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Bryan Mann

Abstract

This dissertation is an investigation into the office of the Lord Lieutenancy of the
county of Cambridgeshire under the reign of Charles I, 1625-1640. The main goal of
this dissertation is to examine the county using the Lord Lieutenancy and its control
of both militia affairs and its function as the key instrument of royal policy within the
shire. In addition, it will examine the Lord Lieutenant, Theophilus Howard, 2" earl
of Suffolk, and his deputy lieutenants who formed the foundation of a ruling elite for
Caroline Cambridgeshire. It was this ruling elite which was able to hold down faction
and turmoil within the shire and perform the myriad of divisive and constitutionally
objectionable tasks handed down from the crown, such as collection of the forced loan
and the expansion of ship money into inland counties. Through this examination, the
findings are that the Lord Lieutenant had almost no real contact with the shire he was
in charge of, leaving the year-to-year running of militia and local government to his
deputy lieutenants. It was the deputy lieutenants with their long family history of
residency and office holdings within the shire, that formed a core of officials who
were able to use their position within the Lieutenancy to shield the shire from
distasteful crown policies while still being able to supply Charles with men and
money on time and in full when other shires in England were falling into chaos and
riots. However, this influence could only withstand so much, and in the end,
Charles’s reliance on his Personal Rule and fiscal innovations made these tasks
impossible to perform and forced the institution into collapse.
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Introduction

For decades, historians have struggled to explain how England descended into civil war
and regicide in the 17" century. Over the years, many arguments have been put forward
to explain this breakdown. Some try to look at the whole of the three kingdoms of
England, Scotland, and Ireland, while others have chosen to look at specific counties as
entities unto themselves to explain the rift. Yet despite all the arguments put forward,
none has proven to be definitive in explaining the reign of Charles I and the path to civil
war. This thesis will look at Cambridgeshire and in particular the institution of the Lord
Lieutenancy in an effort to shed more light on the road to civil war and the political
breakdown. Through the Lord Lieutenancy and its role as the main agency of royal
authority and policy in the shire, we may be able to explain the breakdown as it occurred
or did not occur in Cambridgeshire. In the process, we will highlight the similarities and
differences with other counties and the functioning of their Lord Lieutenancies to place
Cambridgeshire within its proper context among the wealth of studies that precede this
one. For many historians, prior to the 1960s, the Civil War held a prime position in the
linear evolution of Britain towards liberal democracy, religious toleration, and world
leadership. As late as the 1960s, many scholars accepted some versions of this
“progressive” interpretation, whether Marxist or Liberal in tone. For the Liberal or
“Whig” historians, the monumental work of S. R. Gardiner served as the foundation for
their interpretations. In his ten-volume work, The History of England from the Accession
of James I (1883), Gardiner interpreted the Civil War as a constitutional and political

struggle between an authoritarian, arbitrary monarchy and the rule of law, the property



rights, and religious liberties of individuals. Therefore, the Civil War was the result of
inevitable long-term causes that date back to the sixteenth century. These deep-seated
changes forced an opposition based particularly in the House of Commons to emerge. It
stood for the true laws, liberties of England and for a staunch English Protestantism
against the superstitious, at times Roman Catholic religious tendencies of Charles I. The
call to arms in 1642 was then the culmination of a long period of increasing tension, from
the last years of Elizabeth I, when the queen's political skills deserted her, to the eleven
years of tyranny under the “personal rule” of Charles I. Although Gardiner does not
answer many of the questions that future historians raised, his factual accuracy is so
complete and his scale so broad that his work has remained an unchallenged record of the
events for the early Stuarts. Gardiner’s mastery of the available sources and his narrative
gifts led other historians who followed in his footsteps to call him the finest scholar ever
to have worked on the period. However, reverence for his abilities did not keep future

historians from challenging his views.’

The assumptions of both inevitability and long-term causes carry over from Whig to
Marxist interpretations. Both Marxism and nineteenth-century “Whiggery” emerged out
of the same intellectual climate. Formed during the middle of the nineteenth century,

when the writings of Charles Darwin were in fashion, the idea of inevitable progress and

ICharles I’s personal rule refers to the eleven-year span between 1629 and 1640 in which he did not call a
parliament. After dissolving his third Parliament (meeting in 1628-9), Charles proclaimed that
Parliamentary abuses had driven him from meeting with them. He was forced to abandon the personal rule
because of his need for support for the Bishop’s Wars in April of 1640.

Conrad Russell, The Origins of the English Civil War (United Kingdom: The Macmillian Press Ltd.,
1973) pg. 4-31; S. R. Gardiner, The History of England from the Accession of James I, 10 vol.(New York:



evolution were main components to both ideas. Although Marxist interpretations share
the Whig devotion to progress and inevitability, Marxist accounts place almost exclusive
emphasis on the social and economic changes that eventually force political change. The
Civil War then becomes a “bourgeois revolution” and a critical step in England’s
transition from a feudal to a modern capitalistic society. Historians such as Christopher
Hill, R. H. Tawney, and as well as non-Marxist like Lawrence Stone, used these social

and economic determinants to explain the conflict.?

Hill characterizes men as creatures who do not easily break with past ideologies. When
they do, they must have a completely new body of ideas and beliefs to replace those of the
past. In his books, The Intellectual Origins of the English Civil War and later in,
Intellectual Consequences of the English Revolution, Hill sees an “intellectual revolution”
creating a new set of beliefs that supersede the feudal ideals of old. It is this new climate
that for Hill helps to explain the Civil War. He tries to show links between the patronage
of Francis Bacon, Sir Walter Raleigh, and Sir Edward Coke and some Puritan-
parliamentarian intellectuals in the Long Parliament.* In addition, because these men
were in varying measure the heirs to these new ideals, they were more likely to defy the

hierarchy, to abolish the monarchy, bishops and the House of Lords, as well as support

the eventual execution of Charles I. Instead of explaining the origins of the revolution,

AMS Press, 1965); Christopher Hill, Puritanism and Revolution: Studies in Interpretation of the English
Revolution of the 17th Century (New York: Schoken Books, 1958) pg. 4-6.

3G.R. Elton, Studies in Tudor and Stuart Politics and Government, vol. 11, Parliament/Political Thought
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1974) pg. 164-82.; Russell, The Origins of the English Civil
War, pg. 5-6.

“The Long Parliament was first called after the years of Charles’ personal rule. Long Parliament would sit
until Pride’s Purge and the creation of the Rump Parliament.



Hill seems to see the new intellectual emphasis as helping to bring about the conditions
in which the events of the Civil War were possible, or at least imaginable.’ Other

Marxist interpretations have focused more on economic factors.

Tawney began to examine the economic origins of the Civil War in his 1940 study of the
English gentry. He discerned a change in property ownership occurring in the century
before the Civil War. It was through this process that the entrenched landed gentry
decayed, and a new elite class ascended to preeminence. He attributed this shift to the
differences in the degrees of adaptability to estate management and rising prices, to new
markets and agricultural techniques, and partly to the presence or absence of non-agrarian
sources of income. The events of the Civil War were then a shift to accommodate the
power of a new gentry. They were seeking to achieve a political power to match their

new economic power.°

Years later in 1953, Trevor-Roper’s The Gentry 1540- 1640 (1953) refuted Tawney’s
rising gentry theory. Instead of a rising gentry, Trevor-Roper saw a declining agrarian
elite whose incomes were diminishing, or not keeping pace with inflation. Those families
who did rise owed their fate not to the overall rise of their class, but to obtaining

government office and the lucrative income those offices provided. Trevor-Roper

SChristopher Hill, Intellectual Origins of the English Revolution (Oxford: University of Oxford Press,
1965); Christopher Hill, Some intellectual consequences of the English Revolution (London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1980)

SLawrence Stone, The Causes of the English Revolution 1529-1642 (London: Harper & Row Publishers,
1972) pg. 26-27.; R. H. Tawney, “Rise of the Gentry,” Economic History Review XI (1941) pg. 23-67.



interpreted the war as a protest of the declining class against the loss of its fortune and

influence.’

In more recent years, both interpretations on the rise or fall of the gentry have been
discounted. In studying members of the Long Parliament, J. H. Hexter demonstrated that
there was no correlation between a member’s wealth and his allegiance during the Civil
War. Also, other studies indicate that the rise and fall of individual families owed more
to the mortality rates of their tenants than other economic factors. Since mortality rates
determined the frequency of newer and more lucrative lease agreements, it also
dgtermined a particular family's ability to deal with the effects of inflation. Therefore,
Hexter and others have concluded that neither the rise nor the fall of the gentry occurred

as Tawney and Trevor-Roper had suggested.®

More recently, both versions of the progressive interpretation came under considerable
assault. The Civil War’s place as a progressive landmark in the development of English
political institutions fell under the weight of revisionist criticism. Now the Civil War
seems to be an embarrassing exception to the view of England’s development, in which

change takes place by gradual increments and sometimes subtle mechanisms.

"Russell, The Origins of the English Civil War, pg. 6-31; Hugh Trevor-Roper, The Gentry 1540-1640
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953) passim.

SRussell, The Origins of the English Civil War, pg. 6-31.; J. H. Hexter, “Storm over the Gentry,” in
Reprisals in History (London, 1961) pg. xvii.



Although generally united in their dismissal of Marxist and Liberal interpretations,
revisionist historians do not necessarily accept the argument that they form a “revisionist
school”. They have shed the yoke of old interpretations and no longer see the Civil War
as a defining event in the evolutionary path of England’s development. The conflict now
is viewed as an accident that did little to alter the broad contours of English society.
Following World War II vast new resources of primary documentation emerged from
private archives and family libraries. Revisionist historians utilized the creation of new
county record offices, as well as the new-found family archives to construct local or
regional studies that at present have provided some of the most debate-provoking

interpretations of the causes of the English Civil War.’

Local studies have been able to show that ideological commitments were not all-
important to the gentry and who did not neatly divide into royalists and parliamentarians,
a pattern Progressive interpretations often assumed. By studying the localities, the
hesitation and reluctance with which the gentry approached the war could now be fully
appreciated. It is for those reasons that the study of local activities and loyalties, in
combination with their regional complexity and diversity is crucial to a fuller

understanding of the Civil War."

*Howard Tomlinson, “The Causes of the War: A Historiographical Survey,” in Before the English Civil
War: Essays on Early Stuart Politics and Government, ed. Howard Tomlinson (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1984) pg. 7-26.
1Anne Hughes, “Local History and the Origins of the Civil War,” in Conflict in Early Stuart England:
Studies in Religion and Politics 1604-1642, eds. Richard Cust and Anne Hughes (London: Longman, 1989)
pg. 224-253.
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Conrad Russell’s work has done much to further the study of the early Stuart period with
a number of significant works. In, Parliaments and English politics, 1621-1629, Russell
highlights the lack of continuity between the Parliaments of the 1620’s and the 1640’s as
well as the changing nature of the Caroline court and the detrimental effect it had on the
relationship many MPs had as a point of contact for the localities in Parliament. In
subsequent works, Russell tackles not just court politics, but the entirety of the civil war.
In, The Causes of the English Civil War, Russell uses local studies of men and specific
situations to help place the events of the war into a broader national and European
interpretation. Russell saddles some of the blame on the failings of Charles I. If that had
been the end of the story, then the essence of the discussion would have been a
deposition, not civil strife. For Russell, the war should be ascribed to a conjunction of
several events or non-events.'! In that respect, the war clearly contains a fortuitous
element. Yet, the conjunction of these events and their timing was not a matter of fortune
alone. Russell cites three long-term causes of instability that also led to the war. All of
them existed at the accession of Charles I and had troubled other European monarchies as
well. These three enduring causes were the problems of multiple kingdoms, religious
division, and the breakdown of financial and political systems in the face of inflation and

the rising cost of war. No one of these forces was sufficient; it required the convergence

"Those several events were: Why there were Bishop’s Wars, Why England lost them, Why there was no
political settlement in England, Why the Long Parliament was not dissolved in 1641, Why England divided
into parties, Why there was no serious negotiations for peace, and why respect for the majesty of the
monarch was so greatly diminished?; Conrad Russell, The Causes of the English Civil War: Ford Lectures
Delivered in the University of Oxford 1987-1988 (Oxford: University of Oxford Press, 1990), introduction.
7



of all three, accompanied by other events or non-events to draw the nation into a civil

conflict.'?

