sir John Eliot at the Oxford Par1iament, 
1625', ~, xxviii. 116 (1955). 

40ebates 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 f1eet because it had so 

unnecessary preparation and expense,.l But Buckingham 

was not prepared to abandon the expedition and hoped 

to p1acate the opposition by appointing another to 

command the f1eet. Yet, whether he decided to 1ead 

the exp edit ion in person or not, there wou1d be litt le 

a1teration in public reaction to htm. Lord Cromwell, 

recent1y returned from the Law Countries in search of 

preferment under Buckingham, frank1y appraised 

BUckingham of the situation: 'A11 men say, if you go 

not with the f1eet, you will suffer in it, because, if 

it prosper, it will be thought no act of yours; and if 

it succeed i11, they say, it might have been better, had 

you not guided the king. ,2 But Cromwe11's advice was 

not we11 received and occasioned sorne bitterness. 3 

Buckingham was not one to heed a word of 

caution. His selection of Sir Edward Cecil to lead the 

expedition to Cadiz as both admira1 and land marsha11 

was most unfortunate. Cecills experience had.been 

lSir John Eliot, ~ apology ~ Socrates and Negotium 
posterorum, ed. Alexander B. Grosart, ii:-33-5 (here­
after cited as Eliot, Neîotium fosterorum); Ball, 
'Eliot at the Oxford Par iament , p. 119. 

2Thomas,Lord Cromwell,to BUckingham, 8 Sept. 1625 
(Cabala, p. 378). 

3Sir George Blundell to sarne, 3 Nov. 1625 (~, 
1625-6, p. 143). 
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sole1y on land, having served in military campaigns in 
1 the Low Countries since 1598. His appointment 

honoured a promise made five years earlier when 

Buckingham fai1ed to obtain for hint 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 
2 Horatio Vere who obtained the preferment. 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 

States-General. 3 Cecil was indignant when he heard of 

the offer of a title to Vere when his own recent 

preferment bad carried no such honour with it. ln a 

bitter letter to Buckingham he asserted that he was 

'aqual in profession and before him [Vere] in birth', 

and .demanded.a title for himself. 4 Buckingham 

l'Sir Edward Cecil', DNB, ix. 395. 

2Lando to the doge, 11 Oct. 1620, 26 March 1621 (CSP 
Venetian, 1619-21, pp. 430, 618); rRowland Woodward 
to Sir Francis Windebankl, 1 July 1620 (CSPD, 1619-23, 
p. 159); Charles to BuckIngham, 28 Nov. 1621 (Sir 
Charles Petrie, ed., The letters, speeches and 
trOclamations of King-charles l, pp. 6-7); Gardiner 
iii. 358) doeS-not speak of the opposition of Charles. 

3Buekingham to Sir Horatio Vere, 5 May 1625 (~, ~., 
1625-49, p. 9). 

4Sir Edward Cecil to Buckingham, 19 Ju1y 1625 (Cabala, 
p. 169). 



250 

acquiesced, though Vere was rewarded first. ln July 

Vere was created Baron Vere of Tilbury and in November 

Cecil was granted the higher dignity of a viscountcy, 

being created Viscount Wimbledon. l 

BuCkingham selected the men in command with 

little thought to their qualifications: there was not 

one sea commander amang them. The earl of Essex went 

as vice-admiraI and colonel-general of the land forces 

while Sir Francis 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, 
2 in that way, a measure of support for himself. 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 July, 9 Nov. 1625 ('List of creations', pp. 110, 
111). 

2Maclear, IPuritan relations with BUCkingham', pp. 112, 
132. 

3vernon F. Snow, 'Essex and the aristocratie opposition 
to the early Stuarts', JMH, xxxii. 225, 230 (1960). 
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patronage of the father of the present earl as vell. l 

But Sir Francis Steward was discharged from the rear­

admiralship when his ship proved too defective to even 

set out on the expedition. 2 Steward was not an ally of 

the duke as his act~oDs in the parliament of 1626 

clearly demonstrated. 3 Buckingham promoted his brother­

in-law, the earl of Denbigh, from vice-admiral of a 

~quadron 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 viad vith each other for Denbigh's fo~er 

commission. The fleèt sailed before the dispute vas 

settled and greatly disrupted the expedition. Cecil was 

unable to solve the dispute, further proof of his in­

capa city for leadership.4 

Buckingham's influence on appointments to 

various commands of regLments 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. 5 

They all had served in the Low Countries, and St Leger 

had been known as 'a particular servant of Buckingham i 

1 to Rev. Joseph Mead, 28 April 1626 (Birch, 
Charles, i. 98). 

2Glanville, Voyage ~ Csdiz, p. 13. 

3Rev• Joseph Mead ta Sir Martin Stuteville, 15 April 
1626 (Birch, Charles, i. 95-6). 

4GlanVi11e, Voyale ~ Cadiz, pp. 83-8. 

51bid., p. 2 n. 'Cl, 'd'; Buckingham to Sir John 
Burgh, 5 May 1625 (~, Add., 1625-49, p. 10). 
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1 for some ttme. As a favour to the ear1 of Ho11and, a 

favourite of his, BuCkingham appointed Sir Charles Rich 
2 to a co10ne1ey. Sir Edward Conway junior received the 

command of a regiment no doubt because of the devotion 

of his father, Secretary Conway, to the service of 

Buckingham. 

Two 1etters of Cecil which accentuate the 

dep1orab1e condition of the f1eet on setting sail must 

a1so be accepted as canfirmation that Cecil was bad1y 
·3 served. But they must equa11y confirm bis own 

Ihe1p1ess incapacity to grapp1e with bad servants and 

unexpected difficu1ties l •
4 

Cecil had comp1ained before 

the expedition set out that BuCkingham was recommending 

men unsuited for the service, and that though hired a 

few months before the actua1 departure no attempt had 

been made to train them. 5 After the expedition Cecil 

wrote a 1engthy report in which he observed that in 

this expedi tion there had been many 1 ignorantcaptains 

1 Sec. Conway to Sec. Cal vert, 10 Aug. 1623 (~, 
1623-5, p. 50). 

2Ear1 of Carlisle to Buckingham, n.d. (Cabala, p. 199). 

3Sir Edward Cecil to Sir John COke, 8 Nov. 1625, 27 
Feb. 1626 (Glanville, Voyage ~ Cadiz, pp. xxxiii­
xxxvi, xxxvi-xlv). 

4 Ibid., p. xlvi. 

5Sir Edward Cecil to Sec. Conway, '8 Sept. 1626 (CSPD, 
1625-6, pp. 100-1). 
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and offieers'. He also reported the following regarding 

their ethics: 

The officers have thieves at their command to convey 
away 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 1 never did 
see a drop of it. 

No matter how legitimate his complaints, the 

expedition had been a failure and he, as its admiral, 

bore much of the blame. Buckingham was well aware that 

Ceeil was Dot wholly at fault. When the decision ta 

return was taken, Sir William St Leger dutifully 

reported to Buckingham: IAll the chief tains fly with 

open mouth upon the lord marshal, neither can nor will 

he [St Leger] excuse Mm; yet he knows that they that 

will blame him !DOat are not blameless.· 2 The next day 

he repeated his charges against some in the council of 

war: 

Some of them had no des ire they should do anything, 
beeause they would value their eOUDsel given before. 
The marshal had not sueh abilities as could be wished 
in a general. Speaks out of anguish to see so brave 
and chargeable a businees 80 fully miscarried. 3 

Though themisconduct of the mer chant captains seriously 

lSame to ____ , 27 Feb. 1626 (Co'~per MSS, i. 258-9). 

2Sir William St Leger to Buckingham, 18 Dec. 1625 
(~, 1625-6, p. 180). 

3same to same, 19 Dec. 1625 (ibid., p. 181). 
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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 airoed at some­

one higher. 1 Coke htmself 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. 2 To this must be added the inabi1ity 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 

sickness. 3 Sir Hilliam Monson quite rightly criticized 

IHildebrand Sprusen to Sir John Coke, 7 March 1626 
(Cowper ~, i. 261). 

2Notes in the writing of Sir John Coke, Dec. 1625 
(ibid., i. 241). 

3Mainwaring, i. 143; Gardiner, vi. 21. 
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'the want of experience in the commanders',l but in a 

very rea1 sense the fai1ure of the expedition was due 

to the state of the vesse1s and the pecu1ation of some 

of the commissioners and others responsib1e for securing 

the needs of the navy. Sir John Eliot, a vice-admira1 

of the county of Devon during the preparations of the 

fleet, denounced the naval administration, but he was 

aware that the disaster had been due primari1y to the 

inadequate supplies and fau1ty equipment with which the 

fleet had set sail fram Eng1and. 2 Almost .100,000 had 

been a1lotted for provisioning the f1eet and placed in 

the bands of Sir Allen Aps1ey, the victual1er, and Sir 

James Bagg, a vice-admiral of Devon. 3 The victual1ing 

cou1d have been worse had not Buckingham sent Sir John 

Coke to supervis~ it. 4 Coke was dismayed when he 

arrived at Plymouth to oversee the preparations. 

A1ready he had received several complaints from regular 

officers in command of ships concerning the poor 

~onson, iii. 118; cfo 'Observations', Dec. 1625 
(~, Add., 1625-4·9, p. 82). 

