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Introduction.

Due to the unusual manner in which it ended in Civil War and Regicide there was
always going to be a tendency for investigations of the reign of Charles I. to be
arranged teleologically. With this in itself largely a structural matter of approach
rather than one of interpretation it need not have posed too great a hindrance to our
understanding. However, it was assumed that momentous events must also have had
profound causes. This made Charles's reign a convenient vehicle for the testing or
confirming of wider political theories. The conviction of the Whigs in the perfection
of the liberal constitution of the late-nineteenth and twentieth century, for example,
led their historians to perceive the Civil War and the political activity which preceded
it as part of an inevitable struggle between " authomntarian, arbitrary monarchy and
the...property rights and liberties of individuals ", and to place too great an emphasis
upon political disputes and occasional meetings of parliament. ' While rather than
challenging these assertions, in being " dominated by various forms of modernisation
theory " the work of Marxist orientated historians produced during the post-war
period merely accepted the political narratives of the Whigs as read and looked at
other areas in the hope of penetrating " beneath the surface of political history to the
real causal motors of historical change and conflict in the society and economy of the
day ". * In prompting research into areas never previously examined this
historiographical trend led to a broadening of the discipline of history and produced
many revealing insights. But resting upon the false assumption that all political
questions had already been adequately settled by the Whigs this was at the expense of
a more thorough understanding of the politics of the reign. As long as the

! Richard Cust and Anne Hughes,

Introduction: after Revisionism ', pp. 1-46, in R. Cust
and A. Hughes, eds., Conflict in Early Stuart England.
Studies in Religion and Politics 1603-1642,
(London,1989). pp. 1-2, 26-27.

2 Peter Lake, ' Retrospective: Wentworth's

political world in revisionist and post-revisionist
perspective ', pp. 252-283, in J.F. Meritt (ed.), The
Political World of Thomas Wentworth. (Cambridge,1996).
pp. 253-257.




assumptions of continual progress which underpinned these works remained there
was little prospect of any change. But " under the impact of seemingly intractable
national decline and economic crisis... " by the nineteen seventies confidence in the
notion of continual progress was beginning to decline. > As a consequence of this
there was a re-opening of " the realm of the political as a fit subject for historical

study ". * The conclusions of the Whigs now became subject to the scrutiny of
revisionist historians who, in taking account of the inherent danger of imposing
arbitrary motives or focusing too greatly upon one event posed by the English Civil
War, endeavoured to allow the politics of the seventeenth century to set its own

agenda through " investigating the actions of individuals in their immediate political
context ". > The importance of these early revisionist works lay in their demonstration

of the fact that the events which had been described by the Whigs and accepted by the
Marxists were the consequence of " disfunctions in the political system or body politic
" rather than an inevitable consequence of some wider, predestined plan. ¢ But in
doing so they never completely freed themselves from the political agenda which had
been set by the Whigs. 7 They had, however, established the need for a wider
re-interpretation of seventeenth century politics; and this task was taken up by a
second wave of revisionist (or post-revisionist) historians who in an attempt to get

behind the rhetoric and ideological polanties of contemporary politics and discover

their true meaning focused upon a specific event or policy and broadened the scope of

: Ibid., p. 257.
s Ibid., p. 257.
5 Ibid., p. 257.; Cust and Hughes,

Introduction: after Revisionism ', in Conflict in Early
Stuart England. p. 11,

6 Lake, ' Retrospective: Wentworth's political
world in revisionist and post-revisionist perspective
in The Political World of Thomas Wentworth. pp. 261-2,
264 60.
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their research to include the more permanent aspects of early-modern government
such as the Court and the Privy Council. ®

No longer being driven by Whig or Marxist determinism in these works long-term
social, political and economic trends are seen as independent factors rather than an
integrated set of causes all leading to some inevitable end. No single cause as to why
these should have come together under Charles is advanced or always sought, but a
significant factor which appears to lie behind many of these works is the disruptive
influence of the king himself. In these Charles's distinctive religious and political
opinions when combined with his personal emphasis upon order and obedience has
ascribed him a significant role in events as diverse as the breakdown of the
relationship between Crown and parliament, the decision to proceed with ship money
and the forced loan and enter into two unsuccessful wars, and the alteration in the

culture of the Court and the balance of the English and Scottish Churches. ® With the

B Ibid., pp. 26-27.; Lake, ' Retrospective:
Wentworth's political world in revisionist and
post-revisionist perspective ', in The Political World
of Thomas Wentworth. pp. 269-278.

? C. Thompson, ' Court Politics and
Parliamentary Conflict in 1625 ', pp. 168-192, in R.
Cust and A. Hughes, eds., Conflict in Early Stuart
England. Studies in Religion and Politics 1603-1642.;
K.R. Andrews, Ships, Money and Politics.

(Cambridge, 1991). Chapter 6.; B.W. Quintrell, ' Charles
I. and his navy in the 1630s. ', pp. 159-179. The
Seventeenth Century.; R. Cust, The Forced Loan and
English Politics 1626-1628.; M.B. Young, ' Buckingham,
War and Parliament. Revisionism Gone too far ',in
Parliamentary History. Vol. 4. 1985.; T. Cogswell, The
Blessed Revolution: English Politics and the Coming of
War, 1621-1624. Young and Cogswell see the wars against
Spain then France in terms of Charles's wish to avenge
personal honour.; R.M. Smuts, Court Culture and the
Origins of a Rovalist Tradition in Early Stuart England.
(Pennsylvania,1987).; R. Strong, ' Not in front of the
citizens ', in Country Life. October, 1990.; Tyacke,
Fincham and Lake note a change in 1625 which Davies
clearly links to Charles and they attribute to both him
and Laud. Nicholas Tyacke, ' Puritanism, Arminianism and
counter-revolution ', pp. 136-159, in R. Cust and A.
Hughes, eds., The English Civil War. (London,1987). p.
147.; J. Fincham and P. Lake, ' The Ecclesiastical
Policies of James I. and Charles I. ', pp. 23-49, in K.

3



problems associated with Charles's propensity to carry his personal preferences and
weaknesses onto a wider plane through his emphasis upon his authority being such an
important element in the revisionist interpretation of his reign in other areas it is a
matter of some importance to discover whether he had a similar impact in relation to
his patronage. For this was both a central pillar of the monarchy and the oil through
which the political machine was made to function. '° There had certainly been some
alteration. As while the patronage system established under James certainly had its
problems, most visibly in the discontent which surrounded the actions of his
favourites, as a means of allowing a wide range of views to be expressed within the
orbit of the Court it appears to have functioned fairly well. This, however, was not
repeated under Charles, whose Court progressively became " less accessible to the
political nation... . !

The Whigs and their twentieth century successors tended to view the Court of
Charles I. in terms of fixed " rival factions identified with particular political views ".
12 As a consequence of this they saw patronage very much in terms of Charles's
ministers, whom they felt were using it to advance their own political objectives. The
narrowing of the Court was therefore seen as a result of Charles's tendency to take
bad advice from a select number of ministers rather than a consequence of his own
actions or intentions. The Whigs had not deliberately falsified the evidence on which
their accounts were based, but their political views had led them to mis-interpret the
information which they provided. This was a tendency to which evidence produced

around the Court of Charles I. was particularly prone. As with the newsletters which

Fincham, ed., The Early Stuart Church. 1603-1642.
(London,1993).; J. Davies, The Caroline Captivity of the
Church: Charles I. and the Remoulding of Anglicanism.
(Oxford,1992).; A. Macinnes, Charles I. and the Making
of the Covenanting Movement. 1625-1641. (London,1991).

10 Derek Hirst, Authority and Conflict. England
1603-1658. (London,1986). p. 31.

i R. Cust and A. Hughes, ' Introduction: after
Revisionism ", in Conflict in Early Stuart England. p.
27.

12

Fiona Pogson, ' Making and Maintaining
Political Alliances during the Personal Rule of Charles
I: Wentworth's Associations with Laud and Cottington ',
pp. 51-73, in History. Vol. 84. January 1999.
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form the basis of any political study under Charles 1. only reporting that part of the
patronage process of which their authors were aware or courtiers had any hope of
influencing they took the form of reflections upon the actions of various individuals or
groups at Court who did not necessarily have any say in the actual decision itself.
Recent work on Court patronage such as that of Dr. Quintrell in relation to the
appointment of Lord Treasurer Juxon has in demonstrating how Charles's veiled
motives could lead to such mis-interpretations cast doubt upon many of the
traditional assumptions as to who was responsible for appointments at Court. * It is
therefore possible that Charles was involved in the distribution of patronage on a far
wider scale than is currently held to be the case. In a similar vein research by Julian
Davies in relation to the Caroline Church has suggested that the marked narrowing in
its patronage resulted not from the influence of Laud or even out of an intention of
altering its doctrinal position, but had merely been an accidental consequence of
Charles's emphasis upon obedience in the distribution of its patronage having allowed
the effects of his own personal religious preferences to be carried into the Church as a
whole. " If this increased involvement on the part of Charles was continued
throughout the patronage network with similar effects it clearly had the potential to
cause major political problems. This thesis therefore sets out to discover whether this
was indeed the case. It does so in two parts: first through a detailed examination of
Charles's role in the distribution of patronage; then by an investigation of the impact
which this had upon its ability to be used as a political tool, both in terms of
implementing particular policies and as a means of bolstering the long-term support of
the Crown.

According to its most basic definition patronage consists of the allowance of an
entity to one person which for some reason was denied to another; and in terms of the
seventeenth century Crown patronage could take the form of grants of office (both
local and at Court), title, tolerance (in the form of religious or political freedom),

i3 B.W. Quintrell, ' The Church Triumphant
? The emergence of a spiritual lord treasurer, 1635-1636
', pp- 81-108, in The Political World of Thomas
Wentworth.

e Davies, Caroline Captivity.
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financial benefits (directly in the form of grants of money, pensions or lands, or
indirectly in the form of monopolies, patents or grants or leases of land at
concessionary rates), access, intimacy or political influence. Ideally equal emphasis
would have been placed upon the investigation of all of these areas. But due to the
due to the constraint of time this has not been possible. So whilst other areas have
been taken into account where necessary, as the aim of this study is to determine
whether any influence which Charles had over the distribution of patronage was direct
or broad enough to have had a significant political impact rather than to produce a
definitive account of it research has largely been restricted to an examination of where
it would be most likely and where its effects would have proved most disruptive, this
being amongst the officers and servants of the royal households and the major
ministers of the Church and State at Court. While taking account of recent research
which sees a major cause for political change as coming in the person of Charles
himself (and therefore making a case for coherence and seeing the defimition of a
personal rule within Charles's reign as a somewhat arbitrary and artificial construct),
the peniod of patronage covered has ranged from his actions as prince to the calling of
the Short Parliament, where under the threat of war and in the light of an ever-present
parliament he was subjected to a new set of pressures which may have led him to alter
his core objectives. *°

As the objective of this research is to get behind the ambiguities and biases
contained in contemporary accounts in order to determine whether Charles was
actually playing an important role in the distrnbution of patronage rather than to
reflect upon who was thought to be responsible for them it has been necessary to base
it upon two main types of primary source. These are those directly concerned with
the dispensation of patronage produced by the govemnment, which provide
information over who was granted which office and when, and who was involved in

securing it, and those produced by interested individuals or members of the

5 This is not to deny the serious political

impact which the discontinuation of parliaments had
after 1629, but to emphasise that they were only a
manifestation of a much wider series of problems caused
by Charles which had been present before the decision to
rule without them had been made.
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government in a private capacity, which have provided information not included in
administrative sources, such as the background of the person advanced, who was
supporting them in their claim, and who was overlooked.

Once the decision to appoint someone to a particular office had been made it had to
pass through a number of complex administrative procedures in order for it to be put
into effect. First brief directions of the grant under the Sign Manual and
counter-signed by a responsible minister were sent to the Clerk of the Signet, who
drew them up into a King's Bill. ' This was then submitted to the king for his
signature, after which it was returned to the Clerk of the Signet. A copy was then
produced, which with the Signet attached was sent to the Clerk of the Privy Seal. He
in turn produced another copy and sent it under the Privy Seal to the lord keeper,
who after checking its legality completed the process by making a grant of the
position by letters patent under the Great Seal. Given the objective of this study it is
necessary to get as close as possible to the imtial decision make a grant of a particular
office. This intention has been hampered by the fact that none of the brief directions
under the sign manual sent to the Clerk of the Signet have survived before 1661.
Fortunately, though, not all of their details have been lost, as alongside the details of
the grant itself and who it was that procured the king's signature to the King's Bill, the
Clerk of the Signet also routinely recorded upon whose warrant the initial order had
been made. This information is contained in the Signet Office docket books, which
run consecutively throughout the reigns of James I. and Charles I. ** These cover

appointments to a wide range of positions which were in the gift of the Crown,

16 The following explanation is derived from

these sources. Henry Churchill Maxwell-Lyte, Historical
Notes on the use of the Great Seal of England.
(London,1926). pp. 96-99.; Geoffrey Soden, Godfrey
Goodman, Bishop of Gloucester. 1583-1656. p. 213.;
Current Guide to the Public Record Office. Part I.
Administrative histories. Signet Office. 308/1/1.

& Current Guide to the Public Record Office.
Part I. Administrative histories. Signet Office.
308/1/1.

18

Current Guide to the Public Record Office.
Part I. Administrative histories. Signet Office.
308/1/1.; H.C. Maxwell-Lyte, Historical Notes. p. 99.
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including those of archbishoprics, bishoprics, deaneries and other lesser livings in the
Church, together with such offices as secretary, lord treasurer, Chancellor of the
Exchequer and lord admiral within the State; and in conjunction with the State Papers
has provided the backbone of the administrative evidence for this project. However,
its scope is by no means universal (not covering, for example, positions to the king or
queen's household), and the information provided in the Signet Office docket books
has therefore been heavily supplemented by additional sources like the lord
chamberlain's warrant books and queen's household establishment books in the Public
Record Office, together with household lists in the British in the British Library and
the dockets of grants of offices passed under the Great Seal contained in the Coventry
Papers held at Birmingham Central Library. *°

However, while these sources provide invaluable information on the grants
themselves and reveal who was involved in the process of seeing them put into
execution it does not provide any political context for the appointment or necessarily
illuminate those who had been responsible for securing it. So with patronage being so
closely linked to the question of faction in the second type of source it has therefore
been necessary to consult as wide a range of newsletters and personal correspondence
as possible. In addition to those contained in the State Papers Domestic and Venetian
printed sources include (amongst others) the personal correspondence of ministers
such as Wilham Laud and Thomas Wentworth, that of interested observers like John
Chamberlain, the Earl of Clare and the Wynn and Barrington families, as well as those

o PRO. S03/6-12. Signet Office docket books,
1616-1640.; Together with, for example, PRO. LC5/132.
Lord Chamberlain's Warrant Book, 1628-1634.; PRO.
-LC5/134. Lord Chamberlain's Warrant Book. Warrants ab
Anno, 1634-1641.; PRO. LR5/57. Establishment book of the
queen's household, 1626-1629.; BL. Harleian 3791.
Servants of Prince Charles, 1641.; BL. Egerton 1048.
Undated list of queen's servants. c. 1641.; BL.
Additional. 15,630. A table to the book of several
letters patents, annuities, pensions, commissions &c.
under the Great Seal of Prince Charles...for the year
ending at Michaelmas in the 13th year of the reign of
King James.; Birmingham Central Library. Croome Court
Collection. Dockets of grants passed under the Great
Seal passed by Lord Keeper Coventry.
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contained in the Historical Manuscripts Commission. ? Amongst primary sources
held at the Public Record Office and British Library they include personal
correspondence of the Earl of Carlisle, Duke of Buckingham and Charles I. himself,
together with series of newsletters by John Pory, Joseph Mead, John Beaulieu and
those received by John, Viscount Scudamore.

Using detailed information from a number of administrative sources in conjunction
with a wide range of private ones offers a potential means of overcoming the inherent
weaknesses to which they are prone and provides a clearer picture of the way in
which patronage was distributed under Charles. But unless these were arranged in a
manner in which they could be easily accessed and compared the conclusions which it
would be possible to draw from them would be limited. So in order to overcome this
problem all the information gleaned from the wvarious sources used (both
administrative and personal, printed and primary) has been brought together on a
chronologically sequenced computer data-base arranged both by office and surname.
In using this it has been possible to perform a thorough reconstruction of a wide

range of appointments to important offices in Charles's household and government

0 J. Bruce et al eds.,Calendar of State Papers,

Domestic, Charles I. 23 vols. (London,1858-97).; A.B.
Hinds, ed., Calendar of State Papers, Venetian. Vols.
10-25, (London,19%900-25).; W. Scott and J. Bliss, eds.,
The Works of William Laud, D.D. 7 vols.

(Oxford, 1847-60).; W. Knowler, ed., The Earl of
Strafford’s Letters and Dispatches. (London,1739).; N.E.
McClure, ed., The Letters of John Chamberlain.
(Philadelphia,1939). 2 vols.; P.R. Seddon, ed., The
Letters of John Holles 1587-1637. 3 vols. Thoroton
Record Society. (Nottingham,1975-86).; J. Ballinger,
ed., Calendar of Wynn (of Gwydir) Papers 1515-1690. In
the National Library of Wales and elsewhere.

(London, 1926).; A Searle, ed., Barrington Family Letters
1628-1632. Camden Society Fourth Series. Vol. 28.
(London, 1983) .

4 BL. Egerton 2592-7. Carlisle
Correspondence.; For Charles and Buckingham, eg. BL.
Harleian 6988, 7000.; BL. Harleian 383, & Additional
4177. Pory Newsletters.; BL. Harleian 390. Newsletters
by Joseph Mead.; BL. Harleian 7010. Newsletters by John
Beaulieu.; PRO. C115/M31, 32, 35, 36 & PRO.CI115/N3, 4,
5. Various newsletters received by Viscount Scudamore.
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and a detailed examination of the factors which lay behind them. Through these it is
possible to demonstrate that Charles had not only taken appointments to royal office
back into his own hands, but in doing so had also had a significant impact upon the
politics of the reign through making them in accordance with his own personal
objectives and preferences rather than as a means of advancing Crown policies or

ensuring the political balance of the Court.
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Section I. Charles and Patronage.

Chapter 1. Charles and his chaplains:

his ecclesiastical patronage as

prince and king.

Little attention has been paid to Charles's patronage activities as prince, and there is
an assumption that he only entered into his own in 1625. Thus his religious patronage
is perceived as part of an attempt to introduce high-church clerics as part of a general
policy to alter the religious make-up of the Church and State. However, his
preferences are apparent well before he became king, and stemmed from his ability to
carry his own dislike of disobedience and personal preference for a ceremonial rather
than a scriptual form of religion on to a wider plane by establishing a kind of career
pattern based upon his own chaplains in ordinary.

In relation to Charles's ecclesiastical affairs as prince the first evidence we have
concems his chaplains, and comes in December 1612 shortly after the death of Henry
in a letter from Sir Isaac Wake to Dudley Carleton, in which he relates that " to keep
the Prince from Popery, two sober divines, Dr. Hackwell and another, are placed with
him, and ordered never to leave him ". ! But this appears to have been a stop-gap
rather than a permanent measure, the clerics' appointment perhaps reflecting the new
importance of Charles as heir to the Crown, as they did not come from Henry's
household, which in any case was not dissolved until 31 of December.  In the light
of this dissolution Charles's new household was established during the first part of
1613, its membership being subject to the scrutiny of the king, and therefore not a

! CSPD, 1611-1618. p. 160. 2

December 1612. Isaac Wake - Dudley Carleton.

2 Letters of John Chamberlain.
Vol. I. p. 399. 31 December 1612. London. John
Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.
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very good indication of Charles's own patronage. * A good proportion of Henry's

chaplains found their way into Charles's household, including Dr. Milbourne, future
Bishop of St. David's and Carlisle, Lewis Bailey, future Bishop of Bangor, and Henry

Burton as Clerk of the Closet. * Whilst Charles may not have had a great deal of a

choice over the establishment of his household in 1613, by 1614 it is apparent that he

had a degree of influence upon those appointed in his service, for we find Dr. George

Carleton writing to Sir Dudley Carleton on 10 of February that he had " entered the

prince's service at the request of Sir James Fullerton, and is commended both by king
and prince..."; although he also mentions " the shameless avidity of persons about the
Court for preferment ", something amply demonstrated in Sir John Vaughan's letters
to the Earl of Somerset for a place about the Prince. *

The major problem in Charles's early ecclesiastical patronage lies in discovering
who his chaplains were and how they came to be appointed. Apart from Carleton's
case and those who came from Henry on the re-establishment of his household there
is scant evidence how they were actually chosen; presumably they were promoted
after being heard by the prince, as was the case when Prince Henry had chosen Mr
Thomas Gataker, and how Charles later came to appoint Dr. John Preston. ¢ Given
that there is no definitive list of Charles chaplains in existence we are dependent upon
the collection of casual references and other such administrative information as is

available, such as that given at James's funeral, which when all taken together

3 CSPD, 1611-1618. p. 160. 2
December 1612. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.

* PRO. LC2/4/6. f. 42v. 1612.
List of Prince Henry's chaplains.

5 CSPD, 1611-1618. 10 February
1614. p. 273. Dr. George Carleton - Sir Dudley
Carleton.; Ibid., p. 258. October 1614. Sir John Vaughan
- Earl of Somerset.; Ibid., p. 261. 1 December 1614.
Golden Grove, Carmarthen. Sir John Vaughan - Sir Henry
Neville.

6 Thomas Birch. The Life of
Henry Prince of Wales, eldest son of King James I.
Compiled chiefly from his own papers, and other
manuscripts, never before published. (Dublin,1760). p.
295.; Irvonwy Morgan. Prince Charles's Puritan Chaplain.
(London,1957). pp. 74-76.
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includes: Dr. George Carleton ’, Dr. Hackwell ® Dr Milbourn °, Dr. Winiffe '°,
Leonard Mawe !!, Matthew Wren ', Richard Sennhouse ", Dr. Owen *, Dr. Preston
15, Dr. Wemys ', Dr. Smith V7, Richard Middleton "¢, Isaac Bargrave *°, Dr. Webb 2,
and Dr. Theodore Price . In the only full list of chaplains which survives, drawn up

7 CSPD, 1611-1618. p. 273. 10

February 1614. Nuffield. Dr George Carleton - Sir Dudley
Carleton.

3 Ibid., p. 160. 2 December
1612. London. Isaac Wake - Sir Dudley Carleton. Also
PRO. SP14/72/111. 1613. Undated. List by Sir James
Fullerton of persons to be considered for the prince’s

new household
9

PRO. SP14/72/111. 1613.
Undated. List by Sir James Fullerton of persons to be
considered for the prince's new household.

10 PRO. LC2/6. P. 70. 1625. List
of James I.'s chaplains in ordinary.

tt Letters of John Chamberlain.
Vol. II. p. 483. 8 March 1623. John Chamberlain - Sir
Dudley Carleton; Peter Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus: or
the History of the Life and Death of the most Reverend
and Renowned Prelate William Laud... (London,1668). p.
104. In PRO. LC2 6. p. 41. 1625. he is mentioned as a
chaplain in ordinary to James I.