Russell’s notion of an irrational and accidental conflict brought about by the conjunction
of a number of developments left many historians searching for different explanations. It
has been said that great events do not necessarily have great causes, but it is natural for
historians to search for them.'? Other revisionists stopped looking for the causes on the
national level and began to investigate the individual counties as unique entities. They
searched for explanations of local circumstances without regard to the nation-wide

situation.

This approach was pioneered in Alan Everitt’s The Community of Kent and the Great
Rebellion 1640-1660 (1966). In his study of the shire of Kent, Everitt undermines any
Liberal or Marxist notion of the Civil War as a social conflict, simply because
seventeenth century Kent was without conflict. The gentry formed a tightly knit group, or
“county community,” and despite an ancient centralized government, the England of 1640
resembled a union of partially independent county communities, each with its distinct
ethos and loyalty. Not only were they cohesive units, but they were ill informed

regarding the wider political issues and simply not concerned with affairs of state.

12 Conrad Russell, Parliaments and English politics, 1621-1629 (Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1979); Conrad
Russell, Causes of the English Civil War: the Ford Lectures delivered in the University of Oxford, 1987-
1988 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990) passim.

BG. R. Elton, Studies in Tudor and Stuart Politics and Government, pg. 164-82.



Rather, their political horizons were limited and extended only to the boundaries of the

shire."

Everitt investigates the social and cultural experience of the county gentry by looking at a
few crucial variables: the patterns of gentry marriage, particularly the extent of
intracounty alliances, the relative antiquity of the gentry within the shire, the sources of
their wealth, and the ties of friendship and hospitality among them. He concludes that
their insularity and solidarity was the result of their roots in their native soil. In his
words, the county was one great cousinage, united by elaborate ties of kinship and
vertical social links forged by local loyalties. This harmonious society and the unity of
the county community lasted until 1642. Under the extreme pressure of national political
events, two small cliques of genuine royalists and ultra-parliamentarians emerged within
the conservative Kentish gentry, which at its heart truly wished to remain neutral. These
factions shattered county unity and drew the aristocracy unwillingly into the fire of the

war."®

Although Everitt’s influence has been substantial, he along with every other historian of
the Civil War has many detractors. For example, Clive Holmes has questioned Everitt’s
contentions. Instead of being isolated and excessively inbred communities, Holmes
shows that the gentry’s social and cultural experiences were not limited to the county

alone. He criticized Everitt for overemphasizing those elements that suggest local

Alan Everitt, The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion 1640-1660 (Bristol: Leicester University
Press, 1966); Hughes, “Local History,” pg. 225



autonomy and neglecting evidence to the contrary. Holmes believes that the social
experience of the gentry would have been widened beyond their local shire by their
formal education at Oxford, Cambridge, or Inns of Court. This would have produced a
gentry melting pot and created a common culture among the educated. Visits to London
on legal business, however infrequent, could only serve to broaden social contacts and

horizons as well.'%

By participating in county governmental institutions, the gentry would be constantly
reminded of the fact that England was a centralized polity, governed by common law, and
frequently confronted with major legal issues. County elections and special royal
commissions, especially those to exact extra-parliamentary revenues, would often remind
the local gentry of constitutional issues as well as their place in the larger national polity.
Although Holmes does not deny some of the merits of the county community school, he
does want to show that seventeenth-century England was not the union of partially
independent county communities that Everitt had suggested. Instead, Holmes supports

the idea of an informed and deeply concerned gentry that participated in national affairs."”

Anne Hughes continued the assault on the county community school in her study,
Politics, Society and Civil War in Warwickshire 1620-1660. She employs many of

Holmes’ criticisms and reveals that the gentry of Warwickshire were not isolated and

1 Alan Everitt, The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion 1640-1660, passim.
1%Clive Holmes, “The County Community in Stuart Historiography,” Journal of British Studies 19
(September 1980) pg. 54-73.
17 Clive Holmes, “The County Community in Stuart Historiography”, pg. 54-73.
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ignorant of national concerns. On the contrary, they were profoundly aware of the need
to have patrons with influence at court. These men with national and local influence
served a valuable purpose in the resolution of conflicts for the localities and served as a
voice in the court of Charles I in attempts to gain royal favor. In Elizabeth’s reign, the
Dudley brothers, the Earls of Warwick and Leicester, provided an important chanﬁel of
communication between Warwickshire and the central government. With their deaths,
local connections within the central government were weaker that they had been for some
seventy years. The narrowing influence base of the court under Charles I meant that it
was increasingly out of touch with the localities. This kind of court-country division was
not a result of localism, as Everitt would say, but was due to the changing nature of the

court under the early Stuart monarchs.'®

In refuting Everitt in this way, Hughes uses one of the most influential interpretations of
the Civil War, one that suggests a development of an opposition to the central
government based in the country. Hughes’ Warwickshire study may be unique to that
shire, but her work does fit quite well into the court-country division first put forth in
Perez Zagorin’s The Court and the Country. Zagorin believes that the revolution was not
fought because of a class conflict or to reorganize the social structure. It was a revolt
within the governing class against the crown. The body politic had been split into

factions by the narrowing of court favoritism and influence under James I and Charles 1.

'8 Ann Hughes, Politics, Society and Civil War in Warwickshire 1620-1660 (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1987); Anne Hughes, “Warwickshire on the Eve of the Civil War: A County
Community?,” Midland History VII (1982) pg. 42-72.

11



Men such as the Duke of Buckingham'® and Archbishop Laud?® were able to gain
control of the machinery of patronage and drive a wedge between the court and the
country. The influence of newly created nobles®! without ties to the localities, and a

2

Catholic element centered around the king’s wife, Henrietta Maria,? served to alienate

the conservative, largely anti-Catholic country nobility.?>

The country opposition was centered on the offices of the government. The sheriffs,
justices of the peace, lord lieutenants and more notably their deputy lieutenants governed
the localities as unsalaried officers of the crown. These men needed to hold influence at
court to be able to support their positions. Once Charles I cut off that channel of
influence, a rift developed between the court and country and crippled Charles’
government. Subsequent events, such as the forced loan of 1626-27, the collection of
ship money in 1635-40 (both in response to the financial needs of war), and the outbreak
of the Bishop’s Wars,?* served to exacerbate the growing division. As a result of fiscal

and religious policies and stresses of war, parliamentary support broke up and

YGeorge Villers, 1st Duke of Buckingham, was a powerful court favorite during the reign of James I and
Charles I. His control over the council and patronage was a source of tension within the central
government.

William Laud, Archbishop of Canterbury, was one of Charles’ chief ministers. He is considered by many
one of the reasons for the breakdown of the religious consensus.

H'Between 1615-1628, the period of most frequent creations, the peerage grew from 81 to 126, earldoms
alone rose from 27 to 65; Victor Stater, Noble Government: The Stuart Lord Lieutenancy and the
Transformation of English Politics (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1994) 24-44.

¥ oungest daughter of Marie de Medici and Henry IV of France. Her Catholicism provided an easy
scapegoat for the failures of Charles.

Bperez Zagorin, The Court and Country: The Beginning of the English Revolution (London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1969) pg. 15-200.

2*The Bishop’s Wars were in response to the Scottish Prayer Book Rebellion of 1637. Charles mobilized
the nation to overawe the Scots. Important to this is Charles’ failure to achieve a successful result leading
to his need to call what would become the Long Parliament.

12



disaffection against the leaders of the House of Commons set in. This then superseded
the court-country split and provided the two parties, which led the country into civil war.
The division between the court and country, however, represented the precipitating

issue.?’

Although at times Zagorin has been faulted for not acknowledging local aspects,
subsequent historians such as A. Hassell-Smith, Diarmaid MacCulloch, T. G. Barnes,
Mark Charles Fissell, Victor Stater and Thomas Cogswell have followed in his academic
footsteps. Each study looks at local responses to divisive issues. Although each work
has a different focus, each shows that the country opposition was a reality, and that it

clearly surfaced in times of stress.

In his study of Elizabethan Norfolk in Country and Court: Government and Politics in
Norfolk 1558-1603 (1974), Hassell-Smith clearly shows that the opposition Zagorin
wrote about not only was present during the reign of Charles I, but was evident in
Elizabeth’s reign. He examines the reactions of the sheriffs, justices of the peace, and
especially the lord lieutenants to late Tudor policies. He illustrates how the battle
between the Puritans and Catholics, as well as a constant threat of invasion from Spain,
forced implementation of policies that created strife within the shires. Hassell-Smith’s
work shows the evident mistrust of the central government in Norfolk indicating that the

court-country split may have started long before the reign of James I and Charles 1.2

> Zagorin, The Court and Country: The Beginning of the English Revolution, pg. 15-200.
13



MacCulloch follows on with his study, Suffolk and the Tudors: Politics and Religion in
an English County 1500-1600. He clearly shows that within both Suffolk and Norfolk
county communities had been there for decades, and only re-emerged in the absence of a
dominate peer following the execution of the 4™ Duke of Norfolk in 1572. The tw§
separate communities in Suffolk and Norfolk developed radically different political
atmospheres without the Duke of Norfolk’s influence in part because of the levels of
influence he had in both communities. In Norfolk, he had absolute domination and
therefore left a more serious power vacuum that in Suffolk. Norfolk then descended into
political infighting and conflict, where as Suffolk develop a more tranquil and
cooperative style of local politics. The gentry of Suffolk took great pride in the
peacefulness of their community and went to great lengths to preserve it by avoiding
quarrels and bickering. This is important to any study of Cambridgeshire for a number of
reasons. First, Cambridgeshire would be without a dominant peer following the death of
its Lord Lieutenant, Roger Lord North, in 1599 creating a similar power vacuum. This
left the Lord Lieutenancy in the hands of Thomas Howard, 1* Lord Suffolk,27 and second
son of the attained and executed 4™ Duke of Norfolk, who had very little influence with
in Cambridgeshire. Also, the close proximity of these counties is worth noting. Did

Cambridgeshire in fact have a county community like Suffolk that was dominated by

%A, Hassell-Smith, Country and Court: Government and Politics in Norfolk, 1558-1603 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1974) passim.
%" He was created 1* earl of Suffolk on 21 July 1603 by James L

14



Lord North, and did it re-emerge following his death or descend into political

infighting??®

T. G. Barnes takes up the discussion of local administration in Somerset 1625-1640: A
County’s Government During the Personal Rule (1961). He contends that those whb
served in local government during the reign of Charles I had to endure more hard work of
an increasingly disagreeable nature under a stricter master than they, their fathers, or even
their grandfathers had ever known. Events such as the forced loans, and the collection of
ship money resulted in growing reluctance of the Somerset gentry to serve in local
administration. The programs also forced men to choose between the desires of their
neighbors and the demands of their sovereign, creating a country opposition in Somerset.
Barnes also highlights the factional conflicts and fights for supremacy within the deputy
lieutenants and the shires gentry that serve to destroy the hopes for peaceful and orderly

local government given the monumental demands placed on them by the crown.?’