2Sir John Eliot to Secretary Conway, 22 Dec. 1625 
(~, 1625-6, p. 184); sarne to house of commons, 10 
Feb. 1626 (Eliot, Negotium posterorum, i. 148-55); 
cf. Harold Hu~e, 'The leadership of Sir John Eliot in 
the parliament of 1626', ~, iVe 364 (1932). 

3Sir Robert Pye to Sir John Coke, 14 May 1625 (Cowper 
~, i. 195). 

4Buckingham to sarne, 2/12 June 1625 (ibid., i. 202). 
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quality of the vi~alS9 and the want of clothing for 

the men. l 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 

tleet, but that complaints 'were all omitted and buried 

in dutiful silence·. 2 

Before the fleet had returned in disgrace and 

the full extent of the failure had been appraised, 

writs for a new parliament were issued. 3 From the 

b~ginning the parliament of 1626 was concerned with 

the failure at C&diz 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, wou1d 'make 

the sarne answer as formerly we did' and that Mansell 

would be warned 'sufficiently to keep ~ from flying 

lcapt. Thomas Vaughan to sarne, 21 May 1625 (ibid., i. 
196); Capt. John Chudleigh to sarne, 22 May 1625 
(ibid.); Capt. Thomas Love to sarne, 22 May 1625 
(ibid., i. 197); Sir Francis Nethersole to sarne, 30 
May 1625 (ibid., i. 201). 

211 Oct. 1625 (Glanville, Voyase ~ 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,.l But 

Mansell did not heed the advice and denied BUckingham's 

assurance to the commone 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, 
2 nor likely to prosper'. The breach this declaration 

occasioned between Buckingham and Mansell seems only 
3 to.have been repaired in July 1628. 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,.4 

These were merel~ the first outcrys which a 

few months later, May 1626, were to result in parliament 

under.taking impeachment procedures against BUckingham. 5 

lEdward,Viscount Conway, to Buckingham, 8 March 1626 
(~, ~., 1625-49, p. l07~. 

2Sir Francis Nethersole to Sir Dudley Carleton, 11 Aug. 
1625 (~, 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~, i. 357). 

4Sir John Eliot to house of commons, 10 Feb. 1626 
(Eliot, Negotium posterorum, i. 148-55); Hulme, 
'Leadership of Sir John Eliot', p. 365. 

5Gardiner, vi. 91-121. 
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BuCkingham believed that he could as suage public opinion 

by organizing another fleet which this time would be 

victorious. To head this n8W expedition he chose Lord 

Willoughby d'Eresby whom he bad recalled from service in 

the Low Countries. Willoughby, like Cecil before hiDl, bad 

experience only on land. His previous military career 

included service under Essex and Nottingham at Cadiz in 

1596 and as a colonel-genera1 of Eng1ish forces in Denmark. 1 

Buckingham once more nominated his brother-in-

1aw, Denbigh, to an important colllDalld', this tilDe as 

vice-admira1. But he appointed the experienced Sir 

John Pennington rear-admiral. 2 Pennington bad a long 

naval career which~.included service under Sir Walter 

Ra1eigh. 3 ln the 1ater months of 1618 and through 

1619, with Buckingham' s assistance, Pennington un­

successfu11y sought emp10yment fram the East India 

company.4 Late in 1627, fo1lowing his return from Rh5, 

129 A~. 1626 ('Ca1endar of privy sea1s: Charles l', 
p. 37}; G.E.C.', Peerage', xii', pt. ii. 679; 'Robert 
Bertie, Baron Willoughby d'Eresby', mm, iVe 408; ~, 
Fourteenth report, a;;endix, part lx: The manuscripts 
of James Round, p. 2 ; Gardiner, vi. 133; Sir Richard 
Gyffard to Edward Nicholas', 24, 27 Aug. 1626 (CSPD, 
1625-6', pp. 410-11). -

24 Sept. 1626 ('Calendar of privy sea1s: Charles l', 
p. 37); Lord Willoughby to Buckingham, 16 Sept. 1626 
{~, 1625-6', p. 430}. 

3'Sir John Pennington', mm, xliv. 300. 

4Court minutes of the East lndia Company, 6, 30 Oct., 
10 Nov., 1618, 30 Ju1y, 22 Sept., 3', 8 Nov. 1619 
(CSP Col., East Indies, 1617-21, pp. 202', 208, 210, 
2so.- m, 3n:;-311). 
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Peanington solicited the office of surveyor of the 

ordnance, a post vacated by the death of Sir Alexander 

Brett', but fai1ed to obtain the office. l Neverthe1ea8, 

PeDni~~tOD was a va1uab1e servant and Buckingham 

frequently re1ied upon him. 

In 1625 Pem1ington had ~ded the seven 

ahips loaned to France by Charles for eighteen IDOnths. 

This action had angered Eng1ish puri tans who believed 

that the ships wou1d be engaged in actions against the 

French Huguenots. The who1e issue had caused mach 

heated discussion in par1iament to the embarrassment of 

Buek~ngham who at the time hoped to receive French 

support for his continental dEtsigns.2 This matter, 

coup1ed with the attempt to impeach him, deep1y concerned 

Buckingham who was worried that his reputation abroad had 

been ruined. He even fe1t ob1iged to write to Cardinal 

Richelieu denying the accusations levei1ed at him. 3 

Despi te the leck of support from parliament, 

the preparations for the f1eet had continuedapace. But, 

1Capt• John Pennington to Buckingham, 12 Dec. 1627 
(CSPD, 1627-8, p. 464). 

2'Sir John Pennington' DNB, xliv. 300; Buckingham to 
Sir John Pem1ington, 8 May 1625 (~, 1625-6, p. 20); 
Sir John Coke to same, 18 May 162s-rrbid., p. 25); 
Capt. John Pennington to Sir John Coke, 15 Feb. 1626 
(Cowoer !:!§!, i. 256); C1owes, ii. 57; Gardiner, v. 
328;Impeaehment documents, pp. vii-xi, 139 ff. 

3Buckingham to cardinal Richelieu, Sept. 1626 (HMC, 
Ninth r:H)0rt, appendD!l part ii: The manuserip~of 
Altied rriaon, p. 2~). 
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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: 
1 

'lnsufficient persons have employment through favour.' 

He was pessimistic about the outcome and warned that 

both England and Buckinghamwould be dishonoured by 

the ill-success of the expedition. The fl.et 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 fleèt, 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 quart ers that 

much of the difficulties of the fleet were due to the 

navy commissioners who were not performing as well as 

expected. 

l Capt. R. Gyffard to Edward Nicholas, 27 Aug. 1626 
(~, 1625-6, p. 411). 

2Gardiner, vi. 133. 

322 Nov. 1626 ('List of creations', p. 112); cf. 
Ancaster MSS, p. xxx. 
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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.l BUckingham had found it necessary to report to 

the privy council early in November that the navy had 

an alarming deficit of èlOO,OOO. He then suggested the 

appointment of a special commission to investigate the 

abuses in the navy.2 It was his intention that 'a 

commit tee 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 
3 stores at Deptford. All, except the latter, were navy 

lCharles to the specialcommissioners of the navy, 12 
Dec. 1626 (~, 1625-6, pp. 494-5). 

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. 
7 1626 (ibid., p. 483); Ay~er, 'Attempts at 
administrative reforms', p. 235; 2 Nov. 1626 (APC, 
1626, pp. 350-1). 

3Memo of who are fit to be assistants to the commission, 
Dec. , 1626 (~, Add., 1625-49, p. 178). 
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commissioners; all held offices which were in varying 

dagrees believed responsible for the inadequate 

provisioning.of the fleets. Their appointment could 

not have been seriously considered if any good was to 

result from the special commission. The commission which 

was finally established included none of the standing 

commis sioners, 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. 1 The special commission enjoyed wide powers 

and its investigations were not limited to that of the 

f1eets 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 Unfortunate1y, all they 

accomplished by pointing out abuses was to discredit 

even more the administration of the navy by commissioners.4 

l Jan• 1627 (~, Add., 1625-49, p. 194); Aylmer, 
'Attempts at administrative reforms', p. 235. 

2Nov • ? 1626 (CSPD, Add., 1625-49, p. 178). --
3Aylmer , 'Attempts at administrative reform', p. 235. 

4Several estimates by the special commissioners, 18, 
19 Jan. 1627 (~, 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 patronage 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 officials of the dockyards were taken to task 

for the faulty condition of much of the equipment. l All 

continued as if the investigation had uncovered nothing 

arlevously wong 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 Rh' and was 

intended as an offer of support to the French Huguenots 

at Rochelle. 2 Salvett1 reported that Buckingham was 

confident that he would be able to regain the confidence 

of the people by this undertaking. 3 Some saw the 

exp.edition as an attempt to regain the support of the 

lGardiner, vi. 21-3. 

214 May 1627 (~, Add., 1625-49, p. 211). 

3Salvetti to duke of Tuscany, 30 April 1627 (Skrine 
MSS, p. 116). 
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puritans and it was reported to ~he Reverend Joseph 

Mead that Buckingham felt that the success of the 

expedition would make htm '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 men 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 stra.tegy 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 Ithat 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 

lYounge, Di6i7' p. 105; to Rev. Joseph Mead, 
13 April 1 2 (Birch, Charles, i. 216). 

