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ABSTRACT

This thesis collects, transcribes, and, with refeeeto household documents and
contemporary literature, annotates and interphetsurviving correspondence of a
constellation of seven upper servants who at vanpmints in the second half of the
sixteenth century were stationed at or moved betwgegeral country houses and
estates of which Bess of Hardwick was mistress.thigsis finds that the extant
correspondence of Bess’s servants falls into twegraies: (1) letters of
management exchanged between Bess and five obhsehold and estate officers
(Francis Whitfield, James Crompe, William Marchimgt and Edward Foxe at
Chatsworth House, Derbyshire and nearby estatire ih550s-1560s, and Nicholas
Kynnersley at Wingfield Manor, Derbyshire in théeld580s) and (2) letters seeking
practical and political patronage, written in tialg 1580s by two of Bess’s gentle-
born personal attendants, William Marmyon and Fearigattell, to contacts outside
Bess’s itinerant (and at that time politically vetable) household.

Close literary, linguistic (historical pragmati@yd material readings reveal
that all these letters adapt and surpass convehxpressions as they engage in
practical problem-solving, complex interpersonattenges, and domestic politics.
The thesis argues that the manuscript letters rahserdynamic verbal
performances of their writers’ specific social obnd relationships — the mistress-
servant relationship foremost among them. Eactensitmultaneously registers and
renegotiates his or her own experience of the gsstservant relationship through
the combination of diverse epistolary features,olwhinclude verbal etiquette and
page layout, degrees of directness or circumlonutomplexity of syntax, tone, use
of emotive language, discourses of pleasure ampdedisure, personalised content
(which ranges from in-jokes to empathy to distetpen flourishes), and explicit
expressions of authority or loyalty, as well as-ggecific terminology and subject
matter. Frequency of correspondence, modes ofatgliand the afterlives of letters
are shown to carry further social significance.

The correspondence of Bess of Hardwick’s servaritsas a touchstone for
the complex role of letter-writing in the formatiofsocial selves and the
performance of domestic duties in sixteenth-cenimgland. By accurately
transcribing these letters, interpreting them usingnique combination of literary,
linguistic, and visual analysis, and reconstructnogn these letters and additional
archival sources the careers of several servardeemistress, this thesis opens up

new material, perspectives, questions, and metfooa=sarly modern cultural studies.
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Figurela. ID 99, f. 2v. Bess to Francis Whitfield, 14 Noveent)1552]. Superscription
in Bess’s own hand, with notes added in two otlads. Reproduced by permission of
the Folger Shakespeare Library.



Figure 1b. ID 99, f. 1r. Bess to Francis Whitfield, 14 Novesnp1552]. Her own hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespgharary.
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Figure lc. ID 99, f. 1v. Bess to Francis Whitfield, 14 Novemnl§1552]. Bess’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespgharary.
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Figure 1d. ID 99, f. 2r. Bess to Francis Whitfield, 14 Novemnl1552]. Bess'’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespgharary.
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Figure?2a. ID 101, f. 2v. Bess to Francis Whitfield, 20 Oatolh1561]. Superscription in
Bess’s hand, with endorsement in Whitfield’s hand a later note in another hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespgharary.



Figure2b. ID 101, f. 1r. Bess to Francis Whitfield, 20 Oatolh1561]. Bess’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespgharary.
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Figure 3a. ID 100, f. 2v. Bess to James Crompe, 8 March [1B864]. Superscription in a
scribal hand, with a later note in another hangrBduced by permission of the Folger
Shakespeare Library.



Figure 3b. ID 100, f. 1r. Bess to James Crompe, 8 March [1B684]. Scribal hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespgharary.
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Figure3c. ID 100, f. 1v. Bess to James Crompe, 8 March [18864]. Scribal hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespélarary.



Figure4a. ID 17, f. 2v. James Crompe to Bess, 20 Novemhet§65]. Crompe’s own
hand. Reproduced by permission of the Folger Sipedegs Library.
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Figure4b. ID 17, f. 1r. James Crompe to Bess, 20 Novemhetg65]. Crompe’s hand.

Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespélrary.
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Figure4c. ID 17, f. 1v. James Crompe to Bess, 20 Novemhet§65]. Crompe’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespélarary.



Figureb5a. ID 18, f. 2v. James Crompe to Bess, 27 Februd@§g2]. Crompe’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespidlarary.
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Figure5b. ID 18, f. 1r. James Crompe to Bess, 27 Februd&§§2]. Crompe’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespélarary.
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Figureb5c. ID 18, f. 1v. James Crompe to Bess, 27 Februés§§2]. Crompe’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespélarary.



25

Figure6a. ID 47, f. 1r. William Marchington to Bess, 13 Jamy[1560-1565].
Marchington’s own hand. Reproduced by permissiothefFolger Shakespeare Library.



Figure6b. ID 47, f. 1v. William Marchington to Bess, 13 Jany[1560-1565].
Marchington’s hand. Reproduced by permission ofRbiger Shakespeare Library.

26




27

Figure7a. ID 28, f. 2v. Edward Foxe to Bess, 8 December §5567]. Foxe’s own hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespglarary.



Figure7b. ID 28, f. 1r. Edward Foxe to Bess, 8 December §t5567]. Foxe’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespgharary.
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Figure7c. ID 28, f. 2r. Edward Foxe to Bess, 8 December §t5567]. Foxe’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespglarary.
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Figure 8b. NUL, Middleton MSS, Mi C 15, f. 1r. [William] Maryon to Sir Francis
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Figure 8c. NUL, Middleton MSS, Mi C 15, f. 1v. [William] Margon to Sir
Francis Willoughby, 24 & 28 October [15817]. Marmismhand. Reproduced by
permission of Manuscripts and Special Collectidrige University of Nottingham.
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Figure9a. TNA, SP 53/13, f. 15v. Frances Battell to LadyzBbeth Paullat, 23 March 1584.
Superscription in Battell's hand, with endorsemémtisord Burghley’s hand and another
hand and an archivist’s notes of the dates of meigiending and final receipt. Reproduced
by permission of TNA.
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Figure9b. TNA, SP 53/13, f. 14r. Frances Battell to LadyzBbeth Paullat, 23 March 1584.
Battell's own hand. Reproduced by permission of TNA
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Figure 10a. ID 37, f. 1v. Nicholas Kynnersley to Bess, 5 Nowmn1588. Superscription
in Kynnersley’'s hand, with note of sender in anotiend. Reproduced by permission of
the Folger Shakespeare Library.



Figure 10b. ID 37, f. 1r. Nicholas Kynnersley to Bess, 5 Now®mn1588. Kynnersley's
own hand. Reproduced by permission of the Folgek&peare Library.
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Figure 1la. ID 38, f. 1v. Nicholas Kynnersley to Bess, 22 Af%89. Kynnersley's hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespélarary.
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Figure 11b. ID 38, f. 1r. Nicholas Kynnersley to Bess, 22 Aj%89. Kynnersley’s hand.
Reproduced by permission of the Folger Shakespidlarary.
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TRANSCRIPTION PoOLICY

Aims and Rationale

Since the original letters that are the focus of thesis are not only in manuscript
form but also in Early Modern English, a non-staddstate of the language, they
require a transcription policy for conversion itgpe. The full transcriptions of these
eleven letters are my own and were produced fothibgis. Quotations from other
letters (in Early Modern English and French) aemahy own transcriptions unless
otherwise noted. | consulted a number of catalogygdes to textual editing, and
editions in the process of searching for the extamespondence of Bess’s servants
and devising my transcription policy. These workesiacluded in the bibliography.

The purpose of the transcriptions in this thests isrovide accurate and
readable texts for analysis. Since the letteranaatysed for the social significance
and interplay of their various linguistic and visaements, a policy of semi-
diplomatic transcription has been adopted as teBerbeans of capturing relevant
features of the manuscript originals. As is showg&hapters 1, 3, 4, and 5, minute
features of language and material form can be artmithe interpretation of a letter,
and it is therefore one of the aims of this thésidemonstrate the importance of
close analysis of letters in their original manysticdiorm, which is facilitated by the
detailed transcriptions.

The transcription policy set out here also appkéh slight modification to
quotations from Bess of Hardwick’s many househaitbant books. Since
guotations from the account books are brief anehieid to contextualise the letters,

the manuscript layout of entries is not preserved.

References and Annotations

Full transcripts are accompanied by key informatiatuding sender and recipient,
date, place of writing and destination, eitherBmss of Hardwick’s Lettel®

number (when applicable) or the current repositoryg shelfmark of the manuscript,
and the foliation, script, and scribe (when knowhgach part of the letter. Footnotes
provide glosses on archaic or technical words, muasie words with potentially
confusing spellings, give additional informatioroabpeople and places mentioned,
and record damage to the manuscripts. All dictipfinitions quoted in glosses

are taken from the most recent version of@&eD.
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Layout and Spacing

The page layout and most visual features of theustipt letters, including the use
of blank space, have been preserved in the trautsctiine breaks and single blank
lines have been retained. Multiple blank linesrapdaced by an editorial noté:
lines blank for example. When blank space is used withinredhaitten line to
indicate a pause or change of topic, proportiospgee is left in the typescript.
Subscriptions and signatures appear in spatigioaléo the preceding letter-text and
to the edges of the text block as they do in theuseripts. However, it has not been
possible to reproduce the original ratio of texedio paper size, and sometimes a
single line of handwriting runs over onto a secbind of type. When this happens,
the second line is indented.

The writing on the address leaf is transcribed teefbe body of each letter,

and the presence of pen flourishes is indicatethéyote flourish).

Spelling and Punctuation

Original spellings have been preserved, includirggdccasional use of <y> for /th/
sounds and the complementary distribution of <i¢t ej», <u> and <v> according
to their positions within a wordl.

Word division has not been regularised in transioms when unusual
divisions appear to be intentional. For exampleesa writers habitually write the
indefinite article as one word with the noun thaldws it. This spacing is too
pronounced to be accidental and may indicate bsatvwo words were thought of as
a single unit.

Original punctuation has been preserved. Whereamytan uses commas,
forward slashes, and periods (often in combinatith blank space) to signal pauses
and the introduction of new topics, Kynnersley #émelscribe of letter ID 100 use no
punctuation at all. Battell often uses horizontadlees to fill space at the end of

lines; these have been transcribed as em-dashes.

! Here in the transcription policy, graphemes (fsttef the alphabet) are placed within single angle
brackets, allographs (variously shaped realisatidimgaphemes) between double angle brackets, and
phonemes (minimal units of speech sounds) betwamsvafd slashes, following the typographical
conventions for linguistics given in Simon Horolind Jeremy SmitiAn Introduction to Middle
English(Edinburgh: Edinburgh UP), p. 42. In the actuahscriptions, angle brackets do not appear
and forward slashes are a form of punctuation.
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Capitalisation

Capitalisation was not standardised in the sixteeantury. In the manuscripts,
capitalisation overlaps with other palaeographatiees, such as some writers’ use
of alternative allographs for <a>, <h>, <I>, andusually when they occur in
word-initial position. These transcriptions do datinguish between different
lowercase allographs, but they use uppercase typptesent capitals wherever they
appear in handwriting that clearly distinguishesMeen capital and lowercase. This
includes the rendering of capital <<ff>> in the macripts as <<F>> in the
transcriptions. Some writers use only the capaahfs of certain graphemes; these
allographs are rendered in lowercase type sinciatigption appears to be

coincidental.

Abbreviations and Contractions

In the manuscripts, abbreviations and contractasassignalled in a number of ways.
Where they use Latinate or vernacular abbreviatiarks that consistently represent
particular graphemes, these marks are replacedhate graphemes in plain type.
However, where Latin abbreviation marks for <erpg> and <ro> are used to
represent <r> alone or <r> with a different voviee mark is transcribed as <r> in
plain type with any implied vowels expanded inidsl

Other forms of abbreviation or contraction are exjgal entirely in italics,
with the exception of personal names or initialkjich are typed as written, and
contractions that remain current, such as &nd ‘m®, which are lowered but not
expanded. (However, it ought to be remembereditivaand ‘mrs’ represent the
titles ‘master’ and ‘mistress’, used for employansl members of the gentry.)

When expanding abbreviations and contractionsy @aoldern spellings that
are sufficiently well attested and stable are preteover standard Present Day
English spellings. When a writer consistently usgsrticular spelling for a given
word, his or her preferred spelling is used in ego@ns in his or her letters. For
example, Crompe consistently spells ‘master’ asstong, so ‘askolematcan be
confidently expanded to ‘askolemast(a schoolmastgr However, when it is
impossible to know how a word would have been sgafiwritten out in full,
expansions are given in standard Present Day Engl example, since Foxe’s
letter includes the abbreviation ‘rec’ but not thi word, the Present Day spelling

of ‘received is used in the expansion.



43

When letters are quoted for analysis, special fttingaand deletions have
been removed to facilitate ease of reading, exsbpre palaeographic features or
deletions are under discussion. When whole worgshmases are italicised in

quotation, it is to draw attention to them in tmalgsis.

Insertions, Deletions, and Illegibility

Insertions are enclosed in ~carets”. lllegible wgts indicated by the note
[illegible]. Deletions, when legible, are typed with-striketiighy when not legible,
their presence is indicated by the nalledible]. When graphemes appear to have
been omitted from a word accidentally or when daentaga manuscript has removed
or made some illegible but the full word can beorestructed, the missing or
damaged text is supplied within [brackets]. Wharorstruction is impossible, the

missing text is represented by ellipses within kegs: [...].

Numbers, Dates, and Money

Numbers, including dates and sums of money, ansdribed as they appear, in a
mixture of Arabic and lowercase Roman numeralsaiteh with some use of
superscript (‘vif", for example). Standard abbreviations for the&trms for
pounds, shillings, and pence (‘I' or ‘Ii’ fdibrae, ‘s’ for solidi, and ‘d’ fordenarii)

have not been expanded.



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Servants’ correspondence

This thesis offers a richly detailed microhistofytlte epistolary exchanges of seven
servants and their mistress in the second hali@sixteenth century. As the first
study to focus exclusively on the correspondenaeadly modern servants and to
consider the social language, materiality, andlafes of servants’ letters, it breaks
new ground in both subject matter and approach tiiéss develops a unique
interdisciplinary methodology that combines textediting with archival and other
primary research and an innovative form of closelirey. Furthermore, it builds on
insights and methods from several academic figlasder to situate the letters in
their precise material and circumstantial as weliheeir wider social historical,
ideological, and political contexts, while exposthg complexities and richness of
letters as a genre and of these letters in paaticlihe thesis is informed by and
contributes to some of the most recent and excdawglopments in social, literary,
linguistic, and cultural historiography.

The thesis collects, transcribes, annotates, detpirets all of the extant
letters written and received by individuals who t&shown to have been servants
of Bess of Hardwick. Thus, although it is a smatiup of letters — eleven in total
— it is the sum of their surviving corresponderitieree of these letters were written
by Bess and the remaining eight by six of her s@syall of whom were literate
upper servants, privileged either by offices opmssibility, which often involved
supervising lower servants on Bess’s behalf, ahleyr proximity to the mistress as
her companions and confidantes. Although the teemvant’ might seem to imply a
life of thankless drudgery, these particular setvavere members of a domestic
elite.

The servants that Bess corresponded with were séthe household and
estate officers left as her deputies at her maeaces while she was temporarily
absent. Four of these men were based at Chatsttottbe, Derbyshire in the 1550s-
1560s. Francis Whitfield and James Crompe were $tetvards, who shared overall
responsibility for the house, its inhabitants, andporting estates. William
Marchington was another estate officer who alsodwss to the house, while
Edward Foxe, as warrener, had the specific joloaikihg after the rabbits on the

Chatsworth estate. Bess’s correspondence with theseconcerns the management
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of the household and estates, repairing and rerogléhe house itself, other
business affairs including potential land purchaaed rumours that Whitfield and
Foxe were negligent in their duties while she waaya Nicholas Kynnersley, the
fifth officer who corresponded with Bess, sentlbiters to her from Wingfield
Manor, Derbyshire in the late 1580s, a time of dstiweupheaval for Bess and her
household due to the breakdown of her marriage @ébrge Talbot, sixth earl of
Shrewsbury. In making arrangements for the safelyuguof the property and of
Bess’s domestic authority there, Kynnersley’s steipport Bess’s cause in highly
practical ways.