Unlike Barnes, Fissell considers a specific event and the division it caused in bringing on
war. In The Bishop’s Wars: Charles I's campaigns against Scotland, 1638-1640 (1994),
Fissell looks at the effect the wars had on the English body politic. For Fissell, the king’s
decision to beat the drum of war in the cause of ecclesiastical uniformity made political

stability impossible. The demands of war once again sparked the flame of opposition in

2 Diarmaid MacCulloch, Suffolk and the Tudors: Politics and Religion in an English County 1500-1600

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986) pg. 83-124.
BT, G. Barnes, Somerset 1625-1640: A County’s Government during the Personal Rule (Cambridge:

Harvard University Press, 1961) passim.
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the country. Although not the cause of the Civil War, by forcing administrators of local
government to raise men and money for war, Charles I in effect invited rebellion. The
wars against the Scots forced a irreparable breach between himself and his subjects, but

also among his subjects as well, leading eventually to Civil War.*

Victor Stater’s concern is the lord lieutenancy, which provides yet another approach to
the court-country debate. In Noble Government: the Stuart Lord Lieutenancy and the
Transformation of English Politics (1994), Stater argues that, because of its strong local
ties, the lieutenancy was a prime candidate to take on numerous local duties. In the years
1625-1628, the lieutenancy was forced to aid in the collection of two parliamentary
subsidies, a privy seal loan, a benevolence, and a forced loan. Add to this the financial
strain of collecting coat-and-conduct money and ship money and the result was an
unhappy gentry. The lieutenancy’s reluctance to press their neighbors to pay unpopular
levies clearly indicates a division between the court and country. The final straw was
once more, the Bishop’s Wars. The lieutenancy, as the administrative head in charge of
supervising and training the militia, was forced again to levy taxes and press men for
military service. Under this stress, the Lieutenancy cracks, and the division between the
court and country was revealed when individuals chose between local or central

loyalties.>!

3®Mark Charles Fissell, The Bishop’s Wars: Charles I's Campaigns against Scotland. 1638-40
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,1994) passim.

16



Thomas Cogswell follows on from Stater with his work, Home Divisions: Aristocracy,
the State, and Provincial Conflict. Cogswell focuses on Henry Hastings, the 5™ Earl of
Huntingdon and his role as the Lord Lieutenant for Leicestershire. Cogswell shows that
Huntingdon was a prime example of an active, resident, and diligent Lord Lieutenant who
managed the militia matters for the shire with skill and dedication. However, |
Huntingdon, like many Lord Lieutenants, struggled with the court/country rift while
implementing the crown’s increasingly unpopular policies. This study also highlights the
pressures faced by the Lieutenants who were forced to make choices between keeping the
crown happy, and keeping their locality happy leading to its collapse in 1640. This is of a
key interest to Cambridgeshire again because of the proximity of Leicestershire. Also, it
had a similar Lord Lieutenant in the form of Lord North, but how did the Lieutenancy and
local government of Cambridgeshire function without its dominate, resident and very

active Lord Lieutenant.>?

All of these studies shed light on the collapse of Caroline government and have elements
in common with Cambridgeshire. This thesis will now try to place Cambridgeshire
within the historiographical debate to determine whether or not only whether a county
community existed within Cambridgeshire, but also to find out if there was in fact an
alienation of the localities from the court in the form of a court/country divide. This

thesis will also try to trace the evolution of the office of the lieutenancy within the shire

3Victor Stater, Noble Government, pg.- 1-44.

2Thomas Cogswell, Home Divisions: Aristocracy, the State, and Provincial Conflict (Trowbridge:
Manchester University Press, 1998) passim.
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from its inception as well as take a biographical look into the men who occupied the
office in Cambridgeshire to gain insight into the year-to-year workings of the militia
operations of the shire. The primary aim is to determine how a shire that was soon to
become a Parliamentary county, the county who returned Oliver Cromwell to the Long
Parliament, and a vital part of the Eastern Alliance in the Civil War, was able to return
men and money in full on the eve of civil war, when other shires all over England, and

their lieutenancies were descending into collapse and chaos.

In order to do this, the Harlian MS 4014* will be heavily used. Harlian MS 4014
contains copies of Lieutenancy correspondence from 1626-1640. The value of the
manuscript is immeasurable as it shows the amounts and types of communication
between the Privy Council, lord lieutenants, and the deputy lieutenants of Cambridgeshire
under Charles I, however it is limited in the fact that it does not contain correspondence
from the deputy lieutenants to the constables and captains which if available would
further illuminate the Cambridgeshire story. That being said, its certificates and muster
rolls, along with the everyday communication of the Lieutenancy provide an invaluable
look into the workings and mindset of the Lieutenancy under Charles I which does not

exist in other shires leading into the civil war.

33 Study of the lieutenancy owes a great deal to the Cutts family as it is believed that both Harley MS 6599,
and 4014 were compiled by the Cutts family. Harley MS 6599 was most likely compiled by Sir John Cutts
(d.1615) who was a deputy lieutenant for Cambridgeshire under both Roger, Lord North and Thomas
Suffolk. Although it is impossible to be certain, Harley MS 4014 was most likely compiled by Sir John
Cutts (d. 1646) or Sir John Millicent. Both men were deputy lieutenants for the shire during the period in
question, and the limited amount of correspondence from the deputy licutenants to either the captains of the
horse and foot bands or constables bears both their names. The fact that Cutts’ father had Harley MS 6599
copied and bound for the years 1595-1605 points strongly to him as the compiler of Harley MS 4014;
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Eugene J. Bourgeois, 4 Cambridge Lieutenancy Letterbook 1595-1605, (Great Britian: E & E Plumridge
Ltd., 1997), pg. 3.
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Chapter 1: The History and Evolution of the Lord Lieutenancy

Much has been written about the lord lieutenancy and its place in local government
under Charles I and the role it played in the years leading up to the civil war.! What is
needed is an in depth examination of the history, evolution, duties, as well as the men
behind the office in Cambridgeshire who were charged with much more than just
militia affairs in the years leading up to the civil war and the collapse of the
Lieutenancy. Lieutenancies in other shires appear to be bitterly divided with factions
based on influence and religion hindering its normal operations. Cambridgeshire
appears to be different possessing a long history of consensus and stability under the
Lord Lieutenancy from its Edwardian beginnings until 1640. Therefore an

examination of the history and evolution of the Lieutenancy needs to be done.

First appointed by the Duke of Northumberland as an ad hoc response to the political
turmoil of the later 1540s, the office of lord lieutenant was formally acknowledged in
the Militia Act of 1558, and saw its first use in Cambridgeshire with the appointment
of Roger Lord North in 1569. Although very few original commissions survive to
verify its use before 1585, the office of the Lieutenancy continued to exist in various
counties throughout the rest of the Tudor period.? The lord licutenant had the
monarch’s particular favor and were peers whom the monarch trusted above all else to
ensure stability and order in times of rebellion and strife because their authority rested

solely upon royal prerogative. The lord lieutenant faced not only the daunting task of

! Victor L. Stater, Noble Government : the Stuart lord lieutenancy and the transformation of English
politics, (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1994), Thomson, Gladys Scott, Lords Lieutenants in the
sixteenth century : a study in Tudor local administration (London : Longmans, Green, 1923), Thomas
Cogswell, Home Divisions: Aristocracy, the State, and Provincial Conflict (Trowbridge: Manchester
University Press, 1998).

2 Victor Stater, Noble Government, pg . 20-50.



managing local military and political forces, but also the larger task of maintaining
good order for the crown in localities in which the crown had little if any direct
control. After all, a stable community was obviously in the best interest of the crown

and the shires.’

The office, although extant before 1585, was not a permanent part of the county
government. The commissions handed out before 1585 were temporary in nature and
were not intended to remain in place after the disturbances that warranted the
commission had subsided, as was the case with the first appointment for
Cambridgeshire in 1569 of Roger Lord North which lasted only a year. However, in
1585, the nature changed. The lord lieutenants commissioned in 1585 and thereafter
continued to exercise authority until their death or replacement. During the years
from 1585 to 1590, lord lieutenants were commissioned for all of the counties of
England and Wales, including the permanent nomination of Roger Lord North as lord
lieutenant on 8 April 1588. However, in the later of years of Elizabeth’s reign some
lord lieutenants were not replaced upon their death and the office was left vacant. At
the accession of James I there were sixteen counties in which the Lieutenancy had
been left vacant for three years or more,* and in seven of them it had been vacant for
at least a decade.’ James I remedied any lapse in appointments, and in the first five
years of his reign he either replace or recommissioned all of the existing lord

lieutenants. By 1607 new appointments had been made for twelve of the vacant

® Victor Stater, Noble Government, pg. 9.

4 Buckingham, Chester, Cumberland, Durham, Essex, Hertford, Lincoln, Middlesex, Norfolk,
Northampton, Northumberland, Nottingham, Stafford, Suffolk, Warwick, and Westmoreland; J. C.
Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642, “Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research: Special
Supplement #8,” (May 1970) pg. 4.

5 Buckingham, Chester, Middlesex, Northampton, Nottingham, Stafford, Warwick; Sainty,
“Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642", pg. 4.
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counties.® Although the remaining four counties had to wait longer to have lord
lieutenants named for them,’ it was clear that by the death of James I the Lieutenancy

had found a permanent place in the fabric of society and local government.®

Why was the Lieutenancy recognized as being so important and why did it gain a
permanent place in Stuart local government? The Lieutenancy performed a myriad of
official and unofficial functions that held the delicate balance of the early modern
political structure together. The formal duties of the lord lieutenants were primarily
military. The commissions required them to act as commanders of the militia within
the limits of their particular Lieutenancy. Although the office was martial in
character, the lord lieutenants officially required little or no training. On the whole
tﬁey were not even military men. Their birth and social standing gave them their
position. In fact only thirteen lord lieutenants under James I and Charles I had seen
any type of military service. What passed for soldiering among these thirteen was
typically a short stint as a volunteer for the Protestant cause in the 1610s or 1620s.
However, the Cambridgeshire lord lieutenants had more experience. Thomas
Howard, (future 1* earl of Suffolk) volunteered for the fleet sent to oppose the
Spanish Armada, and was knighted at sea by his cousin, the Lord High Admiral on 25
June 1588 for his valor. Afterwards he was made captain of a man-of-war, and made
commander of a squadron that attacked Spanish treasure ships off the Azores. In May
1596, he was admiral of the third squadron in the fleet sent against Cadiz. His ability
and courage commended his to the favor of the queen, who referred to him in a letter

as ‘good Thomas’. Theophilus, 2™ earl of Suffolk, also had some experience, but far

% Essex, Lincoln, and Warwick in 1603; Hertford, Norfolk, and Suffolk in 1605; Buckingham, Chester
Cumberland, Lancaster, Northumberland, and Westmoreland in 1607; Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties

1585-1642", pg. 3-4. .
7 Stafford in 1612; Durham in 1615; Middlesex in 1617; Nottingham in 1626; Ibid, pg. 4.
8 Ibid, pg. 3-4.
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less than his father did. He served as a volunteer at the siege of Juliers in 1610, but

saw no military action.’

Lord lieutenants were charged with repelling invasions, suppressing riots, and
disturbances, ordering musters, training and arming the crown’s forces. Lord
lieutenants were also responsible for the stores of armor and furniture, the stocking of
provisions of powder, shot, lead and victuals for the soldiers as well as the
maintaining and watching of beacons in case of invasion. During peacetime these
duties were accomplished with relative ease, however war would strain the
Lieutenancy like nothing else would. These were simply the institution’s official
functions. The Lieutenancy held many other unofficial duties that were just as vital, if
not more important to the political survival of the early modern state.!® These men
often charged with the execution of numerous other administrative chores. They were
not only called on to defend the public order, represent the crown in the localities, and
carry out the orders of the Privy Council, but also to supervise the sale of mulberry
trees, Virginia Company lottery tickets, the sale and consumption of meat during
Lent, drunkenness in alehouses, and the price of loaves of bread. One special duty
entrusted to lord lieutenants was the work of monitoring recusants and sending them
to the bishop or Privy Council. In addition, they were called on to adjudicate local
disputes, settle dangerous feuds, and build consensus within the shire. In other words,

a multitude of military and ad-hoc administrative business fell to the lord licutenant."!

° Theophilus, 2™ earl of Suffolk, is more notable for engaging in a notable quarrel with Edward, Lord
Herbert of Cherbruy. It was apparently after a drunken argument that Walden was challenged to a
duel, but authorities prevented the duel, ODNB, Theophilus Howard; Stater, “Noble Government”, pg.
16.