2Buckingham to Sir John Burgh, 1 April 1627 (~, 
1627-8, p. 120); Sir John Burgh to Sir John Coke, 31 
May 1627 (Cowper MSS, i. 307); warrant, May 1627 
(~, Add., 1625~, 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 léft who, out of his sett1ed judgement, 

cou1d counterpoise the duke's 1evity. On a11 informations 

he changed his opinions, so that divines, courtiers and 

buffoons being his instruments, commanded a11.,1 And 

yet, even whi1e Burgh 1ived, Buckingham was not 

disposed to accept his advice 'being proud and self 

opinionated, tOok his own way •••• ,2 

cal1ed to service once more as senior officers 

were Sir Charles Rich, Sir Edward Conway junior and Sir 

Alexander Brett. 3 Brett was a1so s~yor of the 

ordnance, an office he obtained through his cousin, 

BUckingham,_ in 1625.4 The ear1 of Essex, though 

approached, abso1ute1y refused to serve under 

Buckingham. 5 He had ear1ier rejected Buckingham's 

offer of the vice-admira1ship because, as he frank1y 

info~ed Charles, 'he wou1d have accepted, and far 

meaner office to hislRljesty's service, if his majesty 

had offered it; but to receive it from another he thought 
e 

loglander, Roya1ist notebook, pp. 22, 30. 

2D'Ewes, Autobiography, i. 366. 

331 March 1627 (~, 1627-8, p. 116). 
4 7 S~pt. 1625 (~, 1625-6, p. 548); Oglander, 
Roya1ist notebook, p. 16 n. 1. 

5snow, 'Essex and the aristocratie opposition', 
pp. 224-33. 
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not so fit, as for other reasons, so especially because 

he knew not his iDajesty's pleasure l •
l Instead, 

Buckinghamwas obliged to appoint men like Sir William 

Courtenay whose share in the campaign at Rh', according 

to one naval historian, 'was more disastrous even than 

the duke l s,.2 Buckingham appointed Sir George 

Blundell sergeant-major general of the expedition. 

Blundell, a faithful servant of the duke, had complained 

te:) Edward Nicholas that he had been made • a pack horse' 

by the duke and was not as suitab1y rewarded as he 
3 shou1d be. 

Charles himse1f took a hand in selecting 

officers in Buckingham's absence. Conway informed 

Buckingham that the officers to be sent with Sir 

William Beecher Were 'a11 named by the king h~se1f', 

sometimes in opposition to the wishes of the earls of 

ROlland and Dorset, favourites of the duke. Even 

Conway was unable to dissuade him from making sorne 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 

lRev. Joseph Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 8 July 
1626 (Birch, Charles, i. 126). 

2Clowes, ii. 69. 

3sir George Blundell to BUckingham, 8 June 1626 (~, 
1625-6, p. 350); sarne to same, l May 1627 (CSPD, 
1627-8, p. 159); same to Niet~las, 10 May l~(ibid., 
p. 171); warrant, 181 Sept. 1627 (ibid., p. 348). 
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words the duke had giveD them in his presence,.l For 

this reason Charles was pleased that Captain Oliver St 
2 John was given a command as the duke had promised, 

.though Sir John Coke had sought St John' s place for 'a 

kinsman of Sir Thomas But ton ' • 3 

The interference of Charles was not. always 

salutary as the appointment of Sir David Boswell 

indicates. Boswell, recommended to the duke by 

Sécretary Conway, was aceused 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 

activities, and merely transferred his command to 

another ship, 4 whose captain, Bond, .. he ordered displaced 

lSec. Conway to Buckingham, 14 Aug. 1627 (ibid., 
p. 294). 

2Same to Sec. Coke, 17 Aug. 1627 (ibid., p. 300). 

3Capt• Oliver St John to Sec. Conway, 23 Aug. 1627 
(ibid., p. 309). 

4Sec• Conway to Edward Nicholas, 21 Feb. 1627 (ibid., 
p. 62)~ same to Sir John Coke, 18 Aug. 1627 (ibid., 
p. 301); same to same, 19 Aug. 1627 (co~er~, i. 
316); William Burrell to sarne 23 Aug. 1~7 (ibid., 
i. 317); Sec. Coke to Sec. Conway, 25 Aug. 1627 
(CSPD, 1627-8, p. 313); Sec. Conway to Sec. Coke, 
26 Aug. 1627 (ibid., p. 316). 
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in Boswell' s favour. Nicholas supported the removal of 

Bond on the grounds that he was 'not sufficiently 

experienced' for the charge. l Conway seems to have 

béen accused of wishing Bond to remain, though he clatmed 

he favoured neither Bond nor Boswell. 2 Another ally of 

the duke, Henry, earl of Holland, interceded on Bond' s 

bêhalf but to no avail. 3 

Charles was not alone in making recommendations. 

The navy commissioners, both collectively and 

individually, the cap tains of ships, and associates of 

the duke employed their influence with him to obtain 
4 positions for their friends. BuCkingham appointed 

capta in George Heigham. provost marshal of the army 

and Sir Andrew Gray master of the ordnance for the Rh' 
expedition. 5 Sir William Tresham, the younger brother 

of Sir Louis Tresham who had gone with BuCkingham and 

Charles to Spain,. was a1so nominated a captain.to .. s.erv:e 

lSec. Coke to Sec. Conway, 30 Aug. 1627 (ibid., p. 324); 
Sec. Conway to Edward Nicholas, 5 Sept. 1627 (ibid., 
p. 332); Edward Nicholas to Sec. Conway, 6 Sept. 1627 
(ibid., p. 334). 

2Sec. Conway to Edward Nicholas, 6 Sept. 1627 (ibid.). 

3Henry , earl of Holland,to sarne, 13 Sept. 1627 (ibid., 
p. 342). 

4CSPD, 1625-8, pass~. 

5BuCkingham to Capt. G. Heigham, 6 April 1627 (~, 
1627-8, p. 128); Admiral Sir John Watts and Capt. 
John Mason to Sir Andrew Gray, 11 Oct. 1627 (ibid., 
p. 383). 
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under Buckingham 'in spite of his catholic faith,.l 

An\ong a list of officers recoDlDended for employment on­

the Rh' expedition there appears the name of John 

Félton, the assassin of Buckingham. who was then a suitor 

for the company as a lieutenant. Felton had been 

rècommended for the appointment by Sir Wi~liam Uvedale, 

treasurer of the chamber, and Sir William Beecher, 

both favoured clients of Buckingham. 2 

Sir John Oglander, referring to Buckingham as 

là 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 
everymanls opinion, as was the duke. Wanting judgement 
in himself, he was

3
facile to follow other men that had 

less than himself. 

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 ' o.f his. servants, 

lM. E. Finch,. The wealth of five Northamptonshire 
families, 1540=1640, pp.~6;-ï76. 

21List of officers', June 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 238); 
Aylmer, Ih!. king's servants, p.82; Mary F. Kee1er, 
~ ~ Parliament 1640-1; ! biographical study of !!! 
members, p. 368. 

30g1ander, Roya1ist notebook, pp. 28, 30. 
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but advised that Buckingham could abandon without 108s 

of honour·, 'enterprises which could not be accomplished', 

atl the while, though, he applauded as 'miraculous' what 
l had so far been accomplished. A few months earlier, 

Sir Robert pye, another devoted client of the duke, 

advised htm 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 l • 2 pye, as auditor of the exchequer, was 

aware, better than most, how ruinous financially the 

whole enterprise was to the crown. No doubt it was 

tbis 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 Rh,.3 Nicholas also seems to have advised 

Buckingham to return before engaging in any further 

aetion. 4 

Rh' was as disastrous for Buckingham as the 

Càmpaigns of 1625 and 1626, perbaps even more so, for 

lEarl of Exeter to Buckingham, 23 Nov. 1627 (~, 
1627-8, p. 421). 

2Sir Robert pye to same, 21 Sept. 1627 (ibid., p. 353). 

3Earl of Middlesex to sarne, 1627 (Knole ~, p. 278). 

4John Ashburnham to Edward Nicholas, 24 Oct. 1627 
(CSPD, 1627-8, p. 405); Edward Nicholas to Buckingham, 
2u-Dec. 1 1627 (ibid., p. 474). 
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he had led this one in person. Charles did not desert 

Buckingham following the Rh' expedition. He blamed the 

failure on the sl,ow and defective supplies and the lack 

of reinforcementlàl Sir Henry Mervyn had complained 

about the victualling of the ships for~: '1 protest 

to God l 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 

~, and Sir Sackville Crowe, one of his clients, 

suffered momentary disgrace for having reported the 

news of the disaster at Rh' 'in too free a manner,.4 

It was misdirection of strategy and lack of attention 

to the t~aining and upkeeping of the fighting service 

that took their toll. 5 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). 

2Sir Henry Mervyn to Sir John Coke, 22 Oct. 1627 
(Cowper~, i. 327). 

3~alvetti to the duke of Tuscany, 26 Nov. 1627 (Skrine 
~. p. 131).: 

4~~~ __ ~ to Rev. J. Mead, 23 Nov. 1627 (Birch, 
Charles, i. 291); extra ct of a letter from London, 30 
Nov. 1627 (ibid., i. 297). 