In addition to the correspondence exchanged betBess and her officers,
two of the gentle-born personal attendants wheetled with her from house to
house in the early 1580s, William Marmyon and FesnBattell, wrote letters to their
friends and potential patrons outside the houselolidhese letters they draw
attention to their vulnerability, as Bess’s loyahsnts, to persecution from her
husband, and they seek practical and political stpj/hile centred on their
domestic circumstances and the mistress-servatiaeship, these two letters are
politically charged forays into the battle overithevn, Bess’s, and Shrewsbury’s
reputations.

Letters include the fullest, the most explicit, dhd most complex
expressions of social identities and negotiatidnuistress-servant relationships to
be found amongst archival sources. Unlike shotéstants of fact in list form (such
as financial accounts and household inventorieghtirely formulaic texts mediated
by professionals outside the home (such as legalrdents), letters consist of
extended prose that by its very nature is integpekand subjective and that, when
written by household members about their dutiesexpetriences, offer unrivalled
insights into how they perceived and conducted Hedwes and how they wished to
be perceived and responded to, according to therific domestic positions and
circumstances. Letters explicitly register andfia@ice the hierarchical relationships
between authors and addressees through formutais t&f address and conventional
opening and closing formulae, while also allowicge for more personalised and
socially dynamic content, including self-performasccharacterisations of recipients
and mutual acquaintances, and rhetorical intergaatihat attempt to persuade even
socially superior recipients to think and act isided ways. Letters do not merely

record social history, they actively shape it.
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Through its analysis of this particular set of espondence, the thesis
contributes to our knowledge of Bess'’s life andibgdgo reshape her reputation.
Furthermore, it opens up servants’ letters as tboenquiry in their own right,
bringing servants’ correspondence into the nexubletlynamic and rapidly growing
field of interdisciplinary epistolary studies.

Letters cannot be understood apart from eithestic@historical conditions
and particular circumstances in which they werdtemiand circulated or what they
hoped to accomplish; interpretation must take actofithese factors, which exert
powerful influence over how letters were composeteats, produced as
manuscripts, and delivered as material objects.|dters studied in this thesis,
despite their many differences according to sendeipient, occasion, and
objective, share the over-riding condition of haybeen written from within a
mistress-servant relationship that structured rasgects of their writers’ daily lives,
including, the thesis argues, their epistolary ficas and even their self-perceptions
due to evident internalisation of their continugllgrformed social roles. It is helpful
at this point to provide an overview of the rolattketter-writing itself played in
managing household and estate resources and nslaifis, to explain the
sociohistorical basis for the thesis’s central argnot.

For the sixteenth-century upper gentry and nobihyuseholding was
characterised by plurality and mobility. Ownersbfpnultiple properties and the
practical and political needs to move between thahthe royal court meant that
great landowners and their core staff were fredquem the move and much of the
business of running country houses and estatetohaelconducted from a distance,
through correspondence with delegated officersdefftind. In this context, letter-
writing was a goal-orientated activity: letters wéntended to accomplish things in
the material and social realms and sometimes ipaohgcal realm as well. Not
merely — or straightforwardly — a way of gettingris done, letters were also sites
of social interaction and performance. The so¢grisembedded in both the
language and material features of early modern sa@ipi letters constitute further
dimensions of the letters’ functions.

The thesis demonstrates that in their corresporaehlbousehold and estate
management and other domestically focused lettess Bnd her literate officers and
attendants took advantage of the opportunities|étigr-writing provided for them to
build up a hierarchical but potentially cordial \ing relationship; to enact through

both the language and visual-material featurebaif tetters their respective social
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roles within the domestic hierarchy; and, finattyvoice their needs and opinions
and solicit specific responses from their letteegipients. Given, first, the dialogic
dynamic of correspondence in which the identityhaf addressee and his or her
relationship to the writer very much influence wisatvritten and, second, the social
inequality between mistress and servants, the oxt@rey objectives of the thesis are
to discover the means by which each writer simeltassly enacts his or her
designated social role and constructs an individpatolary voice from within the
mistress-servant relationship and, further, hov+geiformance operates as a
persuasive force in letters created under theseitioms.

Based on close readings of the letters in Chaptérsthe thesis makes two
key arguments. First, that each letter-writer's-pefformance as a worthy holder of
his or her particular domestic position is builtthppugh the accumulation of
conventional and original verbal and visual expmess second, that such self-
performance adds to the persuasiveness of hisrdether(s) because it increases the
writer’s credibility as an individual while alsddgering assumptions about mutual
benefit and expectations of reciprocity betweerntm@ss and servant, author and
addressee. We see service exchanged for patranagiefor trust (and distrust for
distrust) through the exchange of letters. Of ceuirsequalities and disjunctions also
emerge. Servants are clearly expected to expressioie to the mistress in their
letters to her and others, while she is entitlethke their willing service for granted
but must explain what in particular she wishes themto. In addition, their letters
show some of Bess’s servants negotiating for prampa return to her favour, and
ongoing financial support after leaving her servioghese scenarios, it is clear what
the servant writers wish to gain but not alwaysadlgiclear how the proposed
arrangements would benefit their mistress. On adgascale, the letters written by
Bess’s attendants in the 1580s depict drastic plisnos to the domestic harmony of
the conglomerate household of Bess, Shrewsbury,ghsoner-guest Mary Queen
of Scots, and their respective servants, revediiagnterconnectedness of domestic
and national politics and calling for interventidut all letter-writers, whatever their
particular circumstances and agenda, construatgdbeial identities with reference
to the mistress-servant relationship in which thasticipate, and each letter makes
the ongoing development of this relationship pathe business in hand.

Thus, early modern letters of household and estatrgagement and even
letters sent by servants to contacts outside thediwld were both practical and

performative, using socially significant linguisaad material components jointly to
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attempt to persuade recipients to think and aatraatg to senders’ wishes. The
letters studied in this thesis demonstrate thahgpes surprisingly, this is as true of
upper servants writing to their mistress and offugential benefactors with advice,

requests, or apologies as of her writing to theth wistructions, praise, or rebukes.

Who was Bess of Hardwick?

Bess of Hardwick’s biography has been written awaritten several times since her
death in 1608. Several modern biographies providealth of detail about many
aspects of her life, but the main events can bersnised briefly? Elizabeth (Bess)
Hardwick was born sometime in the 1520s — her laete is disputed — probably
at her father's modest manor house at Hardwickbipsire. Both her parents, John
and Elizabeth Hardwick (née Leake), came from gdiaimilies of only local
importance. Bess had several siblings, and all w#lte/oung children or infants
when their father died in 1528. As the only somds, was less than two years old at
that time, the boy’s minority was spent in a longreship, which placed the whole
family in a precarious situation, deprived of ina@from and control over the
Hardwick lands. Elizabeth’s remarriage to anotleal gentleman of limited means,
Ralph Leche, and the birth of three more dauglt@nsiot have brought greater
financial security, yet Bess too was soon marreed member of the local gentry,
Robert Barley or Barlow, in what looks like a desje attempt to set these two
minors on a path towards social and financial §tgbHowever, Barley died soon
after, leaving Bess a teenaged widow. Yet fromahexertain beginnings, she went
on to marry and outlive three prominent men aflthdor royal courts: Sir William
Cavendish (married 1547, died 1557), Sir WillianL8¢ (married 1559, died 1565),
and finally Sir George Talbot, sixth earl of Shréws/ (married 1567 or 1568, died
1590), who was commonly believed to be the weadtmebleman of his generation

and who gained additional notoriety as the longesting custodian of Mary Queen

2 Maud Stepney RawsoBgss of Hardwick and Her Circlg.ondon: Hutchinson, 1910); E. Carleton
Williams, Bess of Hardwick1959] (Bath: Cedric Chivers for The Library Asgaiton, 1977); David
N. Durant,Bess of Hardwick: Portrait of an Elizabethan Dyn|€77], rev. ed. (London: Peter
Owen, 2008); Mary S. LovelBess of Hardwick: First Lady of Chatswof005] (London: Abacus,
2006). Bess has also been the subject of two sligdibgraphies, Alison Plowdehlistress of
Hardwick (London: BBC Publications, 1972) and Kate HubbardJaterial Girl: Bess of Hardwick,
1527-1608London: Short Books, 2001), and appeared in bipigical anthologies including Crichton
PorteousGreat Men of Derbyshiré_ondon: The Bodley Head, 1956), pp. 72-87 andIRrézgrefe,
Women of Action in Tudor England: Nine BiographiSaktche¢Ames, lowa: lowa State UP, 1977),
pp. 59-81. She also has her own entry inQIENB: Elizabeth Goldring, ‘Talbot, Elizabeth [Bess of
Hardwick], countess of Shrewsbury (1527?-1608pDNB, OUP, 2004-2013
<http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/26925>.
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of Scots during her English captivity. During Bessadult marriages, she bore and
raised six children (all with Cavendish), boughtl @e-managed numerous
properties in Derbyshire, and supervised the rdimglof Chatsworth House and the
old Hardwick Hall. In her final widowhood, she coleted her most ambitious
building project of all, a new Hardwick Hall oveestowing the old. She also
founded a dynasty of sorts, as her daughter Elthabavendish married into the
Stewart royal family, and Bess’s male descendasts wn to become dukes of
Devonshire, Newcastle, and Portland.

This is how Bess'’s life trajectory is typically thiwith a focus on her serial
marriages and the ever increasing wealth and dtia¢ysbrought her. However,
Bess’s marriages alone cannot adequately explaindgefrom the ranks of the
impecunious lower gentry to countess, landownet,raatriarch. The first turning
point in her life was her time in the service otlyaZouche, which allowed her to
make connections beyond her place of birth, to egpee court life, and ultimately
to gain the acceptance of the elites whose custiieeby then shared. Bess may have
met Barley while both were serving (and being des&d) in Lady Zouche’s
household, and she met her next two husbands dpeingds in which she and they
were serving at the royal court. In that sensesBeasareer ran in parallel with those
of her second and third husbands, who likewise myal favour and social
prominence beyond their birth status through ttedicated service. Although this
thesis focuses on the correspondence exchangeddeBess as mistress (rather
than as waiting gentlewoman) and her own housednudidestate servants, it is worth
bearing in mind that in Tudor England service al§ assmarriage bound people
together and could contribute to upward mobility.

Nevertheless, one of the most influential sketdfd®ess’s life and character
remains that by Edmund Lodgelltustrations of British History(1791), which
presents her as a thoroughly selfish social climder made a career of marrying up
and getting as much as she could from each hushduath, in each case to the
detriment of his own family and the promotion of$eélhe death of one husband
merely freed her to set her sights higher for tivet of her four ‘conquests’Lodge
does not attribute Bess'’s success to feminine chaRather, he calls her ‘a woman

of masculine understanding and conduct’ and cldiasshe was a very persuasive

® Edmund Lodgelllustrations of British History, Biography, and Maers][...] from the Manuscripts
of the Noble Families of Howard, Talbot, and C¢ci] 3 vols (London: G. Nicol, 1791), p. xvi.
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talker? It seems that Lodge would not consider competitisguisitiveness a
character flaw in a man. But for a woman to introdemale prerogatives for the
acquisition and disposal of wealth, property, aatliral resources turns her into ‘a
merchant’ and marriage into a business deal in hvbie drives a hard bargaiin
late eighteenth-century genteel society, it wagpbimanthinkable that a wife could
behave in such a way. But in the households o$itkteenth-century gentry and
nobility (hereafter ‘elite households’), the misseof the house was the master’s
chief delegate, outranking upper servants but resipte with them, down through
the line of command, for the smooth managemerti@htaster's complex and
diverse domestic affairs. When Bess’s third hush&mdwilliam St Loe, addresses
her as the ‘cheyff oversear off my worcks’ it isaione of affection and
appreciation, not alarm (letter ID 59).

Nevertheless, Lodge’s anachronistically derogattigracter sketch of Bess
furnished material for Joseph Hunter'sHallamshire: The History and Topography
of the Parish of Sheffield in the County of Y{819) and continues to retain some
currency: John Guy’s biography of Mary Queen oftSclerives its descriptions of
Bess's character directly from Lod§&choes of Lodge’s voice can be heard in the
full-length biographies of Bess by Maud Stepney Raw(1910) and E. Carleton
Williams (1959), which present her as larger thémnih her personal and dynastic
ambitions, in her building projects, and in heralaipty to carry out her grand
designs through a combination of cold calculatind extreme risk-takingWhereas
Rawson and Williams vacillate between admiratiod articism of their subject, the
more recent biographies by David N. Durant (1974 Bary S. Lovell (2005) are
consistently sympathetic and rather less melodiarffiadthough all major accounts

“ Lodge, p. xvii.

® Lodge goes on to list further examples of whabheiously considers her masculine behaviour: ‘She
was a builder, a buyer and seller of estates, eegnlamder, a farmer, and a merchant of lead, coals,
and timber’ (p. xvii). The final activities listqukertain to the exploitation of the natural resoarce

her estates.

® Joseph HunteHallamshire: The History and Topography of the Bhrbf Sheffield in the County of
York(London: Richard and Arthur Taylor, 1819), pp.®2-69; John GuyMy Heart Is My Own’:
The Life of Mary Queen of Scdtsondon: HarperCollins, 2004), pp. 441-42, 448-49.

" Maud Stepney RawsoBgss of Hardwick and Her Circlg.ondon: Hutchinson, 1910); E. Carleton
Williams, Bess of Hardwick1959] (Bath: Cedric Chivers for The Library Asgiton, 1977).

8 David N. DurantBess of Hardwick: Portrait of an Elizabethan Dyng€77], rev. ed. (London:
Peter Owen, 2008); Mary S. Loveligss of Hardwick: First Lady of Chatswof005] (London:
Abacus, 2006). Bess has also been the subjecioddlighter biographies, Alison Plowdédviistress

of Hardwick(London: BBC Publications, 1972) and Kate Hubb&rdjaterial Girl: Bess of
Hardwick, 1527-160§London: Short Books, 2001), and appeared in ljoigical anthologies
including Crichton Porteou§reat Men of Derbyshiré_ondon: The Bodley Head, 1956), pp. 72-87
and Pearl Hogref&/omen of Action in Tudor England: Nine Biographig&ktchegAmes, lowa:
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of Bess’s life have quoted from her correspondéimceodge and Hunter’s editions),
none pay close attention to her language, spesgifistolary practices, or how the
dynamics of her position as the mistress of ae éldusehold and numerous estates
shaped her domestic and linguistic behaviour. 8sithis thesis demonstrates, these
aspects of her life richly reward careful consitiera

From the time of her marriage to Sir William Cavistdn 1547 until her
death some sixty years later, Bess remained thieasssof an elite household,
responsible for the management of its materiallamdan resources, whether she
was married or widowed, and regardless of the itjeot her husband. Some of her
earliest-serving officers, including Whitfield a@itompe, remained with her after
Cavendish’s death in 1557 and her remarriage t¥V8iram St Loe in 1559. The
correspondence between Bess and Crompe indicatethéir long-term working
relationship was a mutually satisfying one. Itasgible that long-serving officers
like Crompe not only assisted with administratieatinuity over times of great
change in Bess'’s life and domestic arrangementalbatdeveloped greater
attachment to the mistress, each other, and thiegar houses and estates where
they served than to the sequence of masters (airdst#rvants) who came and went
— even though nominally (and perhaps more than nalhy) Bess’s servants were
subsumed into the household of each new husbanglaceld under his authority, as
was Bess herself.

While the thesis seeks to forefront the words, erpees, and epistolary
practices of Bess’s upper servants, its histogicaiuned close readings of domestic
letters also shed considerable light on Bess'sopeidince of her mistress role, both
directly in her own letters to her Chatsworth stelggwhich are the focus of
Chapter 3) and as represented in the letters wiityeher officers and attendants
(analysed in Chapters 4 and 5). From these readifgscomes apparent that Bess
was an active and astute household manager, wha keep track of complicated
details and large numbers of people. Furthermte used a range of different styles
when writing to the Chatsworth stewards with instiens. The social significance of
her stylistic variation in these letters is consadkin Chapter 3. Letters written by
Bess’s upper servants either to or about her rdhiatikhe also performed her
mistress role through retaining attendants of gdnitth and exercising various

forms of patronage. These findings strongly sugtiegtBess derived important

lowa State UP, 1977), pp. 59-81. She also hasweremtry in theODNB: Elizabeth Goldring,
‘Talbot, Elizabeth [Bess of Hardwick], countessStfrewsbury (1527?-1608)QDNB, OUP, 2004-
2013 <http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/26925>.
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aspects of her social and political identity froer hole as the mistress of a great
household — and not only from being the wife ofrgasingly wealthy and
prestigious husbands.