10 G. S. Thomson, “The Origins and Growth of the Office of Deputy Lieutenant,” TRHS 4" series, 5
(1922) pg. 151-152; Stater, “Lord Lieutenant”, pg. 316

! Thomson, “The Origins and Growth of the Office of Deputy Lieutenant,” pg. 163.
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As the most important unofficial function, the Lieutenancy served as a ‘point of
contact’ between the crown and the localities. In a political system based on a patron-
client relationship, the lieutenancy proved to be a valuable conduit of information
both from the crown to the localities, and from the localities to the crown. The lord
lieutenant could press local issues at court as well as explain the rationale behind
royal mandates to his shire. This was especially valuable during the reign of Charles I
and his personal rule, when recourse to Parliament ceased and the only form of
redress available to the localities was through their lord lieutenant and his place at

court.'?

With all of these official and unofficial tasks heaped upon them, at first the lord
lieutenants still had no paid subordinates or officials to help them carry out these
duties. The lord lieutenant was told that he had to rely on the leading gentlemen of
the counties within his shire. Naturally, there were men of high standing within the
area who could be of special use to the lord lieutenant. These men, often tied to each
other by marriage or client-patron relationships, would become the first deputy

licutenants. 13

It is hard to say exactly when the first deputies were commissioned. References to

deputies exist in letters as early as 1558,'* and certain appointments made as early as

12 During this time, 34 of the 64 lord lieutenants held one or more high places at court with only 14
holding minor offices or none at all in addition to their lieutenancy. For more detail on this see, Kevin
Sharpe, “Crown, Parliament and Locality: Government and Communication in Stuart England,” EHR
101 (1986).

13 Thomson, “The Origins and Growth of the Office of Deputy Lieutenant,” pg. 152-3.

1 In a letter sent by Lady Jane Grey to the Marquis of Northampton, the letter was addressed to “The
Marquis of Northampton, our Lieutenant of our County of Surrey and our trusty and well-beloved the
Deputies of that Lieutenancy and the Sheriff and Chief Justices of the Peace and the Worshipful of the
shire.”; Thomson, pg. 153.
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1569."° Methods of naming deputies varied and a lack of numerous examples due to
few surviving commissions make it difficult to say precisely how they were named.
Yet by 1585, deputies were named by inserting a clause of deputation within a

¢ were made

lieutenancy commission. From 1585-1603 all commissions except one'
out with no provision for deputies at all or with a clause of deputation with the names
of the deputies already inserted. This was the case for Cambridgeshire in 1588 and

1598 when the commissions were renewed for the alteration of the deputies.!’

During the reign of Elizabeth I, the nomination of deputies was under the control of
the crown. The central government, more specifically the Privy Council, exercised
almost complete formal control over the deputies who were appointed. Lord
lieutenants had the opportunity to suggest to the council candidates whom they
considered deserving, but they could not insist that specific individuals be chosen as
their deputies. From 1585 to 1603, with one exception,'® commissions were sent out
either without provisions for deputies of the names of the deputies were inserted in the
clause of deputation. But, as the Lieutenancy evolved under James I, certain lord

lieutenants gained the power to nominate and name their own deputies."

During the reign of James I, deputies began to appear in counties that had never

before had deputies. Along with this came the power to nominate and name their

5 Deputies were listed for 11 counties: Cornwall, Devon, Hampshire, Hertford, Norfolk,
Northampton, Oxford, Somerset, Surrey, Warwick, and Worcester; Sainty, pg. 1-12; Cambridgeshire
named three deputies in 1569 commission under Roger Lord North: Francis Hinde, John Hatton, and
Robert Peyton; Eugene J. Bourgeois, “The Queen, a Bishop, and a Peer: A Clash for Power in Mid-
Elizabethan Cambridgeshire,” Sixteenth Century Journal XXVI/1 (1995), pg. 4.

16 1590, Sir Christopher Hatton was given unrestricted right to appoint his own deputy lieutenants.

17 Thomson, “The Origins and Growth of the Office of Deputy Lieutenant”, pg. 153-5.

'8 In 1590, Sir Christopher Hatton was given unrestricted right to appoint his own deputies; Sainty,
“Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642", pg. 8.

' For example, in 1598, Roger Lord North secured the nomination of his son Sir Henry as a deputy
lieutenant for the Isle of Ely division within his lieutenancy; Bourgeois, “Meeting the Demands of
War”, pg. 134.
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deputies. The lord lieutenant of Cambridge, Thomas Howard, 1* earl of Suffolk, was
given the power to name his own deputies when his Lieutenancy was renewed on 18
July 1605. By 1623, the Privy Council retained control over nominations in only four
counties: Chester, Devon, Essex and Lancaster. Later in the same year, the central
government resumed control over the naming of deputies by renewing all
commissions with the names of deputies already inserted. This reclamation of control
by the Privy Council was short-lived, and in May 1625, the commissions were
renewed again with each lord lieutenant having the power to name his deputies
without restriction. This control was not to be relinquished by again until the
outbreak of the civil war in 1642.2° Therefore, by 1626 every county in England had
a lord lieutenant who was assisted by deputies either singly or joined with a
neighboring county.?! Despite the relatively brief history of the office, it had become
a vital point of contact between the court and the localities, and an examination of the
lord lieutenants who served under Charles I reveals certain characteristics that were an

important part of the office.

Suitability was not determined by ideological tests, but instead was determined by
_social standing or lineage. Lord lieutenants had to be leaders in their shires and most
were not only from ancient noble families, they were most often from the upper
reaches of the peerage. During Charles’ reign forty-nine of the sixty-four lord
lieutenants were no less than earls. Like their superiors, deputy lieutenants were men
of exceptional pedigree. They too were from the most distinguished families among

the local gentry, with some family lineages spanning back two to three hundred years

2 Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642", pg. 7-9.

2! This was the case for the lieutenancy of Cambridgeshire from 1602-1640 when it was joined with
Suffolk. At one time or another it also was joined with Dorset, Cumberland, Northumberland,
Westmoreland, and the Cinque Ports under the Howard Family; Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties
1585-1642", pg. 13,15,18,19,32, and 40.
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within their shire. Rank was essential to be a lord lieutenant or a deputy because he

had to be able to command the obedience and respect of all the shire’s factions.

Although a relatively new institution, certain families already held a firm grip on the
office within their shires.”? Three successive generations followed each other into the
office in Bedford (Grey), Leicester (Hastings), Derby (Cavendish), Huntingdon (St.
John), and Suffolk (Howard).?> This sort of hereditary claim to the Lieutenancy was
never acknowledged by the crown, but the tendency was clear even when wealthier
families existed within a shire, the trend was to maintain the hereditary nature of the
office. The office could be either a sign of royal favor to an ascending family (such as
Villiers) or the last tenuous connection at court for a family whose influence was on
the decline (such as Hastings) . Certain counties were immune from this hereditary
dominance. It appears to have little or no influence on the appointments in
Buckingham, Essex, Middlesex, Nottingham and Stafford; however, the Howard
Family illustrates this trend well.* Thomas Howard, 1% earl of Suffolk, was
commissioned lord lieutenant of Cambridgeshire on 17 July 1602 following the death
of Lord North. His son, Theophilus Howard, 2™ ear] of Suffolk, assumed the office
following the death of his father on 15 June 1626. Theophilus Howard was also
named lord lieutenant for Suffolk and Dorset, an office also held by his father as well.
James Howard, 3™ earl of Suffolk, followed his father and grandfather into the
Lieutenancy of Suffolk on 16 June 1640, but he did not hold any of the other offices
that his forefathers had held. This was a signal of the decline suffered by the Howard

family. Loss of office and mismanagement of accounts forced the sale of many of the

22 Stater, Noble Government, pg. 12-20.

23 The Howard family also held Cambridgeshire for two successive generations from 1602-1640, as
well as Dorset from 1611-40; Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642", pg. 13, 15.

24 Stater, Noble Government, pg. 13.
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family’s lands including Suffolk House on the Strand in London, and Lulworth Castle

in Dorset and the Lieutenancy was the family’s last tenuous link to court.?

Along with ancient liheage, wealth and position were common among most lord
lieutenants and some deputies. Only eight of the lord lieutenants under Charles I had
rentals that provided less than £2200 per annum, thus raising them head and shoulders
above their gentry neighbors. Although at times deputy lieutenants were not on the
same financial level as their exalted lords, they were nonetheless among the
wealthiest men in their shires. They more often than not had rental incomes of over
£1000 per annum.?® Many lord lieutenants also combined their local offices with high
offices at court. Of the sixty-four lord lieutenants under Charles I, twenty-nine were
privy councilors®’, thirty-four held one or more important offices at court, twenty-five
were created knights of the Garter”® and virtually all of them were knights of the Bath.
The proximity to the king and court that these positions gave was crucial to the
Lieutenancy. During the Stuart period, when recourse to Parliament was rare, the
Lieutenancy had the closest connections to the court and was therefore able to better

press the case of the localities.”

Deputy lieutenants held many other offices to supplement their income and influence
as well. Many of these men served as sheriffs within their shire, although the two

offices were never held concurrently. Any deputy that was nominated to serve as

25 Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642”, pg. 13,18,19,40.
28 Stater, Noble Government, pg. 14-15.
21 Roger Lord North, Thomas Howard, 1* earl of Suffolk and Theophilus Howard, 2™ earl of Suffolk

were all privy councilors.
2 Both the 1% and 2™ earl of Suffolk were knights of the garter; Bodleian Library Carte MS 121 fol. 9-
10; 123 fol. 20.

2 Stater, Noble Government, pg. 14-15.
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sheriff resigned his commission, and a sheriff was never named as a deputy
lieutenant.*® Deputies were also closely associated with the commissions of the peace
within their shire and often served as members of Parliament at the nomination of
their lord lieutenant. ADeputies almost always served as justices of the peace and were
invariably of the quorum. These were not simply country gentlemen, and like their
lord lieutenants these men had interests that reached beyond the limits of their shire.
Many owned lands in counties outside their own and had extensive family ties either
by marriage or lineage. Many had also studied at one of the universities in England
and therefore had relationships with men of greater or equal standing throughout the
realm. All of these various connections allowed deputies to preserve their own and

the counties interests, as well as maintain contact at court.>’

The Lieutenancy became an integral part of local government for many reasons.
Possibly the most important factor leading to its entrenchment in the English political
system was the hostility that existed between Elizabeth I and the king of Spain. It is
for this reason that 1585 and the years immediately following seem in many respects
to have been the crucial turning point in the survival and eventual permanent status of
the Lieutenancy. Threats of Spanish invasion necessitated that a certain state of
defense and readiness be maintained. Apprehensions of a Spanish invasion did not
cease with the defeat of the Armada in 1588 and the crown was forced to raise armies
for service in Ireland and abroad. These apprehensions and the need for forces abroad
forced the tenures of the lord lieutenants to be more prolonged and their deputies to be

more numerous. 32

3 Thomson, “The Origins and Growth of the Office of Deputy Lieutenant,” pg. 157.

3! Stater, Noble Government, pg. 20-22.
32 Eorces were called for service in Ireland to put down the Tyrone Rebellion in 1595, but were also
called to serve abroad in the Portugal Expedition of 1589, the Cadiz Expedition of 1596, and in support
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Because of heightened political tensions, deputies became more important to the
military preparedness of the shires. Because lord lieutenants held such lofty social
status and many duriﬁg this time were privy councilors, they spent more and more
time away from their shires. Cambridgeshire under Charles I was a prime example of
this trend. Theophilus Howard, 2™ earl of Suffolk, as well as his father, were both
lord lieutenants for Cambridgeshire, Suffolk and Dorset, and held numerous other
offices at court.>> Further exacerbating this was the fact that Theophilus Suffolk,
although in charge of Cambridgeshire, spent scarcely any time in the shire. All
communications from Suffolk to his deputies came from his home, Suffolk House in
London, Dover Castle, or from his other residences in Essex or Dorset. This lack of
residency and attention transformed the nature of the deputies from assistants to the

principle agents of local government with the shire.