5Gardiner, vi. 173. 
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those 1eft in Eng1and was quite c1ear1y one of the 

gravest fau1ts. Those on the batt1efie1d recognized 

this. Sir Edward Conway junior warned his father: 'If 

we loose this is1and, it will be your fau1ts in 

Erigland.,l And yet, when a11 is considered, Gardiner' s 

assessment of the expedition must stand: 'the charge 

which history bas to bring aga1nst Buckingham is not so 

much that he fai1ed in the expedition to Rhé, as that 

there was an expedition at a11.,2 

The debacle at Rh' discredited the navy 

commission. Buckingham bad been debating whether or 

not to dissolve the commission and to return to 

administration by the principal officers. lnterested 

parties, such as the coruupt former comptro11er of the 

navy, Sir Guil.dford Slingsby, encouraged such a move 

claiming that the findings of the special commission 

Qf 1626-7 warranted it. 3 Charles himse1f had comp1ained 

to Buckingham that direction of a war effort by a 
4 commi.ssion was slow and cumbersome. !hen, in 

lSir Edward Conway junior to Sec. Conway, 14 Sept. 
1627 (~, 1627-8, p. 331). 

2Gardiner, vi. 200. 

3Sir Guildford Slingsby to Sec. Conway, 1 May 1627 
(~, 1627-8, p. 160). 

4Charles to Buckingham, 10 Oct. 1627 (Hal1iwel1, 
Royal Letters, ii. 277). 
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December 1627, the commissioners presented their report 

showing that arrears had risen to è204,000. "1 

Buckingham and Charles lost ebDfidence 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. 2 The war activities 

of the previous years convinced Bucki~~ that the 

commission could only operate effectively in a ttme of 

peace 'when the dispatch of business might go a 

slower pace' but that 'the activeness of these ttmes 

of war and danger (which require quicker motions and 

expedition) will safely permit , • 3 

Perhaps administration by the principal 

officers would be more efficient, but any tmprovement 

would depend greatly upon the men selected. Un­

fortunately, the principal officers appointed were not 

the most competent for the task. They enjoyed patents 

to the offices which had only been suspended during 

the tenure of the navy commission. 4 Sir Guildford 

119 Dec. 1627 (APC, 1627-8, pp. 188-90). 

221 Feb. 1628 (ibid., pp. 307-8); the kingls discharge, 
20 Feb. 1628 (Cowper MSS, i. 339); Sec. Conway to 
Sir Robert Heath, 21 April 1628 (CSPD, 1628-9, p. 82); 
Oppenhetm, p. 279. 

321 Feb. 1628 (~, 1627-8, pp. 307-8). 

42 Nov. 1618 (APC, 1618-19, pp. 288-9). 
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SliDgsby, 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 admirait y secretary, became surveyor 

of the navy, having held a revers ion to that office 

since 1616. Dennis Fleming remained as clerk of the 

ships, an office he had obtaiDed early in 1625. 1 The 

Most important official in this r~turn to the fo~er 

administrative structure was the treasurer of the navy. 

This office had been fi .. ll-el3 since 1627 by one of 

Bucltingham' s more sycophantic clients, Sir Sackville 

Crowe. Crowe had succeeded Sir William Russell as navy 
. 2 

treasurer for reasons which are not clear. He lacked 

bo·th the abi1ity and the means to::oprovide the navy 

with much needed credit and money as had Sir William 

Russell from 1618 to 1621. This was especially 

disastrous at this time, for England was engaged in 

costly wars and revenues were strained. Indeed,Crowe ., 

proved to be as rapacious in office as had Sir Robert 

Mansell. 3 The principal officers were not an inspiring 

group and, for the most part, were lacking in talent 

and ability. It was unfortunate that Buckingham 

lClowes, ii. 16-17; Johns, 'The principal officers' , 
p. 49. 

220 March 1627 (CSPD, 1627-8, p. 100); Ay~er, The 
king's servants~ 91; Ashton, '!he disbursing 
official', p. 165. 

3JOhns , 'the principal officers', pp. 46-7. 
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reoognized 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 led 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 Pa~er 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 

lMainwaring, i. 190. 

2Ibid.; 'Sir Henry Palmer' (father), DNB, xliii. 128; 
17 Aug. 1611 (~, 1611-18, p. 69); CSPD, 1625-8, 
pass~; Clowes, ii. 60, 68; Sir Thomas Button to 
Buckingham, 11 Dec. 1627 (~, 1627-8, p. 467!; earl 
of Denbigh to Edward Nicholas, 13 Feb. 1628 (ibid., 
p. 561); cf. Oppenheim, pp. 282, 283 n. S. 
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Weddell went aS,rear-admiral. His appointment greatly 

disappointed Sir Francis Carew who had recently given 

l!.l,OOO to the naval service in the hope of obtaining 

the rear-admiralship.l But Weddel1' s,'past service 

probably earned him the commission. He had been 

emp10yed for severa1 years by the East lndia Company 

and had commanded a f1eet to lndia in 1624,. But on 

his return to Eng1and the East India Company threatened 

to prosecute him for having i11ega11y traded private1y. 

He avoided the threat by entering crown service and 

served under Buckingham at Rh~ as a vice-admira1 of 

squadron. 2 At least, this expedition had the benefit 

of inc1uding two experienced naval commanders. 

Th~ 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 de1ay had been 

occasioned by the 1ack of men and money.3 Even before 

setting sail, the prospects for the expedition looked 

1Sir Francis Carew to Edward Nicholas, 16 March 1628 
(CSPD, 1628-9, p. 22); Sir 3ames Bagg to Buckingham, 
17 March 1628 (ibid., p. 24). 

2Mainwaring, i. 191; 'James Weddel1', DNB, lx. 300-1; 
Buckingham to John Wedde11, 28 Jan. lOiS (CSPD, 
1627-8, p. 532); John Weddell to Buckingham, 21 Feb. 
1628 (ibid., p. 577); C1owes, ii. 65. 

3Sir Henry Mainwaring to Buckingham, 16 March 1628 
(CSPD, 1628-9, p. 21). 
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b1eak. At the end of March Buckingham had ordered 

Denbigh to reduce the size of the f1eet; two weeks 

1ater Denbigh reported a further reduction because of 

the 1ack of men to man 1ihe ships.1 With this reduced 

force Denbigh sai1ed for Rochelle on1y to turn back 

after a brief encounter which accomp1ished nothing. 

Charles, angere~ by the retreat, ordered Denbigh to 

return immediate1y. But this was impossible owing to 

an'out~reak of the p1ague, discontent among the seamen, 

and the disab1ed condition of the vesse1s. 2 The second 

Rochelle expedition proved more disma1 than the first. 

Though disheartened, Buckingham remained 

reso1ute in his determination to relieve Rochelle and 

so ordered Denbigh not to re1esse his men. He p1anned 
. 3 

to 1ead a third expedition in person in August. But 

he was faced with an increasing1y mutinous naval 

service. At the end of May he was ob1iged to address 

a large group of mariners detai1ing what had been done 

to improve their lot and warning that severe action 

1Ear1 of Denbigh to same, 29 March 1628 (ibid., p.46); 
same to same, 17 April 1628 (ibid., p. 77). 

2m1rdiner, vi. 291; order of the_.:privy council, 1 June 
1628 (~, 1628-9, p. 144). 

3Edward Nicholas to Sir John Coke, 2 Ju1y 1628 (Cowper 
MSS, i. 357); Oppenheim, p. 233. 
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would be takeD agaiDat tham if they refused to serve. l 

Sir Hemy Mainwaring claimed that some cODlDaDders in 

Denbighls fleet were spreadiDg the rumour tbat RoChelle 

was impossible of relief and that thi. accounted for 

muCh of the dis content in the service. Though Sir John 

Coke assured Buckingham tbat' MaiDwariDg 1 s claim was un­

founded, he urged DeDbigh to deny the allegations at once. 2 

Buckingham took an active interest iD the 

preparations for this expedition. He was appalled at 

the genei:al disorganization of the naval service, for 

he had ~ot interested himself closely in the 

preparations of the previous expeditions. He was 

genuinely shocked to discoverthat the service was 

staffed by incompetent placemen and time-servers, as if 

he had Dot 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 

responslbility, or of taking the initiative; further 

order would always be awaited. ln disgust', he complained 

to Conway: 'Everyman says he has all things ready, and 

l'DUke's manifesto at 
Various collections, 
Jervoise, p. 173). 

2Sir John Coke to earl 
t6ir-9~ p. 146); seme 
id.). 

the Exchange, May 1628' (mm, 
iv: The manuscripts of F. H. T. 

of Denbigh, l June 1628 (CSPD, 
to Buckingham, 2 June 162~ 
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yet all remains as et a stand.,l 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 

sooner ready.,2 lndeed, if Nicholas may be believed, 

Buckingham came to regret dissolving the navy commission~ 

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 unders§anding 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 king's 

secretary being made a clerk and accountant to the 
4 officers of the navy'. But Buckingham real~zed how 

valuable his service was to the navy: '1 doubt that had 

lBuckingham to Sec. Conway, 6 Aug. 1628 (ibid., p. 247). 

2Edward Nicholas to Sir John Coke, 2 July 1628 (Cowper 
MSS, i. 357). 

3Same to same, 3 J~ly 1628 (ibid.). 

4Sir John Coke to Sec. Conway, 4 June 1628 (CSPD, 
1628-9, p. 149). 
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it not been for your extraordinary diligence it would 

have been a work almost tmpossible 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 asked to be relieved. 2 

At Portsmouth Coke realized that the navy 

commissioners failed because all their efforts 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 f1eet and expanded its capacity, but they did 

litt1e to tmprove the lot of seamen and continued to 

condone the .practice of employing influential landsmen 

in positions of tmportance in the navy. The realization 

of this made Coke's work at Portsmouth a11 the more dis-

tasteful, for he had been the principal commissioner for 

so Many years. He had entered the service initial1y in 

the hope of revitalizing the navy; now, ten years later, 

lBuckingham to Sir John Coke, 10 June 1628 (Cowper MSS, 
i. 348). 

