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SUMMARY 

This study, focused upon government and politics within the royal court, reassesses 

James VI & I's practice ofkingship in England during the period ofGeorge Villiers's 

rise as royal favourite (c. 1615-c. 1622). In the first chapter, a new account of James's 

thinking on the nature and duties of kingship is presented. The practical significance 

of these ideals - in helping us to understand both the king's actions and those of the 

courtiers and counsellors who sought to persuade him to act in particular ways - is 

shown at several points throughout the ensuing analysis. The relationship between 

court and government is treated next, through detailed studies of petitioning and 

procurement of the sign manual, and of the changing structure of J ames' s counsels. 

Court-political episodes in which physical access to the king is said to have weighed 

heavily are then closely re-examined. Finally, contemporary critical perceptions of 

James and his court are analysed. 

Previous political studies of the Jacobean court, especially during these latter years of 

the reign, have emphasised factional rivalries, competition for patronage, and the 

importance in these of access to the royal apartments. Such accounts present the king 

as listless and, because of his supposed predilection for informality, easily 

manipulated by his entourage into favouring their private interests. On the other hand, 

the last three decades have simultaneously witnessed a positive re-evaluation of 

James's political abilities. This study puts forward a different view of the politics of 

James's kingship and court. The Bedchamber's role in administration and policy

making is reconsidered, as are the extent and nature of the king and his favourite's 

personal involvement in government. Ultimately, James emerges as an active but (by 

his own and his contemporaries' standards) failed king whose regime could 

reasonably be denounced as private-spirited and even tyrannical. 
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Introduction 

'[F)orbeare to write Hystories', one Ambrosius de Bruyn advised in his book of 

precepts for the aspiring courtier, The Court of the Most Illustrious and Most 

Magnificent James, the First, 'fortis farre better to desist from such a labour, than ... 

to blemish and wrong the reputation of thy name and credit.' 1 The historian of 

Jacobean court politics may well feel that this advice is still worth heeding, since it is 

far from obvious that further study in this field is really necessary or relevant to the 

major concerns of early Stuart political historiography. 

Some may object here that the royal court has been central to the revision of 

the narrative of early Stuart political history since the 1970s. Conrad Russell's eff01is 

to get parliaments 'in perspective' were, at least on the conceptual level, founded on 

the premise that parliaments were 'ad hoc gatherings of men reacting to events 

taking place elsewhere'- and 'elsewhere' meant not onl~ 'in the country', or abroad, 

but 'at court', where 'Major political decisions were usually taken' .2 But whereas 

one might have expected that a flowering of studies of court politics would follow 

from such rhetoric, the result was otherwise. Russell's oeuvre remained 

overwhelmingly parliament- and crisis-centred, structured particularly around the 

parliamentary sessions of the 1620s and the collapse of 'the British monarchies' and 

outbreak of civil war under Charles I. As Kevin Sharpe remarked in 1986, 'despite 

their disclaimers the revisionists have still concentrated too much on parliaments, 

... too little on the king, the Court and the Council.' Ironically, Sharpe went on to say 

- at the end of the very same paragraph- that the result of this relative neglect of 

1 A[mbrosius] D[e] B[ruyn], The Court of the Most Illustrious and Most Magnificent James, 
the First (London, 1619) (STC [2nd edn], 1022), pp. 69-70; Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 
187, fo . 56 (Ambrosius de Bruyn to Buckingham, 8 July 1618). The name of the pamphlet's 
author was previously unknown: see M. Peltonen, Classical Humanism and Republicanism 
in English Political Thought, 1570-1640 (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 136-9; D. Colclough, 
Freedom of Speech in Early Stuart England (Cambridge, 2005), pp. 71-2. 
2 C.S.R. Russell, Parliaments and English Politics, 1621-1629 (Oxford, 1979), p. 1; idem, 
'The Nature of a Parliament in Early Stuart England' and 'Parliamentary History in 
Perspective, 1604-1629', in idem, Unrevolutionary England, 1603-1642 (London, 1990), pp. 
1-57. 
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court politics was that 'we still await a study of parliaments in a broader political 

perspective. ' 3 What needed questioning and retelling, in this view, was the story of 

parliamentary politics, of the nature (or even existence) of parliamentary opposition 

to the Crown. Aspects of government and politics around the king in his court were 

to be adduced to this task: divisions in parliament, for example, could be related to 

the supposed existence of rival factions within the court.4 The subordination of court

and king-centred political history to parliament-centred history is further 

demonstrated by Andrew Thrush's recent article on the years 1611-1621. This period 

of (in Thrush's words) 'Personal Rule', during which, with the brief exception of the 

Addled Parliament, James governed without parliaments, 'has never been 

satisfactorily examined', Thrush writes. Yet a 'satisfactory' examination does not 

apparently consist of an approach to king-centred politics and government on their 

own terms; rather Thrush wishes us to believe that James's overriding concern, in the 

management of his finances and diplomacy, was merely .to avoid facing a 

parliament. 5 

It could be argued, moreover, that those critical of 'Russellian' revisionism 
....._ 

have further marginalised the study of court politics, or at least not encouraged it 

very actively. For instance, in his study of the impact of the Spanish match and the 

start of the Thirty Years' War upon English politics, Tom Cogswell took account of 

politics outside the Palace of Westminster, integrating contemporary pamphlets and 

verse libels, as well as a wealth of diplomatic papers, into his analysis. Though it 

does shed light on political alignments at comi and in the Privy Council, the work 

remains, at heart, a revision of the 1624 parliament, and a rebuttal of Russell's 

3 K. Sharpe, 'Crown, Parliament and Locality: Government and Communication in Early 
Stuart England', English Historical Review, 101 (1986), pp. 321 -50, at pp. 322-3 (my 
emphasis). 
4 SeeK. Sharpe, ed., Faction and Parliament: Essays on Early Stuart History (Oxford, 
1978). 
5 A. Thrush, 'The Personal Rule ofJames I, 1611-1621 ',in T. Cogswell, R.P. Cust and P.G. 
Lake, eds., Politics, Religion and Popularity: Early Stuart Essays in Honour ofConrad 
Russell (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 84-102. 
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approach to parliamentary politics, in the light of an expanded source base. 6 More 

significantly, the reaction against revisionism continues in the currently fashionable 

interest in 'the public sphere', in political discussion and comment 'out of doors' in 

newsletter, pamphlet and verse, and this is moving the historiographical agenda away 

not only from parliaments but also from the court. Cogswell refers to a '"revisionist" 

passion for "high" politics at court and in the parliament-house'. We need to 'break 

[this] obsession with elite politics, which has gripped the field' and move onto the 

investigation of 'political culture' and 'popular political awareness', for there exists, 

he writes, a 'necessity' and a 'new scholarly prescription' which 'obliges us' to 

escape from 'the smoke-filled rooms ofWhitehall and Westminster'. The time is 

allegedly right for such a change, according to Cogswell, because 'we now know a 

great deal about parliamentary behaviour, the nature of the Court, and the character 

of the early Stuart monarchs'. The implicit assumption here is that, although the 

study of high politics (both in parliament and court) should not be wholly abandoned, 

the interesting, relevant and groundbreaking work in this' area has, essentially, been 

completed.7 

There are works on some of James's leading courtiers and ministers- notably 

Menna Prestwich's Cranjield, Roger Lockyer's Buckingham, and Linda Levy Peck's 

Northampton. 8 There have also been studies of Jacobean court culture, of masques 

and patronage of art, for instance, and the possible political significance of these 

6 T. Cogswell, The Blessed Revolution: English Politics and the Coming of War, 1621-1624 

(Cambridge, 1989). 
7 T. Cogswell, 'Underground Verse and the Transformation of Early Stuart Political 

Culture', in S.D. Amussen and M.A. Kishlansky, eds., Political Culture and Cultural 

Politics in Early Modern England: Essays Presented to David Underdown (Manchester, 

1995), pp. 277-300, at pp. 294-5; idem, 'John Felton, Popular Political Culture, and the 

Assassination of the Duke of Buckingham', Historical Journal, 49 (2006), pp. 357-85, at pp. 

358, 385. See also P.G. Lake and S. Pincus, 'Rethinking the Public Sphere in Early Modern 

England', Journal of British Studies, 45 (2006), pp. 270-92. 
8 

M. Prestwich, Cranfield: Politics and Profits under the Early Stuarts (Oxford, 1966); R. 

Lockyer, Buckingham: The Life and Career of George Villiers, First Duke of Bucldngham, 

1592-1628 (Harlow, 1981); L.L. Peck, Northampton: Patronage and Policy at the Court of 

James I (London, 1982). Pauline Croft's forthcoming biography ofRobert Cecil will no 

doubt transform our understanding of the first decade of the reign in England. 
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things.9 Studies of everyday political and governmental activity at court, however, 

have been much rarer and while the obvious catastrophes of Charles I's reign have 

guaranteed to that king continuing academic attention and controversy, the long wait 

for a modem political biography of his father, at the time of writing, has yet to end. 10 

There is still a need, therefore, for new studies of Jacobean kingship and court 

politics. 

What is more, it could be said that the historiographical climate for such 

works is propitious, for there is, in fact, no reason why the new interest in 'what 

contemporaries thought was happening' and 'the stories [that they] told about their 

circumstance[ s]' should lead away from the study of kingship and court politics. 11 

Arguably, this historiographical trend makes such work more necessary. After all, 

James VI & I recognised that a king's and his servants' behaviour mattered because 

of how they would be perceived beyond the court, and that they should, therefore, be 

carefully ordered. As he wrote in Basilican Doron, 'the people that see you not 

within, cannot judge of you, but according to the outward appearance of your actions 

and companie'. Popular 'pra~-occupied conceipts' of the king's 'inward intention', 

even misperceptions, in other words, could not simply be ignored, since they 'breed 

contempt, the mother of rebellion and disorder.' 12 In Peter McCullough's phrase, 

'court politics were not. .. hermetically sealed off from public observation and 

participation.' 13 A deeper knowledge of the workings of government and politics 

around and involving the king would no doubt help us better to 'situate socially and 

9 See esp. L.L. Peck, ed., The Mental World of the Jacobean Court (Cambridge, 1991 ). 
1° For the court and government and politics, see N. Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers: The 
Bedchamber of James I in Administration and Politics, 1603-1625' (DPhil thesis, University 
of Oxford, 1987); idem, 'The Revival of the Entourage: The Bedchamber of James I, 1603-
1625 ', in D.R. Star key, ed., The English Court: From the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War 
(Harlow, 1987), pp. 173-225; idem, 'Anglo-Scottish Union and the Court of James I, 1603-
1625', Transactions ofthe Royal Historical Society, fifth series, 39 (1989), pp. 107-24. 
11 R. Hutton, Debates in Stuart History (Basingstoke, 2004), p. 166; Lake and Pincus, 
'Rethinking the Public Sphere', p. 288. 
12 King James VI & I, Political Writings, ed. J.P. Sommerville (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 35, 
49. 
13 P.E. McCullough, Sermons at Court: Politics and Religion in Elizabethan and Jacobean 
Preaching(Cambridge, 1998), p. 137. 
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politically', as Peter Lake and Steven Pincus put it, those contemporary 'stories' and 

'representations' of politics which we now find so much more significant than a 

previous generation ofhistorians did. 14 

Furthermore, the shift towards the study of political thought (or discourse) 

and political culture rather than politics tout court can have a revitalising effect upon 

seemingly stale topics. 15 Historians have tended to write about the early Stuart kings 

as if they were, or were meant to be, statesmen and politicians. We can see this in 

S .R. Gardiner' s views on J ames VI & I as lacking in 'statesmanship', for instance, 

through to Jenny Wormald's positive reappraisal of the same king as a practised and 

practical politician, skilled in 'the art of managing men' .16 Charles I, according to 

John Reeve, 'was not in any sense a political man' and was thus 'thoroughly ill

equipped to be king'. Such an approach- which sets out to explain a king's success 

or failure, in part at least, with reference to his supposed 'skill', 'statesmanship', 

'political ability', 'charisma', 'character'- is not invalid, but it can only take us so 

far. There is, firstly, the risk of circularity. A king who is deemed to have failed 

politically is seldom lauded for his political acumen and personal strength: to say that 

' Charles 'was an unsuccessful king because he was a weak man' is close to saying 

that he failed because he was a failure. 17 Secondly- and as Steven Gmm has argued 

in the context of early Tudor political historiography- there is the danger of 

anachronism: we cannot safely assume that politics is a 'timeless ... [art] of influence 

or management' and so 'to transfer from Tudor Whitehall to the modem White 

14 Lake and Pincus, 'Rethinking the Public Sphere', p. 288. See also A. Bellany, The Politics 
of Court Scandal in Early Modern England: News Culture and the Over bury affair, 1603-
1660 (Cambridge, 2002). 
15 For a helpful definition of the relationship between politics and political culture, see D. 
Hoak, ed., Tudor Political Culture (Cambridge, 1995), 'Introduction', p. 1. 
16 Gardiner, History of England, I, pp. 48-9; Ill, pp. 314-15; J. Wormald, 'James VI and I: 
Two Kings or One?', History, 68 (1983), pp. 187-209 at p. 194. 
17 L.J. Reeve, Charles I and the Road to Personal Rule (Cambridge, 1989), pp. 3-4, 172, 
173-4. 
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House requires little more than a change of clothes' .18 It is questionable whether 

nineteenth- and twentieth-century notions of political leadership are really fit for the 

task of analysing the performance of early modem kingship. Though, with varying 

degrees of success, some historians have preferred to turn to modem theories of 

gender and to anthropological studies in order to broaden our perspectives on this 

subject, it is clear that appreciation of contemporary conventions, representations and 

expectations of kingship, and comparison of these with how kings and their servants 

actually behaved and governed, has proven a fruitful approach for reassessment of 

kingship and politics in several reigns. 19 

The aim of this dissertation is to revise our understanding of the kingship of 

J ames VI & I in England during the period of George Villiers' s rise as royal 

favourite, until the latter's journey to Spain with the prince of Wales in 1623. The 

focus is upon government and politics within the court and involving the king, and 

the approach is thematic rather than narrative-driven. The choice of this segment of 

the reign (c. 1615-c. 1622), rather than a broader coverage of the entire reign after 

1603 or all three of James's kingdoms, is a pragmatic one. The limits of time and 

space appropriate to a research project of this sort have, of course, to be taken into 

account. More positively, this period has its own attractions for the historian wishing 

to revise established opinions on this subject. Even in the context of the relative 

neglect of king, court and Council, as noted above, the high politics of the second 

decade of the reign have been little studied, although those who particularly 

18 S.J. Gunn, 'The Structures of Politics in Early Tudor England', Transactions of the Royal 
Historical Society, sixth series, 5 (1995), pp. 59-90 at p. 60, citing D.R. Starkey, The Reign 
of Henry VIII: Personalities and Politics (London, 1985), pp. 9, 30. 
19 For example, J.L. Watts, Henry VI and the Politics of Kingship (paperback edn, 
Cambridge, 1999) and S. Alford, Kingship and Politics in the Reign of Edward VI 
(Cambridge, 2002). See also J. Cramsie, Kingship and Crown Finance under lames VI and 
I, 1603-1625 (Woodbridge, 2002); R.P. Cust, Charles 1: A Political Life (Harlow, 2005); 
Hutton, Debates in Stuart History, p. 170. For an anthropologically-inspired approach, see 
J.M. Richards, "'His Nowe Majestie" and the English Monarchy: The Kingship of Charles I 
before 1640', Past and Present, 113 (Nov. 1986), pp. 70-96. For gender, see idem, 'The 
English Accession of James VI: "National" Identity, Gender and the Personal Monarchy of 
England', English Historical Review, 117 (2002), pp. 513-35; C. Herrup, 'The King's Two 
Genders', Journal of British Studies, 45 (2006), pp. 493-510. 
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emphasise the importance ofbody servants in the Jacobean private royal apartments 

have found in this period much of their apparently most convincing evidence. By 

contrast, the last two years of the reign, from Buckingham and Prince Charles's 

departure for Spain in February 1623, through the 1624 parliament, to James's death 

in March 1625 are much more familiar territory and their own peculiar features and 

dynamics set them apart, notably the absence of the prince and favourite from the 

country and then the divergence between James, Charles and Buckingham on foreign 

policy.20 

A word is necessary on the definition of 'the court', since there has been 

disagreement between some early Stuart historians over whether to define the court 

as an institution made up of the various departments of the royal household, or as a 

'fluid and polycentric' thing which 'flowed' up and down the Strand from Whitehall 

to the leading aristocratic households and the Inns of Court. We might note that 

contemporaries were at once precise and flexible in what they meant by the word. 21 

For them, 'court' had a common technical definition: 'Court, with us signifieth ... the 

house where presently the king remaineth with his ordinarie retinue', according to 
" 

Cowell's Interpreter (1607), for example. 22 Closely related to this technical meaning 

20 See Cogswell, Blessed Revolution; Cust, Charles, eh. 2; G. Redworth, The Prince and the 
Infanta: The Cultural Politics of the Spanish Match (New Haven and London, 2003); R.E. 
Ruigh, The Parliament of 1624: Politics and Foreign Policy (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
1971). 
21 R.G. Asch, 'Introduction: Court and Household from the Fifteenth to the Seventeenth 
Centuries', in R.G. Asch and A.M. Birke, eds., Princes, Patronage and the Nobility: The 
Court at the Beginning of the Modern Age c. 1450-1650 (Oxford, 1991), pp. 1-38; N. Cuddy, 
'Reinventing a Monarchy: The Changing Structure and Political Function of the Stuart 
Court, 1603-88 ', in E. Cruickshanks, ed., The Stuart Courts (Stroud, 2000), pp. 59-85, at pp. 
59-63; L.L. Peck, 'The Mental World ofthe Jacobean Court: An Introduction', in Peck, ed., 
Mental World of the Jacobean Court, pp. 1-17, at p. 3; R.M. Smuts, 'Cultural diversity and 
cultural change at the court of James I', in Peck, ed., Mental World of the Jacobean Court, 
pp. 99-112, at pp. 103-4; idem, 'Court-centred politics and the uses of Roman historians, c. 
1590-1630', inK. Sharpe and P.G. Lake, eds., Culture and Politics in Early Stuart England 
(Basingstoke and London, 1994), pp. 21-43, at p. 23. See also R.M. Smuts, Court Culture 
and the Origins of a Royalist Tradition in Early Stuart England (Philadelphia, 1987), esp. 
pp. 3-4, 10 n. 10, 53-6, 64-5 . 
22 Cf. Cuddy, 'Reinventing a Monarchy', pp. 59-63, and 79 n. 14. Cowell's definition is not 
entirely satisfactory, since it comes in a guide to legal terms, so he is more interested in 
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were various associated ones. Thus, depending upon the context, 'court' could mean 

a specific place at a given time, or the group of people who attended the king, or 

both.23 'The court' in the technical sense can be seen when Sir Thomas Lake, Clerk 

ofthe Signet, signed off a letter from 'the Court at Thetford', forwarding on behalf 

of the king some business for the consideration of the Privy Council, then in 

London. 24 A further example of such usage would be when J ames' s Groom of the 

Stool, Thomas Erskine, earl of Kellie, wrote to his cousin the earl of Mar that he had 

little certainty of court news since he had not been 'at court' for some time, despite 

writing from his house in the Strand and occupying the most intimate of court 

offices.25 Similarly, we know that this location-based understanding of 'the court' is 

not what was meant when James, at Newmarket, wrote to Robert Cecil, in London, 

asking him to pass on a letter to 'the fairest unpainted lady in all the Comi' .26 And 

when John Chamberlain informed Dudley Carleton that Lionel Cranfield had 

'undergone the envie both of court and citie' and 'is litle beloved in the citie and 

lesse in the court by reason of this late commission of ref01ming the houshold', 

'comi' surely meant a group of people, courtiers, and was not necessarily confined to 

those courtiers who were, at that moment, at court. 27 These different usages could 

even come together in the same sentence: 'The countesse of Salisburie the Friday 

before made a great feast and a play, though her husband were absent at court, and 

the rest of her house and frends in sorow about a lewde libell, that (excepting the 

highest) runs over all the court and country almost that followes not theyre faction' .Z8 

'court' as 'the place where justice is judicially ministred'. Cuddy cites what he calls a 
'dictionary defmition of 1617' from John Minsheu, Doctor in Linguas, but that turns out to 
be an almost verbatim copy ofCowell's definition. 
23 Cf. M.G.A. Vale, The Princely Court: Medieval Courts and Culture in North-West 
Europe, 1270-1380 (Oxford, 2001), p. 15: 'What was "the court" in the later Middle Ages? 

What did contemporaries mean by the term? Satisfactory answers to these questions are 
notoriously difficult to arrive at, partly because the term could carry different meanings 
according to the context in which it was used.' 
24 HMC Salisbury, XIX, p. 93 (Lake to the earl of Salisbury, 10 Apr. 1607). 
25 HMC Mar and Kellie, Suppl., p. 155 (13 March 1622/3). 
26 HMC Salisbury, XIX, p. 22 (23 Jan. 1606/7). 
27 LJC, II, p. 149. 
28 LJC, II, p. 195. 
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Examples could be multiplied. The most common usages of the word clearly denoted 

a place- where the king was staying at a given time, and that, for James could mean 

Wanstead, Royston, or Newmarket, as well as Whitehall- and a group of people. 

Both had one centre in the monarch, whose physical presence created 'the court' and 

whose attendants- including, but not restricted to, members of the royal household

formed 'the court' . The court was, then, a lieu and a milieu- the 'environment in 

which the king existed', as Rosemary HmTox has helpfully put it.29 

This is not intended as a survey of political activity within the court in the 

broadest senses of the words 'political' and 'court'. In being king-centred, though, it 

is hopefully not also absurdly reductionist. More is involved than a rehashing of the 

standard topics of court-political historiography- the role of factions, the importance 

of access to and service within the private royal apartments, the quest for patronage, 

for instance. These subjects are addressed during the following chapters, and sources 

which have a bearing upon our understanding of them are closely examined. 

However, the significance of this study lies not merely in. the setting of records 

straight on particular political episodes or the Bedchamber's administrative 

significance,, say, important though these revisions are, but in its recognition of the 

central and active role of the king himself. The reappraisal of James's kingship 

presented here is not, for all that, overwhelmingly positive. Combining the study of 

administration, politics and political thought, this dissertation relates the structures 

and practices of government and politics around the king not only to how James 

conceived of kingship, but also to how his kingship was perceived, and criticised, 

amongst a wider public. 

29 R. Horrox, 'Caterpillars of the Commonwealth? Courtiers in Late Medieval England', in 

R.E. Archer and S. Walker, eds., Rulers and Ruled in Late Medieval England (London, 

1995), pp. 1-15, at p. 2. 
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Chapter One 

The Office of a King 

James VI & I's latest editors are certainly not alone in detecting a 'tension between 

theory and practice evident throughout [the] writing and ... political life' of this 'most 

writerly of British monarchs.' 1 Indeed, the idea of a disjunction between J ames's 

theory and practice of kingship has arguably been a key element in his 

historiographical rehabilitation over the past twenty-five years or so. In the image of 

the king that has become most current- an interpretation championed especially by 

Jenny Wormald- James was a skilful, flexible politician who, unlike his ill-fated and 

stubbornly doctrinaire successor, was confident enough not to feel the need to put his 

theoretical claims about the nature and extent of his power into practice. Although 

James was an exponent of 'the theory of the divine right of kings', he only employed 

such discourse in very specific contexts and against particular polemical targets. He 

wrote The Trew Law of Free Monarchies (first printed in' 1598), a defence of divine

right monarchy against theorists who allowed to subjects a right of resistance or to 

the papacy a-power to depose princes; but he was also the author of Basilican Doron 

(first printed in 1599), a 'practical handbook' on kingship intended for his son and 

heir, Prince Henry, and this, it is affirmed, was 'emphatically not a statement of 

highly developed political theory'. In keeping with the view of James as primarily a 

political practitioner rather than a political theorist, it is thought appropriate that he 

preferred the second of these works? Even Basilican Doron, however, needs to be 

1 King James VI & I, Selected Writings, ed. N. Rhodes, J. Richards and J. Marshall 
(Aldershot, 2003), 'Introduction', pp. 1-19, at pp. 1, 12. 
2 J. Wormald, 'James VI and I: Two Kings or One?', History, 68 (1983), pp. 187-209; J. 
Wormald, 'James VI and I, Basilikon Doron and The Trew Law of Free Monarchies : The 
Scottish Context and the English Translation', in L.L. Peck, ed., The Mental World of the 
Jacobean Court (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 36-54, at pp. 46-8; J. Wormald, ""Tis True I Am a 
Cradle King": The View from the Throne', in J. Goodare and M. Lynch, eds., The Reign of 
James VI (East Linton, 2000), pp. 241-56, at pp. 251-2; J. Wormald, 'James VI and I (1566-
1625)', Oxford DNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/14592, accessed 24 Sept. 
2004]. Compare the views ofK. Sharpe, The Personal Rule of Charles I (New Haven and 
London, 1992), p. 954 (my italics): Charles I, 'unlike his father, was no politician but a 
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handled with care, since it is easy to spot divergences between the strictures there set 

down and James's actual behaviour. His promotion of favourites such as Somerset 

and Buckingham, for instance, seems to compare unfavourably with his earlier 

admonition to Prince Henry, that a king should not 'Employ ... one [ courtier] in all 

things, lest he waxe proude, and be envied of his fell owes.' 3 J ames was free to 

disregard his own strictures on what constituted kingly behaviour and often 'The gap 

between reality and theory was striking'. His writings, even the 'practical' Basilican 

Doron, are not to be taken as a guide to his actions.4 

These views are not without merit, yet it is hard to rest entirely satisfied with 

them. Firstly- and as will hopefully become apparent over the following pages- this 

is because the definition of James's 'political theory' or 'theory of kingship' as 

simply the theory of divine right (with or without the addition of 'absolutism') is 

natTow to the point of being deeply misleading. Having adopted this definition, it is 

natural to surmise that the role of such a theory was relatively insignificant beyond 

its polemical function as 'the answer to resistance theory and ideas of contractual 

kingship'. Beyond that, as Jenny Wormald asks, just 'what was "divine right"', other 

than a reflect-ion on God's ordering of Creation 'in the Great Chain of Being where 

every man had his place'? What, indeed, would the practical application of such a 

theory have been for a man of such 'sheer down-to-earth practicality' as King 

James? In these terms, it may be fair to claim that 'James's divine-right kingship' 

was merely a 'great theory' wielded 'as a useful political weapon against a very 

man ... of profound conscience and deep principle.' See also G. Burgess, Absolute Monarchy 

and the Stuart Constitution (New Haven and London, 1996), pp. 91-123 (Ch. 4, 'The Divine 

Right of Kings Reconsidered'), for the confinement of divine-right theory, by James VI & I 

and others, to particular contexts 'on the boundaries of civil politics.' 
3 King James VI & I, Political Writings, ed. J.P. Sommerville (Cambridge, 1994), p. 38; L.L. 

Peck, 'Monopolizing Favour: Structures of Power in the Early Seventeenth-Century English 

Court', in J.H. Elliott and L.W.B. Brockliss, eds., The World of the Favourite (New Haven 

and London, 1999), pp. 54-70, at p. 57. 
4 P. Croft, King James (Basingstoke, 2003), pp. 131-5. See also D.L. Smith, A Hist01y of the 

Modern British Isles, 1603-1707: The Double Crown (Oxford, 1998), pp. 29-31. 
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specific threat to his power', and little more. 5 However, before positing distinctions 

between what was theoretical and what practical in James's writings, we should do 

well to be certain that we have correctly defined his theory. 

Secondly, on a more general level, although inconsistencies may be discerned 

between an historical actor's stated ideals and a number of his actions, it does not 

follow (unless, perhaps, he was a pathological liar) that his stated ideals bore no 

relation to his actions and were not, in some sense, a guide to them. For, as Quentin 

Skinner has persuasively argued, and as political historians are becoming 

increasingly aware, actions are often dependent upon 'the normative descriptions 

available to us for legitimating our behaviour'. People 'generally possess strong 

motives for seeking to legitimise any conduct liable to appear questionable' and so 

'they will generally find it necessary to claim that their actions were in fact 

motivated by some accepted principle.' Even if they were not motivated by such a 

principle, they will nevertheless 'find themselves committed to behaving in such a 

way that their actions remain compatible with the claim that their professed 

principles genuinely motivated them.' There is, therefore, in Skinner's words, a 'type 

of causal connection between the principles for the sake of which people profess to 

act and their actual courses of social or political action.' Actions may occasionally 

bear no relation to ideals, but actions are often shaped by ideals or at least perfonned 

in such a way as to be consonant with them. Stated political ideals are, in that way, a 

guide- though not, of course, an infallible one- to political action.6 Moreover, in a 

kingdom ruled by a capable, strong-minded adult, the monarch's ideals were not only 

of importance in understanding the monarch's own actions. As Malcolm Smuts and 

Richard Rex maintain, they also formed the 'parameters' within which the monarch's 

counsellors, courtiers and servants usually had to operate, an appeal to the monarch's 

5 Wormald, 'Cradle King', p. 252. Cf. W.H. Greenleaf, 'James I and the Divine Right of 
Kings', Political Studies, 5 (1957), pp. 36-48, where it is argued that divine 'Order', 
manifested in 'a great chain ofbeing', was the key underlying conception in James's 
political thought. 
6 Q.R.D. Skinner, 'Introduction: Seeing Things Their Way', in Q.R.D. Skinner, Visions of 
Politics (3 vols., Cambridge, 2002), I, pp. 1-7, at p. 5; Q.R.D. Skinner, 'Moral Principles and 
Social Change', ibid., I, pp. 145-57, at pp. 146-7, 155. 
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own convictions being far more likely to succeed than straightforward opposition to 

his. stated beliefs. 7 Though theory and practice are distinct, the latter cannot be 

understood historically without reference to the former: an understanding of public 

political discourse contributes to our knowledge of the actual operation of politics. 8 

What, then, were the principles according to which J ames might have felt 

committed to act (and with reference to which his servants' actions were, to an 

extent, restrained)? What did he think a king was and was for? What did he hold to 

be the duties of kingship? How, in his view, should a king behave? For the reasons 

just cited, an answer to these questions should provide a fitting starting-point for this 

study of late Jacobean kingship and court politics, and it forms the subject of the 

present chapter. What follows is certainly not, therefore, a comprehensive account of 

James's 'political thought' but rather a survey ofhis views on the ideal nature of 

kingship and of a king's duties. 

I shall refer to a number of J ames 's own pamphlets, speeches and poems, 

drawing additional supporting material from court masques, sermons and, in one 

case, an engraving. These works date from the late 1580s to James's death in 1625, 

and so they qwer a much broader period than that which is the focus of this 

dissertation. Now, it would be possible, by reference only to James's utterances of 

the late 161 Os and early 1620s, to arrive at some idea of what he then thought about 

the duties of kingship. Such an approach would, however, be oflittle value. For there 

is no good reason to discount as evidence of James's thought on such matters the 

earlier works to which he continued to refer approvingly in later life. 

7 R.M. Smuts, 'The Making of Rex Pacificus: James VI and I and the Problem of Peace in an 
Age of Religious War', in D. Fischlin and M. Fortiers, eds., Royal Subjects: Essays on the 
Writings of James VI and I (Detroit, 2002), pp. 371-87, at p. 372; R. Rex, 'The Crisis of 
Obedience: God's Word and Henry's Reformation', Historical Journal, 39 (1996), pp. 863-
94, at p. 894. 
8 Burgess, Absolute Monarchy, pp. 3-4. For recent examples of this approach to kingship, 
combining analysis of political thought and action, see J.L. Watts, Henry VI and the Politics 
of Kingship (Cambridge, paperback edn, 1999); S. Alford, Kingship and Politics in the Reign 
of Edward VI (Cambridge, 2002); R.P. Cust, 'Charles I and Popularity', in T. Cogswell, R.P. 
Cust and P.G. Lake, eds., Politics, Religion and Popularity: Early Stuart Essays in Honour 
ofConrad Russell (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 235-258; R.P. Cust, Charles I: A Political Life 
(Harlow, 2005). See also Sharpe, Personal Rule of Charles I, esp. pp. 179-98. 
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At the risk of sounding heretical, we can get a better sense of the significance 

of his views on kingship, their remarkable coherence over time and the depth with 

which they were held, if we take a less rigid approach to the importance of the 

immediate context in which the texts were produced. This is not to say that we 

should treat James's views as static and timeless; we ought to be attentive to shifts of 

emphasis over time, just as we should not ignore the fact that he delivered, for 

instance, a certain speech to a particular audience, at a given time and with a specific 

purpose in mind- considerations which must have a bearing on our interpretation of 

that speech. 9 It is, however, possible to overstate the significance of the immediate 

historical context of James's writings. For example, do we really believe, because 

Basilican Daron was written when J ames was only king of Scotland, that therefore 

the way to understand it in a properly historical fashion is by reference to the 

Scottish context of its composition?10 Although much of the detailed content of 

Basilican Daron is 'closely linked to [James's] own experience of royal government 

in Scotland', 'the view of kingship' therein presented 'is at the same time a general 

view'. As Francis Bacon recognised, 'in his book to his son he [James] hath set forth 

a true character and platform of a King' - not, that is, a king of Scotland in 

particular, pace Dr Wormald, but a king in genera/. 11 As we shall see, James's 

writings and speeches, and works by others of which he approved, contained 

9 See Q.R.D. Skinner, 'Meaning and Understanding in the History ofldeas', in Skinner, 
Visions of Politics, I, pp. 57-89. 
10 Still less should we understand Basilican Doron as an essentially private and personal 
work of reflection simply on the grounds that the original manuscript of the work is a 
holograph draft with deletions and ink smudges: cf. Wormald, 'James VI and I, Basilikon 
Doron and The Trew Law'. On the importance of the wider British and European, rather than 
purely Scottish, context for our understanding James's Trew Law, seeS. Doran, 'Three Late 
Elizabethan Succession Tracts', in J.-C. Mayer, ed., The Struggle for the Succession in Late 
Elizabethan England (Montpellier, 2004), pp. 91-117; P.G. Lake, 'The King (the Queen) and 
the Jesuit: James Stewart's True law of Free Monarchies in Context/s', Transactions of the 
Royal Historical Society, sixth series, 14 (2004), pp. 243-60. 
11 J.H. Bums, The True Law of Kingship: Concepts of Monarchy in Early-Modern Scotland 
(Oxford, 1996), p. 242; Spedding, Letters and Life, VI, p. 211. In the editions of Basilican 
Doron subsequent to his English accession, James himself used Scottish particularism as a 
far-from-convincing fig leaf to excuse afew passages of the book that might not have gone 
down well with some English readers: James, Political Writings, pp. 3-12. 
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statements of principle on the ideals ofkingship which were largely unchanging 

from context to context. His famed political flexibility knew limits. 

I 

'The State ofMONARCHIE', James famously declared to the parliament of England 

on 21 March 1610, 'is the supremest thing upon earth: For Kings are not onely 

GODS Lieutenants upon earth, and sit upon his throne, but even by God himselfe 

they are called Gods.' The line that kings sit on God's throne and are therefore called 

gods recurs, in various guises, in several ofJames's works. It is stated with all the 

confidence and economy of an indisputable first principle and it is reasonable to treat 

it as such. 12 What, however, did he mean by it? 

Whatever our view as to whether or not J ames was an 'absolutist', it seems 

that we are 'set' to interpret this phrase as a manifestation of divine-right theory. 13 

Surely there is more to such comparisons ofkings and God than that. James stated at 

the beginning of The Trew Law of Free Monarchies that 'Monarchie' is 'the fonne of 

government'which 'approcheth nearest to perfection', since it 'resembl[es] the 

Divinitie'; and again, 'Monarchie is the trew paterne of Divinitie'. 14 There was, 

James remarked in his Star Chamber speech of June 1616, a 'neere conjunction' 

between God and the king. 'Kings [are] the breathing Images of God upon earth', he 

12 See James, Political Writings, pp. 12 (Basilican Doron), 64 (Trew Law), 147 (speech to 
parliament, 9 Nov. 1605), 181 (speech to parliament, 21 Mar. 1610), 204 (speech in Star 
Chamber, 20 June 1616), 241 (A Meditation upon ... the XXVII. Chapter of Saint Matthew, 
1620). 
13 C.H. Mcllwain, 'Introduction', in King James VI & I, The Political Works of James I, ed. 
C.H. Mcllwain (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1918), p. xxxv; Wormald, 'James VI and I, 
Basilikon Doron and The Trew Law', p. 47; P. Christianson, 'Royal and Parliamentmy 
Voices on the Ancient Constitution, c. 1604-1621 ',in L.L. Peck, ed., The Mental World of 
the Jacobean Court (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 71-95, at pp. 71-4; Burgess, Absolute Monarchy, 
p. 91. For a modem interpretation which sees no distinction between theorists of divine-right 
and 'absolutists', see J.P. Sommerville, Royalists and Patriots: Politics and Ideology in 
England, 1603-1640 (2"d edn, Harlow, 1999). On the danger for the historian of ideas of 
being 'set' to perceive the sayings or doings of an historical actor in a preconceived and 
familiar way, see Skinner, 'Meaning and Understanding', pp. 58-9. 
14 James, Political Writings, pp. 63-4. 
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wrote in the Remonstrance for the Right of Kings (first English edition, 1616). 'God 

and kings doe pace together', as he put it around six years later. 15 The close 

resemblance between God and kings is the arresting and central image of J ames 's 

utterances on kingship. He knew God to be a king and he thought that kings were 

gods. To appreciate what James VI & I believed kingship to be, both actually and 

ideally, we have to understand that image and what flowed from it: kings resembled 

and were close to God; they should also strive to resemble him and draw closer to 

him. 

In this way, what James thought that a king was, or should be, depended upon 

what he thought God was. It has been said recently of Henry VIII that, when he 

'looked for an image with which to describe God, the one which came most readily 

to mind was that of a king, and a king in his role as lawgiver and judge.' 16 We might 

say the same of his Stewart great-grandnephew. There is nothing unusual about 

following Scripture in thinking of God as a king who sits in judgement, 'the justest 

judge' and 'a king that laist for ever shall', as J ames rendered parts of Psalms 7 and 

10. 17 James derived the beliefthat 'Kings are called Gods . .. because they sit upon 

GOD his Throne in the earth' firstly, and explicitly, from the words of Psalm 82, 

'God standeth in the congregation of princes: he is a Judge among gods' (v. 1). 18 

Secondly, to back up his 'because' clause, James may have drawn upon those Psalms 

which refer to the thrones or seats of judgement of God and of the Old Testament 

kings (e.g. Psalm 45: 6; Psalm 47: 8; Psalm 122: 5), and he definitely cited the queen 

ofSheba's exclamation to Solomon, 'Blessed be the Lord thy God which delighted 

in thee to set thee on his throne, to be king for the Lord thy God: because thy God 

15 James, Political Writings, p. 206 (speech in Star Chamber, 1616); James, Political Works, 
ed. Mcllwain, p. 248 (A Remonstrance for the Right of Kings, and the Independence of their 
Crownes); James, Selected Writings, p. 143 (1. 11) ('His Majesties Answere unto a Libell', 
also known as 'The wiper of the peoples teares'). 
16 A. Ryrie, 'Divine Kingship and Royal Theology in Henry VIII's Reformation', 
Reformation, 7 (2002), pp. 49-77, at p. 65 . 
17 King James VI & I, The Poems of James VI of Scotland, ed. J. Craigie (2 vols., Scottish 
Text Society, Edinburgh, 1955-1958), II, p. 15 (1. 9); p. 20 (1. 54). 
18 James, Political Writings, p. 64. 
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loved Israel, to establish them for ever, therefore made he thee king over them, to do 

judgement and justice' (2 Chronicles 9: 8; my emphasis). 19 Further support could be 

had from passages in which earthly magistrates are reminded that the judgement 

which they exercise over men belongs to God and should conform to his judgement. 

Thus J ames advised his heir in Basilican Doron, to 'remember when ye sit in 

judgement, that the Throne ye sit on is Gods', and the marginal reference at this 

point draws the reader's attention to the first chapter of the Book ofDeuteronomy, 

where Moses instructs the elders of Israel that they should neither 'respect persons in 

judgement' nor 'be afraid of the face of man; for the judgement is God's' (v. 17).20 

'[O]ut of the lawe of God' therefore- or rather, as a result of his Scriptural 

exegesis- James concluded that the king was 'Gods Lieutenant in earth, ... Gods 

Minister', and above all 'a Judge set by GOD over [the people]' .21 Kings resembled 

God in being judges over men, an essential characteristic of divinity which kings 

both delived from God and, without taking the power of judgement away from him, 

exercised on his behalf. In his speech in Star Chamber of,20 June 1616, J ames 

declared that 'Kings sit in the Throne of GOD, and they themselves are called Gods', 

clalifying his meaning with the further statement that 'Kings are properly Judges, 
--..._ 

and Judgement properly belongs to them from GOD: for Kings sit in the throne of 

GOD, and thence all Judgement is derived.' 22 As he put it in 1620, 'Kings ... as 

GODS Deputie-judges upon earth, sit in thrones' ?3 God is a king and judge above 

kings, and kings, as judges under God, are gods: this was, in brief, James's reasoning 

from Scripture. 24 

19 James, Political Writings, pp. 128, 291, n. 739 (Triplici Nodo, Trip/ex Cuneus. Or an 
Apologie for the Oath of Allegiance, 1608). 
20 James, Political Writings, p. 24. See also 2 Chronicles 19: 6 (the admonition ofKing 
Jehoshaphat of Judah to the judges). 
21 James, Political Writings, p. 72 (The Trew Law). 

· 
22 James, Political Writings, pp. 204-6, 214. 
23 James, Political Writings, p. 237 (Meditation upon Saint Matthew). 
24 Cf. J. Rickard, 'The Word of God and the Word of the King: The Scriptural Exegeses of 
James VI and I and the King James Bible', in R.A. Houlbrooke, ed., James VI and I: Ideas, 
Authority, and Government (Aldershot, 2006), pp. 135-49 at 145. Dr Rickard is wrong to 
argue that James did not have scriptural support for his view that kings are gods and sit on 
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He believed that 'The State ofMONARCHIE' was 'the supremest thing upon 

earth' because kings were judges acting on God's behalf, as God's 'Lieutenants and 

Vice-gerents'. 'God ... hath made mee', James said to the Lords on 26 March 1621, 

'the great Judge of this Land under him'. 25 Such scriptural 'Titles and Prerogatives 

given [to kings] by God'- 'the Sonnes of the most High, nay, Gods themselves; The 

Lords anoynted, Sitting in Gods throne' -were not only appropriate for their role as 

judges but also, by stressing their proximity and likeness to God, demonstrated the 

'Supremacie' of kings, that is, their position above all other men. Like God, kings 

were subject to neither censure nor correction by human authority whether civil or 

ecclesiastical, recognising no bounds to their exercise of judgement within their 

realms. Kings 'goveme their Church, as well as the rest of their people', J ames 

wrote, 'in being Custodes utriusque tabulce'- the keepers ofboth tables of the Ten 

Commandments (Deuteronomy, 17: 19), ordering man's worship of God and his 

relations with the rest of mankind?6 The king was an omnicompetent judge whose 

'office' was to 'controll every [craft]', lay and clerical.27 

Clearly James's meaning when he portrayed the king as God's 'deputy-judge' 
' should not be construed narrowly. 'Judgement' here has the sense of 'rule' or 'reign': 

it is the exercise of a supreme power of arbitration and command 'in all things', 

God's throne. For a fuller theological exposition of Psalm 82 and the significance of God's 
calling princes gods, see T. Gataker, Gods Parley with Princes: with an Appeale from Them 
to Him (London, 1620) (STC [2"d edn], 11658), pp. 1-46. 
25 James, Political Writings, pp. 147, 181 (my emphasis); James, Selected Writings, p. 352. 
Cf. G.L. Harriss, 'Introduction: The Exemplar ofKingship', in G.L. Harriss, ed., Henry V: 
The Practice of Kingship (Oxford, 1985), pp. 1-29, esp. at pp. 10-11. 
26 James, Political Writings, pp. 128-9 (Triplici Nodo). Compare John Buckeridge, A Sermon 
Preached Before His Majestie at Whitehall, March 22. 1617 (London, 1618) (STC [2"d edn], 
4005), p. 4: 'the King is first among men, and next, or second to God; ... greater then all 
men, . . .lesser then God onely, from whom he immediatly derives his power over all men, 
and all s01ts of men, Priest and people, in all causes Civill and Spiritual!. For he is Custos & 
vindex utriusque tabulae . .. as well the first, that concemes Religion and worship of God, as 
the second, that concemes justice and conversation among men.' 
27 James, Political Writings, p. 44 (Basilican Doron). See also J. Cramsie, 'The Philosophy 
of Imperial Kingship and the Interpretation of James VI and I', in Houlbrooke, ed., James VI 
and I, pp. 43-60. 
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beyond which there is no rightful appeal, other than by 'prayers and tears' to God.28 

'Judgement' belongs 'properly' to kings, in James's thinking, just as their 'proper 

office', their 'owne craft', is simply 'to rule [their] people': judgement and rule are 

synonymous. James's final and all-encompassing instruction to his son in Basilican 

Doron is thus simply that the king should 'ex cell in [his] owne craft', as Anchises 

had instructed his own son Aeneas: 'Tu, regere imperio populos, Romane, memento I 

(Hce tibi erunt artes)' ('You, Roman, be mindful to rule peoples by your command 

(for these will be your skills)')_29 

James maintained that this broad role as God's deputy-judge was given to the 

king in order to achieve two connected things: namely, that the people should be 

ruled according to justice and that they should be at peace. 30 In his youth J ames 

could have read in the works of Guillaume Bude and Jean Bodin that God had 

exalted kings so that the people would be ruled according to justice ('regis selon 

Justice') and also that the giving of patronage by the king was a 'part of justice' and 

should be ordered in imitation of God's just distribution of gifts among men. 31 

Justice, therefore, covered more than simply the judicial and legal. Thus in The Trew 

Law J ames presented an account of 'The Princes dutie to his subjects' with justice (in 

its broadest sense) and peace foregrounded: 

28 James, Political Writings, p. 72 (Trew Law) . 
29 James, Political Writings, pp. 44, 61. 
30 See W.B. Patterson, King James VI and I and the Reunion of Christendom (Cambridge, 
1997), p. 28. This vision of the purpose of kingship was conventional in England and 
Scotland during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries: S.B. Chrimes, English Constitutional 
Ideas in the Fifteenth Century (Cambridge, 1936), pp. 15-21; J. Guy, 'Tudor Monarchy and 
Its Critiques', in J. Guy, ed., The Tudor Monarchy (London, 1997), pp. 78-109, at p. 78; 
Bums, True Law a/Kingship, pp. 103, 118-19. 
31 G. Bude, De I 'institution du prince (Paris, 154 7; facsimile edn., Farnborough, 1966), pp. 
20-3; J. Bodin, The Six Bookes of a Commonweale, transl. R. Knolles (London, 1606) 
(facsimile edn., ed. K.D. McRae, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1962), Bk 5, eh. 4 ('Of reward 
and punishment'), pp. 588, 594; Bk 6, eh. 6 ('Of the three kinds of Justice, Distributive, 
Commutative, and Harmonicall'), pp. 755-94; G.F. Warner, ed., 'The Library of James VI, 
1573-1583 ',Miscellany of the Scottish History Society, I (1893), pp. xi-lxxv, at pp. xli, xliii 
and lvi. For James's education and library in Scotland, see also A.E. Pollnitz, 'Princely 
Education in Sixteenth-Century Britain' (PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2006), eh. 5, 
'George Buchanan, Peter Young and James VI and I', pp. 202-76. 

19 



Kings are called Gods by the propheticall King David, because they 
sit upon GOD his Throne in the earth, and have the count of their 
administration to give unto him. Their office is, To minister Justice 
and Judgement to the people, as David saith: To advance the good, 
and punish the evil!, as he likewise saith: To establish good Lawes to 
his people, and procure obedience to the same as divers good Kings 
of Judah did: To procure the peace of the people, as the same David 
saith: To decide all controversies that can arise among them, as 
Salomon did: To be the Minister of God for the weale of them that 
doe well, and as the minister of God, to take vengeance upon them 
that doe evil!, asS. Paul saith. And finally, As a good Pastour, to goe 
out and in before his people, as is said in the first of Samuel: That 
through the Princes prosperitie, the peoples peace may be procured, 
as Jeremie saith. 

Following on from this, kings had three (slightly) more specific concerns. At their 

coronations, James continued, 'every Christian Monarche' swore to do three things: 

to 'maintaine the Religion presently professed within their countrie', to 'maintaine 

alllowable and good Lawes made by their predecessours', and 'lastly, to maintaine 

the whole countrey, and every state therein, in all their ancient Priviledges and 

Liberties, as well against all forreine enemies, as among themselves' . The Trew Law 

portrays justice as the essence of monarchical government and peace as its ultimate 

purpose, listing further the three areas with respect to which 'the Kings office' -that 

is, his duty- 'is properly defined': he had a duty to uphold religion, to maintain and 

execute good laws, and to defend his subjects and preserve order among them.32 

The same vision of the king's 'office' informs the structure of James's so

called 'practical handbook' of kingship, Basilican Doron. This begins with the 

familiar line that God makes the king 'a little GOD to sit on his Throne, and rule 

over other men'. This is much more than a 'very little nod' to 'theory' in an 

otherwise practical book, since the rest of the work flows from that premise. 33 J ames 

affinns that the king owes service to God because he is is a 'god' by divine 

32 James, Political Writings, pp. 64-5. 
33 James, Political Writings, p . 12; cf. Wormald, 'James VI and I, Basilikon Doron and The 
Trew Law', pp. 47-8. 
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appointment, and that this service, as for any Christian, is divided between 'Religion 

towards God' and 'equitie' or 'justice' towards his fellow man- a distinction which 

James reflected rhetorically in the initial 'division' of his subject matter into two 

parts, the first on the king's religion and the second on his justice.34 James divides 

'justice' again into two parts, so that the 'good King' is one who discharges his 

'Office ... in the points of Justice and Equitie', firstly by 'establishing and executing 

good Lawes' and, secondly, by the force ofhis own and his servants' virtuous and 

godly example. 35 Meanwhile the king must remember his care 'not onely ... to keepe 

[his] subjects, from receiving anie wrong of others within; but also . .. to keepe them 

from the wrong of any forraine Prince without'. 36 This is why Francis Bacon was 

right to describe Basilican Daron as 'a true character and platform of a King', as we 

have seen. Only in the emphasis placed upon the king's exemplary virtue (as part of 

his administration of justice) does Basilican Daron's account of the duties of 

kingship differ- and that only by way of addition- from the one advanced in The 

TrewLaw. 37 

Although death intervened before James could complete the projected work 

in which, as fie said in 1620, he had intended to 'set downe at large ... the whole 

principall points belonging to the office of a King', it is highly unlikely that his 

views on the matter had changed substantially during the intervening years since the 

publication of Basilican Daron and The Trew Law in the late 1590s. 38 He ended his 

34 James, Political Writings, pp. 12-14; BL, Royal MS 18 B xv, fo. 8r; P. Mack, Elizabethan 
Rhetoric: Theory and Practice (Cambridge, 2002). Attention to the overall structure of 
Basilican Doron and inspection of the draft manuscript suggest that James may have planned 
and begun to write it as a two-part work along these lines, adding the third book ('Of a Kings 
Behaviour in Indifferent Things') at a later stage. 
35 James, Political Writings, pp. 19-20. 
36 James, Political Writings, pp. 32-3. 
37 See also James, Selected Writings, pp. 281-2 (A Counterblaste to Tobacco, 1604): 'it is the 
Kings part (as the proper Phisician of his Politicke-bodie) to purge it of. .. diseases ... And 
generally by the example of his owne Person, and by the due execution of good Lawes, to 
reforme and abolish ... olde and evill grounded abuses' . 
38 James, Political Writings, p. 232 ('Advertisement to the Reader', in A Meditation upon the 
27. 28. 29. Verses of the XXVII Chapter of Saint Matthew, 1620); J.P. Sommerville, 'James I 
and the Divine Right of Kings: English Politics and Continental Theory', in Peck, ed., 
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speech in Star Chamber of20 June 1616, for instance, with a commission to the 

assembled judges to inform 'my people trewly of mee, how zealous I am for 

Religion, how I desire Law may bee maintained and flourish . . . that every Subject 

should submit himselfe to Law'. James plainly wanted his audience and subsequent 

readers of the speech to know that he was scrupulously fulfilling the duties of his 

office, as he had set them out in print eighteen years previously. The upshot of such 

royal zeal for justice and religion was, moreover, still the same: that his subjects 

would 'live a happie people under a just King, freely enjoying the fruite of PEACE 

and JUSTICE' . 39 Indeed, throughout his reign in England, J ames promoted an image 

of himself as a godly prince of peace and justice. He was lauded in J on son's comi 

masques as 'Great Pan, the father of our peace' and 'James the Just', a mighty 'Jove' 

who had brought around the 'Golden Age' again through a restoration of Astraea, the 

goddess of justice, to her proper seat.40 In another register, Solomon seemed a most 

appropriate model for his praise, being not only a proverbially wise judge but also, as 

James remarked in his Meditation upon the Lords Prayer'(1619), 'for that King 

Solomon was a figure of CHRIST in that. .. hee was a King of peace. ' 41 The 

frontispiece to Bishop Montagu's folio edition of James's Workes (1617) 

magnificently portrays the king as both judge and bringer of peace, iudex and 

Mental World, pp. 55-70 at 64; Bums, True Law of Kingship, pp. 280-1. Cf. Christianson, 
'Royal and Parliamentary Voices'; G. Burgess, 'Becoming English? Becoming British? The 
Political Thought of James VI & I Before and After 1603 ' , in Mayer, ed., Struggle for the 
Succession, pp. 143-175. 
39 James, Political Writings, pp. 227-8. 
40 Ben Jonson: The Complete Masques, ed. S. Orgel (New Haven and London, 1969), pp. 78 
(Hymenaei, 1606), 224 (The Golden Age Restored, 1615), 270 (Pleasure Reconciled to 
Virtue, 1618), 303 (News from the New World Discovered in the Moon, 1620), 308-9, 315 
(Pan's Anniversary, 1620), 329-30 (The Gypsies Metamorphosed, 1621), 385, 388 (The 
Masque of Augurs, 1622). 
41 King James VI & I, A Meditation upon the Lords Prayer (London, 1619) (STC [2nd edn], 
14354), p. 93. See also The Peace-Maker: or, Great Brittaines Blessing (London, 1618) 
(STC [2nd edn] , 14387). This anonymous pamphlet, attributed variously to Thomas 
Middleton, Lancelot Andrewes and Francis Bacon, was part-authored by James: Gardiner, 
History of England, Ill, p. 183; M. Peltonen, Classical Humanism and Republicanism in 
English Political Thought, 1570-1640 (Cambridge, 1995), p. 249, n. 89; G. Taylor, 
'Middleton, Thomas (bap. 1580, d. 1627)' , Oxford DNB, 
[http://www/oxforddnb.com/view/article/18682, accessed 24 Aug. 2007]. 
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pacificus. There he is depicted in his regalia, enrobed and enthroned beneath the 

motto beati pacifici, while to his right the sword of justice rests upon a Bible

marked respectively, should one be slow to grasp the iconographic significance of a 

large book and a sword, with the words 'IUSTITIA' and 'VERBUM DEI' (see Plate 

1). The stability of lames's views on the basic outlines of a king's duties is further 

demonstrated by the special commandments which J ames gave to the king's printer 

in 1621 and 1622, for the printing of two sermons by William Laud. In these Laud 

reiterated the views which James had earlier expressed in The Trew Law. All the 

'Blessings of a King' to his people, Laud argued, were 'reducible' to 'three 

generals': 'The true worship of the true God ... Preservation from forraine 

Enemies ... Life and vigor of Justice and judgement among the people' . It was God 

who had, in the words of Psalm 21, 'set [the king] as Blessings for ever' over the 

people, with the intention of procuring their peace, 'For where God himselfe 

describes the excellency of government, he describes it by Peace'. Laud seemed in 

no doubt, while thus preaching on the king's birthday and the anniversary of his 

accession to the English throne, that Britain was now blessed with such a just and 

peaceful government under James.42 Fittingly, in lames's funeral sermon of7 May 
----

1625, Bishop John Williams of Lincoln compared the late king with Solomon, 

favourably reviewing J ames 's actions in the kingly spheres of religion, justice, war 

and peace. 43 

'The divine right of kings' may be the first thing which springs to mind when 

reading statements by early Stuart kings and clerics on the divinely-ordained and 

godlike dignity and power of kings, yet we should not overlook the fact that kingship 

42 W. Laud, A Sermon Preached at White-Hall, on the 24. of March, 1621 (London, 1622) 
(STC [2"d edn], 15300), pp. 1-2, 12; W. Laud, A Sermon Preached before His Majesty, on 
Tuesday the nineteenth of June, at Wansted. Anno Dam. 1621 (London, 1621) (STC [2"d 
edn], 15301), p. 12; P.E. McCullough, Sermons at Court: Politics and Religion in 
Elizabethan and Jacobean Preaching (Cambridge, 1998), Appendix, pp. 211-12. 
43 J. Williams, Great Britain's Salomon. A sermon Preached at the Magnificent Funeral! of 
the most high and mighty King, James (London, 1625) (STC [2"d edn], 25723), esp. pp. 44-
58. Under the peace-loving James's 'Actions ... ofWarre', Williams declared that he had 
kept out Britain's enemies like a 'Cherubin with a flaming sword' and noted his defeat of 
rebellion by the Catholic earl ofHuntly at the Brig o' Dee in April1589 (pp. 55-6). 
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Plate 1: J ames VI & I enthroned, by Simon van de Passe. Frontispiece to The Workes of the 
Most High and Mightie Prince, James, ed. J. Montagu. Reproduced by kind permission of 
Cambridge University Library ( classmark: Hunter.a.61.2) . 



emerges from such statements as not merely a divine right but a set of divinely

enjoined duties. 44 In the search for conflicting views over the extent of royal powers 

and whether or not the supreme magistrate could be resisted by his subjects, it is easy 

to overlook this key premise of so-called divine-right monarchy: that it was the 

king's duty to rule in accordance with the will of God, who had established him in 

his throne for the sake of peace and justice. As Thomas Bilson preached at J ames' s 

coronation, God 'useth [governors] to keep his people in peace and pietie' , and 'the 

end, why all this power and honoris given to Princes of God ... is the preserving of 

his heretage.' Christian Princes, Bilson continued, 'must not neglect their charge to 

preserve Gods Heretage', an obligation which they fulfilled by making laws and 

executing judgement 'as well for godlinesse and honesty'. 45 There was no sacrifice 

'so acceptable to God,' declared Richard Eedes in a court sermon of August 1603, 

'as that of Justice, in the which, they that come neere unto him, become ... gods 

among men.' God, Eedes said, required three things ofkings: 'to doe justly, as 

without the which there is no government; to love mercy, as without the which 

justice is crueltie; to humble himselfe to walke with his God, as without the which 

there is neith~_r true justice nor true mercy'. 46 In the opening months of his English 

reign Anthony Rudd and Thomas Blague also preached before James on the kingly 

subject of judgement and mercy.47 In an anxiety to equate political (and historical) 

significance with things that are controversial and appositional, all these sermons 

44 K. Sharpe, 'Private Conscience and Public Duty in the Writings of James VI and I', inK. 
Sharpe, Re mapping Early Modern England: The Culture of Seventeenth-Centwy Politics 
(Cambridge, 2000), pp. 151-71, esp. at p. 158. See also Patterson, Reunion of Christendom, 
pp. 21-9, 339-42; K. Sharpe, 'The King's Writ: Royal Authors and Royal Authority in Early 
Modem England', in Sharpe, Remapping Early Modern England, pp. 127-50, at pp. 134-42. 
I am broadly in sympathy with the readings of James's works advanced by Professors Sharpe 
and Patterson, who both take the king's religion seriously. 
45 T. Bilson, A Sermon preached at Westminster before the King and Queenes Majesties, at 
their Coronations ... (London, 1603) (STC [2"d edn], 3068), sigs. [A 9r], C 3r, [C 6v]. 
46 R. Eedes, 'The dutie of a King, preached before the Kings Maiestie in two Sermons ' , in R. 
Eedes, Six Learned and godly Sermons ... (London, 1604) (STC [2nd edn], 7526), fos. 21r, 24-
7, 30v-35v. 
47 T. Blague, A Sermon Preached at the Charterhouse before the Kings Majestie (London, 
1603) (STC [2"d edn], 3115.3); A. Rudd, A Sermon Preached at Greenwich before the Kings 
Majestie (London, 1603) (STC [2nd edn], 21433). 
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have recently been described as expositions of 'resistance theory' by court preachers 

who showed ' a keen awareness, if not a nervousness, about the Stuart king's 

absolutism'. 48 In fact, these court preachers were far from showing any such 

nervousness in their sermons; rather, they agreed with their king's conception ofhis 

office. 

If, following J ohann Sommerville, we concentrate on resistance theories and 

how they were opposed by 'absolutist' theories, then questions about the origins of 

government become more important than the (at least) equally fundamental point of 

the end for which govemment was instituted. Thus theorists who allowed subjects a 

right of resistance to their kings posited that kingly authority was derived from an 

initial contract with a popular assembly. The people could take back the power that 

they had given to their kings should this contract be broken. We are told that, by 

contrast, 'The standard absolutist view was that the king drew his authority from God 

alone', and 'the powers of every supreme magistrate were derived directly from 

God' and not from the people. In support of this, Professor Sommerville has cited 

sermons by early Stuart divines: 'Kings have their Authority from God and are his 

Vicegerents on earth' and 'The King is Gods Vicegerent', declared David Owen and 

Thomas Ireland. But it is worth noting that, in both instances, these 'absolutist' 

clerics went on immediately to the purpose of the divine vicegerency of kings: 

'Kings have their Authority from God and are his Vicegerents on earth, to execute 

justice and judgement for him amongst the sonnes ofMen'; 'The King is Gods 

Vicegerent to judge and execute his judgements upon earth.' Proverbs 8:15 - 'By me 

kings reign, and princes decree justice' -was one of the standard texts of this smi of 

divinity for its first and second clauses.49 Professor Sommerville does briefly 

acknowledge that, in 'absolutist theory', the king had both 'a duty to abide by the 

48 1 McCul ough, Sermons at Court, pp. 104-5. 
49 Sommerville, Royalists and Patriots, pp. 9-54 (eh. 1, 'The Divine Right ofKings '), at pp. 
24, 35-6, 51. See also J.P. Sommerville, 'From Suarez to Filmer: A Reappraisal' , Historical 
Journal, 25 (1982), pp. 525-40. For an older statement of the argument that the 'Theory of 
the Divine Right of Kings' was essentially about 'non-resistance' and 'passive obedience', 
see J.N. Figgis, The Divine Right of Kings (2"d edn, Cambridge, 1914). 
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laws of God and nature' and a consequent 'moral obligation to abide by established 

law', but he quickly moves on to stress the irresistibility of the king and his power to 

'flout established law' in 'special circumstances'. 50 It would be inappropriate here to 

reignite debate about the existence of 'absolutists' in early Stuart England, the 

appropriateness of that term, or whether 'belief in divine right' necessatily implied 

'any particular view of the extent of the king's power'- nor is that my intention. 51 

My point is rather that, although an approach to 'divine-right' kingship focused on 

the problems posed by theories of resistance may help us to understand the 

constitutional conflicts which arose when 'special circumstances' appeared to dictate 

that 'necessity' should override existing laws, we should not mistake a part for the 

whole. It was argued that the authority of kings was divine and that it was therefore 

not to be resisted, but it was believed also- and above all- that the king's power 

was meant to fulfil a divine purpose. In Thomas Bilson's words, 'the Royall 

Throne ... being Gods seate, puts [kings] in minde' to execute 'righteous Judgement', 

that is, 'the Judgements, not ofMan, but of the Lord; and 'in that respect, as the Seate 

is Gods, wherein they sit, so it must bee guided by Gods Lawe, and they must imitate 

Gods steppes;--who sitteth andjudgeth in the middest ofthem'. 52 The authority of 

kings was said to be 'divine', and kings themselves 'called gods', not simply because 

of the divine origin of royal authority but because of how it was, ideally, to be 

exercised. Acknowledgement of this, and the frequent reference made to that key 

principle of God's purposive act in establishing kings as his 'Vicegerents', should 

shed light on the possible 'causal connection' between such principles and James's 

everyday practice of kingship. 

50 Sommerville, Royalists and Patriots, p. 39. 
51 For critiques of Sommerville's views on divine right absolutism, see C.S.R. Russell, 
'Divine Rights in the Early Seventeenth Century', in J.S. Morrill, P. Slack and D. Woolf, 
eds., Public Duty and Private Conscience in Seventeenth-Century England: Essays 
Presented to G.E. Ay/mer (Oxford, 1990), pp. 101-20; C.S.R. Russell, The Causes ofthe 
English Civil War (Oxford, 1990), pp. 131-60 (eh. 6, 'The Rule of Law: Whose Slogan?); 
Burgess, Absolute Monarchy, pp. 91-123. Cf. Sommerville, Royalists and Patriots, pp. 224-
65 . 
52 Bilson, A Sermon preached at Westminster, sig. [C 7r]. 
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In James's writings the king's supremacy and 'Divine power' are balanced 

against 'his obligation to his maker'. 53 He professed that kings had a duty of service 

to the Lord who had raised them, and were to discharge that duty out of both 

thankfulness and fear of divine judgement. 54 In line with the views which he had 

expressed in Basilican Doron and The Trew Law, James later stated that, as 'GODS 

Deputie-judges', having been granted by God supreme authotity over temporal and 

religious affairs within their realms, kings were 'bound to make a reckoning to God 

for their subjects soules as well as bodies.' In this, he continued, they had a sacred 

and almost priestly status, being not simply 'laikes ... but. .. mixtce personce' .55 Set on 

thrones of judgement by God, kings were born not only to 'honos' but to 'onus', 

shouldering the 'burthen of government' given them by God and being ' ever 

wakeriffe [i .e. watchful]' in their care of the same. 56 'God ... hath made me a King', 

he told the House of Lords on 26 March 1621, 'and tyed me to the care of 

government. .. [S]ince God hath made mee the great Judge of this Land under him ... 