Because of the ever increasing work load, the lord lieutenants were forced to expand
the number of deputies within the shires. This expansion also came about because of
a growing number of prosperous men who eagerly sought the appointment to such
offices as the deputy lieutenant as a confirmation of their status within the local
gentry. Competition was sometimes fierce for such appointments and a lord
lieutenant had to be judicious in his appointments so as not to devalue the nomination,
even though there was significant pressure within the shire to reward loyal clients. A
simple nomination could turn a potential enemy into a valuable ally who could be

called upon in times of turmoil.** When first named under Elizabeth I there were

of the rebels in the Netherlands under the command of the earl of Leicester in 1585; Thomson, “The
Origins and Growth of the Office of Deputy Lieutenant,” pg. 163-5.

33 For a full account of the various offices held by these men at court, see appendix.

3* Thomson, “The Origins and Growth of the Office of Deputy Lieutenant”, pg. 155.
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between two and five deputies named per shire in those shires that warranted deputies.
By the end of the 1630s, all counties had deputies numbering from five to fifteen.

This was especially true of Cambridgeshire. When first named in 1569,
Cambridgeshire commissioned only three deputies.>®> By the 1630s, Cambridgeshire’s
deputy lieutenants had doubled in number, routinely commissioning six to seven
deputies,*® in part to cover the ever-growing demands of dealing with Charles’ militia
policies, fiscal innovations, as well as to cover for the non-residence of the lord

lieutenant.

Threats of invasion and war lingered into the reign of James I but his determination to
stay out of costly continental wars and the cessation of hostilities in Europe made his
intentions easier to fulfill.>” This had a direct effect on the Lieutenancy because for
almost twenty years the lord lieutenants were able to build up goodwill within the
shire. They were able to act on behalf of the shires while being able to shield the
localiﬁes from overbearing and unpopular policies from the central government.
During this time, the lord lieutenants and the deputies were given a great deal of
authority and prestige while required to spend very little effort. Musters were held
only sporadically and except for the campaign of 1624, there were no large armies
raised within England. James’ intention to stay out of continental wars allowed the

Lieutenancy to avoid the problems that came with provisioning of troops, and through

35 They were Francis Hinde, John Hutton, and Robert Peyton, Eugene J. Bourgeois, “The Queen, a
Bishop, and a Peer”, pg. 4.

3¢ Men included in the later commissions include Thomas Hatton, Miles Sandys, Edward Peyton, John
Cutts, John Millecent, William Allington, Thomas Chichely, and Dudley North; BL Harley MS. 4014
fol. 30-57.

3723 June 1603, James I made a proclamation ending the war with Spain. This was settled with the
Treaty of London in 19 August 1604 formally ending the war with Spain. Also the Twelve Years’
Truce between Spain and the Netherlands began on 9 April 1609, and solidified on 17 June 1609 when
the alliance with the Netherlands and France guaranteed the truce.

38 Ernst of Mansfield’s failed expedition to recover the Palatinate.
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the benign neglect of the crown, the Lieutenancy became even more localistic in its

orientation.>’

The Lieutenancy became a legitimate and respected part of local government because
the lord lieutenant sat atop a vast network of patronage that cemented his place as the
chief arbiter of disputes and dispenser of financial largess within the shire. Although
the deputy lieutenant appointment was the highest plum in the lord lieutenant’s
patronage tree, it was not the only one. By 1638, the English trained bands numbered
over 73,000 foot and almost 5, 000 horse. By being the administrator of these forces,
the lord lieutenant was in charge of appointments of all lesser officers. Captains and
colonels of militia regiments had to be named and there was no shortage of status
hungry men scrambling for the posts. Depending on the size of the county, a lord
lieutenant could name from six to twenty colonels, and at times as many as forty-four
captains. Each company also had its own lieutenant and ensign whose appointments
also caine under the discretion of the lord lieutenant. In addition, there were slots for
noncommissioned officers such as sergeants, corporals, lance corporals, harbingers,
clerks and drummers, and again there were no shortage of men from the lesser gentry
willing to take on the sometimes onerous tasks associated with these offices. Any
office was a way to separate oneself from the others and appointment decisions in
each shire were at the discretion of the lord lieutenant. These officials while
affirming the claims of one family and denying the aspirations of others always

needed to keep a keen eye on conflicts that could be created. *°

¥ Stater, Noble Government, pg. 10-14.
40 Stater, Noble Government, pg. 20-24.
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The lieutenant’s powers of patronage were not limited to the granting of offices.
Maintenance of the trained bands and providing for the county magazines required
substantial financial expense. Powder, match, shot, and lead along with other various
supplies were to be kept in supply. This meant periodic purchases to keep the
magazines in good order. In coastal counties also had the responsibility for the
watching and replenishing of the beacons. All of these offered considerable
opportunity for lordly patronage by financial awards of contracts for these supplies

and services further cementing the Lieutenancy’s place in local government.*!

Although there are many similarities between the ways that the Lieutenancy evolved
in other shires, Cambridgeshire is still unique in the way that the people of the
Lieutenancy came to dominate the local government of the shire. The existence of the
ancient liberty of the Isle of Ely, headed by Bishop Cox (1559-81), as well as two
other traditionally exempt precincts, (Cambridge borough and Cambridge University)
would rhake exercising royal authority within the whole of the shire very difficuit.
Roger Lord North was sole resident peer within the shire and was the son of a former
privy councilor, who would later become a member of the Queen’s chamber, treasurer
of the royal household as well as a privy councilor in his own right. Lord North
ranked first in the shire magistracy from 1559 and on the Isle of Ely’s Bench from
1573, and by 1570, he had emerged as the leading secular figure in Cambridgeshire
government and politics. Lord North also held the office of high steward of
Cambridge and the Isle of Ely, the later representing an encroachment into the Bishop
of Ely’s domain. However, the key to the crown and Lord North’s plan to exercise

more direct control within the various liberties would come with North’s appointment

Y Ibid, pg. 24-25.
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as lord lieutenant in 1569. North served as the lord lieutenant for Cambridgeshire
from 1569 till his death on 3 December 1600,*? and in that time he was able to
consolidate almost all aspects of local government through the agency of the lord
lieutenant. The new office gave him jurisdiction within the previously exempt
liberty. In 1565, North and other muster officials had been accused of breaching the
Isle’s privileged status by interfering in the area’s military affairs,*® but as lord
lieutenant North could claim a higher authority to do so by virtue of the

commission.*

The struggle for power and jurisdiction would continue between Lord North and
Bishop Cox throughout the 1570s, with Lord North gradually gaining ground on the
ageing bishop. The dispute resulted in numerous scathing letters, court cases and an
appearance before the council in 1575.% By his death in 1581, Bishop Cox had been
forced to relinquish many of the very wealth manors previously controlled by the
bishopﬁc of Ely, including Ely house, at Holborn, London to the queen’s favorite, Sir
Christopher Hatton. After Cox’s death, the bishopric was left vacant for eighteen
years enabling North to even further consolidate power within the former liberty.*®
By 1580, North’s power had ascended to previously unprecedented heights for a

Cambridgeshire peer in the Tudor era. It was achieved through his status as the sole

*2 In the years from his first appointment in 1569, the appointments were temporary in nature and it
was not until 1585 that the permanent commission of lord lieutenant of Cambridge.

 In July 1565, North, Hutton, Hinde, and Sir Giles Allington attempted to muster horses within the
Isle of Ely as well as the shire. Bishop Cox successfully obtained a conciliar explanation of the orders
which forbade North and his colleagues from intervening in the military affairs of the Isle of Ely for the
time being.

“ For a more detailed account of the disputes between the Bishop and Lord North see, Eugene J.
Bourgeois, “The Queen, a Bishop, and a Peer: A Clash for Power in Mid-Elizabethan
Cambridgeshire,” Sixteenth Century Journal XXVI/1 (1995).Eugene J. Bourgeois, “The Queen, a
Bishop, and a Peer,”

“Eugene J. Bourgeois, “The Queen, a Bishop, and a Peer,” pg. 4-5.

4 Although jurisdiction had been settled within Isle of Ely, relations between shire officials and the
town of Cambridge improved, but relations between the university and county officials remained
unsettled.
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resident peer, his power brokerage at the local level, and assistance of higher
authorities, namely the queen. Lord North enhanced his standing through the exercise
of local patronage. In 1581 and 1584 he secured the return to Parliament by
Cambridge of his two sons John and Henry respectively, the first ‘outsiders’ to
represent the borough in the 1500s. Each son later served as senior knight for the
shire. John Goldwell and Robert Shute became chief justices in the Isle of Ely
through his patronage. His largess was not limited to gift of office alone; Lord North
also protected the catholic Coke family from religious persecution at the hands of
Bishop Cox, and backed them long after Cox’s death. However, his greatest form of

patronage was in the selection of his deputy lieutenants.*’

For his deputy lieutenants in 1569, Lord North chose Francis Hinde, John Hutton, and
Robert Peyton. If Lord North stood alone as the sole resident peer, these men were
part of a small group of the county’s gentry or ‘ruling elite’ that existed within
Cambricigeshire who were tied to the peer and each other through bonds of kinship,
friendship and shared religious sympathies.*® These men by virtue of their lineage
and ties to each other were able to dominate local government and office holding
throughout the Tudor and early Stuart period. Family names such as Hinde, Peyton,
Allington, Millecent, and Cutts dominated the commissions of the peace and quarter
sessional attendance, indicating that they were not only named to the commissions,
but actively involved in the local governance of the shire throughout the Tudor and

early Stuart era. And with the consolidation of power under Lord North and the

7 Eugene J. Bourgeois, “Meeting the Demands of War,” pg. 134.

8 Other than shared office holding as JPs and commissioners for musters and subsidies, North and
Peyton were brothers-in-law through their marriage to daughters of Richard Lord Rich. Hinde and
Hutton were similarly related by way of Hutton’s marriage to Lady Sibyll Cuttes Hinde. Also despite
common puritan sympathies, religion does not seem to play a factor in office holding, with only one
catholic, Sir John Cotton, deprived of office because of religion.
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agency of the Lord Lieutenancy, these families continued to dominate local

government by providing deputy lieutenants for the shire.*’

This domination of local government by the ruling elite increased following the death
of Lord North. North was an active and meticulously involved resident peer who
oversaw every aspect of local government and militia matters. His replacement as
lord lieutenant was Thomas Howard, 1* earl of Suffolk, and although he was the
second son of Thomas, 4™ Duke of Norfolk, ** who had previously held the high
stewardships of Cambridge and the Isle of Ely, Suffolk’s influence and interest in
Cambridgeshire was much more hands off than that of Lord North’s. Thomas Suffolk
was a committed courtier and owed much of his fortune to his involvement at court
and his business as Lord High Treasurer and a privy councilor. His son, Theophilus,
2™ earl of Suffolk, followed him into the job and continued this pattern of non-
residence and court involvement which would have allowed the deputies to further
entrench themselves as the key men in local government of the shire and become
more localistic in nature, shielding the shire wherever possible due to the lack of

involvement from the lord lieutenant.

However, it is important now to take a more detailed look at the men who held office
in the Lieutenancy of Cambridgeshire, in order to see how much they reflect the norm
for office holders across the nation as well as to find out more about the men of the

ruling elite of Cambridgeshire. Why were they chosen, or did their position and place

4 A much broader account of the families and their place in the ruling elite will be outlined in the next
chapter which will examine their ancestral ties to the shire, intermarriage, and land holdings and
wealth.

Eugene J. Bourgeois, “A Ruling Elite: The Government of Cambridgeshire, circa 1524-1588” (Ph.D.
thesis, Cambridge University, 1988), ch.3-5; BL Harley MS. 4014 fol. 1-80.