2Sir John Coke to Buckingham, 25 June 1628 (ibid., i. 
355). 
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he saw how desperate the situation still remained. 

Coke, nevertheless, ~ontinued to do his appointed task 

with _he usual diligence and care. 

Preparations for the third expedition were 

fina11y completed by mid-August. But Buckingham was 

not to lead i t in person. On 23 August 1628 an 

assassin's knife ended his career. One of the 

. grlevances of his assassin, Lieutenant John Felton, was 

that Buckingham had denied him his patronage for a 

pràmotion to captain. l The assassination on1y delayed 

the sailing of the flElet for a few weeks. Charles 

appointed the earl of Lindsey to the command of the 

fleet, and early in Septembe~ the fleèt left England 

for la Rochelle. 2 Charles had determined on sending 

the fleet followingthe death of the duke, as Conway 

infor:med Bishop Laud, so as 'to avoid doubts that May 

arise upon the late exeerable aet committed on the 

person of the gracious duke,.3 Charles placed the 

l~, 1628-9, pp. 268-71. 

~ing Charles to earl of Lindsey, 2 Sept. 1628 (~, 
1628-9, p. 311); Sir Daniel Norton to Sec. Conway, 8 
Sept. 1628 (ibid., p. 323); William Towerson to same, 
8 Sept. 1628 (ibid., p. 324). 

3See• Conway to Bishop Laud, 24 Aug. 1628 (ibid., 
p. 273). 
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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 profits of the 

office to help meet the debts left by her husband and 

provide for her young children. l 

Naval historians are unanimous in their 

pràise of the administration 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 sorne competence and experience; routine 

administrative matters were no longer neglected to 

thé 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 answering 

the charges regard1ng the state of the navy laid against 

Buckingham during his ~peachment. Recalling thirty 

years of service, Coke maintained that in the past five 

lS1r Henry Mervyn to Edward Nicholas, 29 Aug. 1628 
(ibid., p. 276); Clowes, ii. 16; MUrray, 'The lord 
admiralty', p. 143. 

20ppenheim, 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 g.~eat1y improved. its 

capacity increased. But abuses in the service remained. 

Reform had fai1ed: disorganizetion prevailed; a lack of 

spirit permeated the service. Buckingham's po1icy of 

plàcing in command of fleets men whom he selected on 

qualifications other than experience and ability 

jeopardized the success of the expeditions. Lack of 

funds neutra1ized all efforts and meant delays in 

supply and victualling. For the chronic emptiness of 

the treasury Buckingham's inabi1ity to come to terms 

with parliament is largely accountable. Mounting dis­

content, expressed in parliament, was directed at the 

conduct of the warë against Spain and France which 

revealed serious inadequacies in naval services and in­

competence in leadership. The disasters at Cadiz, Rh' 
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. Buckinghamls policy, and 

his patronage of men who were. for the most::part, 

lDraft by Sir John Coke of answers to chargesagainst 
the lord high admiral, Sept. 1626 (Co~~er 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 popu1ar with much of 

the court since the displacement of the last of the 

Howards ear1y in 1619 when they believed that he aimed 

at complete power. The dislike of the populace 

fluctuated with his actions, but he enjoyed on1y a few 

brief months of public acclaim as the nation's hero 

when he returned from Spain with Prince Charles un­

married and 1ed the movement for war against Spain. 

ln 1622 Giro1amo Lando, the Venetian ambassador, wrote 

an astute assessment of the position of Buckingham: 

A1though ••• 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 himse1f •••• 1 

Lando continued to explain the hostility to Buckingham 

as arising from his control of patronage and made no 

mention of po1icy. 

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 



... 

286 

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. ln the reign of James 

BUckingham had been confronted with opposition from 

within the court; in the reign of Charles he met 

opposition from the house of commons. What had been 

mere sniping in earlier par1iaments culminated in full 

sca1e attack in the par1iament of 1626. 

Of the thirteen charges upon which the commons 

proeeeded to impeach Buckingham, eight pertained to 

patronage. They assai1ed his persona1 control of 

several important offices, his purchases of the 

offices of lord admira1 and lord ward en of the Cinque 

Ports, his sale of honours and offices, his numerous 

grants of tit1es, offices and pensions ta members of 

his fami1y, and the 1avish grants he htmse1f had 

received from the crown. 1 The charges were un­

substantiated; for the Most part, they were based on 

hearsay and rumour. The commons 1acked the evidence 

ta prove that Buckingham was corrupt and venal; indeed, 

the charges laid against Buckingham were more a 

condemnation of the bestowers of these favours, James 

lRushworth, i. 303.56; Gardiner, vi. 100-1. 
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and Charles, than the reclplent agalnst whom complaint 

was now made. As Bucklngham hlmself claimed ln answer 

to these charges in the house of lords, his accuser was 

'common fame,.l The dissoclatlo~l of most members of 

the house of lords fram these procedures arose, perhaps, 

from a reallzatlon that the charges laid agalnst 

Buckingham were deslgned to ma1ign and discredlt the 

duke with 1ittle respect to the formai requirements of 

law. 2 

Buckingham and Charles were prepared to allow 

the commons to continue their attack for it was a 

simple matter to rafute the a11egations. Buckingham 

had done Many of the actions of which the commons 

comp1ained with the approva1 of the king, or had mere1y 

fol1owed traditional practices. Buckingham was a1so 

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 accurate1y than she suspected: 

1Rushworth, i. 375. 

2Haro1d Hulme, 'Charles 1 and the constitution', in 
Conflict in Stuar; ~gland, p. 96. 



288 

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 shal1 not be 
wronged. 

Chamberlain, in his last letter to Sir Dudley Carleton, 

astutely assessed the attack on Buckingham in the 

commons: 

• • • the disorderly and untoward courses have been 
taken, make them [the house of commons] catch at 
anything, btlt when aIl is done l 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 aIl Christendom together. 2 

lndeed, 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 held. 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 

lLady 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. l 

ln a magnificent oration against Buckingham, 

which only 'the oratorical and imagiriative 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-A-vis the 

king and the state, Eliot employed two vivid metaphors: 

'in reference to the king, he mu,st be styled the canker 

in his treasurej in reference to the stste,the moth of 

all goodness'. ln a peroration aimed directly st the 

question of patronage, Eliot concluded: 

lGardiner, vi. 118-21. 

2 Ibid., vi. 107. 
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Though many bands are exercised', and divers have their 
gleaniDgs', the harvest and great gaj:herings comes to 
one. For he it is that must protect the reste His 
countenance draws all others to him as tributaries; and 
by that·they are enforced not only to pillage for 
themselves, but for him', and to the full proportion of 
his avarice and ambition. • •• He raised and preferred 
to honours and commands those of bis alliance', how mean 
soever. l . 

Eliot painted an essentially untrue portrait 

of Buckingham. Historiens 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 OWD ends. But even 

Gardiner, who agrees that Buckingham possessed neither 

the qualifications nor the ability for ~he 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 was incidental 
tJ 

to the service he rendered the king. He always sought 

the interests of the state as he understoodthem. 2 

Buckingham stood for the old 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 him; for whereas it was 

laushworth, i. 353-5. 

laarc1iner, vi. 107. 
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commonly thought he ruled his majesty, it was clean 

o therwi se , having been his majesty's Most faithful and 

obedient servant in all things,l he spoke a great truth. 

The attack in par1iament fai1ed to remove the 

duke from the counsels of the king. The leaders of the 

opposition to Buckingham in the house of commons had 

hoped to so discredit the duke that suspicion a10ne of 

his actions and motives would be enough to persuade 

Charle~ to employ other councillors. Though the 

commons did not achieve their prime objective, they 

severely damaged the reputation of Buckinghamby the 

publication of a public remonstrance st the dissolution 

of the parliament. Fo110wing the dissolution, the 

Venetian ambassador reported: '1 may say that this 

kinsdom is divided into two. The king, Buckingham and 

a few individua1s, who being near at band sun themse1ves 

in the rays of royal favour; the other party consisting 

of the rest of the country.I2 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 lit can never be well with 

lJ. Mead to Sir Martin Stuteville, 20 Sept. 1628 
(Ellis, Original 1etters, series i, vol iii. 263). 

2~vise Contarini to the doge, 21 Aug. 1626 (~ 
Venetian, l625-§, p. 512). 
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England until there be means made that the dulç.e' s head 

may be let fall from his shoulders,.l ln November of 

1627, when Buckingham returned fram an unsuccessfbl 

attempt to capture the isle of Rh~, a satirical 'poemon 

the campaign appeared, beginning, 

Art thou return'd again, with all thy faults, 
Thou great commander of the all-go-naughtsl 

and ending with the couplet, 

Three things have lost our honour, men
2
surmise;­

Thy treachery, neglect, and cowardise. 

The warnings did not come only fromthe 

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 noW made diverse fram 

the state,.3 This showed succinctly thegrowing 

isolation of the êaurt from the nation. 

Financial need once more compelled Charles 

to summon parliament in 1628. ln this. parliament 

lWilliam Walrond to John Poulett, 12 June 1627 (~, 
1627-8, p. 213). 

2Anonymous poem, Nov. 1627 (ibid., p. 453). 

3Sir George Goring to Buckingham, 5 Nov. 1627 (ibid., 
p. 422). 