I must answer for the justice of the same' .57 Kings might be 'gods', in James's 

interpretation ofPsalm 82, but they would 'die like men' (vv. 6-7), and their faults in 

giving 'wrong judgement' and accepting 'the persons of the ungodly' (v. 2) would -.... 

surely meet with punishment at the hands of the 'Judge among gods' (v. 1) - 'the 

sorest and sharpest schoolmaster that can be devised for them', as James memorably 

put it. 58 This is what James meant by the 'office'- or, as he also said, the 'calling' 

'of a King': not merely a position with certain powers, but a vocation and duty, 

demanded ofhim 'upon the perill ofhis soule', to lead his people by God's way of 

53 James, Political Writings, pp. 83 (The Trew Law), 181 (speech to parliament, 21 March 
1610). Cf. James, Political Works , ed. Mcllwain, p. xliv: 'it would be wrong to infer that the 
royalist theory imposed no duties upon its king ... Obligations he had, ... but they were 
obligations to God alone. In fairness to James himself, it must be said that. . . he emphasized 
these duties only less than his powers.' 
54 James, Political Writings, p. 12. See also King James VI, A Meditation upon the xxv. xxvi. 
xxvii. xxviii. and xxix. Verses of the xv. Chapter of the first Booke of the Chronicles of the 
Kinges (London, 1603 [first printed Edinburgh, 1589]) (STC [2"d edn], 14381), sig. [A 6v]. 
55 James, Political Writings, pp. 52, 65, 237. 
56 James, Political Writings, pp. 2, 239-40, 249. 
57 James, Selected Writings, pp. 349, 352. 
58 James, Political Writings, p. 83. 
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justice into peace, which he was to achieve through the exercise of right judgement 

in all matters, whether religious or secular, the alluring power of his virtuous 

example, and provision for the people's military defence and the preservation of 

order. 59 

If, then, the notion that kings were gods helped J ames to formulate and 

present his definition ofthe kingly office and what a king was, it also informed his 

thinking about what a king should be, how he should exercise his power and how he 

should live. J ames presented kingship as a particular form of Christian service - a 

calling to give to God and to others in response to God's gifts, in obedience to his 

will, and growing more fully into his likeness. 'God gives not Kings the Stile of 

Gods in vaine', reads the sonnet which both prefaces and summarises Basilican 

Doron, 

... So Kings should feare and serve their God againe: 
If then ye would enjoy a happie raigne, 
Observe the Statutes of your heavenly King, 
And from his Law, make all your Lawes to spring: 
Since his Lieutenant here ye should remaine, 
Rewat'd the just, be stedfast, true, and plaine, 
Represse the proud, maintayning aye the right, 
Walke alwayes so, as ever in his sight, 
Who guardes the godly, plaguing the prophane: 

And so ye shall in Princely vertues shine, 
Resembling right your mightie King Divine. 60 

59 James, Political Writings, p. 65 . Cf. Burgess, 'Political Thought of James VI & I'. 
Professor Burgess contends that James's 'concept of office' was sufficiently 'flexible' to 
allow for 'constitutional diversity' between kingdoms as to what the 'office of a king' was. 
In this way, James might be described as 'one person' with 'two different royal offices' in 
England and Scotland after 1603. Burgess's is an understanding of 'office' as an 
administrative position, regulated by certain laws and conventions. In The Trew Law, 
however, James was clear that 'every Christian Monarche' who really was a monarch - that 
is, a 'free monarch' and not a figurehead like the 'dukes of Venice' - had the same 'office' 
(James, Political Writings, pp. 64, 76). He neither shared Burgess's concept of a king's 
'office' nor, as I have argued above, did he change his views after 1603. See A. Courtney, 
'From Tudor to Stuart: Recent Accessions to Jacobean Historiography' (review article), 
Historical Journal (forthcoming) . 
60 James, Political Writings, p. 1. 
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The king's quasi-divine status, solo Deo minor, was not a licence to do just as he 

pleased, in other words. The pleasure that mattered was God's. In order to reign 

happily the king must frame his laws according to God's laws and more generally, as 

'Gods true Vicegerent', do as God desired. 61 James stated that the king was God's 

minister of justice, but he also believed that 'Justice in a King availes not, unlesse it 

be with a cleane heart: for except he be Righteous aswell as Just, he is no good 

King'. It therefore behaved 'Christian Kings' to 'imitate GOD and his Christ, in 

being just and righteous'. 62 The king's divine commission as an earthly 'god' was at 

once an injunction against ruling according to one's own desires and an invitation to 

resemble God aright in virtuous thought and deed, and in what we would regard as 

his private as well as his public life.63 

It is surely worthy of comment, in this regard, that the only time that King 

James the 'divine-right absolutist' employed the word 'absolute' in Basilican Doron 

was during the course of a quotation from the Second Epistle of Paul to Timothy, in 

the Geneva Version: 'the whole Scripture ... is profitable to teach, to convince, to 

correct, and to instruct in righteousnesse; that the man of God may be absolute, being 

made perfite unto all good workes.' The 'absolute' - in the sense of' complete' or ....._ 

'perfect'- king would be such a 'man of God'. Brought to the 'right knowledge, and 

feare of God' by the diligent reading of Scripture, his just actions would proceed 

from his righteous intentions. In that knowledge of and obedience to God, he would 

be God-like, fulfilling God's will in making man in his own image, and at the last, 

with God's grace, he would be rewarded with eternal life. As the verse at the foot of 

the frontispiece to the 1617 Workes says, 'Of more then earth, can earth make none 

partaker, I But knowledge makes the KING most like his maker. ' 64 

61 James, Political Writings, p. 250 (His Majesties Declaration, Touching his proceedings in 
the late Assemblie and Convention of Parliament, 1622; my emphasis). 
62 James, Political Writings, pp. 204-5. 
63 Compare Gataker, Gods Parley with Princes, p. 29: 'as you beare the name of Gods, so let 
your conversation and courses, your cariage both generall and speciall be Godlike, 
correspondent to the great and glorious title given you of God'. 
64 James, Political Writings, pp. 1, 13; 2 Timothy 3: 16-17; J. Daly, 'The Idea of Absolute 
Monarchy in Seventeenth-Century England', Historical Journal, 21 (1978), pp. 227-50; see 
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It may be objected, at this point, that I am advancing too exclusively religious 

an exposition of James's ideals of kingship. Does not 'knowledge' here connote 

more than a knowledge of Scripture and cannot a strong element in James's thought 

be traced back, ultimately, to classical rather than biblical sources? Such an objection 

would not be totally unfounded. James did, after all, advise his heir to 'know all 

crafts' in order to fit him for his 'proper office', which was to 'con troll every [craft]'. 

He likewise thought that a king's education would not be complete without study of 

his laws, histories both ancient and modem, and a reasonable knowledge of 'other 

liberall artes and sciences'. 65 He drew the conventional Aristotelian distinction 

between monarchy and its degenerate form, tyranny, and he expressed an ideal of 

manly and kingly behaviour in Stoic terms of self-mastery and the enthronement of 

reason above passion, appetite and affection. Thus a king worked for the 'wel-fare 

and peace of his people ... subjecting his owne private affections and appetites to the 

weale and standing of his Subjects'. Using the 'wise moderation' of 'Temperance', 

the king was in command of 'the affections and passions <;>f [his] minde' and 

governed by 'reason'. The 'worthy King' made it his 'chiefe and princely care, I To 

follow virtue, vice for to forbeare'. By contrast, the 'usurping Tyran' 'thinketh his 

people ordeined for him, a prey to his passions and inordinate appetites' and inverts 

'all good Lawes to serve onely for his unrulie private affections', 'fram[ing] the 

common-weale ever to advance his particular'. 66 This classically-inspired distinction 

between manly, rational, temperate, virtuous, public-spirited kingship and beastly or 

effeminate, passionate, disordered, vicious, private-spirited tyranny, should not be 

understood, however, as somehow separate from the Christian ideals which James 

articulated so clearly. Rather it was utterly compatible with them, complementing his 

view that kings had to be personally virtuous in order successfully to serve God and 

Plate 1. Compare Gataker, Gods Parley with Princes, p. 46: '[receive] with meekenesse the 
word ingraffed into you, which is able to save your soules, and to make you partakers of the 
divine nature indeed ... and as you rule by God in this world, so shall you reign with Christ 
eternally in the next world.' 
65 James, Political Writings, pp. 44-7. 
66 James, Political Writings, pp. 1, 12, 20, 43, 50, 59. 
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the public good. The 'man of God' and the rex stoicus combined in James's vision of 
the 'Christian King', the righteous and just ruler who exercised a 'continuall ... care' 
for 'the good government of his people ... both in soules and bodies', leading them 
by his laws and his own virtuous example 'to the love ofvertue, and hatred of 

vice.' 67 Much of James's moral-political vocabulary is redolent of the works of 

Aristotle, Cicero and Seneca, and he particularly recommended Xenophon's 

Cyropcedia as a 'faire patteme, for the education of a yong king' and 'the 

Commentaries of Ccesar, both for the sweete flowing of the stile ... and ... his 

preceptes in martiall affaires'. Nevertheless he was very clear that it was from a 
knowledge of God through Scripture 'First of all' that a king would learn 'all the 

things necessarie for the discharge of [his] dutie'. As we shall see later, the linked 
contrasts between public and private, virtue and vice, reason and passions, kingship 

and tyranny are highly important in understanding both James's practice and theory 
ofkingship and also the views of his critics. It would be foolish to ignore the 

classical humanist element in James's writings, yet equally we should not lose sight 
of the primacy of Scripture and religion in his conception of good kingship. 68 

There is at least one further reason for thinking that an emphasis upon the --.... 

religious and scriptural most fairly represents that conception. For James's public 

profession of this 'political theology or Christian view of kingship' in print also finds 
reflection in some of his more private writings. 69 Among his surviving poetical 

exercises are verse translations of thirty psalms, dating most probably from the late 

1580s. Although he did at one point consider publishing them, it seems that they 
were not intended for public circulation and were undertaken, as Kevin Sharpe has 

67 James, Political Writings, pp. 33-4, 49, 249 (Meditation upon St Matthew); R.A. Mason, 
'Rex Stoicus: George Buchanan, James VI and the Scottish Polity', in J. Dwyer, R.A. Mason 
and A. Murdoch, eds., New Perspectives on the Politics and Culture of Early Modern 
Scotland (Edinburgh, 1982), pp. 9-33. 
68 James, Political Writings, pp. 13, 44, 46, 56 (my emphases). For (an exaggerated account 
of) the importance ofXenophon in explaining James's theory and practice of kingship, see 
Cramsie, 'Philosophy of Imperial Kingship', pp. 49-53. 
69 Patterson, Reunion of Christendom, p. 341. On how James's writings often read more like 
works of 'theology' than 'political theory', see Christianson, 'Royal and Parliamentary 
Voices', pp. 72, 73, 290 n. 12. 
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suggested, as a private spiritual exercise. 70 In any case, surely James would not 

lightly have let the following slip from his pen: 

Ye kings give cairfull eare thairfore, 
And leame ilk ju[ d]ge in earthlie throne, 
Jehova reverently adore, 
Rejoyse with trembling evermore. 
To kiss his sonne your hartis inclyne, 
Lest he be wraithfull utherwayes, 
And in the way ye perish ... 
Thay happy all that from thair syn 
Takis up, and unto him do rin. 71 

The king 6 lorde rejoysis in thy strenth 
... & since the king dois firmlie putt his trust 
in jehova quhom of suche proofe he founde 
thairfore upon the goodnesse leane he must 
of the most hie quho reulis this massive round 
quhairby his throne shall not be sett on sande 
but groundit suire for aye shall stable stande[.] 72 

We should not assume that a king would, purely for his own amusement, compose 

versions of psalms so apposite to his own kingly status. Still less, it seems, should we 

think so of James: 'As for teaching you the forme of your prayers', Prince Henry 

could read in Basilican Doron, 'the Psalmes ofDavid are the meetest 

schoolemaster. .. (next the prayer of our Saviour) ... And so much the fitter are they 

for you, ... in respect the composer thereof was a King'. 73 In J ames' s version of 

Psalm 17, the psalmist prays to God, 'lett all my judgement ay proceid from thy most 

holy face I & lett thy pearcing eyes espy the richt in everie cace', certain that 'I shall 

see thy holie face in justice & in richt I & satisfeit I shall auaake into thy image 

70 J. Craigie, 'Introduction', in James, Poems, II, pp. xi-xvi; J. Doelman, 'The Reception of 
King James's Psalter', in Fischlin and Fortier, eds., Royal Subjects, pp. 454-75, at pp. 455-6; 
Sharpe, 'Writings of James VI & I', pp. 167-8. 
71 James, Poems, II, pp . 5, 7 (11. 29-35, 39-40) (Psalm 2). 
72 James, Poems, II, p. 35 (11. 1-18) (Psalm 21) . 
73 James, Political Writings, p. 16. 
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bricht'. 74 It is hard to believe that this was not also James 's prayer for the grace to 

fulfil his kingly duty of judgement in a manner acceptable to God, to grow in justice 

and righteousness into God's likeness, in the hope of salvation. More than a 

convenient political theory or discourse to be wheeled out in particular polemical 

circumstances, James's complex ofviews on the divine nature of kingship has all the 

appearance of a fundamental article of faith. As Brown Patterson has stated, 'All the 

evidence suggests that when J ames spoke of himself as divinely appointed and as 

ultimately responsible to God and God alone, he was expressing a deeply held 

conviction about his kingly vocation.' 75 

II 

The possession of this deeply held conviction about his office certainly did not mean 

that James was in fact the 'perfite King indeede' which he apparently aspired to be. 76 

With Buckingham's rise in his favour, we find James crashing through the moral and 

political framework outlined above, drinking to the health of the Villiers family in 

June 1618 and, according to a contemporary account, declaring that 'he desyred to 
-...._ 

advance [them] above all others ... for (sayd he) I live to that end'. 'I desire only to 

live in this world for your sake', he wrote to Buckingham around five years later. 77 

How consistent is this with the idea of kingship as a divine ministry exercised by a 

man who subjected his own private affections to the welfare ofthe people? Neither 

should we think that James was totally coherent in his utterances on kingship. For 

instance, in an address to the House of Lords on 10 March 1621, he apparently 

described Henry VIII as 'a wicked man but a good king' . Something may have been 

74 James, Poems, II, pp. 27-8 (11 . 3-4, 35-6). 
75 Patterson, Reunion of Christendom, p. 28. 
76 James, Political Writings, p. 1. 
77 BL, Har1eian MS 7002, fo. 41 Or (Thomas Lorkin to Sir Thomas Puckering, 30 June 1618), 
printed in T.E. Birch, ed., The Court and Times of James the First (2 vols., London, 1848), 
II, pp. 78-9; G.P.V. Akrigg, ed., Letters of King James VI & I (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
1984), p. 431 (Dec. 1623?). 
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lost in the reporting of them, yet these words are, on the face of it, completely at odds 
with the notion that a good king would be a virtuous one.78 

Such apparent inconsistencies are not surprising, however, nor should they 
dissuade us from thinking that the ideal of Christian kingship had some effect upon 
James's practice ofkingship.79 He did not fully live up to it, but it was the ideal 
towards which he strived: as he urged his heir, the king should 'preasse .. . to shine ... 
before your people, in all vertue and honestie ... as by the hearing of your Lawes, so 
by their sight of your person [you] may leade and allure them to the love of vertue, 
and hatred of vice.' This was the ultimate goal, in other words and, as with so many 
good intentions, the saying was a lot easier than the doing. 80 J ames was prepared to 
admit that his 'owne infirmitie' got the better of him on occasion, but he also liked to 
think, and to persuade others to concur, that his actions were largely true to his ideals 
-that 'both our theorique and practique agree well together'. 81 

J ames claimed that the king was properly a judge under God, whose office it 
was to administer justice and procure peace in his realm, ruling in matters temporal 
and ecclesiastical for the good of his people's souls and bodies and in obedience to 
God's will. He said that his coronation oath delineated particular means of attaining ---
these ends of justice and peace, binding him to the maintenance of true religion, the 
promulgation and execution of good laws, defence of the people from the violence of 
internal and external enemies. Kingship, as James portrayed it, was a heavy personal 
responsibility, a Christian duty of active service. In God he found the ultimate 
pattern of kingship - the everlasting king and just judge of Creation, the summum of 

78 E. de Villiers, ed., 'The Hastings Journal of the Parliament of 1621 ', in Camden 
Miscellany, 20 (1953), p. 27. 
79 See Skinner, 'Meaning and Understanding', pp. 67-72 and 78-9 on the 'mythology of coherence' and the presence of 'conceptual disorders' in works of political thought. 80 James, Political Writings , p. 49 (my emphasis). 
81 James, Political Writings, p. 145 (speech to parliament, 19 March 1604); King James VI & I, A Declaration against Vorstius, in The Workes of the Most High and Mighty Prince, James, ed. J. Montagu (London, 1616/17) (STC [2nd edn], 14344), p. 379, cited in Sharpe, 'Writings of James VI & I', p. 171. 
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good intentions, the saying was a lot easier than the doing. 80 J ames was prepared to 
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responsibility, a Christian duty of active service. In God he found the ultimate 
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78 
E. de Villiers, ed., 'The Hastings Journal of the Parliament of 1621 ', in Camden 

Miscellany, 20 (1953), p. 27. 
79 See Skinner, 'Meaning and Understanding', pp . 67-72 and 78-9 on the 'mythology of 
coherence' and the presence of' conceptual disorders' in works of political thought. 
80 

James, Political Writings , p. 49 (my emphasis). 
81 James, Political Writings, p. 145 (speech to parliament, 19 March 1604); King James VI & 
I, A Declaration against Vorstius, in The Workes of the Most High and Mighty Prince, 
James, ed. J . Montagu (London, 1616/17) (STC [2"ct edn], 14344), p. 379, cited in Sharpe, 
'Writings of James VI & I', p . 171. 
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righteousness and justice, the 'God ofPeace'. 82 The king resembled God in his 

supremacy and the nature of his power, but he should also resemble him in the 

justice of his acts and his fatherly care and love for his subjects. 83 James maintained 

that, to enable the king for his office, he should be righteous in himself and virtuous 

-truly manly and hence truly in God's image- shunning vices, moderating his 

passions and acting according to reason. This was, broadly, the theoretical ideal of 

kingship which James espoused from at least the 1590s until his death, and it was 

against this ideal that he (and, indeed, his subjects) could measure his acts. 

We should, of course, recognise that many of James's contemporaries would 

not have shared his enthusiasm for all his stated ideals of free monarchy. His relative 

silence on the subject of counsel is notable in this context. James said very little in 

his writings about the importance of counsel, or how and from whom a king should 

receive it. In Basilican Doron, for example, he rehearsed platitudes on the choice of 

honest and fitting men for offices of state- 'men ofknowen wisdome, honestie and 

good conscience'- and enjoined his heir to shun 'flatterers' and to manage his 

'grave and earnest affairs' in appropriate company, dividing public business from 

private pleasure: 'learne to distinguish time according to the occasion, choosing your 
' 

companie accordingly. Conferre not with hunters at your counsell, nor in your 

counsell affaires: nor dispatch not affaires at hunting or other games. ' 84 James 

insisted that kingship was personal, that it was properly his office and craft, and so, 

although he accepted that kings required advice in order to be able to govern justly 

and effectively (they could not, after all, know everything), he was reluctant to 

accept that any group (such as the nobility) or institution (such as a council, 

parliament or the law courts) possessed an inalienable right to participate in 

government by giving the king counsel, still less that the king was obliged to rule in 

82 Peace-Maker, sig. A3. 
83 James, Political Writings, pp. 20, 65-6, 181-3. 
84 James, Political Writings, pp. 35-7, 58. 
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line with the counsel which he was given. 85 This would be to prescribe legal and 

institutional restrictions to the monarch's exercise of his craft and to his free choice 

of his own counsellors. However, and as James was well aware, such prescriptions 

for 'limited ... and (in an aristocratic sense) "representative" government' were 

made. 86 Indeed, James's own tutor, George Buchanan, believed that legal and 

institutional curbs on the freedom of monarchs to govern as they wished were 

absolutely necessary to prevent tyranny. 87 The perceived suitability of James's 

servants and counsellors for their respective roles, the breadth of patiicipation in his 

counsels, and the extent to which he appeared to take heed ofhis counsellors' (or 

councillors') advice were all relevant to contemporary estimations of Jacobean 

kingship in practice. 

We ought not credulously to accept the king's self-image as an accurate 

reflection of reality. 'J ames the Just' -the king who was duty-bound and called by 

God to the continual care for the good government of his people, subjecting his 

private affections to the common weal, acting in accordance with reason and in the 

knowledge of what was right and just in the eyes of God- is a stranger to us. The old 

portrayal of James VI & I as a feckless and derisiblefaineant has rightly been ...... 

replaced by more positive assessments, yet he remains familiar as a king careful of 

his leisure and pleasure, whose attention to the business of government, if shrewd in 

some areas and on some occasions, was nevertheless erratic, and with whom private 

affection and importunity weighed heavily- a practical politician, not a man of deep 

principle. That most contemporaries, including J ames himself, would not have said 

85 On James's displeasure at 'talke in Scotland of ancient nobiletye and there previledges', 
see HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 55 (Fenton to Mar, 27 Oct. 1613). James did acknowledge 
the nobility as 'heritable Councellors to the high Court of Parliament', though not to the 
monarch: James, Political Writings, p. 155 (speech of9 Nov. 1605; italics mine). 86 J. Guy, 'The Rhetoric of Counsel in Early Modern England', in D. Hoak, ed., Tudor 
Political Culture (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 292-310, quotation at p. 299. 
87 A Dialogue on the Law of Kingship among the Scots: A Critical Edition and Translation 
of George Buchanan 's De lure Regni apud Scotos Dialogus, ed. R.A. Mason and M.S. Smith 
(Aldershot, 2004); R.A. Mason, 'Rex Stoicus: George Buchanan, James VI and the Scottish 
Polity', in J. Dwyer, R.A. Mason and A. Murdoch, eds., New Perspectives in the Politics and 
Culture of Early Modern Scotland (Edinburgh, 1982), pp. 9-33 . 
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that these were the characteristics of a good king - rather, indeed, those of a tyrant -

should give us, in our admiration for him, some pause. To understand lames's 

practice of kingship in a manner sympathetic to him and his critics, therefore, we 

must take his and their theoretical ideals of kingship seriously. As we shall see in the 

course of the following chapters, the conception of kingship as office of judgement 

for the public good could both motivate and be used to justify and contest lames's 

actions . In seeking fresh insights into politics and government centred on the king in 

his court, we ought to consider both the 'practicke' and the 'theoricke' ofkingship.88 

88 James, Political Writings, p. 10. 
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Chapter Two 

Court and Government (1): Access, Informality and Administration 

Thirty years ago, in an article which has been hailed as an 'historiographical 

landmark', David Starkey set out 'to explore some of the governmental 

consequences of divine kingship' through the study of 'monarchical symbolism'. 

Early modem English monarchs, he wrote, had an 'other-worldly status', a 'semi

divinity' which found expression in their 'Numinous powers' to cure the scrofulous 

and overawe those with whom they came face-to-face. Some of the charismatic aura 

of these 'semi-mystical' beings rubbed off onto those close to their persons; 'royal 

divinity' meant that intimacy with the monarch was valued. Servants in the inner 

household, therefore, possessed an importance far beyond their formal duties of body 

service: they 'fill[ ed] up the interstices of ordinary government', symbolising their 

semi-divine master and taking on certain governmental tasks close to the monarch. 1 

Ten years later and in a more earthly mode, Starkey argued that, because 'all power 

rested in the king' (or queen regnant) in the personal monarchy of early modem 

England, physical access to the monarch mattered supremely and, depending upon ...__ 

the 'style' of the individual monarch in question, those with the most regular and 

privileged access- those in 'the Privy Chamber and beyond'- would have a decisive 

role in politics and government. Far from being superseded by 'bureaucratic' 

agencies, 'household government' , in which 'the driving force was the king and his 

immediate entourage', survived well into the seventeenth century. Drawing on the 

work ofNeil Cuddy, Starkey contends that James VI & I, as a monarch with a 

'participatory' style, allowed the servants in his private apartments 'to translate 

personal favour into public influence' and presided over a revival of what Sir 

Geoffrey El ton termed 'household methods in administration' . For the staff of the 

1 D.R. Starkey, 'Representation through Intimacy: A Study in the Symbolism of Monarchy 
and Court Office in Early Modem England', in J. Guy, ed., The Tudor Monarchy (London, 
1997), pp. 42-78 [first printed in I. Lewis, ed., Symbols and Sentiments: Cross-Cultural 
Studies in Symbolism (London, 1977), pp. 187-224]. 'Historiographicallandmark' is John 
Guy's assessment: Guy, ed., Tudor Monarchy, p. 14. 
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Jacobean Bedchamber, like that of the Henrician Privy Chamber, acquired 

responsibility for an important part of the royal finances, as well as certain secretarial 

duties which they were able to exploit for their own ends, and thus 'the balance of 

power swung away' from the Privy Council, especially during the ascendancy of the 

Bedchamber favourite Buckingham.2 A major consequence of the rule of such divine 

and personal monarchs was that distinctions between formal and informal, public and 

private, court and government, were virtually collapsed- and thus pretty well 

redundant for the student of the 'New Political History' of the period.3 

We have seen that James VI & I believed in the divinity of kingship, although 

we might note that he doubted whether his 'divine' status as a king furnished him 

with 'numinous powers' ofhealing.4 Certainly he would have agreed with Dr 

Starkey that kingship was properly personal, that it was his 'own craft', and that all 

power (beneath God) ultimately rested with him. As I have argued, however, James's 

conception of divine kingship was not one of powers alone- and not of mystical 

powers at all- but of duties. In theory at least, the 'govef11P1ental consequences' of 

this vision of 'divine kingship'- as opposed to one partly inspired by modem 

anthropological studies- were rather different from those suggested by Dr Starkey. 5 
...__ 

While James said very little about the court in his printed works on kingship, 

in Basilican Doron he did assign a certain role to the king's immediate entourage in 

helping him to carry out his duties of government. The men with whom the king 

2 D.R. Starkey, 'Court and Government', in Guy, ed., Tudor Monarchy, pp. 189-213 [first 
printed in C. Coleman and D.R. Starkey, eds., Revolution Reassessed: Revisions in the 
History of Tudor Government and Administration (Oxford, 1986), pp. 29-58], at p. 190; D.R. 
Starkey, 'Introduction: Court History in Perspective', in D.R. Starkey, ed., The English 
Court: From the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War (Harlow, 1987), pp. 1-24, at pp. 5, 8-9, 
13, 14; N. Cuddy, 'The Revival of the Entourage: The Bedchamber of James I, 1603-1625', 
in Starkey, ed., The English Court, pp. 173-225; G.R. Elton, The Tudor Revolution in 
Government: Administrative Changes in the Reign of Henry VIII (Cambridge, 1953), pp. 35-
6. 
3 See John Guy's comments in Guy, ed., Tudor Monarchy, pp. 1-8, 13-14, 159. 
4 See J.M. Richards, 'The English Accession of James VI: "National" Identity, Gender and 
the Personal Monarchy of England', English Historical Review, 117 (2002), pp. 513-35, at p. 
529. 
5 Starkey, 'Representation through Intimacy', p. 48; Guy, ed., Tudor Monarchy, p. 13. 



hunted, played games and otherwise passed the time were there, he said, to provide 

recreation, exercise and merriment. These were all necessary for the maintenance of 

the king's physical and mental health, momentarily fi:eeing him and his mind fi·om 

the constant press and 'fashious thoughts' ofhis affairs, and thereby further 

'enabling' him for his 'office' . 'Conferre not with hunters at your counsell, nor in 

your counsell affaires: nor dispatch not affaires at hunting or other games', J ames 

advised his heir, further admonishing him to 'spare not sometimes by merie 

company, to be free from importunitie; for ye should be ever mooved with reason . . . 

and not with importunitie'. Beasts (and tyrants), incapable of goveming themselves, 

were ruled by their passions, subjected to changeable appetites and whims, reacting 

merely to the importunate stimulus of others. Men (and kings), on the other hand, 

ought to act according to reason. Access to the king, J ames declared, ought therefore 

to be carefully regulated, and the king's business and his pleasure were not to be 

mixed : 'leame to distinguish time according to the occasion, choosing your 

companie accordingly.' There was in J ames' s writings a di$tinction between court 

and govemment, private and public, according to which the servants nearest the 

king's person were neither counsellors nor administrators . They were servants 
----appointed for his 'owne weale' , while those 'preferre[ d] to the offices of the Crowne 

and estate' were to be chosen with regard to 'the weale of[the] people' .6 

Moreover, for all his talk of kings being gods, James had no illusions of 

omnipotence. The duty incumbent upon the Christian king to minister justice in his 

realm meant that, although all responsibility for the good govemment of his people 

rested with him, the great majority of the work of it ought not to, as James indicated 

in his speech in Star Chamber of20 June 1616: 

In all well setled Monarchies, where Law is established fmmerly [i.e. 
formally] and orderly, there Judgement is deferred from the King to 
his subordinate Magistrates; not that the King takes it from himselfe, 
but gives it unto them . . . The ground is ancient, ever since that 

6 King James VI & I, Political Writings, ed. J.P. Sommerville (Cambridge, 1994), pp . 36-7, 
48-9. 



Counsell that Jethro gave to Moses: for after that Moses had 
governed a long time in his owne person, the burthen grew so great, 
having none to help him, as his father in law comming to visite him, 
found him so cumbred with ministring of Justice, that neither the 
people were satisfied, nor he well able to performe it; Therefore by 
his advice, Judges were deputed for easier questions, and the greater 
and more profound were left to Moses: And according to this 
establishment, all Kings that have had a formall governement, 
especially Christian Kings in all aages [sic] have governed their 
people ... 

Government by the king 'in his owne person' was morally bad, if it meant that he 

was too 'cumbred' to be able to fulfil the main duty of his kingly office, that of 

'ministring ... Justice' to the people in the service and imitation of God. By 

delegating a number of tasks, the king did not give over all involvement in the 

burden of government, but his load was considerably lightened and he was left freer 

to consider 'greater and more profound' matters. James, then, expressed a practical 

and moral preference for 'formall governement': the duty of divine kingship 

demanded it. 7 

The assumption of certain governmental tasks by members of J ames' s 

Bedchamber ]ars against such views. So much for theory if it can be shown that, in 

practice, James's 'predilection for informality' and his 'whim of iron' pennitted the 

'revival of such loose arrangements'. 8 If, indeed. What follows is a reassessment of 

the evidence previously cited to support the case that there was a Jacobean revival of 

'household government', particularly during the late 1610s and early 1620s. The 

important subject ofhow James took counsel and whom he involved in his counsels 

will be treated in the next chapter. For the present, I would like to consider the 

administrative activity of the Bedchamber, particularly the department's role in the 

procurement of the sign manual (the king's signature) to letters and warrants. 9 This 

7 James, Political Writings, pp. 204-6. 
8 G.R. Elton, 'Tudor Government' (review article), Historical Journal, 31 (1988), pp. 425-
34, at pp. 426 and 434; D.R. Starkey, 'A Reply: Tudor Government: The Facts?', Historical 
Journal, 31 (1988), pp. 921-31, at p. 931. 
9 The Plivy Purse is examined in Appendix I. 
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may seem like a rather dry task of revision in some obscure points of administrative 

history but, to quote Elton, a 'more refined knowledge of the machinery' of 

government is necessary if we are to come to a more sufficient 'knowledge of the 

way in which things actually happened'. This applies to those processes, structures or 

practices of government which directly involved the king and which took place 

within the court. 10 I shall argue that the level and significance of the Bedchamber's 

activity in procuring the sign manual has been overstated and misunderstood, and 

that a closer inspection of the relevant sources reveals that procurement of the sign 

manual was more formal than has previously been allowed. In the second section I 

shall put forward a revised account of the processes concerned, setting them in the 

fuller administrative context of petitioning and referring. Finally, in the third section, 

I shall look at what such a revised account of these processes tells us about James's 

kingship in practice. 

I 

Dr Starkey describes the sign manual as 'the ignition key' for the 'machine of 
' 

government'; a 'crucial part' required, as it were, to set the wheels in motion, since 

the king's signature cetiified that the document on which it appeared was an 

expression of the royal will. The sign manual was applied to grants of office in 

Church and state, charters of incorporation for towns and companies of miisans, 

denizations for foreigners, pardons for crimes, and places in almshouses for paupers; 

to warrants authorising payment of monies from the Exchequer or the transportation 

of ordnance to other countries; to passes permitting travel overseas; to letters of 

instruction to clergy, judges and other officials- and the list could go on. It seems to 

follow naturally that procurement of the sign manual -that is, the presentation of 

10 G.R. Elton, 'The Problems and Significance of Administrative History in the Tudor 
Period', in G.R. Elton, Studies in Tudor and Stuart Politics and Government, I (Cambridge, 
1974), pp. 249-59 [first printed in Journal of British Studies, 4 (1965), pp. 18-28], at pp. 
249-50, 253, 258. 
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documents for the royal signature- was, as the same historian says, 'all-imp01iant' .11 

Procurement of the sign manual has been taken as an indication of the degree of 

influence that a courtier or group of courtiers had with the monarch, both in suits for 

patronage and in government more generally. 

During James's reign, it is possible to ascertain who procured the sign manual 

to documents concerning England and Ireland from the Signet Office docquet 

books. 12 The docquet books were compiled by the Clerks of the Signet in order to 

calculate their fees and they contain monthly registers of short summaries (i.e. 

'docquets') of the letters and warrants which had received the sign manual. (Before it 

was signed by the king, a warrant was technically known as a 'bill'. The sign manual 

authorised further executive action to be taken according to the contents of the 

'king's bill' which, once signed by the king, was transformed into a warrant.) The 

signet was the first and, in a sense, the innermost of the three royal seals. Documents 

signed by the king might pass under the signet and thence through the run of royal 

seals, to the privy seal and then to the great seal; some might proceed no further than 

the privy seal, and others might only pass the signet. The Clerks of the Signet 

recorded all such documents, as well as immediate warrants sent from the king to the 
-..... 

Lord Chancellor- although the latter did not pass the signet, the Clerks still levied a 

fee upon them. 13 The Signet Office docquets usually provide, along with details of 

the particular letter or warrant, the name of the person who procured the sign manual 

to it, and also, though less frequently, who 'signified' the king's 'pleasure' (or 

'ordered') that the document be drawn up. 

Neil Cuddy has produced a quantitative analysis of this material for the years 

1614 to 1624. This shows that, over the course of the decade, members of the 

Bedchamber were named as procurers of the sign manual in 19-50% of the cases 

11 Starkey, 'Court History in Perspective', pp. 14, 16. 
12 For the equivalent Scottish system, see Appendix 11. 
13 F.M.G. Evans, The Principal Secretary of State (London, 1923), pp. 194-9; G.E. Aylmer, 
The King's Servants: The Civil Service ofCharles I, 1625-1642 (London, 1961), pp. 13-16, 
174; M.S. Giuseppi, Guide to the Contents of the Public Record Office (revised edn, 2 vols., 
London, 1963), 11, pp. 258-9; D.L. Smith, 'The Political Career of Edward Sackville, Fomth 
Earl of Dorset (1590-1652)' (PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 1990), p. 163. 
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where the Clerks of the Signet made a note of the procurer's identity. From the 'axis 

year' of 1618 onwards, Cuddy claims, the Bedchamber procured the sign manual in 

over 40% of cases, the only significant dip coming in 1623, the year of Buckingham 

and Prince Charles's trip to Spain, when the figure fell to 31%. Under Elizabeth I it 

had been normal for the Secretary of State or Masters of Requests, or Clerks of the 

Signet acting as the Secretary's deputies, to procure the sign manual to royal letters 

and warrants. During the first decade of her successor's reign, Sir Thomas Lake, as 

Clerk of the Signet, deputised in this manner for the earl of Salisbury. During the last 

decade, however, the Bedchamber, and Buckingham especially, encroached more 

and more upon the 'Secretary's duties' of procuring the sign manual. After 1618 

'Buckingham ... was almost always more active in procuring the sign manual than 

[the Secretaries of State]': he was 'clearly the real Secretary.' 14 Cuddy's statistical 

evidence is apparently persuasive. For Linda Peck it demonstrates 'the importance of 

the king's Bedchamber in politics and patronage under J ames I'. 15 

A closer look at the docquet books, matching quantitative and qualitative 

analysis, leads to rather different conclusions. The far less extensive surviving 

records from Elizabeth's reign indicate that, although the Secretary of State and other 
----clerks dominated procurements of the sign manual, they did not possess a monopoly. 

Members of the queen's Privy Chamber did occasionally present documents for 

Elizabeth to sign, notably Dorothy, Lady Strafford, Chief Gentlewoman of the Privy 

Chamber, but also male Grooms of the Privy Chamber, such as Ferdinando 

Richardson and William Killigrew, and the 'favourite' Sir Waiter Ralegh. 16 These 

were, nevertheless, only occasional deviations from the norm and the fuller materials 

after 1603 bear out Cuddy's picture, with Lake emerging as Salisbury's deputy in the 

role. 17 It is really during the period after Salisbury's death, particularly during 

14 Cuddy, 'Revival ofthe Entourage', pp. 218-19 and n. 113. 
15 L.L. Peck, Court Patronage and Corruption in Early Stuart England (paperback edn, 
London, 1993), p. 41. 
16 TNA: PRO, SO 3/1: e.g. under the entries for Jan., Feb., May and Sept. 1586, or Jan. and 
Sept. 1590. 
17 TNA: PRO, SO 3/2-5. 
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Buckingham's ascendancy, that a marked shift has been detected. The procurement 

figures for that period are crucial to the argument for the Jacobean Bedchamber's 

administrative and political significance, and require special scrutiny. 

Not least among the reasons for doubting the validity ofDr Cuddy's findings 

is that he adopts a strangely broad definition of 'the Bedchamber' at this point in his 

study, so as to include within his procurement figures men who were not in fact 

members of the department, namely John Packer, Buckingham's personal secretary 

and a Clerk of the Privy Seal, and the agents attendant upon James 'for the 

dispatching of Irish affaires'. It is perhaps reasonable to count Packer, who often 

acted on Buckingham's behalf, within 'the Bedchamber' for these purposes, but the 

inclusion of an Irish agent like Sir Francis Blundell -who, in accordance with his 

official position, only procured the sign manual to Irish grants and letters to the Lord 

Deputy of Ireland- has a seriously distorting impact on the figures. Cuddy includes 

Blundell within 'the Bedchamber' on the grounds that he was a 'dependent of 

Buckingham's', yet other officers who appear as procurers. in the docquet books 

might be described in the same way, none of whom, rightly, are made honorary 

Bedchamber men for the sake of Cuddy's statistics.18 

' 
To illustrate the problem, let us take the twelve months of January to 

December 1619 as a sample. 19 The total number of docquets recording a procurer is 

697; of these, 341 (or 48.9%) were procured by members of 'the Bedchamber', using 

Dr Cuddy's definition. In that year the Irish agent Blundell alone procured the sign 

manual to 105 of the 697 letters and watTants where a procurer is named, that is 

18 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (December 1617); Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 218. 
Elsewhere Cuddy records the same figures under the more cumbersome category 
'Bedchamber/ Privy Chamber', in order to take account of the Irish agents Sir Humphrey 
May, Blundell and Sir Henry Holcroft, of whom only May was a member of the Privy 
Chamber: N. Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers: The Bedchamber of James I in Administration 
and Politics, 1603-1625' (DPhil thesis, University of Oxford, 1987), pp. 210-14 and nn. 19, 
22. On the Irish agents, see V. Treadwell, Buckingham and Ireland, 1616-1628: A Study in 
Anglo-Irish Politics (Dublin, 1998), pp. 59-70. 
19 The following figures are derived from the docquet books TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 and S03/7, 
neither of which is foliated . All percentages in the main body of the text, as in the tables and 
charts, have been rounded to the nearest single decimal point. 
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15.1% of the total. In August 1619, for instance, the Bedchamber (and Packer) 

obtained only 16.7% of the named sign manual procurements; but the figure rises 

startlingly to 47.2% when one includes Blundell's procurements. Without Blundell, 

the Bedchamber's share of the procurements for 1619 drops from 48.9% to 33.9%.20 

The inflationary effect of the Irish agents' inclusion in Cuddy's figures can be 

detected in other years too and is considerable. (See Table 1, below.) 

Table 1: Comparison of the percentage shares of named procurements of the sign manual by members 
of the Bedchamber, Buckingham and Packer, the Secretaries of State, the Masters ofRequests, and 
Irish agents, 1616-1621. (Source: TNA: PRO, SO 3/6-7.) 

Year: 1616 1617 1618 1619 1620 1621 

Bedchamber 7.4 6.7 10.9 10.2 11.1 8.1 
(minus (57/768) (40/601) (80/732) (711697) (86/774) (49/604) 
Buckingham 
and Packer): 
Buckingham: 7.9 13.2 16.0 10.9 7.8 13.4 

(61) (79) (117) (76) (60) (81) 
Packer*: - - - 12.8 8.3 17.2 

(89) (64) (104) 
Secretaries 62.5 59.9 37.3 32.3 38.9 25.5 
of State: (480) (360) (273) (225) (301) (154) 
Masters of 7.6 10.2 11.2 13.8 11.9 15.7 
Requests: (58) (61) (82) (96) (92) (95) 
Irish 10.6 4.5 18.3 15.1 16.0 15.9 
agentst : (81) (27) (134) (105) (124) (96) 
Others:j: : 4.0 5.7 6.3 5.0 6.1 4.1 

(31) (34) (46) (35) (47) (25) 

* Packer's procurements date from January 1619 onwards. 
t Sir Humphrey May, January 1616-July 1618; Sir Francis Blundell, December 1617-December 1621. 
:j: Mostly officers of the Crown or royal households, such as the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Lord 
Keeper, Lord Treasurer, Attorney General, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, Lord Chamberlain, 
Master of the Privy Buckhounds, Master of the Jewel House, royal physicians and chaplains. 
N.B. Since percentages have been rounded to the nearest single decimal point, the figures in each 
column do not necessarily total 100.0. 

2° Cuddy gives the figure for 1619 (by which he seems to mean Apr. 1619-March 1620) as 
44%: Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 218, n. 113. I find that the Bedchamber and 
Blundell procured 43.0% (346 of 804) during that time. Without Blundell, the Bedchamber 
figure is to 28 .7% (231 of 804). 
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We should do well, therefore, to separate out the named procurements of the 

sign manual into more categories than Cuddy has done. Such an approach cuts the 

administrative significance of the Bedchamber down to size and reveals some 

important features. Firstly, at no point during the period analysed in detail in Table 1 

does it appear that the Bedchamber proper procured the sign manual to a greater 

proportion ofletters and warrants than did the Secretaries of State: the Bedchamber's 

share did not rise above 26.9%, where Cuddy presents it as easily exceeding 40%. (If 

one includes John Packer within the Bedchamber, since he was Buckingham's 

personal secretary, then the 'Bedchamber' twice procured more often than the 

Secretaries, with 33.9% and 38.7% in 1619 and 1621 respectively.) Secondly, we 

find that the increased administrative activity of the Bedchamber in this area was 

almost entirely owing to the activity of the favourite. He first procured the sign 

manual in April 1616, fully a year after being admitted as a Gentleman of the 

Bedchamber, and thereafter did so more often than any other member of the 

department. 21 Thirdly, significant shifts occurred in and aroun~ 1618. From that year 

onwards the Secretaries of State were no longer responsible for over half the 

procurements. At the same time, the Irish agents became much more active; there 
" 

was also an increase in the activity of Masters of Requests. These features reflect, I 

believe, a higher level of administrative specialisation and a more fonnal division of 

labour in the procurement of the sign manual, with officers more often procuring 

signatures to documents which fell within their own brief. Whereas in 1616 and 

1617, for instance, the Secretaries of State had frequently procured the sign manual 

to letters to the Lord Deputy of Ireland, from December 1617 that task was now 

virtually monopolised by the Irish agents May and Blundell. 22 Before 1617 there had 

only been two Masters of Requests in ordinary; over the years 1617-1618 this was 

raised to four, and they attended the royal court in a monthly rotation.23 Their 

increased numbers probably improved their efficiency in processing petitions and 

21 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (Apr. 1616). 
22 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6. 
23 See below, pp. 63-4, 70-2; LJC, II, p. 193. 
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enabled them to procure the sign manual to documents which they might otherwise 

have left to others, such as the Secretaries of State, to dispatch on their behalf. Such 

increased functional division and formality in the procurement of the sign manual 

perhaps owed something to the drive for retrenchment in 1617-1619. A tightening of 

controls upon the machinery of royal patronage was one aspect of the refotms of 

these years, as demonstrated by the re-issue ofthe so-called 'Book of Bounty' in 

1619, and the sign manual was an important part of that machinery. 24 

Figure 1: Procurements of the sign manual , December 1618-March 161 9. 
(Source: TNA: PRO, SO 3/6.) 
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As Linda Peck and Kenneth Fincham have demonstrated, the records of the 

Signet Office 'reflect. .. administrative demarcations' caused by the deaths and 

disgraces of courtiers. 25 Such a demarcation can be seen in the figures for 1618-

1619. Sir Thomas Lake, mired in his daughter and wife's scandal involving false 

24 A Declaration of His Majesties Royal! pleasure, in what sort He thinketh fit to enlarge, Or 
reserve Himselfe in matter ofBountie (London, 1611 and 1619) (STC [2nd edn] 9223 .2 and 
9240.3). See below, p. 62 . 
25 Peck, Court Patronage and Corruption, pp. 42-6; K.C. Fincham, 'William Laud and the 
Exercise of Caroline Ecclesiastical Patronage', Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 51 (2000), 
pp. 69-93 , at pp. 76-7. 

48 



accusations of poisoning and incest, was effectively suspended from office as one of 

the two Secretaries early in the summer of 1618, leaving Sir Robeti Naunton as the 

only active Secretary from then until February 1619. Naunton described himself at 

this time as 'oppressed with an Infinitie of pressing buisinesses alllyeing upon my 

handes by reason of Secretary Lake his absence from about his Majesty. ' 26 Though a 

'vetTye honnest man', Naunton was not coping well, 'he having bein soe lytill bred 

in the plaice', as the Groom of the Stool remarked.27 Between January and June 

1618, the two Secretaries procured 52.9% (229/433) of the signs manual where a 

procurer is named in the Signet Office records. Between July and December, 

however, while only N aunton was active, the secretarial share of procurements 

dropped to 14.7% ( 44/299). Meanwhile members of the Bedchamber, who in the first 

half of the year had procured only 15.9% (69/433), increased their share to 42.8% 

(128/299). During the interregnum between Lake's disgrace and the appointment of a 

replacement, a lot of work devolved upon Buckingham especially and it is probable 

that Naunton forwarded many papers to the favourite so th~t the latter would present 

them to the king in his stead. Over the first six months of 1618, the favourite 

procured 9.0% (39/433) of the signs manual; between July and December, while 
---Lake's attendance at court was restricted, Buckingham procured 26.1% (78/299). 

During the winter of 1618-1619 the Bedchamber's percentages of procurements are 

high: 41.5% in December; 54.6% in January; 59.1% in February. The especially high 

figures in January and February can be accounted for, again, by the increased activity 

of Buckingham and Packer, who was then widely tipped as the favourite's preferred 

candidate for Secretary of State.28 During these months, they alone account for 74% 

of the Bedchamber's procurements of the sign manual. With the appointment of Sir 

George Calvert to fill Lake's place as Secretary, the percentage of Bedchamber 

procurements for March 1619 plummets to 21.3%. (See Figure 1, above.) 

26 BL, Additional MS 72304, fo. 15r (Naunton to William Trumbull, 4 Oct. 1618). 
27 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 88 (Fenton to Mar, 14 Oct. 1618). 
28 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6; see below, pp. 173-4. 
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While one of the positions of Secretary of State was vacant, in other words, 

Buckingham and Packer temporarily filled in- as they would do again, on occasion, 

after Naunton's disgrace in 1621, until the appointment of a replacement in Sir 

Edward Conway. It is simply not true that the favourite and his secretary were 

'almost always more active in procuring the sign manual than either one or both of 

the new Secretaries [of State]' after 1618. (See Table 1, above, and Figure 2, below.) 

Indeed, Naunton and Calvert were more active than Buckingham and Packer in this 

regard until the autumn of 1620, when preparations for the parliament of 1621 kept 

both the Secretaries from regular attendance at court.29 (See Figure 3, below.) 

Following Naunton's dismissal from the exercise of his secretarial duties in January 

1621, Buckingham and Packer's share of procurements increased markedly and 

surpassed the Secretaries' share for that year. The share of the rest of the 

Bedchamber, by contrast, actually fell over the same period. (See Table 1.) 

29 Cf. Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 218. It is clear from Figure 2 that Buckingham 
and Packer were only more active than the Secretaries towards the end of 1619, when both 
Naunton and Calvert were in London for the trial of the earl and countess of Suffolk. During 
these months there is an unusually high number of docquets for which the procurer is 
unknown, but the likeliest candidate is Packer, who, in the Secretaries' absence, it was said, 
'attendeth & dispatcheth all things with the King at Hinchinbrooke': BL, Additional MS 
72275, fo. 78v (John Castle, Clerk of the Privy Seal, to William Trumbull, 22 Oct. 1619). 



Figure 2: Procurement of the sign manual by Buckingham and Packer and the 
Secretaries of State, 1619. (Source: TNA: PRO, SO 3/6; SO 3/7.) 
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Figure 3: Procurement of the sign manual by Buckingham and Packer and the 
Secretaries of State, 1620. (Source: TNA: PRO, SO 3/7.) · 
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Alongside the 'administrative demarcations' caused by the death, dismissal 

and appointment of Secretaries of State, the location of the court also had a 

pronounced effect upon the procurement figures. Cuddy points out that, dming the 



second session of the 1621 parliament, Buckingham and Packer procured the sign 

manual to fifty-three documents, Calvert to only seven. 30 Given that Calvert- then 

the only active Secretary- was sitting as a member of parliament in Westminster at 

the time, while Buckingham, Packer, and the king were at Newmarket, this is hardly 

surprising. Similarly, one finds earlier in the year that the number of Secretary 

Calvert's procurements fluctuated depending upon where the court was, 

notwithstanding his parliamentary commitments. Calvert was clearly more active 

than Buckingham and Packer during the first session from February to June, and 

again in September 1621, when James's itinerant court was within his reach: over 

these months, Calvert procured the sign manual to one hundred and fourteen 

documents, the favourite and his secretary procuring sixty-six times. Calvert's lower 

number of procurements during July and August of that year coincides with the 

court's summer progress. (See Figure 4.)31 

3° Cuddy, 'Revival ofthe Entourage', p. 218. 
31 TNA: PRO, SO 317; E101/602112, fos. 13r-23v, 28r-30v. Buckingham and Packer's high 
figure for January 1621 is mostly owing to the favourite's procurements ahead of the 
opening of parliament. These included two licences for lords to be absent from the 
forthcoming parliament, one letter to the Lord Chancellor for a writ of summons to another 
lord, four charters of creation for the elevation of baron Brooke, viscount St Albans and the 
earls of Holderness and Berkshire, and the appointments of the new Attorney General, 
Solicitor General and Attorney of the Court ofWards. More prosaically, Buckingham also 
procured two wan-ants to the Master of the Great Wardrobe for delivery of stuff to the Clerk 
of the Stables. Packer procured only two wan-ants in the same month, for the appointment 
and livery of the king's shoemaker, John Smith. 
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Figure 4: Procurement of the sign manual by Buckingham and Packer and 
Secretary Calvert, 1621. (Source: TNA: PRO, SO 3/7.) 
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Cuddy further compares the total of procurements of the sign manual by 

Calvert and Buckingham and Packer over part of 1622. In July, Calvert procured 

thirteen warrants, Buckingham and Packer sixteen. In August, Calvert procured 

eight, Buckingham and Packer thirteen. In September, Calvert obtained thirteen to 

Buckingham and Packer's fifteen. 32 Once again, however, the crucial information as 

to the court's whereabouts is missing from Cuddy's account. It is possible to 

construct a detailed court itinerary for these months from the comptroller of the 

Household's account book, supplemented on occasion by newsletters. In July 1622 

the court was at Oatlands and Windsor, remaining for one night at Whitehall before 

moving on to Wanstead, Havering, and Theobalds. On 25 July the king passed 

through London again, stopping for another single night at Whitehall, on his way to 

Oatlands and thence to Windsor. In August the court went on an unusually short 

summer progress from Windsor to Easthampstead, Farnham, Aldershot, Bramshill, 

Bagshot, Woking, and back again to Windsor. In September the king took in 

Windsor, Wanstead, Havering, Theobalds, and Hampton Court, spending one or two 

32 Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 218-19 and n. 113. 
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nights at Whitehall and two at New Hall, Buckingham's newly-acquired Essex 

seat. 33 It was normal that Calvert, ordinarily attendant on the Privy Council at 

London at this time, should procure less often than Buckingham and Packer who 

were with the king, and that the gap should significantly increase during August, the 

month when the king spent no time in London at all. This was even more the case in 

October, when lames was farther away at Royston and Hinchingbrooke: then Calvert 

procured four warrants, Buckingham nineteen. 34 Indeed, it is all the more remarkable 

that Calvert should have procured the sign manual as often as he did over these 

months of 1622, since on 8 August his wife had died in childbirth and, inconsolable, 

he retired to the earl of Arundel's house at Highgate to recuperate. In mid October he 

was 'oppressed, & as he saieth, almost overwhelmed with the burden of his publick 

& domesticall businesses, since the losse of his worthie ladie'. 35 It was not so much 

that Buckingham was not 'content to leave the Secretary's duties to the Secretary' as 

that he and Packer had to perform these duties simply because the Secretary was not 

there to do them himself. Access was important here, therefore, though only in the 

patently obvious sense that one privy councillor at court (Buckingham) was stepping 

in for another privy councillor who could not be at court (Calvert). This suggests 
...__ 

administrative cooperation rather than political competition. Buckingham had not 

usurped Calvert's official role, nor had 'power swung away' from the Privy Council 

to the Bedchamber, whatever that might mean. 36 A 'court versus council' or 'comiier 

versus councillor', or 'bureaucrat versus favourite', interpretation of the nature of 

Jacobean government can hardly be constructed on the basis of this sort of evidence. 

When they were at court (or when the court was in town), even the Chancellor of the 

Exchequer and the Lord Treasurer were able to procure the sign manual for 

33 TNA: PRO, E101/435/17, fos. 10v-17r; LJC, II, p. 452; HMC Mar and Kellie suppl., p. 
137. 
34 LJC, II, pp. 457, 459; TNA: PRO, SO 3/7. 
35 BL, Additional MS 72254, fos. 135r, 138v, 163v (Jean Beaulieu, Secretary for the French 
Tongue, to William Trumbull, 9 and 16 Aug., and 18 Oct. 1622); Additional MS 72276, fo. 
5r (John Castle to Trumbull, 16 Aug. 1622); LJC, II, p. 449. 
36 Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 173, 218. 
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themselves.37 Pauline Croft has asserted for the period ofRobert Cecil's ascendancy 

that 'Personal access to the king was limited by James's absence on hunting 

expeditions, not by Bedchamber power' - an assessment which appears to hold true 

even later in the reign. 38 

If we turn from the figures to the details of what members of the Bedchamber 

were proffering to J ames for his signature, we find that a number of the 

procurements are readily explicable not because of Bedchamber influence over 

James but because those letters or warrants related to the offices held by these 

courtiers outside the Bedchamber. For example, in January 161 7 Thomas Erskine, 

viscount Fenton, Groom of the Stool, and First Gentleman of the Bedchamber, 

procured the usual warrants for liveries, bows, arrows, and javelins for the Guard, of 

which he was the captain. In April 1619 the duke ofLennox, First Nobleman of the 

Bedchamber, procured an allowance of £450 to supply the Household with 'french & 

gascoigne wines', as Lord Steward ofthe Household. The following July he procured 

a commission to himself, again as Lord Steward, to exercis.e jurisdiction over 

criminal cases within the 'verge' of the court. Three of Lennox's four procurements 

in November 1619 concerned the furnishing of the Household with wine. In April 
----1619 John Packer procured the sign manual to annuities for three ofthe king's 

French 'esquires', the riding master Monsieur de St Antoine, a Julien Bourdin and 

one Jean 'Beauclere'. Since Packer's master, Buckingham, was Master ofthe Horse, 

these procurements are hardly surprising, nor was the wanant he obtained in August 

1619, instructing the Master of the Great Wardrobe to make allowance for the yearly 

provisions of the Stable. (Packer's procurements of Stables-related grants and 

warrants account in 1619 for at least 1 0% of his total for that year.) In December 

1618 and May 1619 Buckingham himself procured wan ants to the Master of the 

Great Wardrobe and to the Exchequer for provisions for the Stables and for payment 

of sums due him as Master of the Horse. J ames Hay, viscount Don caster, a 

37 E.g. TNA: PRO, SO 3/7 (Jan., Apr., May, July and Sept. 1621; Jan. and March 1622). 
38 P. Croft, 'Robert Cecil and the Early Jacobean Court', in L.L. Peck, ed., The Mental World 
of the Jacobean Court (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 134-47, at p. 145. 
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Gentleman of the Bedchamber, procured the usual warrant under the signet to 

himself as former Master of the Great Wardrobe 'for his Majesties apparell & other 

necessaries for one halfe yere ending at Michaelmas last past' in April1619. This 

sort of administrative activity by members of the Bedchamber falls into the same 

category as procurements -to cite just one possible example- by Sir Thomas 

Tyrringham, the Master of the Privy Buckhounds, who regularly procured the sign 

manual to warrants which concerned his own office: warrants authorising the 

payment of the fees and usual yearly allowances to theY eomen and Grooms of the 

Buckhounds, for instance, or the usual reward for the huntsmen who had assisted 

with the royal sports during the summer progress. 39 We need not think of 

Tyrringham as an eminence grise- nor of Jacobean monarchical government as 

informal - simply because a Secretary of State was not procuring the sign manual to 

such bills instead. These were cases of officers (or, in Packer's case, an officer's 

personal secretary) procuring the sign manual to bills relating to their own official 

business. 

By citing such examples -which could be multiplied- I mean neither to 

deny that members ofthe Bedchamber profited from their regular access to James 
----. 

nor to argue that their appearance in the Signet Office docquet books is wholly 

attributable to their office-holding in other departments of the household or 

elsewhere. (Indeed the fact that such men held offices outside the Bedchamber was a 

reflection of their personal standing with the king.) There are many instances of 

Bedchamber men being granted suits for their own profit- take Adam Hill, a page of 

the Bedchamber, who in December 1618 procured the sign manual to a wan·ant to 

the Exchequer to deliver to himself tallies for receiving 100 marks forfeited to the 

king by one John Backhouse, who had made an illegal usurious contract. Equally it is 

not my intention to deny that the procurement of the sign manual could be of 

immense political significance. This was clearly recognised in the case of documents 

relating to the infamous patentees Giles Mompesson and Francis Michell, both of 

39 For Tyrringham's procurements see, for instance, TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (July and Sept. 
1616; March and Sept. 1617; Sept. 1619); SO 3/7 (Sept. 1620). 



whom were punished by the 1621 parliament. Mompesson's permission to return to 

England and Michell's pardon and release from his fine were both controversial. 

Presumably in order to prevent wagging tongues and potential criticism in a future 

parliamentary session, the Signet Office did not record (and possible was not even 

made aware of) the identity of the procurer of these royal acts of grace.40 

What I would like to suggest, however, is that there were often other reasons 

than membership of the court's inner sanctum to explain the procurement of 

particular grants or warrants by Bedchamber men. It is interesting on this score to 

note that Sir Waiter Ralegh occasionally procured for Cornish suits under Elizabeth, 

presumably because ofboth his intimate access and his offices as Warden ofthe 

Stannaries, Lord Lieutenant of Cornwall and Vice-Admiral of the West, posts which 

conferred upon him great local influence.41 Even during Charles I's Personal Rule, 

when procurement of the sign manual was supposedly tightened up and more 

formalised than it had been under James, it was apparently normal for officers to 

procure the sign manual in their own official business and ~n suits for members of 

their own departments, as well as for more personal clients and associates. 42 This 

was in line with Scottish practice during the previous century, whereby documents 
' 

for the royal signature were presented by 'the officer of state to whom the business 

appertained' .43 Possibly it was considered more appropriate and honourable for 

office-holders with access (and perhaps especially those who were also nobles, like 

Buckingham, Fenton or Doncaster) to procure the king's signature to grants which 

40 TNA: PRO, SO 3/7 (Feb. 1623). For Michell and Mompesson, see C.S.R. Russell, 
Parliaments and English Politics, 1621-1629 (Oxford, 1979), pp. 1 05-8; R. Lockyer, 
Buckingham: The Life and Career of George Villiers, First Duke of Bucldngham, 15 9 2-162 8 
(Harlow, 1981), pp. 89-93. 
41 TNA: PRO, SO 3/1 (e.g. Oct. 1590); M. Nicholls and P. Williams, 'Ralegh, Sir Waiter 
(1554-1618)', Oxford DNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/23039, accessed 11 
Nov. 2004]. 
42 Smith, 'Political Career ofEdward Sackville', pp. 163-71; Peck, Court Patronage and 
Corruption, pp. 44-6; Fincham, 'Laud and Car·oline Ecclesiastical Patronage', p. 77. For an 
account of the more formal style of Charles's court and kingship, contrasting with James's, 
seeK. Sharpe, 'The Image ofVirtue: The Court and Household of Charles I, 1625-1642', in 
Starkey, ed., The English Court, pp. 226-60. 
43 J. Goodare, The GovernmentofScotland, 1560-1625 (Oxford, 2004), p. 146. 
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came within their official remit themselves, rather than having to go through an 

intermediary of lesser social standing. In more practical terms, privileged access to 

the king provided opportunities for office-holders themselves to get the king to sign 

documents, when otherwise they might have had either to wait until the court was 

around London, travel to court, or forward the document to the attendant Secretary or 

Master of Requests. So-called 'Bedchamber' procurements of the sign manual do not 

always serve to prove the political and administrative significance ofthe 

Bedchamber in the way that bald statistics might- even once properly deflated

seem to indicate. 

II 

In June 1617, during James's visit to Scotland, Buckingham procured the sign 

manual to a grant appointing Dr Edward Chetwynd as dean ofBristo1.44 This 

preferment was, however, first moved to the king in April ~y James Montagu, bishop 

of Winchester and dean of the Chapel Royal, when it was thought that the king 

would make the grant to Chetwynd, once he was certain that the present incumbent 
'---. 

was dead. As soon as the latter had been ascertained, Montagu thought that 'there 

[would] be no doubt of the Deanery for D. Chetwin', since he knew him to be 'very 

learned, and well worthy of the place'- an opinion ofChetwynd's qualities which he 

doubtless took the trouble to impress upon the king.45 On 22 May Secretary 

Winwood wrote to Buckingham from Greenwich, saying that John Packer would 

'delyver [him] a bill to be segned by hys Majesty for Dr Chetwyn for the deanery of 

Bristoll which ys her Majesty's humble sute'. Chetwynd was one of Anne of 

Denmark's chaplains.46 The queen, therefore, was Chetwynd's patron, the dean of 

44 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6. 
45 HMC Buccleuch, Montagu House, I, p. 202 (Bishop James Montagu to Sir Ralph 
Winwood, 28 Apr. 1617). 
46 HMC 10, App. Pt I, p. 100; TNA: PRO, LC 2/5 (account for the funeral of Anne of 
Denmark, 1619), fo. 36v; K.C. Fincham, Prelate as Pastor: The Episcopate of lames I 
(Oxford, 1990), p. 194; P .E. McCullough, Sermons at Court: Politics and Religion in 
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the Chapel Royal the means to move the king in her suit for him, and Buckingham, 

the procurer of the sign manual, only the last in the chain, employed by Win wood 

because he was on hand in Scotland to oblige and because Buckingham, whom Anne 

affectionately called her 'kind dog', was noted for having 'a special care of anything 

that concemeth the Queen. ' 47 Whose access and whose influence were the most 

significant in this case? By the time the 'king's bill' was handed to James for his 

signature, the real work of persuasion had already been done. Procurement of the 

sign manual was certainly not the only- and probably not the most important- stage 

in the process of getting the king to act. The transactions involving the king which 

preceded the application of the sign manual to a bill should not be ignored, and it is 

to these that I now wish to turn. 

The Signet Office docquets, as I have said, occasionally include the names of 

those who signified the king's pleasure that bills be drawn up for the sign manual. In 

June 1619, for instance, John Packer is named as the procurer of a pardon for Philip 

Williams and his deputies as searcher of the port of Cardiff for exporting butter and 

other prohibited goods out of the realm. However, His Majesty's pleasure (that 

Williams be pardoned and a bill be drawn up to that effect) was signified by Sir 
...... 

Lionel Cranfield, then one of the Masters of Requests. In the same month, Henry 

Gibb of the Bedchamber is named as the procurer of a pardon for manslaughter for 

William and George Huddleston. In this case, pleasure was signified by Sir Sidney 

Montagu, another Master ofRequests.48 It may be that Packer and Gibb had some 

interest in these pardons; perhaps it was to them that the supplicants had first 

addressed their suits. In the absence of firmer evidence, it remains possible- though, 

I think, less likely- that Cranfield and Montagu merely passed Packer and Gibb the 

pardons to be signed while they themselves were absent from court. A Groom of the 

Bedchamber or Buckingham's secretary could finish off a job started by the officer 

Elizabethan and Jacobean Preaching (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 171-2, and p. 172 n. 13. Both 
Fincham and McCullough give Montagu as Chetwynd's patron for the deanery of Bristol. 
47 BL, Har1eian MS 6986, fos. 188, 190, 192 (Anne to James, and to Villiers, n.d. [before 
1617]); Spedding, Letters and Life, VI, p. 207 (Bacon to Buckingham, 25 May 1617). 
48 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6. 
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whose role it was to present such matters for James's consideration. At any rate, it is 

difficult to conclude that the procurer of the sign manual to such pardons was 

straightforwardly the most important courtier in the process of getting the king to act. 

It is instructive that when Sir James Fullerton, a prominent member of the Prince of 

Wales's household, wanted to put 'an end ... [to] a long and tedious suite' in 1621, he 

wrote to Sir Lionel Cranfield urging him 'to write to my Lord Admirall 

[Buckingham] or some other, to get the Kings hand to the bill'. He was not 

particularly fussed, in other words, about who should procure the king's signature to 

his bill. It was not a question of who would be most influential for him: he just 

wanted it done quickly, so Buckingham or 'some other' who was then at court would 

be best. On the other hand, the process had been started by 'the Mr of Requestes', 

who had presented his suit to the king and received his pleasure to refer it to the Lord 

Chancellor.49 The person who had presented and explained a suit to the king and 

received his spoken answer, merits our attention, even ifhe was not a body servant 

and did not go on to procure the sign manual to the resulting bill. 

That access to and intimacy with the monarch mattered in the early modern 

period is an important insight and it must not be abandoned. However, we do need to 
..___ 

adopt a more nuanced approach to the subject. Access was double-edged: access to 

the king was important, but so were the access to and connections with other 

conciliar and legal officers, which a place in the royal household facilitated. A 

position in the Privy Chamber or Bedchamber might make one a prominent recipient 

of petitions on the basis of one's perceived power with the king, but in order to 

process such petitions successfully, one might require the assistance of another 

official, such as a Master of Requests. When Sir Edward Montagu, a leading member 

of the Northamptonshire gentry, had a petition to present in 1604, for instance, he 

turned to his brother James Montagu, dean of the Chapel Royal, and John Gibb, a 

Groom of the Bedchamber. Even with allies such as these, with regular and intimate 

access to the king, Montagu's suit only succeeded through the efforts of a Master of 

49 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E277 [ON 255] (Fullerton to Cranfield, 
3 March 1620/21). 



Requests. James declared to the dean that 'when [the suit] was delivered him before 

he did not understand it; but when things are done by the ordinary officer, then he 

[i.e. the Master of Requests] can acquaint him with the matter and he will be ready to 

do them.' 50 Getting James to act was usually a more complicated and fonnal process 

than we have presumed. 

At work here was a point of plinciple as well as practicality. As we have 

seen, it was held that a good king should act according to reason and in the public 

good rather than according to his plivate affections; he should be constant and not a 

slave to his changeable, spur-of-the-moment passions. Importunity from suitors 

would encourage rash and partial decisions, and that would run counter to the king's 

duty to minister justice. James intended that his Bedchamber should be a refuge from 

the press of business, not another administrative department. In Basilican Doron he 

acknowledged that, as king of Scotland, he had been too 'facile of accesse-giving at 

all times' and recommended instead that his heir should ' [appoint] cetiaine houres 

for publicke audience. ' 51 This would, he thought, help to promote more rational and 

just action than ifbusiness were presented to the king informally. In Bodin's Six 

livres de la republique, J ames could have read the recommendation that the plince 
...__ 

should 'make choise of wise and faithfull masters of requests, to receive every mans 

petition, who may dissuade such as demaund any thing that is unjust or against the 

good of the State, or at least they must acquaint the Prince therewith that he may not 

be surprised in his answer'. Bodin maintained that, if the plince 'wholie yeeld[ ed] 

himself to the appetite of his followers', the importunity of his close servants and 

relatives, without employing such formal means to ensure justice and the public 

good, then he was not truly a ruler at all: 'we may well say that he is but a cipher, 

which gives all power unto others, & reserves nothing to himselfe'. 52 

50 HMC Buccleuch, Montagu House, I, p. 237 (James Montagu to Sir Edward Montagu, 12 
Nov. 1604). 
51 James, Political Writings, pp. 58-9. 
52 J. Bodin, The Six Bookes of a Commonweale, transl. R. Knolles (London, 1606) (facsimile 
edn., ed. K.D. McRae, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1962), pp. 590-1; G.F. Warner, ed., 'The 
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The 'Book of Bounty' laid out the deleterious effects that the informal 

presentation of suits to the king had, especially upon royal revenues. It also spelled 

out practical means by which, it was hoped, financial losses to the Crown and 

confusion among suitors would be minimised. James forbade 'all persons 

whatsoever, to presume to presse Us, for any thing that may .. . tume to the 

diminution of Our Revenew and setled Receipts'. He also ordered the keepers of the 

three royal seals not to seal inappropriate grants even if he had signed them, 'because 

Wee know not whether We may unawares, or upon multiplicitie ofbusinesse, chance 

to passe any Graunt or Warrant, contrary to the Order set down'. So that suits could 

be examined properly, they were to be 'mooved unto Us by petition', not just 

presented to the king as ready-made watrants according to the suitor's desires. If 

necessary, these petitions would 'then be referred' for a legal or fiscal opinion 'to 

those whome it concemeth, upon whose Answeres and Certificates Wee will signifie 

Our further Pleasure'. The petitions and references were to be dispatched at regular 

audiences: 'either our Principall Secretarie for the time beit?-g, or some by Our 

appointment for him, and the Master of Requests then attending, shall have audience 

of Us for all Suits that doe conceme Our Bounty once in every weeke at least'.53 

' 
The use of 'proper bureaucratic channels' in the king's handling of his 

subjects' suits for bounty and grace has been noted as a feature of the Cm·oline 

Personal Rule, but the precedents for this dating from James's time have gone largely 

unnoticed. 54 It may be said of the reign of Henry VI, another famously profligate 

king of England, that 'the system for making grants was that would-be recipients 

drew up the authorisation and got the king to sign it', but things were more 

complicated and formalised under both early Stuart kings. 55 There were thus 

Library of James VI, 1573-1583', Miscellany of the Scottish History Society, I (1893), p. 
xliii. 
53 Declaration of His Majesties pleasure in matter of Bountie, pp. 1-12. 
54 Cf. J. Broadway, R.P. Cust, and S.K. Roberts, eds., A Calendar of the Docquets of Lord 
Keeper Coventry, 1625-1640, List and Index Society, Special Series, 34 (4 parts, Kew, 
2004), pt. 1, 'Introduction', esp. pp. xvi-xvii. 
55 C. Carpenter, The Wars of the Roses: Politics and the Constitution in England, c.143 7-
1509 (Cambridge, 1997), p. 107. 
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normally two stages in the process of obtaining a grant before a bill was presented to 

the king to be signed: James was to be moved by petition at an audience, where, ifhe 

deemed it necessary, he would refer the matter to the appropriate officers of the 

Crown; he would subsequently receive the latter's opinions and signify his pleasure 

accordingly for a bill to be drawn up. The ideals of good kingship - and, on a 

practical level, good stewardship of royal revenue- demanded the use of such formal 

structures. Not all suits were made to the king and then referred to the Crown's legal 

and financial officers in this way, the major exceptions being presentation to high 

office in Church and state and elevation to titles of honour or nobility. The king 

supposedly decided on these alone but- as we have already seen in the case of Dr 

Chetwynd's appointment to the deanery of Bristol, and as we shall see in greater 

detail later- there was, in practice, scope for informal lobbying by courtiers. Most 

suits, however, proceeded through a system of petitioning and referring. 