50 L ater attained and executed for his part in attempt to overthrow Queen Elizabeth by marrying Mary,
Queen of Scots.
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make them the natural selection for the shire, and to what extent does their selection

tell us about the Lieutenancy as an institution.
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Chapter 2: Office and Officeholders

So what can we say about the families that occupied the lord lieutenancy of
Cambridgeshire? All of them were of exceptional pedigree, and standing at both
court and in the countryside, as well as patron/client or friendship bonds with other
members of the peerage ranging across the whole of the country. The men who were
chosen as Lord Lieutenants were from the upper echelon of the peerage, head and
shoulders above their county gentry neighbors with interests that made them a vital
part of court as well as country life, and in this aspect, Cambridge was no different.
Roger, Lord North was the first lord lieutenant to be appointed on a temporary basis
in 1569, and later held the office with a permanent commission from 1588 to 1600.
During his time in office he was able to consolidate power and influence into the
office of the lieutenancy, fighting battles with the Bishop Cox of Ely, as well as the
town and university of Cambridge over jurisdiction within the various liberties of the
shire. Only the University remained outside the purview of the Lieutenancy at the
end of Lord North’s tenure as Lord Lieutenant, and it would be the men that followed
Lord North who would benefit from the power he and his deputy lieutenants struggled
to gain over the various liberties within the shire.'" Thomas Howard, 1¥ earl of
Suffolk (1602-1626), Theophilus Suffolk, 2™ earl of Suffolk (1626-1640), and
William Lord Maynard (June 1640-Dec 1640) were the men that would benefit over
the next 40 years from Lord North’s hard work, yet their families and power bases
were different than North’s as would be the pattern for their lieutenancies.” The

Howard and Maynard families were courtier based, not in Cambridgeshire as Lord

! Eugene J. Bourgeois, “The Queen, a Bishop, and a Peer: A Clash for Power in Mid-Elizabethan
Cambridgeshire,” Sixteenth Century Journal XXVI/1 (1995) pg. 3-15.

2 ). C. Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642, “Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research:
Special Supplement #8,” (May 1970) pg. 1-5.



North had been, and represented a shift in high office holding towards courtiers and a
growing divide where trust and office were monopolized by courtiers, alienating the

traditional links between the court and the country.>

The Howard family especially symbolizes the court/county divide that was emerging
in the Stuart Era. The Howards were committed courtiers and spent little time within
the shire they were placed as lord lieutenant over. Only brief stints entertaining the
king at Cambridge University, or serving as a collector for the forced loan meeting at
Newmarket would have to serve as contact with Cambridgeshire for the 40 years of
lieutenancy under the earls of Suffolk. However, these men and their families were
the model for the lord lieutenants under the early Stuarts, sharing not just peerages
and titles with the other lieutenants, but also social, familial and educational links that
drew them together. Therefore this chapter will aim to show that despite slight
differences in family history and paths taken to the office, the North, Howard, and
Maynard family lieutenants all share common elements that are reflected across the
men holding the office of Lord Lieutenant and these certain commonalities existed on
a smaller scale for the deputy lieutenants of Cambridgeshire. And it is especially the
Howard family, and their relations within the lieutenancy who illustrate the growing
court/country divide that developed during the Early Stuart monarchies. In terms of
the Lieutenancy, the positions of the North, Howard and Maynard families are
emblematic of not only how families can rise to high office, or redeem a tarnished
lineage, but also sheds light on the narrowing of office holding by an increasing

minority of courtiers, to the detriment of the country gentry, and the ever growing

3 For detailed discussion of this trend see: Perez Zagorin, The Court and the country : the beginning of
the English Revolution (London : Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1969).
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divide between court life and the localities that emerged during the early Stuart

monarchs.*

Lord Lieutenants’

As detailed in chapter 1, there are a number of prerequisites needed to occupy the
office of Lord Lieutenant under the Stuarts. Social and familial connections, court
offices, common educational backgrounds, and military experience were all part of
the make up of the early Stuart Lord Lieutenant, and the men who presided over
Cambridgeshire lived up to that standard in virtually every way. Social and familial
links were the most important with intermarriage forming a basis for gaining wealth,
advancement and solidifying social ties, and for all of these families, their familial,

whether through marriage or blood, were extensive.

Edward Lord North was able to secure very favorable matches for his two daughters
into noble families with Mary to Henry Scope, 9'" Baron Scrope, and Christian to
William Somerset, 3™ earl of Worcester. His son, Roger Lord North married,
Winifred Rich, not only daughter of Richard Rich, 1% Baron Rich and Lord
Chamberlain under Edward VI, but also the widow of the eldest son of the 1% duke of
Northumberland, and aunt of the 1st Earl of Warwick.® Although a native of London,
Edward Lord North rose through various offices including clerk of Parliaments, and
treasurer of the court of augmentations. A knighthood followed in January 1542 and

in 1544, he was subsequently named as joint chancellor of augmentations with Sir

4 PRO CSP Domestic 16/93/80; ODNB, Thomas Stuart, 1% earl of Suffolk.
3 For additional biographical information, see appendix.
¢ Cokayne, G. E., The complete peerage of England, Scotland, Ireland, Great Britain, and the United

Kingdom, 8 vols. (1887-98)
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Richard Rich, who died 3 months later, leaving Lord North the head of the largest of
royal revenue courts. He purchased Kirltling manor’ of Cambridgeshire in 1533 and
quickly ingrained himself into county affairs becoming one of the leading gentlemen
in his adoptive shire. In 1542 he served as sheriff for Cambridgeshire and
Huntingdonshire, as well as representing the shire in the parliaments of 1542, 1547
and March 1553. During this time he actively speculated on monastic lands and
profited greatly from his offices, even being summoned before Henry VIII to defend
his financial dealings, but seemed to suffer no ill effects from the charge after his
clearance as he was named an executor of Henry’s will who bequeathed him £300.
Edward was admitted to the privy council by Protector Somerset in March of 1547,
and despite some initial lack of support of Mary’s claim to the throne®, he was
elevated to the peerage in April 1554 as 1% Baron North. Lord North entertained
Elizabeth I on a number of occasions at the Charterhouse,’ but was never to return to
the council despite many visits to his London home. Lord North spent the remaining
years at his Cambridgeshire estates, and upon his death on 31 December 1564, the
Earls of Norfolk and Leicester acted as supervisors for his will, leaving Roger to

succeed to the title.'”

Roger Lord North, made good use of his father’s influence at court, and was able to

continue his father’s friendship with the Queen, lavishly entertaining her during her

7 In addition to his Cambridgeshire estates, he purchased the Charterhouse in London in April 1545,
which is notable because it passes to the Howard family and the 1* earl of Suffolk via the 4™ duke of
Norfolk.

¥ North initially backed the attempt by the duke of Northumberland to place Lady Jane Grey on the
throne in July 1553.

® Upon her arrival in London following her accession in Nov 1558, Elizabeth I lodged for five days at
the Charterhouse as the guest of Lord North, and again in July of 1561 for several days.

19 One of the supervisors of his will was the Duke of Norfolk. It would be the duke’s second son,
Thomas Howard who would succeed his son in the Lieutenancy for Cambridgeshire as well as
residence in the Charterhouse in London, sold in 1564, later renamed Howard House. ODNB, Edward

North
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progress through East Anglia in the summer of 1578, calculating that the two day visit
cost him £762 including a gift of jewelry worth £120. He also presented her with an
annual new year’s gift of £10 of gold in a silken purse, as well as often recording in
his accounts the amounts he lost to Elizabeth playing cards, one such entry totaled
£32."! He was employed on various diplomatic missions from 1567 to 1574 with
Thomas Radcliffe, 3™ Earl of Sussex and Francis Walsingham until the defense of the
realm called him back to his duties of as lord lieutenant of Cambridgeshire. As the
sole resident peer, his influence on local government was strong. He became the Lord
Lieutenant for Cambridgeshire in 1569'? and high steward for Cambridge in 1572.

He was also made custos rotulorum of the Cambridge bench in 1573 and JP for Isle of
Ely in 1579. It was during this time that he also clashed frequently with university
and the bishop Cox of Ely over jurisdictional authority within Cambridgeshire and the
Isle of Ely."* Lord North also formed close ties with the earl of Leicester, appointing
him steward of his Middlesex estates and taking the waters with him at Buxton in
1578, and Bath in 1587. Leicester trusted him implicitly, asking North to witness his
marriage to Lettice Dudley in September 1578, and North also had custody for a time
of Leicester's illegitimate son, Douglas Sheffield, by dowager Baroness Sheffield, and
was godfather to Robert Dudley, Baron Denbigh. Despite his failing health and
increasing deafness, he was made a privy councilor and treasurer of the household by
his old card-playing companion on 30 August 1596, but bad news was soon to follow.
His son and heir John North preceded his father in 1597, leaving his grandson as heir

while at the age of 15, putting a hold on the significant influence of the North family

''F. Bushby, Three Men of the Tudor Time, pg. 105.

12 The commission was not meant to be permanent and expired a year after the date of the commission
as per the queens orders. J. C. Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties 1585-1642, “Bulletin of the Institute of
Historical Research: Special Supplement #8,” (May 1970), pg.2-15.

13 Eugene J. Bourgeois, “The Queen, a Bishop, and a Peer,” pg. 3-15.
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had built within Cambridge. His death in 1600 forced the crown to find another

family for the next lord lieutenant for Cambridgeshire.'*

The Howard family was exceedingly well connected across the length and breadth of
the nation, both by blood and marriage. Under Charles I, either Thomas Howard, 1%
earl of Suffolk, or his sons Theophilus, 2™ earl of Suffolk and Thomas, 1* earl of
Berkshire, were placed in charge of seven different county lieutenancies at one time'>
as well as having cousins, Charles Howard, 2™ Earl of Nottingham and Lord Admiral,
Thomas Howard, 14™ Earl of Arundel, and his son, Henry Fredrick Howard, Lord
Maltravers, subsequently 15% earl of Arundel, in charge of an additional five counties,
allowing the Howard family vast influence within the Lieutenancy reflecting their
strong position at court.'® (See map 1) Not only were the 1* and 2™ earl connected by
blood, because of their prestigious family history, they were able to link themselves to
other ancient families. Thomas, 1% earl of Suffolk, married twice, first to a daughter
of Thomas Lord Dacre, and secondly into an influential Suffolk family and daughter
of Henry Knyvett of Charlton,'” and it was this union that produced the Theophilus,
2™ earl of Suffolk and Thomas, 1% earl of Berkshire.!® At considerable strain to his
purse, the 1% earl was able to secure favorable matches for many of his ten children.

Theophilus, 2™ earl of Suffolk, married Elizabeth Home, daughter of George Home,

¥ ODNB, Roger North; E. J. Bourgeois, A Cambridgeshire lieutenancy letterbook, 1595-1605, (Great
Britian: E & E Plumridge Ltd., 1997) pg. 11-13.

13 Either in sole charge as in Cambridge, Suffolk, Norfolk, and Oxford, or jointly as was the case with
Westmoreland, Cumberland and Northumberland; Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties”, pg. 6-40.

16 Charles Howard serving for Sussex and Surrey, where Thomas and Henry Frederick served (usually
in conjunction with each other) for Norfolk, Surrey, Sussex, Westmoreland, Cumberland and
Northumberland; Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties”, pg. 6-40

17 Knyvett a courtier, soldier, gentleman of the privy chamber, and sometime ambassador to the
emperor Charles V was also able to secure marriages of two additional daughters to the 3" Earl of
Lincoln, and the 6" earl of Rutland.