Relevant biographical details, including remindafrber marital status at
particular times, are given in each chapter to beltextualise the readings of
individual letters. Because Bess’s surname arebtithanged with each of her
marriages and it would be disorientating to catl ineseveral different names over
the course of the thesis, she is referred to siraplBess’. That is the version of her
name used in the modern biographies and ilB#ss of Hardwick's Letteredition,
so it provides consistency across as well as wittdividual studies.In contrast
with the familiarity implied by using her nicknantbe thesis considers Bess in her
dignified and authoritative role as the female dgead of a large-scale domestic
institution. In the letters studied here, she ensas one individual interacting with
others within the framework provided by househattdrchies and practices that
placed the mistress above the upper servants bassitated that she work with
some of them quite closely.

Thus, although women'’s histories have clearly shidvan early modern
aristocratic women'’s roles and opportunities wargely defined by their
relationships to male family members, especial§rrthusbands, the importance of
the entire household unit — as an institution thetded to be carefully managed, as
a symbol of the social status and honour of itslhaad as a venue for political
engagement — in determining the self-perceptionstataviour of all its members,
including the mistress and her upper servantsytismbe underestimatéd Close
readings of the domestic letters written by Besklaar officers and attendants reveal
how their respective mistress and servant roleg negresented and enacted in their
correspondence, and they remind us just how impontgstress-servant relations

were to social identities and epistolary practioethis period.

° Bess of Hardwick’s Letters: The Complete Correspned, c. 1550-16Q&d. by Alison Wiggins,
Alan Bryson, Daniel Starza Smith, Anke Timmermand &raham Williams, University of Glasgow,
web development by Katherine Rogers, Universit$loéffield Humanities Research Institute (April
2013) <www.bessofhardwick.org>.

9 For example, Barbara J. Harfi&glish Aristocratic Women 1450-1550: Marriage dramily,
Property and CareeréNew York: OUP, 2002); Froide, Amy M., ‘Marital &us as a Category of
Difference: Singlewomen and Widows in Early Mod&mgland’, inSinglewomen in the European
Past, 1250-1800ed. by Judith M. Bennett and Amy M. Froide (Ptédfphia: U of Pennsylvania P,
1999), pp. 236-69.
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Methodology

This thesis has a four-part methodology, the §itage of which was the choice of
material and overall interpretive approach. Thesth offers a microhistory of
servants’ correspondence that uncovers the sp&aitys in which a small group of
servants to the same mistress textualised theaitioakhips with her and others
through their correspondence. Letters by their vatyre textualise social relations,
which they simultaneously represent and enachguistic and material forms.
Letters written and received by servants offer igum perspective on social history
that leads to valuable insights into the constanctf domestic social relations
otherwise hidden from view. Like much of women’stbry, the thesis is in part an
effort to recuperate the voices and reconstrucetteeyday experiences of a social
group that has been marginalised in traditiondbhisgraphy (though the thesis
reveals that in the households in which they sertregbe particular servants were
not so much marginalised as medial, placed betwezmistress and the lower
servants in the domestic hierarchy).

Microhistory offers a particularly appropriate framork for studying the
performance of social relations in servants’ maripscorrespondence, as this mode
of historiography is characterised by the choicarafsual or traditionally
overlooked subjects that can bring to light preslgwbscure aspects of social or
cultural history; by an interest in how non-elitglividuals exercise agency within
social or circumstantial constraints; by close,lif@t@ve analysis of often archival
material; and by dense and highly particular hissicontextualisatioht ™ fact
that very few letters have survived is no obstézlnis type of analysis. Indeed, the
advantage of working with a small number of letisrthat it allows for fine-grained,
historically informed, holistic analysis of eacheoi\s the readings in Chapters 3-5
demonstrate, a single letter can encapsulate @&iesignding relationship between

sender and addressee. Furthermore, comparisorandative findings can, by the

1 precise definitions of microhistory are still cesiied, but most would agree that Robert Darnton’s
The Great Cat Massacre and Other Episodes in Frehltural History(London: Allen Lane, 1984),
Carlo Ginzburg'sThe Cheese and the Worms: The Cosmos of a Sixt€enthary Miller, trans. by
John and Anne Tedeschi (London: Routledge & Kegaul,A980), and Natalie Zemon Davigke
Return of Martin GuerrédCambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1983) are classic gxas Of these, Davis’s
work is now the most widely respected, probablydose it is the least eccentric. This thesis iqat f
more similar to Davis'§iction in the Archives: Pardon Tales and Theirlée in Sixteenth-Century
France(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1987), as both studyhgeaf individual voices working to achieve
particular outcomes within the rhetorical paran®tdrunequal social relations and a single genre.
The fullest and most recent account of microhistsr8igurdur Gylfi Magnusson and Istvan M.
Szijartd’'sWhat Is Microhistoryheory and PracticéAbingdon: Routledge, 2013).
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end of the thesis, contribute to wider historiodpiapl debates and point to a number
of areas where further research is needed.

After selecting the material and overall interpretapproach, the second
stage was transcribing and annotating the leffdrs. thesis studies original sent
letters as whole objects, comprised not only ofdsand discourses but also of the
material forms in which they took shape and wereutated, and from which letters
as a genre derive a great deal of their meaningorngly, it includes images and
full, accurate, annotated transcriptions of alveteextant letters written and
received by individuals known to have been in Bessrvice. The new transcriptions
provide a solid basis for detailed textual analysisile the notes assist interpretation
by glossing difficult words and providing additidmaformation about the people
and places mentioned. The inclusion in the thefsiseimages on which the
transcriptions are based enables readers to cortigatero and to see for themselves
the visual features that are referred to in therpretation of these manuscript letters.

The transcriptions and images are integral to tiayais of the letters.
Whereas images are grouped together for convenigaoscriptions are integrated
into Chapters 3-5, where they are analysed in @iogycal order. This structure
allows for narrative continuity across these cdrapters while also demonstrating
interpretive continuity from transcription throughalysis — that is, the placement
of the transcriptions at the beginning of eachisaaif analysis reflects the fact that
the interpretive process begins in the act of tabig (if not earlier) and is
subsequently developed further and made more éxplithe reading that follows.
The new transcriptions included in the thesis weagle with the particular type of
analysis to be undertaken in mind, as describélderanscription Policy, above.

The importance of starting with transcription —careful reading and
viewing — of the original before moving on to weitt analysis can be demonstrated
by observing the results when this step is omittedil quite recently researchers
working on Bess of Hardwick had limited accessdodorrespondence and related
letter collections, either in the original manuptsi(which, as sent letters, exist in
single copies) or in photographic or accurate tyaphical reproduction¥. Instead,
they relied on a combination of (mainly nineteeo#imtury) calendar entries —
which sometimes include full transcriptions of éet but more often blend summary,

2 For a discussion of the circulation and currenéreabouts of the extant letters sent and receiyed b
Bess, see Alison Wiggins, ‘Locating the Letters’;Editing Bess of Hardwick’s Letters’, iBess of
Hardwick’s Letterdaccessed 21 November 2013]
<http://www.bessofhardwick.org/background.jsp?idé%3
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paraphrase, and quotation without clearly distisging the editor’'s words from the
writer's — and eighteenth- and nineteenth-centaliti@ns, which include
misreadings, bowdlerisations, silent elisions, arudlernisations® Studies based on
such sources necessarily miss the potential sigmifie of many features on the
visual-palaeographical-linguistic spectrum, suckageut, folds, and seals, the
appearance of the handwriting, original spelliradfyreviations, corrections, and
original punctuation, as these are usually supptesseditions. Worse, works based
on these editions carry over mistranscriptionsraa#te errors of interpretation that
could have been avoided by looking at the manutscrip

For example, in their biographies of Bess, Raw¥ditljams, and Lovell all
guote from Hunter’s mistranscription (or perhapw/bierisation) of a letter to Bess
from her main delegate at Wingfield Marf8i=rom Hunter's printing of ‘scolle’ for
‘stolle’, Williams understandably extrapolates thidie servants found [Bess’s
grand-daughter Arbella] quite unmanageable’ sinmtéhe Countess’s absence, her
steward Nicholas Kinnersley reported, “She wenttadhe school these six days
therefore | would be glad of your Ladyship’s confinly The graphemes <c> and
<t> are easily mistaken in secretary script, buh@&context of the whole letter
(which refers to Arbella’s improved appetite) aridvbat we know of her education
(by private tutors), ‘stolle’gtool short forclose stoqlthe sixteenth-century
equivalent of a toilet) is by far the likelier reéag. In this passage, one grapheme can
change our perceptions of two people’s characketslla was not unruly after all,
nor was Kynnersley at his wits’ end trying to cahtrer.

Another minor error from the same letter illustsatiee fact that
modernisations of spelling, like misreadings or b@ssations, can sometimes
replace one word with another. In the first editadrHunter’'sHallamshire(1819), as
in the manuscript letter, the words ‘the’ and ‘geé both spelled %; but in Rawson
and Lovell's quotations, which cite the 1869 editas their source, %is
(arbitrarily?) replaced with either ‘the’ or ‘yodgading to awkward readings like,

'3 Calendars typically consulted include the SP (Dang the HMC series and, from the 1960s and
1970s onwardgA Calendar of the Shrewsbury and Talbot Papersamheth Palace Library and the
College of Armsvol. 1 ed. by E. G. W. Bill and Catherine Jamisaol. 2 ed. by G. R. Batho

(London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1966 dti¥1) and th€atalogue of Manuscripts of the
Folger Shakespeare Library, Washington, D Zvols (Boston: Hall, 1971). Some of Bess's Istte
are edited, with various degrees of mutilationLbgge and Hunter. Hunter (1783-1861) had access
to the letters now forming the Cavendish-Talbot Mi$&e Folger (X.d.428 (1-203)) when they were
‘in the collection of manuscripts made by the l&dn Wilson, esq.’ (1719-1783) of Broomhead Hall,
near Sheffield, and before they were acquired byfBomas Phillipps (1792-1872) (Hunter, p. 78).

¥ Hunter, p. 90Bess of Hardwick’s Lettel® 37.
5 williams, p. 217.
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‘so that he might come upon you sudden and findayeay’, whereas ‘come upon
the sudden’ (that is, come suddenly) is equallydvaih palaeographic grounds and
more likely what was meanht.One final cautionary tale: Lovell was clearly winidx
from theCalendar of State Papers Relating to Scotland aadyMQueen of Scots
and not from the manuscript or a published editibthe letter in question when she
wrote that ‘One of Bess’s gentlewomen, FranceseBatt wrote ... to a friend and
claimed that the Shrewsburys’ differences had begjun when Bess spoke her mind
to the servants of the Queen of Scdfdh fact, the letter makes quite clear that it
was Battell who spoke up and that she was refetarige origins of Shrewsbury’s
dislike of herself, and not of Bess. This misintetption of events was made
possible by ambiguities in the calendar entry, wisgreakers are either unidentified
through point-form omission of the grammatical gabj(such as, ‘Has been plain
with the Scots’) or identified ambiguously as ‘shEhis mistake directly affects how
Bess and one of her servants are characterised\sfli what is so striking about
Battell's letter is her degree of political enga@ety here attributed to her mistress.
Ten out of eleven of the transcriptions in the ih@sere made from high-
resolution colour digital images (nine from the d@fs digital collection and one
from The National Archives), which enabled closservation not only of the
handwriting (including the manual writing habitsioflividual correspondents) but
also of other visual features, such as the disti@aesign of the seal that Crompe
uses in both his letters to Bess, which may haea Iés own device, and the
socially significant layout of Foxe’s letter to hd@he remaining letter was
transcribed from a black and white but neverthetgste legible printed image (from
Nottingham University Library). All transcriptionsere checked for accuracy
against published editions (most of which were @arably less precise), including
Bess of Hardwick’s Lettersvith which the thesis is contemporary and hasbst
in common in terms of editorial approach and attento detail*®
The third stage of the methodology was to devalopethod of close reading

that combines and builds on the strengths of releresearch specialisms. The

6 Rawson, p. 313; Lovell, p. 358.

7 calendar of State Papers Relating to Scotland aadyliQueen of Scots, 1547-16@8|. 7: 1584-
1585, ed. by William K. Boyd (Edinburgh: H. M. Retgr House, 1913), p. 49, item 46; Lovell, pp.
286-87.

18 Of the nine letters also included in tBess of Hardwick’s Lettersdition, three were previously
edited by Hunter: IDs 37, 99, and 101. Anotheeleith the thesis, NUL, Middleton MSS, Mi C 15, is
fully transcribed irHMC Middleton pp. 152-55; and, finally, SP 53/13, ff. 14r-1S\guoted, not

quite in full, in John Daniel Leade¥]ary Queen of Scots in Captiviigheffield: Leader & Sons;
London: George Bell & Sons, 1880), pp. 551-52, fepcalendar or edition that he has not fully cited.
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thesis’s integration of full, tailor-made transc¢igms of letters with close literary,
historical pragmatic, and material analysis is pagieire from previous practice. It is
common for epistolary studies to quote selectivedyn a large number of
manuscript letters in order to demonstrate a pattarto analyse data sets from
letters included in linguistic corpora far removeaim the manuscript originals, or to
interpret a smaller number of letters found in @llsunineteenth-century) printed
editions. When analysis is based on new transaripfias is increasingly the case
amongst historicist researchers, these tend tadked away in an appendix if
included at all. Exceptionally, James Daybell's tmesent monograpfi,he Material
Letter in Early Modern Englan(2012), opens with a transcription, images, textua
and material interpretation, and meticulous regoesibn of the resources,
personnel, and timelines involved in the composiaod multi-stage circulation of a
single manuscript letter — an approach remarkabhlar to (and developed
contemporaneously with) that taken in this thé$But whereas Daybell’s
monograph goes on to survey many aspects of erigtptactice, the thesis
maintains the same concentrated focus and inn@vatethodology throughout its
core chapters.

For its interpretive method the thesis developssaamised version of close
reading that combines historical pragmatic analgkjgarticular linguistic features
with consideration of wider rhetorical strategiesl @f visual-material features of the
letters. The basic technique of close reading dsrftom New Criticism and
involves attending in detail to the language amdhid features of literary texts so as
to minimise the extent to which one imposes one/s @eas onto texts in the name
of interpretation. New Criticism as a movement gaugrmal and thematic unity in
literary texts, which were considered to be puxelsbal works of art, abstracted
from their material manifestations in manuscriptd arinted books and equally set
apart from other quotidian realities and historjgadcesses. Although the letters
studied here were not produced as rarefied aestbigitects but, on the contrary, are
entirely preoccupied with the business of everydiayestic life (and, moreover,
exist in single manuscript copies which resist geurned into abstractions), they
nevertheless share many features in common wétatitre, making this an
appropriate reading technique to adopt (and adap# letters studied in this thesis

all make use of several formal features of thetelasisy genre. Genre-specific

¥ Daybell, The Material Letter in Early Modern Englar{Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan), pp. 1-
10. The letter in question is Hatfield House, C&aipers 88/58, written by Robert Cecil to Sir Fieinc
Darcy on 23 September 1601.
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linguistic features include superscriptions, sdlates, valedictions, subscriptions,
and signatures, while visual-material features agchandwriting (italic or secretary,
one’s own or a scribe’s), disposition of blank spdolding, and choice of seal also
comprise elements of form that further signal thate texts are letters and that
further add to their social meaning. Moreover, ¢hiesters embed literary techniques
such as characterisation and narrative within wbatd be conceived of as extended
monologues in which authors perform themselvesrbateaders. They can thus be
read for voice and style as well. The fact thatlétiers are goal-orientated means
that they are thematically driven although, covgmnultiple topics in rapid
succession, they lack the unified focus sought by ICritics.