12 Letters of John Chamberlain.

Vol. II. p. 483. 8 March 1623. John Chamberlain - Sir
Dudley Carleton.

13

Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus.

p. 144,

14 Mentioned as chaplain to

Prince Charles. Works of William Laud. Vol. VII. Note p.
23.; Davies, Caroline Captivity. (Oxford,1992). p. 41.;
PRO. LC2/6. p. 41 mentions him as chaplain in ordinary
to the king.-

15 PRO. LC2/6. p. 70. 1625. List
of the prince's chaplains.

16 Ibid., p. 70.

1 Ibid., p. 70.

18 Ibid., p. 70.

1 DNB, sub Bargrave, mentions

him as a chaplain to Prince Charles.; PRO. LC2/6. p. 41.
1625. List of the king's chaplains.

2 DNB, sub Webb, mentions him
as chaplain to the prince, whilst PRO. LC2/6. p. 41.
1625. List of the king's chaplains.

2 John Hacket, Scrinia
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as the precedent to James I.'s funeral, Charles is ascribed only six chaplains, being a
quarter of the number which Henry enjoyed. ¥ Why this should have been the case is
unclear. Matthew Wren asserted that he waited on the prince for two months a year,
which may indicate that he possessed fewer chaplains who attended longer, or
perhaps a number had recently been promoted, or that with the prime reason for
drawing up the precedent being in order to record the distribution of mourning cloth
for James 1's funeral, that it merely failed to record the full compliment. # All of
these may be in part responsible, but from other evidence which is available it seems
that there may have been another more important cause, being that Charles and James
shared chaplains. At the funeral of Queen Anne Dr. John Hanmer had been recorded
as a chaplain to James [, yet in 1623 he had been appointed Bishop of St. Asaph,
which although not conclusive proof given the dispute over the presentation of this
bishopric, at least hints at some connection with the Prince of Wales, something
confirmed by the fact that it was a chaplain to the prince, Matthew Wren, who was
granted the Rectory of Bingham, Yorkshire, which Hanmer vacated upon his
promotion. # Further evidence comes from John Hacket, the biographer of John

Reserata: a Memorial offered to the great —--Deservings
of John Williams D.D. (London,1692). Pt. I. p. 206
mentions him as being chaplain to the prince.; PRO.
--LC2/6. p. 40 1625. List of chaplains to the king.

2 Ibid., p. 70. Birch, Life of
Henry. p. 351 gives the number of Henry's chaplains as
24, which are all named.

s " A transcript of a certain
narrative written by the late Bishop of Ely (Matthew
Wren) ", in James Bliss, ed., The Works of Lancelot
Andrewes, Vol. II. (Oxford,1954). p. lvii.

“ PRO. LC5/2. p. 45. 1619. List
of chaplains to the prince.; Hanmer was presented to the
bishopric of St. Asaph jointly by the prince and king by
a conge d'elire and letters recommendatory dated the 9th
January 1624. PRO. S03/7.; CSPD, 1623-1625. p. 175. 2
March 1624. Westminster. Grant of dispensation for
Matthew Wren to hold the Rectory of --Bingham; PRO.
S03/7. March 1624. Docket of Wren's dispensation
subscribed by Mr Gall and procured by the Duke of

Buckingham.
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Williams, who confidently asserts that Dr. John Hanmer was a chaplain to the prince.,
% A similar situation arises in the case of Leonard Mawe, who whilst being referred
to at James's funeral as a chaplain to the king, was perceived by both John
Chamberlain and Peter Heylin as being a chaplain to the prince when he had been sent
to attend him in Spain in 1623. % Despite their peculiar positions Hanmer and Mawe
are not isolated examples, and given that there are at least another four chaplains who
were in a similar position, it seems reasonable to assume that Charles and James did
indeed share their chaplains. ¥ Such a situation is not as unusual as it at first appears,
for James and Queen Anne had also shared at least one chaplain in the person of
James Forsyth, and Charles's chaplains (as in the person of Dr. Theodore Price) are
known to have preached before the king. Such an arrangement within their respective
royal households would help to explain why it was that James 1. appeared to have so
many chaplains at his death in 1625 and Charles so few. # Given this information the
list of the prince's chaplains given in the precedent of James's funeral is therefore
likely to be extremely inaccurate, and could well have included up to another twenty
on top of those recorded, meaning that Charles would have already possessed a much
wider awareness of which ecclesiastics he wished to promote when he came to the
throne than is usually imagined.

That Charles should have had chaplains of his own and some degree of control over

their appointment is not too surprsing, nor that a number of them went on to further

25
I. p. 206.

26

Hacket, Scrinia Reserata. Pt.

PRO. LC2/6. p. 41.; Letters
of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 483. 8 March 1623. John
Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.; Heylyn, Cyprianus
Anglicus. p. 104.
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Those mentioned as chaplains
to the prince and king are Drs. Webb, Hanmer, Mawe,
Theodore Price, Owen and Isaac Bargrave.

s PRO. LC2/5. p. 36. 1619. List
of chaplains to the king and queen; PRO. LC2/6. p. 41.
1625. List of the king's chaplains. James had 69.;
Thomas Birch, ed., Court and Times of James I.;
Illustrated by Authentic and Confidential Letters, From
Various Public and Private Collections. 2 Vols. (New
York,1973). Vol. II. p. 265. July 1621. Christ College.
Joseph Mede - Sir Martin Stuteville.
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preferment when he became king. What is surprising, though, is the assertion by John
Hacket in Scrinia Reserata that " the Prince since the time that by his patent he was
styled Prince of Wales, had claimed the bishoprics of that principality for his own
chaplains...". # This short extract has doubtless been noticed many times by countless
scholars, but like Charles's actions as prince, nobody seems to have given it much
serious consideration. Yet if Hacket's assertion is correct it has important
consequences for our understanding of Charles' ecclesiastical patronage; for not only
does it demonstrate that his interest in promoting his chaplains was established at a
very early point, but also potentially associates him to William Laud, who in being
promoted to St. David's in November 1621 would clearly already have had some kind
of connection to Charles.

The post of Prince of Wales had been revived in 1301 when Edward I made his
eldest son Prince of Wales and granted him the lands of the Principality, and from the
case of the Black Prince (whose long duration as Prince of Wales from 1336-1376
was the first of any length, and therefore set many of the standard procedures for the
future), St. David's apart it appears that in accordance with Hacket's assertion the
Prince of Wales did, in theory at least, enjoy a right of patronage to the bishoprics
within his principality, but it remains to be seen whether these rights had lasted intact.
* Henry, perhaps due to the fact that no Welsh bishoprics became vacant between his

appointment as Prince of Wales and his death in 1612, does not seem to have lain

29

I. p. 207.

30 D. L. Evans, ' Some Notes on
the History of the Principality of Wales in the Time of
the Black Prince (1343-1376). ', pp. 25-110, in
Transactions of the Honourable Society of Cymmrodorion.
1925-26. (London,1927) pp. 28-9, 94-5.; Geoffrey
Barraclough, ' The Earldom and County Palatine of
Chester ', pp. 23-59., in Transactions of the Historic
Society of Lancashire and Cheshire. Vol. CIII. 1951.
(Liverpool,1952). p. 41.; Calendar of Close Rolls,
1354-60. 14 vols. (London,1896-1913). Vol. X. p. 382.;
Any such rights enjoyed by Charles would have come after
his creation as Prince of Wales on the 4 November 1616.
Thomas Rymer, Foedera. 10 Vols. (Hague,1737-1745). Vol.
VIII. Pt. II. p. 216.

Hacket, Scrinia Reserata, Pt.
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claim to any right of presentation, and curiously there is no mention of any such right
in Thomas Birch's usually thorough biography of him, so any proof must come in
relation to Charles.

The first test as to the truth of Hacket's assertion is the information contained in the
Signet Office records, which give information on the position granted, who received
it, and by whom it was signified and procured. Most of the Welsh bishoprics at this
time appear to have been procured by Buckingham or his servant John Packer, which
whilst adding further credence to the idea that he was a general run-about for the king
and prince, gives little indication of who it was that enjoyed the right of presentation.
' There is one exception, though, being that of the presentation of Dr. John Hanmer
as Bishop of St. Asaph in January 1624, who as a chaplain to both the prince and
king, can be used to uphold Hacket's assertion. This bishopric became vacant on the
death of Richard Parry on 26 September 1623, at much about the same time as
Charles and Buckingham retumed from Spain. The Lord Keeper, Bishop John
Williams, was evidently pressing the case of his countryman Dr Theodore Price
through the means of the Duke of Buckingham, whilst Charles, in whose gift the
bishopric actually was, had decided upon Dr. John Hanmer. ¥ Nevertheless, there
was evidently some dispute over the means of presentation, for on 22 of November

1623 Secretary Conway wrote to Attorney General Coventry that " a commission is

i eg. PRO. S03/7. 21 August

1621. Conge d'elire and letters recommendatory to the
precentor and chapter of St. David's to be bishop there.
Procured. Mr John Packer.; Ibid. November 1621. His
majesty's royal assent for Doctor Laud late Dean of
Gloucester to be Bishop of St. David's. Procured Mr.

John Packer.

2 Sir Maurice Powicke., ed.

Handbook of British Chronoloqy, (Lon,1961), p. 278.;
Hacket, Scrinia Reserata. Pt. I. p. 206.; PRO.
SP14/153/39. 11 October 1623. Royston. Secretary Conway
- Lord Keeper Williams.; That the bishopric was
undoubtedly in the hands of the prince appears from PRO.
SP14/156/10. December 1623, which regarding queries over
the presentation, the title states " ...the bishopric of
St. Asaph being in the prince's gift...his Highness
bestows it upon Dr. Hanmer...". The cause of the dispute
evidently lay elsewhere.
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to be drawn out of the two Lord Chief Justices, Justice Jones, and the Attormney and
Solicitor General, to settle the points in question about the bishopric of St. Asaph ", **
The important point here is in discovering why it was that a presentation to St.
Asaph should have become a point of dispute when both Llandaff and St. David's had
earlier been filled apparently without dispute. Llandaff had became the first vacancy in
Charles's gift when Francis Godwin had been translated to Hereford on 14 November
1617 due to the death of Robert Bennet. * Here a conge d'elire to the Archdeacon
and Chapter of Llandaff was issued in the ordinary way, and on 28 November 1617
Dr. George Carleton, chaplain to the prince, wrote to Sir Dudley Carleton how that
he was " appointed by the King and Prince to the See of Llandaff "; with the
appointment of Laud to the See of David's (potentially the most likely place for any
dispute over jurisdiction between prince and king) in 1621 passing with similar ease.

» With the problem clearly having nothing to do with a reluctance on the part of

3 PRO. SP14/154/66. 22 November
1623. Secretary Conway - Attorney General Coventry.

¢ CSPD, 1611-1618. p. 497. 14
November 1617. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.

» PRO. SO3/6. November 1617.

Conge d'elire to the Archdeacon and Chapter of Llandaff.
Procured Secretary Lake.; CSPD, 1611-1618. p. 499. 28
November 1617. Dr. George Carleton - Sir Dudley
Carleton.; Charles appears to have enjoyed a similar
joint right of presentation to St. David's. As in 1621
Dr. Owen Gwynn, Master of St. John's College, Cambridge,
had " by the prince's means, been offered the Bishopric
of St. David's...", who was to be replaced by Richard
Sennhouse, one of Charles's chaplains. However, Charles
was also pressing (perhaps on behalf of his mentor,
Lancelot Andrewes) for the appointment of Laud as Dean
of Westminster, and when this was undermined by John
Willams's refusal to cede it upon his appointment as
lord keeper, he attempted to obstruct his appointment,
something which prompted Williams to put pressure upon
his kinsman (Wynn) and suggest that Laud should be
appointed bishop in his place, the desire of him and
Buckingham to smooth the way for the prince explaining
why they were so anxious to press Laud's case with
James. Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 382. 9
June 1621. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.;
Ibid., p. 392. 28 July 1621. Same - Same.; Court and
Times of James I. Vol. II. p. 263. 23 June 1621. Joseph
Mead - Sir Martin Stuteville.; Ibid., p. 263. 30 June
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James in allowing his son to appoint his own bishops, an explanation must be sought
elsewhere. This appointment to St. Asaph was to be the last before Charles became
king, and came three years after the last potential appointment in 1621, when Laud
was appointed to St. David's. The relative lateness of this grant may be a clue as to
why St. Asaph should have become the first dispute over a presentation to a Welsh
bishopric; for it at least seems likely that where Charles had before been willing to see
his men advanced jointly with the king under his name and seal, advancing age and
confidence may have led him to press his case for independence. That the dispute was
indeed due not to who named the bishop but the manner of presentation becomes
clear through a note contained in the State Papers and written in relation to the
commission investigating the problem in December 1623, which is headed " queries
as to whether certain rights relating to the bishopric of St. Asaph belong to the king
or to the prince, in whose gift it now is ". * Under this heading it goes on to detail the
nature of the problems to be resolved, which being such questions as who should
send the conge d'elire, order the consecration or receive the new bishop's homage,
clearly indicate that the problem was not primarily over selection but the wider issue
of political power and influence. ¥ Although there is no surviving copy of the final
judgement, a letter from the commission dated 31 December 1623, in which they
relate how that they have " prepared instruments to be passed by himself, the Prince,
and the Dean and Chapter of St. Asaph, for the grant of the bishopric to Dr. Hanmer
" indicates that the problem was again solved through the sharing of power. *
From this it is clear that Charles did indeed enjoy a right of presentation to St. Asaph,
and probably the other bishoprics within the Principality of Wales, too, but never

1621. Same - Same.; --Ballinger, ed., Calendar of Wynn

Papers.- p. 150. Greenwich. Sir Richard Wynn - Sir John
Wynn.; John Hacket, Scrinia Reserata. Pt. I. pp. 63-4,

206.

3 PRO. SP14/156/10. Undated.
December 1623.

7 Ibid.

38 PRO. SP14/156/11. Lord Chief

Justices, Justice Jones, and the Attorney and Solicitor
General - James I. 31 Dec. 1623. Serjeants' Inn, Fleet

Street.
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under his own seal. This helps to explain his apparent lack of patronage, for while he

did indeed possess a seal of his own, for the security of the grant and in the interest of
the power of the king it was always made under the Great Seal rather than the

prince's, thereby concealing the influence which he undoubtedly possessed.

From these examples Charles clearly enjoyed influence over appointments within
the Principality of Wales, as well as indicating a wider interest in the direction of the
Church in relation to the Deanery of Westminster. Whilst he was unsuccessful in this
case there are indications that he was active in other areas outside the principality,
with particular evidence being available for the See of Carlisle. It was to this bishopric
that Richard Milbourne was translated in 1621, thereby leaving the See of St. David's
vacant for Laud *, whilst on Milbourne's death in 1624 Charles obtained Carlisle for
another of his chaplains, Richard Sennhouse, in this case procuring the conge d'eslire
in person. ** As well as this, in 1616 Dr. George Carleton had written to Sir Dudley
Carleton that the prince would have obtained him the bishopric of Carlisle, but that
the king had been so importuned, possibly by Buckingham, that he otherwise

» The See of Carlisle became
vacant by the death of Robert Snowden in June 1621. By
the 9 June 1621 it was being reported that it would go
to Milbourne. Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p.
379. 2 June 1621. London. Jdohn Chamberlain - Sir Dudley
Carleton. Ibid., p. 382. 9 June 1621. London. Same -
Same. It was officially granted to Milbourne by a conge
d'elire and letters recommendatory dated July 1621,
procured by John Packer, and passed the seal at
Westminster on the 14 July 1621. The royal assent was
drawn up by Secretary Calvert, and passed the seal on 11
September.; PRO. SO3/7. July 1621.; Ibid., September.;
Rymer, Foedera. Vol. VII. Pt. III. pp. 200, 212.

i By the beginning of July 1624
it was widely known that the Bishop of Carlisle was
dead. Court and Times of James I. Vol. II. p. 465. 1
July 1624. London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley
Carleton. Sennhouse's conge d'elire had been drawn up in
June 1624 and procured by the prince himself, passing
the seal at Westminster on the 13 of June 1624. PRO.
S03/8. June 1624 and Rymer, Foedera. Vol. VII. Pt. IV.

p. 141.
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disposed of it, and one " Snowden an obscure fellow come in at the window and shut
him out ". *' Being a chaplain to Charles, though, Carleton did not have to wait long
for further preferment, and in November 1617 was appointed through his means as
Bishop of Llandaff upon the removal of Francis Godwin to the See of Hereford, and
in another demonstration of Charles's growing influence, little over a month later was
named as a possible candidate for the vacant See of Oxford. * This appointment is
revealing in that it demonstrates the struggle which even Charles faced in the
unstructured court of James I.; for whilst Charles " was willing to stop all the causes
of others to make the way for me, professing that he had a disposition to prefer me ",
the pressure for preferments was so great that Carleton had to be happy with the
prince's influence " such as he can, for the great bishoprics are not so given..."; and
even here, in his own sphere of influence of Wales, he was not unchallenged, with
Carleton reporting how that " some of the King's chaplains have been suitors for it ".

# Yet whilst Charles could clearly hold his own in patronage matters, it may

4 Carleton was linked to the

bishopric of Carlisle soon after it became vacant by
death in July 1616. By late October it was clear that
although the prince had tried to obtain it for him,
competition had been fierce and it went to another.
-CSPD, 1611-1618. p. 399. 24 October 1616. The Prince's
Court. Dr. George Carleton - Sir Dudley Carleton, and
Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 29. 26 October
1616. London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley --Carleton.
The Signet Office docket for the royal assent had been
procured by the Lord Villiers.

“ By mid-November 1617 it had
been decided to translate Francis Godwin from Llandaff
to the See of Hereford, which was vacant by the death of
Robert -Bennet, and replace him by George Carleton. This
was made official towards the end of the month, with the
conge d'elire and letters recommendatory being drawn up
and procured by Secretary Lake and passing the seal at
Westminster on 27 of November 1617. His royal assent
passed the seal on 26 of February 1618.; Letters of John
Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 118. 14 November 1617. London.
John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.; Ibid., p. 166.
29th April 1618. London. Same - Same. PRO. S03/6.
November 1617.; Rymer, Foedera. Vol. VII. Pt. III. pp.
34, 51.

4 PRO. SP14/154. 28 November
1617. Dr. George Carleton - Sir Dudley Carleton.
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nevertheless in part have been as a consequence of such competition restricting his
influence that he was to so jealously preserve his rights of ecclesiastical presentation
as king

As well as having an apparent interest in the bishopric of Carlisle, which may not
have held the same attraction as some of the larger sees Charles also succeeded in
getting a chaplain of his, Dr. Winiff, appointed Dean of Gloucester in September
1624, a position which Laud had held before his appointment to St. David's. *
Whether these are mere coincidences or actual spheres of influence for the prince
cannot be definitively answered in every case, but it is nevertheless clear that by the
1620s Charles possessed a much greater role and degree of influence than has
previously been ascribed to him, as his very position and growing maturity allowed
once he began to take an interest in his rights. That he had developed such an interest
can be seen in relation to the Lent sermons, where (in marked contrast to his father)
his attendance in 1617, 1620 and again in 1622 indicate that it was by now a regular
occurance, and was something which must have both increased his knowledge of
prominent churchmen and brought him into play as an important patron. * This
increased influence on the part of Charles must in part affect our interpretation of
Buckingham. Buckingham still had a part to play, but whilst it was him or his agent,
John Packer, who procured most of the Welsh bishoprics at this time, it seems that
this was an administrative task after the decision had been made rather than one of
influence, and that his true role can be seen in such cases as when George Mountain,

Bishop of London, wrote to him in 1623 in order " to recommend my humble service

“ CSPD,1623-1625. p. 344. 28
September 1624. Grant to Dr. Winiff, the prince's
chaplain, of the Deanery of Gloucester.

% CSPD,1611-1618. p. 464. 9 May
1617. George Garrard - Sir Dudley Carleton.; Letters of
John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 299. 1 April 1620. London.
John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.; Ibid., pp.
425-427. 9 March 1622. London. Same - Same.; Ibid., p.
432. 13 April 1622. London. Same - Same.; Court and
Times of James I. Vol. II. p. 304. 12 April 1622.
London. To the Rev. Joseph Mead.; Peter McCullough,
Sermons at Court. (Cambridge,1998). p. 131.

22




and my best devotions to his gracious Highness ". * It was clearly this ability to
introduce people to the prince rather than direct influence over him which was most
important to Buckingham even at this early stage.

On the evidence of his appointments to Welsh bishoprics and other livings in which
he could wield influence, Charles evidently took a particular interest in ecclesisatical
affairs as Prince of Wales, and this interest was continued upon his accession to the
throne, where one of the first things he was reported to have done was to settle his
chaplains. ¥ Charles had attended his father's sermons as well as his own, where
having " ...observed the multitudiousness of his father's chaplains, and the disorder of
their waitings...puts him on a resolution of reducing them to a lesser number, and
limiting them to a more certain time of attendance than before they were ". # The
large number of James's chaplains in ordinary are already known from the precedent
of his funeral, and whilst there is no comparable list for Charles's chaplains as king at
this point in time, an indication of the scale of the reduction is given in a letter of Sir
Roger Mostyn, who reports late in April that of " ...all the late king's chaplains, which
were fourscore in number, he hath kept but 48, whereunto he hath added eight of his
own chaplains ". * The number of chaplains which Mostyn reports seems about right
when compared with later sources, as does the assertion that they were reduced to a
more regular order of attendance, as this would account for the four chaplains in

ordinary which appear to have attended each month. ® But where Mostyn only

0 BL., Stowe. 743. f.41. 30th
March 1623. London. George Mountain, Bishop of London -
Duke of Buckingham. -

47 Hacket, Scrinia Reserata. Pt.
IT. p. 3

48 Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus.
p- 132.

“ PRO. LC2/6. pp. 40-41. 1625.

Precedent of the Funeral of James I.; NLW. Wynn of
Gwydir 1336. 29 April 1625. Sir Roger Mostyn - Sir John
Wynn

50 The Lord Chamberlain's
warrant books for 1628-1634 and 1634-1641, PRO. LC5/134
and PRO. LC5/132 confirm this, as does PRO LC3/1, which
gives a list of chaplains and their months of waiting
for 1641.
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mentions the new chaplains as consisting of James's old chaplains and eight which
were already in Charles's service, it is clear that others in neither of these two groups
were also added at this point. For example, when Charles first set about establishing
his household Lord Keeper Williams had recommended a number " of his own family
to be preferred; but it was past over without answer: only his domestic chaplain was
taken in ordinary service, for whom he made no suit ". * This not only indicates that
Charles already possessed a knowledge of ecclesiastics wide enough to include those
who had neither been in his or James's service, but also demonstrates how he was
constantly, if silently, observing people and summing up their worth before personally
deciding to appoint them, at once reducing the direct influence of courtiers and
increasing his own. This meant that Charles promoted people by worth and not their
patron, and is demonstrated in his appointment of a chaplain of John Williams as his
own despite already viewing the lord keeper with a degree of suspicion; and is
confirmed in that he was at this point also involved in a dispute with the Earl of
Bristol, yet having heard his personal chaplain, Accepted Frewen, preach before him
whilst in Spain, nevertheless appointed him his own chaplain, * putting him in the list
with his own hand ".