18 Thomas married the daughter and co-heir of William Cecil, 2* Earl of Exeter, niece of Viscount
Wimbledon, and it was this union that would have helped secure his Lieutenancy for Oxfordshire.
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earl of Dunbar,'® and Thomas, 1* Earl of Berkshire, married a daughter of William
Cecil, 2™ Earl of Exeter,”® as well as marrying his daughters to the earls of Banbury,
Essex, Somerset, and Salisbury, all of whom held high positions at court and within

the lieutenancy.21

Despite the controversies that would engulfed his father, sister and brother-in-law,
Theophilus Howard was able to continue to secure his families influence by again
marrying well and securing prominent matches for his children as well. Of his 9
children, he was able to secure for his son and heir, a match with a daughter of Henry
Rich, 1% earl of Holland,? as well as married his daughters to George Stuart, Seigneur
d'Aubigny (cousin to James I and Charles I), Algernon Percy, 10" earl of
Northumberland,?? as well as a relative of the Duke of Buckingham, all of these
would further serve to increase his political influence both at court and within the

lieutenancy.

Thomas Howard, then Lord Howard de Walden, was a presence at court under
Elizabeth, named as constable of the Tower of London on 13 February 1601. He was
also sworn high steward of Cambridge University in that same month. In recognition
of his East Anglian heritage, he was appointed lord lieutenant for Cambridgeshire and
the Isle of Ely from 17 July 1602, following the death of Roger, Lord North. Further

office followed as he became acting lord chamberlain of the royal household in

19 A significant power in the borders and it was likely this match that secured him his first lieutenancy
in 1614 for Cumberland, Westmoreland and Northumberland.

2071 ord Lieutenant of Northampton 1623-40. Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties”, pg. 6-40.

2l william Knollys, 1* earl of Banbury was lord lieutenant for Oxfordshire 1596-32; Robert Devereux,
3" earl of Essex, lord lieutenant for Staffordshire 1612-27, 1629-1642; William Cecil, 2™ earl of
Salisbury, lord lieutenant for Hertford1612-42; G. E. Cokayne, Complete Peerage; Sainty,
“Lieutenants of Counties” pg. 6-40.

21 ord lieutenant of Berkshire and Middlesex 1628-42. Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties”, pg. 6-40

3 Lord lieutenant of Cumberland, Westmoreland, and Northumberland 1626-39, and Sussex 1635-42.
Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties”, pg. 6-40.



December of 1602 and continued the tradition of lavishly entertaining Elizabeth at
Howard House, formerly the Charterhouse, in January 1603,2* but it was the accession
of James I which brought wealth and office to Lord Howard de Walden. James I
immediately favored Howard, and 4 May 1603 while on his way south from Berwick,
made him a privy councilor and appointed lord chamberlain of the household?’ and
two months later was created 1* earl of Suffolk on 21 July 1603. Thomas’s star was
rising at court as he was named joint commissioner for the office of earl marshal of
England,”® and in the following year, he helped discover the Gunpowder plot,?” as
well as having the lord lieutenancy of Suffolk added to Cambridgeshire on 18 July
1605. By the autumn of the same year, it was clear that Suffolk had emerged as one of

“the king’s most trusted privy councilors.2®

In the following years he continued to accumulate offices at court being named as

5% joint lord lieutenant

captain of the band of gentlemen pensioners in November 160
of Dorset and the town of Poole on 5 July 1611. Following the death of the earl of
Salisbury, he was one of four commissioners the king entrusted the treasury to on 16
June 1612, and was to become sole lord lieutenant of Dorset on 19 February 1613.

Upon the death of his uncle, Sir Henry Howard, earl of Northampton, Suffolk was

elected chancellor of the University of Cambridge on 8 July 1614, and even prevailed

2 Not only had his father the 4™ Duke of Norfolk entertained there, but Roger Lord North had done it
there as the previous owner of the house on two separate occasions.

25 a post he would hold until 10 July 1614.

26 The office of earl marshal has a long history within the Howard family dating back to 1509, and has
remained either in a committee, or solely in the hands of a descendant of the 2™ Duke of Norfolk to the
?resent day.

7 After receipt of an anonymous letter at Whitehall, Suffolk as Lord Chamberlain conducted a tour of
inspection of the palace of Westminster to ensure that all was ready for the opening of parliament,
where he spotted a large pile of brushwood. Upon further investigation by Suffolk’s brother-in-law Sir
Thomas Knyvett, keeper of the palace, the barrels of gunpowder were discovered. Suffolk
subsequently served as one of the commissioners who investigated the conspiracy as well as tried the
;Jlotters on 27 January 1606. ODNB, Thomas Suffolk, 1% earl of Suffolk.

® ODNB, Thomas Suffolk, 1* earl of Suffolk.

2 Following the downfall of the earl of Northumberland, Suffolk was allowed to hand over the office
to his son Theophilus on 11 July 1614.
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upon the king to visit the university in March 1615. Suffolk reportedly spent £1000 a
day on hospitality staying at St. John’s College, while his wife hosted receptions at
Magdalene, a college founded by Suffolk’s grandfather, Lord Audley. On 11 July
1614, Suffolk reached his peak at court when he was made lord high treasurer of
England and formally held the office until 19 July 1619.° By August 1615, fortunes
began to change for the earl of Suffolk. James I was already beginning to favor
George Villiers, the future duke of Buckingham, and his son-in-law, the earl of
Somerset, lost his status at court following the couples implication and subsequent
conviction for the murder of Sir Thomas Overbury.>! Determined attempts were
made to implicate the earl of Suffolk in the Overbury’s poisoning and James even
accused Suffolk of attempting to suppress the initial investigation of the scandal.
However, he would escape the scandal and continue as lord treasurer but only for a
short time as grave irregularities were discovered at the treasury, and Howard was

suspended from his office in the fall of 1618.3

Despite all his offices, Suffolk’s lifestyle at court nearly bankrupted him numerous
times. He was saved from financial ruin by the accession of James I, the re-grant of
some of the sequestered Howard estates, as well as the timely deaths of various
relatives, most notably, his uncle Henry, Lord Northampton in 1614 who left him his
luxurious London home, Charing Cross. This was to be later known as Suffolk House

under his son and heir Theophilus, and replace the Charterhouse that Suffolk had been

3 ODNB, Thomas Howard, 1* earl of Suffolk.

31 He was a friend and adviser to Robert Carr, the earl of Essex, an Oxford acquaintance. The two
quarreled violently when Overbury disapproved of Carr’s marriage to Frances Howard. Overbury’s
hostility was so marked that the Howard family brought pressure to bear, and James I had Overbury
imprisoned in the Tower, where he was slowly poisoned. Carr and Frances Howard were convicted of
his murder. Their lives were spared by the king, but they were imprisoned in the Tower and freed in
January 1622 and would never return to court.

32 ODNB, Thomas Howard, I* earl of Suffolk.
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forced to sell in 1611. Not only did he live an extravagant lifestyle at court, but he
also built extensively upon his estates®> as well as secure his eleven children with
advantageous matches, further encumbered his estates. At the time of his death on 28
May 1626, Suffolk ﬁad never been able to clear his debts, rumored to be near
£50,000, leaving his heir Theophilus Howard, 2™ ear] of Suffolk, seriously

encumbered with financial difficulties.>*

Considering his father’s rising status at court, Theophilus Howard’s success and
acquisition of offices there was a forgone conclusion. He was named lieutenant of the
band of gentleman pensioners in 1605 and the following year he received a joint
stewardship of several royal manors in Wales. Along with other prominent courtiers,
he had an interest in colonization and in 1609 became a member of the council of the
Virginia Company and in 1612 was a charter member of the North-West Passage
Company. He was returned as MP for the borough of Maldon, Essex on 4 November
1605 and served there until on 8 Feb 1610 when he was summoned to the upper house
as Baron Howard de Walden. In March of 1612, Walden married Lady Elizabeth
Home, a daughter of the George Home, earl of Dunbar, who was a strong regional
power in the borders, and it was most likely this match that secured him his first joint
lord lieutenancy in 1614 for the counties of Cumberland, Northumberland and

Westmorland, serving jointly with Francis Clifford, 4™ earl of Cumberland.*

33 He built Audley End in Essex, begun in 1603 and finished in 1616, it was easily the largest private
house in England and Suffolk told the king that including all the furniture, it had cost him £200,000,
although that sum seems exaggerated. He also added a front wing fronting the Thames to Charing
Cross, later renamed Suffolk House. The upkeep alone on both homes would become a serious
financial burden in the future.

3 ODNB, Thomas Howard, I* earl of Suffolk.

35 Then subsequently, he was joined with Henry, Lord Clifford (1618-1639), Algernon Percy, 4™ Earl
of Northumberland (1632-1639), Thomas Howard, 14™ earl of Arundel(1632-1639), and Henry
Howard, Lord Maltravers (1632-1639): Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties” pg. 15-16; ODNB,
Theophilus Howard.
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Although Theophilus Howard survived the scandal with ensnared his sister Frances
and her husband, the earl of Somerset, he was unable to hold his places at court
following the fall of his father as he was stripped of his captaincy of the band of
gentlemen pensionefs. However, Walden was able to hold onto his lieutenancies in
Westmorland, Northumberland, and Cumberland so the damage of his father’s fall
was limited and as it turns out, relatively brief. Following his father’s submission to
James I, and the reinforcement of Buckingham’s supremacy as court favorite, Walden
was able to use a relationship with Buckingham to regain favor at court, as well as,
have Buckingham stand as godfather to Walden’s son in January 1620. Given the
loss of his father’s influence at court, Walden would need to find another supporter to
further his career, and he found that in Buckingham. Evidence of such a relationship
is found in a letter from Walden to Buckingham in 1623 where Walden expresses his
desire to serve by saying “...it is the part of every friend to pay your Lordship the
tribute of their pens in testimony of a further desire to do you service...” as well as
pleading his case for advancement by asking Buckingham “...to present my most
humble service to the prince” and finally signs the letter “your Lordships affectionate
kinsman and humble servant.”*® Walden’s pleading and submission did not go
unrewarded, and his close connections to Buckingham would ensure that he remained

a force at court.

Following his father’s death in 1626, Walden not only assumed the title, 2™ earl of
Suffolk, but also was named to the privy council®’ as well as the lieutenancies of
Cambridge, Suffolk, and Dorset, as well as his earlier lieutenancies in Cumberland,

Northumberland and Westmorland. He was also awarded Order of the Garter in 1627

36 BL Stowe MS 743, fol. 46.
37 Suffolk’s seat on the council was believed by some to be the result of the king’s need for reliable and
loyal peers to press the forced loan forward, a job that Suffolk worked hard at and performed well.
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and stood with the King as godfather to Buckingham’s son and heir. As a reward for
his friendship, Buckingham resigned his place as Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports in
favor of Suffolk, and also appointed him constable of Dover Castle. It was however,
the death of Buckingham that marked a turning point for Suffolk. The loss of his
friend and patron as well as his own failing health and ruinous financial situation
began to take its toll. Despite having an income of over £10,000 a year, including the
Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports which brought in an estimated £1700 a year,
Suffolk’s debts continued to mount reaching a total over £130,000 by 1640. Just like
his father, Suffolk was unable to control his extravagance at court, losing £1500 at
bowls in a single day, and as a result he was forced to sell land worth more than
£36,000 to remain solvent. Suffolk was unable to maintain his father’s massive
mansion at Audley End, spending all his time either at Suffolk House in London
(formerly Charring Cross) or at Lulworth Castle in Dorset. By 1635, Suffolk health
had been in decline for a number of years®® and he had given up his court offices, but
retained his lieutenancies as well as remained Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports. He
spent his final years staving off financial ruin with little success. He died at Suffolk
House in London on 2 June 1640 at the age of fifty-five and was succeeded by James
Howard, 3™ earl of Suffolk. As a mark of how much the family’s fortunes had
diminished, James was only able to retain the lieutenancy for Suffolk out of the six
counties that his father had held and was unable to keep the Lord Wardenship of the
Cinque Ports either, epitomizing the fall of a once powerful family clinging to the

lieutenancy as a singular shred of royal favor and status.”

3% He was excused on numerous occasions from attending functions of the Order of the Garter, first in
1633, and again in 1635, and 1637 due to ill health; Bodleian Library, Carte MS 123 f0.20-22.
% ODNB, Theophilus Howard.