The Masters of Requests played an important role in these processes. 

Concentration upon what the Masters presented to the king for his signature- mostly 

places for paupers in almshouses and pardons for felonies - gives a false impression 

that they were not really significant and that they dealt only with 'Such as were 
....._ 

beggars' .56 The Masters of Requests waited in tums by month and a number of 

petitions were presented at each oftheir audiences with the king. 57 Though not in 

constant attendance upon James, they did enjoy a type of access that was more 

appropriate for the dispatch ofbusiness than the Bedchamber's daily 'populous 

intimacy' with the royal person. 58 During his audience, it was apparently expected 

56 Cf. Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers', pp. 92,218-19. 
57 See BL, Lansdowne MS 266, fos. 1-289v (register of petitions to the king and 
significations of the king's pleasure, 1603-16, probably belonging to Sir Roger Wilbraham); 
Additional MS 69910 (register of petitions, c.1612-1617); Additional MS 64880, fos. 43-4 
(Sir John Coke's notes of an audience, 7 Sept. 1623); Additional MS 64881, fos. 49-50,58-
61, 108-9,206-9 (Sir John Coke's notes of audiences, 28 Jan., 6 Feb., 2 June, 28 Sept. 1624 
and without date); Bodl. Lib., MS Cmte 74, fo. 410v (Richard Berington to Sir Sidney 
Montagu, 27 Mar. 1618). There is now an edition ofLansdowne MS 266 and Additional MS 
69910: R.W. Hoyle, ed., Heard Before the King: Registers of Petitions to James I, 1603-16, 
Lists and Index Society, Special Series, 38 (2 parts, Kew, 2006). 
58 The phrase is to be found in Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 187. 
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that a Master should be alone with the king: 'a master of requests the whole time of 

his audience remains upon his knees as representing the subject petitioning the king, 

and ... no other person whatsoever may presume to stay in the room or give any 

interruption by coming in'. 59 This privileged access could offer the sort of 

opportunities for self-promotion and politicking that we have come to expect of body 

servants, and use of the Masters' time came, of course, at a price. The king's hosier, 

Thomas Alport, proposed to Sir Lionel Cranfield a sliding scale of remuneration 

depending upon the success of his petition to the king for outstanding payments: if he 

were to obtain £2,500 of the money owed to him, Alport would willingly give 

Cranfield £500; for£ 1 ,250, £300. By comparison, Cranfield' s annuity as Master of 

Requests was a mere £100, plus a pension of £200. When Cranfield was promoted to 

the more lucrative mastership of the Court of Wards, Thomas Vavasour informed 

him of 'an excellent Lawyere who hath an estate of 15001 per annum & shall give 

readely the uttermost that any shall offer' to succeed him in Requests. Given these 

opportunities for access to the king, oversight of suits, and financial gain, it is not 

surprising that Buckingham took care that the Masters were, or should become, his 

clients and/or kin.60 What the Masters of the Requests did clearly mattered . 
....... 

59 BL, Additional MS 15632, fo. 45r. This is the register book of a later seventeenth-century 
Master of Requests, Garvis Ho11es, but it contains (fos. 40ft) details of the 'rights privileges 
and emoluments' of the office which the Masters were seeking to reconfirm at the 
Restoration of the monarchy in 1660-62. Among the Masters petitioning Charles II in this 
way was Sir Ralph Freeman, one of James I's Masters. I owe this reference and a 
transcription thereof to the generosity of Professor Richard Hoyle, to whom I am very 
grateful for this and several conversations on the subject of Masters of Requests. I have also 
benefited from hearing Professor Hoyle's unpublished paper, 'The Sma11 Change of 
Jacobean Patronage: Petitions to Masters of Requests, 1603-1616' (delivered to the Tudor
Stuart seminar at the Institute of Historical Research, 23 Oct. 2006). 
6° CKS, Sackvi11e MSS/Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0o2 [ON 1054] (Alport to Cranfield, 2 
Oct. 1618), Oo5 [ON 4712] (earl of Arundel to Cranfield, n.d. [Feb.-March 1618]), Oo84 
[ON 458] (Vavasour to Cranfield, 22 Jan. 1619); TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (Jan. 1619 -
Cranfield's appointment to the Wards, procured by Buckingham; Feb. 1619 - grant of£100 
annuity to Sir John Suckling upon surrender by Cranfield); G. Goodman, The Court of King 
James the First, ed. J.S. Brewer (2 vols, London, 1839), I, pp. 306-7; Bodl. Lib., MS Carte 
74, fo. 412r (Richard Berington to Sir Sidney Montagu, 12 March 1617/18); Cuddy, 'The 
King's Chambers', pp. 218-20. 



Of course, a Master could be the tool of another courtier. Early in 1619 the 

Master of Requests Sir John Suckling had at least two petitions for forfeitures of 

felons' goods to present to the king from Adam Hill of the Bedchamber, for 

example.61 Among the papers of Sir John Coke, one of the Masters during the early 

1620s and another Villiers client, there survive notes ofhis audiences with James. 

Coke recorded the suits and petitions which he was to present to the king, and any 

documents to which he was to procure the sign manual, and made notes in the 

margins of James's responses in each case. Coke's first item of business with the 

king at Royston on 6 February 1624 was a pension of £500 for Sir Edward Villiers, 

the favourite's half-brother, in recompense for the surrender of his 'lease for 21 years 

of [ fourpence ha'penny] uppon everie pound of gold & silver thride'. J ames' s reply 

is noted as 'Granted the L[ord] T[reasurer] to take order'. The sixth item was a 

licence to Robert le Grize (or Le Grys), a Groom ofthe Privy Chamber, and Thomas 

Marsh to export '1 00 lasts of beans & pease' to Scotland, 'on condition to import the 

like quantitie ofRye; & to pay al duties'. In his fuller prepar,atory notes, Coke 

mentions the involvement of a Bedchamber Scot in this suit: the 'Erie ofHoldemesse 

moved the king'. On another occasion, at Newmarket, Coke presented the suit of 
.__,_ 

Henry Gibb of the Bedchamber for reversionary leases in lieu of a pension for him 

and his wife. James referred this 'to the Lord T[reasurer] to certifie his opinion of 

this exchang'. 62 

Here the Master of Requests was the formal intermediary between the king and 

suitors who, one presumes, should have been well-placed to move James themselves, 

dropping into conversation what does not normally survive in the public record. 

61 TNA: PRO, SP 14/109/4, fos. 4r, 5r. Hill was successful in one of these suits - for the 
goods and chattels ofRobert Good of Northamptonshire, forfeited for clipping of coin - and 
the sign manual to the grant was procured by John Packer (SO 3/6, July 1619). Hill 
subsequently encountered difficulties actually getting his hands on the forfeited goods, 
which had been sold to a third party by Robert Good's son: TNA: PRO, 
E134/18Jasi/MICH24. 
62 BL, Additional MS 64881, fos. 49r, 58r, 60r; A.Z. Sandy, 'Le Grys, Sir Robert (bap. 
1571 ?, d. 1635)', Oxford DNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/16367, accessed 17 
May 2006]; M.B. Young, Servility and Service: The Life and Work of Sir John Coke 
(Woodbridge, 1986), pp. 104-9. 
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Even those who enjoyed intimate access to the king presented suits to him as paper 

petitions and had them dispatched in this 'bureaucratic' way. 63 When Sir Roger 

Wilbraham moaned that the Bedchamber left the Masters of Requests, including 

himself, with only the suits of 'beggars', he was probably complaining about the 

share of gratuities that they were receiving- and which, he thought, would otherwise 

have been his- rather than that business was not coming the Masters' way: plainly it 
64 was. 

Judging by their absence from the relevant records, it seems that members of 

the nobility and high-ranking courtiers (such as Gentlemen, as opposed to Pages and 

Grooms, of the Bedchamber) did not stoop to using a Master of Requests when first 

presenting their own suits to the king, but that neither means that the process was 

'informal' nor that a completely separate administrative channel was being used. A 

paper petition was necessary even, apparently, for the queen and the duke of Lennox 

-who was both a leading Bedchamber man and the king's cousin. 65 There was scope 

for access to the king to be used to one's advantage, yet evyn here we need to be 

aware of the formal procedures which regulated importunity. In January 1620, for 

example, the Groom ofthe Stool Thomas Erskine, then earl ofKellie, not only 
' 

procured the sign manual to the grant of a baronetcy to the Scottish courtier Sir 

David Foulis but also signified the king's pleasure in the first place that the necessary 

bill be drawn up. This seems a clear case of the 'bureaucratic' system being bypassed 

by a Bedchamber man with an alternative route. At one level, this is true, in that had 

Kellie not had access to the monarch then he could not have been involved in the 

63 See also CKS, Sackville MSS/Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E444 [ON 5290] (petition of 
Bemard Lindsay, Groom of the Bedchamber, with signification of pleasure by Sir Sidney 
Montagu); OE864 [ON 5272] (petition of Henry Gibb, with signification of pleasure by Sir 
Ralph Freeman); OE912 [ON 5081a & b] (petition of Alexander Stevenson, Page of the 
Bedchamber, with signification of pleasure in the hand of John Packer and signed by King 
James); OE915 [ON 5283] (petition of Richard Turpin, Groom of the Bedchamber, with 
signification of pleasure by Montagu). 
64 See BL, Lansdowne MS 266: many of the entries in this (probably Wilbraham's) register 
of petitions mention courtiers and Bedchamber Scots as the suitors on behalf of petitioners. 
65 Bodl. Lib., MS Carte 121 (James to the Privy Council of England, 18 Feb. 1604); CKS, 
Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0o146 [ON 5619] (petition of the duke of 
Lennox). 
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grant in this way. However, it is worth adding that it was appropriate for Kellie to 

signify the king's pleasure to other officials because he was also a privy councillor. 66 

Buckingham did use his access to the king to his and his clients' advantage. 

In 1616, for instance, he obtained a verbal promise from J ames that he would grant a 

pension to the Master of Requests extraordinary Sidney Montagu, and the only 

surviving petition of Buckingham's that I have been able to locate is a draft of a 

mock petition to J ames, concerning false insinuations that the favourite had 

'chance[ d] to be ravished' by the earl ofRutland's daughter, Buckingham's future 

wife Katherine Manners. 67 Buckingham had a unique relationship with James, no 

doubt aided by his sense of humour. Yet one of Buckingham's great strengths as 

James's favourite was also his willingness to work within the administrative systems 

and practices that were meant to regulate the seeking and giving of royal patronage. 

In a holograph letter to Buckingham, probably oflate 1624 or early 1625, 

James tellingly remarked, 'as to hollands sute, I have according to my custome putte 

the no ate in the maister of requestis hande & quhen the pal}:ie shall be convicted, I 

will doe in it, as the worthe of the thing shall prove & as thow shall [sic] advyse 

me' .68 Here one can see Buckingham acting in his familiar role of 'royal patronage 
-----

broker'. In this case the earl of Holland was petitioning for the fine or forfeitures that 

would accrue to the Crown as the result of a particular conviction in the courts, and 

James would follow Buckingham's advice in the matter. But it is of equal 

66 TNA: PRO, SO 3/7. For an official assertion that a privy councillor's word was 'creditt 
sufficient for signifyinge his Majesty's pleasure', see APC, 1619-21, p. 202. Moreover, 
candidates for baronetcies required certificates from the Officers of Arms that their family 
had been armigerous for at least three generations (which did not guarantee that unsuitable 
candidates would not be preferred): e.g. Berks. RO, Packer Papers, D/EHy 01, fos . 99, 101, 
103, 295, 361; L. Stone, 'The Inflation of Honours, 1558-1641 ',Past and Present, 14 (Nov. 
1958), pp. 45-70, at pp. 52-5; L. Stone, The Crisis of the Aristocracy, 1558-1641 (Oxford, 
1965), pp. 82-97. 
67 Bodl. Lib., MS Carte 74, fo. 394r (Edward Wray to Montagu, n.d.); TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 
(June 1616- viscount Villiers's procurement of annuity for Montagu, June 1616); BL, 
Harleian MS 6986, no. 112, fo. 198r ('To the Kings most excellent Ma[jesty] [/]The humble 
peticion of your not antient-enough servant /\and bacheler/\ G Buckingham', n.d. [March 
1620]); Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 59-60. 
68 BL, HarleianMS 6987, fo. 190r. 
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significance for our understanding of the workings of J ames' s kingship that he would 

also follow, as was his wont, the usual 'bureaucratic' procedures. He had been given 

the petition himself by the suitor- in this case the Captain of the Guard- but he had 

handed it to the ordinary officer. 69 He would follow the 'Book of Bounty' in not 

granting the suit until the party had been convicted, at which time the Master of 

Requests would present the petition and he would make known his pleasure on it. 70 

Also in line with his declaration in the 'Book of Bounty', he reserved to himself the 

judgement ofhow much of the forfeiture he would actually grant. (It seems to have 

been quite usual for James to stipulate that bills for grants of bounty be drawn up 

'leavinge a blanke for the nomber' to be inserted by the king later.) 71 Buckingham's 

advice may have been wanted on the appropriateness of that amount for Holland or 

on whether there were other suitors after the same penal 'casualties'. Professor Hoyle 

has argued that James- at least during the 'earlier but not the later part of the reign' 

-was a self-disciplined and counselled king, who declined to view petitions until 

they had been presented to him by a Master of Requests an~ who did not usually 

decide upon petitions without appropriate advice. 72 As we can see from the example 

just cited, James retained this 'self-discipline' even during the final months ofhis 
...___ 

life, when it has been usual to portray the king as losing his grip, a physical and 

mental wreck. There were procedures, as one can see laid out in the 'Book of 

69 Cf. BL, Additional MS 15632, fo. 41r: 'We .. . doe clayme it for our right as masters of 
Requests ... to procure answers from His Majesty to all petitions whatsoever which are either 
hand[ed] or sent us by His Majesty.' 
70 Declaration of His Majesties pleasure in matter of Bountie, pp. 17-18, 24. For another 
case where James refused to proceed with a petition until the parties had been convicted, see 
BL, Additional MS 64881, fo. 50r (suit ofWilliam Pritchard, Footman, for the forfeitures of 
William Stanhard and John Wightman, 28 Jan. 1623/24). 
71 Declaration of His Majesties pleasure in matter of Bountie, pp. 24-7; Hoyle, 
'Introduction', Heard Before the King, p. xvii. For example: BL, Lansdowne MS 266, fos . 
282v (suit ofEdward Bee, Gentleman Usher, for a lease of tenements in Yorkshire, February 
1615/16), 288v (suit of Thomas Sturgeon, Gerrard Pitham, Edward Morraste, Yeomen 
Ushers, and John Hill of the Guard for the goods of Gyles Carter of Gloucestershire, June 
1616). 
72 Hoyle, 'Introduction', Heard Before the King, p. xvi; Hoyle, 'Small Change ofJacobean 
Patronage'. 
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Bounty', and James usually (not always) abided by them: he 'graunted according to 

the booke'. 73 

Ill 

Members of the Bedchamber did not have completely free rein when it came to 

getting the king to act administratively in their favour or for petitioners whom they 

supported. Even after the initial stages of petitioning and referring, when the bills 

came back to court to be signed, the intimate involvement of the 'ordinary officer' 

did not come to a halt. A number of the original warrants in 1618, for example, are 

endorsed in Secretary Naunton's hand with the identity of the procurer: 'Sr Lionell 

Cranfeild gott this bill to be signed', 'pro cur: by Mr Villiers of the Bedch: ', 'procur: 

by the L: Hadington'. Even when others procured the sign manual to them, these 

warrants physically passed through Naunton's hands. 74 This is not 'household 

government', nor is 'informality' the right word. The view. of J ames as a king with a 

'whim of iron', straightforwardly manipulated by his immediate entourage, is 

incorrect. 

What we find instead is evidence of a formal administrative system that was 

meant to manage importunate suitors, to regulate access and mitigate its pernicious 

effects upon royal decision-making. James was central to the processes described 

here- petitions were addressed to him, they were processed as a result of audiences 

with him, he signed the bills. It would be a mistake, however, to conclude from this 

that the system of petitioning, referring and procuring successfully achieved its aims, 

or that James was an enthusiastic bureaucrat-king who exercised effective control 

over these processes and who only ever acted in the interests of justice and the public 

73 Cf. Peck, Court Patronage and Corruption, p. 44. See BL, Additional MS 69910 for this 
and recurring phrases to the same effect. Lord Keeper Williams noted that James 'often' 
disposed of Irish suits 'otherwise' than stipulated in his declarations on suits of bounty: BL, 
Additional MS 34727, fo. 45r (Williams to Buckingham, 12 Oct. 1622). 
74 TNA: PRO, SP 39/9 ('King's Bills', 1618-1619), nos. 72, 92, 94. 
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good. What might a close look at these processes have to tell us about J ames' s 

kingship during the later years of his reign? 

Although petitions were usually dealt with by James at audiences, apparently 

one-to-one, with a Master of Requests, a Secretary of State or some other person 

appointed for that purpose, we should not assume that the king engaged very deeply 

with the business presented to him on such occasions. Professor Hoyle has estimated 

that James received approximately seven hundred petitions annually via Masters of 

Requests, rising to a thousand if one includes those processed by the Secretaries: 

such numbers demanded the institution of a bureaucratic system to cope with them. 75 

The annual number of petitions would rise again, though by how much remains 

uncertain, if one added the petitions dispatched by the Scottish Master of Requests. 76 

Irish petitions must have had their own route to the king, quite possibly through 

agents such as Sir Francis Blundell. However, the amount ofbusiness processed by 

the English 'ordinary officers' alone was clearly formidable. At Sir John Coke's 

audience with James at Theobalds on 2 June 1624, for instarce, f01iy-five petitions 

were presented to the king, plus a further seven documents 'To bee signed'. 77 We do 

not know how long such audiences lasted, but all this could have taken some time to 
' 

get through- if, that is, the king actually read all the petitions or had them read out in 

full. This does not appear to have been the case, at least not late in the reign. 

It seems that the Master of Requests prepared summaries of the petitions 

which he had received, along with any other information relevant to each case

hence the notes of audiences which survive in Coke's papers- and that he worked 

from these notes when addressing the king. We catch a glimpse of this on 3 April 

1618, when Lionel Cranfield had audience at Whitehall and 'presented' the petition 

of John Ungle, a yeoman extraordinary of the Chamber, for the moiety of a £160 fine 

that had been imposed upon one Thomas Senyor. On the back of the petition 

Cranfield had noted the words 'John Ungle /\your Ma[jesties] servant/\ touchinge /\at\ 

75 Hoyle, 'Small Change of Jacobean Patronage'. 
76 See Appendix II. 
77 BL, Additional MS 64881, fos. 108-9. 
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judgme[nt] of 1601
i against Thomas Senyor uppon a penall Statute praieth the 

Moyetie beinge 801
i w[hi]ch is your Maties HSe parte'. He then added the detail, not 

to be found in the body of the petition itself, 'He hath served 10 yeares In 

extraordinary/'. 78 The messy, draft format of this endorsement suggests that it was 

not intended for James's eyes but to be read aloud to him. Once Cranfield had orally 

delivered these lines on the petitioner and his suit, it was unnecessary for the king to 

hear the precise contents of the petition or to read it for himself.79 

James need not even have answered petitions himself, let alone read them. 

Godfrey Goodman claimed as much when writing later ofCranfield's time as a 

Master of Requests: 

at times, when he should have audience and acquaint the King with 
the petitions, the King usually told him, "I know thou hast wit and 
honesty enough of thyself to return a fair and a conscionable answer 
to these petitions and I will leave them to thyself. We will now talk of 
some other business."80 

We cannot conclude, on the basis of this later account alone, that it was habitually 

James's practice to delegate the answering of petitions to his Masters ofRequests. 
' 

However, given that petitions were refetTed for consideration to particular legal and 

financial officers, or to the Privy Council, as a matter of routine, it is quite 

conceivable that Cranfield, or another Master of Requests, could have answered 

petitions without any assistance from the king. 81 

78 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0W109 [ON 4862]. The petition also 
contains Cranfield' s reference to the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the latter's certificate 
of24 Apr. 1618. 
79 For further evidence that petitions were read out to the king, rather than read by the king 
himself, see BL, Additional MS 15632, fo. 45r: 'whilst the king is in that solemn manner 
[with his Master of Requests] giving eare to the petitions of his subjects'. 
80 Goodman, Court of King James, I, pp. 306-7. Note that Cranfield is said to have 
acquainted the king with the petitions, which may also suggest that James was normally 
apprised of their contents but did not read them. For referrals to the Privy Council, see, for 
example, APC, 1619-21, pp. 152, 160, 166, 167. 
81 On the routine reference of particular suits to particular officers, see Hoyle, 'Small Change 
of Jacobean Patronage' . 
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Furthermore, although James's audiences with his Masters of Requests 

occurred at least once in every calendar month, there is no evidence that they were 

otherwise at all regular whether in respect of the time of the month or the day of the 

week on which they were held, neither did they relate to the king's removes. 82 We 

might infer from this that the audiences were squeezed in at times when there was 

nothing better for J ames to be getting on with - something of a chore when rain 

prevented hunting, perhaps? Anyway, it is not difficult to imagine that, with the 

room cleared of people and the petitions summarised for him, J ames and a Master of 

Requests would have been able to get through a lot ofbusiness in a sh01i space of 

time and without much effort on the king's part. Much earlier in his life James had 

boasted that he could complete in an hour the day's labour of other men, and it is 

possible that this system helped him to realise a similar feat. 83 

The last stage of granting, when a suit finally came back to the king as a bill, 

was also developed in such a way as to save royal time. The king's bills presented 

for James's signature were written out in full but with a summary (again called a 

docquet) added in the bottom left-hand corner. These summaries were intended for 

the king's benefit, a precis of what he was about to sign and a reminder that he had 
' 

previously agreed to such a course of action. Thus Attorney General Sir Henry 

Yelverton appended the following to two bills ofNovember 1618: 

It maie please your excellent Majestie 
This conteineth your Majesties grant to Sr Thomas Watson, Kt (who 
is named in trust for J ames Hudson esqr Your Majesties servante of 
the goodes and chattells of Maurice Kyffin forfeited to your Majestie 
by his Attainder in a Premunire for refusing the oath of Allegiance 
Signified long since to be your Majesties pleasure by Mr Secretarie 
Lake. I 

It maie please your excellent Majestie/ 

82 In addition to the references cited above at n. 57, see the following petitions, complete 
with dated references from Masters of Requests: CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, 
U269/1/0E832 [ON 9402], OE860 [ON 5350], OE864 [ON 5272], OE868 [ON 5282], 
OE884 [ON 5717], OE899 [ON 5072a & b], OE915 [ON 5283]. 
83 D.H. Willson, King James VI & I (London, 1956), p. 48. 
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This conteineth your Majesties gracious pardon to Maurice Kiffin 
gent of all Offences ofPremunire whereof he standes convicted 
which your Majestie hath beene moved unto at the suite of your 
highnes servant James Hudson esqr. 
Signified long since to be your Majesties pleasure by Mr Secretarie 
Lake. /84 

The procurer of the sign manual to these bills concerning the recusant Kiffin is not 

recorded in the relevant Signet Office docquet book. 85 Unless, of course, the king 

was physically indisposed or for some other reason reluctant to consider any business 

at the time, whoever it was who presented these bills to James would not have had to 

use any arts of persuasion in getting him to sign them: James had only to glance at 

the summaries certified with his Attorney General's signature. Although procuring it 

for a client had symbolic value, so long as the referees returned certificates to the 

king that the grant in question was both convenient and lawful, the application of the 

sign manual to bills was little more than a formality. 

The system of petitioning, referring and procuring !?reserved for the king a 

detenninative role- in the sense that no suit could proceed without his authorisation 

-while also ensuring that he would not be overwhelmed with work. The demands 

made upon the king were light. Petitions were dispatched in his presence 

expeditiously, he delegated to others, referred to his officials and, as a matter of 

course, followed their opinions. As Francis Bacon put it, 'It is the bill drawn by the 

learned counsel and the docket [i.e. such as those just cited regarding Kiffin] , that 

leads the King's hand. ' 86 Although J ames was involved in the governmental process 

of granting suits, the level of personal engagement required of him was not very 

high. 'Formall governement', as we have seen James declare in Star Chamber in 

1616, helped the Christian king to minister justice to his people, while giving him 

time to consider more important affairs. The administrative practices detailed here 

84 T NA: PRO, SP 39/9, nos. 70-1. 
85 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (Nov. 1618). 
86 Spedding, Letters and Life, VII, p. 134 ('Notes upon Mr Attorney's cause' , 1620; my 
emphasis). 
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were perfectly suited to assisting and relieving a monarch who took the moral duties 

of his kingly office very seriously but who was not, for all that, particularly diligent. 

James went along readily with the opinions of his officials on the suits heard by him, 

content, without further consideration, to sign what they certified to be legal and of 

public benefit. Because this was the case, in order to affect the king's decisions on 

grants of bounty, one needed influence within the system which regulated those 

grants and to which the king had effectively delegated the responsibility to deny 

them. 

Contemporaries recognised the importance of such administrative delegation 

and reference from the king to his officials. This was evident during the first session 

of the 1621 parliament, in the efforts of some members to persuade the Commons to 

investigate the referees. 87 On 6 Febmary 1621, when Mompesson and Sir Edward 

Villiers's gold and silver thread patent was raised as a cause of the scarcity of 

bullion, it was moved that 'all Patents of that nature might be examined' and Sir 

Edward Sackville seconded the motion, adding 'That inquipe might be made 

towchinge his Majesties referments of the Peticions uppon which such graunts 

ensued, and soe the faults might be taken from his Majestie and lye uppon the 
" 

Refferrees who misled his Majestie'. 88 On 21 April William Mallory 'began a 

motion for proceedinge against the Projectors uppon Alehowses' and was seconded 

by Sir Francis Seymour, who argued that 'The Kinge had tmsted the Refferrees with 

his honour and Justice, and they regarded neither.' He continued that 'His Majestie 

was informd that [Michell's alehouse patent] was both lawfull and convenient' and 

that there was 'no likelihood that [the referees] could not [sic] bee ignorant ofthe 

Lawe, but proffitt was the ayme they shot at. ' 89 Cranfield- who, as we have seen, 

was in a position to know how patents were actually obtained from James-

87 See Russell, Parliaments and English Politics, pp. 108-11; Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 97-
100. See also C.S.R. Russell, 'The Examination ofMr Mallory after the Parliament of 1621 ', 
repr. in idem, Unrevolutionary England, 1603-1642 (London, 1990), pp. 81-8. 
88 W. Notestein, F.H. Relf, and H. Simpson, eds., Commons Debates 1621 (7 vols., New 
Haven and London, 1935), IV ('Diary of John Pym'), pp. 19-20. 
89 Notestein, Relf, and Simpson, eds., Commons Debates 1621, II ('The Anonymous 
Journal'), p. 113; IV, pp. 243-4. 
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supported calls for the investigation of patents and their referees, though with some 

important caveats. He agreed that patents grievous to the commonwealth should 'be 

examined', yet pointed out that 'None [of these suits] come to [the king] without 

fayre pretences for the publicke [good?] and reasons annext, which his Majestie doth 

ever referre'. Cranfield assured the House that it would be 'noe dishonour' to James 

'to have them cal'd to accompt that have abused him'- meaning both the suitors 

who had claimed with their 'pretences' that the patent would be for the public good 

and, if any there were, referees who had certified unlawful patents to be lawful, on 

the basis of whose collective advice James had decided to grant. Cranfield was 

seeking to clear 'the Kings reputation': he repeatedly argued that James had acted in 

good faith and in accordance with the representations made to him by suitors and 

referees. 90 

Backhanders and gifts further testify to the importance of the administrative 

practices dealt with here. For instance in July 1611, after some haggling, Sir Thomas 

Lake finally agreed to accept an offer of £50 'for his pains' i!l presenting a petition to 

James from the mayor and aldermen of Coventry, who were seeking a new town 

charter and required a reference from the king to the Attorney General. A further £1 0 
' 

was given to the latter when the desired additions to the charter were read to him, 

and more money was needed, among other things, to 'move ... Sir Thomas Lake to 

write unto Mr. Attorney' on the corporation's behalC1 An anonymous note of 

money given at Christmas 1622 reveals a careful targeting of presents. Whoever 

drew up this list rated Lord Treasurer Cranfield, then earl of Middlesex, very highly, 

giving him £1,000 (only one hundred less than the king) and his servants a total of 

90 Notestein, Relf, and Simpson, eds., Commons Debates 1621, IV, pp. 58-9; VI ('The 
Parliamentary Notes of Sir Thomas Holland'), p. 7; Russell, Parliaments and English 
Politics, pp. 108-9. For Cranfield's similar defence of royal proclamations, see also 
Notestein, Relf, and Simpson, eds., Commons Debates 1621, II, pp. 121-2. 
91 Coventry Archives, BA/H/Q/A79/105-106 (Alderman Henry Sewall to Henry Smythe, 
mayor of Coventry, 9 July and 22 Oct. 1611). I owe these references to the generosity ofDr 
Paul Hunneyball, who deserves my further thanks for so kindly providing transcriptions of 
these documents and for discussing the procurement of grants with me on various occasions. 
See also C.F. Patterson, Urban Patronage in Early Modern England: Corporate Boroughs, 
the Landed Elite, and the Crown, 1580-1640 (Stanford, 1999), p. 24. 
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£62 1 Os. Presumably generosity to the Lord Treasurer and his men was meant to be 

remembered when Middlesex came to ponder what he would certify to the king 

about the advisability of making a lucrative grant to this individual. Although this 

giver was less generous to others (and, perhaps surprisingly, far less to the favourite), 

he did not neglect those who might be able to lend their assistance, whether by 

proffering helpful opinions or by facilitating access to people or resources: 

Buckingham and his household (£209 10s); the Chancellor of the Exchequer, his 

servants and messengers (£ 1 05); Secretary Calvert and his servants (£53 1 Os); 

Attorney General Coventry (£40); porters and servants at court and for the Privy 

Council (£14 10s).92 Such extra-procedural means, payments and gifts, were 

deployed in order to make the process of petitioning, reference and certification 

count for the suitor. 

A final contemporary testimony to the importance of 'formall governement' 

is provided by Buckingham's efforts to secure the appointment of his clients to key 

positions in the petitioning and refereeing process -the m~sterships of Requests, as 

has been said, the secretaryships of State, and the posts of Attorney General and 

Solicitor General. 93 With the officers responsible for the presentation of petitions to 
' the monarch well-disposed to the favourite (as all four Masters of Requests were by 

the start of 1618), it was possible to sift out petitions which requested patronage that 

one felt should be disposed of otherwise, or any which might cause trouble for an 

ally, before the king could hear them. 94 A suitor well-connected with the favourite 

might also hope for Buckingham's good offices in preventing his petition from being 

92 TNA: PRO, SP 14/134/97, fo. 153r. The gift list includes money for judges in the Court of 
Exchequer. 
93 R.P. Cust, 'Coventry, Thomas, first Baron Coventry (1578-1640)', Oxford DNB 
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/6483, accessed 12 Dec. 2007]; P.E. Kopperman, 
'Heath, Sir Robert (1575-1649)', Oxford DNB 
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/12842, accessed 12 Dec. 2007]; Cuddy, 'The 
King's Chambers', pp. 218-20. For Sir Henry Yelverton's appointment as Attorney General 
and Buckingham's involvement in the appointment of Secretaries of State, see below, pp. 
134-8, 155-84. 
94 BL, Harleian MS 7006, fo. 62r (Buckingham to Francis Bacon, 16 Jan. 1618): 
Buckingham prevented Sir John Cotton, who had been dismissed from his office of Custos 
Rotulorum, from presenting a petition against Bacon. 
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refened to a slow or unsympathetic official. 95 When Attorney General Y elve1ion did 

not provide a legal opinion favourable to Sir Robert Naunton's suit that a deputy 

should take his place as Surveyor of the Court of Wards, Buckingham turned to Lord 

Keeper Bacon for a certificate on the matter instead (and, allegedly, used threatening 

language towards Y elverton). 96 Gentle social pressure could be exerted upon referees 

whose appointment Buckingham had supported, to further the suits of those to whom 

the favourite or other leading courtiers wished 'very well unto'. 97 It was not 

necessary to keep a referee cowed: a smooth working relationship between him and 

the favourite could be mutually beneficial, of course, the referee providing 

certificates and opinions and Buckingham putting in a good word for the referee's 

own business with the king. 98 

It probably seemed to James that the system ofrefening to officials' opinions 

on suits allowed him to be both a bountiful king and a counselled one, all with a 

minimum of personal commitment of time and effort. Cranfield was not especially 

grateful for his appointment as Master of Requests, thinking .it an inadequate 

recompense for his labours to improve the Crown's finances; but during his time in 

that post he did learn that the advantage of the system of petitioning, referring and 
' 

procuring was also its main problem: it allowed James freedom from responsibility. 99 

As we have just seen, during the 1621 parliamentary attacks on patentees and 

referees, Cranfield sought to clear the king's reputation on the grounds that his grants 

95 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 109, no. 144, fo. 303r (earl ofBedford to Buckingham, 4 July 
[ 1617]): 'I should bee glad to have no more to do with the chaunsellor of the Exchequer', 
Bedford wrote, 'not for fear of the price hee might sett mee, but that hee can never grow to a 
resolution, & so I should never gett an ende of delays'. On Buckingham's 'virtual command' 
of 'the key points in the formulation and execution of royal warrants' for Irish matters, see 
Treadwell, Buckingham and Ireland, pp. 67-8. 
96 S.R. Gardiner, ed., Notes of Debates in the House of Lords (Camden Society, London, 
1870), p. 88; BL, Harleian MS 7006, fo. 21 (Buckingham to Bacon, 11 June 1617). 
97 E.g. BL, Harleian MS 7000, no. 9/ fo. 17r (Buckingham to Verulam, 31 Aug. 1620); CKS, 
Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E108 (Buckingham to Cranfield), passim; 
U269/1/0RE1 (Aubigny to Cranfield, 1616). 
98 BL, Egerton 2541, fo. 55 ('Remembraunces for my Lord, when he shall come to Court', in 
the hand of Attorney General Robert Heath, n.d. [1625-28?]). 
99 M. Prestwich, Cranfield: Politics and Profits under the Early Stuarts (Oxford, 1966), pp. 
193-5. 
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were only as good as the advice which he had received about their legality and 

benefit to the public. At the same time, however, Cranfield felt that greater diligence 

and discrimination on the king's own part would not have gone amiss. James did not 

delay decisions on suits, he did not usually deny them, and he deferred to others' 

opinions readily. In a narrow sense, of course, he reserved such decisions to himself, 

but to a large extent he delegated them bureaucratically: as Godfrey Goodman later 

wrote, James 'had not the power to deny a suit, nor would he willingly give any man 

cause of discontent, but left that to others'. 100 J ames worked through suits too 

quickly and he was not in the habit of giving negative answers to them. Cranfield 

made a note of how he thought things ought to have been instead: 'His Majestie to 

Cawse all propositions made to him to be sett downe in wrighting & to taike tyme to 

answere. In which tyme to understand the trew state of it & then to give his 

Resolution'. 'This was Q: Elizabeths Course', he continued, 'which made her 

wisdom to be so admired' .101 Unfavourable comparison with his predecessor was not 

the way to convince this king of his faults. If Cranfield ever raised the point during 

one of his audiences as a Master of Requests, while the unanswered petitions were 

put to one side, James ignored the advice. For the present purpose, however, it is 
---.. 

telling that Cranfield saw the problem of inappropriate or excessive bounty in these 

terms. He did not think that the difference between Elizabethan and Jacobean 

practice consisted in a latterly revived administrative activity in the inner household. 

In his view, James's debts stemmed from the king's bountiful disposition, his lack of 

diligence, and the 'unfaithfullnes & Ignorauns of his Mynisters', particularly the 

referees on whose opinion the king depended. 102 

Cranfield's analysis was, I think, basically right. In order both to restrain his 

servants' pursuit of their private gain and to protect his revenues, James would have 

needed to do more than rely upon formal processes to administer and regulate his 

bounty: in a personal monarchy, 'bureaucratisation' was no substitute for personal 

100 Goodman, Court of King James, I, p. 37. 
101 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0RE6 [ON 4307] (emphasis mine). 
102 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E1528 [ON 6773]. 
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application from the king and the firm exercise of royal will, especially the will to 

say no. 103 It clearly would be absurd to argue that private influence could not be 

brought to bear upon the king merely because there were official procedures and 

moral strictures surrounding and channelling royal bounty and grace. But since 

formality was a much more significant characteristic of Jacobean kingship than has 

previously been acknowledged, for private influence to be really effectual, it had to 

operate through those official procedures and in accordance, apparently, with those 

moral strictures. It was by manipulating those procedures -not simply by bypassing 

them, pressing the king directly, or using some alternative household administration 

-that a courtier could most effectively prevail upon the king to act or, conversely, 

prevent him from acting as a suitor desired. J ames was both too principled and too 

indolent- in such matters, at least- to govern 'in his own person' and by 'household 

methods of administration'. 

103 On 'bureaucratisation of. . . governance' and a simultaneous 'rampant and unrestrained 
pursuit' of private interests by royal servants under Henry VII, compare Carpenter, Wars of 
the Roses, pp. 246-8. 



Chapter Three 

Court and Government (11): The King, the Privy Council and the Favourite 

At a meeting of the Privy Council of England, convened at Hampton Court probably 

on 28 September 161 7, after the king's return from Scotland, J ames declared to his 

assembled councillors that they ought to be sure that he loved the earl of 

Buckingham more than any of them. He was neither a god nor an angel, he said, and 

so loved like any other man, and he loved those dear to him more than other men. 

This was not, J ames asserted, to be imputed to him as a fault, for had not Jesus Christ 

himself done the same? 'Christ had his John, and I have my George'. These words 

have long elicited disapproving responses. While S.R. Gardiner left his readers to 

draw their own conclusions from the statement, he nevertheless gave them a clear 

steer, quoting it in the course of a chapter entitled 'The Privy Council and the 

Favourite', in which James's 'supineness' and his attraction to 'the strong animal 

spirits and the handsome features' of George Villiers figure J?rominently. The king 

was 'blind in his affection' and able 'to see with no eyes but those of the favoured 

youth'; J ames' s was an 'unwise and undiscriminating fondness' and he had 
' 

'lower[ ed]' his 'friendship' for Buckingham 'into idolatry'. 1 D.H. Willson, 

notoriously hostile to James, cites these words as evidence of James's 'enslavement' 

to the 'seductive' young Buckingham, whom the king 'loved with a passionate 

affection'? James, in Menna Prestwich's view, 'spoke in words which reek ofhis 

special brand of egotism and blasphemy' .3 Pauline Croft's judgement, while far more 

measured, is not quite neutral: 'The extraordinary comparison [between Christ's love 

for John and James's for Buckingham] cannot have increased councillors' respect for 

the king or the favourite. '4 This was an 'extraordinary statement' and, as Maurice 

Lee notes, historians have tended to treat it as 'one more example of James's 

1 Gardiner, History of England, Ill, eh. 24, pp. 74-5, 96, 98. 
2 D.H. Willson, King James VI & I (London, 1956), pp. 383-4. 
3 M. Prestwich, Cranfield: Politics and Profits under the Early Stuarts (Oxford, 1966), p. 
203. 
4 P. Croft, King James (Basingstoke, 2003), p. 97. 
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arrogant propensity to equate kings with God, and an example in extremely bad 

taste' .5 

Beyond that, these words of J ames' s seem to support the notion that, during 

Buckingham's ascendancy, the Privy Council was eclipsed. Government and politics 

at court under the Tudors and early Stuatis, we have been told, followed an 

'essentially bi-polar' pattern, swinging, in response to 'the person and personality of 

the monarch', between the Privy Chamber or Bedchamber and the Privy Council, 

between a 'politics of favour, access and intimacy' and the politics of 'conciliar 

authority'. According to this argument, under James VI & I, and especially during 

the latter half of the reign, political power had shifted again and the 'loser was the 

council' .6 Such views have quite a long pedigree. As Raymond Turner wrote in 

1923, 'During a considerable part ofhis reign James I ruled without great 

consideration for his privy council', 'policy and administration were largely in the 

hands of the king and some favourite or all-important minister', and 'During the 

period of Buckingham's greatness ... his influence and imp<?rtance was such that 

under the king the principal power was vested in his hands alone'. 7 D.H. Willson 

pronounced in 1940 that, after Salisbury's death in 1612, 'the council entered upon a 

rapid decline' which was caused, largely, by 'the rise of government through 

favorites'. James 'neglected the council as a whole', increasingly 'exclu[ded] 

councillors from important affairs', and made ofBuckingham, his 'boon 

companion', 'a counsellor of the greatest importance': 'questions of high policy ... 

became the subject of intrigue and bedchamber influence', 'private advisers took the 

5 M. Lee, Jr, Great Britain's Solomon: James VI and I in His Three Kingdoms (Urbana and 
Chicago, 1990), p. 248. 
6 J.S.A. Adamson, 'The Tudor and Stuart Courts, 1509-1714', in J.S.A. Adamson, ed., The 
Princely Courts ofEurope, 1500-1750 (London, 1999), pp. 108-12; D.R. Starkey, 
'Introduction: Court History in Perspective', in D.R. Starkey, ed., The English Court: From 
the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War (Harlow, 1987), pp. 1-24; N. Cuddy, 'The Revival of 
the Entourage: The Bedchamber of James I, 1603-1625', in Starkey, ed., The English Court, 
pp. 173-225; D.R. Starkey, 'A Reply: Tudor Government: The Facts?', Historical Journal, 
31 (1988), pp. 921-31, at p. 931. 
7 E.R. Turner, 'The Origin of the Cabinet Council', English Historical Review, 38 (1923), 
pp.171-205, atpp.186, 190. 
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place of government by council' and J ames 'allowed their whispered insinuations to 

outweigh the advice of his councillors'. 8 After counting the pages of the printed Acts 

of the Privy Council from Edward VI's reign onwards, and noting a dip in the yearly 

average of pages under James, R.W.K. Hinton felt entirely justified in saying that the 

results of this meticulous research 'confirm[ ed] familiar notions with surprising 

neatness': 'under James I... the council became less active ... : this reflects James'[s] 

reliance on favourites, his preference for governing at court and in bed. ' 9 

While they may not have been impressed at what they had heard, it is 

impossible to tell what the assembled privy councillors thought of James's words. 

An account of the speech is to be found in only one source, a letter from Gondomar 

to the Archduke Albert. It is interesting to note that Gondomar repotied this 

comparison of James and Christ as part of an account of a set-piece speech to the 

Privy Council by the king: it was, as he put it, a well-constructed oration ('un oracion 

muy formada'). 10 Judging by the structure of Gondomar's account- which is a 

secondhand (at least) relation of reported speech and thus pr9blematic- we may 

surmise that this address, like many of James's printed speeches, began with a 

general and theoretical statement before descending to particulars. In this instance, 
---. 

his particular business with the Privy Council consisted in berating them, especially 

Lord Keeper Bacon and Lord Treasurer Suffolk, for their opposition to the matTiage 

of Sir Edward Coke's daughter to the favourite's brother, John Villiers, and for the 

financial difficulties of the Crown during and after the royal visit to Scotland. The 

speech was, in effect, a 'tongue-lashing' for the Privy Council, although James 

delivered his admonitions in a manner that befitted a king, not passionately but very 

calmly ('con mucha serenidad'). 11 Some days beforehand, he had informed 

8 D.H. Willson, The Privy Councillors in the House of Commons, 1604-1629 (Minneapolis, 
1940), pp. 16-23; D.H. Willson, 'Summoning and Dissolving Parliament, 1603-25', 
American Historical Review, 45 (1940), pp. 279-300, at pp. 279-80. 
9 R.W.K. Hinton, 'The Decline of Parliamentary Government under Elizabeth I and the 
Early Stuarts', Cambridge Historical Journal, 13 (1957), pp. 116-32, at pp. 119-20. 
1° Correspondencia ojicial de don Diego Sarmiento de Acuiia, conde de Gondomar ( 4 vols., 
Madrid, 1936), I, pp. 101-2 (Gondomar to Archduke Albert, 12 Dec. [n.s.] 1617). 
11 Correspondencia ojicial, I, p. 101; Lee, Great Britain's Solomon, p. 248 . 
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Buckingham that 'upon the conscience ofhis office he [could not] omit (though 

laying aside all passion) to give a kingly reprimand at his first sitting in council' .12 It 

is likely, therefore, that James's words on this occasion were not off-the-cuff but 

carefully chosen. The general, more theoretical statement came, I suggest, in the 

previous section of the speech and the widely quoted comments about James's 'love' 

for Buckingham formed its centrepiece. 

A speech containing a crucial passage about love, friendship, or affection in 

the context of a meeting of sworn counsellors was not necessarily a distraction from 

the serious business in hand, an absurd digression by a man 'whose sense of reality 

was obscured by ... infatuation' .13 James's declaration of his 'love' for Buckingham 

can be read as a statement on friendship and counsel. Antonio Feros has shown that 

'the language of friendship' was integral to the contemporary understanding of the 

relationship between kings and favourites. 14 Ideal friendship existed between equals 

and it 'led to equality between friends'. The friendship of a king posed a problem in 

that a king could not, or should not, be equal with a subject:. equality with a subject 

would diminish the king's majesty and it was unthinkable that there should be two 

kings in a realm. 15 The comparison of a king's love for a subject with that of Christ 
'-

for John, 'the disciple whom he loved', had the advantage of conveying a sense of 

special affection without implying an inappropriate equality. James's insistence in 

the speech - as reported by Gondomar - that he loved like any other man, can be 

understood as an affirmation of his belief that, though he was a king and so raised 

above others, he could have friendships. His choice of Christ and John as exemplars 

of this was meant to prove that such friendship was not improper. Christ's was an 

12 Spedding, Letters and Life, VI, p. 252 (Buckingham to Bacon, n.d.). 
13 Cf. Prestwich, Cranfield, p. 203. 
14 A. Feros, 'Twin Souls: Monarchs and Favourites in Early Seventeenth-Century Spain', in 
R.L. Kagan and G. Parker, eds., Spain, Europe and the Atlantic World: Essays in Honour of 
John H Elliott (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 27-47; idem, 'Images of Evil, Images of Kings: The 
Contrasting Faces of the Royal Favourite and Prime Minister in Early Modem European 
Political Literature, c. 1580-c. 1650', in J.H. Elliott and L.W.B. Brockliss, eds., The World of 
the Favourite (New Haven and London, 1999), pp. 205-22. 
15 Feros, 'Twin souls', pp. 27-31. 
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unimpeachable precedent, in accordance with which James could not be 

'reproached', as he reportedly said, and no one would have claimed that Christ's 

kingship was diminished because, as a man, he had a friend. 16 If James's parallel 
with Christ tackled the problem of equality in royal friendships, it also constituted a 
powerful demonstration of the inequality between Buckingham and the rest of the 
Privy Council. The 'spirit of"good counsel"', as John Guy writes, 'was "friendship" 
(amicitia).' This 'friendship' could include 'genuine personal relationships' as well 

as mere courtesies, but it was a key element in the 'rhetoric of counsel' because 

friends were not only permitted to advise each other freely, without fear of reproach, 
but were also expected to remain loyal and discreet. 17 J ames' s councillors may have 
all been amici principis, but some were more so than others, and one was singled out 
here as an especially favoured and best friend. The speech to the Privy Council of 
autumn 1617 was, then, less an impassioned, even blasphemous, declaration of love 
than a subtly crafted political address, meant to define the political relationships 

between J ames and Buckingham and the rest of the Council. , 

It is, moreover, possible that J ames had in mind a previous deployment of this 
simile by the early sixteenth-century French humanist Claude de Seyssel. In the 

' 
Grant monarchie de France (printed in 1519), Seyssel had written that a great prince 
should have 'three kinds of councils just as our redeemer Jesus Christ had, according 
to whose example we ought to do all things'. Christ had a 'great council, the seventy
two disciples', whom he did not assemble often 'for He sent them into various places 
to preach and to carry out His commandments'. Christ's 'second council' was 'the 
twelve apostles, to whom He ordinarily communicated all secret affairs.' From the 
twelve, Seyssel wrote, Christ chose a 'third' council of three, 'St Peter, St John, and 
St James, to whom he communicated his innermost matters and highest mysteries'. 
Among these, however, 'there was one to whom He revealed more great secrets than 

16 Feros, 'Images of Evil', pp. 206, 208, 212, 217, and 221 n. 40 (for the suggestion that 
Gondomar would have understood the implications of such language in this instance 'to 
justify the favourite's public role'). 
17 J. Guy, 'The Rhetoric of Counsel in Early Modem England', in D. Hoak, ed., Tudor 
Political Culture (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 292-310, at p. 294. 
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He did to the others, that is, to St John the Evangelist, when he reclined on His 

bosom at the Last Supper.' Although Seyssel was careful to add that a king 'should 

not rely too much on one man' and that 'It would be ... dangerous ... for him to 

decide matters of great importance, especially matters of estate, according to the 

opinion of one man', he thought it desirable that a king should 'have someone 

familiar with him and above all others in his confidence' in this way, 'with whom as 

with himself he privately shares his lesser domestic affairs and secrets which do not 

touch the state, and even shares matters of state, for he would be deprived of a great 

happiness if he could not do so. ,IS The comparison of the king's counsellors to the 

disciples was already one way, long before J ames' s speech in 1617, of describing the 

divers roles of counsellors and their varying levels of intimacy with the king and his 

affairs. 

Given the problems which the source poses, I can only advance this 

interpretation of James's 'Christ had his John' speech tentatively. It may not have 

been J ames' s intention to deploy this parallel after the fashio~ of Claude de Seyssel, 

and it is perfectly possible, of course, that J ames thought of it himself, without that 

particular reference in mind. Nevertheless the distinctions of status between 
---.. 

members of the Privy Council which the speech laid bare are striking and serve as a 

starting-point for understanding the structure of James's counsels and Buckingham's 

place within them. As we shall see, James did not abandon the Privy Council as a 

forum for the making and implementation of policy, but neither did he restrict 

himself to the advice of the Privy Council as a board, operating instead at the heart of 

concentric circles of counsellors, the vast majority of whom were sworn privy 

18 C. de Seyssel, The Monarchy of France, transl. J.H. Hexter, ed. D.R. Kelley (New Haven 
and London, 1981), pp. 72-3, 79. See also N. Le Roux, Lafaveur du roi: mignons et 
courtisans au temps des derniers Valois (Paris, 2000), pp. 26-8, 31; N. M ears, Queens hip 
and Political Discourse in the Elizabethan Realms (Cambridge, 2005), pp. 85-6. Seyssel's 
work appears neither on the lists of James's books compiled in 1573-83 by his tutor Peter 
Young, nor among those which he recovered from the collection of his mother Mary Queen 
of Scots, but that does not prove that he did not possess a copy nor that he had not read the 
work by 1617: G.F. Warner, ed., 'The Library of James VI, 1573-1583', Miscellany of the 
Scottish History Society, I (1893), pp. xi-lxxv; 'The Library ofMary Queen of Scots, and of 
King James the Sixth', Miscellany of the Maitland Club, I (Edinburgh, 1834), pp. 1-23. 
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councillors. However, distinctions between privy councillors, the narrowness of 
James's counsels on particular issues, and his seeming over-reliance upon 

Buckingham, became increasingly significant towards the end of our period. 

I 

Apparent! y drawn up at some point in the 161 Os, ordinances regulating attendance in 
the Privy Chamber suggest that, of those not sworn of the Bedchamber, 'the 

Counsell' alone were permitted to proceed into the 'privie Lodgings': 'wee are 

pleased to give them leave to come into the nexte lytle drawing chamber to our privie 
Chamber, wher they may bothe confire to gether, and attend our pleasure to be caled 
in to our Inner Lodginges when we shall comaunde'. 19 This special treatment for the 
Council conceming access was complicated, on the other hand, by the king's 

removes. If one compares the records of meetings of the Privy Council with the 

itinerary of the royal household, it seems clear that the Council's movements were 
much more restricted than the king's. During the last decade of his English reign, 

James established a pattern of itinerancy which took him away from the capital for ---.. 

around five months of the year, visiting Royston and Newmarket during much of 

October, November and the first three weeks of December, retuming to his East 
Anglian hunting fields between Epiphany and Shrovetide, and then departing on 

progress in the latter half of July, to retum to the environs of London in September. 
The court moved between sixty and eighty times a year. The Privy Council normally 
met at Whitehall, occasionally at Greenwich or, less frequently, Hampton Court. 
There were apparently few meetings outside London. James, by contrast, only spent 
roughly a third of the year in these Thames Valley standing houses (and less than a 
quarter of the year at Whitehall). As a body, the Council did not follow the court.20 

19 BL, Harleian MS 589, fo. 197v. 
20 APC passim; TNA: PRO, ElOl/433/19, /434/1,/434/5,/434/11,/435/1,/602/11,/602/12, 
/435/17,/436/5, /437/1 (account books ofCofferers and Comptrollers of the Royal 
Household, Oct. 1614-March 1625). Cf. G.L. Harriss, Shaping the Nation: England, 1360-
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Plans early in the reign to construct a royal residence at Ampthill, a lodge which 

could both cater for James's love of hunting away from London and provide 

lodgings for members of the Privy Council, came to nothing. James's chosen autumn 

and winter retreats ofRoyston and Newmarket were not extensive and he was 

accompanied there by a relatively small retinue.21 Evidently, when the court was at 

such a distance from London that a return journey could not be effectuated within a 

day, the limited supply of accommodation would act as a serious practical obstacle to 

attendance on the royal person. In December 1615, for instance, J ames was 

reportedly attended at Newmarket by '20 Earles and Barrons' and 'such a number of 

principle gents' that it seemed natural to wonder 'how they [could] lodge in that 

poore village. ' 22 

Furthermore, even if there were the physical space to accommodate several 

members of the Privy Council at court, attendance was not up to them, whether or 

not they held office in the household. Buckingham, on behalf of Prince Charles, 

wrote to Lord Treasurer Cranfield on 12 February 1622, 

to lett you understand that the Kings will & pleasure is that if either 
my lord Steward, the lord Chamberlayne, or Marquis Hamilton [all of 
whom regularly participated in the king's winter hunting journeys] or 
any of the Councell doe intend to trouble or wayte on his Majesty at 
Newmarkett to interrupt his choosing of Valentines, you give them in 
his Majesties name a prohibition for the same. 

Now in earnest if any of them come his Maj estie will blame none but 
your self who have had direction often er then once to stay them there 
for his Majesties service ... 23 

1461 (Oxford, 2005), pp. 15-16 on the comparable 'constant peregtination' of fourteenth
and fifteenth-century kings of England. 
21 TNA: PRO, LS 13/168, fos. 102r ('A Booke of the nomber of Cartes to be allowed this 
Progress', 16 July 1605), 124r ('Cartes for his Majesties huntingejournies'); Cuddy, 
'Revival of the Entourage', p. 193; H.M. Colvin, ed., A History of the King's Works (6 vols, 
1963-82), N, pt. II, pp. 45-7, 175-9, 237-40, 278-9. 
22 HMC Downshire, V, p. 375 (no. 777, Sir John Throckmorton to Trumbull, 7 Dec. 1615). 
23 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E108 [ON 2418]; TNA: PRO, LS 
13/168, fo. 227v (Lord Steward's order concerning caniages for the king's 'winter removes', 



It would seem, from this, that Privy Council and court revolved in different- or, at 

any rate, often separable- orbits.24 

That James did not want to be interrupted by members of the Council while 

engaging in such pressing business as choosing his Valentines brings to mind the 

familiar, if currently unfashionable, picture of J ames the roi faineant, who 

abandoned the capital and preferred the leisure and pleasure of his hunting lodges 

over the business of government and the duties of his office?5 We might note, 

however, that in this instance James was really ('in earnest. .. ') anxious that the Privy 

Council should set about 'his Majesties service'. In February 1622 this was almost 

certainly a reference to the raising of the benevolence for the Palatinate, following 

the dissolution of the 1621 parliament. After initial conciliar optimism, the final yield 

of the benevolence of 1622 was something of a disappointment, but this was not for 

want oflabour on the part of the Council: as Secretary Calvert commented, 'The 

Lords do sitt about this businesse Morning and Evening, recei"Ying these oblations' .26 

J ames' s order that none should leave London to attend upon him was meant to keep 

the Privy Council's nose to this particular grindstone. A fortnight or so later, 'the 
'-

matter of contribution' was still top of James's agenda for the Council and he further 

commanded 'that the Lords doe sit both mornings & afternoons till these businesses 

20 Feb. 1620). See also CKS, U269/1/0E108 [ON 2421] (Buckingham to Cranfield, 3 Feb. 

[1621/22]). 
24 Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 197. It is possible that restrictions on English privy 

councillors' access to the court at Royston and Newmarket worked in the favour of members 

of the Scottish Privy Council who otherwise found it difficult to gain access to the king while 

he was in London: see, for instance, NAS, GD 124/15/29/1, /12-14 (Gideon Murray to the 

earl of Mar, 19 Oct. 1616, 7 Oct. 1618, 6 and 17 Nov. 1619); TNA: PRO, SP14/86/134x, fo. 

242r (James to Privy Council of England, 4 Apr. 1616). 
25 See Willson, King James, esp. eh. 11 ('A Sylvan Prince'). 
26 LJC, 11, pp. 423-4; BL, Additional MSS 72254, fo. 85r (Jean Beaulieu to William 

Trumbull, 1 Feb. 1621/22); 72275, fo. 127 (John Castle to Trumbull, 22 Feb. 1621/22); 

Egerton MS 2595, fo. 32v (Calvert to Doncaster, 4 Feb. 1621/22); Gardiner, History of 

England, IV, pp. 294-5. 
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be done. '27 The king had set the Privy Council to work on a task, and he expected 

results . 

This was quite typical of how James worked as a personal monarch. We have 

already seen how he relied on bureaucratic structures and reference and delegation to 

others, in order, as he saw it, properly to fulfil his duties in the hearing of suits and 

petitions. Kingship, he said, was a heavy task, burdened with weighty 

responsibilities: kings, James reminded his sons, were 'rather borne to onus, then 

honos', and their golden crowns were 'lyned with ... thornie cares ... and knotty 

difficulties'. The burden of the office consisted in the king's 'continuall care for the 

good governement of [his] people', not in an unending round of labour on his part. 

James was clear that, although government was centred upon him, a king should not 

try to do everything himself: a king needed the assistance of formal government 

beneath him, which he would 'direct' concerning 'things to be done' and from whom 

he would 'take an accompt how [those things were] fulfilled' .28 The Privy Council as 

a board was to perform this function. It was laid down on 9 J~nuary 1605 that the 

Privy Council was to continue to meet in London during James's absences in the 

countryside, 'although no extraordinary cause be made known to [them] beforehand' , 
' 

and James further commanded that the board was 'to be ready to do the like as often 

as [they] shall be advertised by our Principal Secretaries that they have received 

directions fi:om us to acquaint you with our pleasure'. J ames delegated some 

responsibilities to the Privy Council- they held a 'representative power' from him, 

as he put it, to act in his absence- but they would also be directed to the 

consideration of particular affairs by his instructions. These alTangements were 

adhered to throughout the reign. 29 

27 BL, Additional MS 34324, fos . 149-50 ('The Kings commandements to the Lords by Mr 
Secretary Calvert', 1 March 1621122). 
28 King James VI & I, Political Writings , ed. J.P . Sommerville (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 2 
(Basilican Doron), 220 (speech in Star Chamber, 20 June 1616), 239-40 (A Meditation 
upon ... Verses of .. . Saint Matthew); see above, pp. 27-8, 40-1. 
29 

G.P.V. Akrigg, ed., Letters of King James VI & I (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1984), pp. 
245-9; P. Croft, 'Robert Cecil and the Early Jacobean Court' , in L.L. Peck, ed., The Mental 
World of the Jacobean Court (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 134-47, esp. at pp. 137-9; A. Courtney, 
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It is easy to assume, going by the official records of the Privy Council, that 

James cared little for the Council or about its business. James's presence is seldom 

noted in the sederunt lists reproduced in Acts of the Privy Council. In comparison 

with Charles I's record of attendance during the 1630s, James's participation in the 

Council's work looks feeble. 30 While it is fair to say that James attended meetings of 

the Privy Council less frequently than his son, it is also the case that the sederunt lists 

somewhat understate royal attendance. Raymond Turner found that James 'came [to 

the Privy Council] only twice during 1618. ' 31 The king is indeed recorded as present 

in the Council registers only twice during that year, on 29 September at Hampton 

Comi and again on 2 November at Whitehall. 32 He did, however, convene the Privy 

Council on Sunday 19 July 1618, having just returned from Theobalds to Whitehall, 

where he sat with the Council from nine o'clock in the morning to midday and again 

after dinner, from four to seven in the evening. Such assiduity was no doubt owing to 

the importance ofthe day's business- it was on 19 July 1618 that the earl of Suffolk 

was dismissed as Lord Treasurer and the Treasury put into cotpmission - and the 

streightness of time before the commencement of the summer progress on the next 

day, yet it does highlight the inadequacy of the register as a source for royal 
' 

attendance. 33 The Clerks of the Privy Council recorded in the register only the 

board's 'resolutions', its administrative acta, not the 'propositions' nor the debates 

which preceded them. James communicated some of these 'propositions ... in causes 

of State or Foraigne busines' via one of the Secretaries of State, but others he 

delivered in person. Thus we know from another source that James met the Privy 

'Royal Hunting and the English Kingship of James VI & I, 1603-1625' (BA dissertation, 
Faculty of History, University of Cambridge, 2003). 
30 K. Sharpe, The Personal Rule of Charles I (New Haven and London, 1992), pp. 263-4 and 
nn. 359-60; Turner, 'Cabinet Council', pp. 187-8. 
31 E.R. Turner, The Privy Council of England in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, 
1603-1784 (2 vols., Baltimore and London, 1927-8), I, p. 102. 
32 APC, 1618-1619, pp. 263,288. 
33 Julian Sanchez de Ulloa to Philip Ill, 21/31 July 1618, cited (though strangely not 
remarked upon in this way) in Turner, Privy Council, I, pp. 95-6, nn. 143, 152; TNA: PRO, 
E101/434/5, fo. 24; Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 189. 



Council and provided them with a to-do list on 18 July 1620, but Acts of the Privy 

Council is, again, silent on this.34 

It may be impossible to determine how often James attended meetings of the 

Privy Council, but his involvement in and oversight of its work was not restricted to 

the occasions when he was present at the Council table. Especially upon leaving 

London for his hunting journeys or the summer progress, James gave those of his 

Privy Council who remained in the capital instructions regarding business that he 

expected them to deal with during his absence. 35 On 18 July 1620, at Theobalds, 

James delivered his 'Commaundements to the Lords at his going to progresse', 

prefacing these with his general intention: 'To winde up the Clock, for this great 

vacancy [i.e. vacation].' In all, he left the Council board with fourteen points to 

consider, two of which were admonitions that they should 'appoint proper daies for 

every busines, & put them to dispatch' and 'that meetings be alwaies cetieine, & 

uppon certeine daies, unlesse extraordinary busines occasion extraordinary daies'. In 

response to this, the Master of the Rolls, Sir Julius Caesar, noted carefully the days, 

dates and times at which the Council had addressed the king's commands, 

presumably lest James should have checked up on them.36 These commandments 
' 

covered a variety of subjects, fi"om an order that 'Provision be taken for preventing 

34 BL, Additional MS 34324, fos. 117-18 ('The King's Commaundements to the Lords at his 
going to progresse', 18 July 1620), 239r (Sir Julius Caesar, 'Concerning the Private Counsell 
of the Most High & Mighty King of Great Britaine', 31 Oct. 1625); Turner, Privy Council, I, 
pp. 127-33; APC, 1619-1621, pp. 254-5. See also the register's silence on James's 
attendance at Privy Council meetings in late September 1617, when, as we have already 
seen, he is known to have addressed the board: APC, 1616-1617, pp. 329-35. 
35 BL, Additional MS 34324, fos. 109-10 ('The Kings Commaundements to the [Lords] at 
his departure from London', 10 Jan. 1619/20, 4 and 19 April1620), 149r ('former 
commaundements 7. Jan. 1621 '). 10 January 1620 was James's last day at Whitehall before 
leaving for Theobalds, Royston and Newmarket. On 4 April he removed from Whitehall to 
Hampton Court; he was back at Whitehall for 19 April, but left again at the following 
weekend, not returning until July: TNA: PRO, ElOl/602/11, fos . 12-15, 18-24. James left 
Whitehall for Theobalds on 9 January 1622, having left instructions for the Privy Council: 
see LJC, 11, p. 420. 
36 BL, Additional MS 34324, fos. 117-18; S.R. Gardiner, ed., The Fortescue Papers 
(Camden Society, London, 1871), pp. 129-31 (Sir Robert Naunton to Buckingham, 21 July 
1620). 18 July 1620 was the last day before the progress of that year: TNA: PRO, 
E101/602/11, fos. 25v-29. 
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ofwoemens wearing of mens apparell: ruffes hanging downe, short wasts ... short 

haire', to arrangements for the payment of 'The ffrench gardener of Grenewich', as 

well as matters of greater moment, such as deliberations to be had concerning the 

disgraced Lord Treasurer Suffolk, or Scotland's current lack of gold and silver 

specie. 37 On the latter point, James was calling for the English Privy Council's 

opinion on a problem which the Scottish Privy Council at Edinburgh had recently 

brought to his attention and on which they already had a favoured policy of their own 

-that 'forrane Moneyes [should] have cours within this realme'. It says a great deal 

for James's role as a coordinator and manager of conciliar business that he did not 

just acquiesce in the desire of his Scottish privy councillors but first sought the 

opinion of his English privy councillors so that 'a uniforme course [could] be 

observed in both Kingdomes'. 38 Within three days of J ames' s departure from 

Theobalds, an interim report on the Privy Council's progress with regard to these 

various assignments had been sent to court. 39 

Moreover, royal instructions continued to be delivered t<? the Ptivy Council 

during the king's absences from London, either by letter or verbal messages from 

court. In February 1616, for instance, viscount Fenton, who was not only the Groom 
' 

of the Stool and Captain of the Guard but also a member of the English Privy 

Council, was sent to London from Newmarket expressly so that the councillors could 

'conferr at large what course ys to be taken for hys Majestys service' concerning the 

dying and dressing of English cloth.40 The earl of Pembroke, the Lord Chamberlain, 

was likewise shortly to return to Whitehall and could provide more information and 

support for their deliberations on the matter, yet, on top of that, 'the king doth say 

37 BL, Additional MS 34324, fos. 109, 117r. Cf. APC, 1619-1621, pp. 104, 106, 116-17, 258. 
On concerns at comt about cross-dressing at this time, see also J. Williams, A Sermon of 
Apparel/, Preached before the Kings Majestie and the Prince his Highnesse at Theobalds, 
the 22. of February, 1619 [i.e. 1620] (London, 1622) (STC [2"ct edn], 25728.5), esp. pp. 20-2. 
38 NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.1, (Denmilne State Papers) vol. 9, nos. 44, 45,58 (Privy 
Council of Scotland to James, 29 June and 23 Aug. 1620; Treasurer Depute Gideon Murray 
to James, 30 June 1620); BL, Additional MS 34324, fo. 117r. For further cooperation 
between the two Councils, encouraged by James, seeAPC, 1619-1621, pp. 190-2. 
39 Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, pp. 129-31. 
40 TNA: PRO, SP14/86/42, fo. 78 (Winwood to Lake, 6 Feb. 1615/16). 
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that he wyll wryte to the lords in hys owne hand concerning the busines of dying and 

dressing. ' 41 On 10 February Secretary Winwood, at Newmarket, informed his 

colleague Sir Thomas Lake, in London, of the king's 'utter mislike' of the 

'resolution of the lords [of the Council]' to provide two ships to protect fishermen in 

the north from pirates. J ames did not 'understand, whye he should be put to an 

unusuall and extraordinary charge' in this way and 'Therefore', Winwood warned, 

'you shall doe well. .. to sett downe the reasons, which moved the lords to yeald to 

the Motion of the fyshermen'. 42 

Failure to satisfy the king when he had set the Council to work upon a task 

during one of his hunting trips or when he had called for further advice drew 

chivvying messages and, on occasion, stinging- though carefully crafted -royal 

rebukes. 'My Lords', James wrote to the Council in November 1617, 'noe wmihy 

thing is soe pretious as tyrne: yee knowe what taske I gave you to worke upon, 

during my absence, and what tyrne was lyrnitted unto you for the performance 

thereof. . . Omnis virtus in Actio ne constitit.' J ames wanted retrenchments to be made 

in expenditure on the royal household, the Wardrobe and pensions. 'In this I expect 

noe Answere in word or wryting, but onely the reall performance, for a beginning to 
' 

releive mee out of my miseries. Ffor now the ball is at your feete, and the world shall 

beere mee wittnes, that I have put you fairely to it' .43 When the officers of the 

household were unable to present the Privy Council with a project for retrenchment 

as they had been required to do, and when the Council had written rather lamely to 

James to inform him of this, a second letter came from the court at Newmarket: 

My Lords. I received from you yesternight the bluntest letter, that I 
thinke, ever King received from his Councell. Y ee write that the 
Green Cloath will doe nothing, and yee offer noe advise. Why are yee 
Councellors, if yee offer noe Councell? an ordinary messenger might 

41 TNA; PRO, SP14/86/61, fo. 107 (Winwood to Lake, 13 Feb. 1615/16). 
42 TNA: PRO, SP14/86/59, fo. 104 (Winwood to Lake, 10 Feb. 1615/16). 
43 BL, Additional MS 5503, fo. 96v ('A coppie of a letter from his Majestie to the Lords redd 
at the boarde the 21th ofNovember 1617'). 



have brought mee such an answere, I have delivered him your 
Majesties pleasure, and he saies he cannot doe it. 