All this interest might have been explained by zeal consequent upon recently coming
into power; but with the country also preparing for war at this time, it could only
have been part of a deliberate policy, and rather than being a passing fad, order and
regularity became key-notes in Charles's reign. He made sure not only that his
chaplains were well ordered, but used his personal control to ensure they became the
single most important element in his ecclesiastical policy. The importance of the
chaplaincy and the king's interest in it is clearly demonstrated in Viscount
Wentworth's attempts to gain a prebendary of York for his personal chaplain, Mr
Watts, which was to become vacant on the promotion of John Bramhall to the

Bishopric of Derry in the summer of 1634. ® Wentworth had evidently held out
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The Bishopric of Derry was
void by the death of George Downham. Laud had evidently
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hopes that through Laud's influence he would be able to secure this relatively minor
post, but when Laud replied on 23 June 1634 he explained how that the king had
given it to Dr. Richard Marsh, " one that himself took liking to when he preached
before him at Worksop, in his journey to Scotland ", and that in Watts's case " it
would have been vain, for the king will think of no stranger as long as he hath choice
of men known to him by services done ".* Later he added that " it is impossible for
me to help him [Watts] or any other man forward in the Church unless he can get to
come into the Court service, and be the king's [chaplain] in ordinary. For that rule the
King hath set to himself - he will prefer no stranger as long as he hath fit men of his
own, that are in some measure known unto him...". * Of course, this may merely
have been a defence by Laud against suitors; but he enjoyed fairly close relations with
Wentworth, and it is therefore unlikely that he would have deliberately turned him
down. At the same time he offered a rationale for the king's policy which he himself
supported and seemed to expect Wentworth to do the same, explaining that " the time
in Court for preferring noblemen's chaplains, and letting the king's, which bear the
brunt and the charge of the service stand by, is past, and I hope shall never return
again; for besides all other inconveniences, the men so preferred are more at their old
lords' service (as the means of their promotion) than at the king's that gives it...". *
Such a policy on the part of Charles ties in well with his wishes to increase

accountability and dependence upon himself, and further investigation has revealed a

pressed Charles for the appointment of -Bramhall. Works
of William Laud. Vol. VII. p. 375. 14 May 1634. Lambeth.
Archbishop Laud - Lord Deputy --Wentworth.
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5 Works of William Laud. Vol.
VII. p. 102. 12 January 1635. Archbishop Laud - Lord
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own chaplains in ordinary coming so thick upon him for
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Crown...". Ibid., Vol. 6. Pt. II. p. 550. 29 December
1638.
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firm tendency in Charles not only to personally select his chaplains, but to select them
above all others in relation to appointments to bishoprics and deaneries. This
arrangement potentially restricted the ability of all patrons - both lay and clerical - to

intervene directly in shaping the direction of the Church; but all would depend upon
how Charles's chaplains were appointed, as if it was possible to wield influence in the
appointment of chaplains then Charles's decision-making over other preferments
would also be similarly controlled. It is therefore of paramount importance to

understand the procedure for their appointment and who maintained control.

As members of the royal household, chaplains came under the jurisdiction of the
lord chamberlain, and were in theory appointed by him; for as the Earl of Pembroke
and Montgomery himself asserted in 1639, it was his " duty to provide " chaplains. %’
Potentially, therefore, the lord chamberlain was in a very influential position, but only
potentially, for all would depend upon his attitude to the post and his freedom of
action. On first appearances it appears that Montgomery did not press his rights
particularly hard, for when the king was to go out on progress in 1634 chaplains had
to be appointed in the areas he was pass through. Rather than naming candidates
himself we find him writing, for example, to the Bishop of Lincoln: " which places
being all within your lordship's diocese I have thought fit to acquaint your lordship
with and to desire you to take order for a supply of the sermons which are to be
preached before his Majesty ", the height of his pressure merely being in mentioning
that " if my Lord of Rutland or my Lord of Stanford in whose houses the king lies
desire to recommend their own chaplains and that your Lordship shall approve them
it may be a fit respect to prefer them before any other ". * In reality, though, the role
which the Chamberlain could play was very much restricted by factors outside his
control; for his influence was great in theory but very much restricted in practice, as

of the 28 chaplains in ordinary who were apppointed during his period as lord

7 PRO. LC5/134. p. 368. ; John
Bickersteth and Robert W. Dunning, Clerks of the Closet
in the Royal Household. Five Hundred Years of Service to
the Crown. (Stroud,1991). p. 91.

38 PRO. LC5/134. 24 May 1634.
Whitehall. Earl of Pembroke and Montgomery - Bishop of
Lincoln.

26



chamberlain, in only two cases is it possible to assert with any degree of certainty that
he was responsible for their appointment, this being in that of John Cosin in 1636, on
whose behalf he had been moved by Richard Neile, and Thomas Lawrence, his own
household chaplain, in 1633. *

In being involved in just two cases during the period 1628 to 1640 Montgomery
was clearly not the driving force in the appointment of chaplains, and that the system
depended upon the personal selection of the king rather than the chamberlain can be
inferred from such examples as Robert Skinner, who being appointed to wait in
December in the absence of Dr. Dee, was shortly after coming into contact with the
king appointed a chaplain in ordinary; and was afterwards promoted to the bishopric
of Brstol. ® Charles's actions are more clearly discerned in relation to Thomas
Winiff. Winiff had been one of Charles's chaplains when he had been Prince of Wales,
although interestingly he had not been made in ordinary when he became king in
1625. There is no clear reason as to why this should have been the case, for given the
fact that England was at this time at war with Spain, Charles was unlikely to have
held Winiff's well-publicised sermon of 1622, in which he " compare[d] Spinola to the

5 Works of William Laud. Vol.

IV. p. 295.; PRO. LC5/134. 16 April 1636. Warrant to
swear John Cosin a chaplain in ordinary.; PRO. LC5/132.
28 February 1633. Warrant to swear Thomas Lawrence a
chaplain in ordinary.; That both --Cosin and Lawrence
were high-churchmen perhaps indicates that Montgomery
had to alter his principles to secure appointments.
Proceedings in Parliament, 1628., ed. M.F. Keeler et al.
6 vols. (New --Haven,1977-83). Vol. II. p. 86. 24 March
1628; BL. Harleian 390. f. 370. 29 March 1628. Christ
College, Cambridge. Joseph Mead - Sir Martin
Stuteville.; Nicholas Tyacke, Anti-Calvinists. The Rise
of English Arminianism. c. 1590-1640. (Oxford,1987). p.
83.

60 PRO. LC5/132. 31 October
1629. Letter to Robert Skinner to wait in December in
the place of Dr. Dee.; PRO. LC5/132. 15 January 1630.
Warrant to swear Robert Skinner a chaplain in ordinary;
PRO. S03/11. June 1636. Conge d'elire and letters
recommendatory for Robert Skinner to be Bishop of
Bristol. By order of the Archbishop of Canterbury.
Procured Secretary -Windebank. Issued 18 July 1636. Le
Neve, Fasti...Bristol. p. 10.
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Devil ", against him. ¢ It is far more likely that the reason for his failure to be
continued in ordinary was a combination of the competition for places at this time,
given the large numbers of chaplains which James possessed, together with the fact
that he had recently been promoted by the prince to the deanery of Gloucester, and
had thereby already been recently rewarded. “ By 1628 the necessity of pleasing all
who had been servants to his father had passed, and when Richard Corbett was
promoted to the bishopric of Oxford in September 1628, thereby creating a vacancy
in ordinary, his place was filled by Winiff, who was sworn in ordinary at the beginning
of January. ® Given his previous connections to the prince it would also appear that
Charles was the principal figure behind his re-appointment.

A further expression of the king's influence is evident in the case of Richard Marsh.
Marsh had first been noticed by the king when he had preached before him at
Worksop whilst on his journey to Scotland in 1633. # Charles evidently took an
immediate liking to Marsh, and hearing him preach again at Nottingham whilst on

6l Letters of John Chamberlain.
Vol. II. p. 432. 13 April 1622. London. John Chamberlain
- Sir Dudley Carleton.

62 PRO. S0O3/8. August 1624. The
Deanery of Gloucester granted to Thomas Winiff... one of
the chaplains to the prince. Subscribed by order from
Mr. Secretary Conway, and by him procured.
CSPD,1623-1625. p. 344. 28 September 1624. Grant to Dr.
Winniff, the prince's chaplain, of the deanery of
Gloucester. Le.Neve. Fasti...Gloucester. p. 45. 2
October 1624. Thomas Winiff presented by king. [ie by
letters patent under king's seal].

e PRO. S03/9. August 1628.
Conge d'elire and letters recommendatory to the Dean and
Chapter of Christ Church, Oxford. to elect Richard
Corbett. Passed the seal at Westminster on the 20
September 1628. Rymer, Foedera. Vol. VIII. Pt. II. p.
280.; PRO. LC5/132. 9 July 1628. A letter to Dr. Winniff
to wait in the month of January...; Ibid. 15 July 1628.
A letter to Dr. Winniff, Dean of Gloucester, to wait in
the month of March...; Ibid. 3 Jan 1629. A warrant to
swear Mr. Dr. Winniff, Dean of Gloucester, a chaplain in
ordinary.

o Works of William Laud. Vol.
VII. p. 79. 23 June 1634. Archbishop Laud - Lord Deputy
Wentworth.
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progress there in 1634, when a vacancy in ordinary service appeared in September
1635 he was immediately appointed to it.  In both these cases Marsh had by-passed
the normal normal paths of promotion; and although it is not clear who it was that
actually gave him the chance to preach before the king, that it was his interest which
brought his appointment is self-evident from the record which was made of his
appearances of him, and is confirmed by the fact that at the time he was appointed
chaplain the chamberlain was away from the Court at Lyndhurst, with the warrant
having to be sent to him there. % In this case at least Montgomery knew nothing of
the promotion until after the decision to appoint had already been made, with his role
in the event being restricted to the formality of countersigning the warrant of
appointment.

However, whilst the king retained control of advancements in ordinary, this did not
signify that there was a complete lack of action on the part of patrons; what it did
mean, though, was that it was restricted to bringing clients into the orbit of the king
and if possible of getting him to notice them rather than being based upon direct
intervention, which meant that as with Montgomery they had to confront the
difficulties established by the personal preferences of the king. And apart from the
two appointments orchestrated by Montgomery himself, in only one other case is
there any evidence of a minister being involved in securing the appointment of a
chaplain in ordinary before he had regularly appeared before the king as an
extraordinary chaplain, this being in that of Christopher Potter, who had been

promoted by Lord Keeper Coventry. ¢

i PRO. LC5/134. 11 September
1635. A warrant to swear Richard Marsh a chaplain in
ordinary.

6 Ibid. 11 September 1635. A
warrant to swear Richard Marsh a chaplain in ordinary.
7 Despite earlier subscribing

to a more radical Calvinism, Potter was by 1630 a firm
supporter of the king's Proclamation for the Peace and
Quiet of the Church. Whilst Laud's assertion that "™ Lord
Keeper Coventry was his [Potter's] means " is confirmed
in that in the election of a new Chancellor of Oxford
after the death of Pembroke on 10 April 1630 he backed
neither the Pembroke's younger brother, Montgomery, nor
Bishop Laud, but Lord Keeper Coventry.; PRO. LC5/132. 13
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Therefore whilst there may have been a degree of influence on the part of courtiers
the proportion appointed by this means was not likely to have been high, for with
Charles believing that Crown patronage should be seen as coming directly from him
he preferred to act directly rather than through intermediaries. ® This was one means
by which Charles managed to gain a firm grip over the appointment of his chaplains in
ordinary, and was further shaped through his additional requirement that all
candidates should at least in part be already known to him, which when added to the
fact that he possessed a fixed idea of the type of person which he wanted to promote
severely restricted the freedom of action of such patrons as the Earl of Montgomery
and Lord Keeper Coventry in the choice of cleric they could prefer, the king's
influence thereby in a sense acting as a filter on all ecclesiastical appointments.
Despite this evidence that it was the king who was the principal influence upon who
was appointed chaplain in ordinary, and that a few officers had been able to take
advantage of this, all blame at the time was laid upon William Laud, who at his trial in
1644 was accused by the lord chamberlain's secretary, Michael Oldisworth, of having
taken upon himself the appointment of chaplain, and of undermining the traditional

January 1632. A warrant to swear Dr. Christopher Potter
a chaplain in ordinary in the place of Dr. Daniel Price,
Dean of Hereford, deceased.; -Works of William Laud.
Vol. IV. p. 295.; Ibid., Vol. III. Diary. p. 211. 10
April 1630.; Tyacke, Anti-Calvinists. p. 79.; Coventry
may also have been responsible for the appointment of
Gilbert Sheldon, who had been his personal chaplain,
although there is no additional evidence for this. PRO.
LC5/134. 10 April 1636. Warrant to swear Dr. Sheldon as
a chaplain in ordinary. DNB, sub Gilbert Sheldon.
Sheldon was one of the chaplains who Charles requested
whilst awaiting trial in 1647. BL. Egerton 2618. 27
November 1647. Isle of Wight. Charles Rex - General

Thomas --Fairfax.
68

Hence it was only in August
1639 when Charles wished to bolster his support, and
amid rumours of his imminent return that Wentworth at
last managed to secure Watts's appointment as a chaplain
in.; PRO. LC5/134. 28 February 1639. Warrant to swear
Dr. William Watts a chaplain in ordinary upon the death
of Dr. Micklethwaite.; HMC, Third Report. (1872). Vol.
III. p. 77. 21 August 1639. Earl of Northumberland -
Earl of Leicester.
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rights of the chamberlain, thereby grasping this important hub of Church patronage.
In this his principal charge related to the change in the type of warrant sent to the
chamberlain in relation to the appointment of chaplains, arguing that these were now
in form " to will and require " , rather than a recommendation as had previously been
the case, and he asserted that this alteration had been made without consulting the
king. Rather than Laud, given his concern for power and the large part which he
played in their appointment, it seems much more likely to have been Charles himself
who ordered this alteration; and underlining the king's personal involvement, Laud
replied, " tis hard to deny the king to hear men preach before they be swom his
chaplains.. if his Majesty desire it, since it argues a great care in the King ". ® And he
noted approvingly the idea that " none might be put about him [the King] in that
service but such as himself should approve of ". ™ But whilst Laud clearly supported
the king's initiative in taking patronage back into his own hands, this does not signify
that he was responsible for it. Being in the early stages of the Civil War, and a time of
great danger, many were reticent about their true part concerning appointments, and
given popular perceptions Laud was an ideal scapegoat, caught between saving
himself and protecting the king. As whilst Laud does not actually assert that it was
the king who altered the form of warrants, it was clearly him who had the taken the
initiative in the alteration, and the very fact that he did not name who was responsible
may in itself be revealing given the firm support which he otherwise gave to the plan.
Although it is impossible to be absolutely certain in every case, it seems reasonably
clear that the decision to appoint chaplains in ordinary had in effect been transferred
into the hands of the king whilst in theory remaining in the gift of the chamberlain.
There was, however, a second layer of patronage, being that of the appointment of
chaplains extraordinary, who were to be in reserve in case of requirement. At first
sight the case here could not appear more different, both in their numbers and in the
diversity of patrons involved. There were some 72 vacancies here as opposed to 27 in

ordinary; and whilst there is no indication of the chamberlain having any real influence

6 Works of William Laud. Vol.
IV. p. 295.
70

Ibid., p. 295.
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over appointments in ordinary, in relation to the chaplains extraordinary he was able
to advance clerics on behalf of such figures as the Earls of Holland and Dorset, and
the Countesses of Denbigh and Essex, as well as for himself. ! The importance of
this is marred somewhat, however, due to the fact that the position was of very little

importance in itself in anything but name, and that none of those appointed for these
figures entered ordinary service, which perhaps indicates why it was that Charles
allowed him this freedom.

The importance of this patronage to the chamberlain lay not so much in the office
itself but in the fact that it was potentially a step to higher things through offering a
means of gaining a preaching slot before the king, the chamberlain in theory being
able to implement a second level of patronage through his right and duty to supply
alternatives if a chaplain in ordinary was ill or unable to attend. These were only
potential powers, though, for they were limited in their value though the king's
retention of the decision to appoint them in ordinary and his propensity to go over the
chamberlain's head. This is clearly demonstrated through following the cases of a
number of people appointed as extraordinary chaplains.

John Dowle had been appointed a chaplain in extraordinary on 14 January 1630 on
behalf of one of Montgomery's Welsh relations, but he was still a chaplain
extraordinary in 1641, as was Harrington Butler, appointed by Montgomery on 17
May 1630, neither of whom had ever preached before the king. Another, John Elby,
who had been sworn a chaplain extraordinary on 2 September 1629, was more lucky,
for when in April 1636 two vacancies of chaplains in ordinary occurred through a
death and a preferment, and with Montgomery having " had so good experience of
your sufficiency and full abilities ", he wrote to him to fill the vacancy. ? However,
despite the support of Montgomery, as well as actually having preached before the
king, it is clear that Elby did not enter ordinary service, again in 1641 still being

7 This is derived

from the Lord Chamberlain's warrant books: PRO. LC5/134.
and PRO. LC5/132.

7

Ibid., 2 September
1629. Warrant to swear Mr Elby a chaplain extraordinary.
PRO. LC5/134. 15 April 1636. Copy of a letter from the
Earl of Montgomery - Mr Elby.
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recorded as a chaplain extraordinary. ” The cases of those advanced by the king,
though, could not be more different. Walter Raleigh and Gnffin Higgs both had royal
connections through their relations with Charles's sister, the Queen of Bohemia, and
both managed to enter ordinary service through his means. Raleigh had been
appointed as a chaplain in extraordinary on 29 March 1633, and being appointed to
serve in the room of Dr. Duppa, who had recently been appointed as tutor to the
Prince of Wales, had by June 1637 been appointed a chaplain in ordinary. ™ The case
of Griffin Higgs was similar, who being sworn as a chaplain extraordinary at the
king's command on 21 October 1638 was ordered at the same time to attend the
following January, and was appointed a chaplain in ordinary on 4 July 1639.  The
chief influence here would clearly seem to have been the royal one, and this is
confirmed in other examples where the king's involvement is more clearly expressed.
Thomas Howell was appointed as a chaplain extraordinary at the king's command on
30 September 1628 after he had heard him preach at Hampton Court, and by a letter
dated 15 January 1630 he was both ordered to attend in October and appointed a
chaplain in ordinary in the place of Dr. Primrose, deceased. ™ Yet another example is
William Paul, whose appointment as a chaplain extraordinary in November 1637 was
procured by Dr. Steward, the Clerk of the Closet, a sure indication of the involvement

of the king; and who was on 5 November 1639 sworn as a chaplain in ordinary and

? PRO. LC3/1. 1641. List of
chaplains, extraordinary.

" PRO. LC5/132. 29 March 1633.
Warrant to swear Raleigh as a chaplain extraordinary;
PRO. LC5/134. 30 March 1635. " Letter to Walter Raleigh
to wait in May in the room of Dr. Duppa...".; CSPD,1637.
p. 195. Petition to the king in which Raleigh is
mentioned as a chaplain in ordinary.

» PRO. LC5/134. 21 October 1638.
Order to swear Griffin Higgs as a chaplain
extraordinary; Ibid., 4 July 1639. Warrant to swear Dr.
Griffin Higgs, Dean of Lichfield, a chaplain in
ordinary.

7 PRO. LC5/132. 30 September 1628.
Warrant to swear Mr Howell a chaplain extraordinary;
Ibid., 15 January 1630. Warrant to swear Thomas Howell a
chaplain in ordinary. Ibid., 15 January 1630. Letter to
Dr. Howell to wait in October in the place of Dr.
Primrose.
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appointed to serve in that month in the place of Dr. Warburton. 7  Charles's

patronage in relation to his chaplains extraordinary is therefore remarkably similar to

that relating to those in ordinary service; for whilst here too the Earl of Montgomery

ought theoretically to have retained some degree of influence, with the king

continually going over his head in filling vacancies and in only appointing his own
candidates in ordinary it is clear that his role was being seriously undermined. The
important question is why was the king doing this ?

It could be argued that like James, Charles had a dislike of new faces, and that his
promotion of those whom he had taken a liking to and heard before represented
nothing more than this. That this was not the case, though, is shown in that the
make-up of his chaplains in ordinary was constantly changing; not only because of
deaths, but also due to the fact that believing a churchman should be resident in his
diocese, once appointed to a bishopric the incumbent had to surrender his place as
chaplain in ordinary. There is some difficulty in tracing the complete number of
vacancies in Charles's reign because of the fact that the lord chamberlain's warrant
books only begin in 1628, but of the 26 appointments recorded at least 24 of the
vacancies were caused by the promotion of chaplains to bishoprics.  Of the others,
only five were caused by death and one by removal. * In some cases the cause of the

vacancy is clearly given, as with that of Dr. John Sterne, who was appointed chaplain

7 PRO. LC5/134. 2 November 1637.
Warrant to swear Dr. William Paul a chaplain
extraordinary.

” From PRO. LC5/132 and PRO.
LC5/134. Lord Chamberlain's warrant books, 1628-1641.
» It is uncertain whether David

Dolben (appointed to Bangor November 1631), Dr John
Bancroft (appointed to Oxford May 1632), George Coke
(appointed to Bristol, November 1632), Augustine
Lindsell (appointed to Peterborough, December 1632), or
Edmund Griffith (appointed to Bangor, December 1633),
were chaplains in ordinary. If they were, then the
percentage is even greater. Those who died were:- Dr.
Sutton (October 1629), Dr. Raymond (January 1632), Dr.
Brooke (January 1632), Dr. Daniel Price (January 1632)
and Dr. Bates (March 1632). Dr. Warburton was removed by
the king's order in November 1639 for an undisclosed
reason. PRO. LC5/134. 6 November. Earl of Montgomery -

Dr. Warburton.
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in ordinary " upon the remove of Dr. Towers to be Bishop of Peterborough ". * In

other cases, though, this connection is more difficult to make, as it was common
practice when a vacancy arose to bring forward the time of waiting of a chaplain

already appointed in ordinary rather than appointing directly to a vacancy. This
occurred upon the promotion of Dr. Warner to the Bishopric of Rochester in

November 1637, whose replacement as chaplain in ordinary was Dr. James

Rowlandson; but perhaps because his month of waiting of January was already so
near, it was filled instead by Peter Heylin, whose month of August was then assigned
to Rowlandson, thereby giving him nearly a whole year to prepare for his attendance.
81 Despite these problems in reconstructing the exact chain of events behind each
appointment, with those Charles promoted to bishoprics being almost invariably from
amongst his chaplains in ordinary the broad trend that vacancies were caused by
promotions rather than deaths, together with the fact that their number were

constantly changing, is clear to see. So rather than Charles having surrounded himself
with a static group of like-minded ecclesiastics, his interest in and observation of his
chaplains before appointing them to bishoprics constituted a broad system of royal
scrutiny, which allowed him a degree of control akin to personal rule in a large

ecclesiastical system over which personal control was otherwise very difficult.