49



As for the Maynard family, despite being newly ennobled, the Maynard family
married well. William Lord Maynard married Frances Cavendish, daughter of
William Cavendish, 1% earl of Devonshire*® while his younger brother married the
daughter of Sir Thdmas Middleton, Lord Mayor of London in 1613. Their social
contacts were wide as well, all through the hard work of his father Sir Henry
Maynard. He served as secretary to Sir Nicholas Bacon, the lord keeper of the great
seal, until the mid 1570’s then was chief secretary to Lord Burghley, until his death in
1598. After Burghley's death it was rumored Maynard would be appointed principal
secretary, if Robert Cecil, 1* earl of Salisbury, was promoted to the lord treasurership,
but this never materialized. Instead, Maynard was appointed secretary to the Lord
Admiral, Charles Howard, earl of Nottingham. Maynard developed strong ties to
Essex and to the town of St Albans, serving as a deputy lieutenant for Essex from
1603 till his death in 1610. Maynard was able to build up a landed estate in Essex
through gratuities, wardships, and privileges obtained during service to Lord
Burghley, with his estate surrounding his house, Easton Lodge, in Little Easton,
Essex, including manors, parks, woods, and messuages in nearby parishes. He also
owned or leased land and houses in London, St Albans, and Warwickshire. Maynard
had sufficient funds to lend £5000 to Sir Horatio Palavicino in 1593 as well as leaving
£2000 to each of his daughters upon his death on 11 May 1610, indicating he had

made good use of his connections at court to enrich his son and heir.*!

William Lord Maynard used relationships with the Duke of Buckingham and
Archbishop Laud to advance himself at court. He followed his father as deputy

lieutenant for Essex from 1613-28, at the age of 28, and was an MP for St Albans. In

40 Lord Lieutenant of Derby, and his heirs dominated the shire for 3 generations. Sainty, “Lieutenants

of Counties” pg. 2-15.
‘! ODNB, Henry Maynard
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1620 Maynard was awarded and Irish peerage, 1st Lord of Estaines and Turrim, and
took his place in the House of Lords for the Parliament of 1628. It was in October of
that same year the Lord Maynard resigned his commission as a deputy lieutenant from
Essex, just months after another long serving deputy lieutenant following the difficult
years of European involvement. Lord Maynard built upon his inheritance to extend
his estates in Tothill Street, Westminster, as well as acquire the holdings of Edward
Peyton of Isleham by 1637. After seven years out of the lieutenancy commission,
Lord Maynard was brought back, this time as joint lord lieutenant with the Robert
Rich, 2™ earl of Warwick, by the king’s special favor. The appointment aggrieved
Warwick greatly as he was annoyed not only at being joined again on the
commission, having longed to be named as the sole lord lieutenant for years, but also
resented Lord Maynard as he considered him an inferior. Maynard was subsequently
named as lord lieutenant of Cambridgeshire following the death of the 2™ earl of
Suffolk, in a move in which Maynard’s widow believed brought about her husbands
early demise in December 1640 due to the stress of the two lieutenancies of
Cambridgeshire and Essex. Although it is clear that the newly ennobled Maynard
could represent a narrowing of country influence by courtiers, he did make significant
efforts to consolidate holdings in his new shire of Cambridge. As well as having
wealth, Maynard possessed an attention to the duty that would have allowed him to
work well in Cambridgeshire lieutenancy, had he survived more that 6 months past

his appointment.**

Education also played a great linking role in the lives of the gentry with sons of the

great families gathering from all over the country to expand their social contacts.

42 The Maynard lieutenancy book, 1608-1639 / edited by B.W. Quintrell, (Chelmsford : Essex Record
Office, 1993) pg. 1-40.
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This does not necessarily mean that they stayed long, or achieved a degree during
their time at either Oxford or Cambridge, but like a grand tour of Europe, it served to
round out their social network and experience, as they would be shoulder to shoulder
with the sons of the i)eers of the realm. Over 90% of the men who occupied places as
Lord Lieutenants under Charles I spent time at either Oxford or Cambridge, with only
a few families like the Cecils securing private tutors for their children and royal
wards. Although not much is known about Lord Maynard’s education, the North and

Howard family had extensive ties to Cambridge University.*

Given both families traditional power bases were based in East Anglia, it is not
surprising that both families developed strong ties with the University of Cambridge.
Although there are no records to document, it is likely that Roger Lord North spent
some time at Peterhouse college, Cambridge, like his younger brothers. His father
was also a benefactor to the college, leaving the rectory of Ellington in
Huntingdonshire to the college, and Lord North sent his own sons there, so it is very
probable that he studied there. He was admitted to Lincoln's Inn, London 4
November 1542, a special admission to the inn was recorded two years later, on 16
July 1544, probably reflecting his social status. Lord North would further continue

his family’s link with the university, serving as high steward in 1572.4

Thomas Howard, 1* earl of Suffolk, spent time at St John's College, Cambridge, and
was later granted honorific admission to Gray's Inn on 2 February 1598, then in 1605
was created MA at Cambridge and subsequently incorporated at Oxford. The 1* earl

of Suffolk was sworn high steward of Cambridge University in February 1601, when

3 J. C. Sainty, “Lieutenants of Counties”, pg. 2-15.
4“4 T. A. Walker, 4 biographical register of Peterhouse men, 2 vols. (1927-30), W. P. Baildon, ed., The

records of the Honorable Society of Lincoln's Inn: admissions, 1 (1896)
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Cecil succeeded Essex as chancellor, and continued in the post until 1614. Suffolk
was elected chancellor of the University of Cambridge on 8 July 1614, and even
prevailed upon the king to visit the university in March 1615, with his wife hosting
receptions at Magdaiene College, founded by Suffolk’s grandfather Lord Audley.
The 2™ earl of Suffolk followed in his families footsteps by matriculating at
Magdalene College, Cambridge but did not graduate and was created MA at

Cambridge in 1605 and was admitted to Gray’s Inn in March 1606.*

Furthermore, while at Cambridge, the 2™ earl of Suffolk would have likely been in
contact with future lord lieutenants and privy councilors such as his cousin, Thomas
Howard, 14" Earl of Arundel, Thomas Wentworth, 1** earl of Strafford, Henry
Hastings, 5" Earl of Huntingdon, and Robert Rich, 2™ ear] of Warwick all of which
attended Cambridge at some point in the years from 1600-10, as well as William
Cecil, 2™ earl of Salisbury (the 2™ earl of Suffolk’s brother-in-law), and Henry Rich,
1** earl of Holland and Algemnon Percy 10th earl of Northumberland (both would
marry a daughter of the 2™ earl). This contact would have further extended the 2™

earl’s already extensive social network, serving him well in his future at court.*

Military experience was very strong for the lieutenants of Cambridgeshire with North,
and the 1* earls of Suffolk having significant and valorous military service. Roger
Lord North served with the earl of Leicester in the Netherlands with the English
forces sent to assist the Dutch rebels in their fight against Phillip II. Despite being
fifty-four years old and the fact that Leicester did not have a post for him, the queen

had ordered him to go, serving without pay. Although he was viewed by some as one

4> ODNB, Theophilus Howard, 1* earl of Suffolk
% ODNB, Thomas Howard, earl of Arundel, Thomas Wentworth, Henry Hastings, Robert Rich,
William Cecil, Henry Rich, Algernon Percy.
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of Leicester’s chief cronies, he behaved with great bravery and valor in the summer of
1586 after suffering a wound to the knee from a musket shot at the battle of Sutphen.
Upon hearing that the enemy was once again engaged, he had himself carried to a
horse and went back into battle ‘with one boot on and one boot off...’. North went on
to serve in a number of other campaigns displaying similar capabilities and valor
including a number of months under Peregrine Bertie, 13™ Baron Willoughby de
Eresby, who recommended North as one of the four men best suited to replace him as
captain-general. However, defense of the realm called him back to Cambridgeshire
where he was obliged as lord lieutenant of Cambridgeshire to begin defensive
preparations for the anticipated Spanish Invasion, and during the Armada commanded

part of the queen’s bodyguards accompanying her to Tilbury.*’

Thomas Howard showed much of his great grandfather’s (the 3™ duke of Norfolk)
zest for military service when he captained the Golden Lion in the fleet fending off
the Spanish Armada. He was also knighted on the Ark on 26 July 1588 by the Lord
Admiral, his cousin Charles Howard, Lord Howard of Effingham, following the
decisive attack on Calais. In May 1596, he was admiral of the third squadron in the
fleet sent against Cadiz, and upon his return he was created knight of the Garter on 23
April 1597. It was his ability and courage which commended him to the favor of the
queen, who in letters to Lord Essex referred to him as ‘good Thomas’.*® Much like
the 1* earl of Suffolk, many more of his generation would have significant military
experience, with six future lord lieutenants owing their knighthood to the 2" Earl of

. .. . . 49
Essex in expeditions against Rouen and Cadiz.

41 ODNB, Roger North.

“8 APC 1595-7, pg. 453; ODNB, Thomas Howard.

* Robert Radcliffe, 5 earl of Sussex (lord lieutenant for Essex, 1603-29), Edward Conway 1%
Viscount Conway & 1* Viscount Killulta (lord lieutenant for Hampshire, 1625-31), Robert Bertie, 1%
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However, the 2™ earl’s military experience was much more limited, having merely
served as a volunteer with the English forces at the siege of Juliers in which the
noteworthy event wés that he engaged in a quarrel with Edward, Lord Herbert of
Cherbruy. It was apparently after a drunken argument that he was challenged to a
duel, which never occurred as authorities prevented the fight. However,b the 2™ earl
represented a trend of the narrowing of practical military experience within the
lieutenancy as more and more courtiers were appointed to the lieutenancy under
Charles I as the court/country divide grew. Further illustrating the fact is William
Lord Maynard’s lack of experience and apparent disdain for martial affairs. Despite
serving as a deputy lieutenant for 15 years and lord lieutenant for a further five years,
Nehemiah Wallington recorded Maynard’s lack of stomach for the rowdy and unruly
soldiers intended for Scotland: “Lord Maynard...being afraid of the soldiers because
they came about him...took out a handful of money and hurled it on the ground, and
so set the soldiers scrambling for it, and then set spur to his horse and rode away with
all force he could.” This type of attitude was in stark contrast to his joint Lord
Lieutenant, Richard Rich, 2™ Earl of Essex, and would further reinforce his opinion

of Lord Maynard as an inferior.>

One key difference between the families that served as lord lieutenants for
Cambridgeshire is the path that the various families took in rising to prominence and

high office. North and Maynard families both came to high office in the same way as

earl of Lindsay (lord lieutenant for Lincolnshire 1629-42), William Herbert, 3" earl of Pembroke(lord
lieutenant for Somerset, 1630-40), Robert Carey, 1* earl of Monmouth (lord lieutenant for
Staffordshire, 1627-9), Thomas Jermyn (lord lieutenant for Suffolk, 1640-1). ODNB, Robert Radcliffe,
Edward Conway, Robert Bertie, William Herbert, Robert Carey, Thomas Jermyn.

50 The Maynard lieutenancy book, 1608-1639 / edited by B.W. Quintrell, (Chelmsford : Essex Record
Office, 1993) pg. 1-40.
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many others like the Knollys and Cecil families. An earlier ancestor used a minor
office under Henry VII or VIII and used that influence to gain small but steady
advancement and office for his following generations. Perhaps it is because the
families were not of 5ncient lineages with vast estates and court offices, but both
Roger Lord North and William Lord Maynard were effective and conscientious Lord
Lieutenants®' working effectively and promptly with the deputy lieutenants of
Cambridgeshire to ensure good order and proper organization of the militia and crown
policy within the shire. Both of the men lived within the shire, North a long time
resident of his family’s seat at Kirtling, and Maynard had taken up residence in the
Isleham, Cambridgeshire, following the acquisition of the estates of Edward Peyton,
former deputy lieutenant for Cambridge. The purchase was completed in 1637,
giving him a substantial foothold in the shire and justifying his selection as Lord
Lieutenant following the death of the earl 