James would eventually turn to extra-conciliar commissions to bring the necessary 

reforms to fruition, a course that was surely implied in this letter: 'If the Green 

Cloath will not make a project for this, some others must doe it. If yee cannot finde 

them out I must. ' 44 Commenting on a similar royal demand for action to a Scottish 

official in 1591, Grant Simpson has plausibly suggested that 'There is every reason 

to believe that thrusts of this kind quite often reached their mark. ' 45 

Although James did not regularly attend meetings at the Council table, he did 

so more often than has been assumed. Unlike his son, he did not attempt to micro

manage the Council and its business, yet he delivered them instructions, set them 

deadlines, and kept them busy. The Privy Council had to justify themselves if it 

seemed to the king that they had not followed his 'direccions ... with that effect and 

pursute they ought'. 46 None of this suggests that J ames neglected the Privy Council 

or its work. 

11 

Despite this continuing and crucial role in the operation of Jacobean government, the 

whole Privy Council was not consulted on everything, nor is it helpful to think of the 

Council just as a single body of men, a board, more geographically fixed than the 

court and moving in a 'different orbit' from it. The Privy Council could, and did, act 

corporately, but often privy councillors, individually or small groups of them, played 

crucial roles in counselling James, carrying out his instructions, and being privy, as it 

were, to his counsels on particular subjects. When considering James's counsels, the 

44 APC, 1616-1617, pp. 371-2; BL, Additional MS 5503, fo. 97r ('A Coppie ofhis Majesties 
Second letter'; italics as in manuscript). 
45 G. Simpson, 'The Personal Letters of James VI: A Short Commentary', in J. Goodare and 
M. Lynch, eds., The Reign of James VI (East Linton, 2000), pp. 141-53, at p. 142. 
46 APC, 1619-1621, p. 82 (Privy Council of England to James, 2 Dec. 1619). 



significant distinctions to be made are not so much between 'the relative importance 

ofthe Privy Council as a body', on the one hand, and 'the King and his personal 

servants' on the other- if, by 'personal servants' we are to understand 'body 

servants in the inner household'- but rather between privy councillor and privy 

councillor, in terms of their differing official capacities, expertise, and the trust 

which James placed in them.47 We should not mistake membership of an institution, 

whether it be the Privy Council or the Privy Chamber or the Bedchamber or anything 

else, for actual influence and involvement in the king's counsels. 

As much recent work on the structures and practices of royal councils has 

shown, if a king were bound to seek the advice and approbation of his whole council 

in all matters, then, he could not be considered a king in much more than name. 

Before the emergence of a permanent advisory and administrative Privy Council -in 

the late 1530s in England, a decade later in Scotland- fixed formal councils were 

unusual and adopted in abnormal circumstances, such as during royal minorities or 

when the king left the realm on military expeditions. John Watt.s has argued that, 

despite the wide acceptance of the idea that the king needed counsel, an institutional 

council was 'in fact alien to the normal circumstances of medieval English 

government'. A minor, such as Henry VI, could not exercise the kingly role of being 

an independent arbiter, and thus a formal council was instituted to do so on his 

behalf. While the king could not rule personally, this council had to monopolise 

counsel, to act as the locus of deliberation and executive authority. 'No competent 

king would permit the existence of such a monopoly' in a 'fixed formal council'. It 

was 'absolutely normal' for the direction of affairs at the end of a royal minority to 

be transferred 'from Council to Court'. Henry VI, even during adulthood, did not 

emerge as a king capable of exercising independent judgement, and for that reason a 

formal council existed for longer than was usual. 48 Likewise in fifteenth-century 

47 N. Cuddy, review of J. Cramsie, Kingship and Crown Finance under James VI and I, 
1603-1625 (Woodbridge, 2002), in English Historical Review, 120 (2005), pp. 456-8. 
48 J.L. Watts, 'The Counsels ofKing Henry VI, c. 1435-1445', English Historical Review, 
106 (1991), pp. 279-98, at pp. 280, 282, 290, 294. See also Harriss, Shaping the Nation, pp. 



Scotland there was 'a collection of individual sworn counsellors', but they 'were not 

a corporate body and did not meet regularly'. The 'secret council' of the early 

sixteenth century was not a permanent institution and, for most of James V's 

personal rule, there was 'no clearly identifiable royal council'. As Julian Goodare 

states, there was an 'oscillating pattern of political councils, as government itself 

oscillated between royal majorities and minorities. In the majorities the king 

governed personally, taking such advice ... as he pleased . . . In the minorities, there 

was a more collective style of government by the magnates, with a more active role 

for parliaments and councils. '49 

During the sixteenth century, of course, fixed formal councils, the Privy 

Councils, survived into royal majorities. However, an adult personal monarch, who 

was active and able, was still expected to rule personally, with the advice of a 

smaller, inner group of counsellors. This was the intention behind the projected 

'counsel for the estate' in 1552. For Edward VI to emerge from his minority as, in 

Step hen Alford' s words, 'a fully executive and operational ~ing', it was necessary 'to 

focus the consideration of the public affairs of the realm more intensely on [his] 

person'. In this way, a group of counsellors attendant were to meet Edward once a 

week for the king 'to here the debating of thinges of most imp01iaunce'. Many of 

these men were senior members of the royal household and gentlemen of the Privy 

Chamber; they were also all sworn councillors, members of the Privy Council. The 

conclusion drawn from this by Dr Alford is noteworthy: 'The counsel for the estate 

certainly challenges the notion that ... household government and conciliar 

responsibility- formality versus informality, "intimacy" versus "distance"- are 

74-80 ('Council'). On the king's need for counsel, see S.B. Chrimes, English Constitutional 
Ideas in the Fifteenth Century (Cambridge, 1936), pp. 39-40; J.L. Watts, Henry VI and the 
Politics of Kingship (paperback edn, Cambridge, 1999), pp. 25-8. 
49 J. Goodare, The Government of Scotland, 1560-1625 (Oxford, 2004), pp. 128-30; J. 
Cameron, James V The Personal Rule, 1528-1542 (East Lothian, 1998), pp. 292-4: during 
James V's personal rule, the Lords ofthe Council continued to exercise judicial functions, 
acting rather as 'judges' than 'political advisers'. 
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discrete and separable categories or even conflicting notions.' 50 A king was supposed 

to be an active ruler, determining policy with the assistance and advice of counsellors 

of his choosing, and was not expected to rule solely through the Privy Council as a 

board: as Edward VI wrote late in 1551, if he was obliged 'to send to al my councell' 

before making a decision, 'i shuld seme to be in bondage'. 51 

Since women were held to be less rational and more passionate than men, 

rule by a woman was understood, like a royal minority, to be abnormal. It was thus 

that Bishop Aylmer sought to justify Elizabeth's rule by saying that there could be no 

danger from female personal monarchy, since Elizabeth would not rule personally 

but would be subject to the guidance ofthe (male) Privy Council. 52 In practice, the 

last Tudor was unwilling to accept the imposition of institutional conciliar limitations 

upon her queenship. As Natalie Mears's work has demonstrated, Elizabeth regularly 

consulted an inner ring or network of counsellors, most of whom were sworn 

members of her Privy Council, either in 'probouleutic groups'- small gatherings 

which were preparative to larger meetings of the Privy Council as a board- or on a 

more ad hoc basis. 53 

It was, therefore, normal for an active and able personal monarch to 
--... 

deliberate with counsellors apart from their whole council. The real distinction 

between monarchs, as far as their council's involvement in government was 

concerned, was not between the 'alternative managerial styles' of 'distant' and 

'participatory' monarchy- pace Dr Starkey- but between monarchs who were 

capable of ruling personally and those who were not, those who were not governed 

50 S. Alford, Kingship and Politics in the Reign of Edward VI (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 159-

65. 
51 Cited in Alford, Kingship and Politics, p. 160. 
52 P. Collinson, 'The Monarchical Republic of Elizabeth 1', in P. Collinson, Elizabethans 

(London, 2003), pp. 31-57, at p. 35 [first printed in Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, 69 

(1987), pp. 394-424]; A.N. McLaren, Political Culture in the Reign of Elizabeth 1: Queen 

and Commonwealth, 1558-1585 (Cambridge, 1999), esp. pp. 46-74. 
53 Mears, Queenship and Political Discourse, esp. chs. 2-3, pp. 33-103. On 'preliminary 

consultations' (or, as Mears terms them, 'probouleutic groups') in Elizabeth's counsels, see 

also E.I. Carlyle, 'Committees of Council under the Earlier Stuarts', English Historical 

Review, 21 (1906), pp. 673-85, at pp. 673-4. 



by their council and those who were. 54 Once the Privy Council had become a 

permanent institution rather than a temporary or emergency measure, then active 

personal monarchs governed with its administrative and judicial assistance but, in 

deliberations on policy, they consulted case-by-case with whom they saw fit- and 

regularly they saw fit to consult a small number of their sworn counsellors. Although 

the 'person and personality of the monarch' did matter in a personal monarchy, it 

was not as a result of some quirk of his personality that J ames VI & I governed in 

this way: it was how a king ought to rule. 

The use of a small inner core of counsellors did not, however, leave the Privy 

Council as a board completely redundant. They might be called upon to give their 

advice at specially convened meetings in response to particular events, as occun·ed in 

early September 1619, when James sought the Council's collective advice on the 

offer of the crown of Bohemia to his son-in-law Frederick V, and again on 29 

September 1620, upon Spinola's invasion of the Palatinate. In these instances, the 

Privy Council acted as an extraordinary assembly, summoned for a special purpose, 

and most of the privy councillors present would not have been regularly consulted by 

the king on these matters. This is plainly revealed by Sir Julius Caesar's notes on the 
---.. 

meeting of 10 September 1619. The king deemed it necessary that the Council 

should be first presented with a sizeable dossier of the relevant papers and 

correspondence conducted over the previous eighteen months by the two Secretaries, 

Naunton and Calvert, and the marquess of Buckingham. Though a number of the 

assembled councillors would have had their own infmmation and very definite 

opinions about the Bohemian revolt and the need to further the 'Protestant cause' in 

Germany, up to then only a select few had been privy to the formulation of James's 

policies in the matter. Moreover, when in the meantime news arrived that Fredelick 

had already chosen to accept the Bohemian crown without waiting for James's 

advice, the king made it transparently clear to his Council that their counsel was no 

longer required: 'his Majestie perceiving that the Counsells inclinations tended ... 

54 Starkey, 'Court History in Perspective', pp. 7-10. 
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against his owne, he prevented their advices with a plaine Declaration, that he would 

not engage himself into the quarrel!. .. upon which speech all the Boord remained 

mute'. 55 J ames had assigned the Council as a whole a very tightly-defined role. 

At the meeting of29 September 1620, Caesar noted that James had declared 

to the Council that 'Wise Kings are not to disclose their intentions till their fit times.' 

It was thus only at a critical point that James had chosen to widen his counsels, as it 

were, to include the Privy Council as a board: the 'Auncient inheritance' ofhis 

grandchildren in the Upper and Lower Palatinate required protection, so J ames 

'nowe this day hath signified the same unto us [i .e. the Privy Council]', Caesar 

noted, 'bycause we may advise him of the best meanes to raise men & money against 

the next Spring for the full maintenance of [a] defensive war.' There was an element 

of posturing and sabre-rattling in this semi-public declaration in full Council that 'A 

just King will fight upponjust cause' and that it was James's 'intent to assist. . . in 

[the] just defence of the Palatinate hereafter': surely, in those circumstances, the 

Privy Council would, as they indeed did, advise that a parliament be summoned as 

the surest means to render the threat of English military intervention plausible, and it 

was thought that even the prospect of a parliament might make the Spaniards more 
" 

pliable on both the issue of the Palatinate and the ongoing marriage negotiations for 

the prince ofWales.56 

Similar solemn assemblies of 'the full Councell table' to advise or bear 

witness in important matters of state occurred on other occasions: when the 

summoning and dissolving of parliaments were under discussion (in 1615 and 1621 ), 

for instance, when J ames tore the protestation of the Commons from the House of 

55 BL, Additional MS 34324, fo. 1 07; Harleian MS 7006, fos . 138-9 (Buckingham to Bacon, 

9 Sept. 1619); Additional MS 72253, fo. 59r (Beaulieu to Trumbull, 16 Sept. 1619); K.C . 

Fincham, 'Prelacy and Politics: Archbishop Abbot's Defence of Protestant Orthodoxy' , 

Historical Research, 61 (1988), pp. 36-64, esp. at pp. 49-51; Gardiner, History of England, 

m, pp. 312-14; S.R. Gardiner, ed. , Letters and Other Documents Illustrating the Relations 

between England and Germany at the Commencement of the Thirty Years' War (2 vols., 

Camden Society, London, 1865-68), II, pp. 13-17 (notes for Privy Council meeting by 

Naunton), 23 (Julian Sanchez de Ulloa to Philip m, 17/27 Sept. 1619). 
56 BL, Additional MS 34324, fo . 119. Cf. TNA: PRO, SP 94/22, fos. 196-8 (Digby to James, 

8 Oct. 1617). 
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Commons' Journal (December 1621), or when the Cautionary Towns of Flushing 

and Brill were to be redeemed by acceptance of £200,000 from the United Provinces, 

and when the use of that sum was to be considered. 57 The full Council had its uses, 

but this was a configuration of the Council more akin to an event than a routine and 

normal use of the institution in the consideration of matters falling within the arcana 

imperii. Such conventions of the full Council were intended to demonstrate that an 

appropriate breadth of opinion, participation and consent had been solicited before a 

major determination was reached. To employ Seyssel's imagery, the full Privy 

Council was less like the council of 'twelve apostles, to whom [Christ] ordinarily 

communicated all secret affairs', and more like the 'great council' of'the seventy

two disciples [whom] He did not often assemble ... but in several matters He spoke to 

them all together'. 58 

Although J ames' s court and his Council may seem to have had distinct 

itineraries, a number of privy councillors did follow the court more often than others, 

and there was always some sort of conciliar presence at court- ~ven if on occasion 

the only councillor with James was Buckingham. 59 The Council, in a sense, 'was 

often divided into two parts,' as Turner wrote: a group of councillors with the king 
..___ 

and a group at the Council table in London.60 A 'Council attendant' did not exist as a 

separate institution from the Privy Council, but J ames could and did call upon the 

counsel of sworn counsellors about him. (The prime example, which we have seen in 

the course of the previous chapter, of a non-councillor taking advantage of his 

intimacy with James to give him counsel could, in fact, be construed as an exception 

57 Spedding, Letters and Life, V, pp. 194-207 ('Consultation and preparation for a parliament 
at Whitehall', 24 Sept. 1615); J.D. Alsop, 'The Privy Council Debate and Committees for 
Fiscal Reform, September 1615', Historical Research, 68 (1995), pp. 191-211; TNA: PRO, 
SP 14/83/68 (Abbot, Suffolk, Lennox, Worcester, Zouche, Knollys, Wotton, Lake, Caesar, 
and Greville to James, 27 Nov. 1615); APC, 1621-1623, pp. 108-10; SP 14/86/134x, fo. 242 
(James to the Privy Council, 14 Apr. 1616). 
58 Seyssel, Monarchy of France, pp. 72-3. 
59 E.g. TNA: PRO, SP 84/101, fo. 9v (Sir Francis Nethersole to Carleton, 2 May 1621): 'At 
Theobaldes there was neither Secretary nor Counseller save only my Lord Adrnirall.' On this 
occasion, the rest of the Council was presumably occupied in the Lords and Commons 
during the first session of the 1621 parliament. 
60 Turner, Privy Council, I, p. 92. 



which proves the rule: Sir Lionel Cranfield was not a privy councillor until 1620, yet, 

as a Master of Requests, he was required to take an oath which made him a sworn 

counsellor to the king.)61 Although the activities of these attendant councillors were 

not normally recorded by the Clerks of the Council in the register, it is possible to 

catch indicative glimpses.62 On 6 August 1616, for example, the privy councillors at 

the court at Burley in Rutland sent the king's instructions concerning the cloth trade 

to the councillors in London, just as earlier in the year Fenton and Pembroke had 

travelled from Newmarket to London so that the Privy Council there might better 

know James's mind on the issue. James met with his privy councillors to discuss the 

business during these absences from London. 63 Before referring to the whole Ptivy 

Council on the election of the Elector Palatine Frederick V as king of Bohemia, 

J ames first discussed the matter with those privy councillors who were then at the 

comi at Windsor on 5 September 1619.64 In November 1622 Secretary Calveti 

reported to John Digby that, after news had reached James that Heidelberg had fallen 

and that Mannheim and Frankenthal, defended by small English ganisons, were 

under threat, the king had been resigned to the fact that these remaining footholds in 

the Palatinate were 'not to be tenable longe against such an Enemy as was Master of 
-----the fielde'. For a while, James 'begann to entertaine newe councells' and decided to 

order the withdrawal of English forces rather than to allow them to be besieged and 

ultimately defeated. Calvert noted that this decision, later reversed, was taken 'with 

the advise of such of his Councell as were then about him'. 65 In what meaningful, 

61 Prestwich, Cranjield, pp. 234-5; G.E. Aylmer, The King 's Servants: The Civil Service of 
Charles I, 1625-1642 (London, 1961), pp. 146-7. 
62 SeeAPC, 1618-1619, p. 30; BL, Additional MS 72329, fo . 13r (note by Trumbull of 
councillors present at Newmarket, 1 Feb. 1617/18). Trumbull, as Clerk of the Council, made 
this register entry to record that Sir Henry Cary had taken his oath as a privy councillor, but 
made no further notes on the meeting. 
63 TNA: PRO, SP 14/88/45; see above, nn. 40-1. 
64 BL, Additional MS 34324, fo . 1 07r. 
65 BL, Additional MS 48166, fo. 164 (Calvert to Digby, 28 Nov. 1622); Gardiner, Hist01y of 
England, IV, pp. 360-2, 386 (for the fall ofHeidelberg, surrender ofMannheim and siege of 
F rankenthal). 
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rather than purely technical, sense could it be said that James was not meeting his 

Privy Council on such occasions? 

Some of these attendant councillors held household offices, others did not

and as we have seen, household ordinances provided that privy councillors were 

allowed access to the privy lodgings irrespective of any office that they held in the 

inner household. When James was seemingly at the point of death in March 1619, a 

group of 'the court Lords', as Chamberlain termed them, joined the king at 

Newmarket and Royston. These 'court Lords', nobles who were regularly attendant 

upon James, included Lennox, Pembroke, Arundel, Fenton, Buckingham, Hamilton, 

Digby and Doncaster. All these were privy councillors.66 In December 1620 

Buckingham wrote to Elizabeth, titular queen of Bohemia, asking her to persuade her 

husband Frederick to submit himself wholly to James's advice and directions, which 

he would receive by the favourite's brother, Sir Edward Villiers. This course, 

Buckingham emphasised, was James's 

full resolution, having formerly debated and consulted it in the 
presence of the Prince, my Lord Duke of Lenox, Marques Hamilton, 
the Lord Chamberleyn [Pembroke], the Lord of Arundell, the Lord of 
Kelly, Viscount Doncaster, the Lord Digbye, the two Secretaryes, the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer [Sir Fulke Greville], and my self, who 
all with one joynt consent approved what his Majestie now 
adviseth ... for the King your Husband to follow e. 67 

Although a number of these men- Lennox, Hamilton, Kellie, Doncaster and 

Buckingham - were Gentlemen of the Bedchamber, all, Prince Charles excepted, 

were sworn privy councillors, and preponderant in this group of twelve were the 

councillors among John Chamberlain's 'court Lords'. In February 1621 Sir Dudley 

Digges and Maurice Abbot were commanded to report to J ames on the progress of 

their negotiations in the United Provinces for the settling of disputes between the 

English and Dutch East India Companies. They did so ' in the beddchamber ' , though 

66 LJC, II, pp. 225, 227. 
67 Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, pp. 147-8. 
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again in the presence of privy councillors, 'my Lord of Arundell, Lord Digby[,] Lord 

Kelly[,] Mr Secretory Calvert, and ... the Marquesse [Buckingham] being present.' 68 

'Court Lords', such as Buckingham, Arundel, Pembroke, and others, were included 

on special Privy Council committees for the Spanish marriage negotiations, the 

renewal of the league with the Princes of the Protestant Union, aid for the Huguenots 

of La Rochelle, and the defence and recovery of the Palatinate, for example, and 

these appointments presumably owed much to their regular attendance on the king at 

court and their particular knowledge ofhis preferences (as well as, in some cases, 

their specialist knowledge in the matters concerned). Lords of the Council at court 

were likewise consulted in Treasury commission affairs, and were on hand for 

audiences with foreign ambassadors. 69 James's use of a smaller group of counsellors, 

drawn from the Privy Council, for deliberations in 'the most secrett affaires' found a 

semi-formal expression in mid 1622, when a special committee was established 'for 

treatinge and consideringe of businesses ofhighe natures', notably in connection 

with the Spanish match, restitution ofthe Palatinate, and the.management of royal 

revenues. 70 This 'private Commission', known among its members as 'the litle 

Committee', consisted ofPrince Charles, the duke ofLennox, the marquesses of 
---.. 

Buckingham and Hamilton, Lord Treasurer Cranfield, the earls of Pembroke and 

68 TNA: PRO, SP 84/99, fo. 158v (Digges and Abbot to Carleton, 15 Feb. 1620/21). 
69 Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 58 (the commissioners for the Spanish marriage 
negotiations in 1617 were Bacon, Lennox, Suffolk, Pembroke, Arundel, Fenton, Villiers, 
Wotton, Digby, and Lake); BL, Additional MS 72326, fo. 87r (Abraham Williams to 
Trumbull, 7 Jan. 1618/19- the commissioners for the renewal of the league with the 
Protestant Union were Lennox, Buckingham, Arundel, Naunton, Greville, and Caesar); 
TNA: PRO, SP 84/101, fos. 12-13r (Nethersole to Carleton, 2 May 1621- mentioning 
Buckingham, Hamilton, Pembroke, and Doncaster as among 'those of the Counsell who are 
Commissioners for the Palatinate'); BL, Additional MS 72254, fo. 45v (Beaulieu to 
Trumbull, 20 July 1621- naming Lennox, Buckingham, Arundel, Pembroke, Doncaster, 
Greville, Sir Thomas Edmondes (former ambassador to France), Calvert and Lord Treasurer 
Mandeville as commissioners 'For the busines offfrance'); BL, Harleian MS 1581, fo. 109r 
(Naunton to Buckingham, 31 Jan. 1619/20- forwarding proposals of the Treasury 
commissioners in Whitehall to the 'lords attending there'); Gardiner, ed., Letters and Other 
Documents, II, pp. 38, 165-6 (Caron to the States General, 23 Sept. 1619, 11/21 Feb. 
1619/20). 
70 BL, Additional MS 72254, fo. 118v (Beaulieu to Trumbull, 7 June 1622); Additional MS 
72275, fo. 141 v (Castle to Trumbull, 4 June 1622). 



Arundel, Secretary Calvert and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir Richard 

Weston. 71 John Chamberlain referred to the committee as 'a choise cabinet counsell', 

a phrase which implied intimacy with the king- 'a small council of advisers meeting 

apa1i from the larger council of state, privately, as it were, in the king's cabinet.' 72 

The Privy Council was, then, a flexible institution. Its members could be 

summoned en masse- the 'full Councell'- to give counsel on special occasions. 

While the court was absent from London, a number of councillors continued to meet 

regularly there, attending to the board's administrative and judicial business, 

considering petitions referred to them and deliberating on matters as they were 

instructed or as needs arose - the 'standing council here in London', in Bacon's 

phrase. 73 Some councillors followed the court more often than others and were on 

hand when the king required their advice. In addition, the recurrence of a few names 

in the examples cited above suggests the existence of an inner ring of James's 

councillors, a small number upon whom - at various times, for various purposes, and 

in varying combinations - the king relied. Prominent among these was a group of 

noble courtier councillors, some of whom held office in the household, but the 

Secretaries of State and the Crown's leading financial officers were also included in ...__ 

this number. Certainly James 'neglected the council as a whole', in that he did not 

turn to all his privy councillors for their advice and approval at every stage and in all 

his affairs. But Elizabeth had done the same and even during Salisbury's lifetime, 

before the 'rise of government through favourites', 'the council as a whole' was not 

used in such a way. 74 Though it may often have been physically 'in the Bedchamber' 

71 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E121 [ON 57] (Calvert to Cranfield, 11 
May 1622); Berks. RO, D/EHy 01, fo. 264r (Calvert to Buckingham, 18 June 1622); BL, 
Additional MS 48166, fo. 176r (Calvert to Digby, 4 March 1622/23); Additional MS 72254, 
fo. 118v. 
72 LJC, II, p. 438 (Chamberlain to Carleton, 8 June 1622); Turner, 'Cabinet Council', pp. 
172-4. 
73 Spedding, Letters and Life, VI, p. 140 ('Remembrances for the king before his going into 
Scotland', 21 Feb. 1616/17). 
74 Willson, Privy Councillors, pp. 17, 18; Mears, Queenship and Political Discourse, pp. 33-
103; Croft, King James, p. 69 (on an 'inner core of four men' - the earls of Salisbury, 
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that James took policy decisions 'which were then presented to the Council as faits 

accomplis', it was not with the advice of the Bedchamber that those decisions were 

taken.75 Once we accept that the Privy Council, in its advisory capacity, was a 

flexible institution, its members consulted in varying combinations and 

configurations, then sweeping statements about how power swung away from the 

Council, or how councillors were excluded from important affairs, seem quite 

meaningless. 

Ill 

From 1617 onwards, Buckingham was at the heart of James's inner counsels. In the 

autumn 1617 Privy Council speech- if we accept the interpretation proposed above 

- James presented Buckingham as a friend and counsellor who had a unique 

relationship of intimacy with the king, but he did not portray him as a dominant and 

directing 'minister-favourite'. This contrasts with modern ass~ssments of 

Buckingham's role. To describe Buckingham as 'primus inter pares', as a modern 

Prime Minister theoretically should be, risks conjuring up an unhelpfully 
..___ 

anachronistic image of his role. It is equally problematic to divide Buckingham's 

career into distinct phases which mark an ascent from the status of 'companion' to 

'political favourite' to 'favourite tout court' or 'minister-favourite'. In this view 

Buckingham made the transition from simple 'companion' to 'political favourite' 

only after he had acquired the high office of Lord Admiral. Most recently it has even 

been claimed that the defining characteristic of 'the late Jacobean regime', ushered in 

by the political ascendancy of Buckingham, was the latter's status as not only 

'minister-favourite' but 'alter rex'.76 There are many reasons to disagree with such 

Suffolk, Worcester and Northampton- 'who were closer to the king than the rest of the 
council'). 
75 Cf. Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 222. 
76 R. Lockyer, 'An English Valido? Buckingham and James I', in R. Ollard and P. Tudor
Craig, eds., For Veronica Wedgwood These: Studies in Seventeenth-Century Histmy 
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views. By 1617 Buckingham had become more than just a companion and was a 

participant in J ames' s innermost counsels of state long before his elevation as Lord 

Admiral in 1619. If we are to search out a key moment of transition for Buckingham, 

it was marked by his appointment as a privy councillor on 4 February 1617 and his 

inclusion a month later among the Privy Council commissioners selected to advise 

James on the Spanish marriage negotiations.77 

Other than the king's favour to him, George Villiers had no qualifications, as 

it were, for this role. When he first came to James's attention at Apethorpe in August 

1614, Villiers was only approaching twenty-two years of age. He lacked knowledge 

of foreign languages, other than French, and his experience of travel was limited to 

his gentlemanly 'finishing school' education in fencing, dancing and riding at 

Angers. 78 At his introduction to the court, Villiers was a total stranger to the 

processes of govemment nor could he derive a claim to be a 'natural counsellor' 

from his lineage. Villiers was unlike the earl of Arundel, whose ancient noble 

pedigree, ties of kinship within the court (he was not only a Hp ward but also 

Pembroke's brother-in-law through his marriage to Aletheia Talbot, heiress to the 

earl of Shrewsbury), and travel on the continent, notably to Venice, all recommended 
'-

him as a privy councillor.79 James Hay, viscount Doncaster, was a Gentleman of the 

Bedchamber like Villiers and, again like the favourite, he was swom a privy 

councillor in 1617. Unlike Villiers, however, Doncaster had been employed as 

extraordinary ambassador to France in the previous year, entrusted with the delicate 

(London, 1986), pp. 45-58 at pp. 49-50, 52, 54; J. Cramsie, Kingship and Crown Finance 
underJames VIand!, 1603-1625(Woodbridge,2002),pp.10, 151,164. 
77 APC, 1616-1617, p. 135; Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 58. 
78 R. Lockyer, Buckingham: The Life and Political Career ofGeorge Villiers, First Duke of 
Buckingham (Harlow, 1981), pp. 10-11; R. Lockyer, 'Villiers, George, First Duke of 
Buckingham (1592-1628)', Oxford DNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/28293, 
accessed 21 Dec. 2004]. 
79 R.M. Smuts, 'Howard, Thomas, fourteenth earl of Arundel, fourth earl of Suney, and first 
earl of Norfolk (1585-1646)', Oxford DNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/13943, 
accessed 4 Jan. 2005]. For an instance of James consulting with Digby and Arundel on 
Venetian matters, see BL, Harleian MS 7002, fo. 422r (Lorkin to Puckering, 3 Nov. 1618), 
printed in T.E. Birch, ed., The Court and Times of James the First (2 vols., London, 1848), 
II,p.103. 
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mission ofbringing an end to the French marriage negotiations. 80 Later comparisons 

of the favourite to King Rehoboam's young and inexperienced counsellors were 

quite apposite. 81 The appointment of 'an inexperienced youth' to the Council and, 

subsequently, to high office as Lord Admiral was considered 'an unusual thing' and 

was reportedly 'unpalatable to many of the noblemen of the Court'. 82 

But Villiers's involvement in government did gradually increase. One 

indication of this is, once again, provided by his procurements of the sign manual. In 

the autumn of 1615, the Spanish ambassador remarked that nothing ofimpmiance 

appeared to have yet passed through George Villiers's hands. 83 A year after his 

appointment as a Gentleman of the Bedchamber, Villiers began to procure the sign 

manual to a variety ofletters and warrants from April 1616, some concerning himself 

or his clients, and others sent to court for him to dispatch. In November 1616, when 

both Secretaries of State and prominent courtier privy councillors - such as Lennox, 

Pembroke, Arundel, and Fenton- were in London deliberating on the offers of the 

Old Company of Merchant Adventurers and the future of Sir \\filliam Cockayne's 

New Company for the dying and dressing of cloth, Villiers was at the court at 

Newmarket. Though not yet a privy councillor, he was therefore used as a means to 
...__ 

convey letters to the king. However, apart from this limited involvement, there is 

little or no evidence to suggest that the favourite played a significant role in the 

formulation of policy until early 1617.84 

80 R.E. Schreiber, 'Hay, James, first earl of Carlisle (c.1580-1636)', Oxford DNB 
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/12723, accessed 9 March 2005]; R.E. Schreiber, 
The First Carlisle: Sir James Hay, First Earl of Carlisle as Courtier, Diplomat and 
Entrepreneur, 1580-1636, in Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, 74:7 
(Philadelphia, 1984), pp. 18-21. 
81 See below, pp. 200, 203, 206. 
82 CSPVen, 1615-1617, pp. 446-7 (Lionello to the Doge and Senate, 14/24 Feb. 1617); 
CSPVen, 1617-1619, p. 94 (Lionello to the Doge and Senate, 24 Dec. 1617/3 Jan. 1618). 
83 Sarmiento to Lerma, 30 Oct. 1615, cited in Willson, Privy Councillors, p. 19. 
84 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (Apr.-Dec. 1616); APC, 1616-1617, p. 135; HMC Buccleuch, 
Montagu House, I, p. 176 (Viscount Villiers to Winwood, 17 Nov. 1616). In November 1616 
Villiers procured the sign manual to at least 17 bills, Lake also to 17 and Winwood to 15. In 
December, however, he only procured 4 times, Lake 27 times, and Winwood 30. See also the 
correspondence between Attorney General Bacon and Villiers during the autumn of 1616: 



When J ames departed for Scotland in March 1617, Buckingham was among a 

small number of privy councillors attendant upon the king. These 'Lordes of the 

Councell attending his Majesty's person in Scotland' corresponded with their 

colleagues in London and met to consider petitions and other business presented to 

them on their journey northwards. 85 Buckingham occasionally communicated 

James's directions to other councillors in London. Lord Keeper Bacon corresponded 

with him in this way. Likewise Secretary Winwood apparently preferred to address 

some of his letters to Buckingham and Arundel at this time, rather than correspond 

solely with his colleague Lake, for whom he had little affection. 86 Buckingham was 

the only English court officeholder to retain the ceremonial exercise of his function 

in Scotland, and this was taken as a public demonstration of his high standing in 

James's favour. 87 More covertly, however, Buckingham seems to have acquired a 

special role among the attendant Council commissioners for the Spanish 

negotiations. Sir John Digby, James's chief negotiator for the match, wrote to 

Buckingham on 1 May 1617, reporting to him (and thence toJames) that 'persons 

of. .. qualitye and place' in London were using 'greate industrye ... to Discreditt [the 

Spanish match] and to have it beleeved that it will never Succeede nor that his 
"--

Majestye intendeth it'. These 'persons' probably included Secretary Winwood and 

Archbishop Abbot, opponents of the Spanish alliance. If the marriage treaty were to 

HMC 10, App. Pt. I, pp. 96-7 (Bacon to Viscount Villiers, 14 Oct. [1616]); BL, Harleian MS 
7006, fos. 1-3 (Villiers to Bacon, 12 Oct., 19 Nov. 1616); Spedding, Letters and Life, VI, pp. 
79 (Villiers to Bacon, 3 Oct. 1616), 97 (Bacon to James, 13 Nov. [1616]), 99-100 (Bacon to 
Villiers, 17 Nov. 1616). 
85 APC, 1616-1617, pp. 250, 269; TNA: PRO, SP 94/22, fo. 133v (Digby to Buckingham, 1 
May 1617). 
86 BL, Stowe MS 176, fo. 89 (Buckingham to Edmondes, 27 Apr. 1617); Spedding, Letters 
and Life, VI, pp. 163-4, 167-8, 169, 194-5,235-6 (Bacon to Buckingham, 7, 13, 19 Apr., 8 
May, 29 July 1617); HMC 10, App. Pt. I, pp. 99-104 (Winwood to Buckingham, 22 May, 5, 
12, 16 June, 29 July, 15 Aug. 1617), 117-18 (Buckingham to Winwood, 22 Aug. [1617]); 
HMC Buccleuch, Montagu House, I, pp. 189 (Buckingham to Winwood, 28 March 1617), 
191 (Lake to Winwood, and Arundel to Winwood, [early April] 1617), 192 (Buckingham to 
Winwood, 3 Apr. 1617), 193 (Arundel to Winwood, 3 Apr. 1617). 
87 TNA: PRO, SP 14/92/47 (anonymous newletter, 26 May 1617), cited in N. Cuddy, 'The 
King's Chambers: The Bedchamber of James I in Administration and Politics, 1603-1625' 
(DPhil thesis, University of Oxford, 1987), p. 172. 



succeed, Digby argued, then it had to be 'constantly and secretly managed' and 

J ames would have to undermine its opponents' efforts by making 'shew of a 

constante resolution, and his favour to Strengthen it'. Later in the year Digby 

addressed letters to the earls of Pembroke and Arundel, viscount Fenton, and Sir 

Thomas Lake, who were also commissioners for these negotiations. Buckingham 

was not alone in receiving such dispatches, therefore, and Digby thought it most 

prudent, given the opposition to the Spanish match among other privy councillors, 

'that all thinges that conceme this businesse be carried joinctly and unitedly by the 

whole Commission'. 88 It nevertheless appears that Digby thought Buckingham the 

most fitting means of communicating sensitive counsel to James. 

Upon Win wood 's death at the end of October 1617, it seemed possible that 

James would not appoint a replacement Secretary but exercise the office himself, 

with the favourite's assistance, as he had done with Somerset for a time after the earl 

of Salisbury's death in 1612.89 Buckingham had, as we have seen, gained some 

experience of handling secretarial business during the autumn <;:>f 1616 and James 's 

Scottish progress in the following year. He received the signet and John More, 

Winwood's secretary, was appointed on 7 November 1617 to maintain Winwood's 
'-

'course of private Intelligences' , reporting back to the favourite.90 Buckingham did 

not, however, act as Secretary for long. Within a week of More's appointment to 

manage intelligence reports on Buckingham's behalf, Secretary Lake had taken over 

the task and, as had been determined two days after Winwood's death, it was he, not 

Buckingham, who would receive the ordinary dispatches from Spanish Flanders and 

the United Provinces.91 Although the favourite put his signature to a small number of 

88 TNA: PRO, SP 94/22, fos . 133 (Digby to Buckingham, 1 May 1617), 178, 185, 194 
(Digby to Lake, 22 Aug., 29 Aug., 8 Oct. 1617). 
89 HMC Downshire, VI, p. 319 (no. 681: Abbot to Trumbull, 3 Nov. 1617); LJC, 11, p. 113 
(Chamberlain to Carleton, 8 Nov. 1617); P.R. Seddon, 'Robert Carr, Earl of Somerset ', 
Renaissance and Modern Studies, 14 (1970), pp. 48-68, at pp. 55-9. 
90 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 109, no. 155x, fo. 321. 
91 HMC Downshire, VI, pp. 317 (no. 675 : Lake to Trumbull, 30 Oct. 1617), 327 (no . 701 : 
More to Trumbull, 13 Nov. 1617); TNA: PRO, SP 84/79, fos. 231 (Lake to Carleton, 30 Oct. 
1617). 



diplomatic dispatches during the intervening period, these were in fact written by 

John More and some were derived from unfinished copies ofWinwood's own letters, 

perused by James, and even corrected with the king's own hand in one instance. 92 

Whatever James may have initially intended, it is clear that Buckingham was no 

more than a very temporary stop-gap as 'Secretary' until Sir Robert Naunton's 

appointment in January 1618.93 It is unlikely that Buckingham's extremely brief stint 

as acting Secretary, which lasted only a matter of days, 'enhanced his political 

standing' much. 94 Already he had James's confidence and was unusual among privy 

councillors, in that the king insisted on having Buckingham by his side at times when 

other councillors- including 'court Lords' such as Pembroke, Lennox, Arundel, and 

Fenton- might be expected to remain in London about his affairs. Buckingham's 

position in James's counsels was founded upon the friendship and trust reposed in 

him by the king, but that did not equip him for a more formal role such as that of 

Secretary of State: without expertise, intimacy with the king was not sufficient. 

Buckingham's closeness to James meant that very litt~e communication 

between them needed to be committed to paper, and Buckingham was not one to 

write copious memoranda. Thus, until the radically altered circumstances of 1623-
" 

1624, when Buckingham was away from James's side for long periods and, on the 

return of the prince and the favourite from Spain, adopted policies towards Spain and 

the recovery of the Palatinate which differed markedly from the king's, it is difficult 

to find instances· of Buckingham actually offering James counsel of his own, 

although he surely did so.95 There are, on the other hand, several examples of 

92 HMC Downshire, VI, p. 332 (no. 714: More to Trumbull, 21 Nov. 1617); TNA: PRO, SP 
84/79, fos. 233-4 (Winwood to Carleton, draft in More's hand with correction by James, 
dated 30 Oct. 1617), 239-40 (Buckingham to Carleton, 31 Oct. 1617, based on 
Winwood/More's earlier draft). 
93 Cf. Lockyer, Buckingham, p. 37. For more on Winwood's death and Naunton's 
appointment to succeed him, see below, pp. 158-71. 
94 Cf. Croft, King James, p. 97. 
95 E.g. TNA: PRO, SP 84/101, fos. 10-11 (Nethersole to Carleton, 2 May 1621). For the 
distance between James and Buckingham in early 1624, see Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 168-
98; T. Cogswell, The Blessed Revolution: English Politics and the Coming of War, 1621-



Buckingham acting as an intermediary for the advice, information, suits and 

paperwork of other councillors and diplomatic representatives abroad, as he had 

begun to do in 1616-161 7. His more continuous attendance at comi, his high

standing in James's affections, and his considerable charm and affability no doubt 

recommended him as a facilitator in this way. 

By the end of 1617, then, Buckingham's role in James's counsels was very 

much as our interpretation of the 'Christ had his John speech' would suggest. He had 

a special friendship with James, by virtue of which he had become a key participant 

in the communication of Privy Council business and diplomatic dispatches to and 

from the king, and he was intimately involved in the handling of the sensitive and 

most important negotiations for the marriage of the Prince of Wales to the Infanta 

Maria; but he was neither the sole nor the directing force in James's counsels. To use 

Claude de Seyssel 's phrase on the inner ring of Christ's 'councils', Buckingham 

shared with a select few in J ames' s 'innermost matters and highest mysteries', and he 

was emerging as the 'one to whom [the king] revealed more ~eat secrets than He did 

to the others'. He was the king's main companion and confidant, and in that capacity 

he acted as an assistant to James. Buckingham maintained this role during the years 
"-

which followed. Although he was acquiring greater knowledge and experience of 

affairs over time, he was not in a position to assume James's role in the 

determination of policy or to dominate his counsels: he was neither 'minister

favourite' nor 'alter rex'. 

IV 

We have so far seen outlined the continuing importance of the Privy Council in 

J ames' s government, the varying configurations of the Council, the distinctions 

between privy councillors who were more or less routinely and intimately involved 

in deliberations on matters of state, and the place of Buckingham in those counsels. 

1624 (Cambridge, 1989), pts. I-II; BL, Harleian MS 6987, fos. 196 (Buckingham to James, 
n.d. [?March 1624]), 200 (Buckingham to James, n.d. [c. 16 March 1624]). 

111 



These distinctions between privy councillors and the narrowness of J ames' s 

counsels, particularly in relation to the Palatinate crisis and the Spanish match, 

acquired an increasing political significance from 1619-1620 onwards. 

We are able to glimpse the working distinctions between James's councillors 

on matters of diplomacy by looking at the flow of information, in the form of foreign 
dispatches, through them to the king. This, in the absence of more direct evidence as 

to the advice which they actually gave, at least tells us something about the breadth 
of participation in James's counsels: it provides an idea of which of his counsels 

individual councillors were regularly privy to. It has thus been claimed that James 
operated a system of 'divided government' in the conduct of his foreign policy, the 

Secretaries of State having responsibility for the management of diplomatic 

correspondence with different embassies abroad, each according to his political 

sympathies. In this way, Sir Robert Naunton supposedly handled the dispatches of 
Sir Dudley Carleton in the United Provinces, for example, but not those from Spain, 

which fell to Sir George Calvert. According to Roy Schreiber, this system of division 
had 'the advantage of keeping the king in full control', since 'He was the only one 

with all the information about foreign policy. ' 96 Upon closer inspection, this --... 

interpretation proves over-schematic and it certainly does not apply up to 1620. Until 

then, Calve1i, as the Secretary normally attendant at court, in fact often shared in the 
reading and dispatching ofNaunton's diplomatic correspondence, whether or not that 

correspondence came from embassies whose 'assignments were unfavourable to the 

interests of Spain.' (Indeed, it is hard to see how a rigid division of responsibilities 
between the two Secretaries, such as Schreiber describes, could have been preserved 
under such an itinerant monarch, with papers constantly passing to and from the 

comi.) Towards the end of the summer progress in September 1619, for example, we 

find Naunton, Calvert and John Packer collaborating in the handling of dispatches 

96 R.E. Schreiber, The Political Career of Sir Robert Naunton, 1589-1635 (London, 1981), 
pp. 36-8; Gardiner, History of England, Ill, pp. 194-5. 
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from Sir Edward Herbert, the godly ambassador at Paris. 97 Naunton, moreover, did 

receive dispatches from Spain; indeed, while Sir Thomas Lake was suspended as 

Secretary in 1618, and also after Lake's dismissal from the post in March 1619, 

Naunton was the regular recipient of dispatches from the agent in Madrid, Francis 

Cottington. 98 

On 7 January 1619, while Lake was still technically in office as Secretary but 

not exercising its functions, Cottington wrote four dispatches from Madrid: one with 

the ordinary advertisements to Lake (but handled by Naunton), a second to Naunton 

himself, a third to Buckingham and a fourth to Digby. Naunton's own dispatch was 

very brief when compared to Buckingham's, in which the favourite was informed of 

Philip Ill's desire to refer the settlement of the Bohemian revolt to James's 

arbitration. We might conclude from this that such information was for Buckingham 

and James's eyes only, not for the 'political Protestant' Secretary Naunton; yet 

Cottington's dispatch to Buckingham was endorsed with a precis in Naunton's hand. 

The readership of Cottington's letter to Digby, however, was more restricted: written 

at least partly in cipher and most likely concerning 'the mayn business'- that is, the 

Spanish marriage negotiations - Digby would share the deciphered contents with 
' 

Buckingham and James, but not Naunton.99 Later, on 6 April1619, Cottington wrote 

to both N aunton and Buckingham. His letter to N aunton was twice the length of that 

to the favourite, yet it was clearly expected that Buckingham would be further 

informed by the Secretary, from whom Cottington 'doubt[ ed] not butt your lordship 

wyll understand'. Cottington informed Buckingham that he had 'advertised unto Mr 

97 Schreiber, Naunton, pp. 36-7. See TNA: PRO, SP 84/89, fo. 205v (Naunton's endorsement 
to Carleton's dispatch, 27 Apr. 1619); SP 84/90, fos. 24 (Naunton to Cm·leton, 8 May 1619), 
48 (Calvert to Carleton, 8 May 1619); SP 78/68, fo. 232 (Herbert to Calvert, 23 May 1619); 
PRO 30/53/1, no. 39 (Calvert to Herbert, 14 July 1619); PRO 30/53/10, nos. 18 (Herbert to 
Calvert, 1 Sept. 1619), 19 (Herbert to Packer, 1 Sept. 1619), 24 (Packer to Herbert, 15 Sept. 
1619). 
9
·
8 In addition to the references given below, see TNA: PRO, SP 94/23, fos. 68-9 (Cottington 

to Naunton, 17 Sept. 1618), 70-73 (Cottington to Lake, 26 Sept. 1618, endorsed by 
Naunton), 76-7 (Cottington to Lake, 8 Oct. 1618, endorsed byNaunton), 78-9 (Cottington to 
Lake, 29 Oct. 1618, endorsed byNaunton), 84-5 (Cottington to Naunton, 3 Dec. 1618). 
99 TNA: PRO, SP 94/23, fos. 141-2 (Cottington to Lake, 7 Jan. 1618/19), 143 (Cottington to 
Naunton, 7 Jan. 1618/19), 145-6 (Cottington to Buckingham, 7 Jan. 1618/19). 



Secretarie of sodayn and speedie orders gone down to the Portes for hastning of the 

shipps of warr ther in preparation and giving them order to come about to lysbone'. 

As Lord Admiral, this would presumably have been of particular interest to the 

favourite and Cottington' s brief notice of Spanish naval movements in this letter was 

probably intended to direct Buckingham's attention to the relevant and much more 

detailed section in his letter to Naunton. As for 'other Circumstances ... expressed in 

my letter to mr Secretarie Naunton', Cottington concluded, 'I leave [them] to your 

lo[ rdship' s] Consideration.' 100 

In these 1619 dispatches we witness a division oflabour rather than a simple 

division according to political sympathies. Information was shared between Naunton, 

Digby and Buckingham. J ames would then be apprised of the vatious dispatches' 

contents, and since Buckingham was more continuously at court than the other two, 

it might fall to the favourite to do so alone. 101 That information was, however, shared 

selectively between the king and these three councillors, details of the Spanish match 

negotiations being restricted to the smaller circle of Buckingham, Digby and James. 

By way of comparison, Naunton's predecessor Winwood had opposed a Spanish 

marriage and was not named among the commissioners for it, yet he too received 
' 

advertisements from Cottington at Madrid. 102 Naunton, like Winwood, was not 

totally excluded from the handling of Spanish diplomatic business. There were, as 

we have seen, distinctions between ptivy councillors, with some more involved in 

deliberations on particular issues than others, but those were not quite as tigid and 

systematic as Schreiber has suggested. 

100 Berks. RO, D/EHy 01, fo. 23 (Cottington to Buckingham, 6 Apr. 1619); TNA: PRO, SP 
94/23, fos. 176-7 (Cottington to Naunton, 6 Apr. 1619). Buckingham, as Master of the 
Horse, also received dispatches from Cottington in Madrid regarding Barbary and Spanish 
horses, while the main diplomatic 'advertisements' were sent to Digby and the Secretary of 
State: BL, Harleian MS 1580, fos. 363-4, 365, 367 (Cottington to Buckingham, 5 March 
1620/21; 30 Sept. 1621; 17 Dec. 1617). 
101 Cf. BL, Harleian MS 1580, fo. 102 (Digby to Buckingham, 12 Oct. 1618): Digby was 
unable to attend upon the king and so forwarded Buckingham some 'letters out of Spayne 
from Mr Cottington, that your lordship may see yf there be any thing in them w01thy his 
Majesties knowledge, which hath not already beene represented unto him.' 
102 See TNA: PRO, SP 94/22, fos. 212r, 214r (Cottington to Lake, 19 and 20 Nov. 1617). 
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Nevertheless, a more marked division within James's government along such 

lines did develop early in 1620, no doubt in response to the gathering crisis in 

Bohemia and the Palatinate. When Sir Waiter Aston was appointed as ordinary 

ambassador to Spain in January 1620, he was instructed to write only to Lord Digby, 

from whom he would receive the king's further instructions and replies. 103 Thereafter 

Cottington only wrote very briefly to Naunton, leaving 'unto Sir Waiter Aston, the 

advertising matters of most importance' to the king, via Digby. 104 Both Secretaries 

Naunton and Calvert could only learn of occurrences in Spain through Digby. 105 In 

practice, this meant that Naunton was cut out completely from the handling of 

diplomacy with Spain. He did occasionally write to Aston, but only concerning such 

matters as the private affairs of British subjects with passes to travel to Spain, rather 

than to convey James's directions or queries in the more 'public' business of the 

embassy. 106 Calvert, however, appears to have had a greater share in Digby's 

dispatches to and from Spain. 107 Naunton did not normally follow the court, unlike 

his colleague Calvert, and was unsympathetic towards an alliance with Spain, 

increasingly associating himself with those councillors who were more forward in 

their support for the Protestant cause in the Empire, such as Archbishop Abbot, the 
' 

earl of Pembroke and viscount Doncaster. 108 

103 TNA: PRO, SP 94/23, fo. 290r (James's instructions to Aston, 5 Jan. 1619/20). 
104 TNA: PRO, SP 94/23, fos . 321, 331, 335 (Cottington to Naunton, 14 March 1619/20, 4 
and 14 Apr. 1620). 
105 TNA: PRO, SP 94/23, fos. 323, 325 (Aston to Calvert and to Naunton, 28 March 1620). 
106 BL, Additional MS 36444, fo. 134 (Naunton to Aston, 20 March 1619/20) . 
107 BL, Additional MS 36445, fos. 94r (Calvert to Aston, 21 Apr. 1621): 'So long as my Lo. 
Digby is heere, I shall not neede to write longe letters unto you, nor to expect any length 
from you, my Lord and I keeping that good correspondency, as he makes me no stranger to 
his dispatches'. 
108 Schreiber, Naunton, pp. 28-9; S.L. Adams, 'The Protestant Cause: Religious Alliance 
with the West European Calvinist Communities as a Political Issue in England, 1585-1630 ' 
(DPhil thesis, University of Oxford, 1973), pp. 285-6. Naunton forwarded some of his 
diplomatic dispatches to Doncaster at court, rather than to Buckingham, so that the former 
could discuss them with the king: see BL, Additional MS 72304, fos. 83r, 87r (Naunton to 
Trumbull, 13 Sept. and 1 Oct. 1620). 
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That Naunton should have found himself 'so teathered to Whitehall, that I can 
not have so frequent accesses' was not a new development in 1620. 109 What had 
changed was that James's counsels had narrowed and Digby had become especially 
prominent in them, at a time when the future of Protestantism on the continent 
appeared to be at threat. Gondomar, we might add, had also returned to England in 
March 1620, following a two-year period ofleave. 110 These things were beginning to 
weigh heavily upon Naunton's mind. On 27 August 1620 he forwarded to Carleton 
James's flat rejection of a proposal made by the Dutch that, under the guise of 
attacking Barbary pirates off Algiers, a joint Anglo-Dutch fleet should intercept the 
Spanish ships which carried pay and provisions for Spinola's army, then threatening 
the Palatinate. Naunton noted that the rejection of this plan was 'his Majesties formal 
aunswer conceptis verbis as it hath bene prescribed to me, out of his own genius 
applauded by the counsels of them that ar about him', and prayed that 'God direct his 
Majestie & all his Counsails to do that which shall make most for the glory of his 
own great Name, for the good of the Churche, & the preservacion of them that serve 
him & professe his truth truely.' When the Spaniards finally invaded the Palatinate, 
Naunton continued, then 'it may be honest men will be better understood.' 111 The '-

V enetian ambassador Lando reported that Gondomar had been assured by Digby, 
Arundel, Calvert and Buckingham that there would not be such an attack by an 
Anglo-Dutch fleet: these were they, surely, to whom Naunton referred so darkly, 
with his 'the counsels that ar about him'. 112 Once fears of Spinola's intentions 
towards the Palatinate had proven well-founded, Naunton informed Carleton of 
James's resolution to defend the Palatinate, observing that 'some of us have done 
more then our partem virilem, & set our rests upon the haling on of this so 

109 TNA: PRO, SP 84/91, fo. 109r (Naunton to Carleton, 3 Aug. 1619). 110 LJC, II, p. 293; Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 335; C.H. Carter, 'Gondomar: 
AmbassadortoJamesi',HistoricalJournal, 7(1964),pp.189-208,atp.191 n.l. 111 TNA: PRO, SP 84/96, fos. 96 (Carleton to Naunton, 9 Aug. 1620), 160 (Naunton to 
Carleton, 27 Aug. 1620; italics mine). 
112 CSPVen, 1619-1621, p. 372 (Lando to the Doge and Senate, 10/20 Aug. 1620). 
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necessitated resolucion'. 113 In response to events on the continent and his physical 

distance from J ames' s inner counsels, N aunton was adopting a Manichaean vision of 

conciliar politics as a struggle between godly counsellors who were prepared to 

speak truth to the king and stooges of Spain and flatterers at court who did not: 'The 

Spanish Ambassador & his Assistants in our Court are so potent' .114 

Naunton was not alone among James's councillors in so thinking. We have 

already seen that James pre-empted his councillors' advice when they were 

assembled to discuss the giving of assistance to his son-in-law, the newly-elected 

king of Bohemia, in September 1619. By declaring, without having received the 

advice of his assembled Privy Council, that he would not assist Frederick unless he 

could be satisfied that the deposition ofFerdinand of Styria and Frederick's own 

election in his stead had been just and lawful, J ames encouraged the view that he was 

acting on the misleading advice of a clique or was simply determined not to hear 

counsel that disagreed with his own opinions. 115 Some days later Pembroke wrote to 

Carleton of his belief that James would eventually come round t<:> the defence of 

Frederick and the true religion, as befitted the Defender of the Faith. For the time 

being, however, he could 'only say that the body of the council stands well affected, 
'-... 

and I make no question that it will prevayle against those particular opinions, which 

are nourished too much with Spanish milk.d 16 When it seemed that James would 

adopt a more conciliatory policy towards the Dutch, in trying to settle disputes 

between the Dutch and English East India Companies, Pembroke reported the news 

with glee to viscount Doncaster: 'the King will most wisely overule all his spanish 

commissioners' .117 In July 1620 Doncaster blamed Spanish agents for turning the 

king against the Dutch by depicting them as enemies ofmonarchy. 118 Archbishop 

Abbot, who had never felt any 'affection unto Popish marriages' and made no 

113 TNA: PRO, SP 84/97, fo. 101 v (Naunton to Carleton, 30 Sept. 1620; italics mine) . 
114 BL, Additional MS 72304, fo. 85r (Naunton to Trumbull, 13 Sept. 1620). 
115 See above, pp. 98-9. 
116 TNA: PRO, SP 14/110/81 (Pembroke to Carleton, 24 Sept. 1619). 
117 BL, Egerton MS 2592, fo. 81r (Pembroke to Doncaster, 21 May [1619]; my emphasis). 
118 TNA: PRO, SP 14/116/41 (Doncaster to Carleton, 21 July 1620). 
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exception for the prospective match between Prince Charles and the Infanta Maria, 

believed that lames was being deceived by Gondomar and the 'one man heere that is 

the Lord Digby who promoteth all his causes'. Abbot hoped for a time 'When his 

Majesty will bee pleased to open his eares' to his more faithful counsellors and 

'expresse himselfe' against Spanish designs. Even when, after the invasion of the 

Palatinate, lames made his resolution to defend it, Abbot doubted that 'our 

declaration' would be 'seconded with action' because 'wee have as great affiance 

and confidence in the Spanyard as ever'. 'God hath sent upon us the spiritt of 

heavines, that seeing wee would not see, and knowing wee would not understand'. It 

is not going too far to suggest that, when Abbot wrote so resignedly to Trumbull in 

the first person plural, he was really commenting about the king and his failure to 

listen to appropriate sources of counsel and to act accordingly. 119 

Buckingham's letter to Elizabeth of Bohemia of December 1620, cited above, 

listing the names of all those- including Pembroke, Doncaster and Naunton- who 

had agreed to the course of sending Sir Edward Villiers to request that her husband 

submit to lames's will, was probably intended to demonstrate that lames was not 

ruled by a clique ofhispanophiles. 120 Yet it was not lames's wont to consult so 
'--

widely. In March 1620 he let Gondomar know, via Digby, that his intentions towards 

Spain were 'very good, but that he found himself so solitary, and so encircled by 

Puritans ... that he had neither means nor power to do good'. This was a deliberate 

exaggeration, meant to inflate the Spaniard's appreciation of lames's goodwill and to 

provide the king with a convenient excuse should he ever have to disappoint the 

ambassador, but it contained a grain oftruth. 121 In order to preserve his freedom of 

manoeuvre under the pressure of events on the continent and from a number of his 

own councillors, lames turned to a trusted few. At the heart of his counsels at this 

time was the trio of Digby, Buckingham and Prince Charles, while Secretary Calvert 

119 BL, Additional MS 72242, fos. 53v, 81, 84r, 87-8, 91 (Abbot to Trumbull, 10 July 1616, 
16 June, 22 Apr., 4 Nov. 1619, 18 Oct. 1620). 
120 b See a ove, p. 102. 
121 S.R. Gardiner, ed., Narrative of the Spanish Marriage Treaty (Camden Society, London, 
1869), pp. 315-16 (Gondomar to Philip Ill, 15/25 March 1620). 
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was also kept in the loop. 122 As Digby wrote to Aston in December 1620, though 

news ofFrederick's defeat in Bohemia at White Mountain 'doth much distracte us' 

and had stin·ed up much 'passion & faction' among James's servants, there was no 

real prospect of a break with Spain: 

for your Lordships comforte I will assure you, his Majestye, the 
Prince, and my Lord of Buckingham, remayne firme uppon the 
grownds you lefte them, And whatsoever else you may heare from 
your Courte frends that stande at further Distance, you will finde that 
to do lo de mas es engano [everything else is but delusion]. 

Those who stood 'at further Distance' from the centre of James's counsels could 

speculate all they liked about a change of policy towards Spain or Buckingham's 

likely fall from grace at this juncture, but they were just not in a position to know the 

true state of things: 'Whatsoever your Lordship may heare to the Contrarye ... my 

Lord Marquess never stoode higher in the Kinges favour, then at present, And I 

assure you, that the Prince is now so affectionate unto him that the father and the 

sonn studdye who shall favour him most.' 123 While other privy councillors were 

busied about Whitehall preparing for the forthcoming parliament, in the hope that 

this would provide James with the means for a war, Digby waited upon the king at 

Newmarket and Royston during November and December 1620, reading aloud to 

J ames, Buckingham and Charles the dispatches from Spain (including those directed 

to Calvert), and receiving confidential instructions from the king for the use of gentle 

sabre-rattling in Madrid to help persuade Philip Ill to 'seriously ymploy his full 

122 Calvert managed Digby's correspondence with Spain during the latter's embassy to the 
Empire in the summer of 1621 and again in 1622, when Digby returned to Spain: BL, 
Additional MS 36445, fo. 105 (Digby to Aston, 26 Apr. 1621); Harleian MS 1580, fo. 118r 
(Digby to Buckingham, 25 March 1621); TNA: PRO, SP 94/25, fos . 29-30v (Aston to 
Digby, 3 March 1621122, with endorsement in Calvert's hand). See also SP 94/24, fos. 89 
(Aston to Calvert, 11 Jan. 1620/21), 128r (Aston to Calveti, 21 March 1620/21); SP 94/25, 
fos. 3-4v (Aston to Buckingham, 12 Jan. 1621/22, with endorsement in Calvert's hand.) 123 BL, Additional MS 36444, fo. 246 (Digby to Aston, 15 Dec. 1620). See also TNA: PRO, 
SP 94/24, fo. 23 (Buckingham to Aston, 13 Aug. 1620). 
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Power and authoritye with the Emperor for the freeing and setling of the Patrimoniall 

Inheritance of his Sonne in lawe & Grand Children' .124 

Thinking that a parliament and the prospect of a French alliance (and dowry) 

would be enough to break the hold of James's 'Spanish' counsellors upon him, 

Naunton raised the possibility of an alternative French match for Prince Charles with 

a member of the Marechal de Cadenet's retinue in January 1621. The result of this 

futile indiscretion was quite the opposite to that intended: the Secretary was confined 

to his house and suspended from office. 125 The French ambassador Tillieres 

interpreted this as a victory for the interests of Spain, since a 'Puritain insigne' had 

been removed from the government, to the discouragement of any other likeminded 

councillors who might have been tempted to undermine the Spanish match: in getting 

rid of his 'Puritan' Secretary, Tillieres opined, 'ce Roy se monstre de plus en plus 

Espagnol, comme son favory aussi.' 126 

During the latter months of 1621, the supposedly Spanish tendency of James 

and his favourite, and the dominance of the latter in the king:s inner counsels, 

appeared even more pronounced and their effects yet more deleterious. James spent 

the second session of the 1621 parliament at Newmarket with the favourite, as is well 
" 

known, leaving the rest ofhis Privy Council to attend at Westminster and receiving 

reports on parliamentary proceedings from Prince Charles. 127 Conrad Russell argued 

that the privy councillors in parliament were as unsure as the Commons were about 

what the king wanted from the session, with calamitous results. On 3 December, the 

Commons petitioned the king for stricter enforcement of the recusancy laws, a war 

against Spain and the breaking of the Spanish marriage negotiations, believing that 

they had been granted permission to do so from the king and Buckingham, as 

124 BL, Additional MS 36444, fos. 248-50 (Digby to Aston, 15 Dec. 1620). 
125 Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 391; Schreiber, Naunton, pp. 68-84; Schreiber, First 
Carlisle, pp. 35-6. 
126 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/54, fos. 154-5r (Tillieres to Puysieux, 19/29 Jan. 1621). See also 
BL, Stowe MS 176, fo. 175v (Edmondes to Bouillon, 24 Jan. 1621). 
127 In fact, another privy councillor, the earl ofKellie, was also with James at Newmarket at 
this time, but we have no way of knowing whether he was involved in any deliberations with 
the king concerning the parliament at this time: HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 109-11 . 
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communicated to the Commons by Sir George Goring, a close associate of the 

favourite's. A dispute between king and Commons on parliamentary freedom of 

speech ensued, which disrupted the session and led to the parliament's dissolution: 

'one of the major parliamentary storms of [James's] reign [was thus] caused by 

simple uncertainty about the king's wishes, uncertainty in which the councillors [at 

Westminster] all shared.' 128 

Buckingham's and James's possible motives in asking Goring to propose that 

the Commons petition the king on foreign policy have been the subject of much 

scholarly debate. The most convincing interpretation, however, sees Goring's motion 

of29 November as a bungled attempt to stir the Commons into passing the subsidy 

bill more quickly while making suitably belligerent noises, both which things could 

have served as diplomatic leverage in James's negotiations with Spain for the 

marriage alliance and the restitution of the Palatinate. The Commons went further 

than Goring had proposed, and than J ames had wished, by discussing the Spanish 

match, and it was on this point that the king was especially piqued. It is unlikely that 

Buckingham plotted to break the parliament by planting Goring's motion without 

James's knowledge, or that the whole episode was a ploy to bring about a dissolution 
--..._ 

which had previously been agreed with the Spanish ambassador. 129 Yet Gondomar 

believed that Buckingham deserved thanks for his great part in bringing the 

parliament to an end and it is understandable that contemporaries (and later 

historians) should have reasoned, on the basis of his proximity to the king, that the 

128 C.S.R. Russell, 'The Foreign Policy Debate in the House of Commons in 1621 ',in C.S .R. 
Russell, Unrevolutionary England, 1603-1642 (London, 1990), pp. 59-79, quotation at p. 78 
[first printed in Historical Journal, 20 (1977), pp. 289-309]. 
129 Adams, 'Protestant Cause', p. 326; R. Zaller, The Parliament of 1621: A Study in 
Constitutional Conflict (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1971), pp. 151-3; Russell, 'Foreign 
Policy Debate'; C.S.R. Russell, Parliaments and English Politics, 1621-1629 (Oxford, 
1979), pp. 132-8; Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 108-11; V. Treadwell, Buckingham and 
Ireland, 1616-1628: A Study in Anglo-Irish Politics (Dublin, 1998), pp. 178-85; B.C. Pursell, 
'James I, Gondomar and the Dissolution of the Parliament of 1621 ',History, 85 (2000), pp. 
428-45; G. Redworth, The Prince and the Infanta: The Cultural Politics of the Spanish 
Match (New Haven and London, 2003), pp. 27-38 and 151 nn. 27, 30, 31; Croft, King 
James, pp. 113-14. 
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favourite was 'ever pouring poison into [James's] ear', as Gardiner put it, urging a 

dissolution while the pair were at Newmarket. 130 

However, there is evidence to suggest that the final decision to dissolve the 

parliament was reached in London, after the close of the session, as a result of 

deliberations involving the small inner group of councillors, notably Digby, 

Buckingham and Calvert. Parliament sat for the last time on 19 December 1621. 