In this context, within the royal chapel itself there were a number of additional posts
which seemed to have formed a kind of fast-track or alternative route to higher
preferment - these being the almonership, the Clerk of the Closet and the Dean of the
Chapel Royal. All of thse included close contact with the king, which in allowing him
a means of further scrutinising candidates, established the degree of trust necessary
for him to appoint them to more influential positions more quickly than would
otherwise have been the case. George Mountain served as almoner from 1625 and

went on to become Archbishop of York, while his replacement in 1628, Francis

80 Ibid., 2 December 1638. Warrant to
swear Dr John Sterne a chaplain in ordinary.
8 Ibid., 3 November 1637. Letter to

Dr. Heylin to change his month of waiting to January.:;
Ibid., 12 November 1637. Warrant to swear Dr. James
Rowlandson a chaplain in ordinary.; Ibid., 30 October
1637. Letter to Dr Rowlandson to wait in May.
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White, was subsequently appointed to Norwich, a See which Laud later informed the
Queen of Bohemia Charles felt required " a man whom he might trust...". ¥ More
important, however, were the posts of Clerk of the Closet and Dean of the Chapel
Royal. Richard Neile had held the position of Clerk of the Closet since 1603 and
under Charles was appointed in quick succession Bishop of Winchester and
Archbishop of York, Laud had temporarily served as a stand-in for Neile as Clerk of
the Closet in 1625 and went on to become Dean of the Chapel Royal, Bishop of
London and Archbishop of Canterbury, whilst William Juxon served as Clerk of the
Closet, Dean of the Chapel and was subsequently appointed lord treasurer. ®
Matthew Wren followed a similar career pattern, being translated to the sees of
Norwich and Ely whilst serving as Clerk of the Closet and Dean of the Royal Chapel,
and in the words of Heylyn " questionless had mounted higher had the times been
favourable...". ¥ As a consequence of this where appointments to deaneries,
bishoprics and other such posts had before been accessible to other patrons, Charles's
personal selection of candidates ensured that personal or political influence on its own

was no longer sufficient as patronage took on a new form in which the principal

i Rymer, Foedera. Vol. VIII. Pt. I. p.
58. 19 May 1625. Power for George Mountain...the king's
almoner.; Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus. pp. 175, 226.;
PRO. SO3/9. July 1628. A grant of the place of his
majesty's chief almoner unto the Bishop of Carlisle...
By order and procured Bishop of Bath and Wells.;
CSPD,1635. p. 375. 11 September 1635. Croydon.
Archbishop Laud - Queen of Bohemia.

8 Bickersteth and Dunning, Clerks of the
Closet. pp. 18-19.; Works of William Laud. Vol. III.
Diary. p. 161. 17 April 1625.; Ibid., p. 196. 20
September 1626.; Ibid., p. 215. 10 July 1632.; Ibid., p.
218. 4 August 1633.; Rymer, Foedera. Vol. VII. p. 268.
Royal Assent for Laud's appointment as Bishop of
London.; PRO. LC5/132. 24 September 1633. Dr
Juxon...sworn Dean of the Royal Chapel.; Seddon, ed.,
Letters of John Holles. Vol. III. p. 482. 6 March 1636.
Earl of Clare - Lord Haughton.

5 PRO. LC5/132. 27 October 1633. Matthew
Wren sworn Clerk of the Closet.; PRO. LC5/134. 6 March
1636. Matthew Wren sworn Dean of the Chapel.; Heylyn,

Cyprianus Anglicus. p. 264.
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objective was that of achieving a preaching spot of some form or another before the
king.

Nowhere can the personal nature of Charles's promotions be seen more closely than
in relation to his appointments to deaneries, of which there were 33 during the period
1625 and 1640. Indicating the importance of this post as a halfway house to a
bishopric 19 were caused by the promotion of the previous incumbent (5 being
appointed to better deaneries, and 14 to bishoprics), and 14 by death, with 6 of those
who Charles appointed himself since coming to the throne being promoted to
bishoprics. Charles clearly took an interest in personally selecting his chaplains, and
that of the 33 changes of deaneries 27 involved chaplains in ordinary is firm evidence
that they, too, were shaped around his chaplains in ordinary; and through a correla-
tion between a vacancy occurring and the time of personal attendance upon the king
there is also evidence to suggest that even within this group decisions were shaped by
the king's personal involvement. That this should have been the case appears to have
been a combination of Charles's personal involvement in the selection procedure, his
notion that such grants should be rewards for service, and that they should be seen as
coming directly from him rather than through any intermediary.

In this the exceptions prove the rule, as in every case of those appointed who were
not chaplains in ordinary, especially where there is firm evidence of patron
intervention, the onus was upon the patron and client to make a case as to why they
should be rewarded by the Crown - for Charles evidently saw patronage more as a
reward for services rendered rather than an incentive for support in the future.

Isaac Bargrave (appointed Dean of Canterbury on 10 October 1625) had been one
of Charles's chaplains whilst prince, John Hassall (appointed Dean of Norwich 4 July
1628) and Griffin Higgs (appointed Dean of Lichfield on 22 October 1638) had
served served as a chaplains to Charles's sister, Elizabeth, Augustine Lindsell
(appointed Dean of Lichfield on 10 September 1628) and Thomas Comber (appointed
Dean of Carlisle on 28 August 1629) both had close connections with the Clerk of the
Closet, Richard Neile, and had therefore most probably already preached before the
king, whilst Griffith Williams (appointed Dean of Bangor in February 1634) would

also have been known to the king through his involvement in organising the waiting
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times and swearing in of chaplains as personal chaplain to the Earl of Montgomery. %
All these examples of non-chaplains appointed to deaneries clearly demonstrate the
fact that although preferments could indeed be sought through the intervention of
patrons, the actual appointment itself was made by the king and upon his own terms,
usually requiring not only some knowledge of the grantee but also a demonstration of
past service for which this would serve as a reward. But whilst these dual factors
were especially important in relation to the appointment of non-chaplains, of whom
Charles was less likely to have been aware, they are confirmed by the appointments
Charles made from amongst those that were;, for whilst as chaplains they would
clearly have been known to the king, therefore potentially making it easier for patrons
to intervene, he clearly preferred to depend upon his own judgment, with there being
relatively few cases involving patrons and often specific reasons explaining their
intervention.

William Peterson had been backed by the Earl of Carlisle in his translation from
Carlisle to Exeter (completed in July 1629), but had only recently retumed from

8 The main information for these and

subsequent appointments are from the Signet Office
docket books 1625-1638 (PRO. S03/8-11). Only any
additional sources are listed.; CSPD,1625-1626. p. 550.
10 October 1625. Grant to Dr. Bargrave of the Deanery of
Canterbury.; PRO. LC2/6. p. 41. 1625. List of Charles's
chaplains as prince.; DNB, sub Bargrave.;
CSPD,1627-1628. p. 486. Minute of a petition of the Rev.
Mr Hassall - Charles I.; Lindsell was Neile's chaplain.
Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus. p. 228.; Comber was close to
Lord Cottington and Matthew Wren (Charles's servants as
prince), who acted as an intermediary with Neile for
Richard Montagu. PRO. S03/10. September 1631. Mastership
of Trinity College, Cambridge, granted to Thomas Comber.
Upon signification of the king's pleasure by Lord
Cottington, and by him procured. It was unusual for
Cottington to involve himself directly in such grants.;
G. Ornsby, ed., The Correspondence of John Cosin, D.D.,
lord bishop of Durham, together with other papers
illustrative of his life and times. Surtees Society.
Vol. 52. (London,1868). p. 90. 19 May 1626. Richard
Montagu - John Cosin.; Ibid., p. 96. 28 June 1626. Same
- Same.; DNB, sub Griffith Williams.; BL. Harleian 7000.
f. 273. 25 June 1629. Winton House. Benjamin Laney - ?.;
For Williams's involvement in the appointment of
chaplains see PRO. LC5/132. 4 July 1628.
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serving him on his " extraordinary ambassage into Italy " and was waiting upon the

king as a chaplain in ordinary when it became vacant in February 1628, whilst Dr.
Brian Duppa, who was supported by the Earl of Dorset in his appointment as Dean of
Christ Church, Oxford (completed in October 1628), had only recently preached a
Lent Sermon before the king when the decision to promote the previous incumbent,
Matthew Corbet, to the Bishopric of Oxford had been made in early April 1628. *

86 For Peterson's connections with

Carlisle through Bishop Hall see Birch, Life of Henry.
pp. 71-2.; PRO. LC5/132. 25 March 1628. Whitehall. Earl
of Montgomery - Mr Robert Peterson.; Carlisle left
England April/May 1628 and returned in January 1629,
after which he was frequently with the king.; CSPD,1628-
-1629. p. 81. 20 April 1628. Exchange. Jochn Hope - 2.;
Ibid., p. 169. 19 June 1628. Lord Goring - Earl of
Carlisle.; BL. Harleian 7010. f. 115. 21 January 1629.
London. John Beaulieu - Thomas Puckering.; The conge
d'elire for Barnabas Potter (the Dean of Exeter’'s)
appointment as Bishop of Carlisle was issued in February
1629.; For Dorset's and Duppa see Works of William Laud.
Vol. IV. p. 292.; David L. Smith, ' Catholic, Anglican
or Puritan ? Edward Sackville, fourth Earl of Dorset and
the ambiguities of Religion in Early Stuart England ',
in TRHS. 6th Series. Vol. 2. p. 114.; PRO. LC5/132. f.
2. List of Lent Preachers, 1628.; Corbet resigned as a
chaplain in April, perhaps prompted by knowledge of his
promotion. Ibid., 28 April 1628. Whitehall. Earl of
Montgomery - Dr. Hampden.
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In these cases where patrons were involved in seeking office on the behalf of clients
timing was secondary only to the importance of the king actually having some
knowledge of them and a reason for rewarding them. But with Charles preferring to
retain patronage in his own hands such direct influence was rare, and in the vast
majority of cases there was no direct intervention by patrons, and here the timing of
vacancies and of appearing before the king as chaplain or Lent Preacher were the
essential factors, with there being many such examples which demonstrate this direct
influence on the part of the king. Thomas Winiff (appointed Dean of St. Pauls on 8
April 1631) had been waiting before the king for a whole month when news came
through of the death of the present incumbent Dr. John Donne at the end of March
1631, Christopher Potter (appointed Dean of Worcester on 31 December 1635) was
waiting before him when the decision to appoint Roger Mainwaring (the present
incumbent) Bishop of St. David's had been made in September 1635, Samuel Fell
(translated from Lichfield to Oxford in June 1638) had recently preached before him
during Lent and been waiting as chaplain when the decision to promote the present
dean (Dr. Duppa) appears to have been made in April, as had Dr. Henry King
(appointed Dean of Rochester in January 1639) in the light of the decision to translate
Walter Balcanquhall to Durham in early 1639. ¥

8 CSPD,1631-1633. p. 6. 8 April
1631. Charles I. - Bishop of London, President, and the
Chapter of St. Pauls.; PRO. LC5/132. 15 July 1628. Dr.
Winiff to wait in March...and yearly in that month.;
Winiff appeared as a Lent preacher on 5 April. Ibid., f.
3v. List of Lent Preachers, 1631.; Le Neve, Fasti...St.
Paul's. p. 28.; Le Neve, Fasti...Worcester. p. 111.;
Field's translation from St. David's to Hereford (and
therefore Mainwaring's and Potter's) had been planned
for September 1635, but was then held up until
December.; PRO. LC5/134. f. 5v. 1635. List of chaplains
that wait monthly. September, Dr. Christopher Potter.;
Ibid., f. 5. List of Lent Preachers, 1638. 23 February,
1638. Samuel Fell.; Ibid., f. 53. 14 February 1635. Dr.
Fell to change his month of waiting from June to April.;
PRO. C115/N4/8623. 14 March 1638. John Burroughs -
Viscount Scudamore.; Knowler, Strafford Letters. Vol.
II. Strand. George Garrard - Lord Deputy Wentworth.;
PRO. LC5/134. f. 5v. List of chaplains, 1635-1639.;
CSPD,1639. p. 164. 13 May 1639. Charles I. - President
and Chapter of Durham.
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Almost invariably selecting selecting his deans from amongst his own chaplains in
ordinary, and in those cases where he appointed non-chaplains clearly having some
prior knowledge of their character, Charles can be seen to have played a key role in
shaping these promotions. And whilst it is sometimes possible to discern the influence
of patrons, it must be remembered that whilst their interventions are highly visible in
comparison to those of the king, his influence was clearly much more important than
theirs, making it by no means certain that their backing was always as influential or as
important as is usually imagined, especially when in other cases the direct role of the
king is so clear to see. This, together with the nature of the evidence means that
whilst it is impossible to be completely certain in every case, it is nevertheless clear
that the king played a much more central role in the distribution of this aspect of
Church patronage than is usually held to be the case. However, it remains to be seen
whether this merely reflected a propensity in Charles to appoint those before him in
the shape of his chaplains or whether it actually reflected a real interest in shaping the
Church as a whole. This problem can be resolved through looking at his appointments
and translations of bishoprics.

In relation to the appointment of bishops Charles made his position clear the
moment he came to the throne, declaring " that neither money nor favour shall carry
away either a place of judicature, bishopric, or office in the kingdom ". ¥ Whilst this
was in great contrast to what had gone on under James 1. it was not the only change;
for as would be expected given their importance in the administration of the Church,
the care which Charles took in appointments to chaplains and deaneries is mirrored in
his selection of bishops, and is demonstrated in a letter of William Laud, who
informed Wentworth in 1635 how that it was now impossible to get any man
appointed a bishop " unless he can get to come into Court service, and be the king's
[chaplain] in ordinary. For that rule the king hath set to himself - he will prefer no
stranger as long as he hath fit men of his own that are in some measure known unto

him ". ¥ Whilst this could be dismissed as a mere excuse on the part of Laud, it in

% NLW. Wynn of Gwydir 1335. 29 April
1625. Owen Wynn - Sir John Wynn.
8 Works of William Laud. Vol. VII.

p. 102. 12 January 1635. Lambeth. Archbishop Laud - Lord
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fact appears to have been the case, for out of the fifty alterations to bishoprics during
the period 1625-1640 twenty three were appointments, of which eighteen went to
chaplains in ordinary. Charles therefore clearly kept as firm a grip on the appointment
of bishops as he did in other elements of Church patronage; but this was not the only
patronage involved in relation to this office, for on top of these appointments there
were twenty-five translations. All of these were caused by the death of a previous
incumbent, for it appears that Charles did not enter into translations without cause,
perhaps as a consequence of the fact that in September 1616 it had been the opinion
of the king's advocate, F. Rives, that it was " against the power of the king to
translate bishops for other sees, without the consent of the parties ". ** But whilst
Charles may have had a de-facto rule only to appoint his own chaplains in ordinary to
bishoprics these considerations would not by definition have applied to the same
extent in relation to translations, for he would clearly have known all of his bishops to
some extent. But whilst this gave a potentially greater scope for the intervention of
patrons than in other areas Charles had evidently not weakened his grip on patronage,
for even here there is evidence to suggest that he retained a major role in the decision
making process.

As it is always the exceptions to any rule which prove the most interesting the first
task in relation to any claim that Charles played a personal role in the appointment of
bishops through his chaplains in ordinary must be to check his relations with those
who were not; of which despite Laud's claim that he only appointed his own chaplains
in ordinary there are seven examples. In every case, though, there are additional
factors which explain why this should have been the case. The patronage of the
bishopric of the Isle of Man (successively granted to William Foster and Richard
Parre in February 1634 and June 1635) belonged to the Earl of Derby and not the
king, Edmund Griffith (appointed Bishop of Bangor in December 1633) was a
relation of the present bishop (one of Charles's chaplains as prince, David Dolben),

the former Lord Keeper, John Williams (who at one stage appears to have played an

Deputy ----Wentworth.
% CSPD,1611-1618. p. 396. September
1616. F. Rives - Archbishop of Canterbury.
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important role in introducing Welsh clerics to the young Prince of Wales) and one of
the present lord chamberlain's chaplains (Griffith Williams, who played an important
role in the chamberlain's duties of arranging the king's chaplains), and was therefore
likely to have been known if not preached before the king, Dr. John Bancroft

(appointed Bishop of Oxford in Apri/May 1632) was the nephew of Archbishop
Bancroft and was " looked upon for his sake chiefly ", George Coke (elected Bishop

of Bristol on 28 November 1632) was the brother of Secretary Coke and evidently

had preached before the king through the influence of the late Clerk of the Closet,

Richard Neile, as most likely had Augustine Lindsell (consrecated Bishop of
Peterborough in February 1633), who had been Neile's chaplain when he was Bishop
of Durham. *!

In those cases where Charles was left with an element of choice it can be seen that
none of those appointed in this way were unknown to him, thereby confirming the
idea that Charles's adherence to the promotion of his chaplains was principally
because it offered the most efficient means through which he could exert a degree of

personal control over appointments rather than because of any set administrative

o HMC, Twelfth Report. (1889).
[Hereafter Cowper]. Appendix II., II. p. 440. 3
September 1633. Bagshot. Sir Henry Vane - Secretary
Coke.; Ibid., p. 29. 4 September 1633. Coke - Earl of
Derby and Lord Strange.; Ibid., p. 31. 24 [Sic 4th]
September 1633 Fulham. Archbishop Laud - Secretary
Coke.; Ibid., p. 31. 18 September 1633. Earl of Derby
and Lord Strange - Coke.; D. R. Thomas, The History of
St. Asaph. Vol. I. (Oswestry,1908).; DNB, sub Dolben.:;
Williams had intervened for Owen Gwynn, and Theodore
Price. Ballinger, Calendar of Wynn Papers. p. 150. 15
June 1621. Greenwich. Sir Richard Wynn - Sir John Wynn.;
Hacket, Scrinia Reserata. Pt. I. p. 206.; DNB, sub
Bancroft.; Cowper, I p. 342. 29 April 1628. Westminster
College. Dr. Newell - George Coke. Newell (Newhall) was
Neile's brother-in-law. CSPD,1625-1626. p. 265. 25 May
1625. Richard Neile - Francis Windebanke.; Lindsell's
conge d'elire was prepared in October, but did not pass
the seal until December. BCL. DV.888/602426/21. 14
December 1632.; M. Jansson and W.B. Bidwell, eds.,
Proceedings in Parliament, 1625. (Yale,1987). Commons
Debates. p. 325. 6 July 1625. Examination of Richard
Montagu before the house.
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process or rule. This aspect of Charles's patronage is most clearly expressed by
looking at examples of how it was that he actually came to select a chaplain in order
to fill a vacant bishopric, where it can be demonstrated that there was a marked
correlation between advancement to a bishopric and appearing before the king as a
chaplain at the point when the decision to make an appointment was made.

Joseph Hall (appointed Bishop of Exeter in October 1627) had been preaching
before the king when the decision to appoint a replacement to Valentine Cary had
been made in July 1626, Francis White (translated from Carlisle to Norwich in
January 1629) and Barnabas Potter (who had been appointed Bishop of Carlisle in his
place in February) had both been preaching before him in November when the death
of Archbishop Mountain and the decision to replace him with Bishop Harsnet of
Norwich had been made, as had Dr. John Bowle (appointed Bishop of Rochester in
November/December 1629) when the decision to translate the present incumbent
(Walter Curle) to the bishopric of Bath and Wells had been made in late September or
early October 1629, *

% Cary died on 10 June 1626. There
was speculation early in July that Leonard Mawe was to
be appointed, but by August Montagu was writing " Dr.
Mawe is off, Dr. Hall is on ". The subsequent delay was
caused by the need for money from vacant bishoprics;
Correspondence of John Cosin. p. 101. Note.; Ibid., p.
99. July 1626. Richard Montagu - John Cosins.; Ibid., p.
101. 26 August 1626. Westminster. Same - Same.; BL.
Harleian 390. f. 84v. 1 July 1626. Christ College,
Cambridge. Joseph Mead - Sir Martin Stuteville.; Heylyn,
Cyprianus Anglicus. pp. 174-5.; Hall's month of waiting
was July. PRO. LC5/132. 13 June 1628. Whitehall. Earl of
Montgomery - Humphry Peake. Order to wait in July in the
place of Dr. Hall.; Mountain died on 24 October 1628. Le
Neve, Fasti...York. p. 2.; White preached before Charles
on 5 November, the day before Harsnet's conge d'elire
for York was issued. --S.R. Gardiner, Constitutional
Documents, 1628-1660. (Oxford,1897). p. 14.; That Potter
waited in November appears from Montgomery's order for
Anthony Tyrringham to " wait in November next ". PRO.
LC5/132. 1 December 1628.; Leonard Mawe, the Bishop of
Bath and Wells had died on 2 September. Works of William
Laud. Vol. VI. Pt. I. p. 260. Note.; PRO. LC5/132. f. 15
January 1630. Letter to Dr. Beale to wait in September
in the place of the Dean of Sarum, bishop elect of
Rochester.
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This central role of the king in Church patronage fits in with other evidence now
emerging over other Church matters, such as the imposition of the Prayer Book in
Scotland and the placing of the altar table in England, and adds as much to our
understanding of Laud as it does the king himself. ¥ For whilst Laud is usually
portrayed as grasping all the available patronage in an attempt to bolster the Arminian
party, in truth he was not a great supporter of young clergy and never established a
following of his own within the Church like Neile or Andrewes had done under
James; and always uncertain of his position, was in fact very cautious of how he used
his influence, avoiding intervention on the behalf of others and preferring to act alone.
Richard Montagu, exasperated in 1624 at the lack of use which Laud was making of
his connections with Buckingham on his behalf, declared upon the death of the
Bishop of Gloucester that he must act for himself " now and in such cases put for the
Church with the Duke, and use his great credit, that we be not swallowed up with a
puritan bishopriqy...". * However, if Laud did not wield such a degree of influence
then there must be some way of explaining the cause of the perception that he did,
and this can be found partly in the historiography of the subject and partly in the type
of evidence which is available.

When in the 1628 parliament Laud was explaining his part in the decision to publish
Roger Mainwaring's sermon, he had explained that it was solely " by his majesty's
command ", in which argument he was defended by the Earl of Montgomery, who "
affirmed upon his honour that he was then present at Woodstock and heard his
majesty command the Bishop of Bath and Wells to cause the said book to be printed,
and that the said bishop desired his Majesty to think better of it, for that there were

7 Kevin Sharpe, The Personal Rule of
Charles I. pp. 334-5, 785.; Davies, Caroline Captivity.
p. 246.

¥ Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus. pp.