Buckingham's policies were attacked abnost 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 
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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 he would 

'give it such order as it deserved', then gave bis hand 

to Buckingham to kiss and strode out of the room. l ln 

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 Charle$ and made him more determined not to 

sacrifice his best friend. lt was the prerogative of 

the king to select his advisers; Charles would not 

lRushworth, i. 616-26; Sir Francis Nethersole to 
Elizabeth of Bohemia, Il, 19 June 1628 (~, 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 the commons perhaps had not fully grasped: his 

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 

hisunqualified 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.l 

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 co~ons to dictate bis selection 

of advisers and officers. He saw too clearly that the 

dismissal of Buckingha~ would be injurious of his 

prerogative and would enhance the dignity of the house 

of commons. To acknowledge the responsibility of 

Buckingham was indirectly to aCknowledge bis own. 

By 1628 it had become quite apparent that 

Charles wou1d not dismiss Buckingham. Butfate, in the 

lAnderson, 'Ministerial responsibi1ity', p. 388. 
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fo~ of an assassin's knife, removed the counci11or 

whom the commons accused of having occasioned the 

strife between the crown and par1iament. The joy of the 

populace at the death of the duke and the public 

sympathy for John Fe1ton, the assassin, revea1ed the 

extent of the rift between the court and the rest of 

the country. On 23 August 1628 many peop1ebelieved 

that a new era of harmonious relations between crown 

and people wou1d begin short1y. But they misjudged 

Charles' character and dismissed too 1ightly his 

statements in defence of Buckingham's actions. There 

were, though, promising signs: ArChbishop Abbot and the 

ear1 of Bristol were restored to favour, whi1e 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 several years later noted: '1 remember 1 was in 

Eng1and when the duke of Buckingham fell, whom many men 

thought the on1y cause of al1 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 bis 

patronage. ln the par1iament of 1626 Sir John Eliot 

charged that BUckingham had 'by his ski11 • • • raised 

a party in the court, a party in the country, and a 

main party in the chief places of govemment in the 

kingdom,.2 Eliot here gave expression to-a prevai1ing 

beltef 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 a developed organization for patronage, nor in the 

sense of a consistent group of allies. 

The leck of a developed organization is not 

surprising. Oonsidering how informally a monarch handled 

suits for favour and office, it is easy to understand 

that a favourite wou1d be even more informal. ln both 

cases the key was access. Whoever had access to the 

king was a potential influence on his actions; the more 

lSir Philip Perceval to Capt. John Barry, 15 March 1641 
(HMÇ" Report on The manuscripts of the ear1 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 abs~~e9 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 whomhe was familiar. Thus, 

suitors 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 mis fortune , of Buckingham's 

career was that he had not one faithful friend with 

wisdom and integrity to advise htm. 1 But Buckingham 

discouraged the kind of honest talking that ·such a 

relationship would have entailed. Instead of having 

reliable fri.ends to guide hiBl in matters of patronage, 

he took over the inherent patronage mechanisms 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 tended to congregate in the house­

hold rather than in the administration, his control was, 

to a degree, ltmited on the one band 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 bave relied upon the fear officers 

had of giving him offence, rather than any positive 

lClarendon, i. 55. 



299 

hierarchy of recommendation, to protect his interests 

and advance his clients. 

ln the administration his control was more 

complete, since many of the major office-holders were 

not usually influential peers who had fraquent access 

to the king. ln this area BUckingham also took over 

existing mechanisms of patronage. The great office­

holders had positions under them which were in their 

Igift'. 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 administr&tion. 

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 

administretion 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 ktng. As a result, Buckingham, who 

enjoyed the easiest and most fraquent access to the 
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king, became the obvious path ta ecclesiastical prefer­

ments. John Williams and William Laud waged their long 

and bitter quarrel in an effort ta 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, 

as 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 ta the 

king. The earls of carlisle and Holland were the most 

notable of this group, butlndymion 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 1 the truth is, the most of his 

allies rather leaned upon him than shored him up,;l 

Clarendon also thought he was unfortunate in the 

selection of his associates: 

lwotton, Religuiae Wottonianae, p. 238. 
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• • • very few of his servants having been ever qua1ified 
enough to assist or advise him, and were intent on1y upon 
growing rich under htm, not upon their master's growing 
good as we11 as great; insomuch as he was throughout his 
fortune a much wiser man than any servant or friend he 
had. 1 

For this Buckingham was responsib1e. He wanted men who 

were essentia11y bureaucrats, content to hand1e the 

detai1s of routine administration, whi1e pecnitting htm 

full freedom to advise the king on a11 matters. These 

able c1erks had no pretense to statesmanship, and their 

mediocrity was the guarantee of their places. Among a11 

those preferred by Buckingham to important offices, 

on1y Lionel Cranfie1d, first ear1 of Middlesex, and John 

Williams, bishop of Lincoln, had approached distinction 

as statesmen. By disagreeing with the po1icy of the 

duke and by advising the king to fo11ow another course 

than that set out by the duke, they suffered his dis­

p1easure and subsequent remova1 from office. Buckingham 

saw a11 disagreement with his po1icies as an attack on 

his persona1 integrity; as a favourite, he a110wed 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 himse1f 

with a group of associates who wou1d support him in a 

1C1arendon, 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 bUilding 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 eecurity for his place and power than 

the affection of James and the friendship of Charles. 

The patronage he distributed was a result of his close 

association with the king; the te~ination of that 

relation would end his monopoly over the discharge of 

the patronage of the crown. Patronage was for htm 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 

aequaintances, all who were prepared to recognize and 

acknowledge his place of great favour in the kingdom. 

Patronage neither began nor ended with 

Buckingham. lt was a method, under some circumstances 

a good method, for recruiting personnel. The abuse of 

patronage was hardly unique to Buckingham. The English 

in ttmes past were aceustomed 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 major offices who were his willing 

accomplices, he made available all offices in the 

central administration for people he favoured, too 

often 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 sought purchasers. James and 

Charles er.red when they permitted Buckingham to 

gain control of much of the patronage which was at the 

disposal of the crown. 

The handling of patronage by Buckingham 

occasioned several of the griev&nces recited in the 

parliaments of the 1620s. He made it impossible for the 

king to hear a variety of viewsj 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 sarne 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 

bishoprics, 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 and himseif. 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 Engiand in the 1620s wouid only be 

feit in the succeeding decades of the reign of Charles. 
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Introduction to the Bib1iography 

This thesis has been based on materia1 cu11ed 

out of printed sources. Much of the evidence has been 

found in the correspondence of contemporaries, the most 

notable source being the Ga1endars 21 state papers, 

domestic series, of the reigns of James 1 and Charles 1. 

Diaries, jou.-na1s and contemporary memoirs, biographies 

and histories have a1so proved va1uab1e in he1ping to 

estab1ish patron-client relationships invo1ving 

Buckingham. 

The Rüigh transcripts consist of a selection 

of 1etters transcribed by Robert E. Ruigh, Ph.D., 

associate professor of history at Loyola Co11ege, 

Montreal, and which were kindly made avai1able to me. 

They inc1ude approximate1y fifty 1etters addressed to 

Sir DUdley Carleton, the Eng1ish ambassador at the 

Hague, and are dated from December 1623 to the following 

August. They are a11 typescripts of the origina1s in 

the Public Record Office, London, and he1ped to clarify 

the edited versions found in the Ca1endar of state 

papers, domestic. These, as we1l as a few letters 

transcribed from the manuscripts of the Lord Sackville 

at Kno1e, Kent, offer observations on events surrounding 
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the parliament of 1624 and the impeachment of Lionel 

Cranfield, first earl of Middlesex. Though of no direct 

value for this thesis, it may be of interest to others 

to note that Professor" Ruigh has ~pescripts of every 

known manuscript diary for the parliament of 1624, none 

of which has yet been pub li shed. 

ln general, the publications of the Historical 

Manuscripts 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. 

lt 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 ~, which contains the manuscripts of 

the family of Lord Willoughby, an inttmate of 

Buckingham, yields litt le to illustrate this attachment. 

" The Rut).and !1§.ê. 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 nead 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 ~, the papers 

of the MOntagu family, prominent at both the local and 

national levels of govemment. There are few references 

to the relations between Buckingham and Henry Montagu, 

Viscount Mandeville, later created firet earl of 

Manchester, even though he held the offices of lord 

treasurer, lord president of the privy council and lord 

privy seal at varlous 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 ccunty, 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 ~ville MSS, for the 

Most part, consist of letters and papers of Lionel 

Cranfield when lord treasurer. The l~tter 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 



crown. They a1so include numerous petitions to the 

lord treasurer for the payment of salaries, often 

greatly in arrears, to servants of the crown. 
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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. 

ln 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 Buckinghamls papers passed into the 

bands 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 ~, 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-
l 

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. Rellie had 

come down to England with James and resided at the 

court. His letters are invaluable for court gossip 

and intrigues and conta in numerous references to 

promotions, deaths, marriages and other information 

about court notables. 

The Skri~~ ~ 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 fom 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 cbief episodes of the reigns 

of James 1 and Charles 1. 