James had not abandoned the idea of defending and restoring the Palatinate with a 

force of 8,000 foot and 1,600 horse. Funds would still be required to support this 

expedition and the prospect of future parliamentary subsidies was the most powerful 

argument against a dissolution. On 30 December, James tore the Commons' 

Protestation of 18 December from the House's journal and then made a declaration 

to his Privy Council, assembled at Whitehall, of his intention to dissolve the 

parliament. There was no point in speaking against the king's clearly stated will and, 

as Caesar noted, it was duly 'Resolved by the King & Counsell, this parlement to be 

dissolved.' Between 19 December, when it was still understood that parliament was 

only being adjourned until 8 February following, and the Privy Council meeting of 

30 December, it seems probable that James approached the antiquary Sir Robert 
'-

Cotton, via Secretary Calvert, for precedents which would provide some legal 

justification for the raising of funds for war without parliamentary consent. In a letter 

which, though undated, was most likely written at this time, Calvert warned Cotton 

to be 'heere at the Councell Chamber this morning by 8. a clock ready with those 

precedents whereof there is now present use' or else 'wee are all undone: For his 

Majesty doth so chide, as I dare not come in his sight, and hath appointed that hower 

precisely'. 131 At the meeting of 30 December the Council was presented with a list of 

over thirty precedents going back to the reign of King Alfred- who, they were 

informed, 'first setled the monarchy of England'- to prove that the kings of England 

preceded 'the Parlement of the States' and had raised money in times of war by their 

130 Gardiner, History of England, N, pp. 258, 265-6 and n. 2; Willson, Privy Councillors, p. 
149; LJC, II, p. 415. 
131 BL, Cotton MS Julius CIII, fo. 57r. 
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own authority and using a variety of methods, including Privy Seal loans, 

contributions and special impositions. 132 These precedents must have convinced 

James, if not the majority of the councillors convened on 30 December, that he could 

both have his cake and eat it- that a dissolution of parliament would not prevent him 

from raising a force for the defence and recovery of the Palatinate. 133 

The proclamation announcing the dissolution of parliament was not, however, 

issued for another week. 134 What had changed between 30 December and 6 January 

1622 was that dispatches had arrived from Madrid. Sir Waiter Aston, the ordinary 

ambassador to Spain, wrote to Digby on 8 December 1621, reporting assurances 

given to him by Philip IV and his ministers 'That [they] wold instantly procure all 

contentment and satisfaction to the King my Master' for the restitution of the 

Palatinate to Frederick V. With great 'sincerity' the Spanish king and his councillors 

had told Aston 'playnly' oftheir desire to ' gratify his Majestie' and of their disgust 

at the aggressive and underhand dealings of the emperor and the duke of Bavaria. 135 

Digby received this dispatch on 4 January and, having seen i~, James professed 

himself 'much satisfied with the resolution and Course that King [i.e. Philip] is 

pleased to hold concerning the affaires of his sonne in lawe the successe whereofhe 
----trusteth will proove answerable in all things to his expectation and to that reall 

profession of Amitie and freindshipp' which currently existed between the two 

132 BL, Additional MS 34324, fos. 147-8. 
133 Cf. The Privy Council's denunciation, on 29 Sept. 1620, of 'other meanes' of raising 
revenue than by recourse to parliament, as practised over 'these 10. yeres past' : BL, 
Additional MS 34324, fo. 119v; A. Thrush, 'The Personal Rule ofJames I, 1611-1620' , in T. 
Cogswell, R.P. Cust and P.G. Lake, eds., Politics, Religion and Popularity (Cambridge, 
2002), pp. 84-102, at p. 101. 
134 Gardiner, History of England, N, p. 267; BL, Additional MS 72254, fo . 76r (Beaulieu to 
Trumbull, 3 Jan. 1621/22). 
135 BL, Additional MS 36445, fo. 299 (Aston to Digby, 8 Dec. 1621). See also LJC, II, p. 
420 (Chamberlain to Carleton, 4 Jan. 1622): 'We had newes this morning out of Spaine that 
the mariage is concluded, and the Palatinat to be restored out of hand, or in case the emperor 
make any difficultie the Spanish forces there shall tume against him: this bruit is enough to 
breake of the parlement' . 
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kingdoms. 136 The Spaniards had made positive noises about the restitution of the 

Palatinate before and nothing had come of them, but these promises gave James 

something to work with. 137 More specifically, a commitment from the Spanish king 

that he would seek the restitution, or at least withdraw his own forces from the 

Lower Palatinate, was exactly what James had requested by letters sent to Madrid 

upon Digby's return to England and the summoning of parliament in early 

November. 138 It presumably appeared to James that, in the event, he had not (and no 

longer) needed the help of a belligerent parliament to persuade Philip IV to accede to 

these demands. It is inconceivable that Buckingham, Charles and Calvert were not 

made privy to this apparently encouraging news from Spain, and it is highly unlikely 

that it had no effect upon the timing of the proclamation, issued two days later, 

announcing that parliament was dissolved. 139 Indeed, Digby was confident enough 

on 4 January, when Aston's dispatch arrived, to write to the British ambassador in 

the Spanish Netherlands, William Trumbull, of 'the parliament. .. which ... [is] now 

by order from his Majestye absolutely dissolved' .140 With Spain seemingly willing to 

assist in the restitution of the Palatinate and right arguably on James's side 

concerning the raising of money for war without parliament, there must have seemed 
----little reason not to commit to a dissolution. 

This is not to say that these few counsellors actively encouraged the king to 

dissolve parliament; merely that it was with their assistance that the king's desires

for a dissolution and a means of justifying the raising of extra-parliamentary funds -

were met, and that it was quite probably with regard to the content of diplomatic 

correspondence managed by them that James decided to proclaim the dissolution. 

We need not imagine that Buckingham was alone in turning J ames against the 

136 BL, Additional MS 36446, fo . 11 (Digby to Aston, 22 Jan. 1621122); Additional MS 
72284, fos. 148-9 (Digby to Trumbull, 10 Jan. 1621122). 
137 Cf. TNA: PRO, SP 94/24, fos. 268-9 (Cottington to Calvert, 24 Aug. 1621). 
138 BL, Additional MS 36445, fo. 299r; Gardiner, History of England, IV, pp. 228-9. 
139 TNA: PRO, SP 94/24, fo. 340 (Aston to Calvert, [8?/]18 Dec. 1621); SP 94/25, fo . 3 
(Aston to Buckingham, 12 Jan. 1621122). 
140 BL, Additional MS 72285, fo. 75r. Note that Digby did not mention the involvement of 
the Privy Council in the 'order' to dissolve. 



parliament, or even that Gondomar was instrumental in bringing this about. As John 

Chamberlain commented at the time, 'Yf the parlement be dissolved, many impute yt 

to some yll affected about the King; but he is too strong in his owne judgement, and 

of too great experience to be led along or relie on private whisperers': James, in other 

words, must have felt that he had good reasons to act in this way; he would not just 

follow the inclinations of one man. 141 It seems clear, nevertheless, that a decision 

rubber-stamped by the Privy Council as a whole was taken on the basis of 

information handled within a much more restricted circle of counsellors. 

In 1622 that circle tightened further and the pairing of favourite and prince 

became more dominant. The two parliamentary sessions of the previous year formed 

something of 'a political apprenticeship' for Charles, who regularly attended the 

Lords. During the second session, Charles had met daily with the privy councillors at 

Westminster in order to report to the court on developments there. This, according to 

Richard Cust, 'marked his emergence as a significant figure in the politics of the 

court' .142 Certainly a more prominent role in lames's counse~s was being mapped out 

for Charles around this time and, as we have seen, he had been participating in the 

Spanish negotiations since 1620. 143 In Ben Jonson's The Gypsies Metamorphos 'd, 

thrice performed during the summer progress of 1621, Charles was presented as a 

loyal son who strove 'to please I In ... giving [lames's] cares ease, I And labors'. He 

would be 'long the aid I Of empire' during his father's life, the second gypsy (played 

by Buckingham's brother-in-law, Feilding) confidently predicted. The Masque of 

Augurs for Twelfth Night 1622 was more precise on the nature of Charles's new, 

more active role in government. In this, Jove commanded that a 'college' of 'tuneful 

141 LJC, II, p. 419. 
142 C.R. Kyle, 'Prince Charles in the Parliaments of 1621 and 1624', Historical Journal, 41 
(1998), pp. 603-24, at p. 613; R.P. Cust, Charles 1: A Political Life (Harlow, 2005), pp. 7-9; 
R.P. Cust, 'Prince Charles and the Second Session of the 1621 Parliament', English 
Historical Review, 122 (2007), pp. 427-41. 
143 Cf. Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 222-3, where it is suggested that Charles 
played a 'crucial' role in policy-making at court as early as 1619. The evidence cited - BL, 
Egerton MS 2592, fo. 39r (Calvert to Doncaster, 4 May 1619)- does not convincingly 
support that argument. 
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augurs' be established by his son Apollo to wait upon James and, by their 'divining 
skill', to assist him in the preservation of peace. Apollo addressed the king directly, 
informing him of Jove's command and that this college of augurs would have as 
'their president thy son', Charles. This was surely intended as a reflection upon 
Charles's new position as one of James's leading privy councillors, a co-ordinator of 
Council business on his father's behalf, while also underlining the prince's 
continuing obedience to the king's will: 'the princely augur here, your son, I [Shall] 
by his father's lights his courses run.' 'Though Phoebus be the god of arts', J ove 
declared, 'He must not take on him all parts'; the father would 'sway' and his son 
would 'obey'. 144 Charles had begun to attend meetings of the Privy Council in 1620 
and, in late March 1622, he was sworn in as a member. On this occasion, the king
who had nearly drowned in a riding accident in January and was in poor health in 
March- informed a tearful board that he was now growing old and that the prince 
would henceforth formally assist him in government. Thereafter, Charles presided at 
those meetings of the Privy Council which he attended and was a leading member of 
the 'litle Committee' of the Council established a few months later in the summer of 
1622. 145 

At around the same time as Charles was made a privy councillor, Digby 
returned to Spain to continue negotiations for the prince's match. 146 This left the 
favourite and an increasingly confident prince at the centre of James's counsels from 
March 1622 onwards. Secretary Calvert continued to receive dispatches from 
Madrid, but a number went directly to Charles (and thence to Buckingham and 
James) at court, and Charles was sent copies of the dispatches addressed to 

144 B. Jonson, The Complete Masques, ed. S. Orgel (New Haven and London, 1969), pp. 
331-2, 385, 388. 
145 Gardiner, History of England, IV, pp. 267-8; BL, Additional MS 72254, fos . 94v, 99v 
(Beaulieu to Trumbull, 15 and 29 March 1622); Cust, Charles, p. 9; Redworth, The Prince 
andthelnfanta,p.43;APC, 1619-162l,p.179;APC, 1621-1623,pp.171,221,238,242, 
285-6, 294, 326. 
146 Gardiner, History of England, IV, p. 330. 
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Calvert. 147 'I cannot tell', Calvert remarked in a letter to Digby on 3 October, 'what 

letters you write at this tyme from [sic] the Prince or my Lord Admirall'. 148 '[T]he 

Kinge[,] the Prince and my selfe all three', as Buckingham put it, composed letters to 

the Lord Treasurer together, the favourite himself acting as amanuensis. 149 James, 

Charles and Buckingham collaborated at this time and it is by no means clear that, as 

has been suggested by some historians, the prince and the favourite were at vatiance 

with the king on the courses to adopt concerning Spain and the Palatinate. 150 

Although it has appeared that Charles and Buckingham favoured a more aggressive 

stance towards Spain and the Emperor in September and October 1622, we should 

note that James too was described as 'very much incensed ... as he doth vowe & 

protest, that unlesse they [the Habsburgs and their armies] will desist from that 

course of hostilitie & performe their promise of restitution he will breake off all 

treaties, both in Spaine, Germanie & Bruxelles, & right himself & his sonne in lawe 

by force' .151 Thus 'wee three'- king, prince and favourite- wrote, using 

Buckingham's own hand, to Gondomar in Spain on 9 Septe~ber, complaining of the 

ineffectual 'comforttable words from spayne' about the restitution of the Palatinate 

and the papal dispensation for the prince's marriage to the infanta, and urging him to 
--.... 

'take a good and speedie resolution there to hasten a happie conclusion of this 

Mach' .152 The closeness of these innermost counsels between J ames, Charles and 

147 TNA: PRO, SP 94/25, fos. 120-2 (Digby to Charles, 30 June), 124-5 (Digby to Calvert, 
30 June), 141-2 (Digby to Charles, 13 July), 143-5 (Digby to Calvert, 13 July), 166-7 (Digby 
to Charles, 9 Aug.), 168-70 (Digby to Calvert, 9 Aug.), 182 (Digby to James, 9 Aug.), 199-
203 (Digby to Calvert, 31 Aug.), 204-5 (Digby to Charles, 31 Aug.), 214-18 (Digby to 
James, Charles and Buckingham, 13 and 14 Sept.), 259 (Bristol to Calvert, 21 Oct.), 261 
(Bristol to Charles, 21 Oct. 1622). 
148 

BL, Additional MS 48166, fo. 158r. 
149 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E108 [ON 22] (Buckingham to 
Middlesex, 16 Oct. 1622); [ON 2418] (Buckingham to Cranfield, 12 Feb. 1621/22). 
150 

See Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 128-9; Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 221-2; 
Cogswell, Blessed Revolution, pp. 58-9; Cust, Charles, p. 10. 
151 

BL, Additional MSS 72254, fos. 145r (Beaulieu to Trumbull, 6 Sept. 1622). See also 
ibid., fos . 159-62 (Beaulieu to Trumbull, 4 and 11 Oct. 1622); 72276, fos. 17v-18r (Castle to 
Trumbull, 25 Oct. 1622); 72308, fo. 147r (Andreas Pawel to Trumbull, 24 Oct. 1622). 
152 

BL, Harleian MS 1583, fos. 353-6 (Buckingham to Gondomar, n.d.; holograph draft); 
Gardiner, History of England, IV, pp. 350-7. 
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150 See Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 128-9; Cuddy, 'Revival ofthe Entourage', pp. 221-2; 

Cogswell, Blessed Revolution, pp. 58-9; Cust, Charles, p. 10. 
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Gardiner, History of England, N, pp. 350-7. 
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Calvert. 147 'I cannot tell', Calvert remarked in a letter to Digby on 3 October, 'what 

letters you write at this tyme from [sic] the Prince or my Lord Admirall'. 148 '[T]he 
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Buckingham, to the exclusion of other councillors who followed the court, was 

sensationally revealed in February 1623, when the prince and the favourite set out 

incognito to Spain, attempting to bring the marriage negotiations to an end. 153 As 

Calvert wrote, 'diverse of the Lordes whoe were attending his Majesty [at 

Newmarket]', including himself, were only apprised of this astonishing development 

by the fast-spreading rumours of the prince's departure, and the assembled 

councillors had to beseech the king on their knees 'to vouchsafe us the knowledge of 

what had passed in this businesse, and whether the Reports were true.' 154 

V 

It is important to understand that Buckingham's apparent dominance of James's 

inner counsels was a recent development during 1622, and that it had come about not 

so much by virtue of activity on Buckingham's part- although he was, of course, 

gaining in experience - as because other members of the inn~r circle ceased, for 

various reasons, to be as intimately involved. In 1622 Digby retumed to Madrid, as 

we have seen, and in the critical summer of that year, while Heidelberg was under 
' 

siege, Secretary Calvert was forced to take a period ofleave following his wife's 

unexpected death. Moreover, Arundel, a 'court lord' whose political and religious 

sympathies meant that he could be relied upon in deliberations relating to Spain, 

sustained serious head injuries in a coach accident. 155 Calvert and Arundel had 

recovered by the autumn, but in the meantime Buckingham and Charles occupied 

centre stage. As we saw earlier on, when privy councillors held at Whitehall, tumed 

to George Villiers to process their paperwork with the king, so it may be said that 

Buckingham's rise as a counsellor at this time was somewhat fortuitous. 

153 See Redworth, The Prince and the Infanta, pp. 39-77; B.C. Pursell, 'The End of the 
Spanish Match', Historical Journal, 45 (2002), pp. 699-726, esp. at pp. 702-5 . 
154 BL, Additional MS 72268, fo. 161 (Calvert to Trumbull, 1 [?]March 1622). 
155 BL, Additional MSS 72254, fos. 132v, 138v (Beaulieu to Trumbull, 2 and 16 Aug. 1622; 
72276, fo . 3v (Castle to Trumbull, 9 Aug. 1622); Smuts, 'Howard, Thomas, fourteenth earl 
of Arundel', Oxford DNB. 



It does not, therefore, help to understand that 'rise' in the context of, or as 

evidence for, a neat and simple 'swing' of power and influence from 'the Privy 

Council' to the Bedchamber. Those to whom J ames turned as his counsellors were, 

overwhelmingly, drawn from among his councillors. The Privy Council was a 

flexible institution and James continued to use it as an administrative and advisory 

instrument of government. But he did so on his own terms, consulting the board as a 

whole and smaller groups of its members as and when he saw fit. This was what a 

free monarch was expected to do. It was, however, a practice that would prove 

extremely controversial. Those councillors whose views differed markedly from the 

king's, and who were less often consulted as a result, developed a keen sense of 

grievance at their exclusion and at the assumed nefarious influence of those 

apparently more favoured than them. Outside court circles, those with forward 

Protestant inclinations would be at least dismayed. Catholics, beholding the same 

developments, as the councillors 'hottest against' them were marginalised and those 

seemingly 'better affected to [their] religion' were in the asce!ldant, saw reason to 

rejoice- a fact that could only add to the discomfiture of their opponents. 156 

The perception that 'private whisperers', the favourite and/or a 'Spanish 
' 

faction' wielded the greatest influence over James and the drift of his policies surely 

derived a great deal of its plausibility from the way in which it reflected his reliance 

upon the counsel of a minority within his Privy Council, a small number who were 

more intimately involved than others in key areas of his diplomacy and who operated 

in the relative seclusion of the privy lodgings at James's itinerant court rather than at 

the Council table in London. On 14 January 1620 the ambassador of the United 

Provinces, Sir Noel Caron, related that 'in general all the Privy Council with the 

great men and the nobility of the kingdom' were inclined towards supporting 

Frederick as king ofBohemia, yet there was 'a general discontent and displeasure' 

156 See M.C. Questier, Stuart Dynastic and Religious Politics, 1621-1625 (edition of 
Catholic newsletters from the Archives of the Archdiocese of Westminster, fmthcoming), 
Letter I (William Bishop to John Bennett, 4/14 Dec. 1621). I am grateful to Professor 
Questier for allowing me to read this typescript ahead of its publication. 
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among them, 'for on this business the King communicates neither with his council 

nor with any one else, excepting with two or three whose opinions and affections are 

on the other side.' 157 As the Venetian ambassador remarked in the same year, J ames 

was discouraged from declaring himself for the Elector Palatine by the advice of 'His 

most intimate ministers' and there was little heed given to 'the advice of the old and 

heretofore most highly esteemed ministers ... while the favour and confidence of the 

king are confined to a few partisans ofthe Spaniards.' 158 The 'Council is a mere 

shadow for ordinary affairs', wrote Lando in February 1622, and councillors such as 

Abbot knew 'little or nothing now ofthe king's proceedings' .159 A little later, on his 

return from his posting to England, Lando summarised the situation thus: 'The actual 

government is confined to his Majesty alone and the favourite, the prince ... and four 

or five ofthe cabinet, all well disposed to Spain' .160 As was his habit, the French 

ambassador Tillieres expressed things more colourfully and with far less precision, 

refening in his dispatches to 'le Party d'Espagne', 'la faction d'Espagne' or 'la 

cabale d'Espagne' who were ranged against 'les Puritains', Buck.ingham having 

thrown in his lot with the former. Every day, Tillieres reported, 'hatred and 

contempt' for the prince was growing because of his close association with 
-..._ 

Buckingham and his father's policies. James was 'sans conseil'- without counsel

and his infatuation for Buckingham was all that he cared for. This was a distorted 

picture, no doubt partly fuelled by the Frenchman's jealousy at the perceived extent 

of Spanish influence, but it was not pure fantasy: it seemed to accord with the actual 

closeness and the apparent prevailing tendency of lames's counsels, which, 

157 Gardiner, ed., Letters and Other Documents, 11, p. 142 (Caron to the States General, 
14/24 Jan. 1619/20). 
158 CSPVen, 1619-1621, pp. 248,371 (Lando to the Doge and Senate, 28 Apr./ 8 May, 10/20 
Aug. 1620). 
159 CSPVen, 1621-1623, p. 229. 
16° CSPVen, 1621-1623, p. 441 (relation ofEngland, 21 Sept. 1622). 
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alongside the prince of Wales, the councillor whom the king loved most had 

gradually, and latterly, come to dominate. 161 

161 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/54, unfoliated (Tillieres to Puysieux, 3/13 Dec. 1620); PRO 
31/3/55, unfoliated (19/29 May 1621), fo. 232r (18/28 Dec. 1621); PRO 31/3/56, fos. 13, 16, 
19 (1111 Feb., 12/22 Feb., 20 Feb./2 March 1622); Willson, Privy Councillors, p. 19. 
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Chapter Four 

'To Place and Displace Officers': Access, Faction, Patronage and Buckingham's 

Influence 

To say that Buckingham 'controlled the personnel of the English central govemment 

from 1616 until his death in 1628' is an overstatement. 1 Roger Lockyer has described 

Buckingham as 'the major distributor of royal patronage in Jacobean England' . The 

favourite sought and often secured promotion to office for his kin and clients, and 

'When the king, as was usually the case, had no strong opinions on an appointment, 

Buckingham's choice was likely to prevail.' This, Lockyer is careful to state, did not 

constitute a 'monopoly - except in the negative sense that he could usually block the 

promotion of those of whom he disapproved. ' 2 Beyond this, however, Buckingham's 

influence has also been detected in the removal of office-holders who did not depend 

upon him or who crossed his purposes in some way. In this view, Buckingham was 

at the centre of a 'swirl offaction', ministers falling from offic.e as a result oftheir 

efforts 'to unseat' him.3 Buckingham's access and his dominance over the king's 

affections protected him and thwarted his enemies. 
'-

Sir Henry Y elverton, the former Attomey General, appears to have 

considered himself just such a victim of Buckingham's 'read[iness] at the Kinges 

handes uppon any displeasure to hewe him downe', declaring to the House of Lords 

in April 1621 that he thought it 'a greate parte ofRegall power assumed [by the 

favourite] to place and displace officers. ' 4 As was recognised by many of those 

1 J.H. Barcroft, 'Buckingham and the Central Administration, 1616-1628' (PhD thesis, 
University of Minnesota, 1963), p. iii. 
2 R. Lockyer, 'Villiers, George, First Duke of Buckingham (1592-1628)', Oxford DNB 
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/28293, accessed 21 Dec. 2004]; R. Lockyer, 
Buckingham: The Life and Political Career of George Villiers, First Duke of Buckingham, 
1592-1628 (Harlow, 1981), pp. 67-70. 
3 N. Cuddy, 'The Revival of the Entourage: The Bedchamber of James I, 1603-1625', in 
D.R. Starkey, ed., The English Court: From the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War (Harlow, 
1987),pp. 173-225,atp.217. 
4 S.R. Gardiner, ed., Notes of the Debates in the House of Lords, Officially Taken by Hemy 
Elsing, Clerk of the Parliaments, AD 1621 (Camden Society, London, 1870), pp . 47-8. 
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listening, such allegations 'touch[ ed] the Kinges honour' and '[could not] but reflecte 

uppon the Kinge'. For to compare Buckingham's power to that ofHugh le Despencer 

under Edward II was not just implicitly to establish a parallel between J ames and a 

sodomitical medieval king (indeed, that was almost certainly not what Y elverton 

intended by his remarks): it was rather to indicate that Buckingham had engrossed 

the king and his powers, and could turn him whichever way he pleased, contrary to 

justice. This was 'to call the King a weake King ... by cunning words', as Prince 

Charles stressed. 5 

In this chapter, I shall examine particular episodes that have served to 

demonstrate Buckingham's ascendancy in court politics. My case studies will be the 

appointment and disgrace of Sir Henry Yelverton and, secondly, the fall of the 

Howards and Sir Thomas Lake. I shall then explore in some detail the much less 

familiar, though far more richly documented, story of Sir Dudley Carleton's 

frustrated efforts to attain a place as Secretary of State. It will no doubt seem 

somewhat old-fashioned to revisit the high politics of patronage and faction. I am 

not, in any case, suggesting that court politics should be reduced once more simply to 

squabbles over patronage, the backstairs intrigue behind hiring and firing. 6 The 

studies by Roger Lockyer and Linda Levy Peck have opened the way, but there is 

still more to be said on the subject. 7 Ifwe are to understand Buckingham's position, 

the extent and limits ofhis influence, and what influenced James, and how, then a 

close re-reading of the sources is necessary. Kevin Sharpe has written that 'the 

monarch was the determinant, [and also] the weathercock of faction', asserting 

5 Gardiner, Debates in the Lords 1621, pp. 47-8, 52, 80, 82. 
6 See J.E. Neale, 'The Elizabethan Political Scene', repr. in I.E. Neale, Essays in Elizabethan 
History (London, 1958), pp. 59-84; E.W. Ives, 'Faction in Tudor England', Appreciations in 
History, 6 (The Historical Association, London, 1979); K. Sharpe, 'Faction at the Early 
Stuart Court', History Today, 33 (Oct. 1983), pp. 39-46. Simon Adams has denied that 
Elizabethan court politics was factional and that factions were primarily clientages, but 
asserts that the Stuart courts were factional: S.L. Adams, 'Faction, Clientage and Party: 
English Politics, 1550-1603 ', repr. in S.L. Adams, ed., Leicester and the Court: Essays on 
Elizabethan Politics (Manchester, 2002), pp. 13-23 at pp. 13-14, 22-3; idem, 'Favourites and 
Factions at the Elizabethan Court', in ibid., pp. 46-67. 
7 L.L. Peck, Court Patronage and Corruption in Early Stuart England (paperback edn, 
London, 1993), chs. 2-3 . 



furthermore that 'in a personal monarchy, the responsiveness of the monarch to 

influence detetmined the course of politics.' 8 In the historiography of late Jacobean 

court politics, James VI & I appears more 'weathercock' than willing determinant. 

As Yelverton's words and the reaction to them in 1621 illustrate, cases of placing 

and displacing officers reflected upon the exercise of kingship as manifestations of 

the power (perceived or actual) of the favourite; they also surface repeatedly in the 

staple sources for the study of court politics, diplomatic dispatches, other 

ambassadorial correspondence and newsletters, collections of state papers, and 

contemporary or near-contemporary narratives. For these reasons they are integral to 

the political history of the period. 

I. The Rise and Fall of Attorney General Yelverton 

Since S.R. Gardiner's History of England, Buckingham's dominance of court 

patronage has often been illustrated by reference to the case of. Sir Henry Yelverton's 

promotion as Attorney General. When the ailing Lord Chancellor Ellesmere finally 

resigned the Great Seal in early 1617, Sir Francis Bacon, then Attorney General, was 
....... 

chosen as his successor. This left the Attorney's position vacant and, eventually, 

Solicitor General Yelverton was promoted into it. On 5 April1617, shortly after his 

appointment, Sir James Whitelocke visited him and it is to his account of their 

conversation that we owe our knowledge of 'the manner of [Yelverton's] cumming 

to the place'. The king had, apparently, declared 'openly, before the lords' of the 

Privy Council that, having promoted Bacon as Lord Keeper, 'he had no cawse to 

think farther upon the rest of his business, for they knew he was resolved his 

sollicitor shold be his attorney'. J ames, Y elverton told Whitelock, had added that 'if 

any man wold move him to the contrarye, he wold think him half a traytor.' Upon 

this, Yelverton was congratulated by the privy councillors and was 'directed to make 

8 K. Sharpe, 'Crown, Parliament and Locality: Government and Communication in Early 
Stuart England', English Historical Review, 101 (1986), pp. 321-50, at p. 326. 



his warrant for the place that the king might signe it.' 9 As Gardiner puts it, 'The 

warrant was drawn up, but for many days it remained unsigned.' Buckingham 

emerged as Yelverton's 'enemy' and 'leading members of the Council were 

indignant at this barefaced attempt to set aside the professed intentions of the 

King.' 10 Buckingham's own candidate for the office of Attorney General had been 

Sir J ames Ley, but since the king had already made known his wish that Y elverton 

should be promoted, 'all Buckingham could do was to delay the final outcome.' 11 

Eventually Y elverton, finding that he 'needed to voice complete dependence on 

Buckingham', acquiesced and agreed to give his warrant to the favourite for the king 
. 12 to s1gn. 

Perhaps what is most surprising about this incident, as it is reported by 

Whitelocke, is not how shocking Buckingham's behaviour seems but how naive 

Y elverton comes across, especially given that, at this stage, Whitelocke' s Liber 

Famelicus is a hostile source, deeply critical of what its author saw as Buckingham's 

inappropriate meddling in legal and judicial appointments. 13 It appears from 

Whitelocke's report ofhis conversation with Yelverton that the Attorney General 

'elect' had drawn up his own warrant and then heard from 'sum of the lords' that 

Buckingham was 'agent for an other, and did crosse him'. Though advised by 

Lennox, Archbishop Abbot and others to 'make away the falte' with Buckingham 

personally, Yelverton 'absolutely resolved and vowed he wold not deal withe him 

about it, nor speake to him'. When Secretary Winwood then offered to go with 

Yelverton 'to the king to exhibit his warrant to be signed', Yelverton refused and 

'protested he wold leave it to the king, who he knew had judgement enoughe to 

chuse his own servants.' If the warrant remained unsigned, therefore, it remained 

unsigned in Yelverton's own hands because, even when offered the chance to get it 

9 J. Bruce, ed., Liber Famelicus of Sir James Whitelocke (London, Camden Society, 1858), 
p. 55. 
10 Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 79. 
11 Lockyer, Buckingham, p. 41. 
12 Peck, Court Patronage and Corruption, p. 52. See also D.H. Willson, King James VI & I 
(London, 1956),p. 386. 
13 Bruce, ed., Liber Famelicus, pp. 53-5, 59; Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 40-1. 
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signed, he was not prepared to do anything about it. 14 It is difficult to see what means 

Buckingham could have employed to 'block' or 'delay' the signing ofYelverton's 

warrant, when it was not physically in his hands, when the king had already signified 

his pleasure that the office should go to Y elverton, when the comi at this time was no 

further away from London than Theobalds, and when Y elverton had been offered 

perfectly valid means, through Secretary Winwood, to get the wmnnt signed.15 

Furthermore, it would seem that the delay between Bacon's receipt of the 

Great Seal and Yelverton's own appointment lasted no longer than a week: we 

should not be misled by Whitelocke and Yelverton's melodramatic spinning out of 

the tale. (Can one detect a hint of irony in John Chamberlain's comment of 15 March 

1617, that Y elverton 'is at last made atturny generall '?) 16 Whitelocke wrote that this 

situation 'continu[ ed] still in this sort, the whole court being as possessed of a stay of 

the proceeding'. Buckingham then sent his servant Robert Pye to Yelvetion early one 

morning, 'desir[ing] him to cum to him, and to bring his warrant that sholde be 

signed.' Y elverton agreed and at their meeting Buckingham 'exp?stulated withe him, 

in that he had not used his help in cumming to the place of attorney', adding that 'his 

favour withe the king was, in the opinion of the world ecklipsed by this neglect of 

him' .17 It would seem that the rumours given vent by Yelverton's intransigeance had 

forced the favourite to act: even the short delay in the signing of Y el verton' s warrant 

had led to the widespread belief not only that Buckingham was blocking Y elvetion' s 

appointment but that he was unable to secure the position for any other candidate of 

his own. 

14 Bruce, ed., Liber Famelicus, pp. 55-6. Cf. M. Duchein, Le due de Buckingham (Paris, 
2001), p. 50: '[Buckingham] avait conserve par-devers lui le warrant non signe et etait 
decide a ne le remettre au roi qu'apres soumission du candidat attorney general.' 
15 LJC, II, p. 59; APC, 1616-1617, p. 193. 
16 LJC, II, pp. 59, 62 (my emphasis); APC, 1616-1617, pp. 176, 190-1; CSPD, 1611-1618, p. 
440; Bruce, ed., Liber Famelicus, p. 55: James visited the Lord Chancellor on Wednesday 5 
March, and sent for the Great Seal on Thursday 6 March; Bacon received the Great Seal and 
swore the oath as Lord Keeper on Friday 7 March, at which point, James's declaration 
regarding Yelverton's promotion was made; the Privy Council addressed letters to Yelverton 
as Attorney General on 14 March. The docquet ofYelverton's warrant granting him the 
office of Attorney General is dated 7 March. Cf. Gardiner, History of England, Ill, pp. 77-9. 
17 Bruce, ed., Liber Famelicus, p. 56. 



Eventually, Buckingham 'toke of him his warrant, got the king's hand to it, 

and brought [it] againe unto him presently. ,IS This too is curious. Buckingham 

simply took the warrant to the king, who was in an adjoining room, and returned 

promptly with it signed. After all the delays, this was all, apparently, that was 

required: what better demonstration that the favourite's hold over king and court was 

not 'ecklipsed'? We might compare this with George Carleton's preferment to the 

bishopric of Chichester in 1619 (on which, more later). The bishop wrote to his 

cousin Sir Dudley Carleton that 'presently he [Buckingham] went into the king and 

after a small while comming foorthe again, he said, it is don.' Kenneth Fincham 

describes this as 'play-acting' and the bishop's account of it 'did not satisfy his 

cousin, more versed in the ways of court life, who pointed out that preferment had 

come as a result ofhis service to the Crown at the Synod ofDort'- an explanation 

that George Carleton subsequently accepted. As Fincham argues, this was a case of 

James choosing the candidate and letting the favourite, 'whose reputation at comi 

would thereby be enhanced', take the credit. 19 The similarity bet~een this and the 

signing ofYelverton's warrant perhaps suggests James's connivance with 

Buckingham. 

Moreover, it is not completely beyond the bounds of possibility (although it 

cannot be proven) that Lennox and Abbot, who told Y elverton that Buckingham was 

delaying his appointment and that he should 'make away the fault' of his neglect of 

the favourite, were willing collaborators in this effort to persuade Y elverton to 

submit to Buckingham. They may have wanted to ensure that Y elvetion, who, while 

Solicitor General, had been associated with James's disgraced favourite, the earl of 

Somerset, would now be compliant to Somerset's successor. Although their relations 

would later cool, Abbot had helped to promote George Villiers at court in 1614-15. 

'[O]ut of [his] kinde affection' to Abbot, Villiers began to call him 'father' at the end 

of 1615. The archbishop was pleased to reciprocate: 'I will ... esteeme you for my 

18 Bruce, ed., Liber Famelicus, p. 57. 
19 TNA: PRO, SP 14/109/60, fo. 117r; K.C. Fincham, Prelate as Pastor: The Episcopate of 
lames I (Oxford, 1990), p. 32. 
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sonne'. Lennox similarly styled himself Buckingham's 'loving father' and addressed 

the favourite as his 'best childe' in their conespondence?0 Lennox apparently 

claimed to Y elverton that he had had a heated exchange with Buckingham on the 

matter of his promotion, but we only have Yelverton's word for it, mediated through 

Whitelocke's account. 21 Probably this idea about the nature ofLennox and Abbot's 

involvement takes revision of this episode a step too far, yet it does serve to illustrate 

how intractable such material can be. 

An Attorney General's opinions on the legality of grants that were potentially 

lucrative for their recipients and patrons were significant in the process of procuring 

patronage from the king, and, as noted above, this Attorney General had previously 

been linked with Somerset. As Buckingham reportedly put it to Y elverton at their 

meeting over his unsigned wanant, Y elverton 'could not mislike that [Buckingham] 

shold be carefull for sutche a on[ e] to cum into the place of attorney that shold be his 

frend', since 'the greatest men in the realme mighte have hurt or good by [the 

occupant of that office]'. 22 Roger Lockyer has commented that 'T~e whole incident 

is very revealing, for it shows Buckingham's concern that men in key posts should 

be well disposed towards him, if not actually his dependants.' However, it does not 

prove that Buckingham 'exert[ ed] a negative influence' over the king's choices or 

'block[ ed] the promotion' of one of whom he disapproved. 23 Rather than the 

favourite's 'barefaced attempt to set aside the expressed intentions of the king', king 

and favourite- and possibly others- may well have worked in tandem.24 

20 Bodl. Lib., MS Tanner 74, fo. 59; BL, Harleian MS 1581, fos. 56-62. Cf. 'Archbishop 
Abbot his Narrative', in J. Rushworth, ed., Historical Collections of Private Passages of 
State (8 vols, London, 1721-2), I, p. 457. Abbot's cooling towards Buckingham was evident 

by the summer of 1618: BL, Additional MS 72242, fo. 69r (Abbot to Trumbull, 9 Sept. 
1618); HMC Downshire, VI, p. 499. 
21 Cf. LJC, II, p. 324: Lennox spoke in Yelverton's favour at the latter's Star Chamber trial 
in October 1620. 
22 See above, pp. 62, 72-7; S.R. Gardiner, 'Yelverton, Sir Henry (1566-1630)', revised L. A. 
Knafla, Oxford DNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/30214, accessed 2 May 2006]; 
Bruce, ed., Liber Famelicus, p. 57. 
23 Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 41, 70; Lockyer, 'Villiers, George', Oxford DNB. 
24 Gat·diner, History ofEngland, Ill, pp. 79-80. 
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Sir Hemy Y elverton's removal from office and imprisonment in the Tower in 

1620 may afford clearer evidence ofbehind-the-scenes influence by Buckingham or 

others. Y elverton was dismissed as Attorney General for introducing clauses into a 

new charter for the City of London which went beyond the terms ofhis warrant. 

Investigation into the matter began in the spring of 1620 and Y elverton was tried in 

Star Chamber in late October and early November of the same year. He was not 

found guilty of corruption in drawing up new liberties favourable to the City, but he 

was declared 'unfit' for his place, having exceeded the authority granted him. At the 

first hearing, Y elverton confessed his error and humbly submitted. 25 When Y elverton 

first came into question for this matter, John Chamberlain reported that 'His frends 

geve out that his greatest fault is that he is not, nor seeks to be in favor with the 

favorite. ' 26 As we have already seen, Y elverton believed that Buckingham and his 

associates were the real cause ofhis troubles: Buckingham 'stood still att the Kinges 

elbowe ready to hew me downe'. Several historians have followed this analysis, 

distinguishing between the efficient and supposedly actual cau~es ofYelvetion's 

downfall. Thus the business about the City's charter provided Buckingham with an 

'opportunity', 'a suitable pretext' for Yelverton's dismissal. In line with Yelverton's 
" 

own claims before the Lords in April 1621, it is held that the Attorney General had 

provoked Buckingham's enmity because he had been overscrupulous about 

enforcing the gold and silver thread patent, from which Sir Edward Villiers 

benefited, and Sir Giles Mompesson's notorious patent for the licensing of inns in 

1619.27 It is quite possible that this was the case, but it is not demonstrable. When the 

investigation into his conduct in the drawing up of the new charter was begun in 

25 Gardiner, 'Y elverton, Sir Henry', rev. Knafla, Oxford DNB; L. Jm·dine and A Stew art, 
Hostage to Fortune: The Troubled Life of Francis Bacon, 1561-1626 (London, 1998), pp. 
439-41. 
26 LJC, II, p. 302. 
27 Gardiner, 'Yelverton, Sir Henry', rev. Knafla, Oxford DNB; R. Zaller, The Parliament of 
1621: A Study in Constitutional Conflict (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1971), pp. 116-1 7; N. 
Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers: The Bedchamber of James I in Administration and Politics, 
1603-1625' (DPhil thesis, University of Oxford, 1987), p. 183 and n. 74; Gardiner, History 
of England, IV, pp. 16-18. 



Aptil1620, Yelvetion was already complaining in his letters to John Murray, Keeper 
of the Privy Purse, ofhis 'enemies', and especially 'the great marques'- that is, 
Buckingham- who had, so Y elverton had apparently ascertained from a friend, 
'saied, he would make me the poorest Atturney that ever was' .28 It is surely worth 
pointing out, however, that we only have Yelverton's word for this, and, like many 
before and since who have felt hard done by, his judgement in his own cause was 
probably not the soundest.29 

At almost every opportunity, Y elverton lived up to J ames' s characterisation 
of him to the Lords on 1 March 1621: 'He was [a] rashe Attorney. I was forced to put 
him owt of my service.' 30 Yelverton's scribblings to John MmTay about his 
'enemies', when the storm broke about the City ofLondon charter, were hardly wise 
and level-headed. What, after all, was Murray meant to do with this information? He 
could hardly have informed James ofYelverton's fears that 'the Importunity of the 
great man hath gained so much on his Majesties affection, as to let so severe Justice 
Flie upon so well an affected and true harted servant', nor could. he have mentioned 
Yelverton's 'trouble' at '[seeing] the snare layed forme out ofsplene, and much 
more to see my master thus destitute me and giving power to them to loade me with -...._ 

what disgraces they can Invent'. This was to cast aspersions on the king's 
discernment and independence, much as Y elverton would do before the Lords in the 
following year. 31 Y elverton professed that his conscience was clear, yet he did admit 
that he had committed some fault, although it was, he claimed, 'at the most. .. but a 
fault oflgnorance'. His defence in April 1620 appears to have been that, even if his 
official written warrant (which he had presumably drawn up himself) may not have 
extended to what he had in the event done in the drawing up of the new charter, that 
did not matter because the king had 'by word of mouth' allowed him to use his 

28 NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.7, (Denmilne State Papers) vol. 22, nos. 42 (Yelverton to 
Murray, 25 Apr. 1620), 46 (Yelverton to Murray, 24 Apr. 1620). 29 See Gardiner, History of England, IV, pp. 17-18, 22. 
3° F.H. Relf, ed., Notes of the Debates in the House of Lords Officially Taken by Robert 
Bowyer and Henry Elsing, Clerks of the Parliaments, A.D. 1621, 1625, 1628 (Camden 
Society, London, 1929), p. 15. 
31 NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.7, vol. 22, nos. 42, 46. 
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'discretion' anyway. Yelverton's case needed no help from Buckingham or anyone 

else to make it look hopeless .32 

It is understandable that, under pressure, the disgraced Attorney felt that he 

was 'inclosed emong such a Company, as have waited long my overthrowe', but 

these views savour of paranoia. It simply could not be maintained- as Y elverton did 

-that, of the commissioners appointed to investigate his conduct, 'there is none ... 

that understand lawe but Sir Edward Cooke': besides Coke, the six commissioners 

included two other eminent lawyers, Bacon, the Lord Chancellor, and Caesar, the 

former Master of the Rolls, as well as Arundel and the two Secretaries, Naunton and 

Calvert. 33 Within weeks the muttering of Y elverton and his friends about the 

partiality of the commissioners landed him in further trouble. It was 'falsely bruited 

and divulged' that the earl of Arundel had plotted to ' intrapp' Yelverton, persuading 

the latter 'under colour offreindshipp' to part with the relevant warrants and then 

refusing to return them. Yelverton was called upon to acknowledge that these 

insinuations were untrue, that Arundel had received the papers, in the presence of 

witnesses, and that they had been demanded from Y elverton by royal commandment. 

If he did not 'make a submission ... accordinge to the trueth', the Privy Council 

would 'take further order with him.' 34 A 'rashe Attorney' indeed. 35 

None of this inspires confidence in Yelverton's sensational accusations 

levelled against Buckingham during the first session of the 1621 parliament. At the 

time of his hearing before the Lords, it was noted by the Venetian ambassador that 

although Y elve1ion had attacked Buckingham 'bitterly' and created 'much 

disturbance', he had not been able to prove many of the things that he said. 36 When 

John Chamberlain wrote to Sir Dudley Carleton ofYelverton's words about 

32 NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.7, vol. 22, no. 46. 
33 NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.7, vol. 22, nos. 42, 46; Spedding, Letters and Life, VII, pp. 98-9 
(Yelverton commissioners to James, 16 June 1620). 
34 APC, 1619-1621, pp. 201-2. 
35 See LPL, MS 667, fos. 190v-191r (endorsed 'Proceedings in the parliament reassembled. 
17° April1621 ')and Relf, ed., Notes of Debates in the Lords, pp. 14-15, for James's further 
statements about Yelverton's untrustworthiness and unsuitability for his office. 
36 CSPVen, 1621-1623, pp. 47-8 . 



'Buckingam and his regall authoritie' and the comparison of 'these times in some 

sort to those ofEdward the second', he was nonplussed as to the former Attorney's 

motives: 'what will further befall him God knowes, for the King was much incensed 

against him before ... Now yf Principis ira be mars what a mad man is he to run his 

head thus against the wall. ' 37 On 10 March J ames had indeed made plain his 

disapproval of lawyers who, in their citing of precedents, implicitly compared his 

reign with those of 'weake' kings of medieval England, when 'the Crowne [was] 

tossed upp and downe like a tennis ball', and he urged the Lords to punish any who 

made such comparisons before them. For reasons known only to him, Y elverton 

chose to run head-first into trouble with his comments about Hugh le Despencer, and 

James, in line with his earlier warning, demanded that the Lords censure him. 'If 

[Buckingham is] Spencer,' James reportedly remarked on 6 May, 'I [am] Edward 

2 ... and to reckon me with such a Prince is to esteeme me a weeke man and I had 

rather be noe kinge then such a one as King Edward the 2nd. ' 38 Unsurprisingly 

Archbishop Abbot felt able to declare on 12 May that his fellow.Lords could 'all 

agree ... that Sir H. Y elverton spake indiscreetly, impertinently, and with much 

tartenes. ' 39 Yelverton's wife was not alone in thinking that he had made an appalling 
....... 

spectacle of himself and did not know what was good for him.40 When he was called 

before the House again in mid May, Y elverton appeared to have learned his lesson. 

He back-pedalled unconvincingly, saying on 14 May that he had never 'ment to 

compare my Lord of Buckingham with Spencer, or the King James with Edward 2; 

but only to ... put my Lord of Buckingham in mynde that he was in many oftheis 

courses abused by Mompesson, and in greater danger then he was aware of'. He now 

acknowledged that his tongue had moved faster than his brain- 'I fynd by 

experience ... that there is noe daunger in sylence, much in speeche'- and, having 

presented no evidence to support his previous allegations, he admitted that he could 

37 LJC, Il, p. 369. 
38 E. de Villiers, ed., 'The Hastings Journal of the Parliament of 1621 ',in Camden 
Miscellany, 20 (1953), pp. 27, 33. 
39 Gardiner, ed., Debates in the Lords 1621, p. 78. 
40 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/55, unfoliated (Tillieres to Puysieux, 19/29 May 1621). 
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not 'touch my L[ ord Buckingham] for any particuler' .41 After Yelvetion's first 

denunciations in the Lords, James apparently declared to them that 'he had never 

heard that a libel should be pronounced against a Kinge before the Lordes of his 

parliament'. The above does tend to suggest that the king was right to desire that the 

Lords 'doe him Justice against such a Libeller' as Attorney General Yelverton.42 On 

the subject of Buckingham's nefarious influence over the king, historians can rely on 

his testimony no more than the Jacobean House of Lords thought that they could in 

1621. 

Setting aside Yelverton's more lurid remarks, however, it is possible to draw 

more positive conclusions about Buckingham's influence and ascendancy from the 

Attorney General's sorry tale. Rumour and reputation played a key role in 

undermining Yelverton. Just as the 'opinion of the world' about Yelverton's 

'neglect' of the favourite and the latter's declining power with the king had mattered 

at the time of the Attorney's appointment in March 161 7, so during his last months in 

office the rumour of Buckingham's enmity was 'penall' for Yelvetion. As Henry 

Elsing, the Clerk of the Parliaments, recorded his words at the bar before the Lords 

on 30 April1621, 'yt was fatall to many clyents that came unto him, by reason of 

ceedars above him and the shrubbs under he made no proffitt of his place.' Y elverton 

assumed that the decline in the amount ofbusiness coming to him as Attorney 

General- matters such as certificates of his legal opinion on petitions and the 

drawing up of patents, for which he gained fees and no doubt gifts - came about as a 

direct result of Buckingham's alleged declaration that Yelverton 'should not holde 

[his] place a moneth yf [he] dyd not better conforme [him] selfe' in the enforcement 

ofMompesson's inns patent. Yelverton was told of the favourite's words by Sir 

Giles Mompesson and, when the profits of his place began to decline 'in fewe 

moneths after', he thought it reasonable to link the two: for 'his opposicion to his 

41 Gardiner, ed., Debates in the Lords 1621, pp. 84, 88 . The one exception concerned a 
disagreement between the two men over whether Sir Robert Naunton could legally 'depute 
his place in the Courte ofWardes', for which Yelverton claimed he had a witness in Lady 
Elizabeth Hatton, Sir Edward Coke's wife. 
42 LPL, MS 667, fo. 190v. 



Lordship [Buckingham] in this patent oflnns', Elsing noted, 'he suffers in his 

estate'. 43 When Y elverton reappeared before the Lords in mid May 1621, although 

he admitted that he could not prove that Buckingham was responsible for 

Mompesson's threats to him, he was still adamant that he was justified in his claim 

that the profits of his place had been 'diverted from him' to his junior colleague (the 

'shrubb' referred to earlier), Solicitor General Coventry. Yelverton gave a brieflist 

of patents that had gone to the Solicitor General for consideration when they 

properly 'belonged unto him'. Two of the prince's servants preferred to deal with 

'Mr Sollicitor' in their suit for a privilege 'touchinge the garblinge ofTobaccho', 

while Sir Lionel Cranfield, so Y elverton claimed, had told him 'that he woulde never 

direct any to him.' At this point, the marquess of Hamilton chipped in, saying that 

when he was to be created earl of Cambridge early in the summer of 1619, 'hearinge 

that Y elverton dyd not use Buckingham well', he decided to go to the Solicitor 

General to get his patent drawn up instead. Coventry directed the marquess to the 

Attorney General, but Hamilton preferred not to follow this adv~ce.44 Highly 

significantly, this revelation- and, presumably, the dawning realisation that he had 

been naively over-literal in his understanding of Buckingham's responsibility for his 

plight - threw Y elverton. 

Buckingham's power did not consist simplistically in his influence over the 

king. His intimacy with James, and consequently his high social and political 

standing within the court, gave him influence certainly; yet we should not think of 

the favourite's influence, as Yelverton seems to have done, as predominantly a 

43 Gardiner, ed., Debates in the Lords 1621, pp. 46-8. Cf. NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.7, vol. 
22, no. 46: 'I shall desire to redeeme my quiet with the losse and leaving of my place; for I 
can live contentedly with a sallet where sowre herbes are not, rather then to beare the shewe 
of a place when others doe so much shadowe it.' 
44 Gardiner, ed., Debates in the Lords 1621, pp. 88-9; LPL, MS 667, fo. 190v. The prince's 
two servants may have been Sir James Fullerton and Sir Edmund Vemey - Elsing noted one 
'Vemon', but this may have been an error- who were both members of Charles's household 
and who presented a similar suit to Buckingham in 1622-23: C.R. Kyle, 'Prince Charles in 
the Parliaments of 1621 and 1624', Historical Journal, 41 (1998), pp. 603-24, at p. 624; 
CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E108. Hamilton was created earl of 
Cambridge on 16 June 1619: http://www.history.ac.uk/office/peerage.htrnl. 



'closet' or 'cabinet' influence. Maintaining a wider reputation, beyond the inner 

household, for favour and 'power with the king' was extremely important, as 

Buckingham realised. After all, his own appointment to the Bedchamber in April 

1615, contrary to the wishes ofthe earl of Somerset, had severely damaged the 

latter's credit as favourite in the eyes of the world.45 Important too was the 

maintenance of a reputation for being in favour with the favourite, as Y elverton 

found out to his cost (and, given the loss of his earnings to other legal officers, he 

might literally have counted it). Perhaps Buckingham did wield this weapon of his 

influence against Y elverton, encouraging people to think that he esteemed Y elverton 

an implacable enemy. It is impossible to prove definitely that this was the case, but it 

fits the available evidence and does not seem to me less likely than arguments drawn 

from sunnised 'pretexts' and 'suitable oppmiunities' for revenge, wrought 

conspiratorially by a word in the king's ear and the alleged fixing of official 

investigations. 

11. The Fall of the Howards 

The second of my case studies, the fall of the Howards, is cited with some justice as 

an example of 'the swirl of faction' around the Bedchamber favourite. Buckingham's 

ascendancy threatened the Howards who were, according to Roger Lockyer, 'not 

interested in co-existence' .46 When J ames returned from his Scottish journey in 1617 

'open war was declared between Buckingham and the Howards'.47 During the 

following winter, the countess of Suffolk selected William Monson as an alternative 

attractive young man for the king, and, it was said, 'tooke great paines in tricking and 

prancking him up, besides washing his face every day with posset-curd' to improve 

45 A. Bellany, The Politics of Court Scandal in Early Modern England: News Culture and 
the Overbury Affair, 1603-1660 (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 65-71. See also BL, Harleian MS 
7002, fo . 194r (Pembroke to Adam Newton, n.d. [1612?]). 
46 Lockyer, Buckingham, p. 36. 
47 Gardiner, History of England, III, p. 185. 



his complexion.48 This attempt to supplant Buckingham in the king's affections 

succeeded only in 'kindl[ing] Buckingham's fierce anger and he determined to 

destroy the Howards completely.' J ames was made aware, 'by Buckingham and his 

friends', of allegations of bribery and peculation against Lord Treasurer Suffolk and 

his wife. These charges of con-uption were valid, yet 'moral indignation was in this 

case ... the language of political conspiracy.' In July 1618 the king dismissed Suffolk 

from office and Sir Thomas Lake, usually described as a Howard dependent, kept 

only a precarious hold on his secretaryship until he too was finally dismissed in early 

1619.49 

I am not about to deny that there was a factional struggle at this time between 

Buckingham and the Howards. However, it is disturbingly difficult to make sense of 

James's motives from all this. Is it not problematic to maintain that James was never 

a 'cipher' during this period, while presenting accounts of politics at his court, and 

the disgrace of leading courtiers and office-holders there, revolving primarily around 

the conspiracies of the favourite and farcical efforts to gain or con~rol physical access 

to the king? We need not adopt the approach of those Henrician historians whom 

Steven Gunn has termed 'the king's men', for whom 'the rhythms of politics and 
'"-.. 

government' were largely dictated by the king and his 'informed choice of ministers 

and policies'. 50 We do, however, need to strike a more convincing balance between 

the politics of faction and access on the one hand and, on the other, the king and his 

reasons to act. Otherwise there seems, in this case, little reason not to adopt the older 

and much more negative view of James as fickle and buffeted by faction, a king 

'ruled' by those around him and under whom 'ministerial and policy changes 

depended upon [his] emotional involvements'. 51 

48 LJC, II, p. 144. 
49 P. Croft, King James (Basingstoke, 2003), pp. 98-9; Gardiner, History of England, Ill, pp. 
188-9; Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 36-7. 
50 S. Gunn, 'The Structures of Politics in Early Tudor England', Transactions of the Royal 
Historical Society, sixth series, 5 (1995), pp. 59-90, at p. 59. 
51 M. Prestwich, 'English Politics and Administration, 1603-1625', in A.G.R. Smith, ed., The 
Reign of James VI & I (London, 1973), pp. 140-59, at pp. 151, 159. 
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In spite of Lord Treasurer Suffolk and the Privy Council's best eff01is to 

manage the king's debts in 1617 - by raising new loans to pay off others against the 

security of royal timber sales- James returned from Scotland in September with the 

debt increased. The Council principally blamed James's extraordinary expenditure 

during the Scottish progress. 52 John Cramsie has argued that 'the breakdown of fiscal 

policy' in 1617 'created financial imperatives which forced James to embrace 

reform'. Responsibility for a programme of retrenchment was placed in the hands of 

commissions led by Cranfield and Francis Bacon, and encouraged by Buckingham. 

This was, in Cramsie's words, 'a concerted effort to wrest authority decisively away 

from Suffolk by encouraging and then satisfying James's demands for 

retrenchment. ' 53 Access was important in this 'concerted effort'. While the court was 

at Royston and Hinchingbrooke in October 1617, James 'spent some time with Sir 

Lionell Cranfield' discussing Cranfield and Lord Keeper Bacon's proposal that 

retrenchment be undertaken by 'subcommittees' separate from the Privy Council. 

Buckingham facilitated Cranfield's access to the king and reported James's 

acceptance of the pair's 'zeale and care of his service' to Bacon in London. 54 Bacon 

and Cranfield, with Buckingham's privity and assistance, offered James an 
'-

alternative to the proposals being formulated, with great difficulty, by the Privy 

Council and the officers of the Household at Whitehall. 55 While the comi was at 

Newmarket through November and December, and when it returned there in January 

1618 following the Christmas celebrations at Whitehall, Bacon and Cranfield's 

proposals were communicated to the king by correspondence with Buckingham or by 

52 M. Prestwich, Cranjield: Politics and Profits under the Early Stuarts (Oxford, 1966), pp. 
200-3 . 
53 J. Cramsie, Kingship and Crown Finance under James VI and I (Woodbridge, 2002), pp. 
151, 159 
54 BL, Harleian MS 7006, fos. 31-2 (Buckingham to Bacon, 26 Oct. 1617, copy). 
55 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 109, no. 156, fo . 322 (Lake to Buckingham, 14 Nov. 1617); MS 
Add. D. 110, no. 157, fo. 9 (Lake to Buckingham, 21 Nov. 1617); S.R. Gardiner, ed., The 
Fortescue Papers (Camden Society, London, 1871), pp. 30-1, 33. 
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Cranfield in person. 56 When Cranfield was in attendance as a Master of Requests in 

March 1618, it was reported that he 'hath not given dispatch to one peticion this 

moneth'. This did not, however, mean that he was unable to make good his access to 

the king: 'Sir Lionell comes everie daie to Courte to shewe his wrought velvett 

gowne, & to shewe his greater wisdome in his imployment for reformacion of the 

howsehold expences', Sir Sidney Montagu was informed. Godfrey Goodman later 

wrote that Cranfield used his audiences with James explicitly 'to the crossing of the 

designs of Suffolk'. 57 

However, it should be stressed that Bacon, Cranfield and Buckingham were 

pushing at an open door. On 18 September 1617 viscount Fenton reported that 

Suffolk was 'not soe mutche caressed bye his Majestie as I think he culd wishe'. The 

Groom of the Stool further believed that 'or it be long ... the office ofThesaurar 

shalbe in commissione', since Suffolk was 'mutche out of contenance, and I darr 

sweer weried of the plaice.' The Lord Treasurer's opposition to the marriage of Sir 

Edward Coke's daughter to Buckingham's younger brother, Jo~ Villiers, did not 

help matters, but it was not the only reason why the king had cooled towards him. 58 

It will be recalled that in James's speech to the Privy Council on his return from 
'-

Scotland, during which he expressed his love for Buckingham above other men, he 

went on to berate Lord Treasurer Suffolk not only for the business about John 

Villiers's marriage but for the continuing financial difficulties. 59 In November James 

wrote two letters to the Privy Council in London. In the first, he urged them to set 

about 're all performance, for a beginning to releive mee out of my mise1ies'. In the 

second, when the officers of the Greencloth had failed to come up with a project to 

cut back Household expenditure to £50,000 a year, and the Ptivy Council had seen fit 

to do no more in the matter than inform J ames of this fact, the king sent the Council 

56 BL, Harleian MS 7006, fos. 44, 50, 54-5, 56-7, 66 (Buckingham to Bacon, 19 Nov., 2 

Dec., 7 Dec., 9 Dec. 1617, 24 Jan. 1617/18). 
57 Bodl. Lib., MS Carte 74, fo. 412r; G. Goodman, The Court of King James the First, ed. 

J.S. Brewer (2 vols, London, 1839), I, pp. 306-7. 
58 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 80. 
59 See above, pp. 80-3. 



a stinging rebuke and threatened to remove from them responsibility for his desired 

retrenchments.60 Doubtless Cranfield spurred on 'The King's inclination to thrive', 

but equally James made that inclination very clear early on. 61 

J ames wanted to see Cranfield and to hear his opinions and reports on the 

progress of reforms, and Cranfield, in turn, was confident that he and his fellow 

commissioners would 'do more then satisfie his Majesties expectation. ' 62 Cranfield, 

Bacon and Buckingham offered J ames the action on retrenchment which he required. 

By contrast, the Suffolks chose to prepare sour milk for William Manson's face and 

to 'thrust forward' this 'gallant' in the hope of catching James's eye, as George 

Villiers had done in 1614-15.63 This was not simply ill-conceived; it was laughably 

desperate: a pathetic underestimation of Buckingham, Cranfield and Bacon's worth 

to the king. 

It is possible that the charges of malversation and bribery- to which Suffolk 

admitted - levelled against the Lord Treasurer, his wife, and their accomplice, the 

Exchequer official Sir John Bingley, were communicated to Jam~s by 'Buckingham 

and his friends'. 64 Certainly there is evidence of tension between the Ho wards and 

the favourite, or their followers, during the spring and early summer of 1618, in the 

run up to Suffolk's dismissal as Lord Treasurer. For instance, division at comi over 

whom to support in a race between two servants - one of Buckingham's and the 

other in the service of Sir Thomas Howard, Suffolk's younger son and the prince's 

60 See above, pp. 93-4; BL, Additional MS 5503, fos. 96v ('A coppie of a letter from his 
Majestie to the Lords reddat the boarde the 21th ofNovember [sic] 1617'), 97r ('A Coppie 
ofhis Majesties Second letter'); APC, 1616-1617, pp. 371-2. James's second letter can be 
dated to 19 Nov. 1617: see BL, Harleian MS 7006, fo. 44. 
61 Memorandum by Cranfield, cited in Prestwich, Cranjield, p. 204. 
62 CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0E1 08 [ON 162, 167, 169] (Buckingham 
to Cranfield, 6 June 1618, 10 Dec. 1618,23 Feb. 1618/19); Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 
170, fo. 30 (Cranfield to Buckingham, 14 Jan. 1617/18); Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, p. 
41. 
63 LJC, IT, p. 151. 
64 In a letter to James of January 1619, Suffolk wrote, 'I have heretofore confessed to 
your Majestie that some escapes might pass me': Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 227, fo. 
130v; Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, p. 79. An 'escape', in this sense, means an 
outrageous transgression. 
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Master ofthe Horse- was deemed worthy of comment.65 A disagreement in the 

fourth week of June between Prince Charles and Buckingham while the two were 

playing tennis had greater potential to cause trouble for the favourite, at least insofar 

as Charles's 'followers'- prominent among whom was Suffolk's son Thomas

apparently endeavoured to blow the episode out of all proportion in the retelling.66 

When added to the Monson and posset curd business, it is easy to ascribe a motive to 

Buckingham in striking out against Suffolk, who gave up his Treasurer's staff on 19 

July.67 

Nevertheless it is worth noting that Suffolk was finally brought to trial not at 

Buckingham's behest but the Privy Council's. In January 1619, and again in July, the 

Council urged the necessity of a trial. They besought J ames 'upon their knees' that 

the Suffolks should be proceeded against by a 'publick & legall course' so as to 

'[stop] the mouths of those that reported that [Suffolk's] office was taken ... not upon 

just grounds but only by the partiallitie of a Court faction'. Suffolk had hoped to 

'dyscharg' himself privately to the king, in the presence ofBuck;ingham and the duke 

of Lennox- hardly his factional allies, one would have thought. Despite the king's 

'mercifull ... nature' and Buckingham's mediation, 'yet could [James] not resist this 
....... 

ther sute' . 68 A united conciliar front and the skilful deployment of the argument that 

65 TNA: PRO, SP 14/97/10 (Sir Gerard Herbert to Carleton, 9 Apr. 1618); LJC, II, p. 155; 
Lockyer, Buckingham, p. 36. 
66 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 84 (Fenton to Mar, '3 June 1618' - recte 23 June 1618: 
NAS, GD124/15/27/55), 85 (Fenton to Mar, 1 July 1618); BL, Additional MS 72275, fo. 94v 
(John Castle to Trumbull, 9 Jan. 1619/20). For further details of the incident, see A. 
W[ eldon], The Court and Character of King lames (London, 1650) (Wing [2"ct edn], 
W1273), p. 152: 'at Greenwich before about 400 people', Buckingham allegedly said to the 
prince 'by God it shall not be so, nor you shall not have it, lifting up his hand over his head 
with a Ball on braser [i.e. a real tennis brassart] ', and Charles was said to have responded 
'what my Lord I thinke you intend to strike me'. It is difficult to see why Weldon would have 
made up these details. The court was at Greenwich from Saturday 20 to Monday 29 June 
1618: TNA: PRO, E101/434/5, fos. 22-23r. 
67 Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 189. See also Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers', p. 179 
for the 'eviction' of three Grooms of the Privy Chamber, who had been previously 
associated with Somerset and Suffolk, between March and July 1618. 
68 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 225, fos. 126-7 (Suffolk to James, Jan.? 1618/19); no. 
226, fos. 128-9 (Buckingham to Suffolk, draft, 11 Jan. 1618/19); no. 227, fos. 130-1 (Suffolk 



this course of action was necessary for the sake of justice and to clear his honour

always a winning argument with James- were apparently, on this occasion, more 

potent than the favourite. 

Moreover, as Roger Lockyer has shown, it was through Buckingham's 

intercession that, shortly after their sentence in Star Chamber on 13 November 1619, 

the earl and countess of Suffolk were released from the Tower and their fine 

abated. 69 It has been further suggested that this act of clemency was undertaken by 

Buckingham on the condition that Suffolk's sons, Thomas and Theophilus, baron de 

Walden, the Captain ofthe Gentlemen Pensioners, would resign their court offices. 70 

Yet it was only after the Suffolks' release from the Tower on 1 December that James 

sent Sir George Goring to the earl to communicate to him the king's 'advise and 

oppinnion' that the younger Howards should '[quit] theyr places'. Goring was 

probably chosen for this delicate task for the sake of impartiality: he was a friend and 

client of Buckingham's but he was related by marriage to Sir John Bingley and was 

also close to Sir Thomas Howard and his wife, for whom he h.ad been 'principally 

the match-maker'. Suffolk faced the dilemma of choosing between his 'fatherly 

affection' and obedience to the wishes of a king whom he 'feare[ d] to displease'. 

When he made clear his reluctance, for these reasons, presently to accept James's 

proposal concerning his sons, the go-between Goring anxiously sought 

Buckingham's directions as to what he was now to do. He was not concerned that the 

favourite's designs were being crossed but rather lest he, Goring, should fail in 'his 

Majestyes service': 'I confesse', he wrote to Buckingham, 'in my life I never was soe 

put to my poore witts, for if I account not for this trust committed unto me, sutable to 

his Majestyes exspectation, then he may thinke that I have eyther bin idle or partiall, 

to James, Jan. 1618/19); Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, pp. 76-80; BL, Additional MS 
72253, fo. 49r (Beaulieu to Trumbull, 10 July 1619). 
69 Lockyer, Buckingham, p. 64; LJC, 11, p. 273; BL, Har1eian MS 1580, fo. 411 (Goring to 
Buckingham, 16 Nov. 1619). See also A.P. Perceva1 Keep, ed., 'Star Chamber Proceedings 
against the Earl of Suffolk and Others', English Historical Review, 13 (1898), pp. 716-29. 
7°Cuddy, 'TheKing'sChambers',p.182. 
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intendinge rather theyre endes then his directions. ' 71 The chronology of this episode 

militates against viewing the resignation of the younger Howards as Buckingham's 

condition for interceding for their parents' release. It remains possible that such an 

outcome would have been welcome to Buckingham and that James's instructions to 

Goring were given at Buckingham's bidding. London gossip had not forgotten that 

many months previously Sir Thomas Howard had 'nourrish[ ed] some Coales, that 

were kindled ... betweene the Prince, and the L[ord] M[arquess] Buck[ingham] ... at 

Tennys', and rumour ascribed 'the K[ings] pleasure by Sir George Goring' partly to 

that. 72 However, it is clear that James's active role ought not to be ignored. 