59-60.; Henry Isaacson, ' An exact narration of the Life
and Death of the Late Reverend and learned Prelate, and
painful Divine, Lancelot Andrewes...', pp. i-xxix, in
Bliss, ed., Works of Lancelot Andrewes. Vol. II. pp.
xvi/xvii.; Correspondence of John Cosin. p. 22. 24
October 1624. Richard Montagu - John Cosin.
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many things therein which will be very distasteful to the people ". * By the time of
the Long and Short Parliaments, though, there was a very different political situation
as people acted in defence of themselves and the constitution through placing the
blame for bringing matters to such a head not upon the king but such ministers as
Laud who had been most loyal to his cause. So rather than the true extent of the
king's role coming out at this time, such figures as Laud were used as political
scapegoats in the hope that with all problems attributed to them their removal would
allow the immediate political crisis to pass without the need to resort to more drastic
constitutional change. This tendency to remove the political middle ground as a
forerunner to sacrificing political scapegoats was not new or even restricted to the
seventeenth century, but because of the underlying problems consequent upon
Charles's propensity to demand absolute obedience to what he dictated it was
extremely easy to play upon this at this time, with the perceptions formed at this time
playing a disproportionate part in shaping our views of the religious patronage of this
period. For whilst all contemporaries were pre-disposed at this time to believe that
Laud was responsible for all unpopular promotions, the basic evidence available to
the historian is not of a form to contradict such a notion.

Most of the accounts of Laud's influence over Church patronage have stemmed
from the work of his biographer Peter Heylyn, whose chief source outside what he
remembered from his own memory (itself suspect enough) appears to have been the
Signet Office dockets, which despite their apparent insulation from bias must be used
with considerable caution. Making a case for re-asserting the influence of William
Laud as an important ecclesiastical patron, Kenneth Fincham wamns of the dangers of
reading too much into who procured the king's signature to grants at the Signet
Office at the expence of who signified his pleasure, but the inherent dangers of this
source appears to go far deeper and apply equally to those who signified the king's

pleasure. %

% Proceedings in Parliament, 1628.

Proceedings of the House of Lords. p. 642. 14 June 1628.
Regarding the publishing of the sermons of Roger

--Mainwaring.
96

Kenneth Fincham, ' William Laud
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This is clearly demonstrated in the proposed translation of Godfrey Goodman from
Gloucester to Hereford in 1633, which was subsequently abandoned when Goodman
suggested that it would allow him to return " to a private life " and requested
permission to hold " the bishopric of Gloucester one year in commendam " to offset
its costs. ° Here, Heylyn mentions that Goodman " had so far prevailed with some
great officer of state, that his election passed " before Laud came to know of it "; but
from information contained in the Signet Office records it is clear that Laud had in
fact been aware of this grant much earlier, having procured the king's signature to the

conge d'elire and letters recommendatory for it in person. ** As Soden demonstrates,

and the exercise of Caroline ecclesiastical patronage ‘.
-Journal of Ecclesiastical History. Forthcoming. (I am
grateful to Dr. R. Cust for the chance to see an advance
copy of this work). Here Fincham correctly makes the
important distinction that the signifier of a grant was
more important than the procurer, but apparently for the
wrong reasons, as he appears to have misinterpreted the
meaning of the terms in that the procurer of a grant in
fact did little more than secure the king's signature to
something which had already been agreed upon and set in
chain by the signifier (who was the one who had actually
informed the Clerk of the Signet of the king's pleasure
that such a grant should be made) rather than being
responsible for having procured the grant itself. As the
official responsible for the Clerks of the Signet,
--—-Fincham's argument that the secretary had taken on
the role of procuring grants during the 1630s as part of
Charles's protection of ministerial jurisdiction makes
much more sense in the light of this, with the signifier
(eg. Archbishop Laud) relaying the news of the grant
within his jurisdiction to the Clerk of the Signet, and
the secretary then upholding his jurisdiction through
presenting it to the king for his signature. This
procedure explains both the involvement of Laud and
others and the role played by Charles himself.

7 CSPD,1633. p. 323. Notes by
Secretary Windebank of a message from Goodman to the
King.; Soden, Goodman. pp. 211-217. Allowing a Churchman
to retire in a living was totally against all that
Charles was trying to instil in his clergy.

% If Laud only ever signified the
king's pleasure to the Signet Office this would have
been the case all the time and Heylyn would not have
been able to place such emphasis upon its uniqueness.
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Heylyn had particular grievances against Goodman, and may well have fabricated this
part of his narrative and added it to the genuine reasons for Charles's wrath in an
attempt to build up the struggle at Court which Laud was supposedly entering into at
this time against Weston and Cottington; or alternatively may have misinterpreted
Goodman's later statement that in relation to his election he had done " nothing
therein but with the approbation and encouragement of the principal officers of the
Exchequer his Majesty's sworn councillors ". * But whilst neither of these factors can
be totally discounted, what it really appears to represent are the restrictions of such
evidence as the Signet Office provides and the misunderstandings which arise as a
consequence of them in the light of Charles's silent and highly personal mode of
action. As whilst there is no evidence of Goodman actually having paid Weston or
Cottington for his position, in the light of the fact that he claimed to have acted with
their encouragement there 1s further evidence of their involvement in this affair. When
Goodman's appointment to Hereford had fallen through it went instead to Augustine
Lindsell. ' At this time Lindsell was the Bishop of Peterborough, a position which
according to Heylyn he owed to the influence of Laud. ' Whether or not this was
actually the case, when he was questioned at his trial in 1644 about the translation of
Lindsell to Hereford Laud denied any part in it, claiming that he was " preferred by

the then Lord Treasurer Portland, not by me ". '% Of course, it is by no means out of

Soden, Goodman. p. 213.; PRO. -S03/10. September 1633.
Conge d'elire and letters recommendatory to the Dean and
Chapter of Hereford to elect Godfrey Goodman bishop
there.

% Soden, Goodman. p. 211.; PRO.
SP16/491/137. 30 August 1642. Godfrey Goodman -
Secretary Windebank.

100 PRO. S03/10. Conge d'elire and
letters recommendatory to the Dean and Chapter of
Hereford to elect Augustine Lindsell bishop there. By
order Archbishop of Canterbury. Subscribed Mr. Gall.
Procured Secretary Windebank. Passed the Great Seal 26
February 1634. BCL. DV.888/602426/27.; PRO. S03/10.
March 1634. Royal Assent for Augustine Lindsell to be
Bishop of Hereford. Passed the Great Seal 1 March 1634.
BCL. DV.907/604012/22.

101
227.
102 Works of William Laud. Vol IV. p.

Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus. p.
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the question that both may in part be right, for Laud could well have played a part in
Lindsell's appointmenf to Peterborough whilst Weston had secured his translation to
Hereford, which if true, would indicate the importance of gaining access to the king
was far greater than the importance of any individual patron. With Laud being
indicated in the Signet Office dockets as having procured Lindsell's appointment to
Peterborough Heylyn's account is to an extent true; but as Laud himself argued at his
trial, " the docket is a full proof of who gave order for drawing the bill at the Signet
Office; but no proof at all who procured the preferment ". ' So if Cottington or
Weston had indeed earlier been persuaded to press the king to promote Goodman,
and if the king had then worked through the normal channel of Laud, only he would
be mentioned at the Signet Office and not those who were really responsible for it. As
it was, though, even the involvement of Weston and Cottington may not have been
what Laud felt it was; for whilst in the light of the apparent power vacuum left by
Charles's silent mode of action others always over-emphasised the influence of Laud,
so Laud in his turn always exaggerated the power of Weston and Cottington, with his
perception of their involvement in the promotion of Lindsell to Hereford being
nothing more than a consequence of the fact that they had been involved in the
translation of Goodman, and even then apparently only in relation to the financial
requirements of this translation relating to an outstanding debt to be paid in Hereford.
104

This also raises suspicions over such other claims as Heylyn makes, such as that
relating to the translation of Walter Curle from Bath and Wells to the See of
Winchester in October 1632. '® Neile had originally been designed to be replaced at

292.

103 The king's signature for

Lindsell's appointment to Peterborough was procured by
Secretary Coke. That parliament did not assume that he
had procured the grant itself reveals the difference
between the two roles.; PRO. S03/10. October 1632. Conge
d'elire and letters recommendatory to the Dean and
Chapter of Peterborough to elect Augustine Lindsell
bishop there. By order of the Bishop of London. Procured
Secretary Coke.; Works of William Laud. Vol. IV. p. 292.

104 Soden, Goodman. p. 215.
This had become vacant by the
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49



Winchester by Dr. John Howson, the Bishop of Durham, but an alternative candidate
had to be found in the light of his death on the 6 February 1632. ' As an important
see Winchester clearly required someone with a degree of experience, and the man
decided upon was Walter Curle, the Bishop of Bath and Wells, who was translated on
20 October 1632. ' Heylyn attributes this solely to the influence of Laud, who he
says being concerned " ...to plant such a bishop in that see as might be pliant and
subservient unto his desires...thought it most conducive to his peace and power to
prefer Curle from Bath and Wells to the See of Winton...". '® The only available
evidence linking Laud to this is the Signet Office docket, showing that he had relayed
the king's order; and upon closer investigation it appears much more likely to have
been the work of the king. Evidence that Curle was not as close to Laud as Heylyn
expressed can be found in his own source of the Signet Office docket books; for
whilst Laud may have relayed the order for his appointment to Rochester in July 1628
and to Winchester in 1632, his translation to Bath and Wells had been set in motion
by the order of Secretary Dorchester, and by him procured. ' Whether the fact that

translation of Richard Neile to York in the place of
Samuel Harsnet, who had died on the 25 May 1631. Le
Neve, Fasti...York. p. 3.; PRO. S03/10. November 1631.
-—-Conge d'elire and letters recommendatory to the Dean
and Chapter of York to elect Richard Neile, Bishop of
Wincehster, Archbishop there. King's pleasure signified
by the Bishop of London.

106 CSPD,1631-1633. p. 152. 24
September 1631. Edward Nicholas - Sir John Penington.;
BL. Harleian 7000. f. 441. 27 October 1631. Essex House.
George Gresley - Sir Thomas Puckering.; Searle, ed.,
Barrington Family Letters 1628-1632. p. 214. 5 November
1631. Robert Barrington - Lady Joan Barrington.; PRO.
C115.M35/8392. 11 February 1632. London. John Pory -
Viscount Scudamore.; J.C. Sainty, Lieutenants of
Counties, 1585-1642. (London,1970). p. 19.

107 PRO. S03/10. October 1632. Conge
d'elire and letters recommendatory to the Dean and
Chapter of Winchester to elect Walter Curle, Bishop of
Bath and Wells, bishop there. By order of the Bishop of
London. Passed the Great Seal on the 20 October 1632.
BCL. DV.888/602426/18.

108 Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus. p.
227.
105 PRO. S03/9. July 1628. Conge
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the action was taken by the secretary rather than Laud can be taken as an indication
of the king's personal influence on its own is subject to the same reservations as refer
to Heylyn's own claims; but it does nevertheless raise some doubts as to whether
Laud was actually responsible for all his promotions. Inconclusive and therefore
perhaps insignificant upon its own, these doubts become more significant when it is
realised that Curle had been the king's chaplain in ordinary as recently as July 1628,
and in an almost unprecedented state of affairs given the pressure for places, had been
a Lent Preacher every year between 1628 and 1636, whilst in 1637 he had been

sworn Lord Almoner in the place of Francis White, Bishop of Ely, and again served
as a Lent Preacher in 1638 and 1639. ''® From Curle's long succession of Lent

preaching it is clear that he enjoyed powerful support, something which when
compared with the albeit ambiguous evidence that Laud only procured two of his
three bishoprics, together with the fact that he was later appointed almoner (a

position involving close attendance upon the king which Charles appears to have been
using in a similar way to the positions of Clerk of the Closet and Dean of the Chapel
as a fast-track to high-office), would indicate that by this point in time Curle had a

much more powerful patron than Laud; and that given Charles's propensity for

promoting his own chaplains and selecting for advancement from amongst those he

d'elire and letters recommendatory to the Dean and
Chapter of Rochester to elect Walter Curle bishop there.
By order and procured Bishop of London.; PRO. -S03/10.
October 1632. Conge d'elire and letters recommendatory
to the Dean and Chapter of Winchester to elect Walter
-Curle bishop there. By order of the Bishop of London.
Procured [blank].; PRO. S0O3/9. October 1629. Conge
d'elire and letters recommendatory to the Dean and
Chapter of Winchester to elect Dr. -Curle bishop there.
By order and procured Lord Viscount Dorchester.

110 PRO. LC5/132. 15 July 1628. Dr.
Winiff to wait in the place of Dr. Curle, elect Bishop
of Rochester.; Ibid., ff. 2-5. Lent Preachers
1628-1634.; PRO. LC5/134. ff. 2, 3, 5. Lent Preachers
1635-1639.; Ibid. 12 June 1637. The Earl of Montgomery
swore the Bishop of Winchester, Dr. Curle, Lord Almoner
at Greenwich.; PRO. S03/11. June 1637. Grant to the
Bishop of Winchester of the place of king's almoner. By
order of the Archbishop of Canterbury. Procured
Secretary Coke.
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himself had observed that this patron was almost certainly the king. This becomes
even clearer when those cases where Laud did intervene are investigated more
closely; for whilst he was not completely without influence, and could to an extent
manipulate Charles through such buzz-words as faction, disorder and rebellion, this
was clearly related more to the sphere of policy and Church administration than royal
patronage.

This can be seen in the case of Dr. John Towers. Although he had been appointed
Dean of Peterborough in October 1630, this was plainly well below what he had
expected, for on this occasion and two others beforehand he had attempted to
become bishop of that see through the means of William Laud. ''' If Towers had
sought this preferment through Laud upon his own initiative then it could be be
dismissed by retorting that Laud could have already been engaged for another, but it
is apparent from a letter sent from Towers to Sir John Lambe that the imitiative had in
fact come from Laud himself, Towers writing " what an utter discredit it will be to
him in his county, when he shall be intercepted by whomsover, now the third time
after his Grace encouraged him to pitch upon that bishopric, in his house at
Westminster...". ''* Being as engaged as he was, that Laud did not achieve his end on
any of these three occasions clearly demonstrates his lack of influence in Church
patronage; and rather than being in a position of power and influence, his position
was in fact very weak, and he even seems to have been a little envious of the degree
of influence enjoyed by the king. This can be seen in 1631, where in a letter of his to
Sir John Lambe he berates him for not informing him of a vacancy in the living of
Sudborough (which was in his gift as Bishop of London), complaining " though
Green's Norton be almost as far from you as Towcester, yet that being in the king's

t PRO. S03/10. September 1630.
Deanery of Peterborough granted to Dr. John Towers.
Subscribed upon signification of the king's pleasure by
Viscount Dorchester, and by him procured. Passed the
Great Seal 29 October 1630. Le Neve, Fasti...
Peterborough. p. 119.; CSPD,1633-1634. p. 338. 30
December 1633. Dr. John Towers - Sir John Lambe, Dean of
the Arches.

112 Ibid., p. 339. 30 December 1633.
Dr. John Towers - Sir John Lambe, Dean of the Arches.
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gift, you can give notice of it; but Sudborough being in the poor Bishop of London's
gift...you can send me no word of that, though the parson of Sudborough be as
dangerous sick (if he be living) as the parson of Green's Norton is...". ''* If Laud had
been half as influential as is usually expressed, he should have been able to dispose of
this living in the king's gift as well as his own; the obvious inference to be drawn from
this being that Laud did not in fact wield anywhere near the degree of influence which
is normally attributed to him and that with the king always acting on the behalf of his
chaplains in ordinary (an area where Laud enjoyed little influence), he was forced to
fall back upon such livings as fell in his own gift. Charles had had exactly the same

effect in other areas of his government.

13 Works of William Laud. Vol. VII.
p. 38. 14 April 1631. London House. Bishop Laud - Sir
John --Lambe.
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Chapter 2.

The King's Household.

With Prince Henry having been given overall responsibility for the regulation of his
own household upon his creation as Prince of Wales in June 1610 attention soon after
turmned to Prince Charles, whose age was now similar to Henry's when he had first
been given his household. In 1611 he was taken from the care of his governess (Lady
Cary) and provided with an all male establishment of his own. ! As Charles's
household expenses were paid to Henry's cofferer, Sir David Foulis, it would appear
that its management was undertaken by Henry's officials. Such oversight is also
suggested by Henry's attempts to influence the selection of his officers, trying to
secure the appointment of Sir James Fullerton to the key positions of master of his
robes and chief gentleman and governor of his household. * It was James, however,
who clearly had the last say in the appointment of his servants at this time. The
obvious candidate was Sir Robert Cary, for Charles had lived under him and his wife
since infancy. Cary's appointment, when recommended at the Council by Lord
Chamberlain Suffolk, was readily accepted by James, Fullerton being granted the
lesser positions of gentleman of the bedchamber, master of the pnvy purse and
surveyor-general of his lands. * Despite the great interest in who had been appointed
to its key positions, Charles's household was clearly chiefly concerned with the care
and upbringing of the prince and unlike Prince Henry's as yet had no political role. It

contained no ruling council, treasurer, cofferer or comptroller (these probably being

: Roy Strong, Henry Prince of Wales and

England's Lost Renaissance. (London,1986). p. 151.;
Birch, Life of Henry. pp. 162-3, 177.; G.H. Powell, ed.,
Memoirs of Robert Cary, Earl of Monmouth. (London,1905).
p. 85.

2 CSPD, 1611-1618. p. 18. Warrant to pay 2501.
per month to Sir David Foulis for the household expenses
of the Duke of York.; Birch, Life of Henry. p. 352.;
Strong, Henry Prince of Wales. p. 25.

} Powell, ed., Memoirs of Sir Robert Cary.
85-9.; Birch, Life of Henry. PP. 177-8.
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shared with Henry) but a number of gentlemen ushers and pages of the bedchamber,
and a small compliment of cupbearers, carvers, waiters and sewers. *

Perhaps against expectations, this did not change once Charles became heir to the
throne on Henry's death 6 November 1612. * Whilst there were a number of
alterations in which James appears to have fulfilled his promise " to consider the
servants of the late prince ", Charles was " not to exceed his ordinary in diet or
followers ". ® Even though it had been determined that he had inherited the title and
estate of Duke of Cormnwall as of right upon the death of Henry, there was no real
scope for enlargement. ’

These limited alterations were caused by Henry's death and by the need to
emphasise Charles's newly established importance as heir to the throne rather than
from any pressing administrative need. There subsequently followed a short-lived
period of stability before Charles's growing maturity prompted the appointment
between September 1615 and March 1616 of a chancellor (Sir Francis Bacon),
solicitor (Thomas Trevor), attorney general (John Walter), treasurer and receiver
general (Sir Adam Newton) and master of the wardrobe (John Villiers) and horse
(Thomas Howard), whilst his tutor (Sir Thomas Murray) was by now being termed
his secretary. ®

4 PRO. SP14/72/108. Undated, 1613. The names
of such as be of the prince's family.

5 Strong, Henry Prince of Wales. p. 220.

6 CSPD,1611-1618. p. 394. 18 December 1612.
Sir William Fleetwood - Sir Dudley Carleton.; Letters of
John Chamberlain. Vol. I. p. 389. 12 November 1612.
London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.

7 M. Coate, ' The Duchy of Cornwall; its
History and Administration 1640-1660 ', in TRHS. Vol.
10. Fourth Series. (London,1927). p. 136.;
CSPD,1611-1018. p. 160. 2 December 1612. London. Isaac
Wake - Sir Dudley Carleton.

8 BL. Additional 15,630. f. 65v. A table to
the book of several letters patents, annuities,
pensions, commissions &c., under the Great Seal of
Prince Charles. 27 September 1615. Chancellor, Sir
Francis Bacon. A revocation of this office was issued on
the 2 April 1616 and it was granted to Sir Henry Hobart.
Ibid., f. 66v.; Ibid., f. 64. 9 November 1615. Solicitor
General, Thomas Trevor. Durante bene placito. This had
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Although there was no set or customary age at which the heir to the throne had to
be created Prince of Wales, these appointments as Charles approached the age when
Henry had been created Prince of Wales inevitably led to increased speculation as to
when he would take the title, until around Easter 1616 James announced his intention
of creating Charles Prince of Wales later that summer. > This offered the prospect of
a major enlargement in the size of his household, with changes of personnel and led to
a significant increase in the number of political manoeuvrings as people jostled for the
best positions. These provided a revealing insight into the factors shaping its
patronage; for while James still appears to have played an important role part and
Charles himself was not without influence, the chief source of influence appears to

' This perhaps was demonstrated most clearly in

have rested with the queen.
speculation over who was to become Charles's lord chamberlain.  Following their
earlier dispute upon the formation of Charles's first household in 1611 Sir Robert
Cary and Sir James Fullerton had continually been at odds. Fullerton realised that

Charles's household would at some point in the near future have to be placed on a

at first been temporarily granted to Sir John -Daccombe
on the 4 of November.; Ibid., f. 64. 9 November 1615.
Attorney General, John Walter.; Ibid., f. 66v. 4 April
1616. Treasurer and Receiver General, Sir Adam Newton.;
Ibid., f. 65v. 11 March 1616. Master of the Wardrobe,
John Villiers; Ibid., f. 65v. 11 March 16l16. Master of
the Horse, Thomas Howard.; Ibid., f. 66v. 4 April 16le.
Treasurer and Receiver General, Sir Adam Newton.; Ibid.,
f. 65v. 11 March 1616. Secretary, Sir Thomas Murray.

? Henry had been born on the 19 February 1594
and had been created on the 4 June 1610, aged 16 years
and four months. Charles had been born on the 19
November 1600, so was by this time fifteen.; Francis
Jones, ' The Historical Background to the Investiture 7,
pp. 24-38, in Transactions of the Honourable Society of
Cymmrodorion. 1969. Pt. I. p. 26.; Powell, ed., Memoirs
of Sir Robert Cary. pp. 92-3.; Charles Carlton, Charles
I: The Personal Monarch. (London,1987). p. 1.