It will be apparent by this time that letters agemre challenge the limiting
assumptions of New Criticism. So too do subseqgomewements within literary and
broader cultural studies, where ideas about thar@af literature and its relationship
to history and material culture (including, of ceey history of the book) have been
revolutionised over the last thirty years by treerof New Historicism and Cultural
Materialism. However, when stripped of its aestheth and adapted to take account
of current theoretical orientations, close read&mains an indispensable
interpretive method. (Its continued usefulnessiglicitly acknowledged in the
paradox that at the same time as texts are inagdgideing interpreted as material
objects, non-textual objects are increasingly bé&egd’ and history itself described
as competing ‘discourses’.)

In the thesis the method of literary close readsngdapted to include
analysis of the letters’ visual-material featured af how the letters functioned and
circulated as material objects laden with histdlycspecific social significance.
While some features that the letters share wigndity texts (genre conventions,
characterisation, narrative, tone, and voice) arssiclered, these are interpreted
alongside their linguistic and material featureghie context of how they contribute
to each letter’s agenda. The practical and perseiggirposes of each letter are taken
to constitute the epistolary equivalents of thewWéh its holistic approach to close
reading, the thesis contributes to the sociologgpi$tolary texts (more specifically
early modern servants’ correspondence) and toeihéegration of manuscript
studies within literary and social history. It alselps to expand the emerging field of
historical pragmatics, which is currently dominabgdpoliteness theory, speech act
theory, and quantitative analyses of very narrosnféunction pairings extracted

from large linguistic corpora. By contrast with Buapproaches, the thesis integrates
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some of the findings and methods of existing histbipragmatic studies of letters
into more holistic, qualitative readings and a aesk agenda that also includes
reconstructing the specific historical circumstanitewhich the letters were written
and circulated.

The analysis of the letters extends beyond théiraaially produced
significance by tracking the methods of deliverg adlditional uses of some of these
manuscript letters after they left their writerginds and control. While internal
references to professional carriers or other sésvasletter bearers give hints about
the frequency and logistics of correspondence, rsedaents on the outer address
leaves of letters are particularly helpful in restwacting the journey that individual
letters took from writer to addressee to storagesose or further circulation — yet
another dimension of the practical and social fimmst of early modern servants’
correspondence.

As the fourth and final stage of the thesis’s mdttogy, close readings of
the letters are informed by two layers of histdrmantextualisation. Through
supplementary research in Bess’s household actomahkis and inventories, it has
been possible to reconstruct to varying degreebadlisehold positions and careers
of several of the servants who wrote, receivedyene mentioned in the letters.
Discoveries about writers’ and recipients’ housdtmdsitions, particular
responsibilities, relative wages, length of servared who did and did not have
chambers of their own at Chatsworth at the timesniories were made build up a
fuller picture of the social and economic relatiamghe household. These details
make an important contribution to the letters’ iptetation. Furthermore, the
meticulous reconstruction of servants’ working §feom documentary sources help
to make the thesis a richly layered microhistorppgosed to a series of close
readings.

Finally, contemporary didactic literature about seliold management,
treatises setting forth servingman ideals, andesgrtations of servants in
Shakespeare’s plays are brought to bear on thepretation of the letters, placing
them in a wider historical context. This two-prodgeethod of historical
contextualisation enables detailed interpretatafnadividual letters to grow out of
the particular domestic and interpersonal contiextghich they were written and
circulated, which in turn are shown to form parivder epistolary and domestic

practices, ideologies, and discourses.
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Overview of chapters

Chapter 2 surveys existing scholarship on earlyenoé&nglish letters and on
country-house service in Tudor England, placingninero-study of the
correspondence of Bess of Hardwick’s servantsfdtlatvs in relation to the
interconnected historiographical and wider schyglddvelopments that it draws on
and contributes to most directly.

Bess'’s letters and reputation are the subject efp@hm 3, which first
problematises oft-repeated claims that Bess’s @agihg voice gives a clear
indication of her character and then offers alteveareadings of her three extant
letters to her Chatsworth stewards, Francis Whitid James Crompe. These
readings reveal that Bess’s epistolary performantésr mistress role were varied
and were shaped by social pressures as well asuieged discourses, and that as
material objects her letters were considered oftal value to her servants for
reasons of their own.

In Chapters 4 and 5, servants’ letters take cesthige. Chapter 4 analyses
what remains of the other side of the Chatsworthespondence, the surviving
letters written to Bess by her officers James Cmmvgilliam Marchington, and
Edward Foxe. Here the emphasis is on how eacheoffiembines formulaic
epistolary etiquette with efforts to direct his tress to think and act in specific
ways. It argues that frequent and directive lettating was a duty of officers,
especially stewards, that gave them the opportaailemonstrate their devotion and
competence, but to varying degrees. The threeenffidifferent voices, including
their levels of self-consciousness, reflect thdfiecent relationships with Bess and
their internalisations of their respective offices.

Chapter 5 considers the rather more dramatic $ethext three of Bess’s upper
servants wrote to her and others concerning theltuous state of affairs at a
sequence of houses during the breakdown of thexSbreys’ marriage in the 1580s.
Writing as gentle-born attendants to seek help fobiner members of the gentry,
William Marmyon and Frances Battell neverthelesspnt themselves very much as
servants, whose trials have arisen due to theotd®mvto their mistress. Marmyon’s
professed hatred of Shrewsbury and Battell's enypatth Bess demonstrate how
gender scripts performances of personal loyaltylenBattell’s letter further reveals
the troubling political implications of domesticcteonalism and re-alliances in the
Shrewsbury-Stewart household. The two lettersithetolas Kynnersley wrote to

Bess during her separation from Shrewsbury alsdam@nguage that is more
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emotive than that of the earlier officers. Hisdesthighlight issues of domestic
espionage, security, and defence — the practidal gii holding the manor for Bess
during her absence.

Findings across all the letters are synthesis#tteatnd of Chapter 5 and in

the Conclusion (Chapter 6), which also suggestssdia future research.



CHAPTER 2

Contextualising servants’ correspondence

Introduction

The rapidly expanding field of epistolary studissimeeting place for scholars
working within and across several neighbouringigistes, including social and
political history, women’s history, literature, meseript studies, linguistics, and,
increasingly, digital humanities. Letters are mantarly well suited for
interdisciplinary study due to their complex natasemulti-functional circulating
textual objects of interpersonal exchange, whidly dasy categorisation as either
historical documents or literary texts and whos@usaript materiality contributes to
their meaning. Indeed, as James Daybell and An@exdon observe in their
introduction to the most recent issueLofes & Letters‘The expanding appreciation
of the nuanced complexities of the early modenetdtas stretched beyond
conventional disciplinary boundaries’ as in thd tas years the field has come to be
characterised by shared intereSts.

This chapter outlines the current state of reseanchoth early modern
English letters and household service in Tudor &mgjl placing the micro-study of
the correspondence of Bess of Hardwick’s servduatisfollows within the
historiographical and wider scholarly developmehg it draws on and contributes

to most directly.

Approaches to early modern English letters

Thanks in large part to the impact of New Hista@mgsiand Cultural Materialism on
historicist research across the humanities, thatystiiletters has been transformed
since the early 1990s from an exercise in straogivtirdly extracting information
from letters deemed important historical or litgraources into a much more
dynamic and sophisticated field of enquiry. What naw be called early modern
epistolary studies attracts scholars from manyedhfit disciplinary backgrounds and

has come to consider as a matter of course hogrdetorms (both linguistic and

% James Daybell and Andrew Gordon, ‘New Directianthie Study of Early Modern
Correspondencel,ives & Letters: A Journal of Early Modern Archividesearch4.1 (2012), 1-3
<journal.xmera.org/volume-4-no-1-autumn-2012/agtébditorial.pdf> [accessed 6 January 2014] (p.
1). See also their ‘Select Bibliography: The Mamipgd etter in Early Modern England’, pp. 8-35
<http://journal.xmera.org/volume-4-no-1-autumn-2@tfcles/bibliography.pdf>.
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material) and the conditions (both material andapt which they were produced,
circulated, and read contribute to their functiansl meanings.

The rapid growth of epistolary studies in the fdsten years has seen a
proliferation of articles, essay collections, moraghs, editions, digital projects, and
conferences and even the establishment of a réseantre dedicated exclusively to
the study of early modern letters (CELL). Oversit®rt history, research topics
within epistolary studies have ranged in scope ftoenLatin letter-writing practices
and manuals of individual humanists like Erasmuhéoreconstruction of pan-
European, multilingual correspondence netwdtisevertheless, letters written in
English have received particularly sustained aitberdnd have been approached
from a number of angles. While some studies focuspstolary theories and letter-
writing manuals (also known as epistolographiet)ers seek to elucidate the
relationship between theories and practices, whateothers focus on historically
specific methods of composing, materially produceugd circulating manuscript
letters.

Although scholars differ in their views of how famnd in what ways Latin and
English printed manuals and model letters may lafigenced the production of
actual, sent letters in English, all agree thatntiagor development in epistolary
theory and practice over the sixteenth century thasiumanists’ classicising
reformation of the medieval rhetorical art of letteriting, thears dictaminis
Jonathan Gibson has identified two separate humnaaditions that, along with the
ars dictaminis provided the theoretical framework for early madietter-writing:
early modern rhetorical theory and the revivedsitas theory of the familiar lettéf.
Whereas thars dictaminisas an essentially impersonal mode of corresparaen
associated with royal, governmental, and ecclasastdministration and with legal
matters, had relied on formulaic phrases and hgthasised the social distance
between senders and recipients (for example, thrtheyuse of formal titles and
socially graded terms of address), humanists fretraRch to Erasmus were inspired
by the rediscoveries of Cicero’s familiar lettess¢imagine the art of letter-writing

as an art of conversation and a means of constgufriendship and intimacy

? Lisa JardineErasmus, Man of Letters: The Construction of Chadsn Print(Princeton: Princeton
UP, 1993); ‘Cultures of Knowledge: Networking thegblic of Letters, 1550-1750’, an
interdisciplinary digital research and cataloguimgject based at the University of Oxford, which
began in 2009. Further information is availabldgtsrwebsite:
<http://www.culturesofknowledge.org>.

22 Jonathan Gibson, ‘Letters’, in Michael Hattaway,, & Companion to English Renaissance
Literature and CulturgOxford: Blackwell, 2000), pp. 615-19.
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between individuals. Furthermore, whereasatsedictaminiswas built of set
phrases that were memorised and written out byingbeedictable combinations (a
process that aided administrative efficiency), BEras's treatis®e conscribendis
epistolis(1522) urged the writers of familiar letters teeesise invention,
personalising their rhetoric so as to reflect ndyahe relative social status of
correspondents but also their degree of intimacynake the most of any common
ground or emotional bonds between them, and torttikir language to the
particular occasion and objective of each Iettén practice, as Judith Rice
Henderson and James Daybell have observed, thédaleiter could cover the full
spectrum of topics that fell outside the remith public-orientated letter types
derived from the three categories of classicalooyathe ‘deliberative’ or
‘persuasive’, the ‘demonstrative’ or ‘encomiast@nd the ‘judicial®* The term
‘familiar letter’ refers not only to the revivedlsgenre’s comparatively private
subject matter but also to its personalised rhedibsgtyle and its underlying ideology,
which offered an alternative way of conceptualisivitat — and whom — letters
were for.

Lynne Magnusson has persuasively argued that Esismpistolary theory
both reimagined social relations and made new sémslationships possible
through the language of lettérsThe prime example in this regard is friendship,
which could be created or reinforced between e@dlcaten via the ‘pleasures style’
that constructs social equality and reciprocitypoth affection and practical
assistance. As a standard textbook in the gramohaots, Erasmus’®Be
conscribendis epistoliwas likely the most widely disseminated of anyih étter-
writing manual in sixteenth-century Englaffdret despite its theoretical ideal of
constructing social equality through correspondetiemanual’s emphasis on
rhetoric, its use in formal education, and moslbthe fact that it was written in

Latin ensured that it reached an exclusive audidvea from the lower social

% Desiderius Erasmu§pus de conscribendis episto{Basle: J. Froben, 1522). The standard edition
for anglophone scholars i©®h the Writing of Letters/De conscribendis epistptrans. and ed. by
Charles Fantazzi, i@ollected Works of Erasmusol. 25, ed. by J. W. Sowards (Toronto: U of
Toronto P, 1985), pp. 1-254.

24 Judith Rice Henderson, ‘On Reading the RhetorihefRenaissance Letter’, in Heinrich F. Plett,
ed.,Renaissance-Rhetorik/Renaissance Rhe{@&txlin and New York: de Gruyter, 1993), pp. 143-
62 (pp. 149, 151); DaybeNVomen Letter-Writers in Tudor Engla@xford: OUP, 2006), pp. 18-19.

5 Lynne MagnussorShakespeare and Social Dialogue: Dramatic Langusug Elizabethan Letters
(New York: CUP, 1999), Chapter 3, ‘Scripting Sod®alations in Erasmus and Day’.

% Daybell,Material Letter p. 56; Alan StewarShakespeare’s Lette(®xford: OUP, 2008), p. 14.
See also Henderson, ‘Humanism and the Humanitiesnis'Opus de conscribendis epistalis
Sixteenth-Century Schools’, in Carol Poster andlai€. Mitchell, edd, etter-Writing Manuals and
Instruction from Antiquity to the Presef@olumbia: U of South Carolina P, 2007), pp. 141-7
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orders and women from all but the highest typicdltynot have access to Latin
tuition; although literacy in English was on theei it too was the result of unequal
educational opportunity. For the unschooled inipaldr, instruction in letter-writing
was gained informally through reading letters aarireg them read, through trial and
error, guidance or criticism from relatives anes, or through consulting printed
epistolographie$’ Those who could read English but not Latin did mote the
means to conduct epistolary relationships on tlesfaran model until the final third
of the sixteenth century, when his ideas were omédd through letter-writing
manuals in English and, increasingly, incorporaitéd English correspondence.

The earliest epistolographies in English were warfk®xtual and cultural
translation, bringing European, humanistic theoaied models for letter-writing to
readers of English who came from diverse but gdiyaran-elite backgrounds. With
the exception of Abraham FlemmingisPanoplie of Epistle€L576), which offers
translations of the familiar letters of Cicero asttler classical orators as models for
composition, sixteenth-century English epistologirap tend to be less concerned
with formal rhetoric than their Latin precursorsif they nevertheless share
Erasmus’s preoccupation with the practical rhetofiepistolary social relatiorfs.
According to Magnusson, Erasmus personalised épigtdhetoric by recognising
that since ‘persuasion requires the rhetorical waoson ofethosto shape the
writer's image angbathosto shape the reader’s response’, to write pergedsiters
must involve ‘the self-conscious construction détienships’?® Whether or not they
explicitly acknowledge this pragmatic principle,dlish epistolographies and sent
letters alike build upon it.

The first epistolography in English, William Fulwd'e The Enimie of
Idleness€1568), is a translation and adaptation for aniena® of London
‘Marchants, Burgesses, [and] Citizens’ of the Frem@anual e stile et maniére de
composer, dicter, et escrire toute sorte d’epistie)ettres missives, tant par
response, que autremei566)*° Like courtesy books, English epistolographies
were aimed at readers of middling status who wageeeto attain social polish,
credibility, and preferment by adopting the etiqe@f their social superiors. For this

reason, these manuals tend to juxtapose prindiptdamiliar letter-writing with

" See DaybellMaterial Letter pp. 53-63.
%8 Abraham FlemmingA Panoplie of Epistleg..] (London: Ralph Newberie, 1576).
29 MagnussonSocial Dialoguep. 68.

%0 William Fulwood, The Enimie of Idlenesge.] (London: Henry Bynneman for Leonard Maylard,
1568), [sig. A.vii].
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more rigidly status-conscious language derived ftears dictaminis For
example, Magnusson has argued that although Fulwomddes clear instructions
for writing in the familiar style with the utmosedorum, his examples are often
characterised by the sorts of laboured formaldied hypercorrections typical of
discourse that aims too high and overshoots thé&,maradoxically revealing the
writer’s lower social statu¥. Angel Day’sThe English Secretorigart 1, 1586) also
demonstrates contradictory impulses, exercisinly @odern rhetoricatopiain a
manner that recalls dictaminal precedents whast# Well over a hundred examples
of salutations, valedictions, subscriptions, anuesscriptions? Yet this manual also
encourages correspondents to exercise their ovgefnent and invention elsewhere
in their letters.