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 conta in documents relating ta 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 

intermediar,y, are numerous. The calendars have records 

of sorne 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 



312 

BuckiDghaDi, and throwiDg light on hi~ career, are 

printed in cabala. The work in general, though, must 

be used with care for the dating of latters ls often iD- . 

accurate. There is a wealth of interestlng correspondance", 

furnishing tmportant detalls on court life and political 

events", iD the letters compiled by Thomas Birt:h (IJ!!. 

court !!!s1 times 2! James l:!l!. first; I!l!. court!!!!!, times 

21 Charles ~ first). These consist maiDly of the 

detailed and entertainlng newsletters of John CbamberlaiD 

and the Rev. Joseph Mead. ln these letters the lightest 

gossip is mingled with the important and memorable events 

of the relgns of the first two Stuarts. Godfrey 

Goodman, bishop of Gloucester, combines Chronicle and 

letters in his two volume ~ court 2t ~ 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. lt is interesting to note 

that this chronicle presents the only contemporary account~ 

favourable to Lionel Cranfield. The second volume 

offers several letters by leading officials, some of 

which are addressed to Buckingham, commenting on the 

avents at court. 

One of the most valuable printed primary 

sources is ~ letters 2t ~ 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 a friend 

provide a commentary on the outstanding men and events 

fram 1597 to 1627. He was well infor.med and seems to 

have had access to the beut 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 bis friend 

and patron thoroughly aware of events in the official 

world which could influence bis 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 Racket' s 

Scrinia reserata (1693). an admiring biography of Lord 

Keeper Williams, bishop of Lincoln, must be used with 

care for Racket tends to emphasize unduly the part 

played by Williams in most events. Though perhaps more 

balanced than Hacket, Peter Heylyn's Crprianus Anglicus 
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(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 Buckingham. 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 t;yal of ••• William Laud or volume 

three of ~ works 2! • • • William ~) reveal. 

The Laudian influence on church appointments 

after 1625 may be seen in ~ 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 

commons 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 h±mself 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 contempoEaries. 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 2Î ~ 

Holles family, on the o~her hand, provides valuable 

information on a family denied important office because 

of their opposition to Buckingham. Though chiefly of 

local interest, Ih! memoirs of ~ ~ Oglander help 

identify locàl individuals who appear at court and 

provides interesting commentary on the leading officials 

and events of the periode The life and works of Sir 

Henry Mainwaring an4 The naval Fracts 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 naval service to cope with a war situation 

is vividly recounted in The Voyage ~ Cadiz in 1625, a 

record of the Cadiz expedition set down by John 

Glanville who had been sent as secretary against his 

wishes by BUckingham. 

Buckingham bas yet to enjoy a good biography. 

His earliest and only contemporary biographer was Sir 

Henry Wotton, one of his clients, who wrote ~ short 

view of the ~ ~nd 9..~th of· G~Q..;8.~ yilliers, duke 9f 

Buckingham in 1642. But this short account is merely 



316 

an eulogy to a patron. Since Buckingham was a 

significant personage in his day, contemporary 

histories record and comment on his activities. His 

character and career were villified in both The çourt 

and charact~ 2! King James by Anthony Weldon (1650) 

and in Arthur Wilson's The histoçx of Great Britain, 

bein~ the life and ~ei~n Qi James the first (1653). 

Though both authors are notoriously unreliable and were 

writing in the first years of the lnterregnum, their 

characterization of Buckingham has gained acceptance 

through frequent repetition in histories of the periode 

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 traet; 

merely reproduced the opinions of Weldon and Wilson. 

The most comprehensive study of Buckingham appeared in 

1860 in a three volume work by !1rs Katherine Thomson 

simply entitled The life and times of George Villiers, 

duk~ of Buckingham. Her study, unfortunately, lacks 

analysis and suffers from numerous inaccuracies, but it 

was the first which presented a detailed Ilife l of 

Buckingham written from manuscript sources. 

But all commentaries on the early Stuart era 
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were super.·ceded by the invaluable Hist0rY of England 

from th~ accession of James ! ~ the out break of the 

civ;! 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 wi th the 

conviction that England was ordained by God to have a 

parliamentary form of govamment 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 ori~inality and demonstrated litt le evidence of 

having employed manuscript sources. The romance. of 

George Villiers, first duke of Buckingham, an~ !?~ ~ 

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 ~ great d~ of Buckingham (1939). The 

former mer~ly repeats what others have written about 

Buckingham, while the latter is an exaggerated attempt 

to vindicate Buckingham, as the title so obviously 

implies. Cammell, though, has included interesting 

chapters on the priva te art collection of the duke and 

on Buckingham as a patron of the arts. The last 

hiography in English is Hugh Ross Williamson's George 

Villiers, first ~ of puckingham: ~ studX for ~ 

biosraphx published in 1940. The only redeeming qua lit y 

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 Villier~ duc de Buckingham (1951). But 

Erlanger has relied heavily on oUber published 

biographies of Buckingham and offers litt le that is 

n~. 
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Patronage is not a topic that lends itself 

eàsily 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: th~ civil service of Charles !, 

1625-42, published in 1961, discusses patronage as one 

of the pr.incipal modes of entry into the service of the 

crown. In this book and in his two previous articles, 

'Attempts at administrative reform, 1625-40' and 'Office 

holding as a factor in Eng1ish 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 

pèerages. 'The sale of peerages in early Stuart 

Eng land , 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 Stonels 'Inflation of honours t 1558-1641' and 

in his more recent ~ crisis of the aristocracy, 1558-

1641. They have clearly shown how illusory was the 

belief of Buckingham that this forro of patronage would 

have political and financial advantages. 

But on the who le, there have been relatively 

few studies concerned directly with patronage in the 

administration of this period.· It was necessary to 

have recourse to a variety of secondary sources to 

identify rnany 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 biograp~, select monographs and articles 

listed in the selective bibliography of secondary 

sources which follows. 
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1. Manuscript sources 

Ruigh transcripts 
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i) Approximately fifty 1etters dating between Dec. 
1623 and August 1624, State papers 14/160 to 14/ 
171. Typewritten transcripts of the origina1s 
by Dr Robert E. Ruigh. 

ii) A selection of 1etters 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. Ruigh. 

Il. Printed primary sources 

1. Calendars and official documents 

Acts of the privy council of Eng1and, 1618-28. Edited 
by J. V. Ly1e. London, 1930-58. 
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-china and Japan, 1617-29, preserved in the 
Public Record Office and elsewhere. Edited by 
W. Noel Sainsbury. London, 1870-84. 

Ca1endar of state ~pers, domestic series, of the reign 
of Charles l, 1625-30, preserved in the Public 
Record Offiëe. Editeu by John Bruce. London, 
1858-9. 

C8lendar 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 reiss 
of James 1, 1611-25, preserved in the Public 
Record Office. Edited by M. A. E. Green. 
London, 1858-9. 

Ca1endar of state papers, domestic series, of the rei~ns 
2! Elizabeth and James 1, addenda: 1~-162 , 
preserved in the Public Record Office. Edited 
by M. A. E. Green. London, 1872. 
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Cslendar 2!. state papers relating ~ lreland, of the 
reign 2! Charles !, 1625-32, preserved in 
the Public Record Office. Edited by Robert 
Pentland Mahaffy. London, 1900. 

Calendar of state papers and manuscripts relating ~ 
English affairs, preserved ~ the archives of 
Venice and in other libraries in northern 
ltaly, I6ï6=28. Edited 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 
duo de cimo, viz. ab Anno 1101, ad nostra usque 
tempora, habita aut tractata; ex autographis, 
infra secretiores archivorum regiorum 
thesaurias, per multa saecula reconditis, 
• •• Edited by Thomas Rymer and continued 
by Robert Sanderson. vols xvii and xviii. 
2nd edition. London, 1727-9. 

2. Publications of the Royal Commission on 
Histori'cal Manuscripts, London. 

Ancaster~. The manuscripts of the earl of Ancaster, 
formerly at Grimsthorpe, Lincs. (1907). 

Buccleuch (Montagu) MSS. The manuscripts of the duke 
of Buccleuch and Queensberry, K.G., K.T., 
preserved at Montagu House, lihitehall. 
vol i: the Montagu papers. (1899). 

carreg'=..~ MSS. The manuscripts of Miss Conway Griffith 
,of Carreglwyd, Anglesey, and Berw, North 
Wales. Fifth report, appendix!. (1876). 

Cowper MSS. The manuscripts of the earl of Cowper~ K.G., 
preserved at Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire. 
vol i. TWelfth report, appendix 1. (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). 



323 

Dovaston~. The manuscripts of John Dovaston, esq., 
of West Felton, Co. Salop. Thirteenth report, 
appendix IV. (1892). 

Edmonstone~. The manuscripts of Sir Archibald 
Edmonstone, of Duntreath. Report ~ various 
collections. vol v. (1909). 

Egmont MSS. Report on the manuscripts of the earl of 
---Egmont. vol i pt i. (1905)9 

Fortescue MSS. The manuscripts of the Honourable G. M. 
Fortescue, of Dropmore, Maidenhead. Second 
report, appendix. (1871). 

Gawdy MSS. The manuscripts of the family of Gawdy, 
fo~erly of Norfolk. Tenth report, appendix n. (1885). 

Hasting3 MSS. The manuscripts of the 1ate Reginald 
Rawdon Hastings, esq., of Manor House, Ashby­
de-la-lOuche, teics. vol iVe (1947). 

Jervoise !-fSS. The manuscripts of F. H. T. Jervoise, 
esq., preserved at Herriard Park, Hampshire. 
Re~ort on various collections. vol iVe 
(1 07).-

Knole~. The manuscripts of the right honourable the 
earl De La Warr (Baron Buckhurst) at Knole 
Park, co. Kent. Fourth report, appen~x, 
part 1. (1874.). 