We see this again in the demise of the Secretary of State Sir Thomas Lake, 

another element of 'the fall of the Howards' in 1618 which has been attributed to 

Buckingham. It is important to realise, however, that by the summer of 1618 J ames 

did apparently have good reasons ofhis own to want rid of Secretary Lake. It seems 

that Lake fell foul of the king himself for reporting to Suffolk J ames' s angry and 

hastily-spoken words about the countess of Suffolk- that he would have her carted 

out of town like a whore. J ames never liked to hear his conversations repeated, 

especially by those in positions of trust about him, for it would 'make the King more 
....... 

wary what he sayeth when he shall hear of it thus again'. 73 This incident came on top 

of a scandal involving Lake and his family, which emerged in January 1618 and 

would eventually do for him in Star Chamber in 1619. Lady Lake had, in John 

Chamberlain's words, led her husband 'into a strange laberinth' by bringing 

accusations of incest and poisoning against their daughter's step grandmother-in-law, 

the countess of Exeter. Lake abused his office by imprisoning and questioning, on 

his authority as Secretary of State and a privy councillor, two people whose 

71 BL, Harleian MS 1580, fos. 411, 413, 415, 417 (Goring to Buckingham, 16 Nov., 3, 7 and 
13 Dec. 1619). 
72 BL, Additional MS 72275, fo. 94v. 
73 Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 188; HMC Buccleuch, Montagu House, I, pp. 241, 
243. Cf. TNA: PRO, PRO 3113/52, fo. 262v, the secretary to the French embassy's account 
of this episode, in which Lake is said to have fabricated the king's command that the 
countess leave town, in order to protect himself against 'quelque mauvois office' that she 
might have done him 'en un affaire qu'il a en ce Conseil' . 
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testimony was required to support his daughter's case against Exeter. 74 Is it 

necessary to explain Lake's disgrace in 1618 by saying that Buckingham was his 

enemy when he was perfectly capable of digging his own grave (with considerable 

help from his wife and daughter) in these ways? 

Lake had been among those who had supported Villiers's introduction to the 

court and household office in 1614-15.75 He made visits to Buckingham's mother 

and, to judge by his letters to the favourite, at least, he was on good terms with 

Buckingham himselr?6 In October 1617 Lake asked Buckingham to move the king 

on behalf of his son Arthur, who was seeking the place of Cup bearer in ordinary; he 

was already Cupbearer extraordinary through Buckingham's good offices. 77 In the 

following month the Secretary sent Buckingham a book for his 'mirth' in the midst 

of his 'serious busines'. 78 In January 1618 Lake was quite content to forward to 

Buckingham documents conceming investigations into his daughter's accusations 

against her estranged husband and in-laws, so that the favourite would pass them to 

James for his perusal. 79 The Secretary and the favourite were no.t close friends, but 

neither were they at daggers drawn. In the tense and, as Fenton put it, 'tiklishe' 

atmosphere of the first half of 1618 things changed. On 24 January Lake expressed 

to Buckingham his 'doubt' that 'there be some that may seek to doe ill offices' 

between them, yet, confident - so he claimed - that Buckingham's 'judgement 

[would] not be caryed with others passions', he solicited the favourite's support for 

his ambition to succeed the late Sir John Daccombe as Chancellor of the Duchy of 

Lancaster. 80 Nonetheless Buckingham did take a 'misconceipt' of the Secretary for 

some reason. Significantly, however, by 14 November 1618 Lake felt able to say that 

74 LJC, II, p. 132; Gardiner, History of England, Ill, pp. 189-92; TNA: PRO, SP 141105/96, 
fo. 156r (abstract ofJames'sjudgement against the Lakes in Star Chamber, 1619). 
75 Bellany, Politics of Court Scandal, pp. 66-7, 69. 
76 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 109, no. 148, fo. 309r. 
77 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 109, no. 153, fo. 316r. 
78 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 161, fo. 15v; Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, p. 36. 
79 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 173, fo. 35; Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, p. 43. 
80 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 84; Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 176, fo. 40; Gardiner, 
ed., Fortescue Papers, p. 44. 
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the favourite had been 'pleased to bury' that misunderstanding, and he declared to 

Buckingham his 'hope that the same noble nature which moved you to remitt your 

own, will perswade you to be a mediator to his Majesty to forgive myne offence 

toward him'. 81 (It is interesting to note in passing that, according to one court 

observer, Lake, the so-called Howard dependent, was thwarted in his attempt to 

recover his favour with the king in the summer of 1618 not by Buckingham but by 

Suffolk.)82 Buckingham would later procure the remittance of the fines imposed in 

Star Chamber upon Lake's daughter, Lady Roos, and Sir Thomas Lake, his son.83 

In September 1618 viscount Fenton, a friend ofthe Secretary's, was sure that 

if Lake were to be restored to his ordinary attendance and the exercise ofhis 

functions it would be the king' s own doing. 84 James was unlikely to relent from his 

determination that justice be done in the case between the countess of Exeter and the 

Lakes in Star Chamber. 85 The earl of Exeter had moved James to act in the business 

as 'a judge and ajustjudge'. 86 Such an appeal went right to the heart of James's 

conception of what being a king entailed. At the trial itself, over ,which he presided, 

J ames revealed that he took that judicial part of his kingly office seriously: a few 

weeks later Bishop John King reminded the congregation at Paul's Cross ofhow the 
" 

king had removed his hat and 'remembring that tribunall seate whereat he must one 

day stand ... [had protested that] whatsoever his other sinnes were, wherewith he 

confessed he was fraught as the vilest caytiffe upon earth, yet for doing justice, his 

minde and purpose therein, ... he needed not the mercie of God. '87 The major 

81 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 205; Gardiner, ed., Fortescue Papers, p. 60 . 
82 BL, Additional MS 72326, fo. 98v (Sir Abraham Williams to Trumbull, 23 July 1618). 
83 BL, Additional MS 72275, fo. 96r (Castle to Trumbull, 11 Feb. 1619/20); TNA: PRO, SO 
3/7 (Feb. 1620). 
84 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 88. 
85 See Goodman, Court of King James, l, p. 195. James later refused to pardon Lady Lake on 
the grounds, as he said, that 'I muste both confesse to have pronounced an unjuste sentence, 
& breake my promeise to miladie exceter in a maitter of justice, ifl grawnte her any ease, at 
this tyme ' : BL, Harleian MS 6987, fo. 5r (James to Buckingham, n.d.). 
86 LJC, ll, pp. 144-5 . 
87 J. King, A Sermon of Publicke Thanks-giving for the happie recoverie of his Majestie from 
his late dangerous sicknesse: Preached at Pauls-Crosse the 11. of April!, 1619 (London, 
1619) (STC [2nd edn] 14983), p. 53. 
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obstacle to Sir Thomas Lake's rehabilitation was James himself- a king who was 

offended at Lake's indiscretion and abuse ofhis public authority in a private quanel, 

and who was conscientious in the discharge of his office as God's vicegerent to do 

justice against him. 

Given the patchiness of the sources, and how rarely they take us into the 

Privy Lodgings let alone into the king's head, it is impossible to be absolutely 

confident that one has struck the right balance between monarchical will and courtier 

influence in such accounts as I have presented. 88 One further, and fuller, case study 

may help, however. James and Buckingham infrequently wrote personal letters in 

their own hands and, because they spent so much time together, had little occasion, 

until the favourite's absences from the court and in Spain in 1623-24, to write to each 

other. The king and his favourite are often elusive in the archives, but one man and 

his dealings with the late Jacobean court are far less so, and his correspondence can 

be used to shed a great deal of light on the process of lobbying and influencing the 

king. 

Ill. The (Dis)appointments ofSir Dudley Carleton, 1617-1619 
'-

The State Papers of the Jacobean period are dominated by Sir Dudley Carleton, 

British ambassador to the Serene Republic ofVenice (1610-15) and the United 

Provinces of the Netherlands (1616-25). Although I say this with some exaggeration, 

it is nevertheless to Carleton's careful preservation of his correspondence, both 

incoming letters and drafts or copies ofhis outgoing dispatches, and the subsequent 

inclusion of these papers among the State Papers Domestic, as well as the State 

Papers Venice and Holland, that we owe so much of our knowledge of the politics of 

the reign, especially during the years after Salisbury's death in 1612. The famous 

newsletters of John Chamberlain were mostly addressed to Carleton and, along with 

the letters of others of his correspondents, are liberally scattered through what would 

88 See Gunn, 'Structures of Politics', p. 90. 
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otherwise be the sparse volumes of SP 14. Thomas Wilson, keeper of the Paper 

Office, bemoaned the thinness ofthe later Jacobean state archives at the time of their 

fmmation. In a letter to James I, he complained that, whereas he was 'wont to receive 

the papers every yeare once, about the progresse time, and then presently to digest 

them all into due order. .. to be readie upon any occasion for your Majesties service', 

he could not 'doe soe nowe, because for these 4 or 5 yeares past I have received noe 

papers at all.' It was difficult to recover 'papers for buisines of state and Councell. .. 

detained by privat persons' who had once been active in privy conciliar government 

or who, like Sir Robert Cotton, added state papers to their own manuscript 

collections whenever the opportunity arose. 89 Sir Dudley Carleton eventually became 

Secretary of State under Charles I, and his papers - including his ambassadorial 

correspondence from the previous reign- were recovered after his death in 1632.90 

Where annoying gaps existed, therefore, in the Jacobean State Papers Domestic, later 

archivists filed letters to Carleton from his English correspondents, recounting the 

latest news in court and city. This was, for the most part, priva,te correspondence

even the condition ofDudley Carleton's left kidney is thus the subject of one of these 

so-called 'State Papers'- and it often had some bearing on Carleton's own pursuit of 
-..... 

revocation and promotion to office back home in England. 91 

This archival accident has surely had a great effect upon the way in which we 

have written about Jacobean court politics: the gossip of scandal, faction, and the ins 

and outs of court patronage deals feature prominently in this staple source material 

because that was what Carleton wanted to know about. Whether this has led to a fair 

understanding of Jacobean court politics is debatable. 92 For the present, however, I 

would like to use a number of papers from the Carleton archive to build up a case 

89 NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.7, vol. 22, nos. 19-20 (Thomas Wilson to James I, n.d. 
[1618?]); K. Sharpe, Sir Robert Cotton, 1586-1631: History and Politics in Early Modern 
England (Oxford, 1979), pp. 64-6. 
90 L.J. Reeve, 'Carleton, Dudley, Viscount Dorchester (1574-1632), Oxford DNB 
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/4670, accessed 12 Dec. 2007]. 
91 See below, n. 138. Cf. the series billets doux ofEndyrnion and Olive Porter which are now 
in SP 14: CSPD, 1621-1623, pp. 283,332,453,473,554, 585. 
92 On this issue, see Cramsie, Kingship and Crown Finance, pp. 9-10, 59, 137. 
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study in court patronage. Given the canonic status of Carleton's cotTespondence for 

early Stuart historians, it is unsurprising that this is not the first such attempt. Notable 

among the precedents are John Barcroft's 'Carleton and Buckingham: The Quest for 

Office' and Robert Hill and Roger Lockyer's recent rejoinder. 93 Barcroft argues that 

Carleton's long campaign to secure office 'shows, in microcosm, the world of office 

seekers and officeholders during the ascendancy of the Duke of Buckingham.' The 

ambassador's efforts were eventually rewarded after a gift of statuary to the favourite 

for the adornment of York House, his newly-acquired London residence. 'If one 

wishes to understand the real nature of patronage under Buckingham ... here is the 

case study', illustrative, according to Barcroft, of the inefficiency and corruption of 

the patronage system. 94 Hill and Lockyer disagree with these conclusions, 

contending that it was changing political circumstances that made Carleton a serious 

contender for office, while gifts of works of art, though welcome and an important 

part of Carleton's strategy to 'keep Buckingham aware of his existence', did not 

sway the favourite. 95 Although both articles have much to commend them, their 

concentration upon the relationship between Carleton and Buckingham is, I think, 

somewhat misleading. In the following pages I shall explore in detail Carleton's 

failures to gain the secretaryship of State during the winters of 1617-18 and 1618-19 

-failures to which Barcroft, Hill and Lockyer devote little space, if any. 96 As we 

shall see, Carleton recognised that Buckingham would have great influence in the 

appointment of successors to Sir Ralph Winwood and Sir Thomas Lake, yet other 

93 J.H. Barcroft, 'Carleton and Buckingham: The Quest for Office' , in H.S . Reinmuth, ed., 
Early Stuart Studies: Essays in Ho nor of David Harris Willson (Minneapolis, 1970), pp. 
122-36; R. Hill and R. Lockyer, "'Carleton and Buckingham: The Quest for Office" 
Revisited' , History, 88 (2003), pp. 17-31. 
94 Barcroft, 'Carleton and Buckingham', pp. 122-3, 130-33, 135-6. 
95 Hill and Lockyer, "'Carleton and Buckingham" Revisited', pp. 17, 21-2, 30-1. On the 
collection and presentation of works of art, and their significance for the patronage of place, 
see also R. Hill, 'Ambassadors and Art Collecting in Early Stuart Britain: The Parallel 
Careers of William Trumbull and Sir Dudley Carleton, 1609-1625 ' , Journal of the History of 
Collections, 15 (2003), pp. 211-28. 
96 Peck, Court Patronage and Corruption, pp. 62-7 is another case study based upon 
Carleton's efforts to gain office during this period, but concentrates upon the competition for 
the provostship of Eton College rather than his attempts to secure political office. 
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channels and contacts were exploited, and, if Carleton failed in his suit for 

prefennent, Buckingham's opposition was not the only, nor necessarily the prime, 

cause. 

Between 7 and 8 o'clock on the morning of 28 October 1617 Sir Ralph Winwood, 

one of the two English Secretaries of State, died. Scarcely had the breath been out of 

his body when Sir Dudley Carleton's friends launched their campaigns to place the 

ambassador in Winwood's now vacant office. News ofWinwood's death reached 

Carleton at the Hague on 2 November. By the following day Carleton had been 

informed that the earls of Arundel and Pembroke were seeking his appointment as 

Winwood's successor.97 On 7 November he wrote to Benjamin Rudyerd, Pembroke's 

client, that 'there are come many letters to my handes ... from pryvate frends, who 

out of incouragement they receave from some great men, perswade me to enter into 

broglio.' He now felt able to count Archbishop Abbot and Lord, Keeper Bacon 

among his supporters. 98 

Carleton was fairly optimistic of success: 'if the well-wyshing of some noble 
"' 

frends about his majesty take place', he wrote to Sir Thomas Murray, the prince of 

Wales's secretary, then he would soon have the 'happynes' of viewing Prince 

Charles in the flesh rather than in portraits. 99 Nevertheless, the ambassador and his 

friends in England were clear about what they considered the major weakness of his 

candidature for the Secretary's post- as Sir Thomas Murray advised him, 'Y ee shall 

97 TNA: PRO, SP 14/93/147, fo, 252r (Edward Sherbum to Carleton, 28 Oct. 1617); SP 
14/93/149, fo .' 255r (Benjamin Rudyerd to Carleton, 28 Oct. 1617); SP 84/80, fos. 11r 
(Carleton to the earl of Pembroke, 3 Nov. 1617), 11 v (Carleton to Sherbum, 3 Nov.), 17r 
(Carleton to the earl of Arundel, 3 Nov,). See also F,W, Steer, ed., Arundel Castle Archives, 
Interim Handlists Nos, 1-12 (2 vols., Chichester, 1968-1972), I, no . 224. 
98 TNA: PRO, SP 84/80, fo . 40r. Bacon's support was, however, equivocal- unsurprisingly, 
given his need at this time to appease Buckingham, following his opposition to John Villiers 
marriage to Sir Edward Coke's daughter Prances. The best Carleton was able to say about 
Bacon's involvement in his suit later was that the Lord Keeper had been so kind as to think 
him ' suggeto papabile' : SP 14/93/147, fo. 252r; SP 84/82, fo, 109r (Carleton to Bacon, 30 
Jan. 1618). 
99 TNA: PRO, SP 84/80, fo. 41r (Carleton to Murray, 8 Nov, 1617). 
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do weal not to neglect my Lord of Buckinghame/ who in all appeirance is to have a 

great strok in the busines'. The problem for Carleton was that he had been, in his 

own words, 'soe ill a courtyer as to be scharse knowen to [the favourite]'. Carleton's 

'noble frends ... neare his majesty ... [made] noe doubt of[his] perferment [sic] save 

only for want of the principall verbe'. 10° Carleton believed that he would have 'no 

hope' unless he could gain the support ofBuckingham. 101 

The appointment of Sir Robert Naunton as Secretary in January 1618 seemed 

to prove Carleton right. Naunton, a distant cousin of the favourite's, had attained 

office as a Master ofRequests in July 1616 by Buckingham's means. 102 Indeed, at 

the time ofWinwood's death he was described to Carleton as the 'most in request of 

al the masters of requests ... and in favour with the greatest.' According to ' the 

general opinion', N aunton was considered likeliest to succeed to Win wood's office 

'by meanes of the favor he hath with my Lord ofBuckingham'. 103 In Hill and 

Lockyer's view, Naunton's promotion seems to have been inevitable, especially 

since Carleton was 'physically removed from England' and suffer.ing from a 'lack of 

awareness' of the 'new situation at comi', where Buckingham was clearly in the 

ascendant. 104 However, as even the merest glance at his con·espondence 

demonstrates, Carleton was a very well-connected man, in regular contact with 

courtiers, privy councillors and their servants. He cannot have been unaware of 

Buckingham's position, nor was his physical absence so great an impediment. Even 

in failure, Carleton's case may have a good deal to tell us about the workings of the 

court and appointment to the highest offices. 

100 TNA: PRO, SP 14/94/2, fo. 2r (Murray to Carleton, 2 Nov. 1617); SP 84/80, fos. 15r 
(Carleton to Rudyerd, 3 Nov. 1617), 42r (Carleton to Sir Henry Savile, 8 Nov. 1617). See 
also SP 14/93/149, fo. 252r; SP 84/80, fo. 41 v (Carleton to Sherbum, 8 Nov. 1617); SP 
105/95, fo. 13r (Archbishop Abbot to Carleton, 3 Nov. 1617). 
101 TNA: PRO, SP 14/94/16, cited in Hill and Lockyer, '"Carleton and Buckingham" 
Revisited', p. 21. 
102 R.E. Schreiber, 'Naunton, Sir Robert (1563-1635)', Oxford DNB 
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/4420, accessed 21 Aug. 2006] . 
103 TNA: PRO, SP 14/93/155, fo. 262r (Nathaniel Brent to Carleton, 30 Oct. 1617); SP 
14/94/11, fo. 12r (Sherbum to Carleton, 7 Nov. 1617); SP 14/94/20, fo. 26r (Sir Arthur 
Tyrringham to Carleton, 10 Nov. 1617). 
104 Hill and Lockyer, '"Carleton and Buckingham" Revisited', pp. 20-1. 



In order to understand Carleton's emergence as a candidate for the 

secretaryship- and his eventual failure to gain the post- it is necessary to look 

beyond the immediate context of excitement and disappointment in November and 

December 1617. By vittue of his position as ambassador to the United Provinces, 

Carleton came into communication with a number of Jacobean courtiers. The 

existence of regiments of English and Scots in the Dutch armies meant that the 

British ambassador at the Hague was often in receipt of recommendatory letters for 

British officers seeking promotion or the settlement of pay disputes. For instance, in 

January 1617 Carleton received such a letter from Jane Drummond, First Lady of the 

queen's Bedchamber, asking for his help in favour of 'ane coussen ofmyne' who 

apparently should have been promoted upon the death of one 'Capitan Caddell' .105 

John Levingstone, a Groom of James's Bedchamber, had a brother in the Dutch 

regiments, Sir Henry Levingstone. At the very start ofCarleton's posting to the Low 

Countries, John Levingstone recommended his brother's business to the ambassador 

and obtained letters from James to the prince of Orange, Oldenbamevelt and the 

States General to the like effect. 106 Henry Levingstone was seeking the vacant place 

of Lieutenant Colonel in the regiment of Colonel Sir William Brogue. While this suit 

was underway he put another iron in the fire, looking to succeed a fellow Scot, one 

Captain Otterston, in command of a troop ofhorse. 107 Thomas Erskine, viscount 

Fenton, James's Groom of the Stool, also had similar suits requiring Carleton's 

attention around this time, on behalf of one William Carmichael and Fenton's cousin, 

James Erskine, who wanted to succeed to his late brother's command. Although such 

requests were quite common, we should not overlook them. Successful handling of 

these matters fo'rged ties of obligation between courtiers and the ambassador. As 

Fenton put it at the end of his letter for Catmichael, 'my requeist is that yow will be 

pleised to heare the complener and ... lykewayes for my cause to favour him in so far 

105 TNA: PRO, SP 84/76, fo . 23r (Jane Drummond to Carleton, 9 Jan. 1617). 
106 TNA: PRO, SP 84/72, fo. 62r (John Levingstone to Carleton, 5 Apr. 1616). 
107 TNA: PRO, SP 84/73, fo. 48r (Thomas Hamilton, lord Binning, to Carleton, 26 June 
[1617]); SP 84/77, fo. 210r (Lake to Carleton, 5 Aug. 1617); SP 84/73, fo . 217r (Sir Henry 
Levingstone to Car1eton, 18 Sept. [n.s.] 1616). 
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as Justice and his honest seute requyres And the raither that in soe doing his Majestie 

shall be weill pleased and I willinge to pleasour yow in agreatter [sic] maitter 

whensoever yow heve occasione to use me.' 108 The Levingstone and Fenton suits 

would be of significance for Carleton's career prospects later in 1617. 

A second point of contact between Carleton and the court was his handling of 

the more 'public' business of diplomacy. The early years of Carleton's posting to the 

Hague coincided with the Arminian controversy in the United Provinces. When Sir 

Thomas Lake communicated the king's recommendation of James Erskine's Dutch 

military suit to Carleton, he added that 'His Majesty is eamest in expressing himselfe 

in this busines and so I doubt not but your lordship will be, except that all your 

vehemency be exhausted between Calvin and Arminius.' 109 Disputants on both sides, 

whether Arminian Remonstrants or Calvinist Contra-Remonstrants, tumed to 

England for suppmi, and J ames showed a keen interest in settling the dispute, in 

favour of the Calvinist line. Carleton played a critical role in representing James's 

position and retuming news of the ongoing dispute to the court i~ England. This role 

brought him into contact with a number of court divines -Archbishop Abbot and 

Bishop James Montagu of Winchester, as well as the British delegates to the Synod 

ofDort. Unsurprisingly the 'greate distraction in [the Netherlands] . .. in point of 

religion' is the main subject of the letters between Abbot and Carleton during 1616-

1619.110 Carleton apparently received a briefing on these theological disputes from 

Bishop Montagu before departing for the Hague. 111 Abbot, who had been a 

participant in the manoeuvres to put George Villiers into James's Bedchamber, was 

capable of wielding influence on Carleton's behalf, but Montagu was perhaps even 

108 TNA: PRO, SP 84/72, fo. 89r-90v (Fenton to Carleton, 28 Feb. 1616); SP 84/76, fos. 23lr 
(Lake to Carleton, 28 Feb. 1617) and 233r (Fenton to Carleton, 28 Feb. 1617). 
109 TNA: PRO, SP 84/76, fo. 231r (Lake to Carleton, 28 Feb. 1617). 
11 0 TNA: PRO, SP 105/95, fo. 1r (Abbot to Carleton, 27 Dec. 1616) and passim. On the 
Synod and the British involvement, see A. Milton, ed., The British D elegation and the Synod 
of Dart (1 618-1619) (Church Record Society: Woodbridge, 2005), 'Introduction', pp . xvii
lv. 
111 TNA: PRO, SP 105/95, fo . 18v (Carleton to Montagu, 18 Oct. 1617). 
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better placed because of his position as dean ofthe Chapel Royal, which involved 

more regular attendance at court and contact with the king. 

As Hill and Lockyer argue, the presentation of works of art was an important 

weapon in Carleton's armoury when it came to attracting the services of court 

patrons. In 1617 it was to the earls of Arundel and Pembroke that he was sending 

paintings and when these eventually arrived, the earls 'very well approve[ d) of them, 

and ... devided them to their contentments'. It may, therefore, be no coincidence that 

they were foremost among his supporters upon Winwood's death. Arundel and 

Carleton had met in 1613, while the latter was posted at Venice. 112 It was only in late 

1616 and early 1617, however, that a 'political' relationship was established between 

them- courtesy, once again, of a Netherlands military connection. Sir Horace V ere, 

formerly govemor of the cautionary town of Brill, approached Arundel on Carleton's 

behalf. Carleton later wrote thankfully to the earl, explaining that 'The way [V ere] 

made for me with your Lordship for a sute to his Majesty was provisionaly onely: 

and yf the occasion happen I shall presume of your Lordships favour'. He added, 

'when time serves I have given my frends in England order to addresse themselfs to 

your Lordship'. The gift of pictures may have been a means of thanking Arundel for 

adopting Carleton's cause in this way. Long before the competition for the 

secretaryship, Carleton was busily laying the groundwork for his revocation and 

promotion. 113 

In these three very different contexts then- military suits and religious 

controversy in the United Provinces, and more formally arranged patron-client 

relationships -ties were forged between Carleton and some of the most prominent 

members of the court, reaching into the Council Chamber, and beyond, to James's 

Bedchamber and Chapel Royal. Although it quite probably would not have made 

112 TNA: PRO, SP 84/77, fo. 58v (Sherbum to Carleton, 25 Apr. 1617); SP 84/80, fo. 15r 
(Carleton to Rudyerd, 3 Nov. 1617); SP 14/94/11, fo. 12v (Sherbum to Carleton, 7 Nov. 
1617); Hill and Lockyer, '"Carleton and Buckingham" Revisited', p. 19. 
113 TNA: PRO, SP 84/75, fo. 45r (Sir Horace V ere to Carleton, 10 Dec. 1616); SP 84/77, fos. 
130-1 (Carleton to Arundel, 15 May 1617). Cf. Hill and Lockyer, "'Carleton and 
Buckingham" Revisited', pp. 19-20, which presents Carleton as lethargic and only 'jerked 
into action' by Winwood's death. 
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much of a difference to his chances of getting the secretaryship, it was unfortunate 

that, in these contexts, Carleton was not able to establish such ties with Buckingham. 

On 31 December 1616, the favourite's secretary, John Packer, wrote to Carleton with 

a brief message from Buckingham saying that he took it 'very kindely that your 

lordship is so carefull of Captain Stratford upon his letter.' 114 If a more important suit 

had been recommended to Carleton by Buckingham during the course of the 

following year, perhaps the ambassador could have capitalised upon it and made 

himself 'knowen' to the favourite. 

Nevertheless, these connections with the court provided Carleton with 

resources on which to draw when Secretary Winwood unexpectedly died after a 

week's illness in October 1617. Without any direction from Carleton, his friends in 

England 'brought [him] uppon the Stage for a pretender to [Winwood's] place'. On 

the morning ofWinwood's death, Sir Horace V ere wrote to Arundel who was then at 

court. The letter was dispatched with greater haste thanks to the legerdemain of 

Edward Sherburn, Carleton's friend and now the secretary to Lord Keeper Francis 

Bacon: 'for expediting and hastning the delivery thereof I procured my Lord and 

Masters hand to the pacquet', presumably without the Lord Keeper being fully aware 
" of its contents. 115 Meanwhile, news ofWinwood's death reached the earl of 

Pembroke at Hanworth in Hertfordshire around 10 o'clock that morning. Pembroke 

'presently dispatched a messenger poste to Royston to his Frendes theare, That the 

Kinge, nor they, should not engage themselves sodainely in the disposinge of that 

place.' The Lord Chamberlain had 'firmely pitched uppon' Carleton as 'fitt' to 

succeed Winwood, and in view of 'the stricte conespondence [that] is nowe between 

him and my Lord of Buckingham,' Benjamin Rudyerd assured Carleton, 'your 

lordship may uppon good groundes sett your hopes before any other competitor.' 

114 TNA: PRO, SP 84175, fo. 144r (Packer to Carleton, 31 Dec. 1616). 
115 TNA: PRO, SP 84/80, fo. 17r (Carleton to V ere, 3 Nov. 1617); SP 14/93/147, fo. 252r 
(Sherburn to Carleton, 28 Oct. 1617). 
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This rapid mobilisation on Carleton's behalf would, however, have to be matched by 

his own efforts, not least to 'make [his] owne way allsoe with the Favourite.' 116 

This, as implied above, left Carleton embanassed. Whereas he had several 

reasons to address other courtiers around this time, taking the opportunity by the by 

to solicit their support in his suit, he had no particular reason (barefaced importunity 

aside) for writing to Buckingham. As Carleton was forced to admit to Packer, 'I 

wryte at this present to my Lord ofBuckingam, to beseech his favour, which not 

being preceded by any meryte, may seeme very abrupt to his Lordship unlesse you 

will make fytt excuses for me'. 117 The best excuse he could come up with- that he 

had previously addressed his dispatches to the late Winwood, so, in order to keep 

James 'speedely advertysed' of events, he was now taking the 'bouldnes' to write to 

Buckingham - was transparent, and all the more so when he betrayed what he was 

really about: 'if it were not too much presumption, uppon soe small meryte, I would 

beseech this favour of your Lordship, to be a meanes to his Majesty uppon this 

unexpected accydent of a place being voyde in his servyce' .118 Carleton had the 

double misfortune that a letter was already on its way to him, signed by Buckingham, 

to signify the king's pleasure that he should henceforward address his dispatches to 
' 

the other Secretary, Sir Thomas Lake. 119 

Carleton still had others to whom he might more decorously turn. As it so 

happened, viscount Fenton had written to him on 20 October, communicating 

James's desire that Sir Henry Levingstone should, finally, take up the command of 

(the now deceased) Captain Otterston's company of horse. After eighteen months of 

trying, Henry Levingstone's drawn out suits for military preferment had so far come 

116 TNA: PRO, SP 14/93/149, fo. 255r (Rudyerd to Carleton, 28 Oct. 1617). Cf. Hill and 
Lockyer, "'Carleton and Buckingham" Revisited', p. 20: 'Carleton determined to throw his 
hat into the ring' and 'sent off letters to Sir Benjarnin Rudyerd (to solicit the earl of 
Pembroke), Sir Horace V ere, the earl of Arundel' - a clear misunderstanding of the 
chronology and contents of these letters. 
11 7 TNA: PRO, SP 84/80, fo . 15v (Carleton to Packer, 3 Nov. 1617). 
11 8 Ibid., fo. 13r (Carleton to Buckingham, 3 Nov. 1617). 
119 TNA: PRO, SP 84179, fos. 239-40 (Buckingham to Carleton, 31 Oct. 1617); SP 84/80, fo. 
52r (Carleton to Buckingham, 9 Nov. 1617). 



to naught, in spite of the letters written from court to Carleton, Maurice ofNassau 

and the States General of the United Provinces in Levingstone's favour. In the 

summer of 1617, during James's visit to Scotland, Levingstone and a rival, one 

Captain Hamilton, had both managed to procure from the king his recommendations 

that they be made lieutenant colonel of Brogue's regiment. When Carleton reported 

home that he had been 'much distracted how to governe myself between these two 

royal commands, James declared that the ambassador had 'much mistaken him' and, 

having checked copies of the two letters, found that 'they conteyn no other matter, 

then what his intention was.' 120 This misunderstanding, though scarcely Carleton's 

fault, cannot have impressed the king. Fenton now, on 20 October, joked that 

Levingstone's brother John, a Bedchamber Groom known to James as his 'Monkee', 

'must take it to the [hilt]' if Henry should lose out'& soe his Majestie want his 

pleasur/ for you know monkyes are sullen beasts' .121 Carleton certainly could not 

afford at this juncture for the Bedchamber to be inhabited by an ill-tempered 

Monkey. He replied that he would 'undertake to save his majestyes Munckye from 

malencolye' and reminded Fenton of the suit the ambassador had made shortly 

before he had left for his current posting. It will be remembered that, when Fenton 

had recommended his cousin James Erskine's business to Carleton in early 1616, he 

had also promised his aid in 'agreatter maitter' when the occasion should arise. 

Carleton now 'call[ed] to mynd the sute I made unto your Lordship (when I hadd the 

honor to kysse your hands at my leave takeing to come to this imployment)' and 

besought 'your Lordship to applye my request, to the present occation of a vacancye 

120 TNA: PRO, SP 84173, fo. 48r (Binning to Carleton, 26 June [1617]); SP 84177, fo. 210r 
(Lake to Carleton, 13 June 1617); SP 84178, fos. 154r-v (Carleton to Lake, 12 Aug. 1617), 
232v-233r (Lake to Carleton, 28 Aug. 1617). 
121 TNA: PRO, SP 84179, fo. 190r (Fenton to Carleton, 20 Oct. 1617). John Levingstone 
assured Carleton of 'any s[er]vece that 1ayis in my power' but at the same time pointedly 
reminded the ambassador of 'my broderis besseines': SP 84/81, fo. 149r (undated, but almost 
certainly from Nov. 1617). 
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in his majestyes servyce neere his person' .122 To call in such a favour, from so 

intimate and trusted a royal servant, was at the very least worth a try. 

Carleton felt sure of Archbishop Abbot's support- and this had been 

confirmed to him in recent days by N athaniel Brent - but he did not seek to act upon 

that support until Abbot had written to him. As witnessed above in Carleton's 

difficulties in addressing Buckingham, there was a basic question of etiquette 

involved here: 'you know what favour my Lord of Canterbury hath alwayes profest 

unto me, and may thereuppon solicyte him in my behalfe,' the ambassador wrote to 

Sherburn, 'but I doe not fynd it fytt to wryte to his Grace in this subject noe more 

then I doe to other great persons such only excepted to whome I was bound to make 

answere'. 123 Abbot did, in fact, write to Carleton with his advice on how to proceed 

in his suit on 3 November, although its delivery may have been delayed since 

Carleton did not reply until the twentieth of that month. Abbot had apparently said to 

another ofCarleton's correspondents that he was 'so truly [Carleton's] frend that if 

his power with his Majestie were answerable to his desire to do you good this 

businesse [of the secretaryship] would be dispatched within few dayes.' 124 Now 

Carleton could provide the archbishop with means to exert some influence in his 
--.... 

favour. Bishop James Montagu had written to the ambassador asking that he send 

over copies of books recently written for the opposing sides in the ongoing Arminian 

controversy, so as better to prepare the British divines who would be sent into the 

Low Countries to mediate. Montagu, responding to Carleton's earlier congratulations 

on his elevation to the Privy Council, promised to 'be willing to do you the best 

service I can.' Carleton proposed that Montagu be asked to procure from the king 

permission for Carleton to return home 'for so much time as that I might personally 

in forme his Majesty of the State of these affayres, better then is possible to be 

122 TNA: PRO, SP 84/80, fo. 51r (Carleton to Fenton, 9 Nov. 1617). No evidence survives, 
unfortunately, ofFenton's response to this plea. 
123 TNA: PRO, SP 84/80, fo. 41 v (Carleton to Sherbum, 8 Nov. 1617). 
124 TNA: PRO, SP 105/95, fo. 13 (Abbot to Carleton, 3 Nov. 1617); SP 14/93/155, fo. 262v 
(Nathaniel Brent to Carleton, 30 Oct. 1617). 



effected by letters' .125 Carleton's answer to Montagu was sent in a packet to Abbot, 

along with a copy of the letter to Montagu for the archbishop's own eyes, 'to the end 

(if your Grace give allowance hereof) you may worke it by his [i.e. Montagu's] 

meanes.' Writing on 12 December, Abbot agreed to Carleton's plan: 'Your desire to 

come into England I cannot mislike; and [to] further it the more I send away your 

letters to my Lord ofWinchester who is with the king.' 126 

Over the course of November 1617 Carleton had thus received widespread 

backing and solicited more where it could be deemed proper for him to do so. But 

after the initial optimism, Carleton's campaign for the secretaryship was faltering. 

Arundel had got nowhere, nor did Pembroke have as much 'interest in the 

wellbeloved [i.e. Buckingham] as some ofhis Dependants do sometimes give out'. 

Carleton continued to attract comforting messages of support yet, in Abbot's words, 

'our power in this particular is not so much as you do wishe it were'. 127 Ifhe could 

obtain a temporary revocation from his posting, his chances would surely improve. 

When Maurice ofNassau dispatched Sir Edward Harwood to E~gland (quite 

possibly at Carleton's behest) so that 'his Majesty may be rightly informed of the 

state of these present differences about Religion', the ambassador had another 
----opportunity to speed along his revocation. Harwood departed from the Hague on or 

shotily after 2 December, bearing various letters and packets of that date from 

125 TNA: PRO, SP 105/95, fos. 18r (Carleton to Abbot, 20 Nov. 1617), 18v-19r (Carleton to 
Montagu, 18 Oct.), 20r (Carleton to Montagu, 12/20? Nov.), 20v (Montagu to Carleton, 6 
Nov.). ' 
126 Ibid., fo. 16r (Abbot to Carleton, 12 Dec. 1617). 
127 Ibid., fos. 15v (Abbot to Carleton, 12 Dec. 1617), 23v (Carleton to Arundel, 2 Dec.). On 
22 November Carleton thanked Viscount Lisle, Lord Chamberlain to Anne of Denmark and 
former governor of the cautionary town of Flushing, for his offers of assistance: SP 84/80, 
fo. 118r. A little later, he likewise acknowledged the earl of Southampton's ' favour and 
goode opinion': SP 84/82, fo. 184r (Carleton to Southampton, 12 Feb. 1618); SP 14/94/50, 
fo . 76r (Sir Hemy Savile to Carleton, 4 Dec.1617). Carleton may have considered writing to 
the prince of Wales to thank him for procuring the bishopric ofLlandafffor his cousin, Dr 
George Carleton, but seems not to have bothered- it was only Llandaff, after all : SP 
14/94/38, fo . 60v (George Carleton to Carleton, 28 Nov. 1617). 
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Carleton, including one addressed to Buckingham, requesting that he further his suit 
to return home. 128 

It was again his misfortune that, just as he had set upon this new strategy, 
Buckingham was writing a letter that would puncture those fresh hopes. Addressing 
Carleton from the court at Newmarket on 2 December, Buckingham claimed that he 
had indeed 'moved' James for the secretaryship on Carleton's behalf, only to find 
that the king had 'disposed before of the vacant place so that I had no meanes to doe 
you any other service therein' .129 Carleton can have been in little doubt that the 
secretaryship would not, on this occasion, be his: 'I have receaved a direct answeare 
from my Lord of Buckingham, that his Majesty hath otherwise detennined though 
not yet disposed of the place; so as I am soone at an end of my sute'. 130 

There are reasons to believe, however, that Buckingham had not yet secured 
the post for his man - or at least that he could not be sure that N aunton would 
succeed. Delayed by adverse weather, Harwood arrived at London on 20 December. 
The next day he presented Buckingham with Carleton's letter. of2 December. The 
favourite read it but 'woulde not take any knowledge of [Carleton's] desyre to come 
over'. Harwood 'mooved it to him' but 'he seemed not to like of it'. In Harwood's 
main business, to deliver letters to James from Maurice ofNassau, Buckingham was 
more obliging, saying that 'he woulde btinge [Harwood] to the kinge'. But, having 
sent Harwood word that he should attend on 22 December, Buckingham then made 
sure that he was not around to take Harwood to his audience. Nonplussed, Harwood 
somehow 'gott the king mooved' and was called in. After the audience he was able 
to speak briefly with Buckingham. Harwood asked the favourite 'if he had mooved 
his majestie for [Carleton's] leave to come over'. Buckingham 'said he had; but that 
his majestie doubted it coulde not be well for the busines at this tyme'. Harwood did 

128 TNA: PRO, SP 105/95, fo. 23r (Carleton to Abbot, 2 Dec. 1617), 23v (Carleton to 
Arundel, 2 Dec.); SP 84/81, fo. 14r (Carleton to Buckingham, 2 Dec.). At the same time 
Carleton wrote a brief note to the countess of Arundel - alongside Lisle and Southampton, 
another prominent member of Anne of Denmark's entourage: SP 84/81, fo. 9r. 129 TNA: PRO, SP 84/81, fo. 2r (Buckingham to Carleton, 2 Dec. 1617); fo. 4r (Packer to 
Carleton, 2 Dec.- to the same effect). 
130 TNA: PRO, SP 105/95, fo. 24v (Carleton to Abbot, 24 Dec. 1617). 
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not believe this to be true: 'now the kinge never spoke a [word] to me, of your 

comminge over, whiche I merveyle at, ifhis lordship had mooved him [in] it'. When 

Harwood said that Carleton 'coulde be well spared [from the Hague], without any 

hindrance to his Majesties service', Buckingham revealed his true concern in 

preventing the ambassador's return: 'he sayde againe that you were a very well 

deservinge & worthy gentelman (&not planelye but in effecte) that thoughe you 

might for your deserte, & service exspecte & pretende for some place yet if your 

comming over were aboute that, he thoughte the Kinge woulde bee but offended at 

it'. Unconvincingly the favourite added that 'withall ... he woulde moove the kinge 

againe'. 131 

When this episode was more laconically related by Abbot, Buckingham was 

made to snap 'in plaine termes breaking out into these wordes that if[Carleton] had a 

purpose to stand for the Secretaryes place, he would by all meanes be against it'. 132 It 

would have been uncharacteristic for Buckingham to be quite so shrill or blunt, yet 

this was the purport of his conversation with Harwood. Harwood.believed, probably 

rightly, that Buckingham had not moved the king as Carleton had requested, and his 

unexpected absence from Harwood's audience may have been intended as a means 

of avoiding awkward exchanges over the matter in James's presence . .if what he had 

told Carleton on 2 December was true, ifthe king had secretly chosen Winwood's 

successor and the secretaryship was now assured to Naunton, then why did 

Buckingham feel it necessary to act in this way? As John Levingstone commented 

around this time, Carleton was 'well wiseit be everrie bodie' and, more significantly, 

'speciallie be our m ester for in gennerall descours he will commend your 

sufficienccie mouche' .133 It seems possible that Buckingham was bluffing in his 

letter of 2 December so as to force Carleton to desist from pursuing his wide-ranging 

and well-backed campaign. These were not the marks of a favourite absolutely 

131 TNA: PRO, SP 14/94/69, fo. 110r (Harwood to Carleton, 20 Dec. 1617); SP 14/94/76, 
fos. 119-20 (Harwood to Carleton, 22 Dec. 1617). 
132 Ibid., fo. 15 (Abbot to Carleton, 28 Dec. 1617). 
133 TNA: PRO, SP 84/81, fo. 149r. 



confident in his command of court patronage. With hindsight we might agree that 

'the key to advancement at the English court was Buckingham', and that the 

appointment ofNaunton demonstrated 'Buckingham's power as a patron' and 'his 

supremacy in J ames I' s affections'. 134 Yet we should not neglect to point out the 

favourite's own sense of uncertainty, at this stage in his career at least, in the 

exercise of that so-called 'supremacy', neither should we fail to explain, where 

possible, how exactly such 'power' was achieved and exercised. 

During the Christmas festivities at Whitehall it gradually became more 

certain that Naunton would be promoted, since the offices which he currently held, 

Master ofRequests and Surveyor of the Court of Wards, were understood to have 

been 'either bestowed alredy or bespoken' by 3 January 1618. 135 It was not, however, 

until James departed from Whitehall for Theobalds and Royston on 8 January that 

N aunton was given the seals. 136 According to John Chamberlain, J ames then said that 

'he had destinated [Naunton to the position] presently upon the decease of Sir Rafe 

Winwod, though he acquainted no body with yt till now'. Had Jam~s secretly come 

to a decision, as he claimed, to appoint Naunton shortly after Winwood's death at the 

end of October, then to what end was the delay? The king, in whose hands the 

appointment ultimately rested, may have simply enjoyed keeping everyone guessing 

for as long as possible, yet he was surely aware of the speculation and lobbying for 

various candidates. For this latter reason, when he appointed Naunton, James was 

apparently careful to declare that he had done so 'motu proprio, and ex certa scientia 

of his sufficiencie, without any other mediation' .137 These words, and possibly also 

the drawing out of the appointment, were meant to demonstrate not Buckingham's 

power but Jamd's independence: he was above the competition and lobbying of his 

subjects for place. The idea that Buckingham or any other courtier could confidently 

134 Hill and Lockyer, "'Carleton and Buckingham" Revisited', p. 21. 
135 LJC, II, p. 124. 
136 TNA: PRO, E 101/434/5, fo. 10v; Gardiner, History of England, Ill, p. 101. 
137 LJC, II, pp. 128-9. 



hope to place their clients in such an important office as the secretaryship of State 
was detrimental to James's reputation as a king who ruled personally. 

A little piqued by Buckingham's behaviour towards him, Carleton nevertheless 
quickly recovered from his failure to secure the secretaryship and renewed his suit 

for leave to return to England for a short time, citing ill-health and the need to settle 
some private affairs as his reasons. In April1618 permission was granted for him to 
return for no more than six weeks. 138 He seems to have made some effort to become 
'known' to Buckingham in the meantime through Sir Henry Cary, an 'aunsient 

acquayntaunce' of the ambassador's, newly appointed Comptroller of the Household 
by the favourite's means. 139 Cary put in a good word for Carleton with the favourite, 
taking the opportunity simultaneously to propose Sir Edward Banet, Cary's brother
in-law, as a possible successor to Carleton in the Hague, should 'it. .. be Sir Dudley 

Carletons happy fortune to gayne such a place in [Buckingham's) good opinion' .140 

Certainly when he returned home from the Hague that summer, Carleton met 

Buckingham on several occasions and took the opportunity to make a 'dedication' of 
' 

himself to the favourite: 'My Lord I finde many noble frends about his Majesty 

which is no small comfort and incoragement unto me', he wrote, 'but they are all 
with God to whom I have particular obligacion save onely for goode will and goode 
wishes. To your Lordship I have had the unhappines untill my comming over to be 
unknowne: but you have made me know your Lordship by your honorable 

138 TNA: PRO, SP 84/82, fo. 69 (Carleton to Buckingham, 20 Jan. 1618); SP 84/83, fos. 163r 
(Carleton to Rudyerd, 8 Apr. 1618), 188r (Naunton to Carleton, 14 Apr. 1618). It may be 
noted that Carleton was, in fact, seriously ill. According to Turquet de Mayeme's diagnosis, 
he had a stone in the left kidney which was tincturing his urine with blood: SP 14/98/97, 
fo.176r (Mayeme to Carleton, 26 Aug. 1618). 
139 TNA: PRO, SP 84/82, fos. 99r, 221r (Sir Horace V ere to Carleton, 26 Jan. and 21 Feb. 
1618). It is possible that Cary helped in persuading Buckingham to move Carleton's suit to 
return: SP 14/103/39, fo. 47r (Cary to Carleton, 16 Oct. 1618). 
140 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 183/ fo. 51 (Cary to Buckingham, 16 June 1618). 

171 



favours' .141 Carleton hoped that any impediment to his promotion to 'neerer place of 

servyce about his Majestyes person' might thereby be removed. 142 

Such a vacancy was likely to arise soon, as Carleton would have gathered 

during his sojourn in England. For at that time, in July 1618, the earl of Suffolk was 

dismissed as Lord Treasurer and Secretary Lake was denied access to the king and 

deprived of the exercise of many ofthe functions ofhis office. As we have seen, 

Lake would finally be dismissed early in 1619. 'The voices ofthe Towen', wrote Sir 

Henry Cary, 'are theis. Secretary Lake his longe delay ofretorne, soe threatens his 

fixation in his disgrace, say they, that Competitions rise upp in emulation to succeed 

in his place.' 143 The secretary to the French embassy in London remarked that, 

within days of his return, Carleton was pressing hard 'pour avoir la Charge du Sieur 

Laik. ,~ 44 

Less evidence survives of Carleton's dealings in relation to this second 

secretaryship 'competition'. It is, however, clear that Carleton's hopes were high. By 

virtue of his diplomatic service, he believed himself eminently wel,l-qualified for the 

secretaryship: there was, he had informed Arundel, 'noe place to which the course of 

my lyfe doth soe dyrectly tend unto, as that imployment' .145 The events of November ..., 
and December 1617 had shown that he could count upon the backing of many at 

court. Then, in defeat, he had been told that 'the worlde calls for you to this place' 

and 'the greatest & best soules ... have suche opinione of your worthe & merite as 

they believe you cannot but bee called home sooner then you thinke'. 146 Surely he 

stood an even better chance of promotion now that he was 'known' to Buckingham. 

Carleton was kept abreast of rumours relating to Lake and his chances of a 

return to favour throughout the autumn and winter of 1618. With such news came 

141 TNA: PRO, SP 84/84, fo . 104r (Carleton to Buckingham, draft, [n.d., but probably July or 
early Aug. 1618]). 
142 TNA: PRO, SP 84/82, fo. 69v. 
143 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 183/ fo . 51. 
144 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/52, fo. 265r (Leclerc to Puysieux, 18 June [n.s.] 1618). 
145 TNA: PRO, SP 84/80, fo 17r (Carleton to Arundel, 3 Nov. 1617). 
146 TNA: PRO, SP 14/94/82, fo. 150r (Harwood to Carleton, 27 Dec. 1617); SP 14/95/6, fo. 
6v (Sherbum to Carleton, 4 Jan. 1618). 
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assurances of support, in varying degrees, from a number of courtiers, including 

Pembroke, his brother Montgomery, the marquess of Hamilton, the countess of 

Bedford, Sir Henry Cary, and Lady Rich. 147 Experience had shown that 'good 

wishes' from courtiers were not enough. In November 1618 he was advised by one 

of his nephews, John Carleton, a royal equerry, that he should offer Buckingham 

£3,000 for the Secretary's place, lest the ambassador's friends' 'speaking for you .. . 

worke a jealousy of you in him, that can do you good indeed'. 148 We do not know 

whether he considered this seriously. 

James, as was his wont, spent most of October, November and December 

hunting at Royston, Hinchingbrooke and Newmarket. 149 Naunton, now effectively 

the only Secretary of State, was overstretched, occasionally visiting the court but 

mostly tied to oversight of the Privy Council at Whitehall. During this time John 

Packer, Buckingham's secretary, was active in procuring the king's signature to 

letters and warrants. Indeed, Packer was understood to be the favourite's prefeiTed 

candidate to succeed Lake. 150 Nevertheless, all was not lost for Carlet?n. His nephew 

John reported 'the greatest comfort', that 'the king every day speaks to me 

concerning you and about the affaires of that country [the United Provinces] in so 
'-

much that I perceive his intention is to do you good'. 151 Carieton may not have 

furnished his nephew with the £3,000 douceur, but he did see fit to send Buckingham 

a 'fyn portrait' as a New Year's gift. This went down well with the favourite and, on 

receiving the painting, he 'sariuslie and withe ane othe protested, that [Carleton 

himself] did not more desyr to have sum testimonie of the King his favour, then he 

147 TNA: PRO, SP 14/103/39, fo. 47r (Sir Henry Cary to Carleton, 16 Oct. 1618); SP 
14/103/41, fo. 50r (countess of Bedford to Carleton, 18 Oct.); SP 14/103/80, fo. 131r (John 
Carleton to Carleton, 9 Nov.); SP 14/103/111, fo. 181r (John P01y to Carleton, 28 Nov.); SP 
14/103/112, fo. 183r (Rudyerd to Carleton, 30 Nov.); SP 14/104/14, fo. 25r (Sir Arthur 
Tyrringham to Carleton, 7 Dec.); SP 14/94/62, fo . 98r (Sir Thomas Tyrringham to Carleton, 
13 Dec.); SP 14/105/60, fo. 76r (Sir Gerard Herbert to Carleton, 20 Jan. 1619). 
148 TNA: PRO, SP 14/103/80, fo. 131r. 
149 TNA: PRO, E 101/434/11, fos. 4v-10r. 
150 TNA: PRO, SP 14/103/55, fo. 86r (Harwood to Carleton, 30 Oct. 1618); SP 14/103/86, 
fo. 142r (Harwood to Carleton, 12 Nov.); SP 14/104/11x, fo. 15r (Harwood to Carleton, 5 
Dec.). 
151 TNA: PRO, SP 14/103/80, fo . 131r. 
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wald most willinglie contribut therunto withe his best endevors upon the first 

occasion'. 152 Days later, and just before Lake's Star Chamber hearing, Sir Edward 

Harwood sent Carleton a curious piece of news. 'A good frende of Mr Packer' had 

lately told him, so he wrote, 'that ere longe, either he or your lordship were like to be 

Secretary; but they thoughte, Mr Packer woulde refuse it'. Harwood believed this to 

be a joke, saying that he 'like[ d] that part well, that his frends give oute he will 

refuse it' .153 Packer's son-in-law recounted much later that James had, in fact, 

offered Packer the secretaryship only for the latter to turn it down- a tale 

corroborated by Harwood's contemporary report.154 Carleton may not have been top 

of the list, therefore, for preferment, but it is possible that he was Buckingham's 

second choice. 

Indeed, there may have been very good reasons for Buckingham to support 

Carleton's candidature this time around. Firstly it was at least politic to do so, given 

Arundel and Pembroke's previous disappointment. Secondly, and more pressingly, if 

Buckingham could persuade James to appoint Carleton to the secr~taryship, then this 

~ight exert sufficient leverage on Pembroke to quit his office of Lord Chamberlain 

without insisting that he be succeeded therein by his younger brother, the earl of 

Montgomery. This, apparently, was the main obstacle to Pembroke's acceptance of 

the vacant office of Lord Treasurer. The Lord Chamberlain's place could then go to 

Hamilton, whom Buckingham wanted to satisfy since he would not resign to the Scat 

his mastership of the Horse upon elevation to the office of Lord Admiral. Such a 

152 TNA: PRO, SP 14/105/21, fo . 30r (Sir William Balfour to Carleton, 12 Jan. 1619). Cf. 
Hill and Lockyer, "'Carleton and Buckingham" Revisited', pp. 21-2. Such effusive and 
charming words came easily to Buckingham. Compare, for instance, BL, Harleian MS 15 81 , 
fo. 156 (TobyMatthew to[?], [Sept.? 1617]). 
153 TNA: PRO, SP 84/88, fo. 126r (Harwood to Carleton, 30 Jan. 1619). 
154 S. Porter, 'Packer, John (1572-1649)', Oxford DNB 
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/21075, accessed 21 Aug. 2006]. See also BL, 
Additional MS 72253, fo. 14r (Jean Beaulieu, Secretary for the French Tongue, to Trumbull, 
18 Feb. 1618/19). 
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general reshuffle of court officers had been rumoured for some time and speculation 

continued into the new year. 155 

The appointment of Sir George Calvert as Secretary in February 1619 has 

long been recognised as James's own work- and was as much of a surprise to 

Calvert, perhaps, as it was to Buckingham. Calvert could honestly claim, as he 

declared to Carleton, that he 'never stood in competition with your self or any man 

else' for the office. 156 When Calvert tried to thank the favourite for his promotion, 

Buckingham responded that he had nothing to do with the appointment and that it 

was all down to the king. Calvert had been a member of the earl of Salisbury's 

secretariat until 1610, upon appointment as a Clerk of the Ptivy Council. 157 When 

J ames, in January 1612, spent one of his hunting trips busily 'writing somwhat in 

French against Vorstius', it was Calvert whom he took with him and who was thus 

'setled about him, and wholy employed in reading and writing'. A little later, after 

Salisbury's death, Calvert had apparently assisted James with Spanish and Italian 

dispatches during the brief period when the king acted as his own ~ecretary. 158 While 

Lake's future was still uncertain, during the summer progress of 1618 Calveti, as 

Clerk of the Council, ._was appointed to communicate sensitive govemment business 

from London to James, Secretary Naunton and other privy councillors then following 

the court. From July he acted as secretary to the commissioners investigating alleged 

abuses and corruption in the Exchequer. By the end of August Calvert had waited 

upon the king twice in connection with Sir Waiter Ralegh's retum from the 

155 TNA: PRO, SP 14/103/14, fo. 17r (Harwood to Carleton, 3 Oct. 1618); SP 14/103/41, fo. 

51r (Bedford to ,Carleton, 18 Oct.); SP 14/103/55, fo. 86r (Harwood to Carleton, 30 Oct.); SP 

14/103/86, fo. 142r (Harwood to Carleton, 12 Nov.); SP 14/103/112, fo. 183r (Rudyerd to 

Carleton, 30 Nov.); Bodl. Lib., MS Tanner 74, fo. 178 (Sir Henry Montagu to Buckingham, 

3 Jan. 1618/19, draft); BL, HarleianMS 7002, fo. 438r (Thomas Lorkin to Sir Thomas 

Puckering, 12 Jan. 1618/19), printed in Birch, Court and Times, II, pp. 122-3; LJC, Il, p. 199 

(Chamberlain to Carleton, 9 Jan. 1618/19). 
156 TNA: PRO, SP 84/89, fo. 125r (Calvert to Carleton, 10 April1619). 
157 A.G.R. Smith, 'The Secretariats of the Cecils, circa 1580-1612', English Historical 

Review, 83 (1968), pp. 481-504, at pp. 493-4, 502-3. 
158 LJC, I, pp. 331, 359; J.D. Krugler, 'Calvert, George, first Baron Baltimore (1579/80-

1632)', Oxford DNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/4420, accessed 21 Aug. 

2006). See also, TNA: PRO, SP 14/105/112, fo. 174r(Harwood to Carleton, 16 Feb. 1619). 
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disastrous Guiana expedition, his arrest and attempted escape from custody: for 

James, this was a source of acute embarrassment and unwanted diplomatic tension 

with the Spanish, who wanted to ensure that Ralegh would be punished.159 James had 

personal experience, therefore, of working with Calvert- surely one of the strongest 

points in Naunton's favour when the previous vacancy had arisen during the winter 

of 1617-18. 

Moreover, although the new Secretary was not monochromatically 

hispanophile, he was quite possibly more acceptable to James at this juncture than 

Carleton might have been in the post. The first weeks of 1619 were a delicate time in 

British diplomacy. In January Baron Christopher von Dohna arrived at London as the 

representative of the Elector Palatine and the Protestant Union to negotiate a renewal 

of the defensive alliance with Britain and to solicit aid for the Bohemian rebels. 

Commissioners from the United Provinces were also present to settle a treaty 

between the Dutch and English East India Companies. There were alarming repotis 

of preparations in Spanish dockyards for the fitting out of a large fl,eet. This, the 

Venetians believed, was to be deployed against Venice in order to make the city a 

base for action against the Bohemians. At the same time, the Spanish were inviting 
----

King James to mediate between the Bohemian rebels and Ferdinand, and were keen 

that J ames should appoint an ambassador for this task who was 'well affected' to 

Spain. In January and February 1619 James's response to these opposing tugs was to 

attempt to strike a cautious balance that, he hoped, would neither completely 

dishearten his Protestant allies nor embitter relations with Spain: the treaty with the 

Protestant Union was renewed, an embassy was to be sent to Bohemia, although it 

would be headed by viscount Doncaster (not a man noted for being pro-Spanish), and 

the English fleet which was intended to collaborate with the Spaniards against the 

pirates of Algiers was to be got ready with secret orders to attack their Spanish allies 

159 Bodl. Lib., MS Add. D. 110, no. 192/ fo. 65 (Calvert to Buckingham, 9 Aug. 1618); HMC 
Downshire, VI, pp. 453-4 (no. 985 : Robert Branthwait to William Trumbull, 21 July 1621), 
487 (no. 1061: Thomas Locke to Trumbull, 28 Aug. 1618); Gardiner, History of England, 
Ill, eh. 25, esp. pp. 130-45. 
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if they made for the Gulf of Venice. 160 A contemporary verse libel, 'As I went to 

Walsinghame', grouped many of Carleton's backers together as frequenters of 

'Bedforde Howse, I ... that puritan shrine'. In these sensitive times and with 

negotiations for the Spanish match under way, the appointment of a pro-Dutch 

secretary such as Carleton might not have constituted a helpful signal - especially if 

that appointment were to go hand-in-hand with a general reshuffle in which the 

'pmitan' 'Bedford House' group would be the main beneficiaries, occupying the 

posts of Lord Treasurer and Lord Chamberlain. In appearance at least, this would 

have upset the balance of James's policy. 161 Calvert was a more neutral candidate, 

neither patiicularly associated with the United Provinces nor with the 'political 

Protestants' at James's court, yet not unacceptable to them, and he had Spanish to 

boot.I62 

Carleton attempted to make light of this second failure- 'The next degrees to 

speeding in a sute are to be quickly delivered of exspectation, and to have a frend 

160 S.R. Gardiner, ed., Letters and Other Documents Illustrating the Relations between 

England and Germany at the Commencement of the Thirty Years' War (Camden Society, 2 

vols., London, 1865-186__8), I, pp. xxxii-iii, 39-40, 42; E. McCabe, 'England's Foreign Policy 

in 1619: Lord Doncaster's Embassy to the Princes of Germany', Mitteilungen des Instituts 

fur Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung, 58 (1950), pp. 457-77; R.E. Schreiber, The First 

Carlisle: Sir James Hay, First Earl of Carlisle as Courtier, Diplomat and Entrepreneur, 

1580-1636, in Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, 74:7 (Philadelphia, 

1984), pp. 1-2. See also BL, Harleian MS 7002, fo. 442r (Thomas Lorkin to Sir Thomas 

Puckering, 9 Feb. 1618119), printed in Birch, Court and Times, II, 133-4. 
161 'As I went to Bedforde Howse, I To that puritan shrine, I Mett twise begger Hamleton I 
And a freinde of mine. I Mett I weake Lorde Chamberlaine, I Don caster there was he, I Mett 

I proude Lorde Arundell, I Foolish Montgomery. I In counsell thease undertakers breake I 
The Spanish matche and the truce.' HMC Salisbury, XXIV, pp. 235-6 (I have italicised the 

names ofCarleto'n's supporters for the secretaryship). For Lucy Russell, nee Harington, 

countess of Bedford and court kinship and social networks, see H. Payne, 'Aristocratic 

Women, Power, Patronage and Family Networks at the Jacobean Court, 1603-1625', in J. 

Daybell, ed., Women and Politics in Early Modern England, 1450-1700 (Aldershot, 2004), 

pp. 164-80, at pp. 172-4. Cf. HMC Downshire, VI, p. 349 (Abbot to Trumbull, 19 Dec. 
161 7), for the perceived importance of the Spanish marriage negotiations in determining 

appointment of a new Secretary. 
162 Calvert later converted to Catholicism, but we should note that, for the moment, 

Archbishop Abbot was prepared to thank God for putting such an 'honest man' as Calvert 

into the office of Secretary: BL, Additional MS 72242, fo. 65r (Abbot to Trumbull, 2 March 

1618119). 
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[such as Calvert] preferred'- but, in reality, he was crestfallen.163 With extraordinary 

candour he vented his frustration at Abbot. The archbishop had comforted him by 

saying that his 'exclusion from that place to which I was wished & had as much 

reason to pretend as some others' did not reflect any 'ill opinion' held ofhim, but 

that he was esteemed a 'bonus servus' . 'Your Grace knowes . .. there is an Italian 

phrase ligar l 'asino dove vuol il padrone [to tie the ass where the master wishes]', he 

wrote. '[M]e thinks I finde my self this asino ligato [bound ass] without hope or 

apparence of removing unlesse your Grace can shew me more then I can possibly 

foresee.' 164 Carleton suspected that he was now considered more useful at the Hague 

than anywhere else, and that his friends and patrons simply could not - or, possibly, 

would not- effect his return. As Vivienne Larminie has recently commented on the 

case of another Jacobean diplomat, Sir Isaac Wake, Carleton may have been 'the 

victim ofhis own relative success', passed over for office at home 'not so much 

because he lacked patrons ... but because he was so evidently fixed abroad and 

indispensable there.' 165 

Perhaps Abbot and Carleton's other backers were not as helpful as they might 

have been in the winters of 1617-18 or 1618-19, but, even after canvassing for 

support and making oneself 'known' to the favourite, there remained a king to 

convince of one's worth. The selection of Calvert as Secretary demonstrates this yet 

more clearly than the uncertainties surrounding Naunton's eventual appointment. 

According to John Chamberlain, the patent for the office was 'drawne with a 

blancke'- that is, with a space for the successful man's name to be filled in- but 

'the voyce ran generally with Packer.' The night before his appointment, Calvert 

received the news of the king's resolution in his favour from Buckingham. He 

163 TNA: PRO, SP 84/89, fo . 17r (Carleton to Calvert, 8 March 1619). 
164 Ibid. , fo. 20v (Carleton to Abbot, 9 March 1619). 
165 V. Larrninie, 'The Jacobean Diplomatic Fraternity and the Protestant Cause: Sir Isaac 
Wake and the View from Savoy' , English Historical Review, 121 (2006), pp. 1300-26, at p. 
1325. See also Gardiner, ed., Letters and Documents, I, pp. 42-5 : in mid February 1619,just 
as Lake's successor had to be decided upon, Carleton received fresh instructions to support 
Baron von Dohna in his suit for aid from the States General for the Bohemian cause. His 
work never ceased. 
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'disabled himself divers wayes, but specially that he thought himselfunworthie to sit 

in that place so lately possessed by his noble lord and master', the deceased earl of 

Salisbury. J ames was apparently 'well pleased with his aunswer and modestie, and 

sending for him asked him many questions, most about his wife'. '[T]his and some 

other passages of this kind, seeme to shew that the King is in a great vaine of taking 

downe highhanded women', Chamberlain remarked. 166 Carleton might not have 

given this a second thought, were it not for a letter he received in May 1619 from 

Waiter Balcanquahall, one of the British delegates newly returned from the Synod of 

Dart. Balcanquahall duly furnished Carleton with details of the divines' reception by 

J ames at Greenwich, and then, towards the end of his letter came the following: 

It is trewe that his Majestie had been told something of yowr Lordships 

much yeelding to yowr Ladies desyres; but it was for any thing I can 

learne no utherwyse; then that the King and cowrtiers in melTiment 

making a catalogue of cownsellers, Judges, and uther men imployed in 

state busines who were rewled by their wyves, yowr Lordship amongst 

uthers were reckoned in that ranck[.] 167 

James was indeed in 'a vaine of taking downe highhanded women'. Women, it was 

" 
believed, had been too 'muche on the stage' recently for the king's liking. In the 

downfalls of Sir Thomas Lake and the earl of Suffolk, he discerned the corrupting 

influence of their 'archwives'. Passing judgement against Lake in Star Chamber, 

James likened the Secretary's fate to that of Adam: 'It is to be presumed that he was 

seduced by his Eve, but as it served not Adam's turne to say The woman that thou 

gavest me, but he was made to sweate for it, so I thinke it just, that Sir Thomas 

should smarte for it' .168 Among the things James had gleaned in conversation with 

Calvert, according to Chamberlain, was that Lady Calvert had borne her husband ten 

children- here was a suitably supine spouse for a trusted royal servant. 169 However 

166 LJC, II, p. 216. 
167 TNA: PRO, SP 84/90, fo. 105r (Balcanquahall to Carleton, 20 May 1619). 

168 TNA: PRO, SP14/104/11x, fo. 15r (Harwood to Carleton, 5 Dec. 1618); SP 14/105/96, fo. 

156r (abstract of James's comments in judgement on Lake's case). 

169 LJC, II, pp. 214, 216. 
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odd this might seem to us, Carleton took this reason for his second failure seriously. 