Tensions between convention and invention and lestwempeting
linguistic registers can also be found in sentfstof the period. Daybell has
observed that since a formal occasion could bedmant of social anxiety’, ‘The
more formal the occasion of writing, the more clpdetters followed templates of
protocol, since not to do so would be consideregpnopriate, a social affront. Thus,
royal letters, letters of petition and recommeratatcondolence letters and legal
correspondence and other sub-genres of officialdimialy conform to the rules of
rhetoric’, unlike familiar letters exchanged betwéstimates®® As observed by
Peter Mack, early modern business letters tendlkoa# formal protocols and choose
conventional subject matter, but this thesis res/dadt letters exchanged between
employers and servants can also evoke familiantyteust through the use of
comparatively simple and direct language seasonidoscasional expressions of
sincerity or even affectioff.In some cases, business correspondents do apgear t
emotionally invested in what they are writing, wénes in others they evidently
deploy affective language merely as a stylisticaihgilable means of persuading
recipients to comply with their wishes.

In John Browne’d'he Marchants Aviz(1589), a manual that addresses the
multifaceted needs of Bristol merchants’ inexpeseghsons and apprentices trading
overseas, both correspondence and friendship &relginstrumentaf® This

manual evinces little interest in either epistolstyle or social relations, but

31 MagnussonSocial Dialoguepp. 117-21.

%2 Angel Day,The English Secretorie..] (Robert Waldegrave for Richard Jones, 1586),23-34.
% Daybell,Material Letter p. 69.

3 peter MackElizabethan Rhetoric: Theory and Practi@ambridge: CUP, 2002), p. 116.

% John BrowneThe Marchants Avizp..] (London: Richard Field for William Norton589).
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nevertheless, as Magnusson has argued, its mabesladopt Erasmian discourses
of friendly reciprocity for the purely practical gpose of securing necessary
assistance from experienced English merchants @bfoa

By contrast, most of the servants’ letters studheithis thesis conform to the
humanistic ideal of achieving epistolary sinceritfimacy, and reciprocity through
comparatively informal language, even while thettets also maintain appropriate
levels of verbal respect (whether formulaic or imwee) for their socially superior
recipients. In fact, the letters of Bess of Hardwgcservants reveal that the Erasmian
model of epistolary familiarity, designed to stréren horizontal rather than vertical
relationships, aligns surprisingly well with conteonary ideals for employer-servant
relations, since reciprocal duties, mutual beneditel emotional solidarity were
considered hallmarks of orderly households. Althouigs impossible to determine
whether or not any of Bess’s male officers hadivetka grammar-school education,
their surviving letters reveal that all but onenef upper servants (including the
gentlewoman Frances Battell but excluding the wemré&dward Foxe) were able to
effectively combine the ideals of familiar corresdence and of faithful service,
modifying discourses of friendship to suit the hrehical and highly practical but
undeniably familiar relationship between servart amployer. Their letters thus
stand at the cross-roads between sociability asthbss, familiarity and formal
deference. They also provide insight into how detfiers were written and operated
in the absence of printed instructions or models.

Most of the surviving correspondence between Bedshar household and
estate officers was written before the publicatbany epistolographies in English.
James Crompe, Francis Whitfield, William Marchingtand Edward Foxe had no
manuals to follow for the sort of letter-writingog@red by their positions. They
probably learned on the job. The first printed btmkarget servants as letter-writers
and potential consumers of self-improvement litei@tvas Walter Darell’s Short
discourse of the life of Seruingmgr578)3’ Darell’s treatise, which offers moral and
practical guidance for servingmen, opens and gigdgle to a compilation that also
includes entertaining and moralising verses comgpbgeDarell, model letters
collected by him, and finally an anonymous transtaof ‘The treatise of Master
Ihon Della Casa [...] intituled Galateo, of fasls@and maners’, which was added by

% MagnussonSocial Dialoguepp. 128-32.
" Walter Darell A Short discourse of the life of Seruingniief (London: Ralphe Newberrie, 1578).
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the printer or booksellef This particular combination of texts within a dimg
volume indicates that by the late 1570s there wamrigh literate male servants to
form a niche market for printed books and that asaal group servingmen were
considered to be especially in need of improvirgrtmorals, manners, and letter-
writing skills. There was a reason for this: sitiveir duties involved them in a
steady stream of interactions with their socialesigrs, both in person and on paper,
in which servingmen would be further disadvantalggdnaking anyaux pas they
could be expected to welcome guidance. The mottet$¢encluded in Darell's
compilation are headed ‘Certeine Letters verie ssmee for Seruingmen’ and
include several examples of letters from servantdients to their ‘singular good
Lord[s]’ and ‘singular good maistresse[3]'When Bess’s Chatsworth steward James
Crompe wrote to her in the previous decade, he asEinpound term of address
that combines these elements: ‘my synguler googkl&mestres’ (IDs 17, 18). But
despite the similarity of their address formulaar&l’s model letters of petition and
thanks and Crompe’s letters of management haleilittcommon stylistically since
they exhibit different levels of formality and rbetal elaboration. Crompe and
Bess’s other Chatsworth officers write in a far gien and more direct style than that
of Darell’s examples (which closely resemble cguletters), and there is no
evidence that any of Bess’s servant corresponasmetsread printed epistolographies
or books of advice to or about servants — mostlativwere, in any case,
published after they penned their surviving lettetswever, both these genres of
didactic literature inform my readings of theirtées, as the precepts taught in them
drew on and contributed to wider ideologies anducat of epistolarity and service
in which Bess’s literate servants actively partatgal. Further reference is made to
particular texts, including Darell’s, at relevamimis in the chapters that follow.
Whereas this thesis breaks new ground with itsagwesd attention to
servants’ correspondence, it also builds on a langkegrowing body of scholarship
and is particularly indebted to studies of womeaggespondence. Letters composed
by women were among the first to be studied in @ that recognises the
complexities of letters as a genre and that ma&eserted efforts to understand

early modern letters, and women, in their histdrcamtexts. Underlying this work

% Darell's portion of the volume is not paginated imeludes signatures. Della Casa’s courtesy text,
although the final piece in the compilation, beginspage 1, which indicates that it had been tyipese
and printed separately but was then bound in wahells work to form a single volume. This
compilation and Flemming’Banopliewere both printed for the bookseller Ralph Newderi

% See Darell, sigs C.iij.-E.iij.
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are the twin agenda, inspired by the rise of womérmstory on the one hand and the
expansion of literary studies to include non-fintijgrose and the materiality of texts
on the other, of recuperating both the letter famd women’s writing within this
genre as fit objects of study. Daybell’'s work hagtb particularly instrumental in
bringing women’s letters into the mainstream ofyearodern epistolary studies. His
first monographWomen Letter-Writers in Tudor Englaf2D06), provides an
immensely useful thematic survey of women'’s epastopractices, while the edited
collectionEarly Modern Women'’s Letter Writing, 1450-17@001) brings together
insightful case studies by a number of scholartherletters of several individual or
related women and on widespread features of wontettés-writing in the period®

In addition,Women and Politics in Early Modern England, 145@A{2004), also
edited by Daybell, includes several essays thaalethe diverse political uses to
which women put their corresponderfé&Vithin and beyond these important
volumes, the letters of several noblewomen and@eatnen have been the subject
of numerous articles, doctoral theses, and ediiionscent year§? Scholarship on
early modern women'’s letters is unified by prevajlinterests in how letters
contributed to women'’s social relationships andshweosely, in the varied practical
and political goals that could be pursued throygktelary relations.

A second area of growing interest in English epastostudies is the
materiality of manuscript letters. As a recent depment, the focus on materiality is
absent from the two foundational literary monogsaph early modern letters, Lynne
Magnusson’sShakespeare and Social Dialogue: Dramatic Langusagsk
Elizabethan Letter§1999) and Gary Schneideif$ie Culture of Epistolarity:
Vernacular Letters and Letter Writing in Early MadeEngland, 1500-170(005),
which are both primarily concerned with interpregtihe language of lettefdDue to
the limited accessibility of manuscript letterdNorth America compared with
Britain and to the scarcity of digital resourcesdpistolary studies before the late
2000s, Magnusson and Schneider relied on printges that had varying editorial
policies and that represented few non-textual featof letters — thus keeping the

emphasis very much on text, albeit in editoriallgchated forms. Another

0 James Daybell, edEarly Modern Women'’s Letter Writing, 1450-17@@undmills, Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2001).

41 James Daybell, edwyomen and Politics in Early Modern England, 145@Q7Aldershot: Ashgate,
2004).

2 Many of these are listed in the bibliography.

“3 Gary Schneidefhe Culture of Epistolarity: Vernacular Letters ahdtter Writing in Early Modern
England, 1500-170(0Newark: U of Delaware P, 2005).
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characteristic of their literary and print-basegrach was to study English printed
epistolographies as texts in their own right ang@ars of a culture of epistolarity that
included theory and instruction as well as pracfideese research contributions are
extremely valuable and continue to provide a fotind&or historicist, literary, and
linguistic studies of letters.

More recently, and perhaps especially in Britadweré has been growing
awareness of the value of consulting manuscrigfirwals, both to ensure textual
accuracy and to interpret letters more holisticalgce in manuscripts visual-
material as well as textual details are availabtecbnsideration. Those who have
consulted large numbers of manuscript letters lodngerved that not only the
linguistic but also the visual etiquette of these-en-pagset forth in
epistolographies were unevenly applied in pracfia&hile the more formal
subgenres of letters were more likely than othefsitow the guidelines laid out for
them, formulae for opening and closing letters amiting the address were adhered
to far more often than any other prescriptidhs.

The turn towards material culture in epistolarydgts has discovered that
visual-material features of manuscript letters cantribute to their social meanings,
not least by enabling scholars to reconstruct tdmepdex processes by which letters
were created and circulated. Alan Stewart and Heatfolfe’s exhibition catalogue
Letterwriting in Renaissance Engla 2004) includes colour images and
descriptions of now obsolete writing tools as veslicolour images and transcriptions
of twenty-six manuscript letters from the Folgeaksésspeare Library’s holdings,
which allow readers to observe the handwriting, afsspace, fold-lines, seals, tears,
and dirt that all contribute to both the form ahd history of these letters as
objects?® Picking up on A. R. Braunmuller and Jonathan Gitsgroundbreaking
studies of the social significance of blank spaceanuscript letters, Stewart and
Daybell amongst others have gone on to consideymdditional visual-material
features and uses of letters as objects: Stewaddaployment of letters as socially

and thematically significant stage propsSimakespeare’s Lette(2008) and Daybell

4 Stewart suggests that ‘Then as now, it seems expigorously dispensed “how-to” advice in an
attempt to bring some order to an activity that viraseality, wonderfully miscellaneous, even
chaotic’ (p. 14).

“5 Daybell,Material Letter pp. 63-73. See also James Daybell, ‘Scriptingradie Voice: Women’s
Epistolary Rhetoric in Sixteenth-Century LetterdPefition’, Women’s Writing13 (2006), 3-22.

“6 Alan Stewart and Heather Wolfeetterwriting in Renaissance Englafi/ashington, DC: Folger
Shakespeare Library, 2004).
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the production, delivery, reception, functions, afierlives of manuscript letters in
The Material Letter in Early Modern Englarf@012)%’

Of course, concern with how modes of productioaseinination, and
reading relate to the forms and functions of téxtsothing new to book historians or
to medievalists accustomed to working with manussff This line of enquiry has
proven to be a valuable addition to early modeistelary studies as it has revealed
the often highly collaborative nature of composamgl penning, delivering, reading
or hearing, storing or recirculating, and, ultinkatelestroying or archiving
manuscript letters. These processes are highlightedghoufThe Material Letter
and there and elsewhere the implications of trerpeirsonal relations involved in
each stage of a letter's existence have been stoi far reaching. For example, in
scribally penned letters, it can be difficult tookmwhether the words were
composed by the signatory, the scribe, or a contibimaf both?® Yet even when
letters were dictated to a highly trusted scribaotten in the signatory’s own hand
they cannot be assumed to offer unmediated aco¢le signatory’s thoughts.
Before the establishment of a reliable postal sysitad modern notions of privacy,
letters were prone to be lost, misdelivered, irgpted, or delivered in the form of
being read aloud to the addressee and assemblgzhogn{Such contingencies are
frequently represented in literature and dram&efgeriod as they make for a good
story.J° Correspondents needed to be careful about whasttedown in writing.
Katy Mair has demonstrated that Anne Bacon adapitbne and contents of her

letters according to how much she trusted the bearko would deliver thert. And

4" A. R. Braunmuller, ‘Accounting for Absence: Theafscription of Space’, iNew Ways of Looking
at Old Textsed. by W. Speed Hill (Binghamton, NY: RenaissaBoglish Text Society, 1993), pp.
47-56; Jonathan Gibson, ‘Significant Space in MaripsLetters’, The Seventeenth Centufy2
(2997), 1-9.

“8 Daybell’sMaterial Letteris very much in the tradition of the essays cadddn Jeremy Griffiths
and Derek Pearsall, eddpok Production and Publishing in Britain, 1375-BACambridge: CUP,
1989).

9 See, for example, Graham Williams, ‘Whose Lang@dggtters Written by Scribes’, Bess of
Hardwick’s Letters<http://www.bessofhardwick.org/background.jsp?id&2 [accessed 23 January
2013]. Imogen Julia Marcus, ‘An Investigation inbe Language and Letters of Bess of Hardwick (c.
1527-1608)’, PhD thesis, English Language, Universi Glasgow, 2012, devises a method of scribal
profiling that combines palaeographic and lingaistnalysis in order to identify which letters weitt

in Bess’s name were composed and penned by Besslfher

*° For example, in the final sceneDielfth Night Feste, after a deliberate delay, delivers Matvsli
letter of complaint to Olivia by performing it aldun a voice and demeanour intended to mock the
steward’s alleged madness and thus to invalidatplbas for justice (William Shakespeareielfth
Night, or What You Willed. by Keir Elam (London: Arden Shakespeare, 2(008.281-305).
Precarious postal conditions inspired an entiregenfiction framed as letters that were lost and
found by the way (Stewart and Wolfe, p. 147).

*1 Mair, Katy, ‘Material Lies: Parental Anxiety angbistolary Practice in the Correspondence of
Anne, Lady Bacon and Anthony Bacohiyes & Letters4.1 (2012), 58-74 (pp.59-60, 69-72)
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as studies of the afterlives of letters have shdhay could also be forwarded by the
addressee to others, copied out and circulatediuitipi®e manuscripts, or even
printed — by any of these means reaching a widdieage than originally intended,
with unpredictable consequencés.

In addition to these reasons for exercising cautiagpistolary self-
expression, contemporary notions of decorum caoutilh to a fairly impersonal style
marked by conventional formalities, particularly &mldressing the recipient in the
superscription on the outside of the folded leties, salutation or initial greeting, and
the valediction or farewell. Apart from familiartiers on the Erasmian model, which
intentionally create epistolary intimacy betweerrespondents figured as absent
friends, early modern English letters tend to benf in register and practical in
outlook, their rhetoric directed towards persuadhggrecipient to help the sender
achieve stated or implied objectives. That doesmedn, however, that early modern
letters were entirely devoid of originality or thithey offer no access to the sender’s
inner world; rather, it means that they offer méetia highly purposeful
representations of the sender’s thoughts, acteoms character, in which originality
and convention can either work together or be hetdnsion. This thesis finds that
Bess’s upper servants perform their social idexgtithrough a combination of
adapting epistolary conventions, fulfilling societapectations, and personalising
their letters in various ways. Moreover, theirdestdemonstrate the impossibility of
fully separating inner selves from outer selveghase correspondents appear to
have internalised their social identities.

Since letters are by their nature interpersonalwhys in which they
textualise social relations is a particularly ffulitarea of research, which underlies
all studies of letters in one way or another. Tweopdifferent approaches have been
taken to the study of epistolary social relatiddsth are primarily concerned with
language although consideration of how manusceigiiires contribute to social
meaning is increasingly being integrated into Bdthhe first approach is essentially

social historical in outlook and is interested owhparticular individuals, families, or

<http://journal.xmera.org/volume-4-no-1-autumn-2@itfcles/mair.pdf> [accessed 23 November
2012].

%2 For example, Mair, ‘Material Lies’, pp. 72-74; J&wvann, ‘The Second Earl of Essex’s “Great
Quarrel” and Its LettersLives & Letters4.1 (2012), 133-51 <http://journal.xmera.org/\rak+4-no-
1-autumn-2012/articles/swann.pdf> [accessed 9 Jg@did 4]. See also DaybeNjaterial Letter
Chapter 7: ‘Copying, Letter-Books and the Scribat@ation of Letters’.