Mar and Kelli~ suppl. ~.ss. The manuscripts of the earl 
of Mar and KGllie, preserved at Alloa House, 
Clackmannanshire. Supplementary report. 
(1930). 

Montagu MSS. The ~uscripts of Lord Montagu of 
Beaulieu.' (1900). 

Morrison ~œs. The manuscripts of Alfred Morrison, esq., 
of Fonthill House, Hindon, Wilts., and 
Carlton House Terrace, London. Ninth report, 
appendix, pa~ Il. (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 House, Somersetshire. 

Third report, appendix. (1872). 

Portland~. !ha manuscripts of his grace the duke of 
,ort land , preserved at Welbeck Abbey, Notts. 
vol iii: Harley MSS. Fourteenth report, 
appendix!l. (1894). 

Round~. The manuscripts of James Round, esq. 
Fourteenth report, appendix~. (1895). 

Rutland~. The manuscripts of bis grace the duke of 
Jutland, G.e.B., preserved at Belvoir Gastle. 
vol i. Twelfth repor;, 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 1-18S. The manuscripts of Henry Duncan Skrine, esq. 
---(Salvetti correspondence). Eleventh repor!, 

appendix !. 

3. Autobiographies, correspondence, diaries 
and journa ls 

Bacon (Sir Francis). The letters and life of Francis 
Bacon. vols-vi and vii.~dItëd by James 
Spedding. London, 1872. 

Birch (Thomas). The court and times of Charles the first; 
illustratëd by authentic ana-confidential 
letters from various public and private 
collections; including memoirs of the mission 
in England of the eapuchin friars in the 
service of Queen Henrietta Maria, by Father 
Cyprien de Garnache, Cap'ùchin preacher and 
missionary to the queen. vol i. Edited by 
F. 'i-lilliams. London, 1849. 

• ~ court ~ 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). ~ Lismore papers 
(first series) viz. autobiographical notes, 
remembran~ and diaries 2! ~ Richard Boyle, 
first ~ 'great' earl 2Î ~, never before 
printed. vols i and ii. Edited by Alexander 
B. Grosart. London, 1886. 

Cabala ~ scrinia sacra: mysteries of state ~ 
govemment in letters 2! great ministers o~ 
s ta te • • • !!!. ~ reigns 2i Henry the 
eighth • • • ~ King Charles. London, 1691. 

Chamberlain (John). The letters of John Chamberlain. 
2 vols. Edited by Normaïn E. McClure. 
Philadelphia, 1939. 

Charles, king of Enlland. ~ letters, speeches and 
proclamati~ of King Charles 1. Edited by 
Sir Charles Petrie. London, 1935. 

(The) commons debates 1621. 7 vols. Edited by Wallace 
Notestein, Franëes H. Relf and Hartley 
Simpson. New Haven, Con., 1935. 

Cosin (John). The correspondence of ~ Cosin, D.D., 
lord bishoE of Durham, together ~ other 
papers illustrative of his life and times. 
vol i. Edited by George Ornsby. Surtees 
Society, vol lii (1868). 

Debates in the house of commons in lE25, edited from a 
-manuscript in the libruY of Sir Richarcr-- -

Knightley, bart. Edited by S. R. Gardiner. 
Carnden Society, new series, vol vi (1873). 

DIEwes (Sir Simonds). The autobiography and correspondence 
of Sir Simonds DIEwes. 2 vols. Edited by 
J: 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 ~ reign of 
Charles the first. ~ol i. Edited by George 
w. Johnson: London, 1848. 
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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). ~ voyage ~ 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). ~ works-of Joseph Hall. vol i. 
Edited by Josiah Pratt. London, 1808. 

Hardwicke (Philip, earl of). 
~ 1501 ~ 1726. 

Miscellaneous state ~aper~ 
2 vols. London, 177 • 

Laud (William). 1'h! history of the troubles and tryal 
of the MOst reverend father in God and blessed 
mart;yr,ïWIÏ1Iam Laud. Edite~by H. Wharton. 
London, 1695. ----

• The works of the MOst reverend father in God, 
----- WIT'liam laUd, ïS:"D:-;-Sometime lord archMshOi? 

of Canterbury.--' vols. Edited by William 
Scott and James Bliss. Oxford, 1847-60. 

Letters of the kings of England, ~ !!rst collected 
from royal archives and other authentic 
sources, Rrivate ~ ~ell ~ public. 2 vols. 
Edited by J. o. Halliwell. London, 1848. 

Mainwaring (Sir Henry). The life and works of ~ Henry 
Mâinwaring. 2 vols. Edited by G. E. 
Manwaring. Navy Records S~ciety, vols liv 
(1920) and lvi (1922). 

Memorials and letters relating ~ the history of Britain 
in ~ reign of James the first. Edited by 
David Dalrymple. 2nd edition. Glasgow, 1766. 

Monson (Sir William). The naval tracts of Sir William 
MonsQn. vol iii. Edited by M:-Oppenheim. 
Navy Records Society, vol xliii (1912). 

Oglander (Sir JOhn). ~ royalist's notebook: the 
commonplace book of Sir John Oglander, kt of 
Nunwell (15Ss:I6S5J. Edited by Francis 
Bamford. London, 1936. 
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Original letters illustrative 2t English history, 
inc lUding numerous royal latters ~ 
autographs ~ the British Museum ~ ~ ~ 
two other collections. 4 series, 11 vols. 
Edited by Sir Henry Ellis. London, 1825-46. 

Parr (Richard). The Life of James Ussher, with a 
collectIOn ôf t~e hundred letters:- London, 
1686. -

Pett (Phineas). The autobiography of Phineas Pett. 
Edited by W. G. Perrin. Navy Records Society, 
vol li (1918). 

Rous (John). Diary of .:l2!m Rous, incumbent of Santon 
Downbam, Suffolk, from lb2S to 16427 Edited 
by M. A. ~ Green.--cam~Society, old series, 
vol lxvi (1656). 

Rushworth (John). Historical ~2l1ections of private 
passages of state, weighty matters in law, 
remarkable proceedings • • • beginning with 
the sixteenth year of King James, !!!!!2 1618, 
and endini ~ the death of Ki% Charles the 
first, 16 8. vol i. London, l 21-2. 

Wentworth (Sir William, first earl of Strafford). ~ 
earl of Strafforde's letters ~ dispatches. 
vol i. Edited by William Knowler. London, 
1839. 

Whitelocke (Sir James). Liber famelicus of Sir James 
Whitelocke, ! jUdge of the court of king's 
bench in the reigns of James ! and Charles 1. 
Edited by John Bruce. Camden Society, old 
series, vol 1xx (1858). 

Younge (i-lalter). Diary of Walter Younge, esg., justice 
of the peace and M.P. for Honiton, written at 
Co1YtOn and AiüiiinSt"ër, co. Devon, from 1604 to 
1628. Edited by George Roberts. Camden 
Society, old series, vol xli (1848). 

B) Secondary sources 

l~ Contemporary histories, memoirs, and biographies 

Ball (~homas). The life of the kenowned Doctor Preston. 
Edited by E. W.-narcourt. London, 1883. 
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Clarendon (Edward, earl of). 1a! history of the 
rebellion and civil ~ ~ England. vol i. 
new edition in 7 vols. Oxford, 1839. 

de Motteville (Madame). 'Memoirs', in Memoizos pour 
servir l l'histoire de France. series ii, 
vol xi.- Paris, 1838:-

Eliot (Sir JOhn). An apol08Y for Socrates ~ Ne80tium 
posterorum. 2 vols. Edited by Alexander B. 
Grosart. London, 1881. 

_______ • ~ ~ Eliot and the vice-admiralty of Devon. 
Edited by Harlod Hulme. Camden Society, 
third series, vol lxiv (1940). 

Fuller (Rev. Thomas). ~eal to injured innocence. 
vol iii. London, l6~. 

___ • The churchhistory of Britaih from the birth 
of Jesus Christ to 1648. vols v and vi. 
London, 1655. ------

Goodman (Godfrey, bishop of Gloucester). ~ court of 
King James ~ first; to which are added 
letters illustrative of the personal history 
of the most distinguished characters in the 
court of that monarch and his predecessors. 
2 vols. Edited by John S. Brewer. London, 
1839. 

Hacket (John). Scrinia reserata: !-memorial offer'd 
~ the 8reat deservin8s of John Williams, 
D.D., ••• containin8 ! ~ries of the most 
remarkable occurences and transactions of his 
!lli. Ii1-two partS:- LOndon, 1693. -- -~ .. _-

Heylyn (Peter). Cypriallttl! a1lB.licus: ~, the histo~ of 
the life and death of the most renowned 
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archbisho"e of canterbury. -LOndon,1668.--

Holles (Gervase). Memorials of the Holles family-, 1493-
1656, ~ Ge~se Ho1le~. Edited by A.-C. 
Wood. Camden Society, third series, vol lv 
(1937). 

Hutchinson (Lucy). Memoirs of ~h~ life of Colonel 
Hutchins9n written ~ his widow Lucy. 
Everyman's edition. London, n.d. 
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Nichols (J. B.). The progresses, processions, and 
magnificent festivities of Ki~ James the 
first, bis r~l consort, fami~ and court; 
collected f~ original manuscripts, scarce 
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records, etc. vols iii and iVe London, 1828. 

Oglander (Sir John). ~ O~lander memoirs: extracts 
from the manuscripts of Sir John O~land~~. 
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2 vols. Edited by Sir Walter Scott. Ed!nburgh, 
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