His cousin, Dr George Carleton, the bishop of Llandaff and leader of the British 

delegation to the Synod of Dort returned home and was promoted to the bishopric of 

Chichester in recognition ofhis services. Dudley, congratulating his cousin by letter, 

gave him the pointed advice- a 'kinde admonition' as the bishop termed it- 'that 

the way to preferment was to kepe [himself] single'. 170 

To relate in such detail the failure of a man to gain office twice may not seem, on the 

face of it, an enlightening exercise. It could be fairly objected that appointment to the 

secretaryship of State was an atypical case of political patronage. A monarch could 

not know his or her subjects' qualifications for particular offices in a great many 

cases. Then, of course, courtiers' personal recommendations of their clients would be 

important - and, in the later 161 Os and 1620s, Buckingham's recommendations 

especially. Far more significant, in such cases, was the succes.s of the court patron 

rather than the involvement of the king in signing the warrant and conferring the 

office upon an individual. The secretaryship of State, however, was an appointment 

so politically and diplomatically sensitive, so close to the monarch, that it was, in 

comparison with the majority of the offices in the monarch's gift, a case apart. It is 

inconceivable that the king should not have had a strong opinion as to whom he 

would appoint. 

Indeed so. Nevertheless, the significance of Sir Dudley Carleton's efforts and 

failures in 1617-19 consists in the light they shed on the workings and limits of 

Buckingham's 'ascendancy'. Calvert's appointment confirms, as Roger Lockyer has 

argued, that Buckingham did not always get his way, that J ames was not 'a mere 

cipher' . Lockyer contends that, in instances where other leading coutiiers expressed 

a strong preference for the appointment to office of someone whom Buckingham did 

not support (as with Carleton in 1617), 'they were not likely to prevail if it came to 

170 TNA: PRO, SP 14/109/144, fos. 255v-256r (Dr George Carleton to Carleton, 20 July 
1619). 



an open test of strength. ,J?t But what exactly does that mean? To leave it at that tells 

us nothing of the reasons behind James's decisions- whether striking out, as it were, 

on his own or seeming to acquiesce in the will of another; neither is it illustrative of 

the ways in which Buckingham actually used his access to the king, his 'strength', in 

order to promote his own clients. The 'Carleton Papers' that I have cited at such 

length in this chapter demonstrate the mechanics and dynamics of power, the social 

and political activity of the court. In this case we have seen Buckingham apparently 

withholding information from James, tactically absenting himself from the royal 

presence, and writing a misleading message in order to achieve his goal. Equally, we 

have seen James (characteristically) keeping his cards close to his chest, (again 

characteristically) opting for servants of whom he had personal experience, probably 

selecting with an eye to immediate foreign policy concerns, possibly rejecting on the 

basis of intimately 'domestic' ones- all ofwhich amply demonstrates not only the 

occasionally quirky independence of royal will, but also, and not incompatibly, the 

ways in which influence could be brought to bear upon it. 

This is a much more complex picture than contemporary libellers (and some 

historians have) presented: 
" 

Comme, offer up your daughters and faire wifes, 

No trentall nor no durge 
Will open goode Kinge Jeames his eyes, 

But sacrifice to St George. 172 

In weighing up whether or not to make particular grants, J ames did consider whether 

profit would thereby accrue to his servants. Buckingham was able to say of one 

suitor for a barony that he was 'of good religion, well borne, and hath a good estate', 

but the main argument in his favour seems to have been his 'aight thowsand 

[pounds]': 'he will give it me, if you will make him a baron', the favourite wrote to 

171 Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 69-70. 
172 'As I went to Walsinghame' [? 1618], inHMC Salisbury, XXIV, p. 236. 



J ames. 173 Less blatantly, projects were occasionally framed in the f01m of petitions 

with the name of the petitioner, 'Your Majesties Servant', left blank. 174 The 

expectation was presumably that the king was more likely to respond favourably to 

the petition and the project if it would benefit a trusted servant with whose alleged 

needs and claims for reward he was already familiar. Gift-giving did not feature 

prominently in this case study, though, as we have seen, Carleton sent paintings to 

Pembroke, Arundel and Buckingham. Following Barcroft's line, a reluctance or 

inability to grease palms might have explained Carleton's failures- except that it 

does not seem to have been the cause ofNaunton and Calvert's successes. 175 Without 

the aid of silver and gold oblations, Carleton was seriously considered, and seriously 

backed, as a candidate for one of the most important political offices in the realm. 

Carleton's correspondence during this period bears eloquent testimony to 

Buckingham's primacy (and its limits), but also to the possibility that a host of other 

courtiers, from members of the Privy Council to Anne of Denmark's entourage, from 

equerries and Bedchamber Grooms to court chaplains, might b~ used by a suitor, 

even in the age of a great favourite. Carleton did not rank these as of equal puissance 

with the favourite, but he was 'bound' by etiquette to respond to their various 
"'-

requests and letters, and this, he clearly believed, could be turned to his advantage. It 

was not ignorance or lack of ambition that initially held Carleton back from working 

through Buckingham to achieve his goals of promotion and revocation- it was 

173 NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.7, vol. 22, no. 70 (Buckingham to James, n.d.). See also C.R. 

Mayes, 'The Sale of Peerages in Early Stuart England', Journal of Modern History, 29 

(1957), pp. 21-37; C.R. Mayes, 'The Early Stuarts and the Irish Peerage', English Historical 

Review, 73 (1958), pp. 227-51; L. Stone, 'The Inflation of Honours, 1558-1641 ',Past and 

Present, 14 (1958), pp. 45-70. 
174 For examples of such petitioner-less petitions, see Bodl. Lib., MS Carte 121, fo. 84r 

(petition to regulate the price of beer, n.d.); CKS, Sackville MSS/ Cranfield Papers, 

U269/1/0E829 [ON 5692] (petition for regulation of soap-boilers, 1623); /OE829 [ON 

9429] (petition for regulation of wine casks, n.d. [1622-23?]). 
175 It was reported that Naunton, who was childless at the time, had agreed to make 

Buckingham's youngest brother, Christopher Villiers, his heir, but, in the light of all the 

evidence, it is not plausible to describe this as 'the reason' for his appointment: TNA: PRO, 

SP 14/94/82 (Sir Edward Harwood to Carleton, 27 Dec. 1617); Gardiner, History of 

England, Ill, p. 81; cf. J.H. Barcroft, 'Buckingham and the Central Administration, 1616-

1628' (PhD thesis, University of Minnesota, 1963), p. 212. 
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politeness. Though contrary winds might slow or halt communications to and from 

the Hague, it was ironically because of his absence from the comt and his posting in 

the United Provinces that a number of his court contacts were established and could 

be made to work for him. This is exactly what one would expect of a society in 

which favours were supposed to be reciprocated and 'advancement. .. obtained by 

mediation and remembrance of noble friends'. 176 The links between Carleton and 

many of his court contacts were too fleeting to be described formally as 'patron

client relationships' and, with the possible exception of the 'Bedford House' 

connection in the winter of 1618-19 (or at least how that grouping of courtiers was 

perceived), they were not 'factional' either. 177 

Access to the king did matter. As the man who determined where the ass 

would be bound, to use Carleton's phrase, it was to him that representations had to 

be made. We should note that, during much ofNovember and December in 1617 and 

1618, just when Carleton's efforts to secure high office were in full swing, the 

ambassador's main backers, Arundel and Pembroke (and Hamilton in 1618) were not 

at court but could be found regularly sitting with the Privy Council at Whitehall. 

viscount Fenton was similarly in London and with the Privy Council during the 

relevant months of 1617. Buckingham, on the other hand, was with the king at 

Newmarket. 178 As we saw in the previous chapter, it was this smt of access, 

Buckingham's more constant companionship with the king, which gave him a 

reputation as the one who had the greatest influence over the king. On closer 

inspection, the equation of intimate access and influence over the policies and 

personnel of government appears too simple, but it was reasonable to assume that 

176 W.T. MacCaffrey, 'Place and Patronage in Elizabethan Politics', in S.T. Bindoff, J. 

Hurstfield and C.H. Williams, eds., Elizabethan Government and Society (London, 1961), 

pp. 95-126, at p. 108. 
177 I am in broad agreement, therefore, with Linda Peck when she stresses the 'fluidity of 

court patronage connections' and the difficulty of equating them with 'factions': Peck, Court 

Patronage and Corruption, eh. 3, 'Court Patronage Networks', pp. 47-74. 
178APC, 1616-1617, pp. 362-409; APC, 1618-1619, pp. 299-333; BL, Harleian MS 7006, 

fos. 35, 39, 44, 50, 52, 54, 56; S.R. Gardiner, ed., The Fortescue Papers (Camden Society, 

London, 1871), pp. 63-5, 67-9; TNA: PRO, E101/434/5, fos. 6v-9v; E1011434/11, fos . 7v-

10v. 
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Buckingham, because he was more often with the king than other prominent 

courtiers were, had that many more opportunities to move the king for his clients. 

Such a reputation for influence with or over James could then become a self

fulfilling prophecy, reinforcing the favourite's position by encouraging suitors to 

profess their dependancy upon him alone as their most effective means to the king. 

However, Carleton's experience also supports Julia Merritt's view that 

'historians may need to qualify some ofthe exclusive importance that they have 

traditionally attached to physical presence at court.' For we should be equally alert to 

the importance of 'Presence by proxy or by letter- when properly monitored and 

backed up by an efficient information network'. 179 When Dr George Carleton got his 

promotion to the bishopric of Chichester, he held his cousin the ambassador at least 

partly responsible for exactly that reason: 'for what services soever had been 

perfourmed at Dort ... this I am sure of, ... your lordships freindly relation of my poor 

service, made the service to be remembered.' 180 This is not to say that Sir Dudley 

Carleton did not think that his presence at court might have helped his case: he 

clearly did. The point is that we should not assume that it would have done or that it 

would have trumped any other reason why the king should not have wanted to 

----appoint him. 

IV. Conclusion 

Judging by the results, and looked at in terms of faction and the favourite's influence, 

the foregoing instances of officers being 'placed and displaced' appear, on the whole, 

to demonstr~te Buckingham's court-political ascendancy. They seem to bear out 

George Goring's flattering words to the favourite, 'you ar all powerfull, and can 

179 J.F. Merritt, 'Power and Communication: Thomas Wentworth and Government at a 
Distance during the Personal Rule, 1629-1635 ', in idem, ed., The Political World of Thomas 
Wentworth, Earl ofStrafford, 1621-1641 (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 131-2. 
180 TNA: PRO, SP 14/109/144, fo . 255v. 



conquer where you please' .181 If the cases presented here reveal anything, it is the 

danger inherent, to quote Goring again, in 'summ[ing] upp all by the event [i.e. the 

outcome]' .182 The factional account of court politics at this time relies heavily upon 

such reasoning, reinforced by an image of James as 'worn ... down into negativism 

and listlessness', a man who 'wishe[ d] to do nothing' and whose views, therefore, 

'could easily be overlooked', or turned to one's advantage, by those around him. 183 

The corollary of this is the further assumption that the person whose 'views' and 

activities really mattered was Buckingham. The fall of Lord Treasurer Suffolk and 

Sir Thomas Lake, for instance, are then used to illustrate these initial assumptions: 

hence 'There seems little doubt that Buckingham wanted rid of Lake', we are told, 

without there appearing any need to explain why James might have wanted rid of 

him. 184 It was the king who would have to do the sacking, yet that hardly seems to 

matter if, in line with the initial assumption, he was negative, listless and could be 

overlooked. As has been said of interpretations of Henrician court politics, 'the 

danger of circularity of argument is evident': 'the gaps in the. narrative have to be 

filled by assuming the existence of an otherwise invisible process to explain a visible 

outcome'. 185 

The role of the king should not - since it could not - be underestimated. 

James had reasons, other than blind 'infatuation' for his favourite, to act against 

Y elverton, Suffolk and Lake, and to pass over Carleton. Kevin Sharpe has suggested 

that it is natural 'that the king should be influenced by the views of those at Court', 

and so court politics in general, as well as the changes in personnel which have here 

concerned us, cannot be understood solely in terms of the king's wi11. 186 However, 

that influence did not work upon the king as upon a blank canvas (or as the wind on a 

181 BL, Harleian MS 1580, fo. 397r (Goring to Buckingham, n.d. [before 2 March 1619]). 
182 BL, Harleian MS 1580, fo. 405r (Goring to Buckingham, 9 Sept. 1618). 
183 Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 217. 
184 Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers', p. 175. Cf. Spedding, Letters and Life, VII, pp. 1-2, on 
the 'conjecture' that Buckingham wanted Suffolk removed from office and that it was 'easy 
to find a pretext', and how the surviving evidence weighs heavily against such views. 
185 Gunn, 'Structures of Politics', p. 61. 
186 Sharpe, 'Crown, Parliament and Locality', p. 326. 
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weathercock, to use Sharpe's own simile). He had his own sense of priorities, 

prejudices, principles and standards, a clear conception of the purpose of his office, 

and the need to protect its prerogatives against encroachment. It does not make sense 

to think that he could be pushed around, like a weathercock, but - as has been said of 

Henry VIII, another king with an agenda and an elevated sense of his kingly mission 

- 'he could be worked on.' 'Those around Henry', Richard Rex most convincingly 

argues, 'were not necessarily pursuing his agenda, but they had to present their 

agenda in tetms ofhis.' 187 The re-drawing of the City of London charter by 

Yelverton could be presented as an infringement of the king's commands and a 

potentially wider threat to his prerogative: 'if it be suffered', Lord Chancellor Bacon 

noted on the Attorney's offence, 'that the learned counsel shall practise the art of 

multiplication upon their warrants, the crown will be destroyed in small time.' 188 The 

trials of the Lakes and Suffolks had to proceed in order to vindicate the king's justice 

and his honour, both things which James held dear. James could be persuaded into 

doing or allowing particular things by those around him, of course) but such 

influence, contrary to outward appearances, did not operate upon him mechanically. 

This is not to Q_eny that outward appearances did matter. Although 

Yelverton's words about Buckingham's assumption of a 'greate patie ofRegall 

power' and his readiness at James's side to 'hewe him downe' were ill-advised and 

overblown, they do hint at how the favourite's reputation for power over the king 

could be detrimental to the reputation which James himself tried to cultivate: that of 

a king who freely exercised just and impartial judgement. James 'scorne[ d]' that his 

reign should 'be likened to the tymes of some Kings', notably Edward II and Henry 

VI, but these were the comparisons which indeed seemed most appropriate to a 

number of contemporaries as they beheld, among other things, the influence of this 

187 R. Rex, 'The Crisis of Obedience: God's Word and Henry's Reformation', Historical 

Journal, 39 (1996), pp. 863-94, at p. 894. See also A. Ryrie, 'Divine Kingship and Royal 

Theology in Henry VIII's Reformation', Reformation, 7 (2002), pp. 49-77. 
188 Spedding, Letters and Life, VII, p. 134. 
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king's favourite. 189 How late Jacobean court politics and kingship were perceived is 

the subject of the next and final chapter. 

189 Relf, ed., Notes of Debates in the Lords, p. 14. 



Chapter Five 

'The Spirit of Privacie': Jacobean Kingship Criticised 

In rehabilitating J ames I as not so bad a king after all, we have tended to dismiss the 

most colourful criticisms of him and his court. A case in point is Sir Anthony 

Weldon's The Court and Character of King James, infamous as a source for the 

traditional negative image of James as an uncleanly, impious, cowardly pedant who 

slurped his drink and drooled over his male favourites. The title page of the printed 

editions proclaims that it was 'Written and taken by Sir A: W: being an eye, and eare 

witnesse' but, as Jenny Wormald and others have repeatedly told us, we cannot rely 

upon it as a source. A Kentish gentleman, from 1609 Weldon was a clerk of the 

Greencloth, where members ofhis family had served for generations. In 1617, 

however, he was dismissed from this household office, having been identified as the 

author of an anti-Scots diatribe. He reacted by penning The Court and Character as 

an entertaining but venomous squib against his former employer. In the words of 

Gerald Aylmer, Weldon is to be placed 'in the category of embittered ex

officeholders'. 1 We should, of course, be aware that Weldon had axes to grind, but 
' 

that his pamphlet and others like it were not neutral accounts of what really happened 

is no reason to disregard them. To do so is to adopt the sort of 'overly rigid 

distinction ... between representation and reality' which Peter Lake and Steven 

Pincus have detected more generally in the revisionist historiography of early Stumi 

1 Sir A. W[ eldon,] The Court and Character of King James (London, 1650) (Wing [2"d edn], 
W1273); G.E. Aylmer, The King's Servants: The Civil Service of Charles I, 1625-1642 
(London, 1961), p. 463; M.L. Schwarz, 'James I and the Historians: Towards a 
Reconsideration', Journal of British Studies, 13 (1974), pp. 114-34, at p. 116; J. Wormald, 
'James VI and I: Two Kings or One?', History, 68 (1983), pp. 187-209, at pp. 190-2; J. 
Wormald, "'0 Brave New World? The Union of England and Scotland in 1603 ',pp. 1-17, at 
p. 11 (Special Lecture at the British Academy, 24 March 2003, published online 
[http://www.britac.ac.uk/pubs/src/ _pdf/wormald.pdf]); M. Lee, Jr., Great Britain's Solomon: 
James VI and I in His Three Kingdoms (Urbana and Chicago, 1990), pp. xi, 309-10; D.L. 
Smith, A History of the Modern British Isles, 1603-1707: The Double Crown (Oxford, 
1998), p. 29; P. Croft, King James (Basingstoke, 2003), pp. 3-6. On the historiographical 
rehabilitation of James VI & I, see also M. Lee, Jr., 'James I and the Historians: Not a Bad 
King After All?', Albion, 16 (1984), pp. 151-63. 
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politics? Instead of dismissing such critical representations of James and his court on 

the grounds that they are unreliable in conveying points of fact, we should try to 

ascertain what they were intended to convey, what they signified and, indeed, why 

they were not just dismissed by all contemporaries as bunkum. Whatever recent 

historiographical revisions might suggest to the contrary, James was not widely 

regarded as a good king: surely a political reality that we cannot ignore, but should 

endeavour to explain and put back into our accounts of this reign. 

I shall here attempt an exposition of critical representations of James and his 

regime and their significance for our understanding of his kingship, focusing 

particularly upon literature and comment produced during the early 1620s. These 

years, as is well known, witnessed an outpouring of public political discourse. The 

Spanish match and Palatinate crisis was the immediate context and cause of the 

increase in public appetite for news and comment, whether printed or manuscript, 

prose or verse, during the latter years of the reign. What did anti-Spanish-match 

literature actually say? That there may have been more to it than forward-Protestant 

opposition to Jacobean foreign policy is suggested by the king's own response to this 

burgeoning of what it is now fashionable to call the 'public sphere'. In the autumn of 
" 1621 he declared to Gondomar that 'the people and the Puritans' intended to 

prosecute some 'reckless resolution against him'. On another occasion, he apparently 

let the Spanish ambassador understand that 'these Puritans' would 'cause him to die 

miserably. ' 3 We should not assume that James would say this lightly- or merely 

because he was in the grip of a cowardly paranoia about the loyalty of his subjects

to a foreign ambassador whom he needed to persuade of the pressure that he was 

under to break with Spain and to fight for the recovery of the Palatinate and the 

defence of the Protestant cause. It would seem, in other words, that J ames thought it 

2 P.G. Lake and S. Pincus, 'Rethinking the Public Sphere in Early Modem England', Journal 
of British Studies, 45 (2006), pp. 270-92, at p. 288. 
3 B. Pursell, 'James I, Gondomar and the Dissolution of the Parliament of 1621 ',History, 85 
(2000), pp. 428-45, at p. 436; Gardiner, History of England, IV, p. 266. 



reasonable to characterise the public criticisms of him and his policies as seditious 

and even potentially regicidal in their implications. Was this a fair reading? 

Before broadening my scope to address the question of what such critiques 

might tell us about the character of Jacobean kingship, I shall concentrate first of all 

on works by three authors: Thomas Scott, author of the notorious pamphlet Vox 

Populi, first published in the autumn of 1620, and a number of other pieces during 

the first half of the decade; Thomas Gainsford, another pamphleteer and an editor of 

corantos, dubbed 'Captaine Pamphlet' by Ben Jonson; and, finally, the anonymous 

Tom Tell Troath .4 Of these, Scott's oeuvre is the most extensive and subtle and has 

attracted the most scholarly attention in recent years. Accordingly, his pamphlets are 

treated here at greater length. Simon Adams has claimed that Scott, who may have 

been producing his pamphlets in close association with the Elector Palatine and his 

followers in the Netherlands and England, aimed squarely at James's pacific and 

supposedly hispanophilic foreign policy and abstained from criticism of 'internal 

matters' in the governance of Jacobean Britain.5 Peter Lake and, following him, 

Richard Cust, have cited Scott in support of their resurrection of the polarities of 

'court' and 'country' in early Stuart England, simultaneously arguing that such 

'puritan opposition' to Jacobean foreign policy was not all that 'radical' because it 

was articulated in terms of an 'ideological' and 'constitutional' consensus. While 

Lake stresses the puritan characteristics of Scott's 'ideal of active citizenship', 

Markku Peltonen contends that Lake has 'overrated the puritanical elements in 

Scott's ideas' and maintains instead that 'Scott's arguments are almost exclusively 

classical republican in character. ' 6 As David Colclough writes, to separate 'religious 

4 J. Raymond, Pamphlets and Pamphleteering in Early Modern Britain (Cambridge, 2003), 

p. 135. 
5 S.L. Adams, 'The Protestant Cause: Religious Alliance with the West European Calvinist 

Communities as a Political Issue in England, 1585-1630' (unpublished DPhil thesis, 

University of Oxford, 1973), Appendix Ill, 'The Career ofThomas Scott and Bohemian 

Propaganda', pp. 448-62. 
6 P.G. Lake, 'Constitutional Consensus and Puritan Opposition in the 1620s: Thomas Scott 

and the Spanish Match', Historical Journal, 25 (1982), pp. 805-25, at pp. 805-7, 818, 824; 

idem, 'Anti-Popery: The Structure of a Prejudice', in R.P. Cust and A. Hughes, eds., Conflict 
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outlook' and language from 'political discourse' in this way is 'foolhardy'. 7 Thomas 

Scott was a Bachelor of Divinity and an ordained minister, after all, and a number of 

his pamphlets are either printed sermons or homiletic in form. 8 One need not 

artificially highlight the classical republican elements in Scott's discourse to 

understand that he was more radical than Adams, Lake and Cust have suggested. As 

we shall see, the 'puritan' or 'patriot' critique of James was wideranging and anti

monarchical. Like any polemic, it was distorted and unfair, yet it was not completely 

unfounded. 

I 

Thomas Scott's Vox Populi purports to be a translation 'according to the Spanish 

coppie' of the minutes of 'a speciall meeting of all the principall States of Spain', 

presided over by Philip Ill's favourite, the duke ofLerma. This meeting was 

summoned to hear Gondomar give an account of his embassy to England, from 

which he had recently retumed. 9 The duke ofLerma reveals Spanish aims for 

universal Roman Catholic monarchy and then invites Gondomar to speak, so that the 
---... 

assembled dignitaries might 'take account' of how effectively he had advanced 'this 

work' in England. 10 The reader is thereby offered 'proof, as it were from the horse's 

mouth, of Spain's insincerity in treating with James over the marriage negotiations, 

ofher promotion of popery within England, ofthe machinations of the Spanish 

in Early Stuart England: Studies in Religion and Politics, 1603-1642 (London, 1989), pp. 

72-106, at p. 89; R.P. Cust, 'News and Politics in Early Seventeenth-Century England', Past 

and Present, 1'12 (1986), pp. 60-90, at pp. 76-7; M. Peltonen, Classical Humanism and 

Republicanism in English Political Thought, 1570-1640 (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 229-70, at 

pp. 232-3. 
7 D. Colclough, Freedom of Speech in Early Stuart England (Cambridge, 2005), pp. 102-19, 

at p. 103. 
8 S. Kelsey,' Scott, Thomas (d. 1626)', Oxford DNB 

[http://www. oxforddnb .corn/view I article/24916, accessed 4 Sept. 2006]. 
9 [T. Scott,] Vox Populi, or, Newes from Spayne, translated according to the Spanish coppie. 

Which may serve to forwarne both England and the United Provinces how farre to trust to 

Spanish pretences ([London?] 1620) (STC [2"d edn], 22100.6), sigs. [A 1]-[A 2r]. 
10 Scott, Vox Populi, sigs. A 3r-[A 4v]. 
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faction in fomenting divisions between and within the kingdoms of Britain, and of 

the encouragement given by her supporters at court to the king's dislike of 

parliaments. The aim of all this has been to weaken Britain from within, just as, Scott 

claimed, the Spaniards were simultaneously attempting in the United Provinces, with 

the aid of their stooge Oldenbamevelt, all as a preparative to the conquest of these 

Northern European bulwarks ofProtestantism. 11 The extraordinary council meeting 

is broken up with the receipt of the 'late and sad news of the apprehension of our 

most trusty and able Pensioner Bamevelt, and of the discovery of [Spain's] other 

intendements' in the Low Countries. The pamphlet itself closes immediately 

afterwards with an exhortation to the reader: 

In the meane tyme, Let not those be secure, whom it concemes to be 
rowsed up knowing that this aspiring Nebuchadnezzar wil not loose 
the glorie of his greatnes, (who continueth still to magnifie himselfe 
in his great Babel,) untill it be spoken, thy kingdome is departed from 
h 12 t ee. Dan. 4[.] 

At one level, evidently, Scott was calling for the removal of the evil counsellors who 

were assisting Spanish designs and for a forward, anti-Spanish foreign policy, on the 

eve of the 1621 parliament. 

The pamphlet cuts more deeply, however. Scott's account of Spanish 

'policie' is formulated, pointedly, on a paradiastolic redescription of evaluative terms 

and a 'Machiavellian' disregard for morality. As Lerma was made to say, 

what [the king of Spain] hath, howsoever gotten, he may keep & 
hold: what he can get from any other King or Commander by any 
stratageme of war or pretence of peace he may take ... What the 
ignorant call treason, if it be on his behalf is truth, & what they call 
truth, if it be against him is treason .. . 

11 Scott, Vox Populi, sigs. [A 4v]-[D 1 v]. 
12 Scott, Vox Populi, sigs. [D 1 v]-[D 2r]. 
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'Religion', to the Spanish statesman, is just part of 'one stocke of policie' .13 To a 

contemporary English Protestant reader, it is likely that such words would have been 

recognisable as typically Jesuitical. 'Policy', in a negative sense, could be seen as a 

reliance on human (or devilish) cunning rather than trust in divine wisdom and 

power; likewise, rhetorical skill in redescribing reprehensible actions as virtuous 

ones was contrary to revealed truth. Such 'policy' and 'equivocation' (or 

paradiastole) were viewed as antichristian and popish. 14 One cannot, therefore, Scott 

was saying, trust in Spanish words. In this context it becomes quite impossible to 

take his praise of King James at face value: Spain has observed that 'the King of 

England ... is one of the most accomplisht Princes that ever raign'd' and beholds 'the 

generall bountie & munificence of his minde'. Quite the reverse, it is strongly 

implied, was in fact the case. James 'extreamly hunts after peace, and so affects the 

true name of a Peacemaker, as that for it he wil doe or suffer any thing', and by his 

princely-virtuous bounty 'the necessity of the state [is] so exhausted, as it is unable 

to supply his desires, who onely seeks to have that he might gi~e to others'. He is 

not, the pamphlet made out, the embodiment of a kingly ideal of temperance: his 

constancy in pressing after the reputation of a peacemaker is delusional and 
...___ 

unreasonable; he and his state are weakened by his desires; his virtues are, in fact, 

13 Scott, Vox Populi, sigs. [A 3v]-[A 4r]. On paradiastole, or rhetorical redefinition, see 
Q.R.D. Skinner, Reason and Rhetoric in the Philosophy of Hobbes (Cambridge, 1996), eh. 4, 

'The Techniques ofRedescription'; idem, 'Retrospect: Studying Rhetoric and Conceptual 
Change', in Q.R.D. Skinner, Visions of Politics (3 vols., Cambridge, 2002), I, pp. 183-6; 
idem, 'Moral Ambiguity and the Renaissance Art ofEloquence', in Skinner, Visions of 

Politics, 11, pp. 264-85. 
14 For instance, compare T. Scott, Digitus Dei ([Holland,] 1623) (STC [2nd edn], 22075), pp. 
13,26-27, 33-4 on 'Romish' 'sophisticating tongues' and 'equivocating Locusts','art and 
devilish policie' and 'politique Christians', as against those who 'declare ... plainly' . See also 

James, Political Writings, p. 109 (i.e. Triplici Nodo) on 'the new Catholike doctline' of 
'/Equivocation' as 'the Devils craft'; T. Milles, The Mistery of Iniquity (London, 1609?) 
(STC [2nd edn], 17933), sigs. A[r] and C 2[r] on 'the mingling and mistaking of Thinges by 

speech, that by nature are devided' and 'Popish equivocation'; W. Laud, A Sermon Preached 

at White-Hall, on the 24. of March 1621 (London, 1622) (STC [2nd edn], 15300), pp. 16-17 
on 'Policie' and 'Politicke errour'; N. Orsini, "'Policy" or the Language of Elizabethan 
Machiavellianism', Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 9 (1946), pp. 122-34; 
Lake, 'Anti-popery', p. 73. 
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vices. These characteristics of this 'most accomplisht Prince' are, to top it all, the 

very 'advantages' upon which Gondomar's masters have framed their 'directions and 

instructions' for the ambassador to England to set about 'the advancement of the 

Spanish State and Romish Religion together'. 15 The king and his failings were thus 

presented as the heart- or the head- of the problem. In keeping with the idea that 

the king was an exemplar to his people, imitated in his vices and virtues, conuption 

was spreading downwards through the polity. As Scott later put it in Vox Dei, 

drawing the conventional parallel between bodies natural and politic, 'we see every 

member clayrnes more interest in the head, hart, liver, lungs, (those principall parts) 

then in the rest: for if any of these ... be defective a generall decay and consumption 

ensue's [sic]' .16 

It has been claimed that Scott 'could hardly blame James' for the Spanish 

match and 'the failure of the English political system' which he believed had come 

with it; instead, as a show of loyalty, Scott pinned responsibility upon 'evil counsel', 

'the court', and the spreading conuption of 'popery'. Within the framework of an 

early Stuart 'constitutional consensus', it would seem that deflection of blame away 

from the monarch towards foreign, popish or otherwise conupt counsellors was a 
'-

reasonable strategy for a polemicist opposed to the regime's policies to adopt. 17 

There are good reasons, however, for questioning the validity of such an 

interpretation. As Peter Lake says, for Scott 'popery was almost the root of all evil.' 

Popery 'welded Scott's attitudes into a coherent whole, embracing both high politics 

and the progress of true religion at the most local level.' 18 But it was sinfulness and a 

failure to repent that allowed the Spanish-popish Antichrist to get his hoof in the 

door: 'Wee cry out of Popery,' Scott wrote, 'and there is cause; but Popery gets 

ground of us whilst wee want piety to withstand it; and keepe our owne ground 

15 Scott, Vox Populi, sig. [B 1]. The line about James's 'extreme hunting' after peace is quite 
probably a play on words, given the king's well-known love of the chase. 
16 T. Scott, Vox Dei (London, 1624) (STC [2nd edn], 22097a), sig. C 2[v]. 
17 Lake, 'Thomas Scott and the Spanish Match', p. 818. 
18 Lake, 'Thomas Scott and the Spanish Match', pp. 810-11 (my emphasis); idem, 'Anti
popery'. 



constantly ... The corruption of manners hath broken downe our Walles, and let in 

that Trojan Horse laden with trumperies'. The 'assistants' and 'In-bringers' of 

popery were the' Atheisme' and 'irreligion' of the majority, in Scott's view, while it 

was to be feared that even the smaller number of 'the true reformed' were to be 

punished by the final triumph of popery 'because whilst wee had time, occasion, yea 

provocation ... wee neglected our duties'. '[T]his Nation of ours at this day,' Scott 

preached to the Norwich Assizes in 1620, 'outsinnes all the Nations of the world .. . 

Surely, as wee out-act these in sinne wee must out-suffer these in shame' .19 Popery 

was undeniably important to Scott' s world view, but he did not treat it as a sufficient 

cause for the problems which he perceived in Church, state and society. Popery was 

'a form of corruption, grounded in human sin' .20 In The Belgicke Pismire, Scott 

clearly identified what he took to be the origin of Britain's evils: 'Sloth is a sinne; 

nay it is the roote of all sinne, the mother-sinne ... Surely had Adam beene diligently 

imployed in his vocation, the entrance and acquaintance of Sathan had not beene so 

easie, and open, as idlenesse and security made it. ' 21 

Evil counsel and evil counsellors do likewise feature in Vox Populi and 

Scott's other works. For example, he claimed through the character ofGondomar 

that it was popishly-affected evil counsellors such as the earl ofNorthampton who 

encouraged J ames in his dislike of parliament. 22 It has been suggested that, in his 

later pamphlets, Scott found the figure of the evil counsellor, the Spanish 'pensioner' 

or Gondomar himself, especially useful in the changed circumstances of 1624, with 

the Spanish match scuppered and Charles and Buckingham baying for war. Scott 

19 T. Scott, The Projector. Teaching a Direct, sure, and ready way to restore the decayes of 
the Church and State both in Honour and Revenue (London, 1623) (STC [2nd edn], 22081), 
sigs. A 3[v], F 1[v]. 
20 P.G. Lake and M. Questier, 'Puritans, Papists, and the "Public Sphere" in Early Modern 
England: The Edmund Campi on Affair in Context' , Journal of Modern Hist01y , 72 (2000), 
pp. 587-627, at p. 591 (my emphasis). 
21 T. Scott, The Belgicke Pismire (London, 1622) (STC [2nd edn], 22069a.5), p. 22. See also 
p. 26: ' Sloth is the Nurserie of every evill in a Common-wealth, scarcitie, famine, beggery, 
theevery, sedition, disobedience, and finally, the ruine and dissolution of the whole bodie 
and frame of the State ariseth from thence.' 
22 Scott, Vox Populi, sig. B 3. 



may then have felt that he had 'gone too far' in his earlier pamphlets denouncing 

those who had now come round, apparently, to his point ofview?3 Following this 

interpretation, we should perhaps understand Scott's denunciation of evil counsel as 

a rhetorical strategy which allowed him both to attack certain of the king's policies 

and to provide James with some sort of excuse for his actions, should he suddenly 

have decided to agree with Scott's perspective. We see such a strategy at work in 

Gondomar's account of Jacobean ecclesiastical policy towards Scotland in Vox 

Populi. This is skewed so artificially to shift the blame away from the king that its 

criticism of him is- with an irony that was surely intended- all the more strongly 

implied. James, 'a wise and vigilant Prince' (so the wily Spaniard calls him), labours 

'for a perfect union betwixt both the kingdomes [of England and Scotland] , which he 

sees cannot be effected where the least ceremoney in religion is continued'. J ames' s 

ecclesiastical policies towards Scotland were, in fact, quite the opposite. The 

imposition of church ceremonies on the Scots, according to the Spanish ambassador 

in Vox Populi, was the work of 'some' who 'prefer their owne way & wil before the 

general peace of the Church' and work against the king's real purposes 'underhand'. 

A 'perfect union both in the Church & the Commonwealth' would 'be a great blow' 
'-

to the Spaniards. Fortunately for them, Scott implied, Britain's 'politick King' , who 

'understand[ s] the people and their inclination better then any man, and better 

knowes how to temper their passions and affections', was himself undetmining it. 24 

Popery and evil counsel were not Scott' s prime targets in his pamphlets of the early 

1620s: his aim was to denounce the sinfulness which allowed them free and 

destructive rein, and the chief sinner on this score was, in Scott's view, the king 

himself. 

The 'aspiring Nebuchadnezzar' of Vox Populi's final lines was certainly, on 

one level, meant as an allusion to the king of Spain. Nebuchadnezzar, king of 

23 Lake, 'Thomas Scott and the Spanish Match', p. 821. 
24 Scott, Vox Populi, sig. C 2 (my emphasis). See A.R. MacDonald, The Jacobean Kirk, 
1567-1625: Sovereignty, Polity and Liturgy (Aldershot, 1998); idem, 'James VI and I, the 
Church of Scotland, and British Ecclesiastical Convergence', Historical Journal, 48 (2005), 
pp. 885-903. 
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Babylon, besieged Jerusalem and 'the Lord gave Jehoaikim king of Judah into his 

hand, with part of the vessels of the house of God: which he cmTied into the ... 

treasure house of his god.' For a Protestant polemicist like Scott, the Babylonian 

king was an appropriate type for Philip Ill, depicted as an idolatrous and covetous 

king bent on the destruction of the true religion and the attainment of universal 

monarchy. But the last lines of Vox Populi also carry a bleak warning to James, 

beyond the hint that he was heading the way of the unfortunate King Jehoaikim of 

Judah. At this point, Scott drew attention to the fourth chapter of the Book of 

Daniel.25 This is the account ofNebuchadnezzar's dream about the hewing of a great 

tree (vv. 4-18) and Daniel's interpretation ofthe dream: that Nebuchadnezzar would 

be driven from human society, 'and thy dwelling shall be with the beasts of the 

field ... till thou know that the most High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth it 

to whomsoever he will.' Daniel continues, 'Wherefore, 0 king, let my counsel be 

acceptable unto thee, and break off thy sins by righteousness, and thine iniquities by 

shewing mercy to the poor; if it may be a lengthening of thy tranquillity' (vv. 20-7). 

It is Nebuchadnezzar's pride and security in his own power that brings fmih the 

verdict from heaven, '0 king Nebuchadnezzar. .. Thy kingdom is departed from 
'-

thee' (vv. 30-1). 

This implicit comparison of James to Nebuchadnezzar may have been a 

deliberate reference to James's own Workes of 1616117, a second edition of which 

appeared in the same year as Vox Populi, 1620. In his preface to the Workes, Bishop 

Montagu praised James's wisdom and God's gift to him of 'an understanding Heart 

in the Interpretation' of Scripture. Whereas previous ages had furnished examples of 

kings dreaming dreams and prophets interpreting them- as 'with Nabuchodonosor 

and Daniel'- now God had raised up kings of understanding, such as James, 'to 

deliver his people from a Spirituall ... Babylon [i.e. popery]'. 26 In his Vox Regis 

(1624), a vindication ofhis earlier stand in Vox Populi, Scott identified himselfwith 

25 Scott, Vox Populi, sig. [D 2r]. 
26 King James VI & I, The Workes of the Most High and Mighty Prince, James, ed. J. 

Montagu (London, 1616/17) (STC [2"d edn], 14344), sig. [D 3v]. 
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Daniel, who 'did not studie so long to finde out the truth, which God revealed to him; 

but how to deliver that truth safely, because it concerned the King and State'. Just as 

Daniel had been at first troubled at having to interpret Nebuchadnezzar's dream and 

to call upon the king to repent (Daniel4: 19), so Scott had initially hesitated, though 

he would not 'keepe ... backe counsell when it may do good'.27 Vox Populi was thus 

a call for James to recognise that his own wisdom and understanding were not 

enough, to acknowledge his sins, embrace repentance and accept godly counsel. 

Scott hoped to achieve this by presenting him with the views of his disaffected 

people, in line with the proverbial wisdom that the voice of the people (vox populi) 

was the voice of God. As J ames had failed in the government of his self and was 

grown negligent of the commonwealth in his own security, he was facing the loss of 

his kingdom, the dissolution of the bonds of allegiance between him and his subjects: 

'Let not those be secure', as the pamphlet's last lines read, 'whom it concernes to be 

rowsed up, . . . untill it be spoken, thy kingdome is departed from thee'. 'The idea of 

a carnal security in the face of sin and God's imminent judge~ent was a central 

theme in puritan preaching', as Peter Lake writes, and Scott deployed it here against 

the monarch directly. 28 

---._ 

Scott' s pamphlets were not just appeals to a reading public salivating after 

sensationalist anti-Spanish squibs: they were meant to attract James 's attention, even 

if they were not all explicitly addressed to him?9 Scott hoped that his 'poore 

unworthy papers' would 'have the happinesse to kisse his Majesties hands'; refen-ing 

to Vox Populi, he later declared that he had written 'with intention, that [it] might 

come to his Majesties sight' .30 To borrow the Elizabethanists' phrase, Scott was 

writing in an effort to bump J ames into action, to bring him back to his senses. Like 

Elizabethan Protestant polemicists too- notably Thomas Norton decrying the 

'dangerous practices ofpapistes' in 1569, and John Stubbes when denouncing the 

27 T. Scott, Vox Regis ([Utrecht,] 1624) (STC [2"d edn], 22105.5), pp. 27, 74. 
28 Lake, 'Thomas Scott and the Spanish Match', p. 821. 
29 Cf. Cogswell, Blessed Revolution, pp. 20-50. 
30 Scott, Digitus Dei, p. 36; idem, Vox Regis, p. 2. 



Anjou match in 1579- Scott believed that 'Necessity' justified his speaking truth 

unto power. 31 He called upon 'Kings, Princes, and People [to] recover their wits' so 

that 'the kingdome of Antichrist [would] downe at an instant'. 32 In making that call, 

he figured himself as a godly counsellor, a prophet, transported by 'zeale which is 

according unto knowledge'. Scott's fellow countrymen, but above all the king, had to 

be awakened from their sins of idleness, negligence and security: 'The Lyon slept 

securely, whilst the Hunters were pitching Toyles round about him. A Pismire [i.e. 

an ant] perceived the danger, and stung the Lyon to wake him ... Save Lord; let the 

King heare us when we call. ' 33 

Scott was well aware ofboth how controversial his writings were and how 

they could be interpreted as tyrannicidal in intent. It was for the papists and heathen 

'to become Assassinates', he claimed, and only 'Tyrants', not 'Good Princes', would 

suspect that their friends, the 'Professors of the Gospel', meant to harm them. Which 

-a tyrant or a good prince- would James choose to be? Scott denied that 'a 

Puritanicall humour [led him] to disloyalty' and professed that his aim was merely to 

'sting' James, the 'slothfull SLEEPER', into action for his and his kingdom's 

'Temporall and Etemall Salvation': 'It concemes us all to looke about us ... Nor shall 

----it (I hope) be a capitall crime in me to awake the Supreme Govemour, the Defender 

of the Faith, with the peoples voyce, Master, carest thou not that we perish?' 34 Yet 

for all his back-covering, Scott repeatedly sought to impress upon James that, if he 

failed to awake for the Church and commonwealth, then he would be following his 

31 Scott, Vox Dei, p. 25; T. Norton, A Warning Agaynst the Dangerous Practices ofPapistes 
(London, 1569) (STC [2nd edn], 18685.7); J. Stubbes, The Discoverie of a Gaping Gulf 
([London,] 1579) (STC [2nd edn], 23400); N. Mears, 'Counsel, Public Debate, and 
Queenship: John Stubbs's The Discoverie of a Gaping Gulf, 1579', Historical Journal, 44 
(2001), pp. 629-50. 
32 Scott, Digitus Dei, p. 18. 
33 Scott, Belgicke Pismire, pp. 94-5, [100] ('An Apologue for an Epilogue'); Colclough, 
Freedom of Speech, pp. 113-16. 
34 Scott, Belgicke Pismire, sigs. [A 1r] (title page), A 3v-A 4r; idem, Vox Regis, p. 24. 

199 



own 'private' course and he could then expect just punishment to follow from God: 

'What he threatens, he will doe; be it to Priest, or Prince, or People. ' 35 

Those divine punishments included deposition and death. We have already 

witnessed his deployment ofNebuchadnezzar as an example to be shunned in Vox 

Populi- nor is this an isolated instance. Nebuchadnezzar reappeared as a type of 

James's behaviour before Charles's return from Spain and the summoning of the 

1624 parliament in Vox Dei: 'Take truth from the mouth of a Prince towards his 

people, and faith from his heart towards God, and you dismantle him, disrobe him of 

all his regall honors ... and make him a beast like Nabuchednezer, and ... cause him 

to carry the image, and stamp of Sathan. ' 36 Scott also cited the example of 

Rehoboam, who 'hearkened not to his people' but rather to 'the counsell of young 

men' (as could well be said of James and Buckingham), to demonstrate that a Prince 

'who contemned his peoples affections, and wilfully contradicted their generall 

desires' did so with 'great perill'- in Rehoboam's case the people oflsrael withdrew 

their obedience from him.37 This was not to be condoned, Scott said, surely referring 

in this disclaimer to James's own Trew Law of Free Monarchies: Or the Reciprock 

and Mutual! Duetie Betwixt a Free King and His Natural! Subjects: 'on both sides 

[Rehoboam and the people of Israel] seemed to have forgot their duties: The King 

his, to respect and tender them; the People theirs, to obay him. For the dutie of 

Prince and people are reciprocal!'. Yet, Scott continued, 'there may be causes to 

provoke [the people] to disobedience, which all wise Princes have ever shunned 

carefully'. 38 If Old Testament examples would not rouse J ames from his lethargy, 

then perhaps something closer to home might. So Henri IV of France had, like 

Elizabeth and James, started out 'wise and valiant' but, through 'feare and humane 

frailty' and 'for politicke respects', he had admitted Jesuits 'into his State, who never 

left working till they cast him out', that is, stabbed him to death in the street. 

35 Scott, Vox Regis, p. 43. 
36 Scott, Vox Dei, p. 72. 
37 Scott, Vox Regis, pp. 32-3. 
38 Scott, Vox Regis, pp. 33, 35 (my emphasis). 



Addressing James more directly, Scott warned that had it not been for the 

reversionary interest of the king and queen of Bohemia (whom, he believed, the 

Spaniards feared most as prospective rulers of Britain), 'beleeve it, 0 King! it had 

beene, and were now, worse with thee else, then with Henry 4. of France'. The 'hand 

of a Traytour' in this case may have been 'the Jesuits hand', but it bore 'Gods just 

judgement. .. an example to wame other Princes'. 39 This was indeed advice with a 

sting. A similar reference in the Commons to Henri IV's assassination had helped to 

break the 1614 parliament.40 

Scott was only a supporter of monarchy in a very limited sense. He praised 

the United Provinces in Vox Populi, for instance, on the grounds that 'Popullar 

Common wealthes' were 'better neighbours, surer friends, and lesse daungerous 

enemyes, than Monarchies' .41 In The Belgicke Pismire, Scott noted the disadvantages 

of Dutch 'popular' constitutional arrangements: democracy created a 'monstrous 

head too big for the body [politic]' and was a source of 'Change and dis-union'. He 

felt that a monarchical element would prevent such disorder, but was nevertheless 

careful to urge the Dutch to take on a single leader only 'with as much caution and 

limitation, as the Venetians use in the election of the Dukes'. A monarch was best 

circumscribed, and this was not currently the case in Britain: 'I wish [the Dutch] a 

safe Warre under so stayed and advised a Chiefe, rather then an unsafe peace'- as 

Britain was experiencing under J ames- 'which, bringing in corruption, would soone 

open a doore to the Conqueror. ' 42 During the seventeenth century the Stuarts 

frequently cited the example of the doge ofVenice as a mere figurehead and recoiled 

from the idea that their power might be so curtailed.43 In this light, it is difficult to 

see Thomas Scott as an upholder of 'constitutional consensus'. 

39 Scott, Belgicke Pismire, pp. 45-6; Vox Dei, pp. 84-5; Vox Regis, p. 29. 
40 A. Stewart, The Cradle King: A Life of James VI and I (London, 2003), p. 254. 
41 Scott, Vox Populi, sig. [B 4v]. 
42 Scott, Belgicke Pismire, p. 51. 
43 J. Scott, England's Troubles: Seventeenth-Century English Political Instability in 
European Context (Cambridge, 2000), pp. 63-5 . 
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Scott distinguished between the two bodies, or persons, of the king. For him 

Henry VIII had only acted 'as King' when operating within certain recognised 

institutional and legal channels - 'with the councells consent, and by publique 

instrument'- which were representative of his public person.44 When a 'magistrate' 

or 'publique person', Scott argued, 'doeth any acte of Justice without a Law, he then 

laye's by the prerogative, and dignity of a publique person, and acts the part of a 

private man.' '[T]he la we is the instrument & sword of the publique magistrate', he 

continued, 'without which to strike is to Tyrannize'. Kings 

are the executors of the law, which is the will of the state, wherof 

they are heads; and when they doe their owne wills against, and not 

with the will of the state (that is the law) then they become private 

persons in those perticulars, because they cease to be executors of the 

law, as Kinges ought to bee.45 

To draw a parallel to which I shall later return, like James's tutor George Buchanan 

in his De Jure Regni apud Scotos Dialogus of 1579, Scott left littl~ or no room for 

the king to exercise judgement independent of the law or a formal council. For Scott, 

as for Buchanan, a monarch who ruled outside these legal bounds was tyrannical.46 

-..... 

Scott accepted that God had 'appointed Kings and Judges to bee life-tenants 

[sic] and Deputies in his steade', to rule 'above all' others and judge the people 

impartially for the public good. In order that they might be enabled to do this, Scott 

said, God had given them a 'spirit', such as he had imparted to Saul for a time. He 

contrasted this 'publike spirit' with 'the Spirit ofprivacie (whose wisdome consists 

in wilfulnes)', which God might allow to possess kings, just as the spirit of God had 

departed from Saul and an evil spirit had entered him. Princes should beware, Scott 

wrote, 'of the spi1it ofprivacie, that they may hedge in their royall wayes with ... 

44 Scott, Vox Regis, p. 14; idem, Vox Dei, p. 40. 
45 Scott, Vox Dei, pp. 19-20. 
46 A Dialogue on the Law of Kingship among the Scots: A Critical Edition and Translation of 

George Buchanan 's De lure Regni apud Scotos Dia1ogus, ed. R.A. Mason and M.S. Smith 

(Aldershot, 2004); J.H. Bums, The True Law of Kingship: Concepts of Monarchy in Early

Modern Scotland (Oxford, 1996), pp. 202-3. 
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conscionable restrictions, whereby they may be obayed for conscience sake by their 

subjects.' Those restrictions consisted of divine and human law, acted upon publicly: 

'publique persons should do publique actions in publique ... in the eye of all. For 

chamber-workes are suspicious, and carry a shew of privacy and parciality.' To rule 

'without a Lawe, or against a Lawe' 'inclines ... too much towards tyranny' and 

tyrants governed thus privately and in private: 'Tarquinius made the name of a King 

odious at Rome, because he ruled all Domesticis consiliis by chamber-Councell, as 

Rehoboam in Israel, and Lewes the 11, in Fraunce. ' 47 The 'King enclosed' in his 

private apartments was not to be obeyed over the duty to secure the survival of the 

Church and state.48 These were not simply generalised theoretical statements: it was 

James and his style of personal rule that were here criticised as negligent, wilful, 

enclosed, private- in short, as the opposite of kingly- and, by strong implication, 

tyrannical. He had to change his ways. 

II 

As a prolific pamphleteer, Thomas Scott was not 'typical' among James's subjects. 
" However, his works were read by them and the success of Vox Populi spawned a 

sequel of sorts by Thomas Gainsford: 'Vox Spiritus or Sir Waiter Rawleighs Ghost'. 

At first, the Privy Council suspected that Gainsford was the author of Vox Populi. In 

November 1620 he was accordingly arrested, his house searched and the manuscript 

of 'Vox Spiritus' confiscated.49 Simon Adams has pointed to the close similmities 

between Gainsford's manuscript and Scott's pamphlet in terms oftheir 'plot', both 

47 T. Scott, The High-Waies of God and the King ... Delivered in two Sermons preached at 
Thetford in Norfolke (London, 1623) (STC [2"d edn], 22079), pp. 67-72. On Saul and spirits, 
see I Samuel16: 14-15, 18: 10; R. Tuck, 'Power and Authority in Seventeenth-Century 
England', Historical Journal, 17 (1974), pp. 43-61, at p. 49. 
48 Scott, Vox Dei, pp. 37-8. 
49 S.L. Adams, 'Captain Thomas Gainsford, the "Vox Spiritus" and the Vox Populi', Bulletin 
of the Institute of Historical Research, 49 (1976), pp. 141-4; M. Eccles, 'Thomas Gainsford, 
"Captain Pamphlet"', Huntington Library Quarterly, 45 (1982), pp. 259-70; S.A. Baron, 
'Gainsford, Thomas (bap. 1566, d. 1624)', Oxford DNB 
[http://www .oxforddnb.com/view/article/1 0284, accessed 4 Sept 2006]. 
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attacking Gondomar's influence in England. According to Adams, the two tracts 

were part of a concerted 'campaign to engage England in the defence of the 

protestant cause on the Continent', and were probably sponsored by Achatius von 

Dohna and Abraham Williams, respectively the extraordinary ambassador and 

resident agent ofFrederick, the Elector Palatine. 5° Certainly Gainsford's 'Vox 

Spiritus' superficially resembles Vox Populi, but it is much more pedestrian than 

Scott's work, content to relate the 'dissimuled pollicies' of Spain, the Jesuits and the 

papacy, and little else. Unlike Scott's pamphlets, it does not seem that 'Vox Spiritus' 

was aimed at James, in order to bump the monarch into action. Perhaps Gainsford's 

pamphlet was intended to appeal to the electorate or those who would serve in the 

Commons in 1621. It is, anyway, likely that Gainsford was seeking to cash in on the 

popularity of Vox Populi, using, in imitation of Scott's pamphlet, the device of an 

imagined secret meeting with Gondomar but adding to the mix a star appearance by 

Sir Waiter Ralegh, the recent martyr to the anti-Spanish cause. 51 

Aside from 'Vox Spiritus', however, Gainsford also penned a much longer 

tract which, as far as I am aware, has yet to be commented upon. Entitled in a later 

seventeenth-century hand 'Court and Camp Politiques', a single manuscript copy of 
' 

this survives in the British Library. 52 This was apparently neither printed nor 

published scribally. It bears a dedication to 'the Right Honorable and ever worthy to 

be so William Earl ofPembrook and Lord Chamberlaine ofhis Majestie'. As 

Pembroke was appointed Lord Chamberlain at the end of 1615 and Gainsford died in 

1624, the tract can be dated to within those years. It was probably composed during 

the early 1620s, to judge by the references to the advisability of 'mach[ing] roiall 

children ... to protestantes' and how 'the angells of heaven do clap their handes for 

joy to see any king so magnanimus, even in glimmering wantes, to scome or at least 

50 Adams, 'Captain Thomas Gainsford', pp. 143-4; Adams, 'Protestant Cause', pp. 292-3, 

448-62. 
51 BL, HarleianMS 7187, fos. 2-31 ('Vox Spiritus or SirWalterRawleighs Ghost') . For 

parliament, see fos. 7v-1 Or. Another anti-Spanish-match author to adopt the format of a 

fictional dialogue was John Reynolds in his Vox Coeli of 1624: Cogswell, Blessed 

Revolution, p. 290; Colclough, Freedom ofSpeech, pp. 109-11. 
52 BL, Additional MS 62579 [henceforth, Gainsford, 'Court and Camp Politiques']. 
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neglect the hope of Indian wealth & mighty dowries'. 53 Although the 'evil time' of 

1621-23 may be the precise context of the work, Gainsford, like Scott, registered a 

dislike of more than James's pro-Spanish foreign policy. This was, again, a critique 

of Jacobean kingship as tyrannical. 

'Court and Camp Politiques' is divided into two books, the first dealing with 

civil government and the second mmiial affairs. As far as 'this untoward lump' of a 

work, as Gainsford himself described it in his preface, could be fashioned into 

'somme forme of contentment', its purpose was to show 'that ther is no patterne, 

wisdome[,] pollicy nor direction to establish the goverment of any kingdome in these 

modern tymes, but tru religeon' . 54 In line with this general theme, Gainsford 'would 

have all princes & governers of Commonwealthes, to trust to nothing' but God and 

his laws as revealed in Scripture. For 'the reward of sinne is death & destruction' , 

and the 'controwler in heaven' would call offenders to 'the schole of conection'. 

Even the 'best' of the kings of Judah and Israel 'were scowrged for sinne, & the 

worst miserably brought to confusion or an untimely grave. ' 55 English history could 

also serve up examples of kings and their servants who were punished for 'sinning 

againste god & the people'. Gainsford professed, of course, not to doubt but that 

'both kings themselves, & the favorites of kings in these daies, comforted with the 

bright shining lustre of the glorious go spell of Jesus Christ, will love piety for gods 

cawse, & sett forward ... religeon & good goverment for their subjectes established 

peace & quietnesse. ' 56 Yet we should not be deceived into thinking that Gainsford 

did not have James (and Buckingham) in mind: the work's subject matter was 

general and its references biblical and historical, but its resonances were topical. 

Gainsford- like Scott and other early modern preachers when handling 

biblical texts with a possible contemporary political application- was allusive rather 

53 Gainsford, 'Court and Camp Politiques', fo. 27v; see also fo. 67v: princes are commanded 

by God 'Not to make any covinant with Idolaters, nor combine frendship with godes 
enemies' . 
54 Gainsford, 'Court and Camp Politiques', fo. 4r. 
55 Gainsford, 'Court and Camp Politiques', fo. 7. 
56 Gainsford, 'Court and Camp Politiques' , fos. 7v-8v. 
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than explicit in his criticism of the king and his regime. 57 Thus, when writing in 

general of the 'hinderances' to the successful 'Establishment of Princes', Gainsford 

referred to the prince's 'owne erroures & wilfullness'. Such princely errors 'runne 

into infinitt rivuelettes from the maine springes of flattery in others, & obstinacy in 

himselfe'. While some of the 'errors' listed do not seem to apply to Jacobean 

kingship and government, others would surely have resonated with an early Stuart 

reader. Gainsford's instances of 'willfulnesse' in the prince include the following: 

'when through heat of youth and Rehoboams irreguler Cowncellors he disturbeth 

both peace & warr', 'a profuse liberallety', the avaricious practice of' disalowable 

actions to enrich himselfe & favorites', and, more generally, 'when [a]n over liberty 

to vices which is onely graunted by nature to dumb beasts makes him odious to his 

subjectes, especially for tirrany, partiallety, incontinency, carelesnesse of pub lick 

affaires, contempt of complainants, voluptuousnesse & such like'. James was no 

longer in the 'heat of youth', but we have already encountered the critical 

deployment against him ofRehoboam's sorry example and his reliance upon young 

and inexperienced counsellors. He may not have used 'bondsmen' and been drawn 

into 'inevitable inconveniences by imploying them to the secret making away of 
'-

especiall persons: & they revealing the matter'- although an allusion to the 

Over bury scandal is a possible inference here. 58 But if enough of such instances from 

the catalogue of princely vices could be read as parallels of James's actual or 

perceived behaviour, then it would be difficult to avoid the broader conclusion that 

his 'establishment' would be undermined by his vicious wilfulness and the flattery of 

his favourites. 

The same schema is evident throughout the work. On the topic of 

'Cowncellors and officers', Gains ford warned that the prince should choose men of 

'integrety & . .. eminent upprightnesse' when replacing old officers with new ones; 

otherwise 'itt would prove dangerous both to the new officers & themselves'. It was 

57 P.KMcCullough, Sermons at Court: Politics and Religion in Elizabethan and Jacobean 

Preaching (Cambridge, 1998). See, for example, Scott, Belgicke Pismire, pp. 10-11, 3 7. 
58 Gainsford, 'Court and Camp Politiques', fo. 23. 
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surely not coincidental to Gainsford's purposes in writing about this sort of 

ministerial reshuffle that James should come to the reader's mind. Thinking back to 

James's accession to the English throne in the spring of 1603, was he not one of 

those 'kinges that possesse their thrones as treding on the smooth carpett of peace', 

who 'will not alter quite the body of the former Cowncell, as yt was healthfull & 

setled in the tyme of their antecessors' but nevertheless do appoint 'some new ones' 

to it?59 If such a king, through 'willfullnes ... to advance some spetiall favorites' or 

'owt of passion' were to choose 'insufficient & illadvised officers', then he could, 

Gainsford commented, at least expect libels to 'ecco in the pallaces' of the king's 

'irreguler perversnesse'. The Old Testament and English medieval history told of 

graver results for prince and royal servant alike: 'Rehoboams tresurer was trod to 

death ... the Cowncellors ofEdward 2: destroied, namely Peirce Gavestone: the 

Spencers & Stapleton lord treasurer: the favorites of Richard 2: brought to confusion 

with many of their kindes' and 'Edward & Richard 2: wear depoased and many good 

seeming princes in divers nacions thrust under the ruines of confusion, merly for 

distracting the Commonwealth, willfull displacing sufficient governors, & giving 

way to the irreguler disposicion of ambitious & covitous upstarts'. 60 In his treatment 

of 'Preferment', Gainsford argued that a good king would prefer appropriate 

servants. 'Princes preferring the good of their subjects before their owne pleasures, 

willlikwise preferr worthy men to the pub lick administracion of Justice', Gainsford 

wrote, 'wheras e contra: the Commonwelth is unregarded, like a mooming Orphan, 

& an overruling passion hassardeth the bark of goverment'. 'Bad' and 'irreguler' 

princes promoted 'inferiours & ill deserving men', such as 'Gaveston & the 

Spencers, under Edward 2:' and various servants to Richard II and Henry VI- 'that 

mischivous ... and polletick tyrant'- with 'infenitt of this sortt in all the Princes 

59 See A. Courtney, 'The Accession of J ames VI to the English Throne, 1601-1603' 

(unpublished MPhil dissertation, Faculty of History, University of Cambridge, 2004), esp. 

eh. 2. 
60 Gainsford, 'Comt and Camp Politiques', fos. 36v-38r. On the bad examples ofRehoboam, 

Richard II and Edward II, and their 'yonge folyshe cunselle', see J. Guy, 'The King's 

Council and Political Participation', in A. Fox and J. Guy, Reassessing the Henrician Age: 

Humanism, Politics and Reform, 1500-1550 (Oxford, 1986), pp. 121-47, at pp. 121-2. 
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cowrts of Europe'. The 'violent heatings of passion' and the 'secrett contriving 

private business' that were characteristic of tyrants and their similarly 'willful' 

servants, 'disjointed the publick goverrnent'. To examine the 'stories' of these bad 

kings and their favourites was, in Gainsford's words, to witness that 'The 

misfortunes of most of these men carried with them the glories & majesties of their 

maisters into the dungeon of obliveon, miserable grave of dessolacion & affliction: 

yea such affliction as doth not usually happen to privatt personns' .61 The presence of 

evil counsellors did not exonerate the king, it was caused by the king, nor did it 

exempt him from retribution. Given the likely date of its composition and its 

particular concern to explore the problem and gruesome precedents of royal 

favouritism, it is difficult, I think, not to read Gainsford's 'Court and Camp 

Politiques' as a critical reflection upon lames's kingship. 

Ill 

The anonymous Tom Tell Troath was more direct: it circulated in manuscript and 

print, but it was- unlike Scott's Vox Populi- explicitly addressed to the king. 

-----Internal references to the appointments of Arundel as Earl Marshal, Cranfield as 

Lord Treasurer, and John Williams as Lord Keeper, all suggest that it was written 

during the autumn of 1621.62 Like Vox Populi, Tom Tell Troath criticised lames 

while also offering him counsel, all under the guise of loyally disclosing to the king 

the people's complaints against his government. The author thus claimed to be acting 

in obedience to lames's proclamations of 1620 and 1621, where his subjects were 

charged 'to inforrne against all those that shall at any time offende' by 'immoderate 

talkings' about affairs of state. In so doing, the author declared to J ames that he had 

61 Gainsford, 'Court and Camp Politiques', fos . 44v-45v. 
62 Anon., Tom Tell Troath or A Free Discourse Touching the Manners of the Tyme (n.p., n.d. 
[1621/1622?], pp. 1, 3; for a manuscript copy of the pamphlet, see TNA: PRO, SP 14/126. 
The last of these appointments was Cranfield's on 29 September: E.B. Fryde, D.E. 
Greenway, S. Porter, and I. Roy, eds., Handbook of British Chronology (3rd edn, London, 
1986), p. 108. 



been 'thrust. . . into the best office about you/ better then either president of the 

Counsel/ or Earle Marshal of England/ and far more discontinued; the noble office of 

Telling Truth' . 63 Having established his spurious credentials as a counsellor, the 

author did not hold back. 'It is a part of Supremacye not to have your darling sinne 

layd open', he writes, 'As my Lords/ and Bishops doe very well observe: But it is 

now no time to bauke/ and palliate that which all the World sees.' 64 And, essentially, 

what the world could see was a failed, sinful king who had disappointed all the hopes 

ofhis good (Protestant) subjects. 

James's failure to engage the forces of militant popery on the continent, 

especially to take up his son-in-law and grandchildren's cause in Germany, was Tom 

Tell Troath's key grievance. But, once again, this was treated as part of a wider 

catalogue of royal failings, as the most blatant and outrageous symptom of this 

king's faults. The author mounted an all-out assault upon the Jacobean rhetoric of 

kingship. J ames' s 'peaceable disposition', the author suspected, 'hath not proceeded 

so much out of Christian piety/ and love of Justice/ as out of meere Impotency/ and 

desire of ease.' The 'excesse' of James's 'unlimited Peace ... hath long since turned 

vertue/ into Vice'. J ames' s vaunted love of justice, religion and, above all, peace -

the founding principles, as we have seen, of his vision ofthe kingly office- were, 

the author insinuated, the merest fig-leaf for his indolence and vicious living.65 

Although James fancied himself as a second Solomon, it was David who sprang to 

this author's mind, insofar as David 'was a King after Gods owne heart' but was 'not 

for all that' permitted to 'build God a temple/ because he had his hands in blood'. 

Like David, the author reasoned, James 'may not be suffered to doe any thing for the 

Church of God/ because you have likewise your hands defiled with blood'- the 

blood of the 'Saints' who were perishing on the continent, while the king maintained 

63 Anon., Tom Tell Troath, p. 1. See P.L. Hughes and J.F. Larkin, eds., Stuart Royal 

Proclamations, Volume I: Royal Proclamations of King James L 1603-1625 (Oxford, 1973), 

pp. 495-6, 519-21 (proclamations against licentious speech on matters of state, 24 Dec. 1620 

and-26 July 1621). 
64 Anon., Tom Tell Troath, p. 8. 
65 Anon., Tom Tell Troath, pp. 7-8. 



an embrace of amity with their enemies, the Habsburgs. The author agreed with 

James that he was God's 'Liuetenant [sic] of greatest truste' and had received power 

from 'his heavenly grace' yet this was conceded merely to support the assetiion that 

no one would be able to 'hinder the Etemall from calling your Majestie to account 

for all the ravage hath bin done in his Church oflate'. James thought of kingship as a 

God-given duty and stressed that failure to satisfy God's demands would meet with 

divine punishment: the author of Tom Tell Troath firmly reminded him ofthat.66 

While he ruled over Protestants, the author argued, James needed not to fear 

for his personal safety, for there was apparently no religion like theirs 'for a 

Soveraigne that desires to make himself absolute and dissolute.' The passage which 

then follows, detailing such an 'absolute and dissolute' monarch's deeds, is worth 

quoting at length: 

... let a Protestant King I meane one that rules over a people of that 
profession/ be never so notoriously wicked in his person nor 
enormous in his government: Let him stampe vice with his -Example 
and make it currant by being his/ let him Remove the ancient 
boundworks of Soveraigntie/ and make every day new yokes/ and 
new scourges for his poore people: Let him take Rewards and 
punishments out of the hands of Justice/ and so distribute them 
without Regard to right or wrong ... In short let him so excell in 
mischeife/ ruine/ oppression as Nero, compared with him may be 
held a very Father of the people. When hee hath donne all that can be 
imagined to procure hate and contempt/ hee shall not for all that have 
any occasion to feare/ but may bouldly goe in and out to his sports 
without a publique guard or a privy coate. And though every day of 
his raigne bring forth a new prodigie to grieve all that are honest and 
astonish all that are wise/ yet shall he not neede to take either the 
lesse drillk when he goes to bedd/ or the more thought when he 
riseth. Hee may solace himselfe as securely in his bed-chamber as the 
Grand Signor in his Se[ragl]io, have Lords Spirituall for his Mates/ 
Lord Temporall for his Eunuchs/ and whom hee will for his Incubus. 