10 It is possible that the queen (who saw
Charles as her favourite child) was perhaps acting at
the request of Charles, who subsequently using
Buckingham as an intermediary with James, preferred to
avoid direct confrontations with his father.; Godfrey
Goodman, The Court of King James I. (London,1839). Vol.
I. pp. 250-1.
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new and permanent basis. The chief position of lord chamberlain was likely to go to
his present governor and gentleman of the bedchamber Sir Robert Cary. Fullerton had
for some time been attempting to prevent his appointment and secure that of Lord
Roxborough in his place. He pointed out " how unfit it was that any man should hold
both places; and that there was no example that ever prince had the like ". '' At one
stage it looked as though this plan was going to succeed, as at much the same time as
the prince's creation was announced Fullerton apparently convinced both Charles and
James of the force of his argument for Roxborough and against Cary holding a
position in the bedchamber as well as the office of lord chamberlain. > However,
realising what a great disgrace it would be for Cary to miss out upon this position
under the prince, the whole Court being " fully persuaded that none but myself should
hold the place...", yet at the same time determined " that I would not be his
chamberlain, to lose my place in the bedchamber ", Cary was determined to hold on
to both of his present positions. * With things fairly well advanced but not yet
finalised he decided to " use the best means I could to get the place and prevent them
", significantly addressing himself to the queen, where he " told her all I knew, and
how secretly it had been plotted and wrought ". ** Queen Anne is usually noted for
her pettiness and principally perceived as having lived " for pleasure, passing her time
moving from one of the palaces assigned to her to the next ", but she was also " a
cultured woman with a life and court of her own ", and her political influence should
therefore not be overlooked. '* As at the end of the day political pressure at this time
was based upon those voices which for personal or political reasons James was least
able to ignore, and by the very nature of her position the queen was in possession of

just such a voice. James's legendary dislike of petitioners led to a corresponding
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weakness in the granting of favours, and over time he had developed many ways of
overcoming it. In most cases this involved dealing with suitors through favourites

such as Somerset or Buckingham (who in effect became screens which he was able to
shelter behind); but when it came to household appointments he normally preferred
the request to come from his wife. This not only removed the onus of making them
away from him, but meant if at a later stage she should, in the words of Archbishop
Abbot " complain of this dear one, he might make his answer, it is long of yourself,
for you were the party that commended him unto me ". '* For this reason Anne
regarded her role in the distribution of household patronage as more than a mere

formality, and saw it as an important element within her own sphere of influence. On
hearing of Cary's complaint " she could not believe that Roxburgh or his friend
[Fullerton], durst or would seek so eminent a place under her son without her

knowledge and consent...and told me it was true what I [Cary] had said, but bade me

trouble myself no further: her wrong was more than mine, and she would night both
herself and me...". ' This she appears to have done with some energy, for although
Roxborough was subsequently created Earl of Roxborough at much the same time as
the prince was created Prince of Wales in November 1616, John Chamberlain
reported a month later how he was " not well pleased to be put by the place of lord

chamberlain to the prince, which he pretends was made sure account of ", with
confirmation that this was a consequence of the influence of the queen coming from
the fact that his wife had also been dismissed from her position as chief
lady-in-waiting to the queen and that he was reported as having been " sent into

Scotland in her high disgrace...". '* Neither is this the only example of her influence
on Charles's household, for she also engineered the appointment of Cary's youngest

son, Thomas, as a groom of the prince's bedchamber; and given her part in the

16 John Rushworth, Historical Collections. Vol.
I. (London,1721). p. 456.

1 Powell, ed., Memoirs of Sir Robert Cary. p.

93.

18 Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 44.

21 December 1616. London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley
Carleton.; Powell, ed., Memoirs of Sir Robert Cary. p.
93. Cary was duly appointed lord chamberlain to the
prince.
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gracing of Buckingham, and the fact that most of Charles's early political actions also
appear to have been taken in conjunction with her, may also have been responsible for
the appointment of John Villiers. '

After being delayed a number of times over the summer Charles was finally created
Prince of Wales on 4 November 1616. ¥ No parliament was in being; but otherwise
he was created in the traditional manner. # In the light of this Charles's household
was once more reformed. James had by now relaxed his earlier ban upon an
expansion of his servants, and a number of Prince Henry's old servants (who James
had previously promised to consider for positions in Charles's household) were able
to be appointed to some of the the lesser positions within his household such as that
of gentleman of the privy chamber, gentleman usher daily waiters and grooms of the

chamber. # Charles's old officers for the most part continued in office. There was

19 Ibid., p. 94.; PRO. LC2/5. f. 43. President
of the Funeral of Queen Anne, 1619. Grooms of the
bechamber of Prince Charles, Thomas Cary.;
CSPD,1611-1618. p. 373. 14 June 1616. Strand. George
Garrard - Sir Dudley Carleton.; Roger Lockyer,
Buckingham. The Life and Political Career of George
Villiers, First Duke of Buckingham 1592-1628.
(Harlow,1981). pp. 19, 38.

w Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 10.
22 June 1616. London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley
Carleton.; Ibid. p. 25. 12 October 1616. London. Same -
Same.; Powell, ed., Memoirs of Sir Robert Cary. p. 92.;
PRO. S03/6. October 1616. His majesty's charter of
creation of the prince to be Prince of Wales and Earl of
Chester. Procured by Mr Secretary Winwood.

a J.0. Halliwell, ed., Autobiography and
Correspondence of Sir Simonds D'Ewes, Bart., During the
Reigns of James I. and Charles I. 2 Vols. (London,1845).
Vol. I. p. 91.; Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p.
31. 9 November 1616. London. John Chamberlain - Sir
Dudley Carleton.; BL. Stowe. 176. f. 60v. 25 November
1616. Whitehall. Sir Ralph Winwood - Sir Thomas

Edmondes.
22

Henry's servants were appointed as gentlemen
of the privy chamber, gentlemen ushers daily waiters,
gentlemen ushers of the privy chamber, grooms, grooms of
the chamber, carvers and equerries. This comes from a
comparison of a list of Henry's servants in Birch, Life
of Henry. pp. 346-8. with that of Charles's servants in
the precedents of Anne's funeral, 1619. PRO. LC2/5, and
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little change in personnel or scope for the intervention of patrons. Sir Henry Vane did
however replace Sir David Foulis as cofferer. Foulis had been offered the chance of
re-appointment, but " thinking too meanly " of the place had sold it. #? Sir Robert
Douglas (who had served Prince Henry) as treasurer of the household (there having
previously been no correpsonding position in Charles's household) there was little
change in personnel or scope for the intervention of patrons. %

Any chance of determining an alteration in who was able to wield influence in the
distribution of the prince's household patronage is therefore dependent upon any
subsequent alterations which took place, in which whilst the king (as in his decision to
dismiss Charles's Secretary Sir Thomas Murray for the part which he had played in
dissuading the prince from a Spanish marriage) maintained a regulatory role and the
queen (until her death in 1619) was unlikely to have been without influence, Charles
himself can be seen to have begun playing a greater part. * This may be demonstrated
in the assumptions underlying the attempts of Edward Nicholas to enter his service.

Nicholas had previously moved in a similar circle to the prince, brought up in the
household of the queen's solicitor (Sir Lawrence Hyde); he also had connections with
Sir John Daccombe, to whom he had been secretary as Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster, a position to which Daccombe had been appointed through the influence

of the prince. ® During the summer of 1623 Nicholas was attempting to enter the

James's in 1625. PRO. LC2/6.
s Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 58.
8 March 1617. London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley

Carleton.
u Ibid., p. 58. 8 March 1617. London. John

Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.

» Queen Anne died on the 2 March 1619. Birch,
Court and Times of James I. Vol. II. p. 144. 6 March
1619. London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.

% Donald Nicholas, Mr Secretary Nicholas
1593-1669. (London,1955). pp. 12-13, 18; Robert
Somerville, QOffice Holders in the Duchy and County
Palatine of Lancaster from 1603. (London,1972). p. 15.;
Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 7. 8 June 1616.
London. John Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.; Ibid.
p- 25. 12 October 1616. London. Same - Same.; CSPD,
1611-1618. p. 373. 12 June 1616. London. Edward Sherburn
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service of Prince Charles through the influence of his new employer, Edward Lord
Zouch, the Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports. ¥ If James was still responsible for the
appointment of Charles's servants or had retained an important role in their choice,
the efforts of Edward and his brother Matthew would almost certainly have centred
around the king's Court. But with Charles at this time in Spain conducting
negotiations over his marriage to the Infanta, Matthew assured his brother that " the
place you affect under the prince should not be disposed of in the absence of his
highness ". # 1t thus appears that Charles himself, like Henry before him, was now
playing the main role in appointing and regulating his officers. In apparent
confirmation of this their efforts subsequently focussed upon those enjoying direct
access him, their hopes depending upon Sir Francis Cottington, the prince's secretary,
who being about to re-join the prince in Spain, they felt might " parent [it] if he
pleased with ease before his retumn...". ® However, both were hampered in the
effective implementation of this plan through not being personally acquainted with
Cottington, for although the editor of the Calendar of State Papers: Domestic
believes " the old fox " in Edward's letter of 1 July 1623 was Cottington, from his
next of the 9 July it is clear that this was another undisclosed intermediary; as whilst
they feared " the old fox [did] deal not sincerely therein...", this was principally
because of " his indiscrete motion for us both to Sir Francis Cottington...", not

because of Cottington's own actions, whose favour they were still attempting to

secure.

- Carleton.

a PRO. SP14/148/65. 9 July 1623. Matthew
Nicholas - Edward Nicholas.

z PRO. SP14/148/2. 1 July 1623. Matthew

Nicholas - Edward Nicholas, at Lord Zouch's house in the
Barbican.

» Ibid., 1 July 1623. Matthew Nicholas -
Edward Nicholas, at Lord Zouch's house in the Barbican.
a0 CSPD,1623-1625. p. 1. 1 July 1623. Edmund

Hall, Oxford. Matthew Nicholas - Edward Nicholas reports
that Matthew " fears Mr Cottington does not deal
sincerely with him...". PRO. SP14/148/2. 1 July 1623.
Edmund Hall, Oxford. Matthew Nicholas - Edward Nicholas,
secretary to the Lord Zouch at his house in [the]
Barbican; PRO. SP14/148/65. 9 July 1623. Matthew
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With efforts such as these reflecting the realities of political power rather than the
popular perception of it this would appear to indicate an increased interest on the part
of the prince in the selection of his servants and the shape of his household. There is
further evidence of this in June 1624, when his sister, Elizabeth, attempted to get Sir
Arthur Sames appointed as an extraordinary gentleman of his privy chamber. Her
intermediary Sir Francis Nethersole, however, wrote back to her saying that he had
refrained from presenting the request, " finding that he [Charles] is very wary of such
appointments ", adding significantly that the prince would be " surprised that the
queen should recommend to such a place one whom she never saw...". * Both
Nicholas and presumably Sames had suffered from being as yet unacquainted with the
prince or those around him when they wished to obtain his patronage; but with Sir
John Daccombe having previously served the prince as solicitor general before being
appointed through his means as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster for those who
were it appears to have been quite a different matter, this being demonstrated in the
appointment of Sir Robert Dallington as Master of Charterhouse (Sutton's Hospital)
in July 1624. * Despite " the bishops wishing for one of their profession, according
to statutes...the prince " was reported as having " carried it for his servant, Mr
Dallington...", who after having served Prince Henry as a gentleman of the privy

chamber had in 1613 been re-appointed to the same position under Prince Charles. *

Nicholas - Edward Nicholas. Nicholas never obtained
office under the prince, although whether this was
because he failed to gain the support of Cottington, or
because Cottington simply lacked the influence with
Charles to obtain it is uncertain. --

i CSPD,1623-1625. p. 282. 25 June 1624.
Greenwich. Sir Francis Nethersole - Sir Dudley Carleton.

3 Daccombe had for a short time been Charles's
solicitor general in November 1615. BL. Additional
15,630. f. 64. 4 November 1615. Solicitor General, Sir
John Daccombe, durante bene placito.

3 This position had previously been held by a
relative of Buckingham's.; Knowler, Strafford Letters.
Vol. I. p. 361. 15 January 1635. George Garrard - Lord
Deputy Wentworth.; Letters of John Chamberlain. Vol. II.
p. 369. 3 July 1624. London. John Chamberlain - Sir
Dudley Carleton.; CSPD,1623-1625. p. 297. 10 July 1624.
London. Sir Francis Nethersole - Carleton.; Birch, Life
of Henry. p. 347.; PRO. SP14/72/111. Undated April 1613.

62



There was little patronage in Charles's household as prince, partly because he was a
younger son, and partly because of James's obligations to Henry's old servants. The
relatively few alterations made its establishment make it difficult to draw conclusions
about its distribution; but the one general trend which comes from such as there were
is that where appointments had previously been made by other members of the royal
family on his behalf with increasing maturity Charles was keen to get more deeply
involved in them himself. There were already signs that he was taking patronage back
into his own hands and showing a marked preference for personal scrutiny of those
who were to receive it. These were traits which were to continue and reach their full
effect when he became king.

James I. died " on Sunday 27 March, between 11 and 12 noon, at Theobalds ", and
that same night Charles had travelled to his own palace of St. James's, where the next
moming Lord Keeper Williams found him and Buckingham " busied in many cares ",
amongst which according to Williams's biographer John Hacket, " the king spake first
of settling his household ". * This, however, was no easy task; for as the Venetian
Ambassador had observed, " upon the sovereign's death every appointment in the
government ceased ", something which inevitably brought about a dispute as to "
whether the household of the dead king or that of the prince shall be the household of
the present king ". * With Charles not wishing " to exclude his father's old servants
or abandon his own ", according to the testimony of Sir Roger Mostyn what this
brought about was a dual policy in which with Charles having observed the
unregulated nature of his father's household and decided that the principal objective in

List of servants of the prince. Gentlemen of the privy
chamber, Mr Dallington.; Dallington retained his
household position after this appointment. PRO. LC2/6.
f. 69. 1625. Robert Dallington, Gentleman of the privy
chamber to Prince Charles.--

# CSPD,Addenda. 1625-1649. p. 1. March 1625.
Notes by Secretary Conway's secretary of the proceedings
on the decease of James I. and the accession of Charles
I.; Hacket, Scrinia Reserata. Pt. II. p. 4.

3 CSPV,1625-1626. p. 2. 9 April 1625. Venetian
Ambassador - Doge and Senate.; Letters of John
Chamberlain. Vol. II. p. 609. 9 April 1625. John
Chamberlain - Sir Dudley Carleton.
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settling his own was to " bring it to the ancient form " and introduce " the observance

of the rules and maxims of the late queen Elizabeth ", he was to " to keep all his own

servants in the several places that formerly they enjoyed " under him as prince filling
any shortfalls from amongst " his father's old servants...", whilst for political reasons

by and large maintaining in office the officers of his father. *

This assertion by Mostyn does indeed appear to have been the case. Retaining " my
Lord Marquis Hamilton, my Lord of Leppingdon, Sir Robert Carre, and Sir James

Fullerton ", and with Sir James Fullerton being continued as groom of the stole,

Charles's gentlemen of the bedchamber as king were so far identical to those which he
had had when he prince, and to these " was added only the Duke of Buckingham of
all those that were of the late king's bedchamber ". ¥’ Exactly the same pattern can be

seen 1n relation to the gentlemen of Charles's privy chamber, where with the exception
of Sir John North all eighteen of the others who had served him in this position as

prince were continued in office. *

However, despite Charles having reduced the
number serving in this position from eighty-two to forty-eight these were not
sufficient in themselves to fill all the places, and they were therefore supplemented by
nineteen of James's ex-servants, including Sir Frederick Hamilton, Sir Robert Gordon,
Sir Robert De 1'Isle, Sir Francis Stewart, Sir Richard Young, Sir Henry Herbert, Sir

Thomas Stepney, Sir James Auchterlony, Sir Henry Shawe, Sir Alexander Hume,

Gilbert North, Sir William Balfour, Sir David Murray, William Hinton, Sir James

% CSPV,1625-1626. p. 19. 15 April 1625.
Venetian Ambassador - Doge and Senate.; Letters of John
Chamberlain. Vol. II. P. 609. 9 April 1625. John
Chamberlain -~ Sir Dudley Carleton. ; NLW. Wynn of Gwydir
1336. 29 April 1625. Sir Roger Mostyn - Sir John Wynn.

7 Ibid., 29 April 1625. Sir Roger Mostyn - his
father, Sir John Wynn.; PRO. LC2/6. f. 69. 1625. Sir
James Fullerton, groom of the stole to the prince.

3 Ibid., f. 69v. 1625. Gentlemen of the privy
chamber to Prince Charles. Sir Arthur Mainwaring, Mr
Heathley, Mr Glemond, Mr John Ashfield, John Sandilands,
Ralph Clare, Robert Dallington, Sir William Withipool,
Robert Barnes, Sir James Young, Sir Edward Lewis, Sir
John Stewart, Sir Edmund Verney, Sir Richard Wynn, Sir
William Croftes, Edward Lewis, David Ramsey, Sir John
Ashfield and Sir Francis Godolphin.
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Leviston, Sir John Maynard, Sir Patrick Murray, Sir William Saint-Ravy and
Dodmore Cotton. ¥ Only twelve were newcomers: Sir Thomas Tyrringham, Captain
John Penington, Henry Mitten, Richard Neville, Sir Oliver Cromwell, Henry
Wentworth, Sir James Scott, Sir Thomas Savile, Sir Thomas Dishington, Sir Thomas
Bludder, Robert Lesley and Richard Crane. ** Indeed, this pattern appears to have
applied generally amongst the servants above stairs. It was followed among his
grooms of the bedchamber, where Thomas Cary, Endymion Porter, Andrew Pitcairn,
George Kirk, James Levingstone and William Murray had all served Charles while
prince, and the grooms of the chamber where (with Charles not having possessed any
of these as prince) sixteen of James's twenty-six ex-servants were immediately

re-appointed to the same position which they had held under him. *' It applied also to

* In the absence of any contemporary lists of
servants this information has been gained through
tracing back from one which exists for 1641 by using
information on vacancies and appointments provided in
the lord chamberlain's warrant books. PRO. -LC3/1. 1641.
ff. 1-5. A list of his majesty’s servants in ordinary.:;
PRO. LC5/132. Warrants ab Anno, 1628-1634.; PRO.
LC5/134. Warrants ab Anno. 1634-1641. Therefore in this
and following examples only any additional sources are
listed in full.; PRO. LC2/6. ff. 37-8. 1625. Gentlemen
of the privy chamber to King James.; Cotton had been a
carver to James I. Ibid., f. 38v. 1625. List of carvers
to King James.; CSPD,1625-1626. p. 582. Charles I. - Sir
John Savile.; CSPD,1628-1629. p. 373. 10 November 1628.
Westminster. Sir William Sainty-Ravy, Gentleman of the
privy chamber.; CSPD,1629-1631. p. 362. 18 October 1630.
Hampton Court. Charles I. - Earl of Manchester, Viscount
Grandison, Viscount Falkland and Viscount Newburgh.

40 CSPD,1627-1628. p. 448. 28 November 1627.
Grant to Sir Thomas Bludder.; CSPD,1637-1638. p. 466. 28
May 1638. Grant to Sir James Scott, a gentleman of the
privy chamber.; CSPV,1626-1628. p. 169. 5 April 1627.
Venetian Ambassador in the Netherlands - Doge and
Senate.; CSPD,1635. p. 245. 4 July 1635. Charles I. -
Attorney General Bankes.; CSPD,1637. p. 197. 7th June
1637. Richard Crane, gentleman of the privy chamber.

4 PRO. LC2/6. ff. 69-70. 1625. List of
Charles's servants as prince.; CSPD,1625-1626. p. 23.
May 1625. Grants of 5001. to the grooms of the
bedchamber.; Ibid., p. 555. 21 December 1625. Grants of

16
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his grooms of the privy chamber (Francis de Champs, Robert Levingstone, James
Eliot, Robert Pitcairn, Philip Proger, Christopher Morland and Thomas Caldwell), his
gentlemen ushers (Walter Alexander, Peter Young and Peter Newton), his gentlemen
ushers of the privy chamber (Sir William Heydon and Sir William Irwin), his pages of
the chamber (Hugh Wood and James Ross) and even his cupbearers (Thomas
Reynell) and carvers (John Cockburn and Sir Edward Salter), where Charles's old
servants as prince were all re-appointed to serve him as king. **

In terms of determining who it was that was responsible for the distribution of
patronage under Charles the evidence provided by the settlement of his household
servants is therefore inconclusive, and unfortunately he appears to have stuck equally
rigidly to the rule which he had set over the selection of his new household's officers.
For while none of his own ex-officers had been left uncompensated, in recognition of
their past service and higher social and political status it was nevertheless his father's
officers who had remained in office. Thus while the Earl of Bristol had been removed

from his position as vice-chamberlain for having refused to take the blame for the

pensions to grooms of the privy chamber.; Ibid., p. 160.
26 November 1625. Annuity to John -Cockburn.; Ibid., p.
161. Annuity to Sir Edward Salter.; PRO. LC5/134.
Undated. 21 January 1633. List of grooms of the chamber.
Those re-appointed by Charles were Thomas Thornton,
William Price, John Wilson, William Dunthorne, Thomas
Henn, Thomas Knivett, Philip Flood, Samuel -Jepp,
Francis Brooks, Walter Dies, Thomas Cook, John Drew,
Anthony Hilder, George Reading, Francis Holding, and
John Wonham.

# PRO. LC2/6. ff. 69-70. 1625. List of
Charles's servants as prince.; PRO. S03/8. December
1625. Annuity to Christopher Morland.; Ibid., January
1626. Annuity to Francis De Champs.; Ibid., November
1625. Annuities to Walter Alexander, Peter Young and
Peter Newton.; Rymer, Foedera. Vol. VIII. Pt. I. p. 107.
11 July 1625. Westminster. Fees to be paid to the ushers
of the privy chamber by prelates and noblemen at their
creation.; CSPD,1628-1629. p. 19. Confirmation to James
Ross, Hugh Wood...pages of the bedchamber, of certain
fees on grants and dignities.; G. Roberts, ed., The
Diary of Walter Yonge, esqg. Justice of the Peace, and
MP. for Honiton, written at Colyton and Axminster, co.
Devon from 1604-1628. Camden Society Old Series. Vol.
41. (London,1848). p. 87. 15 September 1625.
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failure of the Spanish Match, and James’s cofferer (Sir Marmaduke Darell) had been
joined in office by Sir Henry Vane (*“ being long well rooted in the king’s favour <),
Charles retained the Earl of Pembroke as lord chamberlain (Robert Cary being
compensated by a grant of land worth £500 a year and his creation as Earl of
Monmouth early the next year), Sir Thomas Edmondes as treasurer of the household
(Sir Robert Douglas being compensated by a pension of £800 a year), Sir William
Uvedale as treasurer of the chamber (for which there had been no equivalent position
under Charles), Sir John Suckling as comptroller of the household (Sir John Vaughan
being dismissed) and the Duke of Buckingham as master of his horse (Viscount
Andover being compensated by a grant of £20,000 and his creation as Earl of
Berkshire). * This is not to say that there was no political wrangling involved in the
distribution of these offices or that they fail to provide any individual insights into the
distribution of patronage. Indeed the dispute between Cary and Pembroke was
particularly heated, whilst that between Andover and Buckingham provides a clear
indication that Buckingham was by no means as powerfiil as is usually portrayed; but
with Charles having resolved that he would not take away any of the offices granted
by his father against the wishes of those who held them what it does mean is that their

43 Bristol had been pressed to resign in
May 1624. Lockyer, Buckingham. pp. 160-1, 198;
CSPD,1625-1626. p. 10. 16 April 1625.; Ibid. p. 12. 23
April 1625. Grant to Lord Leppingdon.; Ibid. p. 366. 2
July 1626. Warrant to pay the Earl of Berkshire...part
of £20,000.; Powell, ed., Memcirs of Sir Robert Cary.
pp- 83-97.; PRO. S03/8. "...Henry Vane and Sir Marmaduke
Darell...cofferers of his Majesty's household...".;
Ibid. 4 February 1626. Creation of Leppington as Earl of
Monmouth.; Ibid. 4 February 1626. Creation of Viscount
Andover...Earl of Berkshire. Edmondes remained in office
until January 1639. HMC, Tenth Report. (1885). Appendix
II. p. 172. 21 January 1639. Andrew Mingay - Framlingham
Gawdy.; CSPD,Addenda. 1625-164S9. p. 82. Undated.
December 1625. Grant to Sir Robert Douglas.; Uvedale was
still in office in 1640. HMC, De 1'Isle and Dudley MSS.
[Hereafter De 1'Isle]. Vol. VI. (1966). pp. 228-9. 30
January/9 February 1640. Westminster. William Hawkins -
Earl of Leicester.; Suckling remained in office until
his death in 1627. CSPD,1627-1628. p. 125. 4 April 1627.
Sir John Savile - Duke of Buckingham.
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outcome does not necessarily provide a clear indication of the influence of those
involved, and that they are in any case too few in number to allow for generalisations
to be made from them. *

As the settlement of Charles's household upon his accession to the throne failed to
provide any real evidence of the distribution of patronage under him we are therefore
dependent upon evidence of subsequent changes. However, Charles's preference for
familiar faces and his habit of regarding those who served him in personal rather than
political terms made him somewhat reluctant to remove them. As there were few
household officers in any case, alterations among them were very few. The few cases
there are would seem to point to the chief influence being the king. The dual
promotions of the Earls of Pembroke and Montgomery to the positions of lord
steward and lord chamberlain in 1626, for example, are usually seen to have been the
work of Buckingham, the chief evidence coming from the accompanying marriage
between Pembroke's heir (the son of his brother, Montgomery) and Buckingham's
daughter. “ But Charles had already announced his intention " that my lord
[Pembroke] should be lord steward and my Lord of Montgomery lord chamberlain "
upon coming to the throne in 1625, and had subsequently made a number of
deliberate attempts to reconcile Buckingham and Pembroke for his own good
reasons. Given the weakness of his position at Court at this time Buckingham's
subsequent decision to propose this marriage was much more likely to have been an
opportunist attempt at bolstering it through his enhanced knowledge of the intentions
of the king rather than a sign of his influence over him. * The hand of Charles is
equally apparent in the granting of the position of master of the horse to the
Marquess of Hamilton, who having previously refused to consummate his marnage to
Buckingham's niece, and with Charles lying " with her Majesty every night and will
bring it up for a fashion at Court...", only received it upon condition that he did, being

“ NLW. Wynn of Gwydir 1336. 29 April
1625. Sir Roger Mostyn - Sir John Wynn.