%3 See, for example, DaybeMaterial Letter Chapter 4: ‘Interpreting Materiality and SociadiSs’
and the essays in Marina Dossena and Ingrid Ti@&am van Ostade, edStudies in Late Modern
English Correspondence: Methodology and D@arn: Peter Lang, 2008) and Paivi Pahta and
Andreas H. Jucker, edS8pommunicating Early English ManuscrigtSambridge: CUL, 2011).
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social groups managed their relationships throegkrs. There is a strong narrative
undercurrent here, as semi-biographical studiearaband even the widest social
historical surveys of early modern letter-writirgndl to present findings in the form
of engaging and memorable anecdotes. Nearly atiegistudies of women’s letters
take this approach, which characterises historfsistuding literary) epistolary
studies more widely.

The second, more circumscribed approach to they stepistolary social
relations is primarily linguistic in focus. Lettease one of several genres (or ‘text
types’) whose language has been frequently analysedthe perspective of
historical pragmatics, a new discipline that, légstolary studies, emerged in the
mid-1990s. Historical pragmatics has been receatgfined by two of its leading
practitioners, Andreas Jucker and Irma Taavitsaiasrthe study of patterns of
language use in the past and the way in which thatierns change over tin&'.
More specifically, historical (like modern) pragneat‘studies language not as an
abstract entity but as a means of communicationighzeing used by people
interacting in specific situations, with specifidentions and goals and within
specific contexts® According to this formulation, the historical pragtic approach
to language exactly mirrors current approachesitty enodern letters outside the
field of linguistics. In practice, however, the paumlar research questions and
methods typically employed by historical pragmatieihave little in common with
those of mainstream epistolary studies. Withindnisal pragmatics, research
interests cluster around how specific socially gigant linguistic forms and
functions — especially terms of address, speea) antl politeness or impoliteness
— are deployed in letters and other genres of mgipiroduced in or across various
eras and on further processes of language chateggrikmmaticalisation and

pragmaticalisationi’ There is often an emphasis on quantitative rekeaging

** Andreas H. Jucker and Irma Taavitsairenglish Historical Pragmatic§éEdinburgh: Edinburgh
UP, 2013), p. 2.

%5 Jucker and Taavitsaineinglish Historical Pragmaticspp. 1-2.

% Jucker and TaavitsainerBnglish Historical Pragmaticsonstitutes an overview of the current
state of the field. Historical pragmatic studiesafly modern English letters include Terttu
Nevalainen and Helena Raumolin-Brunberg, ‘Constsaim Politeness: The Pragmatics of Address
Formulae in Early English Correspondenceilistorical Pragmatics: Pragmatic Developments ie th
History of Englished. by Andreas H. Jucker (Amsterdam/Philadelploan Benjamins, 1995), pp.
541-601; Helena Raumolin-Brunberg, ‘Forms of AddriesEarly English Correspondence’, in
Sociolinguistics and Language History: Studies Blase the Corpus of Early English
Correspondengeed. by Terttu Nevalainen and Helena Raumolin-Beug (Amsterdam: Rodopi,
1996), pp. 167-81; Minna Nevala, “Youre modor seniétter to the”: Pronouns of Address in Private
Correspondence from Late Middle to Late Modern Bhglin Variation Past and Present:
VARIENG Studies on English for Terttu Nevalairesh by Helena Raumolin-Brunberg, Minna
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linguistic ‘data’ gleaned from large electronic pora (where words are far removed
from their original linguistic, material, and widkistorical contexts), and on tracing
changing patterns of language use.

Historical pragmatics borders on several other diras of linguistics
(including historical linguistics, pragmatics, luistal sociolinguistics, and corpus
linguistics), with which it currently maintains strger methodological ties than have
yet been formed with other (more deeply historjagiproaches to letters, textuality,
and social relations. Furthermore, historical pratiosts have experienced
difficulties communicating their findings to thedar academic audience that could
benefit from them. In part this is the result afittendency to present amassed
linguistic data, which has little inherent interesnon-linguists, rather than tapping
into more dynamic examples of interpersonal veelxahanges and presenting them
in a more historically grounded manner that wouldkeied bring the ‘specific
situations, [...] intentions [and] goals’ of copesdents to the fore. A second barrier
to communication is the use of technical termingltwat is incomprehensible to
non-specialists. For all of these reasons, hisitbpcagmatics has to this point
remained very much a specialism within linguistlesgely self-isolating from
developments in interdisciplinary epistolary stsdiespite much common ground.

However, there have been a handful of studies lyatsing qualitative
historical pragmatic analysis, sometimes combingld @ther methods, have reached
a wider audience. Magnusson’s work, among thetfirgicorporate linguistic
analysis into literary readings of early modertelet, has been particularly
influential. At a time before historical pragmatitad fully emerged as a socio-
historically orientated alternative to theoretisaddern pragmatics, Magnusson
brought Penelope Brown and Stephen C. Levinsorlitepess theory, Pierre
Bourdieu’s economic model of linguistic exchange] apeech act theory to bear on
interpersonal exchanges within historical textgegponse to her realisation that

literary studies on its own lacked adequate tdolsthe close analysis of language as

Nevala, Arja Nurmi, and Matti Rissanen (Helsinkiic&té Néophilologique de Helsinki, 2002), pp.
135-59; Susan M. Fitzmauriche Familiar Letter in Early Modern English: A Prangitic Approach
(Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2002); @reaham Williams, ‘Pragmatic Readings of the
Letters of Joan and Maria Thynne’. For studiesistonical speech acts and linguistically constrdcte
social relations outside of letters, see the esisafgdreas H. Jucker and Irma Taavitsainen, eds,
Speech Acts in the History of Engligkmsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2008) Radid A.
PostlesSocial Proprieties: Social Relations in Early-Modegngland (1500-168QWWashington:

New Academia Publishing, 2006).
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social action and interaction’. The resulting readings evince a keen sensitiity t
how linguistic style and historically specific exgnces of social stratification and
intersubjectivity interact within particular genrasd circumstances. Magnusson’s
publications have influenced much subsequent wor&asly modern English letters,
including Susan M. Fitzmaurice®he Familiar Letter in Early Modern English: A
Pragmatic Approaclt§2002), which provides literary-pragmatic readiofsetters
from the late seventeenth and eighteenth centB@s. Magnusson and Fitzmaurice
are regularly and deservedly cited in non-linguaikistoricist studies. A recent
example of historical pragmatics being used in doatibn with other analytical
tools to good effect is Graham Williams’s work & tetters of the Thynne women.
In his doctoral thesis Williams combines pragmaitith palaeographical analysis to
track how the Thynne family’s epistolary relatioipshchanged, sometimes subtly,
sometimes dramatically, according to factors ragdiom scribal mediation to major
life events including elopement, inheritance, andowhood>®

Williams’s approach exemplifies the current trenithm historical
pragmatics, observed by Jucker and Taavitsainergredidering more deeply the
relationships between the material and linguigirois and functions of historical
texts. Research methods inherited from modern igtigs are beginning to be
reassessed and refined to allow for new manusiapéd approaches and a return to
gualitative, historically contextualised analydisrgside quantitative, corpus-based
approache?’ These are welcome developments that should hsiprhual
pragmaticists working on letters to build more coomnground and communicate
more easily with colleagues in other disciplinesthie benefit of epistolary studies as
a whole. It is one aim of this thesis to assistrdpprochement between historical
pragmatic and wider epistolary studies by includjoglitative historical pragmatic
analysis within historically informed literary antaterial readings of manuscript
letters.

This thesis engages with many of the latest and suisstantial

developments within epistolary studies outlinedvabd/lost importantly, inspired by

" MagnussonSocial Dialogue‘Widowhood and Linguistic Capital: The RhetoriechReception of
Anne Bacon'’s Epistolary AdvicegEnglish Literary Renaissanc@l (2001), 3-33; and ‘A Rhetoric of
Requests: Genre and Linguistic Scripts in ElizatetWomen’s Suitors’ Letters’, Women and
Politics, pp. 51-66 (quotation from p. 52). Penelope Brand Stephen C. LevinsorPoliteness:
Some Universals in Language Usd$6878] (Cambridge: CUP, 1987) has subsequentin lskewn

to be historically and culturally specific, as aeas of what constitutes verbal politeness; swe, f
example, Richard J. WattBplitenes{New York: CUP, 2003), especially Chapters 2 and 4

8 Williams, ‘Pragmatic Readings of the Letters cid@nd Maria Thynne’.
% Jucker and TaavitsaineBinglish Historical Pragmatigspp. 33-35.
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the considerable contributions to knowledge madsdplarship on women’s

letters, it opens up for study the correspondem@mother marginalised yet
ubiquitous social group: household and estate s&svAs with women’s letters, the
main obstacle to studying early modern servantgre may not be that they are too
few but that they tend to escape our notice uMesmtentionally look for them.
Although, as a focused microhistory of the corresjemce of one particular group of
servants, this thesis does not attempt to seethedetters of servants in other
households let alone to calculate the total nurob&atters penned by early modern
English servants that still survive in public antate archives, it may be noted here
that when servants’ letters do survive, it is mikely to be because their contents
pertain to their masters’ (or mistresses’) busirlkaa for any other reason.
Administrative letters sent by servants to theiptayers and intentionally preserved
at the time of receipt are likely to have remaibaeded amongst other documents in
the family papers ever since. In addition, sociablpetitionary letters written by
servants to recipients other than their employeag, ras this thesis demonstrates, be
discovered amongst the papers of neighbouring fasnilr even in the State Papers.
An advantage of researching servants’ letters,, tisethat the majority of those that
still exist should be relatively straightforwardfind if sought.

That being the case, the fact that hitherto sodtedies of either early
modern letters or early modern servants have tuimedrvants’ own correspondence
is surprising, particularly given increasing schiglanterest in letters and in servants
as two manifestations of a larger movement thaindathe everyday’ as a fit subject
for research. This thesis is the first study taiexclusively on early modern
servants’ correspondence as such. While D. R. Mairtk’s excellent 1992 social
history of late Stuart estate stewards is basedslexclusively on extensive master-
steward correspondence and even includes a ch@aptaaster-steward relations, it is
typical of traditional historicism in that it tresaletters as primary sources from which
information about history can be gleaned, rathan thas part of history in
themselve§? Within (New Historicist) epistolary studies, Magson’s “Power to
hurt”: Language and Service in Sidney Householderstand Shakespeare’s
Sonnets’ is the only previous study to include gsialof a servant’s
correspondenc®.Magnusson'’s close readings of selected lettersamged between

0 D. R. HainsworthStewards, Lords and People: The Estate Steward-imtlVorld in Later Stuart
England(New York: CUP, 1992).

®1 MagnussonSocial Dialoguepp. 35-57.
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Sir Henry Sidney’s secretary Edmund Molyneux ariéptnembers of the Sidney
family form only part of a wider argument about tle&ationship — across genres —
between language use and writers’ socially constdusubject positions. Of all
Magnusson’s work, this essay in particular hasimegighe present thesis, which
takes up both servants’ correspondence as a reésa@a and the question of how
the textualisation of unequal social relationseitdrs reinforces the particular subject
positions of writers.

However, the thesis differs from Magnusson’s studyany respects. First,
it focuses exclusively on servants’ correspondekeeping both servants and letters
centre stage and reconstructing in some detailktiiaire of epistolarity that
pertained specifically to upper servants. In otddsuild up this picture, the thesis
provides close and densely historicised literaagpratic-material readings of all the
extant letters sent and received by Bess of Haldsvliterate servants. This
approach attends to socially significant visualenat as well as linguistic features
of each letter, revealing how diverse featuregaaewithin particular letters and
across the correspondence as a whole. The thesersssderation of manuscript
materiality extends from providing new transcripgdor analysis (rather than
relying on potentially inaccurate printed editiotsyeconstructing processes of
delivery and frequencies of correspondence, whagstics are shown to contribute
to the different textures of the mistress-servaldtionship experienced by different
correspondents. With the aid of household accoook$® and inventories, the thesis
reads the correspondence of these servants withinery particular historical
contexts of their individual service positions, idgt length of service, and
relationships with other household members andaoteias well as with their
employer. The depth and particularity of historiczgearch undertaken in the thesis
make it not just a series of close readings buicaamistory of servant
correspondence in Bess of Hardwick’s households Tethodology yields different
and much fuller conclusions about servant (andress) epistolary subjectivity and
social practices than Magnusson’s exploratory egsayhich the thesis remains
much indebted.

In the thesis, close work on a small collectios@fvants’ correspondence is
used to ask, and answer, what the intersectiondegtwervice and epistolarity can
tell us about both. More than a case study, theigh@esents the correspondence of
Bess’s servants as a touchstone for the complexofdetter-writing in the formation

of social selves and the performance of domestieslin sixteenth-century England.
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For literate upper servants, service is shown tmeeparable from epistolarity. Their
respective service positions clearly shaped théecwrhetoric, and frequency of
servants’ letters. For some, letter-writing wasugygdfor others, it allowed them to
access the patronage of valuable contacts outstddedusehold. Furthermore,
focusing on servants’ correspondence reveals hastodgry practices of the time —
such as delivery by professional carriers or sdrlsaarers, use of endorsements, and
recirculation of letters — were adapted by uppevads to suit their particular
circumstances not only as individuals but also sscgal group whose epistolary
performances and very identities, the thesis arguere grounded in their service
positions and their relationships to their employyr examining the role of
correspondence in maintaining relationships, sltapubjectivities, and expressing
historically and rhetorically conditioned emotiotisg thesis not only builds on
important previous work in epistolary studies bisbaanswers Daybell and Gordon’s
recent call for further investigation of ‘the leties a technology of the self, its
relationship to early modern subjectivities anddbastruction of emotion$?

Finally, the interpretation of letters is groundedot only the particular historical
circumstances in which each letter was writtenabsid the wider historical context

of service in elite households.

Country-house service in Tudor England: A historiographical review

The historiography of early modern domestic andtestervice before the
Restoration is a complicated one, spread veryylunér several overlapping
subdisciplines and specialisms, with only a handfukcent studies dedicated
exclusively to servants. Servants are to be founid d#igently sought — in
scattered references in works of economic histwgial history, and women'’s
history. Economic histories of domestic servicedpgosed to agricultural labour) in
this period are extremely rare. Social historyudels a range of well established and
lively research areas that, hypothetically, retatservants and household relations:
the social structure of early modern England, iveslof the nobility and gentry, the
history of the family, the (alleged) rise of priyagnd development of separate
spheres, and historical demography. Much of womkeis®ry runs in parallel,
placing women in relation to men within the congeat political and economic
systems, patriarchal families or feminine domespiceres, and increasingly, in

socio-economic or socio-political networks beyohe household. At the same time,

%2 Daybell and Gordon, ‘New Directions’, p. 3.
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works of women'’s history routinely enumerate theysven which even aristocratic
women were systematically debarred of legal rigim$ economic opportunities
enjoyed by their male counterparts. But servanti€rand female), despite
comprising up to seventy percent of the populatibfifteen- to twenty-four-year-
olds and living within about forty percent of abburseholds or ‘families’ in early
modern England, have received very little atten{lehalone retrospective moral
support) in social historical studies of the presfeation period®

What P. W. Fleming observed in 1989 remains true:

The early modern ‘family’ was not only a kin grougut comprised all
those who regularly shared the same roof as the: diethe
household. And yet, among all that has been writethis subject,
[...] servants have been neglected, even thougtecgoraries
regarded them as fully part of tfemilia. Without servants, the
family at all but the lowest levels of society wdilave been unable
to function®*
Tim Meldrum put it even more bluntly in 2000: ‘linvisibility” fails to characterise
domestic service in terms of contemporary [earlylera] sources, it is relevant —
in the light of the plethora of publications on read service — to the relative
historiographical myopia evident for the perioddref1800°° And yet, when
compared with the dearth of publications on théegirth century, those on the long
eighteenth century could be deemed a ‘plethoraldMien’s own study of London
households from 1660 to 1750 helpfully problematigeand narratives about the
feminisation and commodification of service, in@iag domestic privacy, and the
rise of the middle class that are too often takergfanted by domestic and women’s
historians of later periodf§.However, Meldrum’s study too is orientated towattuss
end of the ‘early modern’ period, not only in itsverage but also in its rebuttals of
arguments back-projected onto the eighteenth cgbtuhistorians of the ‘modern’
nineteenth. Of ‘early modern’ servants, those efdixteenth century in particular
continue to fall through the cracks.
The typically unsettled nature of the servant eigpee throughout the early

modern period — moving in adolescence from pardrdaies to those of (usually

83 Statistics are from R. C. Richardséfgusehold Servants in Early Modern Engldivianchester:
Manchester UP, 2010), p. 63.

P, W. Fleming, ‘Household Servants of the Yorkistl Early Tudor Gentry’, iarly Tudor
England: Proceedings of the 1987 Harlaxton Sympuosed. by Daniel Williams (Woodbridge:
Boydell, 1989), pp. 19-36 (p. 19).