There may hee kisse his minions without shame/ and make his 
Grooms his companions without danger. .. A pack of Ravenous Currs 
that know no difference betweene the common wealth and one of 

66 Anon., Tom Tell Troath, pp. 14, 27. 

210 



their Masters forrests/ But think all other subjects beasts/ and made 
only for them to prey upon/ That lick theire Masters soares not 

. whole/ but smooth ... and cry with Tiberius[:] 0 people prepared for 
servitude! His poore Protestant subjects will only think hee is given 
them of God for the punishment of their sinnes: and that hee ought to 
be obayed/ not because he is good/ but because hee is their King: not 
because hee Rules according to Justice and Equitie/ but because his 
power is the ordenance of God. Yea the preachers of greatest note 
and creditt will hould themselves bound to praise him against theire 
consciences and laying aside divinitie make the pulpitt a stage of 
flattery/ where you shal have them indue him after a most Poeticall 
manner ... 67 

The target of this denunciation of an unjust, debauched, hunt-loving monarch, 

surrounded by grasping and toadying Bedchamber men and court clerics, and bearing 

comparison with such tyrants as Nero, Tiberius and the Ottoman sultan, was James 

himself. As Curtis Perry has remarked, 'Though the king described here is presented 

as a hypothetical figure, the rather direct allusions to J ames and his signature vices 

(drinking, hunting, nuzzling minions) were undoubtedly intended and understood.' 68 

Doubtless much of the material in circulation at this time fascinated because 

of its prurient nature. As Tom Cogswell has shown, verses then doing the rounds 
...... 

about the Villiers family and other courtiers were, in a later age, deemed unprintably 

coarse. Well might an Essex preacher reassure his neighbour that he hearkened after 

the latest London verses not, of course, for their scandalous content, but 'that "I 

might see the varietie of wittes'"! 69 However, like the allusions to J ames' s 

homosexuality which we have just seen, the content of such 'underground verse' was 

not devoid of political significance. There was more to even the crudest libels than 

sensationalism and soft pornography, as Alastair Bellany's work on the Overbury 

67 Anon., Tom Tell Troath, pp. 24-5 (original italics retained). 
68 C. Perry, Literature and Favoritism in Early Modern England (Cambridge, 2006), pp. 
250-1 . 
69 Cogswell, Blessed Revolution, pp. 46-8; T. Cogswell, 'Underground Verse and the 
Transformation of Early Stuart Political Culture', in S.D. Amussen and M.A. Kishlansky, 
eds, Political Culture and Cultural Politics in Early Modern England: Essays Presented to 
David Underdown (Manchester, 1995), pp. 277-300, at pp. 282, 284. 
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68 C. Perry, Literature and Favoritism in Early Modern England (Cambridge, 2006), pp. 
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69 Cogswell, Blessed Revolution, pp. 46-8; T. Cogswell, 'Underground Verse and the 
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eds, Political Culture and Cultural Politics in Early Modern England: Essays Presented to 
David Underdown (Manchester, 1995), pp. 277-300, at pp. 282, 284. 



scandal demonstrates.7° For depictions of sexual incontinence and sodomitical 

practices among courtiers functioned- at one level - as revelations of a failure of 

self-mastery. Courtiers and officers who had thus given themselves over to their 

libidinous appetites and selfish cravings after private gain were evidently incapable 

of government over others. A king who turned 'Love's pleasure arsy-versy' could be 

esteemed no more highly. When James was depicted as 'neglectful, seduced by 

sodomy, wine and song', he epitomised the 'lax self-control that distinguished the 

failed ruler' or tyrant from the good king. Verses and pamphlets which related stories 

of royal and courtly vice may have been exaggerated and entertaining but they 

conveyed a serious political message with radical implications: James might 'Be 

quite displaced I Or else disgrac'd I For loving so 'gainst nature.' 71 

The literature analysed here employed a conventional language that opposed 

virtuous, temperate, manly, godly, reasonable and public-spirited good kingship 

against vicious, unruly, effeminate, popish, passionate and private-spirited tyranny. 

To solve the problem of a morally disordered prince, limitations upon royal power 

were proposed and deposition and death were threatened. Unflattering comparisons 

between James's regime and those ofhis tyrannical predecessors on the English 

throne had been made before, as Michelle O'Callaghan has shown, but what we have 

seen here is, I think, more direct and more explicit about what the unpalatable and 

even bloody retribution for misrule might be.72 Such critiques of his rule must have 

sounded very familiar to James. In De Jure Regni apud Scotos, Buchanan had 

maintained that (man-made) law should act as 'a curb on [the king's] passions', 

'emotions' or 'affections'. The law and legislative and conciliar assemblies were to 

prevent the king's 'tyrannical lusts' and 'passions' from subjecting the public good 

to his own 'proud domination' and 'private commodity'. Buchanan's king was not a 

70 A. Bellany, The Politics of Court Scandal in Early Modern England: News Culture and 

the Overbury Affair, 1603-1660 (Cambridge, 2002). See also P. Croft, 'The Reputation of 

Robert Cecil: Libels, Political Opinion and Popular Awareness in the Early Seventeenth 

Century', Transactions ofthe Royal Historical Society, sixth series, 1 (1991), pp. 43-69. 
71 Bellany, Politics of Court Scandal, pp. 254-61. 
72 M. O'Callaghan, '"Talking Politics": Tyranny, Parliament, and Christopher Brooke's The 

Ghost of Richard the Third (1614)', Historical Journal, 41 (1998), pp. 97-120. 
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Jacobean 'free monarch', but one '[bound] in chains' because he could not be trusted 

to live up to the Stoic ideal of virtuous self-mastery. The legal and institutional 

bridles to monarchical power were stiffened, in Buchanan's theory, with the threat of 

deposition and tyrannicide.73 Given the similarities between Buchanan's works and 

later anti-Spanish-match literature, it is hardly surprising that, in the autumn of 1622, 

nightmares about his'1ate dreaded tutor were reportedly troubling James's sleep.74 

In a verse against the libellers composed around this time, J ames answered 

their criticisms directly. As we have seen, Scott and the anonymous author of Tom 

Tell Troath responded to the perceived narrowness and negligence of the king's 

privy counsels by offering their own counsel in public. While strongly implying, at 

least, that James's rule was tyrannical, Scott and Gainsford held up examples of the 

deposition and assassination of similarly wilful and vicious kings, and the 

punishment of their servants. James's verse picked up on these features of the 

circulating pamphlets and poems. He denied the validity of the parallels made 

between him and the historical precedents of failed kings: 'The men you nam'd 

serv'd in there tyme I and soe may myne as cleare of crime'. He asse1ied his right to 

take counsel from men ofhis own choosing and appealed to his subjects to tlust that 
--.... 

his counsels were in fact more balanced than they seemed: 'Come counsell me when 

I shall call I ... I Love and wisdome lead [kings] still I there Counsell tables up to fill 

I ... I And be assured that such be Kings I as they unto there Counsell brings I which 

alwayes soe comanded are I as some would make & some would marre'. James also 

recognised that to act as his critics exhorted him would be to reduce his authority: '0 

what a calling weere a King I Ifhee might give, or take no thing I But such as yow 

73 Buchanan, De lure Regni, pp. {18-20}, {32-3}, {75-6}, {97-103}; R.A. Mason, 'Rex 

Stoicus: George Buchanan, James VI and the Scottish Polity', in J. Dwyer, R.A. Mason and 

A. Murdoch, eds., New Perspectives in the Politics and Culture of Early Modern Scotland 

(Edinburgh, 1982), pp. 9-33. 
74 Cogswell, Blessed Revolution, p. 35; G. Redworth, The Prince and the Infanta: The 

Cultural Politics of the Spanish Match (New Haven and London, 2003), pp. 20, 43. 
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should to him bring I Such were a king but in play I If he might beare no better sway' 

-a figurehead, a doge, as it were. 75 

The works of Scott, Gainsford, the anonymous author of Tom Tell Troath and 

others were clearly inflammatory. As George Calvert later wrote in The Answer to 

Tom-Tell-Troth, such material was the work of 'Boutefeux [i.e. firebrands], as are 

able to set the whole State on fire, imbroyle the Realm, and aliene the hearts of the 

people from their Prince'. Elizabeth I had been troubled by 'Mar-Prelats', Calveti 

continued, but her immediate successors were confronted by 'Mar-Kings'. 76 

Likewise James himself appears to have believed that the 'patriot' or 'Puritan' 

pamphleteering and libelling of the early 1620s was anti-monarchical and even 

regicidal in intent. In their provocative selection of historical examples and biblical 

texts, their willingness to see fault in the king and not just his ministers, their implicit 

dispraise of free monarchy, and their 'presumptuous .. . bringing Princes actions to 

publick disputing'- indeed, into public contempt- James could reasonably see such 

works as a direct and dangerous challenge. 77 

IV 

If, therefore, the 'puritan' or 'patriot' critiques of Jacobean kingship during the early 

1620s justly rang alann bells with J ames, I would argue that they also resonated over 

and above the particular context of the Spanish match as another 'popish plot' to 

undermine the Protestant Church and state in Britain. For the charges which they 

levelled against James and his style of government would surely have seemed to 

contemporaries a credible reflection of reality- as far, that is, as the realities of court 

75 King James VI & I, The Poems of James VI of Scotland, ed. J. Craigie (2 vols., Scottish 

Text Society, Edinburgh, 1955-1958), II, pp. 184-5, 186-7, 190-1 (ll. 29-36,41-5,78-9, 153-

64.) 
76 G. Calvert, Lord Baltimore, The Answer to Tom-Tell-Troth. The Practise of Princes and 

the Lamentations of the Kirke (London, 1642/3) (Wing [2"d edn], B611), sigs. A 2r, A 3v. 

Simon Adams dates the composition of this pamphlet to c.1628-30: Adams, 'Protestant 

Cause', p. 462. 
77 The phrase is, ironically, Gainsford's: 'Court and Camp Politiques', fo. 46v. 
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government at its topmost and innermost reaches were knowable to all but a handful. 

The closeness of James's kingship, the increasing nanowness of his counsels, the 

amount of time that he spent away from his capital in the company of a small 

entourage, dominated particularly by one relatively young and inexperienced 

favourite who benefited immensely from his ptivileged intimacy with the king- all 

this occasioned public speculation and critical comment. 

The resonance of critiques of Jacobean kingship articulated in this anti

tyrannical register may be illustrated through the dispatches of the French 

ambassador to Britain from 1619-24, Tanneguy Le Veneur, comte de Tillieres. 

Although their letters have been regularly plundered as sources for the study of court 

politics, it is important to realise that, in spite of appearances, foreign ambassadors in 

Jacobean London were often not very well informed about what was going on at 

court, or how or why particular policies were made and decisions taken. Given that 

ambassadors were rarely given access to James at Royston, Newmarket or during the 

summer progress, it is not surprising that foreign diplomats sho~ld have been more 

familiar with the opinions circulated among 'Paul's walkers' and privy councillors 

and courtiers peripheral to many aspects of policy-making at court. Ambassadors 

were both well-connected and, to varying degrees, experienced in court politics in 

their own countries; as such, they were not wholly ignorant. But they were not often, 

at least when relating information about the king and the inner court, the 'objective' 

reporters of firsthand observations. An ambassador, as a knowledgeable outsider, 

occasionally glimpsing and being provided with others' views on the inner workings 

of government, had more in common with a peripheral courtier or a newsletter writer 

than we might initially think. Indeed, he must often have derived his information and 

opinions from theirs. The great advantage of diplomatic conespondence as a source 

for the study of domestic monarchical politics arguably consists, therefore, less in its 

supposed objectivity than in the fact that a foreign ambassador reporting home in a 



foreign language was more likely than an English subject to commit dangerous and 

unflattering views about the government to paper outside of a polemical context.78 

Tillieres bemoaned James's style of government in personal and moral terms. 

The king was motivated primarily by 'la crainte', the passion of fear. This was 'la 

plus forte de ses passions', and no other 'maxime' than fear could make him act. 79 

James was, according to Tillieres, fearful of the 'Puritains' and any neighbouring 

prince able to hurt him, Spain above all. 'Affection' for Buckingham went alongside 

'la crainte d'Espagne' to diminish the king's 'esprit'. Tillieres depicted James's 

'affection' for his favourite in provocative terms, comparing James and 

Buckingham's removes to Newmarket with the retired, debauched and sexually 

disordered life ofTiberius on Capri. James thus wanted to 'compete with those 

whom Antiquity has so much vaunted for the rare quality of their friendship, [hoping 

thereby] to cloak under such plausible terms [his] shameful actions, and after tiring 

of these, he feasts his eyes upon that with which he is incapable of satisfying his 

other senses.' All James's tawdry business, Tillieres conclud~d, is ended with a 

drink: 'Voyla la vie de celuy qui gouverne 1' Angleterre, l'Escosse et l'Irlande' .80 

Such disapprobation had political implications beyond our own standards of 

what constitutes scandalous behaviour in public office. It was conventional, as we 

have seen, to argue that disordered comportment in the government of the king's self 

would be mirrored in that ofthe wider state and was a mark of tyranny. In late 

November (o.s.) 1620, Tillieres reported that people were speaking in terms that 

linked James's moral failings to what we would class as constitutional concerns: 

78 For the suggestion that Sir Dudley Carleton and Archbishop Abbot may have been 
sympathetic towards Thomas Scott, see Adams, 'Protestant Cause', pp. 450-3. 
79 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/54, unfoliated (Tillieres to Puysieux, 14 Oct 1620); PRO 31/3/55, 
unfoliated (Tillieres to Puysieux, 2 May 1621 [n.s.]); PRO 31/3/56, fo. 1 v (Tillieres to 
Puysieux, 6 Jan 1622). 
80 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/56, fo. 6r (Tillieres to Puysieux, 24 Jan 1622 [n.s.]): ' .. . aller a 
Newmarket, comme un autre jadis dans son Isle de Capree, ou menant son Marquis de 
Bouquinquam, et se picquant plus du nom d'amy que celuy de Roy, et voulant concourir 
avec ceux que 1 'Antiquite a tant vantez pour leur rare ami tie, i1 pense fort bien cacher soubz 
des Titres si plausibles, des deshonnestes actions, desquelles estant las, i1 repaist ses yeux de 
ce qu'il ne peut contenter ses autres sens.' 



He is at Newmarket doing nothing more than he is accustomed ... 
and ... it is said openly that he retires himself into deserted places, far 
from the town and uninhabited, to flee from the sight of men and 
freely enjoy his mignon, and that that would be less worthy of note, if 
they did not together abuse both the common wealth of England by 
new edicts and the well-being of individuals by the power 
tyrannically appropriated by the Star Chamber, which is no more than 
a device to punish all the best sort of people according to the passion 
of the prince or of the man who governs him. 81 

According to Tillieres, J ames was responsible for the bad government of his 

kingdom principally because of his 'complections'- his humours or natural 

temperament- which he was 'unable to control' and because he had now 'let himself 

be carried away by his affection' for the marquess ofBuckingham.82 Similarly 

James's dissolution of the 1621 parliament and the attempt to raise a 'voluntary 

contribution' for the recovery of the Palatinate in 1622 were repmied to be not only 

'grandement tyrannique', but also manifestations of the king's o~n moral failures: 

'age carries him into worry, and vices diminish his strength, as appears by the letters 

that he wrote to the Parliament, which everyone believe to be without coherence, 

without order and without judgement: for when he wants to speak as a king, he 

shows himself a tyrant. ' 83 

81 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/54, unfoliated (Tillieres to Puysieux, 7 Dec 1620 [n.s.]): 'Il est a 
son Neufmarquet sans faire qu'a l'accoustumee ... et. .. l'on dit tout hault qu'il se retire en 
lieu desert et escarte de la ville, sans habitation, pour fuir la veue des hommes et jouir 
librement de son mignon, que cela seroit peu de chose si cependant ilz n'abusoient ensemble 
des biens en general de 1' Angleterre par nouveaux Esditz et des particuliers par le pouvoir 
tirannicquement aproprie de sa Chambre Estoilee, qui n'est qu'un moyen trouve pour 
chastier tous les plus gens de bien selon la passion du Prince ou de celuy qui le gouveme.' 
82 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/55, fo. 231r (Tillieres to Puysieux, 28 Dec. 1621 [n.s.]): 'Ce Roy, 
pendant qu'il a gouveme soy-mesme, a commence le desordre, non tant par ignorance que 
pour avoir des complections, lesquelles il ne peut dompter, contraires a bien conduire de 
grandes affaires, et au maniement d'un Royaume, depuis qu'il s'est laisse emp01ter a 
!'affection d'autruy, le Marquis a tout gaste, et semble avoir mis la derniere main a l'oeuvre 
que son Maistre avoit commencee'. 
83 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/56, fo. 1 v: 'l'age le p01te dans !'apprehension, et les vices luy 
dirninuent !'esprit, comme il paroit par les lettres qu'il a escrittes au Parlement, lesquelles 
sont trouvees de tout le monde sans suitte, sans ordre et sans jugement: car quand il veut 
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This is not so far from Sir Anthony Weldon's famously unflattering image of 

James the homosexual coward 'over-awed' by Buckingham, the king who removed 

to 'New-market, and Royston ... rather that he might enjoy his Favourite with more 

privacy, then that he loved the sport'. 84 Tillieres' words should not bolster 

confidence in the veracity ofWeldon's account, but they do suggest that such views 

were highly plausible. The Venetian ambassador Valaresso's assessment of James 

was no less damning. 'All good sentiments are clearly dead in the king', he wrote in 

February 1623. 'He is too blinded in disordered self-love and in his wish for quiet 

and pleasure, too agitated by constant mistrust of everyone, tyrannized over by 

perpetual fear for his life'. 85 Although Tillieres was not a court insider, he was in the 

position, which very few shared, of having met and talked with the king on several 

set-piece occasions. If he could express such disparaging remarks about James, or 

pick them up from others, and report them back to France as a fair description, then it 

is clear that James was facing a serious problem. 86 Even to a knowledgeable 

observer, he did seem sinfully negligent of his public duties. 

The king was not completely impervious to how he was perceived. The 

dissolution of the 1621 parliament provides a good example of J ames -not a king 

famed for being careful of his public image- trying to put the best possible gloss on 

what was an unpopular decision. It was said that this dissolution was effected in the 

heat of anger and encouraged by the evil counsel of the favourite or the 'Spanish 

faction'. 87 J ames' s tearing of the Commons' protestation of 18 December 1621 from 

the journal ofthe House could be cited as evidence of the king's passionate temper. 

parler en Roy, il taille en Tyran.' See also fos. 8r, 9 (Tillieres to Puysieux, 6 February 1622 
[n.s.]), 13 (Tillieres to Puysieux, 11 February 1622 [n.s.]). 
84 Weldon, Court and Character, pp. 51, 136, 146, 150, [160]-161. 
85 CSPVen, 1621-1623, p. 572 (Valaresso to the doge and senate, 10/20 Feb. 1623). 
86 Tillieres was apparently not alone in comparing James and his neglect of the 'Care of 
Government. .. at Royston and Newmarket' to Tiberius' sojourns on Capri: see M. 
Prestwich, Crarifield: Politics and Profits under the Early Stuarts: The Career of Lionel 
Cranjield, Earl of Middlesex (Oxford, 1966), p. 337, citing J. Hacket, Scrinia Reserata 
(London, 1692), I, pp. 225-6. 
87 TNA: PRO, PRO 31/3/56. fos. lv-2r; LJC, II, p. 419; Gardiner, History of England, IV, p. 
258 (citing Gondomar's opinion that Buckingham was urging James to break with 
parliament). 
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However, it was noted in the Privy Council register that James had done this 'in a 

most gracious manner' and in the presence of 'all the Lordes and others of his 

Majestie's Privie Counsel!. .. and all the judges then in London', and that he had 

especially 'commaunded this act to be entred in the register of Counsell causes.' 

Whatever his private emotions about the actions of the Commons, James was 

deliberately presenting his reaction as calmly considered and supported by a breadth 

of counsel. 88 James was at pains to emphasise publicly that the final decision to 

dissolve the parliament was taken 'upon mature deliberation' and 'with the advice 

and uniforme consent of Our whole Privie Councell'. There followed early in the 

new year of 1622 a printed declaration of the king's reasons for the dissolution, 

complete with transcriptions of the letters which had passed between the Commons 

and the king at Newmarket during the previous December. With this publication, the 

curtain was being drawn back on affairs of state, the aim being to demonstrate to the 

realm at large that the king had acted advisedly and reasonably; in short, that he had 

behaved in the manner of a good king. 89 

As James had written, 'although a King be never so prrecise in the 

discharging of his Office, his people, who seeth but the outward part, will ever 
' 

judge ... according to the outward appearance'. 90 Outwardly, however, James's 

kingly government usually revealed very little about its inner workings, even though 

these might have been justified as 'public-spirited'. (J ames was counselled by sworn 

counsellors, for instance, and he (usually) did abide by formal procedures aimed at 

placing reason above importunity and private affection in the administration of his 

bounty.) This privacy- a general characteristic of Jacobean kingship- contributed 

to criticism in the public sphere which peaked in the early 1620s. I think that it 

makes sense to see this, at least in part, as an unusually voluble expression of latent, 

88 APC, 1621-1623, pp. 108-110. Cf. BL, Additional MS 72275, fo. 123r (John Castle to 
William Trumbull, 27 Dec. 1621), which speaks of the tearing of the Commons' journal 
taking place before only 'a selected Councell' and of the king's 'inflamed' anger. 
89 King James VI & I, Political Writings, ed. J.P. Sommerville (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 250-
67 (His Majesties Declaration, Touching His Proceedings in the Late Assemblie and 
Convention of Parliament). 
90 James, Political Writings, p. 49 (Basilican Doron). 
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ongoing concerns, rather than a completely new development responding solely to 

qualms about foreign policy. If the common weal, which the monarch was duty

bound to uphold, was, as Anne McLaren has put it, 'pre-eminently defined as the 

maintenance, continuance and extension of Protestant reformation' at home and 

abroad, then it is understandable that at particular crisis points when this seemed 

under serious threat, public criticism should have been articulated as denunciations 

not only of popish plots by evil counsellors, but also of a negligent, morally decadent 

and private-spirited monarch. 91 This is what occurred during the early 1620s and, in 

J ames VI & I, many saw that sort of monarch. 

The criticisms of lames's kingship which we have seen here were overblown 

and, unlike an earlier historiography, we ought not to take them literally. However, 

once we have understood what they signify- criticism of a king who was perceived 

as a failure- and that, for all their polemical distortions and exaggerations, they were 

reflections of observable characteristics of the king and his regime- privacy, 

narrowness of counsel, favouritism, a seeming lack of monarchical diligence - then 

we can and should take them seriously. It was possible to see James as a failure in 

the main duties of his office by the early 1620s. Justice, in the broad sense of the 

word, seemed perverted by his particular favour to and affection for a young upstart. 

True religion seemed under threat at home, as it was abroad, by James's marriage 

diplomacy, ecclesiastical reforms in Scotland and, in 1622, directions to restrict 

preaching. The vaunted Jacobean peace seemed a delusion when the Defender of the 

Faith appeared to neglect the defence of his co-religionists just across the nalTOW 

seas. Was it not reasonable to doubt the intentions of a king who seemed to have 

failed in his duties - in respect of justice, religion, defence and peace - and to 

describe him in terms that befitted a tyrant? What early Stuart historians have only 

latterly begun to appreciate, James himself had long acknowledged: in Basilican 

Doron he had written that the people's 'pra~-occupied conceits of the Kings inward 

intention', even if mistaken and unfair, mattered because they 'breed contempt, the 

91 A. N. McLaren, Political Culture in the Reign of Elizabeth I: Queen and Commonwealth, 
1558-1585 (Cambridge, 1999), p. 23. 
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mother of rebellion and disorder.' A king must, therefore, J ames argued, act the part 

of 'one set on a stage, whose smallest actions and gestures, all the people gazingly 

doe behold'; he must persuade them ofhis 'inward vertuous disposition'. 92 The irony 

was that, although he had recognised in print that a good king was a public king, in 

many ways he really was neither. 

92 James, Political Writings, pp. 49-50. 



Conclusion 

I have, in the foregoing chapters, presented revised accounts of governmental and 

political activities involving James and taking place within his court during the years 

of Buckingham's rise as royal favourite. We have seen how James prized formality 

in government and presented himself as a just king, ruling for the public good; but 

we have also seen how formal procedures were manipulated for the benefit of private 

interests. The intimate access to the king which membership of the Bedchamber 

conferred was much less politically and administratively significant than has 

previously been claimed. The Privy Council was not simply abandoned by the king. 

J ames continued to use it, in its various configurations, as an instrument of 

government, and he turned for advice and assistance to trusted servants who were 

sworn counsellors; but we have also seen how his counsels narrowed over time. In 

the midst of political divisions and rivalries amongst his courtiers and counsellors, 

and oflobbying for appointment to office and place, James attempted, and by no 

means always failed, to preserve and exercise independent judgement, or at least to 

give that impression. He was not simply the weathercock of faction or the pawn of 

his immediate entourage. Throughout, I have tried to take James's views about his 

kingly office seriously and to elucidate ways in which those principles might help to 

explain his actions, and those of his courtiers and counsellors, in a more subtle and 

sympathetic manner than the usual approaches to the court politics of the period, 

with their emphasis on faction and the importance of the Bedchamber, have so far 

managed. 

This is neither to deny that access, private interests and personal squabbles 

were of importance, nor to suggest that the view from the throne is all that matters 

and constitutes a sufficient explanation of all that happened. It does not. James, 

unsurprisingly, encouraged his subjects to understand his actions as those of a good 

king and, although he was prepared to acknowledge the odd failing here or there, he 

probably believed that he was indeed such a ruler. Others, observing his actions (or 

inaction) during the later 1610s and early 1620s, begged to differ. No more than 



James's view from the throne are the views of his contemporary critics to be taken as 

wholly reliable evidence of what actually happened. We may decide that criticisms 

of the king and his court in pamphet or verse libel are misinformed in point of fact or 

unfair in their assessments. To label James a tyrant and a hypocrite would be no 

service to historical scholarship, but to try to comprehend why a number of his 

contemporaries were inclined to think of him in such terms probably would be. 

We should not return to the old view of James, especially during the later 

years of the reign, as a ridiculous, lazy and broken man, content to leave the business 

of government in the soft hands of others. What we should recognise, however, is 

that, in spite ofhis best intentions, he failed to live up to the ideals of kingship which 

he and his contemporaries espoused. A deeper understanding of how James actually 

governed across the reign - of the nature of the working relationships between him 

and his servants, of how people got him to act, of how and with whose input policies 

were made, and of the extent of his personal involvement in goverrunent- will no 

doubt reveal more clearly the limits to the positive revision of his political 
. I 

reputation. 

1 For a recent and balanced survey, see R.A. Houlbrooke, 'James's Reputation, 1625-2005', 
in R.A. Hou1brooke, ed., James VI and I: Ideas, Authority, and Government (Aldershot, 
2006), pp. 169-90. 
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Appendix I 

The Privy Purse and Bedchamber Finance 

In addition to his work on procurement of the sign manual by the Bedchamber, Dr 

Cuddy has claimed that the department's administrative importance under James can 

also be seen in its handling of royal finances. The Privy Purse (the royal coffers 

which travelled with the monarch and covered his personal, day-to-day expenses), 

administered by a member of the Bedchamber, became the recipient of 'windfall 

revenues, from projects, sales of offices and titles and the like'. Meanwhile 

Buckingham, the Bedchamber favourite, acted 'as a private royal treasurer' . Both 

Privy Purse and 'private royal treasurer ' were means of bypassing ' an increasingly 

bankrupt Exchequer'. In this way, 'the "bureaucratic" agencies of the Secretaryship 

and the Exchequer retreated before the revived administrative activity of the inner 

household' .1 Much of the evidence, however, bears more than one interpretation. 

Apart from the years 1603-1605, under the keepership of the earl ofDunbar, 

the accounts of the Jacobean Privy Purse do not survive. During Elizabeth's reign, it 

was used to pay for small items of royal consumption such as lute strings. It is clear 

----that the Privy Purse received and disbursed more funds under James than his 

predecessor. Cuddy has shown that in the opening three years of the reign in 

England, the Privy Purse handled nearly £23,000- annually, this would be roughly 

three times the turnover under Elizabeth - and most of that total was paid out in gifts 

and rewards. This was a departure from Elizabethan practice? In the absence of 

accounts for the period following James's 'Christmas' of giving, as he himself 

described the first three years of his English reign, it is not possible to say with 

confidence that the situation over the rest of the reign mirrored that of its 

1 N. Cuddy, 'The Revival ofthe Entourage: The Bedchamber ofJames I, 1603-1625' , in 
D.R. Starkey, ed ., The English Court: From the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War (Harlow, 
1987),pp. 173-225,atpp. 173,200-1,219-20. 
2 Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage' , pp. 200-1. 



commencement. 3 Even if the flow of cash in and out of the Privy Purse remained 

larger than it had been under Elizabeth, the Purse's main function may not have 

differed that much in kind.4 '[H]is Majesties occasions' and 'his Majesties speciall 

service', for which the Keeper of the Privy Purse was disbursing, need not 

necessarily have been that exciting, especially when these were funded out of £100 

or £200 payments from the Exchequer. Compared with £10,000 paid in early 1620 to 

the Secretary of State and Chancellor of the Exchequer 'for his Majesties secret 

services', this was small change. 5 J ames was a more itinerant monarch than 

Elizabeth, spending less time in London and the Thames Valley royal standing 

houses. It would have made sense for him to have a ready supply of cash to meet 

occasional expenses. Surely it is not hard to imagine that a bountiful king who 

travelled, hunted in good weather and diced in bad, might incur more such expenses 

than a static, tight-fisted, virginals-tinkling old woman. 

The Privy Purse was not independent and payments ofbetween £100 and 

£500 were still made to it from the Exchequer during the period covered by this 

study. 6 (It is possible, though not entirely clear, that a regular annual payment of 

£5,000 was also made from the Exchequer.)7 Had the Privy Purse been flush from 

other sources, then one wonders why such sums should have been required. It could 

be claimed by a hopeful projector that his scheme for establishing commissioners to 

enforce 'all Penall Statutes' would 'put the Law's [sic] in their due execution & 

bring a Considerable revene[ w ]e to his Majesty's Privy Purse', but even the 

occasional windfalls which the Privy Purse received from sources other than the 

3 King James VI & I, Political Writings, ed. J.P. Sommerville (Cambridge, 1994), p. 166 
(speech to parliament, 31 March 1607). 
4 TNA: PRO, SO 3/7 (Jan. 1621): the Keeper of the Privy Purse, John Mut-ray of 
Lochmaben, subscribed with the Lord Chamberlain various bills over 1620-1 for jewellery 
bought from the royal jeweller George Heriot 'for his Majesties use'. This may indicate that 
deposits were made from the Privy Purse and the remainder met later by the Exchequer. 
5 TNA: PRO, SO 3/7 (March, Oct., Dec. 1620). 
6 E.g. TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (March 1614; Feb., Sept., Nov. 1616; Jan. 1617); SO 3/7 (Oct., 
Dec.-1620; Jul., Nov. 1621). 
7 See N. Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers: The Bedchamber of James I in Administration and 
Politics, 1603-1625' (DPhil thesis, University of Oxford, 1987), p. 204. 



Exchequer may have been relatively insignificant. 8 In July 1619 its Keeper, John 

Murray, was granted a warrant under the privy seal to receive £6,000 from the 

mayor, commonalty, companies and parishes of the City of London. This was a 

composition for arrearages on lands, tenements and hereditaments bequeathed within 

the City for 'superstitious uses' and which should have accrued to the Crown 

following the passage of the Chantries Act of 154 7. 9 A year later Lord Rich and 

others paid £2,000 owed to the Purse. 10 Such payments may have been 'the tip of the 

iceberg', but then again, when a substantial windfall did come James's way, upon the 

sale of the cautionary towns of Flushing and Brill in 1616, only a pittance went to the 

Privy Purse: a mere £1,000 of the £200,000. To put this further into perspective, 

Prince Charles received a dividend of £2,000 for his 'apparrell'; £10,000 went to the 

Wardrobe and £15,000 to the Cofferers ofthe king's and prince's Households. 11 

Given the patchiness of the sources, there are still question marks over the 

financial side of Bedchamber activity- not least the role of J ames' s bounty to 

members ofhis entourage and their own expenditure. In December 1618 

Buckingham was granted a discharge 'upon such satisfaccion as he hath given to his 

Majestie of all monies by him received from his Majesties owne handes, or from 

others by his Majesties appointment before the xxth day of November last'. It has 

been suggested that this money was derived from the sales of titles ofhonour, which 

is, in the absence of evidence either way, one possibility. Another is that this 

discharge from the Exchequer was to cover monies advanced for expenses connected 

with Buckingham's office ofMaster of the Horse. Thus in March 1617 Buckingham 

was reimbursed almost £1,000 for the purchases of and provisions for 'horses & 

gueldinges ' ; and further such discharges and reimbursements were granted to the 

favourite for this reason in January and April1618. It is impossible to conclude from 

8 CKS, Sackville MSS/Cranfield Papers, U269/1/0o214 [ON 4308] (anonymous project, n.d. 
[?1622]). 
9 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (July 1619); SP 14/105/25-29 (fos. 34-9), 31-8 (fos. 42-9) (certificates 
of various London Companies and summaries of their liabilities). 
10 TNA: PRO, SO 317 (July 1620). 
11 Bodl. Lib., MS Carte 123, fo. 15. Cf. Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 200-1, 219-
20. 



such evidence, or from Roger Lockyer's work on the favourite's income and 

expenditure, that Buckingham was acting as a 'private royal treasurer', nor does it 

seem that the Exchequer retreated before a resurgent Privy Purse. 12 

12 TNA: PRO, SO 3/6 (March 1617; Jan., Apr. and Dec. 1618); Cuddy, 'Revival of the 
Entourage', pp. 219-20 and n. 115; R. Lockyer, Buckingham: The Life and Career ofGeorge 
Villiers, First Duke of Buckingham, 1592-1628 (Harlow, 1981), pp. 61-2, 120-1,211-13. 
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Appendix 11 

A Note on the Scottish System for Obtaining and Authorising Royal Grants 

As in England, Scotland had three royal seals and administrative action using them 

was authorised initially by the signature (the equivalent to the English sign manual) . 

After James's departure from Scotland in 1603, it was normal for Scottish grants to 

be stamped with a facsimile of the king's signature- a dry stamp or, in Scots 

terminology, the cashet- which remained in Edinburgh. 13 During the last decade of 

his reign at least, J ames also had a Scottish Master of Requests, the poet Sir William 

Alexander, who would become earl of Stirling and Scottish Secretary under Charles 

1. 14 A register book of his official correspondence contains transcriptions of several 

letters of 1615-1616 from Alexander to the Privy Council of Scotland and various 

Scottish officials, bishops and nobles, as well as two to the English Chancellor of the 

Exchequer, Sir Fulke Greville. It is clear from these that Alexander's office as 

Master of Requests for Scotland was not merely a sinecure, since in them he 

signified the king's pleasure that proclamations be drawn up and published, that 

monies owed by the Crown be paid or that justice be administered well and swiftly to 

particular suitors, that a certain cleric should be appointed to the next vacant 

ecclesiastical living, and that various punishments be remitted. (The two letters to 

Greville deal with the English pensions and leases of two Scottish courtiers, 

Archibald Napier, a Gentleman of the Privy Chamber, and John Levingstone, a 

Groom ofthe Bedchamber.) 15 This suggests that the Master of Requests for Scotland, 

13 M. Livingstone, A Guide to the Public Records of Scotland Deposited in HM General 
Register House, Edinburgh (Edinburgh, 1905), p. 155; A Guide to the National Archives of 
Scotland (Edinburgh, 1996), p. 85; J. Goodare, Government of Scotland, 1560-1625 (Oxford, 
2004), p. 146. 
14 D. Reid, 'Alexander, William, first earl of Stirling (1577-1640)', Oxford DNB 
[http//www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/335, accessed 12 Dec. 2007]. 
15 NLS, Advocates' MS 34.2.13 (Sir William Alexander's register of official letters), pp. 
193-204 (Jan. 1615-Feb. 1616). For further evidence of Alexander's activity at court as a go
between for the Scottish Privy Council, see S.R. Gardiner, ed., The Fortescue Papers 
(Camden Society, London, 1871), pp. 130-1 (Naunton to Buckingham, 21 July 1621). 



like his English counterparts, dealt with requests and petitions. 16 Moreover, it seems 

probable, given the dates of these letters signifying James's pleasure, that Alexander 

had audience with the king to dispatch this business once a month with a break 

during July, August and September. 

The Scottish system was, then, very similar to that of England. However, 

with the cashet in Edinburgh- until his death in 1622, it was in the custody of the 

Lord Chancellor of Scotland, Alexander Seton, earl of Dunfermline- procurement of 

the king's signature was abandoned. Presumably this was done to save on the time 

(and costs) of travel to and attendance at the court in England. When J ames returned 

to Scotland in 1617 he did sign Scottish bills himself, and there are a few instances 

of him doing so in England. There was, however, mostly no need for James 

personally to authorise actions with his own hand when he had already made his 

pleasure known- by Alexander, say- so long as the officers and councillors in 

Edinburgh who would have to implement his decisions saw no problem with them. 

While records roughly equivalent to the English Signet Office docquet books exist 

for Scotland- registers of signatures were made covering various categories of grant 

- these do not provide information as to who procured the signature to royal grants, 
-...__ 

even when J ames did sign them himself. 17 

16 Cf. Goodare, Government of Scotland, p. 248 n. 8. 
17 NAS, E2/33 (Remissions, Aug. 1613-Mar. 1622), /37 (Treasury, Aug. 1616-Mar. 1618), 
/38 (Comptrollery, Dec. 1616-Mar. 1618), /42 (Temporality, Mar. 1619-Mar. 1622), /44 
(Principality, June 1620-Mar. 1625); Guide to the National Archives of Scotland, p. 31; NLS, 
Advocates' MS 34.2.13, pp. 193-204; LPL, MS 930, no. 77 (James to Lord Chancellor 
Dunfermline, Aug. 1619); Goodare, Government of Scotland, p. 146 n. 72. For the Scottish 
Privy Council objecting to royal grants, see: NLS, Advocates' MS, 33.1.1, (Denmilne State 
Papers) vol. 6, no. 3 (Lords of the Privy Council of Scotland to James, 28 Jan. 1615); vol. 
10, no. 35 (Privy Council of Scotland to James, 13 Dec. 1621). 
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Appendix Ill 

The Groom of the Stool: A Power behind the Throne? 

In the view which equates the history of the court with the history of those who 

served in and had regular access to the royal apartments, few officers matter more 

than the Groom of the Stool. Alongside his 'eponymous lavatorial tasks', the Groom 

had the right to sleep on a pallet at the foot of the royal bed, for instance, and to 

attend the king wherever he went. He has been described as the 'head of department' 

of the Jacobean Bedchamber, as the Lord Chamberlain was the head of the Privy 

Chamber and Chamber. If in practice he did not enjoy more intimate access to the 

king than his fellows in the Bedchamber, he could still put the 'rights' which his 

office afforded him to good use. Thus the Groom of the Stool throughout James's 

English reign, Sir Thomas Erskine, viscount Fenton and (from 1619) earl ofKellie, is 

said to have 'command[ ed] the technical instruments of access to the king and the 

right to swear in new members of the department'. Moreover, .the intimacy which he 

enjoyed with James meant that Erskine knew his king well. The Groom of the 

Stool's office and the access which it conferred made of him, if he was so inclined, 

an 'effective thorn' in the sides of royal favourites. 18 

Thomas Erskine's importance in the politics of access has been demonstrated 

with particular reference to two major episodes in the career of George Villiers as 

James's favourite: Villiers's initial appointment as a Gentleman of the Bedchamber 

in April 1615 and the accusations levelled against him by the Spanish ambassadors 

in early 1624. From Neil Cuddy's analysis, the rights of the Groom of the Stool's 

office emer'ge as a crucial factor in understanding these events. In the former case, 

18 D.R. Starkey, 'Introduction: Court History in Perspective', in D.R. Starkey, ed., The 
English Court from the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War (Harlow, 1987), pp. 1-24, esp. at 
p. 5; D.R. Starkey, 'Representation through Intimacy: A Study in the Symbolism of 
Monarchy and Court Office in Early Modem England', in J. Guy, ed., The Tudor Monarchy 
(London, 1997), pp. 42-78 [first printed in I. Lewis, ed., Symbols and Sentiments: Cross
Cultural Studies in Symbolism (London, 1977), pp. 187-224] at pp. 59-61; N. Cuddy, 'The 
Revival of the Entourage: The Bedchamber of James I, 1603-1625 ', in Starkey, ed., English 
Court, pp. 173-225, at pp. 177-88, 214, 220-1. 



Erskine's 'right to swear in new members' of the Bedchamber was invoked in 

Villiers's favour in the face of opposition from the existing favourite, Lord 

Chamberlain Somerset. In the latter, 'Exploiting his right as Groom ofthe Stool to 

appoint audiences and admit ambassadors to the Bedchamber, he arranged a series of 

meetings between J ames and the Spanish ambassadors', during which Buckingham 

was accused of treasonably conspiring to shut the king away in a rural retreat and to 

govern, with the Prince of Wales, in James's stead. 19 

The way in which analysis of Bedchamber ordinances and high politics 

interweave and reinforce one another in Dr Cuddy' s account of these events is 

attractive. Examination of the evidence upon which it is based unfortunately reveals 

that it is misleading. Cuddy contends that the Groom of the Stool's 'right' to swear in 

new members of the Bedchamber is proven out of viscount Fenton's own words in a 

letter to his cousin, John Erskine, earl of Mar. On 19 April 1615, Cuddy has it that 

Fenton wrote thus to Mar ofhis expectation that George Villiers would soon be 

admitted to the Bedchamber: 'I think it may so fall out that er~ it be long your 

lordship [will] hear that I shall accompany one a fellow servant in the Bedchamber 

more than we now have'. 'Accompany' here means to admit to a company-
" 

seemingly a clear reference, therefore, to the Groom of the Stool's official right. 20 

Cuddy derives this quotation from a modem edition ofFenton's correspondence with 

Mar, which at the relevant point reads, 'I think it maye soe fall out that or it be long 

your Lordshipe heir that I shall [sic] a companyone a fellow servand in the bed 

chamber more then now we have. ' 21 The discrepancy between 'accompany one' or 'a 

companyone' can only be resolved by reference to the manuscript, which in turn 

reads, 'I thinke it maye soe fall out that or it be long your lordshipe heir that I shall a 
Companyone & fellow servand in the bed chamber more then now we have/'. 22 In 

19 Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 214, 223-4; N. Cuddy, 'The King's Chambers: The 
Bedchamber of James I in Administration and Politics, 1603-1625 ' (DPhil thesis, University 
of Oxford, 1987), pp. 159-60,240-7. 
2° Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 214, n. 103. 
21 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 60. 
22 NAS, GD124/15/27/26. 
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addition to Fenton's awkward but not illegible Scottish hand, the sentence is 

problematic, insofar as a verb has been omitted. Most probably it should have read, 

' ... your lordship will hear that I shall have a companion and fellow servant in the 

Bedchamber more then now we have'. (At the end of the letter, Fen ton apologised 

that it was 'evill wretin', saying that it was 'done in haist' and that his 'head [was] 

full', which is enough to explain such an oversight.) In August 1616 Fen ton again 

wrote 'Companyone' for 'companion'.23 Cuddy's rewriting of the source- for that is 

what it amounts to - cannot stand: 'accompany one' is ingenious but plainly wrong. 

This still leaves the matter of whether Fenton did exercise his so-called 

'right' and actually swore Villiers in, thus making the Groom of the Stool possibly 

'the key figure in the plot', as Cuddy puts it. The best-known source for the 

appointment ofVilliers as Gentleman of the Bedchamber, and the one on which 

Cuddy relies, is Archbishop Abbot's account, part of a nalTative composed during his 

suspension from metropolitical authority in 1627 and meant to show how ungrateful 

the favourite had been to Abbot, who there casts himself in the role of a key 

supporter and mentor to the young man?4 According to Abbot, although J ames had 

already begun 'to cast his eye upon George Villiers', he 'had a fashion, that he would 

never admit any to nearness about himself, but such a one as the Queen should 

commend unto him' .25 Thus, on the occasion of a visit from the king, Anne of 

Denmark pressed J ames to knight Villiers, who was standing by, and to promote him 

from Cupbearer to Gentleman ofthe Bedchamber. James 'assented' to this suit, 

23 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 60, 65 (Fenton to Mar, 12 [recte 10] Aug. 1616). 
24 Cuddy, 'Revival ofthe Entourage', p. 214; Cuddy, 'King's Chambers' , p. 160; R. 
Lockyer, Buckingham: The Life and Political Career ofGeorge Villiers, First Duke of 
Buckingham, 1592-1628 (Harlow, 1981), pp. 19-20; 'Archbishop Abbot his Narrative', in J. 
Rushworth, ed., Historical Collections of Private Passages of State (8 vols., London, 1721-
1722), I (London, 1721), pp. 434-57, at pp. 456-7; K. Fincham, 'Abbot, George (1562-
1633)', ODNB [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/4, accessed 5 Jan. 2005]. See also 
G. Goodman, The Court of King James the First, ed. J.S. Brewer (2 vols., London, 1839), I, 
p. 224. 
25 'Abbot his Narrative ', p. 456. For Anne of Denmark's 'greate ... care ... to see whoe those 
shall be that shall be admitted in . .. places of trust about the King', see HMC Salisbury, XXII, 
pp. 45, 54-5; J.L. BaiToll, Anna of Denmark, Queen of England: A Cultural Biography 
(Philadelphia, 2001), pp. 145-6, 156-7. 
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knighted him with the prince's rapier and 'gave order to swear him of the Bed

chamber' -an order which, Cuddy contends, 'must have' been given to Fenton, who 

had the right to attend the king in the queen's apartments. In a scene worthy of 

pantomime, Abbot recounts that, upon hearing lames's order, Somerset 'who was 

near, importuned the King with a Message, that [Villiers] might be only sworn a 

Groom [of the Bedchamber]', but Abbot 'and others' who were listening at the door 

'sent to her Majesty, that she would perfect her work, and cause him to be sworn a 

Gentleman'. 26 

We should not rely too heavily upon Abbot's narrative. For a start, more 

strictly contemporary and less colourful sources reveal that Villiers was appointed to 

the Bedchamber on 23 April1615 and only knighted on the following, not on the 

same, day.27 Such dramatic foreshortening and embellishment also occur in other 

parts of Abbot's account.28 More pertinent still for the current purpose, Abraham 

Williams, one of the Elector Palatine's agents in England, wrote on 25 April to 

inform William Trumbull ofGeorge Villiers's appointment: 'his Majesty, being with 

the Queene, sente my lord Fenton with this message to my lord Chamberlaine, that 

he should presently sweare Mr George Villers gentleman of the Bedchamber, which 
' uppon his commandment was imediatly putte in execution' .29 We may agree with Dr 

Cuddy's supposition that the king's order for Villiers to be sworn in was, indeed, 

given to Fenton; yet from this source it would appear that it was the Lord 

Chamberlain- that is, the earl of Somerset- who presented the requisite oath to the 

new Gentleman, having received the king's commandment by the Groom of the 

26 'Abbot his Narrative', p. 457. 
27 HMC Downshire, V, pp. 202 (no. 423: Abraham Williams to William Trumbull, 25 Apr. 
1615), 206 (no. 432: Sir John Throckmorton to Trumbull, 3 May 1615); BL, Additional MS 
71715, fo. 1 (Edward Waldegrave to Theobald Maurice, 28 Apr. 1615). 
28 For example, 'Abbot his Narrative' seeks to persuade the reader that good relations 
between the two men lasted only 'for a few days' before Villiers showed his true 
countenance of ingratitude towards his erstwhile 'Well-wishers' . However, see Abbot's 
claims ('Abbot his Narrative ' , p. 457) that, on the day after Villiers's appointment, he gave 
verbal advice to the new favourite on service to God and the king, and compare these with 
the affectionate letter on exactly the same subjects which Abbot in fact addressed to Villiers 
on 10 Dec. 1615: Bodl. Lib., MS Tanner 74, fo. 59. 
29 HMC Downshire, V, p. 202. 
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Stool. This, interestingly, would fit exactly with the provisions of Charles II's 

Bedchamber Ordinances of 1661 which, as Cuddy remarks, claimed to be based 

upon earlier Jacobean ordinances that no longer survive: there it was stated that the 

Groom of the Stool was to signify the king's pleasure concerning new Bedchamber 

appointments to the Lord Chamberlain, and the Lord Chamberlain was to swear the 

new members in. It does not seem sensible to agree with Dr Cuddy that later Stuart 

household ordinances 'understated' the Jacobean Groom's 'powers' in this area. 30 

Fenton is named in a number of sources as a supporter of George Villiers in 

early 1615. At this time, Fenton was likewise listed among the opponents of 

Somerset and his father-in-law, Lord Treasurer Suffolk. His animosity towards 

Somerset and Suffolk may have been caused by a dispute over a suit of his for 

licensing sales of wool. Alastair Bellany suggests (though he cites no supporting 

evidence) that Fenton may have sided with Somerset's opponents, who included 

'patriots' such as Pembroke, Southampton, Winwood and Abbot, because he, like 

them, was opposed to a Spanish marriage for the Prince of Wales, an alliance which 

Somerset sought, with James's encouragement, to promote. Bellany also notes 

Fenton's apparent misgivings, as demonstrated in his correspondence, about 
" 

Somerset's lone dominance of the court: 'if all the colles a man hes be laide to one 

fyre', Fenton somewhat cryptically wrote to Mar on 18 December 1614, 'it wilbe the 

greater and consequentlye the more [hot], but ifthaye be tuo, men wilbe the less 

[burnt] and more find them selves trewlye warmed.' 31 After Sir George Villiers's 

appointment to the Bedchamber and Somerset's arrest for the murder of Overbury, 

Fenton rejoiced that his 'frind Sir George' was so 'great' with the king. In 1616 he 

even referred to the new favourite as his 'sane' .32 Viscount Fenton may, then, have 

had motives- of personal affection, personal enmity, political principle- for lending 

3° Cuddy, 'King's Chambers', pp. 32-3, 48-9. 
31 A. Bellany, The Politics of Court Scandal in Early Modern England: News Culture and 

the Overbury Affair, 1603-1660 (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 62-7; HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 

58. 
32 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 61-2 (Fenton to Mar, 13 June 1616), 63 (Fenton to Mar, 

25 June, 2 and 17 July 1616). 
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what support he could to the cause ofGeorge Villiers in April1615, but we cannot 

safely conclude that, because of these possible motives and because he was Groom 

of the Stool, his influence was critical. His official duty was to signify the ldng 's 

pleasure concerning the swearing in of a new member of the Bedchamber and this, it 

seems, was what he did. We may speculate as to how he might have encouraged 

James in his favour for the young man Villiers. It is not hard to imagine that regular 

attendance upon the king in the Bedchamber or his carriage could have presented 

opportunities for Fenton subtly to slip into conversation various comments on 

Villiers's suitability for a post nearer the royal person. To step beyond the letter of 

our sources and entertain this sort of conjecture is reasonable enough, as long as we 

remember with whom the power to determine such appointments ultimately lay. 

Fen ton almost certainly counted himself among Villiers' s 'good frinds that are 

willing to helpe him', but at the same time he was adamant that he would 'be subject 

to none but to his Majestie and onlye run his waye. ' 33 

Nine years later after his involvement in the appointment of Buckingham to 

the Bedchamber, Thomas Erskine, now elevated to the earldom ofKellie, appeared 

entangled in manoeuvres which threatened to end the favourite's career at court. 

Upon their return from Spain in October 1623, Buckingham and Prince Charles 

adopted an aggressive stance against continued negotiations with Spain for a 

marriage alliance and the restitution ofthe Palatinate. In early 1624, Buckingham, 

Charles and a coalition of 'patriots' pressed parliament to vote the generous supply 

which would help fund military action and dissuade James from hearkening any 

further after Spanish promises. On 24 February Buckingham laid before parliament 

an account of the Anglo-Spanish negotiations, and Spanish perfidy, over the 

preceding two years. 34 Almost immediately, the Spanish ambassadors to England, 

33 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 59 (Fenton to Mar, 27 March 1615). 
34 T. Cogswell, The Blessed Revolution: English Politics and the Coming of War, 1621-1624 
(Cambridge, 1989); T. Cogswell, 'The People's Love: The Duke of Buckingham and 
Popularity', in T. Cogswell, R.P. Cust and P.G. Lake, eds., Politics, Religion and Popularity: 
Early Stuart Essays in Honour ofConrad Russell (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 211-34, at pp. 216-
19. 
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Coloma and Hinojosa, mounted a counter-attack against him. In the course of a 

series of audiences with the king, they alleged that the favourite had made James 'a 

prisoner. .. soe as noe man could be admitted to corn at him'. They held that the king 

was 'noe more a Free man at this time, then lUnge John ofFraunce when he was 

prisoner in England, or Kinge Fraunces when he was at Madrid. Being beseeged & 

clos'd up, with the servaunts & vassalls ofBuckingham.' The ambassadors had, they 

said, known for a number of months 'that his Majestye was to be restrayned & 

confined to his countrey house & pastimes, & the government of the Estate to be 

assumed & disposed of by others'. They urged J ames to 'shewe himself to be as he 

was reputed, the Oldest & wisest Kinge in Europ by freeinge himself from this 

Captivitye & eminent Daunger wherein he was by Cutting of, soe daungerous & 

ungratefull an affecter ofGreatenes & Popularity as the Duke' had become. James 

responded to these allegations by declaring that the prince was 'nowe ... straungely 

caried awaye with rashe & youthfull Counsailes: & he followed the humour of 

Buckingham, who had he knewe not howe many Divles within him' since their 

retum from Spain. The king asked the ambassadors to 'gett him any ground to charge 

[Buckingham], with popular Courses. ' 35 This was enough to provoke a serious crisis 
-..... 

both in Buckingham's health and in his standing with the king. Indeed, it seems that 

the favourite's illness saved him, '[sweeping] away all the clouds of suspicion', as 

James's 'love for his favourite came flooding back', in Roger Lockyer' s words.36 It 

was the earl ofKellie who arranged for the Spanish to have access. 

Kellie's relations with Buckingham had grown more distant- after August 

1616 no more warm references to the favourite as Kellie's 'sone' can be found in his 

letters to the earl of Mar. 37 Clear reasons for this cannot be ascertained, but the close 

association that sprang up between Buckingham and the marquess of Hamilton, who 

began to follow the court in 1617, may have had something to do with it. Both Mar 

35 BL, Harleian MS 7000, no. 81/ fos. 151 r-152r (notes by Jolm Williams on his conversation 

with Don Francisco de Carondelet, 7 Apr. 1624). 
36 Lockyer, Buckingham, p. 196. 
37 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 66 (Kellie to Mar, 24 Aug. 1616). 
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and Kellie distrusted Hamilton and, in the summer of 1622, they did not welcome the 

news that Hamilton's son James was to marry Mary Feilding, one of Buckingham's 

nieces, as patt of a series of marriages which also added John Murray, the Keeper of 

the Privy Purse, to the swelling ranks of the Villiers kindred. '[A]ll theis folks are 

becume in one trybe', as Kellie remarked, commenting further that now 'noe thing 

[is] done heir [at court] but be one man [i.e. Buckingham], whoe hes now allyed 

himselfe with monye of our cuntryemen that are all joyned togeether'. 38 These 

Hamilton, Fielding and Murray pairings accomplished, Kellie began to think 

seriously about retiring from the court altogether. 39 He had, in Cuddy's words, been 

'Left out in the cold' by Buckingham's 1622 'Bedchamber settlement' of 

interlocking marriage alliances. 40 

At least partly because a suitable place of attendance could not be found for a 

younger Erskine to take on his role as Mar's correspondent at court, Kellie chose, in 

the end, not to quit his place.41 According to Tom Cogswell, however, upon the 

retum of Buckingham and Charles from Spain, Kellie, as 'a Scots Catholic and a 

Spanish sympathizer', was again among those 'left. .. out in the cold' by the 'open 

season on the pro-Spanish faction' in late 1623 and 1624.42 In Cuddy's opinion, 

Kellie responded by 'acting alone' to provoke the crisis in Buckingham's favour: 'By 

exploiting his right as Groom of the Stool to appoint audiences and to admit 

ambassadors to the Bedchamber, he arranged a series of meetings between James 

and the Spanish ambassadors' .43 This, it seems, is the stuff of court politics: a 

member of the Bedchamber taking advantage of his rights of access to secure a 

personal and factional political victory against a rival. Even if the king, in his 

'distaste' for Buckingham's newfound bellicosity, was a willing accomplice to such 

38 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 122-3 (Kellie to Mar, 20 June 1622), 124 (Kellie to Mar, 4 
July 1622); Lockyer, Buckingham, pp. 72-3, Table 4. For Kellie and Mar's difficult relations 
with Hamilton, see pp. 84-5, 93, 96, 116, 121, 142. 
39 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 127 (Kellie to Mar, [before 17] and 26 July 1622). 
4° Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 220-1. 
41 SeeHMCMar&Kellie, Suppl.,pp.127, 130,144,147-8. 
42 Cogswell, Blessed Revolution, pp. 83, 184. 
43 Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', pp. 223-4. 



machinations, the motives and actions that seem to matter most are those of his 

Groom of the Stoo1.44 

For all the cooling in relations between Kellie and Buckingham, it is hard to 

detect any active animosity towards the favourite in his surviving correspondence. 

Whereas he had clearly disapproved of Somerset's dominance, Kellie was more 

phlegmatic about Buckingham's ascendancy. (Perhaps he had mellowed with age.) 

'Heir their is no alteratione,' he wrote to Mar on 6 August 1622, 'but one man at the 

helme still, and I shall wishe it maye be soe still for the good of his Majestie. Change 

can never be good for him nor the Steate'. Kellie regretted that he 'culd never have 

the good hopp to be soe weill beloved with on ye that hes bein yet in favore', but he 

apparently did not hold anything personally against Buckingham, nor does it seem 

that he was a convinced political opponent of the 'blessed revolution' .45 I find 

Cogswell's characterisation ofKellie as a Catholic hispanophile unlikely (and not 

simply because, as with Alastair Bellany's comments on Kellie's political outlook, 

no evidence is cited to support it). A letter to his cousin Mar ~f 6 December 1619 

reveals his ignorance of the Roman sacraments- 'from Brussells we have hard that 

the King of Spaine is soe seeke that [he] hes had the extreme unxione gevin him, 

whitche is thocht to be there last service in this world'- although perhaps we should 

not read too much into that.46 He had approached Gondomar in 1614 for a Spanish 

pension, but in 1623 he procured the sign manual for a discharge to Sir Noel Caron, 

the Dutch ambassador, for sums owed by him to the Crown for tenths, fifteenths, 

customs and impositions. Both instances probably have more to tell us about Kellie's 

impecuniousness (or venality) than his loyalties towards either Spain or the United 

Provinces.47 During the winter of 1621-1622, Alexander Seton, earl of Dunfermline 

and Lord Chancellor of Scotland, asked Kellie' s secretary Robe1i Abercromby, if he 

44 Cuddy, 'King's Chambers', p. 241. 
45 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 129. It is possible to imagine, of course, that Kellie made 
less balanced comments about Buckingham in letters which Mar felt it prudent to dispose of. 
46 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., p. 95. 
47 E.R. Turner, The Privy Council of England in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, 
1603-1784 (2 vols., Baltimore and London, 1927-28), I, p. 85, n. 83; TNA: PRO, SO 3/7 
(Nov. 1623); Goodman, Court of James, I, pp. 390-2. 
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was agreeable, to forward a letter of courtesy to Gondomar, and at the arrival in 

England of the marquis of La Hinojosa as Spain's extraordinary ambassador in June 

1623, Kellie was sent to Gravesend to escort him up the Thames in the royal barge.48 

Lord Chancellor Dunfermline was a regular correspondent ofKellie's, and Kellie 

(along with the Keeper of the Privy Purse, John Murray ofLochmaben) was his main 

contact at court. Unless the Groom of the Stool had expressed an implacable hatred 

of Spain, it would have been quite natural for Dunfermline to forward a letter to 

Gondomar via Kellie's secretary, since this was a proven and dependable means of 

conveyance for Dunfermline's packets to London.49 Moreover, given both Kellie's 

status- an earl and Knight ofthe Garter, who combined his office as head of the 

Bedchamber with membership ofthe Privy Councils of England and Scotland- and 

that he had been appointed one of the commissioners for the Spanish marriage 

negotiations in 1617, it would have been quite appropriate for him to be chosen to 

meet an incoming Spanish ambassador. Such scraps suggest that Kellie was on at 

least reasonably good terms with the Spanish embassy and that h~ had contact with 

them, but no more than that. Certainly his letters to Mar betray neither great 

enthusiasm for, nor visceral opposition to, the Spanish match. 50 In March 1624 
--.... 

anyway, Kellie vehemently denied hispanophilia: 'It maye be your Lordshipe shall 

heir sume thing of my selfe as being a Spainyert now when the Prince and all the 

world hes left them', he wrote to Mar. 'Doe not your Lordshipe beleive that I am 

ather Spainyart, Fleeming or Frenche or onyething uther then that I shuld be' -that 

is, the king's man. Kellie, lames's childhood playmate, a Bedchamber man of forty 

48 CSPD, 1619-1623, pp. 56,310, 335; LJC, II, p. 501. 
49 For Kellie's correspondence with Lord Chancellor Dunfermline, see HMC Mar & Kellie, 
Suppl., pp. 58, 61, 67, 68, 80, 81, 86, 93, 94, 95-6, 104, 106, 108, 109, 110, 111. For 
Dunfermline and Murray see, for example, NLS, Advocates' MS 33.1.1, (Denmilne State 
Papers) vol. 6, nos. 6, 68. 
50 See, for instance, HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 130-1 (Kellie to Mar, 13 Aug. 1622): 
'their is mutche more dout heir bye manye that the Spanyerd intends noe sutche matche, but 
I must confes I am not of that mynd. I thinke he intends that it shalbe a matche, not soe 
mutche out of on ye good to us, as that it shall serve him to good purposs.' 
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years' standing and of an age with the king, was not minded 'to meddill with onye 

thing but with my service and attendance of his Majestie. ' 51 

One may think that Kellie was protesting too much, but he certainly 

understood the inferences that would be drawn from his actions and appears to have 

gone out of his way to ensure that the political fall out would be minimal. In late 

February Kellie was approached by Coloma and Hinojosa's confessor, Don 

Francisco de Carondelet, archdeacon of Cambrai, who asked that he might be given 

access to the king to 'delyver a letter to his Majestie from the imbassadours and to 

saye sume thing to him that he had to sa ye'. Kellie demurred. Ifhe had a right to 

appoint audiences with ambassadors- as the 1661 Bedchamber Ordinances imply

he denied it and refetTed Carondelet to the earl of Pembroke, the Lord Chamberlain, 

'as the rycht waye betwyxt his Majestie and the imbassadours'. '[O]nye message 

from imbassadours shuld cume bye the Chamberlane or Secreterryes', he declared. 

Carondelet, conscious perhaps of Pembroke's 'patriot' credentials, was not 

especially keen. Kellie finally agreed to help. He informed James of this, but he also 

'advertised the Prince that he mycht doe as he shuld think good', and so Charles was 

'present him selfe all the tyme' during at least the first of James's meetings with 

Carondelet. On another occasion at Theobalds, John Murray, now viscount Annan, a 

Bedchamber ally of Buckingham's, attended a meeting when the prince was away. 

At the third meeting between James and the confessor, Kellie 'did derekt him to my 

Lord Chamberlaine, whoe was his convoye to the Kings Majestie.' It is surely telling 

that, although Buckingham took 'great exceptione' to these private audiences, 

Charles was far less bothered: 'bathe the Prince and the King himselfe', Kellie 

remarked, 'wold willinglye have had [Buckingham] never takand on ye notice of it.' 52 

51 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. vi (Thomas Erskine made a Gentleman of the Bedchamber 
in 1585), 83 (Fenton to Mar, 3 Apr. 1618), 195 (Kellie to Mar, 11 March 1624). 
52 Gardiner, History of England, V, pp. 188, 194, 206-12; HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 
195-6, 199-200; Cuddy, 'King's Chambers', p. 45 (for provisions ofthe 1661 Ordinances on 
the Groom of the Stool and ambassadorial audiences). I am indebted to Robert Ruigh's 
detailed account of the Spanish ambassadors' activities in February-May 1624. He is not 
clear, however, on James's role, saying, for example, that the ambassadors 'took advantage 
of their secret channel of communications' (Kellie) on 29 March, when in fact James used 



James was keen to give Carondelet access in order to hear whether the 

Spaniards, disturbed by Buckingham and Charles's parliamentary sabre-rattling, 

were prepared to make a serious offer for the restitution of the Palatinate. This they 

declined to do, in spite of the repeated opportunities given them, calculating perhaps 

that, with Buckingham out ofthe way on a treason charge or merely out of favour, 

they might be able to rely upon lames's remaining 'peaceablye addicted' .53 In Lord 

Keeper Williams's notes oflate night meetings with the confessor in early Aplil, he 

records that Carondelet procured 'private access ... to corn & speake with the Kinge 

which his Majestye appoineted by my Lord of Kellye, & he by his Secretarye who 

designed for Don Francesco time & place.' 54 James used Kellie as his servant. It is 

not appropliate to conclude that Kellie was here exploiting his 'lights' as Groom of 

the Stool to control access to the king and manipulate him in some factional struggle 

with the favourite. 

None of this is intended to suggest that membership of the Bedchamber was 

politically insignificant or only a matter of service. Kellie was in a position to move 

the king on behalf of his cousin Mar, whether it was for the gift of a 'Muscovia' 

goshawk or concerning the vacant office of Lord Treasurer of Scotland, although we 

should note that he considered it far from easy- despite having such plivileged 

access and long expelience in the service of his master- to find 'the best occasione' 

to mention such things to the king: 'his besines are soe monye and soe great that it is 

a paine to find a rycht tyme'. 55 It was thought useful to have contacts in J ames' s 

entourage, such as Kellie and John Murray, who were in a position to detect 'evill 

counsall or instigatioun [that] micht move his Majesty' and to 'parsave onye sic [i.e. 

Kellie to arrange their meeting: R.E. Ruigh, The Parliament of 1624: Politics and Foreign 

Policy (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1971), eh. 5, 'The Spanish reaction', pp. 257-302. 
53 BL, Harleian MS 7000, no. 59/ fo. 113r (John Williams's notes on a conversation with 

Don Francisco de Carondelet, 11 Apr. '1623' [recte 1624 ]); Gardiner, History of England, 

V, pp. 204-7. I am grateful to Simon Healy for several conversations on the conundrum of 

the Spanish embassy's tactics in 1624. 
54 BL, Harleian MS 7000, no. 81/ fo . 151r (my italics). 
55 HMC Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 64-5 (Fenton to Mar, 10 Aug. 1616). On Kellie's quest for 

a 'Muscovia' goshawk, see pp. 80, 104, 110 (Fenton/Kellie to Mar, 18 Sept. 1617, 23 Oct. 

1620, 22 Nov. 1621). 
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'such'] thing, or motioun in his Heighnes minde', to watch after one's interests, pass 

on information and handle requests. 56 Kellie was able to report to leading members 

of the Scottish Privy Council on the king's immediate reactions upon receipt of their 

letters and whether it was likely that James would accept their advice on certain 

subjects without further ado. 57 Kellie believed that he could, in certain 

circumstances, 'control' access to the king, but it was a delicate operation. When 

Lord Elphinstone threatened to involve J ames in his dispute with the earl of Mar, 

Kellie assured Mar that, so long as he could be kept informed of when Elphinstone 

was expected to anive at court, he would 'take all the best oportunetes that I Can to 

doe in that matter the beste to prevent his majesties meddilling in that besines'. 58 

The rights and privileges of access that the Groom of the Stool enjoyed could 

be, and were, put to political uses. We should, however, resist the temptation to 

overstate the case for Bedchamber power and backstairs influence and thus to accord 

greater liberty and initiative to the courtier than to the king. The Bedchamber was not 

James's 'prison' and the leanings, factional or otherwise, of his entourage were not 

straightforwardly the determinants of his acts. 59 

56 NAS, Advocates' MS 33.1.1, (Denmilne State Papers) vol. 6, no. 68 (Dunfermline to 
Murray, n.d. [1615?]); Spedding, Letters and Life, VII, p. 299, n. 2 (notes by Thomas 
Meautys, secretary to Francis Bacon, Viscount St Albans, of verbal messages for various 
courtiers, including Murray and Kellie, Sept. 1621 ). 
57 NAS, GD124/15/27/101 (Kellie to Mar, 13 Dec. 1621), /109 (Kellie to Mar, 22 March 
1622). 
58 NAS, GD124/15/27/110 (Kellie to Mar, 31 March 1622). For Mar and Elphinstone's 
dispute concerning succession to the earldom of Douglas and certain lands, see NLS, 
Advocates' MS 33 .1.1, (Denmilne State Papers) vol. 8, no. 59; vol. 10, nos. 44, 71 ; HMC 
Mar & Kellie, Suppl., pp. 123, 130, 136, 148. 
59 Cf. Cuddy, 'Revival of the Entourage', p. 225. 
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