45 Lockyer, Buckingham. p. 333.

46 Ibid., p. 235.; NLW. Wynn of
Gwydir 1336. 29th April 1625. Sir Roger Mostyn - Sir
John Wynn.; CSPV,1625-1626. p. 11. 18 April 1625.
Venetian Ambassador - Doge and Senate.
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" forced from the first night, though much against his will, to take his bed with his
young wife...". ¥

This, together with the fact that appointments tended to be made from within, as
was the case in the appointment of the Earls of Carlisle and Holland to the position of
groom of the stole from within the bedchamber, and Sir Henry Vane (the Comptroller
of Charles's household) in the place of the treasurer of the chamber upon the
retirement of Sir Thomas Edmondes in 1639, would indicate that Charles with his
preference for old faces and desire for evidence of service was playing a key role in
the distribution of household offices. ® Given the small number of appointments
which were generated amongst Charles's officers, though, it is extremely difficult to
argue this with any degree of certainty. It is thus also necessary to look at the
appointment of his household servants, of which there were a far larger number.

Jurisdiction over the king's private service within his household above stairs was
officially in the hands of the lord chamberlain, so whilst supplemented by others as
and when this was necessary, the main source upon which this investigation has been

based are the two lord chamberlain's warrant books and the royal establishment book

7 CSPD,1628-1629. p. 310. 1
September 1628. James Hay - Earl of Carlisle.;
CSPD,Addenda. 1625-1649. p. 291. 23 September 1628.
Sion. Lord Henry Percy - Carlisle.; Ibid., p. 294. 16
September 1628. London. Lord Goring - Carlisle.; BL.
--Harleian 390. f. 341. 17 January 1628. Christ's
College, Cambridge. Joseph Mead - Sir Martin
Stuteville.; BL. Harleian 7010. ff. 95v-6. London. John
Beaulieu - Sir Thomas Puckering.; Seddon, ed., Letters
of John Holles. Vol. III. p. 518. 25 October 1628. Earl
of Clare - Viscount Wentworth.

“® Carlisle was appointed groom of
the stole in February 1631 in the place of Sir James -
Fullerton, and upon his own death in 1636 was replaced
by the Earl of Holland. PRO. C115/M31/8130. 8 January
1631. London. John Flower - Viscount Scudamore.;
CSPV,1629-1632. p. 558. Note.; Henry Ellis, ed., The
Obituary of Richard Smyth, secondary of the Poultry
Comptor, London; being a cataloque of all such persons
as _he knew in their life; extended from A.D. 1627 to
A.D. 1674, Camden Society Old Series. Vol. 44.
(London,1849). p. 12.; HMC, Tenth Report. Appendix II.
p. 172. 31 January 1639. Andrew Mingay - Framlingham
Gawdy .

69



which have survived for the tenure of Lord Chamberlain Montgomery, who was
appointed at Nonsuch on Thurday 3 August 1626 and remained in office throughout

49

the rest of Charles's reign. © The books contain copies of warrants issued by the
chamberlain for the appointment and dismissal of the king's household servants. The
information is similar in form to that provided in the Signet Office docquet books.
But it is much more difficult to interpret as it only occasionally gives any indication
who was the prime mover. If this can be established, however, it provides an
invaluable insight into how the patronage of the royal household was distributed. In
this as in the appointment of his chaplains and household officers, Charles rather than
the lord chamberlain or any other patron appears to have played the greatest and most
significant role. With the Earl of Montgomery holding theoretical rights of
jurisdiction over the king's household by virtue of his office as lord chamberlain, the
first problem is in determining whether the right of appointment lay with him or the
king; as if it lay with the chamberlain it would clearly undermine any notion that
Charles was restricting access to patronage through taking it back into his own hands.
That appointments were made by the king rather than the lord chamberlain may be
demonstrated by the small number of cases where, as in the Signet Office docket
books, orders in the chamberlain's warrant books contained two signatures, such as in
the appointment of Sir Francis Clark as a gentleman of the privy chamber. This was
recorded as being by " Mr. Edward Tyrringham. My Lord "; from which it is possible
to demonstrate that the single name more normally listed in such appointments
corresponds with that of the signifier to the Clerk of the Signet of the king's pleasure
in the Signet Office docquet books. ** If Tyrringham or some other had secured the
appointment of Clark directly from the lord chamberlain, with the king subsequently

b David Starkey, ' The English
Court: from the war of the Roses to the Civil War ', in
The English Court.--, ed., David Starkey et al.
(London,1987). p. 4.; The chamberlains warrant books are
in two volumes. PRO. --LC5/132. Warrants ab Anno
1628-1634. and PRO. LC5/134. Warrants ab Anno,
1634-1641.; Montgomery's appointment is noted in PRO.
LC3/31. p. 1. Royal Establishment Book, 1626-1697. 3
August 1626.

50 PRO. LC5/132. 22 June 1628.
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being requested to sign the warrant as a mere formality, it would not have been
necessary to record Tyrringham's name, only that of the person who had secured the
king's signature. From this it would appear that Tyrringham had either managed to
secure a grant from the king or been ordered by him to carry his order to the lord
chamberlain, who had then given order for the warrant to be prepared and
subsequently procured the king's signature to it himself. This is confirmed by the
appointments of George Vernon (21 March 1637) and Charles Hoogans as esquires
of the body (5 October 1635) which were recorded as being " by order from the king
" Charles is hardly likely to have been noted as having procured his own signature. **
During the period from 1626 to the end of 1639 there were some ninety or so
appointments in ordinary made to positions within Charles's household, but only ten
of these contain any information at all as to who was involved in them (let alone
containing two signatures). These then would appear to be cases where Charles had
granted an individual piece of patronage to someone in his especial favour, thereby
forcing the chamberlain's secretary to add additional information. This becomes
apparent when those involved in these grants are investigated more closely, such as
the appointment of George Boteler as a " gentleman of the privy chamber without
quarter " in May 1628, which had been procured by " Dick Graham ". * Graham was
a gentleman of the horse to the Duke of Buckingham, and that Boteler's appointinent
was indeed a consequence of the influence of the favounte is confirmed in that he was
a distant relation of the duke. His kinsman, John, Lord Boteler of Brantficld, had
married Buckingham's half-sister, Elizabeth. * This example should not be taken out
of context, though, for it appears to have been very much a one-off. Buckingham
appeared to be one amongst many enjoying a similar level of access and influence

with the king rather than holding a pre-eminent position as he had done before under

3t PRO.LCS 134. 21 March 1637.; Ibid.

5 October 1635.; This is substantiated by warrants
gained by patrons for extraordinary servants, where in
cases where the king's signature was gained to the final
warrant by someone other than the chamberlain they were
listed separately - containing two names.

52 PRO. LC5 132. 24 May 1628.

53 Lockyer, Buckingham. pp. 74-75,

136, 139.
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James. For amongst the others noted as being involved in the appointment of ordinary
servants were Lord Amount [Sic] in that of Sir James Hamilton as a gentleman of the
privy chamber in January 1634, Lord De I'Isle in that of John Haves as a gentleman of
the privy chamber, the Duchess of Richmond in that of Alexander Erskine as a
gentleman of the privy chamber in March 1630, and the Earl of Holland in that of
Abraham Dowcett as a " page of the bedchamber...to come in ordinary waiting and
fee upon the first and next avoidance ". * This indicates that patrons were playing at
least a limited role in the distribution of Charles's household patronage, but with the
vast majority of the appointments recorded providing no direct evidence as to who
was responsible for them the principal obstacle in determining whose influence was
paramount is in discovering just what it is which this silence denotes. With the less
important extraordinary appointments almost invariably containing patrons's names
next to them their omission in ordinary appointments could not have been due to
forgetfulness or laziness, and the true cause of this appears to have been a
consequence of the different administrative processes which were being followed in
them by virtue of the different levels of patron involvement which was allowed, with
it being possible to deduce that where there was no name provided the appointment
had come directly from the king. As with the regular appearance of patrons's names
amongst extraordinary servants clearly discounting any lack of interest in entering
royal service the only possible explanation for their absence in a far greater
proportion of the more important ordinary ones is that appointments were being
regularly made by just one person, which in the absence of a favourite could only
have been the lord chamberlain or the king. With the chamberlain already eliminated
from having played a major role this only leaves the king himself. This, together with
the return of patronage to his own hands, is confirmed by other evidence contained in
the lord chamberlain's warrant books. For had patrons merely side-stepped the lord
chamberlain and sought the king's patronage direct, the normal administrative

procedure would have been for the grantee or person acting in their behalf to have

>4 PRO. LC5/132. Erskine (2 March
1630), Hamilton (25 January 1634).; PRO. LC5/134. Haves
(17 February 1639), Dowcett (24 March 1639).
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brought the lkang's order for their appointment to the lord chamberlain or his

secretary, who (as in the small proportion of " patrons " already listed in ordinary

appointments) would then have entered their name in the warrant book. The

comparative rarity, although significantly not the complete absence, of such names
amongst ordinary appointments indicates that this could not have been occurring; and
with patronage already being known to be coming from the king rather than the lord

chamberlain, it would appear that in the vast majority of cases Charles was making
decisions himself and then subsequently issuing direct - possibly verbal - orders to the
lord chamberlain. The small number of cases where patrons are listed as being
involved would therefore appear to be occasions where people had intervened directly

with the king over the lord chamberlain's head, whilst the equally small number of
cases in which the king's own name appeared next to an appointment (as in the the
appointment of Vernon and Hoogans) would appear to signify where an order (most
likely caused by the absence from Court of the lord chamberlain) had had to be sent
directly to the lord chamberlain's secretary rather than through the more usual means
of the lord chamberlain himself. * This suggests that the small number of cases in
which patrons are indicated as being involved, is likely to have been the height of their

involvement, and that the equally small number of cases in which the king himself was
involved were probably exceptions. The conclusion would be that the vast majority of
the ninety or so appointments for which there is no recorded patron were the work of

Charles himself. The central importance of the role played by Charles is confirmed in
the appointment of extraordinary household servants.

With appointments to extraordinary positions within the household not normally
being made to fill actual vacancies amongst them but (at least in theory) to ensure that
there were enough servants held in reserve in order to cover possible periods of
absence or illness there was no real restriction in the number which could be made,

and this meant they tended to be a great deal more numerous than ordinary

55 Ibid., 21 March 1637, 5
October 1€35.
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appointments, roughly 150 of them in the period between March 1634 and the end of
1639. % Of these Charles himself is directly linked to eighteen, such as that of John
Crew as a gentleman of the privy chamber on 29 June 1638, which was " by his
Majesty's direction and command ", or that of John Boteler as a gentleman waiter on
30 June 1634, which was " by reference from his Majesty . * But again, these were
only likely to have represented a very small proportion of the king's overall direct
patronage, for as with appointments in ordinary the sixty-eight or so appointments for
which no actual " patron " was indicated were also likely to have come from him
direct through the lord chamberlain. Yet with this leaving an additional eighty six
appointments in which " patrons " are clearly indicated as being involved it is at the
same time clear that things were very different than in appointments in ordinary.
Reflecting the high level of access which they enjoyed many such posts were
secured by those already holding office about the king, such as the Earl of Holland (a
gentleman of the bedchamber) in that of Colonel John Douglas and Sir Baynham
Throckmorton as gentlemen of the privy chamber, Sir John North (a gentleman usher
of the privy chamber) in that of Sir Peter Rocheford as a groom of the chamber and
Sir Richard Neville, Sir Thomas Aston and George Clopthomne as gentlemen of the
privy chamber, and Endymion Porter (a groom of Charles's bedchamber) in that of
Martin King as a gentleman waiter. ** On the other hand, the intervention of Henry
Brown (a page of the backstairs to the queen) on behalf of Thomas Grinsell as a
groom of the chamber and Sir George Goring (master of the horse to the queen) on
behalf of Thomas Leigh as a sewer of the chamber could equally point to the

influence of the queen. ¥ Others were clearly made on behalf of family members or

5 Information for the following

study comes from PRO. LC5/134.

5 Ibid., 30 June 1634, 29 June 1638.

58 Ibid., Colonel John Douglas (29
September 1634).; Sir Baynham Throckmorton (4 December
1634).; Peter Rocheford (24 June 1635).; Richard Neville
(13 February 1637).; Sir Thomas Aston (26 April 1637).;
George Clopthorne (13 June 1637).; Martin King (30
November 1635).

» Ibid., Thomas Grinsell (13 April
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friends. This was the case in the appointment of Sir Leonard Bosville as a gentleman
of the privy chamber by " Sir William Bosville ", John Cockayne as a sewer of the
chamber through the " Lady Elizabeth Cockayne and Mr John Winter ", and Francis
Godfrey, whose appointment to the same position in December 1638 was noted as
being " for my lady Killigrew, who is aunt to him ",

Although he enjoyed little influence in the distribution of ordinary appointments,
given the relative ease with which others seemed to be able to intervene in them the
chamberlain may have been expected to wield greater influence in the distribution of
extraordinary ones. But Charles was chiefly concerned to see that patronage
emanated from him and no other as a means of tying people to himself, and even in
these relatively unimportant positions Montgomery was not able to act independently,
still having to work through the person of the king. This can also be seen in the case
of Robert Pemberton, whose appointment as an gentleman of the privy chamber on 4
December 1634 was noted as being " p[rocured] his lordship ", and is repeated in that
of Sir Robert Huddleston to the same position on 8 April 1638, in relation to which it
was reported that " his Majesty [was] moved by my lord chamberlain ". ® As a
consequence Montgomery was no more influential than any other person enjoying
regular access and the favour of the king. Indeed, it was perhaps only the formal
access to the king which he enjoyed as lord chamberlain together with Charles's
preference for holding " in his hands the total directory, leaving the executory part to
every man within the compass of his charge " which accounts for his securing the
single greatest number of appointments next to the king; for a number of people
appear to have secured the appointment of clients through his means merely out of

ease or courtesy (given his theoretical jurisdiction as lord chamberlain) rather than

1637)., Thomas Leigh (3 July 1638)

60 Ibid., Sir Leonard Bosville (24
June 1634)., John -Cockayne (1 May 1638)., Francis
Godfrey (31 December 1638).-

6 Ibid. Robert Pemberton (4 December

1634)., Sir Robert Huddleston (8 April 1638).
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because they lacked the ability to do so on their own account if they had so wished. *
This was probably the case in the appointment of William Hodges as a sewer of the
chamber in February 1638, which was initially " moved to his lordship by my Lady
Carnarvon upon Mistress Rawlins her instance " ® For there appears to have been a
close connection between the family of the Earl of Camarvon and the Earl of
Montgomery, who had previously procured the king's signature to the " creation of
the Lord Dormer to be Viscount Ascott in the County of Buckinghamshire and Earl
of Caernarvon " in July 1628, and been granted the " Lieutenancy of
Buckinghamshire, during the minority of Robert, Earl of Camarvon " two months
later in August 1628, and was certainly so in that of Henry Hughes as a gentleman
waiter to the king in January 1639. * For whilst in order to secure Hughes's
appointment " his lordship was moved by my Lady Denbigh ", in being the sister of
the late Duke of Buckingham, from a family who were high in the favour of the king
and above all a lady of the bedchamber to the queen, she would clearly have
possessed the influence to have secured this appointment directly from the king
herself had she so wished.

However, whilst Charles's preference for formality may have stifled the
Chamberlain's ability to influence the distribution of offices within his jurisdiction, as
was also the case in ordinary appointments it does at least appear to have brought him

62 CSPD,1628-1629. p. 339.
30 September 1628. Hampton Court. Viscount Dorchester -
Earl of Carlisle.

& PRO. LC5/134. 12
February 1638.
64

PRO. S03/9. July 1628.
Lord Dormer to be Viscount Ascott in the County of
Buckinghamshire and Earl of Caernarvon. By order under
his Majesty's sign manual. Subscribed attorney general.
Procured by the lord chamberlain of his Majesty's
household.; CSPD,1628-1629. p. 337. 25 September 1628.
Grant to the Earl of Montgomery of the Lieutenancy of
Buckinghamshire, during the minority of Robert, Earl of
Carnarvon.

% PRO. LC5/134. Henry
Hughes (8 January 1639).; BL. Egerton 1048. f. 186v.
Undated. c¢.1639-1641. Undated list of her Majesty's
servants in ordinary. English. Ladies of the bedchamber,
Countess of Denbigh.
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one limited benefit. It guaranteed him the patronage at the next level down, that of
procuring the king's signature to the final warrant, even in those cases where the
original signification of the king's pleasure had come direct from the king or through a
courtier. For only rarely was this undertaken by any other than the lord chamberlain.
This, for example, can be seen in the appointment of John Boteler as a gentleman
waiter, which was " by reference from his Majesty ", and in that of James Mynne,
Thomas Aylesbury and Arthur Barnay as gentlemen of the privy chamber in February
1638 where the only subscriptions were " by the king " or " by the king's removal ",
which confirming that as in ordinary appointments this denoted who it was that
signified the lord chamberlain's secretary of the king's pleasure in the orginal decision
and not who procured his signature to the final warrant, in the absence of any other
subscription demonstrates that this must have been undertaken by the chamberlain. %
This is confirmed by the inclusion of a second name in the small number of
extraordinary cases where a " patron " was sufficiently well acquainted with the king
and lord chamberlain to be able to secure his signature to the final warrant himself. It,
for example, can be seen in the appointment of William Barclay as a cupbearer, where
the Earl of Carlisle is noted as having both recommended him to the king and
procured his signature to the final warrant, and also in that of Charles Adderley as a
gentleman of the privy chamber, which whilst drawn up at the request of " Mr
Herbert Price his friend ", in order to get the king's signature attached had been "
directed to Sir James Palmer and in his absence to Sir William Anstruther " (who both
being gentlemen ushers of the privy chamber controlled access to this area of the
household); and is confirmed in relation to that of Henry Hastings as an esquire to the
body, his original appointment being secured from the king by Dr. Turner during his
month of waiting as a chaplain in ordinary in October 1638, and the king's signature
to his final warrant of appointment being procured by Endymion Porter, Turner was
no longer in attendance by the time that it was was ready to be presented to the king

in November. ¢

5 PRO. LC5/134. John Boteler (30
June 1634).; James Mynne and Thomas Aylesbury (10
February 1638).; Arthur Barnay (12 February 1638).

§7 Ibid., Barclay. (1 September
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With Montgomery's ability to secure a degree of influence (and profit) in relation to
extraordinary appointments it is clear that his position was not without its advantages,
but with Charles having deliberately channelled patronage through his own hands (as
in the appointment of ordinary servants) its usefulness was nevertheless seriously
reduced. It is always possible that his main influence lay not with the submission of
formal petitions but in direct discussions with the king in which he suggested people
to him whenever vacancies (either in ordinary or extraordinary) occurred;
unfortunately the wielding of such influence as this would not leave any trace in the
official records. However, with other people clearly being able to intervene with the
king direct, and the interventions of the chamberlain also normally being recorded,
given the trend amongst the selection of chaplains and other ordinary servants this
would not appear to have been the case, with the balance of probability lying with the
king himself having established a firm grip upon household appointments, this being
confirmed by an investigation of the number of people who actually managed to
proceed from extraordinary to ordinary service - something which also helps to
indicate some of the wider problems in the distribution of patronage under Charles.

Given the inclusion of patrons as diverse as the Duchess of Buckingham, Sir
Edward Stanhope, Lady Rich (the wife of the Earl of Holland), the Earls of Carlisle,
Pembroke and Montgomery, Arundel and Bedford, the Duke of Lennox, Sir Henry
Vane, Lord Mansell, Sir William Anstruther and Lady Dorset (the prince's governess)
this might at first sight appear to be a patronage system which was functioning
normally; for although access was important, none would expect to be able to dictate
to the king who should serve him in his own household, and it is therefore possible
that Court patronage was being exercised at a lower level through playing to
Charles's preferences and securing the appointment of clients to extraordinary

positions in the hope that it would lead to their appointment in ordinary. ® This,

1635).; Adderley (17 February 1637).; Hastings (19
November 1638).; Palmer and Anstruther are noted as
gentlemen ushers of the privy chamber in a list in
Ibid. 22 January 1637.; Turner's month of waiting was in
October. Ibid. 12 April 1631. A letter to Thomas Turner
to wait in October.

5 Ibid., Stanhope (18 December
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however, was clearly not the case, as of the 150 people who had been appointed to
extraordinary positions during the period 1634-1640 only five had actually made the
transition into ordinary service by 1641, and even these seem to have been restricted
to those related or linked to people already holding trusted positions about the king.
Sir Paul Neile, for example, had managed to make the transition from an
extraordinary (appointed 12 January 1635) to an ordinary gentleman of the privy
chamber (reported as such in 1641), but he was " son to the Archbishop of York "
Richard Neile. ® Thomas Windebank, who had been promoted from an extraordinary
(appointed 23 October 1637) to an ordinary gentleman of the privy chamber (27 May
1638) was the son of Charles's trusted secretary Sir Francis Windebank.  William
Barclay's equally swift transition from an extraordinary Cupbearer (appointed 1
September 1635) to a gentleman of the privy chamber (appointed January 1636) had

been a consequence of his connections with the Earl of Carlisle.