% Tim Meldrum,Domestic Service and Gender 1660-1750: Life andiWothe London Household
(Harlow: Pearson, 2000), p. 6.

% Meldrum, pp. 6, 10, 16, 41-42, 74-76, 84, 19531B-9.
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successive) employers before (ideally) marrying fanching households of their
own in their late twenties — is mirrored by thetftwat servants have not found a
settled home in histories of the family and eartydern domesticity’ Lawrence
Stone’sThe Family, Sex and Marriage in England 1500-180®77) has been much
criticised for its methods and findings regardihg &ffective quality of relationships
between husbands and wives, parents and childoemhd near invisibility of
servants — who are mentioned only nine times in@yes — has passed without
comment and been only slightly improved upon insegjuient studies of the early
modern English family® Ralph Houlbrooke'§he English Family 1450-1702984)
includes an eight-page section on ‘Service, apfestip and higher education’
tucked into the chapter on parents and childfén.The Family and Family
Relationships, 1500-1900: England, France, andUhé&ed States of America
(1994), Rosemary O’Day criticises the work of Pét@slett and other historical
demographers whose decision to exclude servantstfieir categories of household
structure and calculations of average househotlsgr the tone for later histories of
the family’° Her more qualitative comparative survey of faméjationships does
include domestic servants, in a small way, in gosige section on ‘Servants’
followed by another eight pages on ‘Servants anidtezm’.” Yet, ironically, she
takes pains to exclude servants from familial refeghips, arguing that although the
term “'servant” described a relationship rathemtlagob’, the affective bond
between parents and children was missing from tinely hierarchical bond between
employers and servantsAlthough this is a point worthy of serious consat®n, it
results in servants being marginalised in her stjudf as, in her view, they must
have been emotionally peripheral to the kin gronpem they served; the question
of employer-servant relations is shut down rathantexplored. Will Coster’'s
Family and Kinship in England 1450-1802001), admittedly a slim volume,

®7R. C. Richardsortousehold Servantpp. 64, 222.

% Lawrence StonéThe Family, Sex and Marriage in England 1500-1808ndon: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1977). For a summary of the critiqueStifne’s argument that families lacked affective
relationships before the seventeenth century, séeCdster, Family and Kinship in England 1450-
1800(Harlow: Pearson, 2001), pp. 12-15.

%9 Ralph A. HoulbrookeThe English Family 1450-17Q®{arlow: Longman, 1984), pp. 171-78.

O Rosemary O’DayThe Family and Family Relationships, 1500-1900: Il&nd, France, and the
United States of AmerigBasingstoke: Macmillan, 1994), p. 11 in particutaut the whole first
chapter, ‘The World That Slips through Our Finggeisa response to LasletThie World We Have
Lost(London: Methuen, 1965) and to Laslett and Rich&all, edsHousehold and Family in Past
Time(Cambridge: CUP, 1972).

" O'Day, pp. 175-80, 181-88.
2 0’Day, pp. 175, 185.
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includes a token three pages on ‘Service and Apipeship’ and mentions servants
briefly in other section§’ As these examples make clear, historians of tmélys
interests remain squarely on ‘the family’ in these of individuals related by blood
or marriage, especially those who lived togethex muclear family, rather than on
the more inclusive early modern concept of fam#yad those (kin and non-kin)
ordinarily living and working together under thetfaarity of the head of the
household.

As Ann Kussmaul explains in her classic study afcadfural servants in
early modern England,

to read that servants were part of the early mofdenily is to be
tempted to think that they did not belong theraf they were not
‘proper’ members. To do so is to ignore both thdyeaaodern
mentalitéand the development of the meaning of ‘family’ dvef
1600. Slavedamuli, were the originalamilia, a group ofamuli
living under one roof [in ancient Rome]. ‘Familgter came to
include all those, not just the slaves or servamitg lived under the
authority of thepater familias later still, the husband joined the
‘family’ of wife, children, and servants.

Early modern English had no word whose meaning‘oray
kin’, or ‘all in the household except the servantsamily’ included
them all’

That said, at our moment in social and linguistgtdry, the word ‘*household’ (a
near equivalent to ‘family’ in Early Modern Englisis better able than the word
‘family’ to foreground the presence of servantshiea domestic unit and so it is the
term used in this thesis. Despite the regrettaféelaronism, the word ‘family’ is
used in the thesis interchangeably with ‘relativaa®d ‘kin’. In these uses, the thesis
follows the standard practices of the two mostvahée and most closely related
specialisms within social history: history of tlanfily, and history of the household.
By contrast with their near absence from histooiethe family, servants are
extremely visible in studies of late medieval ehtaiseholds — where, indeed, it
was the duty of many to be so. Kate Mertd3ie English Noble Household 1250-
1600: Good Governance and Politic R@1€©88) examines in detail the economic,
administrative, political, religious, and familiaperations of elite househol&sC.
M. Woolgar'sThe Great Household in Late Medieval Englgh€99) covers some

of the same ground, but with a greater emphasisospitality and aesthetics, while

3 Coster, pp. 54-56 and, for example, 30-32.
" Ann KussmaulServants in Husbandry in Early Modern Englai@hmbridge: CUP, 1981), p. 7.

5 Kate Mertes’sThe English Noble Household 1250-1600: Good Govereand Politic Rule
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988).
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Fleming’s paper ‘Household Servants of the Yorkistl Early Tudor Gentry’

(1989), quoted above, provides a brief introductmthe conditions and practices of
service in gentry households specificdfiyBetween them, these three studies outline
the key shared characteristics of service in @htble and gentry) households at the
end of the middle ages and in the early sixteeattury’’

Elite households in this period, unlike those ¢édaenturies, were ruled and
inhabited mainly by men. Because of their largéescmplex administration, and
need to reflect the magnificence, civility, andtaarity of the lords or masters who
typically headed them, elite households were bbtdwpieces for conspicuous
consumption of many kinds and extremely hierardhigéh fine gradations between
dozens of service positions, complicated ceremambcols and, in the largest
households, detailed written regulations goveriiregconduct of household
members. The top-ranking servants were literateanate, and well connected.
They came from social backgrounds similar to thels’, sometimes had estates of
their own and held multiple household or governnaggointments, and could
expect to use their service roles to further thain careers and those of their
relatives and friends through the workings of htnade-based networks of
patronage.

In this context it becomes most clear that there m@single servant class in
the sixteenth century. Elite households neededas&s\from all social levels, just as
young people from all social levels needed or wadinésources that service in a great
household could provide — food, shelter, clothiedycation, wages, customary
perquisites, patronage and protection — althougkehiesources were meted out
unevenly, according to servants’ respective raBks for example, the cut of livery
varied according to the wearer’s social statusoalgin all were in the lord’s colours.
The social side of service in elite householdsiither complicated by the fact that
aristocratic and gentry families tended to pla@rtbhildren of both sexes in each
others’ households for their education and so@tbs, which included ceremonial
service to the lord and lady and serving as conguanio any of their children still at
home. Furthermore, although servants in elite Honisls came from a variety of
social backgrounds and many served only in thaitlycsuch households also
required experienced administrators, chaplaing| lpgpfessionals, political allies,

6 C. M. WoolgarThe Great Household in Late Medieval Englghew Haven: Yale UP, 1999).

" In addition, Alexandra Shepard, ‘Family and Houséh in The Elizabethan Worlded. by Susan
Doran and Norman Jones (Abingdon: Routledge, 2Q#i)352-71 provides a good overview of the
main issues in the historiography of ‘family’ aritbusehold’ at various social levels.
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and fit adult companions for the lord. Men of stint rank and skill could be
retained in these positions for long periods oktimffectively making a career of
service that could border on friendship, or theyldanove on to other households or
government offices while remaining within theirimer master’s sphere of influence.
In such cases, there were no clear boundaries betservice, patronage, politics,
and sociability.

By comparison with men, very little is known abthe roles of women in
elite households except in relation to their fashéusbands, and sons. For example,
Barbara Harris’€nglish Aristocratic Women 1450-1550: Marriage dramily,
Property and Career§2002), an important work of women'’s history ahd bne
most relevant to the study of women in the elitedatold, is, as its title suggests,
concerned primarily with family relationships ratliean those between mistress and
servants, while the careers in question are thbiarale courtiers in the queen’s
household. At the opposite end of the social séasejorie Keniston Mcintosh’s
Working Women in English Society, 1300-162005) provides an unusually
detailed account of female servants in middlingdehwlds’® The essays in Susan
Frye and Karen Robertson’s edited collectidiajds and Mistresses, Cousins and
Queengive a good indication of just how varied fematergestic relationships
could be across the centuries, household typess@uidl levels that comprised early
modern England, while the essayd¥omen and Politics in Early Modern England,
1450-1700(2004), mentioned above, demonstrate that elitmevowere often
politically active in the period’ However, the roles of elite mistresses in domestic
management and in political patronage when at hamn@én need of further
exploration, and so too are the roles of her ferattendants and any resident non-
nuclear kin. These last are typically ignored inigbhistories because, due to the
strangle-hold of the nuclear family model, they lagéeveda priori not to have
existed. In Bess of Hardwick’s household, at leaestident female kin are very much
in evidence, which suggests that the vexed quesfitemily/household composition
may require revisiting yet again. Chapters 3, 8, @of this thesis begin to fill
several of the remaining gaps in scholarship bgfodly examining the various and

complex domestic and political roles performed l&g& her sister, her aunt, and her

"8 Marjorie Keniston Mcintosh’sVorking Women in English Society, 1300-1628mbridge: CUP,
2005), pp. 46-61.

" Susan Frye and Karen Robertson, isids and Mistresses, Cousins and Queens: Women’s
Alliances in Early Modern Englan@ew York: OUP, 1999). Laura Gowing&ender Relations in
Early Modern EnglandHarlow: Pearson, 2012) is also helpful.
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female attendant Frances Battell, as representdrinletters, the letters of Bess’s
male household and estate officers, and Bess'ssholts accounts and inventories.
One way in which Bess'’s sixteenth-century elitedahwold was decidedly
typical was in its propensity to be divided acrarsd to move between multiple
properties. Mertes observes that in the sixteeatiiucy there was an
increasing tendency for the household to spend rofitk time split
into sections: a small part with the lord; anottaerup on “board
wages”, effectively unemployed; and small groupseants
stationed at the lord’s major seats, caretakingydoding food or
possessions to the lord as requested and showspgtaldy to visitors
in his absenc®’
It was on just such occasions of geographical dssphéhat Bess corresponded with
the household and estate officers left to managas@lorth (letter IDs 17, 18, 28,
47, 99-101) and Wingfield (IDs 37, 38) on her békdlile she was elsewhere.
Long after the establishment of the family andhibasehold as specialisms
within social history, early modern servants theweshave recently begun to
sustain interest. The last fifteen years have aegnowing number of monographs
and edited collections specifically about early erdservants. Most of these
studies, like Meldrum’s, focus on the post-Refoiioraperiod and the eighteenth
century, but a few include some coverage of theesith century. R. C.
Richardson’dHousehold Servants in Early Modern Englg@010) provides a useful
overview of the changing social and economic camal, ideologies, perceived
problems, and literary representations of serviiata the sixteenth to eighteenth
centuries. Richardson too is more at home in tkiergeenth and eighteenth
centuries than the sixteenth, but he does useesitttecentury material in nearly
every chapter. It is a good thing that he doesesboth other existing servant studies
that cover the early period are aimed at a gemerdience and so, although useful on
particular points, they lack the depth of acadesnical histories and add little new
knowledge®! Keith Wrightson’sEarthly Necessities: Economic Lives in Early
Modern Britain(2000), which opens with three chapters on houdedmnomies

and the economic relationships that grew out oskbolds in the period c. 1470-c.

8 Mertes, p. 190.

8 Alison Sim,Masters and Servants in Tudor Englat&iroud: Sutton, 2006); Jeremy Mussu,
and Down Stairs: The History of the Country Housev&nt(London: John Murray, 2009).
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1550, is meticulously research&dThese recent publications notwithstanding, little
is known of servant-employer relationships in tix¢teenth century.

But despite the lack of a historiography to cadlitrown, sixteenth-century
servants can pop up in unexpected places. For dgatww older works of political
biography may well contain the most extended actsoohindividual sixteenth-
century servants to be found outside this thesehdd C. Barnett's 196Blace,
Profit, and Power: A Study of the Servants of \itliCecil, Elizabethan Statesman
which compiles scattered documentary referencesmini-biographies of several of
Ceclil's servants, and Alan G. R. Smith’s 1977 b&aigth biography of Sir Michael
Hickes®® Hickes was one of Cecil’'s secretaries, who wertbdmave a political
career of his own. The emphasis in both these wierka male political networks,
patronage, and office bearing rather than domestizice per se or servants’ own
words. Although Smith’s biography of Hickes is béhem Hickes’s extensive
surviving correspondence, there are no close rgadirhere is still a need for further
investigation into the careers, experiences, anguage use of servants of both
sexes who lived and worked in elite household$iefilizabethan period.

Finally, the one subdiscipline in which the studgiateenth- and early
seventeenth-century servants is really and trulyitig is Shakespeare studies. Since
the publication of Mark Thornton Burnett's groundéking monographvliasters
and Servants in English Renaissance Drama and ulAuthority and Obedience
(1997) there has been an explosion of interegtiivesits in early modern drarffaln
addition to a growing number of essays on senvanpsrticular plays, several
monographs have been published in the last ters y€&rarly inspired by Burnett's
approach, Michael Neill'®utting History to the Question: Power, Politicsica
Society in English Renaissance Dra(@800) considers representations of service
and other power relations in a wide range of eaxbglern drama, but subsequent
studies have focused almost entirely on servanihakespeare’s plays. In 2005,
Neill edited a special section of thr@ernational Shakespearean Yearbawk
Shakespeare and the Bonds of Senaoe in the same year or shortly thereafter

most of its contributors published monographs @nsthibject: Linda Anderson’s

82 Keith Wrightson Earthly Necessities: Economic Lives in Early ModBritain (New Haven: Yale
UP, 2000).

8 Richard C. BarnetRlace, Profit, and Power: A Study of the Servaritd/iliam Cecil, Elizabethan
Statesmar{Chapel Hill: U of North Carolina P, 1969); Alan 8. Smith,Servant of the Cecils: The
Life of Sir Michael Hickes, 1543-161Rondon: Jonathan Cape, 1977).

8 Mark Thornton BurnettMasters and Servants in English Renaissance DramiaCalture:
Authority and Obedienc@Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1997).
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Place in the Story: Servants and Service in Shaasfs Playq2005), Judith
Weil's Service and Dependency in Shakespeare’s RROB5), David Evett's
Discourses of Service in Shakespeare’s Eng(@005), and David Schalkwyk’s
Shakespeare, Love and Seryi2608)%°

The interpretations of servants’ correspondenceenvathis thesis are
informed by many of the individual studies and lbieramovements within social,
women’s, and literary history surveyed here. Thanticular historiographic
approach, however, is that of microhistory. Aspparent from this review, the
artificial divisions between ‘late medieval’ andaféy modern’ periods and between
subdisciplines of history leave sixteenth-centusyseholds and their inhabitants
betwixt and between. In the absence of a coherstariographic tradition,
microhistory offers a promising way forward. Whegrand narratives are tentative or
lacking, detailed work on a carefully chosen paitic case can open up new
material, perspectives, and questions that catlydea used as a basis for further
study. As previously mentioned, microhistory isaasespecially suitable method by
which to study a small collection of letters writtand received in the sixteenth
century by the servants of one mistress, to séevjoat these letters, in their
particular domestic and interpersonal contexts,tetms about many of the areas
where wider historical knowledge of servants’ arahven’s lives and self-
perceptions are currently lacking. For their psetyvants’ letters are ideal materials
for microhistory due to the very obvious constraiimiposed on language by unequal
social relations on the one hand and by epistaanyentions on the other. Here the
interests of historical pragmatics and microhistoopverge: under such conditions,
how did servants express themselves and exeragssewg And how, by contrast, did
their mistress exercise epistolary authority? Timeers lie in the detailed analysis

found in Chapters 3 to 5.