1634)., Lady Rich (26 March 163%)., Earl of Carlisle (1
September 1635)., Sir Henry Vane (18 August 1636)., Lord
Mansell (22 March 1637)., Sir William Anstruther (26
April 1637)., Countess of Dorset (2 November 1637).:;
Earl of Arundel (3 January 1638)., Earl of Bedford (20
December 1638)., Duke of Lennox (25 March 1639).

? Ibid.
" Ibid.
n Ibid. Barclay's extraordinary
appointment is recorded as the work of Carlisle. There
were two other examples. Richard Neville from an
extraordinary (14 February 1637) to an ordinary (5
November 1638) gentleman of the privy chamber. He had
had already been appointed to the household of the
prince earlier that summer. The other was Captain
William Killigrew, who was appointed as an extraordinary
(29 December 1634) and then an ordinary gentleman of the
privy chamber (listed as such in 1641) and was the son
of Sir Robert Killigrew, the queen's vice-chamberlain;
Knowler, Strafford Letters. Vol. II. pp. 165-7. 10 May
1638. Charterhouse. George Garrard - Lord Deputy
Wentworth.; PRO. LC3/1. A list of his Majesty's servants
of the chamber in ordinary, 1641.; PRO. LR5/57. f. 24.
27 April 1629. An establishment of ordinary wages
allowed by the queen.
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Montgomery and other patrons had in many cases been able to intervene in the
appointment of extraordinary servants. Had they been able to exert any direct
influence with the king rather than merely receiving what he was willing to give a far
larger proportion of those they promoted would have been expected to have reached
ordinary service. That they did not confirms the general perception that household
patronage was being distributed upon the king's own terms. But while the fact that
Charles routinely overlooked his extraordinary servants in making appointments in
ordinary perhaps explains the relatively free-role which he allowed his courtiers to
have in making them, the question remains as to why people actually bothered to
secure them. With old habits dying hard some may have retained hopes of being
spotted by the king and advanced to high office as under James, whilst in some
quarters there may still have been a certain degree of prestige involved in being a
royal servant. As is so often the case in the seventeenth century, though, the true
cause appears to have been somewhat more mundane and a good deal more practical,
in that all royal servants, even extraordinary ones, were " exempt from assizes,
inquests, constable, churchmen, or other like office " such as that of being sheriff of a
county, the likely benefits of such an exemption being especially great in the light of
the advance of prerogative taxation and the development of an ideological element to
non-payment which tended to place the incumbent between a king who expected
obedience as of right and neighbours who deeply resented having to pay it. 7
However, with Charles always expecting obedience as of right and perceiving the
receipt of office as tying people to himself such shirking of responsibility was not
something which he expected from his servants (even extraordinary ones); and whilst
the order made at a meeting of the Privy Council in September 1636 aimed at

overcoming the attempts of people to become extraordinary servants as a means of

n HMC, Third Report. (1872). p. 29.
4 November 1628. Certificate by the Earl of Montgomery
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avoiding their selection as sheriffs appears to have had little effect, as there was no
real reduction in the number of pleas for exemption, Charles's underlying assumptions
clearly remained unaltered. This was demonstrated in April 1639 when he expected
them to help form a " regiment of horse to be drawn together to the number of eight
hundred, consisting of his Majesty's servants of the privy and presence chambers in
ordinary and extraordinary, with their servants " to attend him to Scotland. ? In
taking patronage back into his own hands and allowing the limited involvement of
patrons in extraordinary appointments Charles may have felt that he had managed to
tie both the patron and client's loyalties to his own person. But the majority of
recipients had only sought them out of self-interest, and the truth was somewhat
different. This indicates a wider problem in all of Charles's household patronage. In
order for it to have operated with any degree of success the degree of involvement on
the part of patrons in extraordinary appointments would have needed to have been
replicated in the appointment of his officers and ordinary servants. As it was, though,
with Charles's insecurity and determination to uphold the authority of the Crown
leading him to take appointments to these positions back into his own hands and
make them solely as a consequence of his own choice this was something which he
was unable to do. That no patron was able to influence the appointment of officers or
ordinary servants (either directly through his favour or by manipulating his choice
through the appointment of extraordinary servants) in any significant way, meant that
he squandered the potential of his household patronage as a political tool. He did not
succeed in bolstering support for the Crown and undermined the position of the

important office of lord chamberlain.

7 PRO. PC2/46. p. 370. 18 September
1636. Oatlands. Charles himself was present at this
meeting.; CSPD,1638-1639. p. 582. 20 March 1639. Charles
I. - Earl of Pembroke and Montgomery.
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Chapter 3.

The Queen's Household.

James's firm desire to solve the Palatine problem through a Spanish marriage,
initially supported by the prince, had led him into courting the Spanish at the expence
of the French. This had not only encouraged the Spanish to raise their stakes, but had
left him in a particularly weak position when treatings subsequently collapsed. For
although the French did not normally demand the same stringent personal and
religious conditions as the Spanish, with negotiations having to begin from scratch the
provisions which James had previously agreed over Charles's projected marriage to
the Infanta provided a useful point of reference when the prnce's union with
Henrietta Maria came under consideration. Negotiations began in earnest after the
issue of a formal commission from the king and the arrival of the Earl of Carlisle at
the end of March 1624, and in June 1624 Louis XIII. finally released the terms for the
marriage of his sister, unusually including a confessional insistence on James's
suspension of the penal laws against his Catholic subjects. ' Coming at the same time
as the dismissal of La Vieuville and his replacement by Richelieu this demand initially
threatened to wreck the whole venture. Perhaps musing over the ever increasing
concessions demanded by the Spanish, Charles had written to Carlisle about the
French, advising him that " if you find they persist in this new way that they have
begun, dally no more with them but break off the treaty of marriage...". 2 Through
the intervention of Buckingham and the the Marquess d'Effiat (the French
Ambassador), though, both sides were subsequently persuaded to modify their

demands, Lows and Richelieu accepting James's written promise not to persecute

! Letters of John Chamberlain.
Vol. II. p. 552. 10 April 1624. London. John Chamberlain
- Sir Dudley Carleton.; J.P. Cooper, ed., Wentworth
Papers 1597-1628. Camden Society Fourth Series. Vol. 12.
(London,1973). p. 189. 27 July 1623. Tuesday noon.
George Wederhide - Charles Radcliffe.; Lockyer,
Buckingham. pp. 200-1.
2 Ibid., p. 203.

82



Catholics as part of a secret " Ecrit Particuler " rather than an article of the marriage
treaty. > This was the major concession which had been wrested from Charles and
James, but given the weakness of their bargaining position it had not been the only
one; for whilst they could have had little problem accepting the clause which stated
that " the said queen's house shall be maintained with so much dignity and with so
great a number of officers as ere any has that was Queen of England ", it must have
been far more difficult with another clause which stated that " all the household
servants which the said lady shall carry shall be Papists Catholic and French by birth
and chosen or appointed by his Most Christian Majesty ". * For as well as robbing
them of any patronage which they may have hoped to have enjoyed in settling it
themselves, in being so visible it was also even more likely to damage their chances of
obtaining funds for war against Spain from an anti-Catholic parliament than their far
more significant concession of agreeing to a toleration of English Catholics.
However, with Charles determined to secure war against Spain and James reluctant to
agree to this except as part of a non-confessional anti-Habsburg alliance neither had
little choice, and the terms of the marriage treaty were finally accepted by James at
Cambridge on 12 December 1624, shortly after an agreement to send a joint force
into the Palatinate under the direction of Count Mansfeldt. * While these concessions
were merely the subject of negotiations in a foreign land they appeared to represent
no great problem, but afier the armival of the queen on 12 June 1625 Charles's inability
to control her household and its patronage posed a major problem to him on a
number of different fronts, the most evident of which was the political ramifactions of

her religion in Britain. The concessions which had been made to the French over the

3 Ibid., p. 205.
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religious content of the queen's household had been made on the premise that
successes in the joint military alliance against the power of Spain would counteract
any misgivings at home. But cracks were already appearing in the alliance, and the
utter collapse of Mansfeldt's expedition robbed Charles of any chance of playing upon
its military achievements. Charles was thus faced with the need to justify an awkward
marriage treaty and alliance with France, including toleration for English Catholics,
while convincing the first parliament of his reign of its duty to support war against
Catholic Spain as supposedly agreed in 1624, a task prefaced by the arrival of his
Catholic wife and her household. For the effects of the de facto toleration of
Catholics at home which had been agreed as part of the marriage deal were much
resented; and with the queen having been informed before she left France that " she
must remember that she had been sent into a foreign country expressly to help the
Catholics who had suffered for so long...", and her servants acting accordingly, " who
at first seemed only temperate Catholics, but now come the old course of the most
violent Papists...", her household represented a major focus of discontent. ° On the
very day of Charles's marriage feast one of his own chaplains, Dr. Fell, had given a
sermon before him " which was bitterly invective against Popery ", whilst concerns
were later expressed over the " encroachments and dangers likely to arise from the
exhorbitant pretensions of the Roman Catholic Church, and sufferance of priests and
Jesuits about the queen's person and Court...", and although Charles tried to
overcome this as best he could, first through ordering that the queen " shall have no
subjects of his serve her without they go to Church..." and issuing " a strict command
to his porter at St. James...that no one subject whatsoever should be suffered to come
to Mass...", and then by conceding to parliament's demand for a tightening of the laws
against recusants, by virtue of the marnage treaty these measures only applied to the
effects of the queen's household upon English subjects and not to the actions of the
French themselves, even this was a difficult task when the queen was being "

strangely and strongly assailed for the protection of these people by the intercession

6 E. Hamilton, Henrietta Maria.
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of her own ecclesiastics...". 7 The alliance with France was an important element in
Charles's war policy, but unless he could persuade parliament to come up with the
money to allow him to fulfil his side of the obligation it was practically useless, and
this seemed unlikely as long as he was unable to control the queen's household.
Neither were the political problems posed by this inability to control the queen's
household restricted to the effect of its religious outlook on public opinion. For in the
light of the 1625 parliament Charles had immediately set about examining the causes
of its failure and, convincing himself that it must have been the result of a plot, had
began to look around for those he thought responsible. They included those MPs who
were selected as sherniffs that November and the disgraced Lord Keeper John
Williams, but also extended to the queen's French household. As there had already
been rumours earlier that the queen's ecclesiastics were " participating more of the
Court than Church of Rome...", and at much the same time as Charles was
proceeding against these other groups he had written to Buckingham informing him
how he believed the French were " making plots with my own subjects ", his
perception of this likely to have been confirmed by the fact that Williams (who had set
about learning French the moment he realised there would not be a Spanish marriage)
enjoyed a number of contacts within the queen's household and was on especially
close terms with Father Berulle, who was well known for his opposition to
Buckingham. ?

But whilst these were problems which would have been faced by any monarch in a

similar political situation, there were others which were more personal to Charles.

7 Proceedings in Parliament,
1625. p. 716. 25 June 1625. John Castle - William
-Trumbull.; Ibid. p. 85. 4 July 1625. Minute Book.
Speech of the Lord Steward.; CSPD,Addenda. 1625-1649. p.
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Queen Anne's Court, like those of James and his two sons had been a distinct political
entity not subject to the jurisdiction of the king. Charles, while not conceding that
Henrietta Maria should have a household of her own, was impelled by his own
personal and political insecurity to place excessive emphasis upon his authority as
king. He already channelled everything through himself. He was at the same time
determined that the queen should not have a separate Court, perceiving it as part of
his own and therefore subject to his jurisdiction and control. This is confirmed in
official documents subsequently produced by the queen's household, where her
servants and officers are repeatedly referred to as the king's servants. Bartholemew de
Montague, for example, is in December 1628 referred to as " the king's servant, and
one of the grooms of the privy chamber to the queen ", whilst there is an even clearer
expression of this in a document prepared by the queen's chamberlain the, Earl of
Dorset, where Edmund Fortescue 1s defined as being " a servant to the king, being a
sewer to the queen ". ° Neither would these appear to be exceptions, for they are
repeated in a document of 2 July 1634 signed by the Earl of Arundel and entitled " the
king's pleasure signified by the Earl Marshal touching the precedence of Sir Richard
Wynn and others the queen's officers ", in which the queen's officers Sir Richard
Wynn (treasurer), Sir Robert Aiton (secretary), Sir John Finch (attorney general) and
Sir Thomas Hatton (surveyor general) " are noted as being " councillors to his
Majesty [&] should have rank, and precedence next after four other eminent offices to
his Majesty...", all providing a clear indication that with Charles viewing the queen's
household as part of his Court they owed their allegiance primarily to him, serving the
king through serving the queen. '° Having spent a good deal of time and effort in
settling it upon coming to the throne Charles's household was strictly regulated, with

? CSPD,1628-1629. p. 416. 28
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set times of attendance and high standards of etiquette and behaviour; and seeing that
of the queen as being as part of his wider vision of the Court he was determined to
see that it was regulated with equal precision. In order to achieve this end soon after
Henrietta Maria's arrival Charles had sent a number of the Council " to her with those
orders that were kept in the queen mother's house, desiring she would command the
Count of Tilliers [her lord chamberlain] that the same might be kept in hers ". "
Charles had evidently expected that his wife would accept these regulations without
comment, but being a daughter of Henry IV. of France (as she herself reminded him)
and young and headstrong and used to getting her own way she refused, desiring "
leave to order her house as she list herself...". > Apart from the affront which she had
dealt to Charles's dignity by having given this refusal in public, in itself it represented
no real problem. However, all would depend upon the way in which the queen
subsequently regulated her household, and unfortunately it was in a style which
contrasted markedly with Charles's own. For in common with Charles's sister,
Elizabeth, and her sister-in-law Anne of Austria Henrietta Maria showed a marked
inability to control the actions or expenditure of her servants, which with the French
having " not only picked the worst, but the most mischievious ", not only led to
complaints that " there is no establishment in her household ", but also led to her
being treated without that degree of state and ceremony which Charles felt was

necessary for a queen of England.
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With Charles constrained by the terms of the marriage treaty but determined to see
that the queen " is served by his own subjects and not by Frenchmen alone...", he
initially attempted to overcome these problems posed by the queen's household
through attempting to work within it through gaining control of its patronage and
securing the appointment of courtiers who would be conducive to his ends. * But
when this failed he decided to abandon his former conciliatory tone and resort to
force through dismissing en-masse her entire French household, this being clearly
expressed in his attempts to secure control of the selection the ladies of her
bedchamber.

Charles's differences with Henrietta Maria over this position had begun even before
she had arrived in England; for whilst the Earl of Holland (who had been one of the
extraordinary ambassadors who had helped negotiate the marriage) had received a
promise from the queen that she would appoint his wife a lady of her bedchamber,
this was firmly opposed by Charles, not so much because he had any objections to
Holland's wife, but because in accordance with his own patronage policy he was
against her appointing anyone she had not seen, instead advising " ...her to take time
to consider, hear, and see what may be said touching such persons as are to be so
near...". * The real problems in relation to this position, though, began soon after her
arrival, and centered around an attempt to get a number of Buckingham's relations,
including his wife and mother, appointed to it. '* This is usually assumed to be the
work of Buckingham. In one sense it was, because if he had not had such close
connections with James, and therefore Charles, it is doubtful if any of his dependents
would have come into contact with the king, and here lies the caveat; for it was not

due to his ability to influence the king, but the means of bringing people into frequent
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contact with him which accounts for the promotion of those around him. As these
women were no mere strangers to Charles, but had been known and observed for

many years, and had in effect been James's surrogate family. Charles had already
declared his intention that none of his father's old servants should lose out by his
death, but in terms of positions at Court this was much easier to achieve on behalf of
men than women, and this explains his determination to settle a number of
Buckingham's female relations in positions about his wife almost as soon as she
arrived. As this would not only allow him to rest easy in the knowledge that he had

fulfilled his obligations to his father's friends, but also that his wife was being served
by people who he knew and trusted. However, whether these appointments could be
allowed under the terms of the treaty was a question which the French Ambassador
had to refer back to France. 7 At first Richelieu appeared prepared to accept them,

but with his own position in France depending upon an appearance of strong support
for the Catholic Church, he ultimately decided that it would not be prudent to allow

the appointment of any non-Catholics about the queen, informing Charles towards the
end of August that they could not " break the treaty by conceding...offices about the
queen..". '® After the political sacrifices made and risks taken by Charles and
Buckingham in the interests of an alliance with France they deeply resented this move.
Coming at much the same time as the problems in the regulation of the queen's
household, and strengthening Charles's belief that it had played a part in the failure of
his polices in parliament, by November 1625 he appears to have been on the point of
dismissing it. He told Buckingham that he meant " to seek for no other grounds to

cashier my monsieurs ". ** This, like the decision to appoint his relations in the first
place, is also normally perceived to be an act of Buckingham's; but he was at this time
on a diplomatic mission to the Hague, and that Charles had had to write to him of his
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intentions (most likely so that Buckingham, who was also supposed to travel into
France, could inform the queen mother) would appear to indicate that the duke had
played no part in it. #* Indeed, with Buckingham's position depending much more
upon the outcome of this alliance with France than Charles's, and with him being
reported towards the end of January 1626 as attempting to become " as intimate as
possible with the queen ", it was much more likely that he was attempting to persuade
Charles against taking making such a move, especially when Charles had noted that
he would " put nothing of this in execution while I hear from you ". # If this was his
intention, though, he had only delayed the outcome of this problem rather than
resolved it;, for whilst he may have persuaded Charles to change his mind over
dismissing the queen's household in a manner which would place the blame upon
them, he had not altered his desire to either control her present household or replace
it with another. The decision early the next month that " all the French should take the
oath of fealty or go..." was therefore likely to have been a compromise resulting from
this, aimed at giving Charles a pretext to remove them. But perhaps informed by
Buckingham himself, seeing the way things were going only the queen's bishop and
secretary caused difficulties, and this allowed the problem as to who controlled the
queen's household to continue unresolved a little longer.  During the middle of May
1626, however, the French Ambassador, Blainville, whom Charles blamed for much
of the discontent between him and his wife, left to return to France, and with Charles
emboldened by this, matters came to a head. 2 Charles was determined to be master
in his own Court. As a means of demonstrating his authority, he once again attempted
to secure the appointment of a number of English women to serve the queen in her
bedchamber. In July 1626 he nominated " the Lady Denbigh, the Marchioness of
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Hamilton her daughter, and the Countess of Carlisle ", followed by the Duchess of
Buckingham, the Lady Savage and the Countess of Holland, informing his wife "
madam, I wish you to receive these ladies as your ladies of the bedchamber, an
honour very highly esteemed at this Court...". # For reasons of her own influence

and pride, though, Henrietta Maria had no intention of conceding without a struggle.

Strongly supported by the new French Ambassador, who believed it to be the work of
Buckingham, " she replied that his Majesty was master but she would never have
confidence with those ladies ", who according to the Venetian Ambassador, " were

neither admitted nor excluded...”. # This blatant challenge to his authority deeply
angered Charles, convincing him that the queen's French servants were the root cause
of all the problems in her household. There would be no prospect for an improvement
so long as he was unable to control its patronage. When, a few days later, the queen

attempted to make nominations to the commission regulating her jointure, he finally
lost his patience, informing her that " he meant to be master and dispose of her
offices as he pleased ".  This episode also appears to have prompted him to dismiss
her French household, as two days later he wrote to Buckingham informing him that
with all its problems being a consequence of the " ill crafty counsels of her servants
for advancing of their own ends, rather than her own inclination " he could " no

longer suffer those, that I knew to be the cause and formentors...to be about my wife
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any longer ". ¥’ And whilst wider political factors meant that the queen's household
could not be dismissed immedately, plans to achieve it were already clearly underway,
as that same day Charles had sent a similar letter to Dudley, Viscount Carleton, who
had been " sent expressly to the French king to signify the fuller performance
thereof...". 2 With these firmly in place by the beginning of August the plan was
ready, and began to be put in execution when after a meeting of the Privy Council
Charles passed into the queen's apartments and " took her by the hand and led her
into his lodgings locking the door after him, and shutting out all save only the
queen...began by degrees to break the matter unto her and to be short, told her he
must needs cashier all her attendants, priests and others, males and females (but give
her those that were better) ". ¥

The expulsion of the queen's French servants and officers together with Charles's
decision to take over the responsibility of running her household had placed a great
deal of patronage in his hands, and this immediately led to a great deal of speculation
as to who was going to be appointed in their place. With Charles hoping to overcome
the disorder with which it had been regulated in the past his initial intention appears
to have been to appoint a fresh household for the queen with officers from amongst
his acquaintance who he believed would enable him to achieve it. He had evidently
decided upon Sir Richard Wynn (treasurer), Henry, Lord Percy (master of her horse),
Sir Francis Cottington (secretary), the Earl of Holland (steward), Sir Thomas Savage
(chancellor), George, Lord Goring (vice-chamberlain), and the Earl of Rutland. *
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With the majority of these figures having previously had connections with
Buckingham and with him also being seen as responsible for the dismissal of the
French household he is usually perceived as the key figure in the selection of these
figures. However, with Charles himself having informed Buckingham of his decision
to dismiss the queen's household it would seem likely that as he himself had informed
the Venetian Ambassador " he had nothing whatever to do with it. The king had done
everything himself ", and this also appears to have been the case in these
appointments. *' For whilst their connections with Buckingham cannot be denied,
their relative importance can, as all were were equally well acquainted with the king
himself - Sir Richard Wynn, Sir Francis Cottington and Sir Thomas Savage had all
been in Charles's service as prince, Goring had been a gentleman of the privy chamber
to Prince Henry, Holland had been one of those who had accompanied Charles to
Spain in 1623 and had helped negotiate his marriage to Henrietta Maria, whilst
Rutland, along with the Earl of Worcester, was in November 1628 to be exempted
from an order to remove recusants from lord lieutenancies on the grounds that
Charles " held them to be very good subjects...". ¥ However, whilst this could
perhaps be taken as an indication that Buckingham's ability to influence the
distribution of patronage was restricted to parameters set by the king it does not
necessarily prove that they were not his work but that of the king. That this was in
fact the case, though, can be seen in the case of Sir Francis Cottington.

Cottington is usually seen as having been advanced to his position as secretary to
the prince through the means of Buckingham, but this principally rests upon the fact
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that he had in 1621 written him a note of thanks for having secured the payment of
moneys due to him as charge d'affairs in Spain, and had felt it prudent to send another
in 1622 in the light of his appointment. ¥ And with Charles and Buckingham still
favouring military action, whilst only being luke warm over the prospect of a Spanish
Marriage, his appointment would appear much more likely to have been the work of
James, with the marginal nature of Buckingham's role being demonstrated in
Cottington's letter of thanks, where Cottington noted " how near a stranger I am to

you...". * Being " so long conversant and well seen in all Spanish affairs " and
knowing " the bias of that Court to a hair...", as secretary Cottington provided the
prince with a vital link in a policy which James was determined to see through and
which concerned him deeply; which with Charles subsequently bowing to the
inevitable and himself actively pursuing a Spanish marriage, not only provided
Cottington with a place at the very centre of affairs, but also an excellent means of

working his way into his favour. *

In February 1623 Charles, accompanied by
Buckingham and Cottington, had travelled to Spain with the intention of securing
both a wife and a solution to the Palatine problem, but neither of these objectives had
been met by the time he returned to England at the 