8 Michael Neill, Putting History to the Question: Power, PoliticsicaSociety in English Renaissance
Drama(New York: Columbia UP, 2000); Michael Neill, edhe Shakespearean International
Yearbook5: Shakespeare and the Bonds of Ser{dddershot: Ashgate, 2005); Linda Andersén,
Place in the Story: Servants and Service in Shaas{s PlaygNewark, Delaware: U of Delaware

P, 2005); Judith WeilService and Dependency in Shakespeare’s Rtagmbridge: CUP, 2005);
David Evett,Discourses of Service in Shakespeare’s Eng(&felv York: Palgrave Macmillan,

2005); David SchalkwyksShakespeare, Love and Servi€ambridge: CUP, 2008).



CHAPTER 3

‘Deliver thys at chattysworthe’:
Bess's letters of household management, c. 1552-c. 1564

Introduction

This and the following chapter take as their priymaaterial the cluster of extant
letters and related documents pertaining to theyeag running of Chatsworth
House and supporting estates in the 1550s and 1&6@s Chatsworth was Bess’s
main place of residence outside of London and tmeéehof her children and other
relatives. Letters of management were exchangeudseet Bess and several other co-
managers of Chatsworth: her two consecutive husbduadng this period (Sir
William Cavendish, who died in October 1557, andVgilliam St Loe, whom Bess
married in August 1559 and who died in February5)%thd at least four household
and estate officers who were responsible for cagrgiut a wide range of important
tasks on their behalf. The surviving letters exgfsahbetween Bess and these
officers are the focus of these two chapters, éfgrence is also made to letters that
Bess received from Cavendish and St Loe. Writtesr@er to manage over long
distances both the material and the human resonessted to maintain this large
country house and its subsidiary estates, the\sngvletters are rich in the practical,
persuasive language of everyday domestic interagtio

In these letters, Bess and her correspondentshieréfet and immediacy into
what appear to have been conventional discoursdsméstic service. In the
process, they deploy a range of rhetorical tectesdar self-representation,
narration, expressing opinion and emotion, andnalely, controlling the actions of
the letters’ recipients. It is possible to tracetlgh this set of correspondence the
typical features of and variations within what Séseare’s fictional steward
Malvolio called the ‘prerogative of speech’ unigoesach social position within the
gendered domestic hierarchy: we see Bess verbadigtiag her authoritative yet
dependent role as mistress of the house, maleeddfigerforming conventional lip-
services as part and parcel of their duty, and dndfmasters figuring the marriage
relationship as one of domestic service with thgfe as their right-hand man as it
were® Through close readings of Bess's Chatsworth cpomedence, these chapters
argue that in letters of household managementistigieatures as varied as word

choice, verb form, and sentence structure invokentiusehold position, particular

8 Twelfth Night 2.5.68-69.



Bess’s letters of household management, c. 1552-c. 1564 88

duties, gender, and relative social standing aofespondents as a means of
exercising social and material control over thedatwld and estate. Of particular
note are directive speech acts (including givindeos, warnings, and advice); the
interactions between style, emotion, and tone;discburses of service that
illuminate and reinforce culturally prevalent hiexaical concepts of pleasure and
displeasure, (non-)imposition, reciprocal duty, andhble obedience. Whenever
appropriate, the letters are interpreted in thiet laj financial accounts and household
inventories, two other genres of manuscript dornesgtiting that represent the
activities and role at Chatsworth of household memlvho feature in the letters.

While the next chapter focuses on the four exitteds that Bess received
from Chatsworth officers, this chapter focusesthanthree surviving letters that she
wrote to them, analysing the socially attuned lagguthrough which she crafts her
voice as mistress and exercises her ‘prerogatigpeéch’ to direct, reprimand, and
praise the addressees, Chatsworth stewards Fiaihiseld and James Crompe.
The analysis draws attention not only to the mdm@garical features that mark her
language as authoritative, but also to the wayghiich she writes out of
conventionally under-acknowledged dependency upeset men. Recognising
typical ideologies and conventional discourseseo¥ise enables us to see how in
their letters of household management Bess andffieers resourcefully adapted
the concepts and language available to them in tegpective roles as mistress,
stewards, and estate officers. Given the ways iclwBess’s expressions of
displeasure in her earliest extant letter to Wélidfihave been used by unsympathetic
historians and biographers to shape her populatagpn as a shrew, this chapter
argues that closer and more culturally sensitiegliregs of Bess'’s letters of
household management can lead to a reassessmamiyof her language but also
of her charactet’

In the course of these readings, significant défifees in how Bess verbally
relates to her two stewards are interpreted irctimeext of their records of service in
the financial account books, building up a pictof¢heir shifting responsibilities at
Chatsworth in parallel with the different dynamafgheir working relationship with

Bess as portrayed in her letters to them and Crampder. Along the way, hints

87 See, for example, Lodge, p. xvii; Hunter, pp. 68,63, 69; Rawson, p. 9; Hubbard, pp. 24-25, 33.
Guy, pp. 441-42, 448-49, 454-55 reinforce the pheed views of Bess put forward by Mary Stewart
and elaborated by Lodge in the eighteenth cenfithg.strained domestic relationships between Bess,
her husband George Talbot, sixth earl of Shrewshihgjr political prisoner-guest Mary Stewart, and
their respective servants are the subject of ktigrtwo of Bess’s attendants, William Marmyon and
Frances Battell; these letters are analysed in t8h&p
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about the activities and symbolic importance of ohBess’s sisters at Chatsworth
lead to an exploration of the ways in which dongedtities were normally
distributed amongst upper servants depending odegeand appointment (as officer
or attendant) but could be reconfigured when trezregose.

The chapter concludes with a consideration of wkdiin material features
of Bess'’s letters to Whitfield and Crompe — handwg, endorsement, and reuse —
can reveal about how these letters were receivegeaaserved at Chatsworth and
beyond and of how the servants who received arskpred them have also had a

hand in shaping the mistress’s reputation.

Bess of Hardwick in London to Francis Whitfield at Chatsworth,
14 November [1552] (ID 99)

address leaf, f. 2v
superscription: italic script, Bess’s hafl
to my safruante] francys
wytfelde [delive]r thys at
chattysw[orth]e

contemporary note: secretary script, unidentifieshti (possibly Whitfield's)
for the myller
for taking shepe
for taking Coll woode¥
for Capons to be fatt
for swyne /
for the hard Cornefeldes
for a pyndet°

later note: unidentified hand
Elizabeth Wife of & Wm Cavendish of
Chatsworth, afterwards Countess of
Shrewsbury.

letter, f. 1r
italic script, Bess’s hand
francys | haue spokenith your mayste[r}*
for the clylte§? or bordes that you

8 Three words have been reconstructed as the stipémtwas partly removed when the letter was
opened.

8 A similar phrase appears in an account book éntBess’s hand: ‘#m delyuered to willame
lowen apone areconyng for heuyng of cole wood aneraboue iifjpayd by plates*(Folger,
X.d.486, f. 8v).

% pinder,n.’, ‘A person in charge of impounding stray animalg’OED
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/144093> [accessed@iie 2012].

°L Sir William Cavendish (1508-1557).

%2:cleat,n.’, ‘1. A wedge [...] 4a. A short piece of wood (oon) nailed on transversely to a piece of
joinery, in order to secure or strengthen it'G&D <http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/34099>
[accessed 27 June 2012].
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wrete to me of and he ys contente
that you shall take some for

your nesecyte by the apountemente
of neusanté® so that you take
seche as wyll do hyme no

saruese aboute hys byldynge at
chattysworthe. | pray you loke

well to all thynges at chattysworthe
tyll my aunteg* comynge whoni&
whyche | hope shalbe shortely

and yn the meane tyme cause
bronshaw® to loke to the smethes
and all other thynges at penteryge
lete the brewar make bere for me
fourthewth fore my owne drynkyng
and your mayster and se that |
haue good store of yétfor yf | lacke
ether good bere, or charcole or wode
| wyll blame nobody so meche

as | wyll do you. cause the

flore yn my bede chambe][r] to be

f. 1v made euen etherith plaster claye or lyme
and al the wyndoyes were the glase
ys broken to be mendod and al the
chambers to be made as close and wu
warme as you cane. | here that
my syster lan® cane not haue-thyne

% A master carpenter, according to Basil StallyhréBsss of Hardwick’s Buildings and Building
Accounts’,Archaeologia 64 (1913), 347-98 (p. 352).

% Marcella Linacre, a widowed sister of Bess’s mati$e lived with Bess from at least September
1548 and received the highest wages at 20s peteqisee Folger, MS X.d.486, f. 11r and v). She
may have had her own chamber at Chatsworth, b#sd®f Bess’s mother, in the mid-1560s (White,
vol. 2, p. 402, n. 37). Marcella Linacre is alsontiened in a letter to James Crompe, Bess'’s other
Chatsworth steward at the time (ID 100), and sheived a letter from Bess’s son William Cavendish
dated 23 February [1569] (Folger, X.d. 428 (21)3hle ever wrote to Bess or others, these letters
have not survived.

% home.

% Apparently an understeward at ‘penteryge’ (Pehjrianother estate in Derbyshire.

it

% Bess had two sisters named Jane: her elderjdter slane Boswell or Bosville (née Hardwick) and
her younger, maternal half-sister Jane Knivetoe (te&che). ‘My syster’ first appears in account book
entries in March 1549, the same month as WhitfiEllger, X.d.486, f. 11r and v), and a ‘Mistress
Jane’ appears in the Cavendishes’ London accoants62-1553 (Hardwick MS 1, ff. 42v, 49v, 53r.
As | have not seen the originals, references tdtdrelwick MSS are as found in David N. Durant’s
notes and transcripts, NUL, MS 663). From the 15808ards, there are scattered references to
‘Mistress Kniveton’ in the Chatsworth and Hardwetcounts, reaching a high concentration in the
Hardwick accounts of the 1590s. Household inveetomiade in 1601 record that Mistress Kniveton
had her own chamber at Chatsworth and at Hardwidia®d New Halls (The National Tru€df
Household Stuff: The 1601 Inventories of Bess afiWizk (London: The National Trust, 2001), pp.
27, 39, 56). The earliest Chatsworth inventorymfrds59, is not organised by room, and that of the
mid-1560s does not list a chamber dedicated taderbut it is an incomplete draft and she most
likely had one. See White, vol. 2, pp. 373-74, 3B@ce Jane Kniveton demonstrably lived with Bess
for much of their adult lives, the early sourcesluding this letter, more likely refer to her thian
Bess'’s full sister Jane Boswell. Jane Kniveton algpears in a handful of other letters: IDs 62, 75,
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thynges that ys nedefoulle for h&te

to haue amoungste you yf yet be trewe
you lacke agreat of honyste as well as
dyscrescyon to deny hare any thynge
that she hathe amynde to beynge

yn case as she hathe bene. | wolde

be lothe to haue any stranger so yoused
yn my howse. and then assure your
selfe | cane not lyke yet to haue my
syster so yousede. lyke as | wolde fet hau
haue any superfleuete or waste of any
thynge. so lyke wysse wolde | haue hare
to haue that whyche ys nedefoulle for
and nesesary. at my comynge whome |
shal knowe more. and then | wyll thynke
as | shall haue cause. | wolde haue

you to geue-tdo my mydwyffe frome

me and frome my boye wylf€°and to

f.2r Amy” syster norse frome me and my boye
as hereafter folowet fyrste to the mydwyfe
frome me tene shyllynges. and frome
wylle fyue shyllynges. to the norse
frome me fyue shyllynges. and frome
my boy iij fore pence—sso that yn
the wollé®* you mouste geue to them
twenty thre shyllynges and fore pence
make my syster lane preuye of yet
and then paye yet to them four[th]
with'%? yf you haue noother money take
so meche of the rente at penteryge
tyll my syster lane that | wyll geue
my dowter % somethynge at my comyng
whome and prayinge you not to
fayle to se all thynges done accordyngely
| bede you fare well frome london
the xiiij of nouember

your mystrys

217 and Folger, X.d.428 (7, 40). As with Marceliadcre’s, any letters that Jane may have written
have not survived.

% her.

1% possibly Bess'’s second son, William Cavendishn cember 1551. If so, these gifts made on
behalf of the eleven-month-old would likely symiselithanks and patronage towards two servants
whose duties were to care for infants like himeatatively, ‘my boye wylle’ could hypothetically
refer to a page, but it is more of a mystery whgsthpayments would be given on a serving boy’s
behalf. Both senses of the word ‘boy’ were curerthis time; see ‘boy).! andint.’, senses A.1.a.(a)
and A.3.a. imDED <http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/22323> [accessedM&ch 2013].

\whole.

192 The word is divided by the edge of the page, whisedinal letters of ‘fourth’ (or possibly
‘fourthe’) were partly ripped away when the letteas opened.

103 Bess’s eldest daughter, Frances Cavendish, bom 1B48.
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tyll lames cromp&*  Elyzabethe Cauendyssh
that | haue resauyed

the fyue ponde and ix

that he sente me by heue als8pe

‘yn my howse’: Bess’s authoritative language as mistress

This earliest of Bess’s letters of household maneayd is also the earliest dated
surviving letter composed by Bess and written indven hand"° It is also one of
the most frequently quoted and misunderstood ofetears. First printed in 1819
(with some errors of transcription) in Joseph Huatbistory of the earls of
Shrewsbury at Sheffield Castle, it appears afis@nctly unflattering portrayal of
Bess embedded in the account of the life of hed thmsband, George Talbot, the
sixth earl, from whom she was estranged for mudheif marriageé®’ Hunter’s
depiction of Bess as rapaciously demanding owedrtmianother history of the
Talbot earls of Shrewsbury found in the introductio Edmund Lodge’s 1791
lllustrations of British History, Biography, and Maers]...] from the Manuscripts of
the Noble Families of Howard, Talbot, and Cetibdge, influenced by
Shrewsbury’s own representations in some of therketncluded in this anthology,
gets the ball rolling by claiming, among other tisnthat Bess used ‘intreaties’ and
‘threats’ to manipulate each of her successive &g to sacrifice their own best
interests to her aggrandiseméHitBess’s use of language and her personal
reputation have been linked ever since, with hiterde to Shrewsbury and Whitfield
in particular cited as evidence of her characteauStepney Rawson and Kate
Hubbard, two modern biographers of Bess, have qubis letter to Whitfield as an
example of Bess'’s ‘characteristic’ — that is, p@aaand typical — authoritarian
style and implied, in a move that recalls Lodge Huoater, that this style amounts to

a character flan®®

194 The postscript is written around Bess'’s signasar¢hat her name remains prominent. She signs
this early letter quite low on the page. When olaled more elevated in society, she habitually signs
her letters higher as a visual sign of her so¢&ls and perhaps of greater self-confidence.

15 Hugh Alsop, a carrier of Derby who had transpogerhe of the Cavendishes’ belongings from
London to Chatsworth in 1551 (Lovell, p. 73). Heetacarried letters and messages between Bess and
her subsequent husband, Sir William St Loe; seB9D

19 An earlier version of my analysis of this lettastbeen published as ‘Enacting Mistress and
Steward Roles in a Letter of Household Managentgsgs of Hardwick to Francis Whitfield, 14
November 1551’ ives & Letters4.1 (2012), 75-92 < journal.xmera.org/volume-4inautumn-
2012/articles/maxwell.pdf>. | have since modifieg conclusion about the list on the address leaf.

7 Hunter, pp. 78 and 62-63, 69.

198 odge, p. xvii.

199 Rawson, p. 9; Hubbard, pp. 24-25, 33.
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In raising this point, it is not my intention tofdad Bess’s honour, but to
suggest that such readings lack attention to helulation of voice in this letter and
across her correspondence and that they also Vealeness of the styles available to
Bess in her historically conditioned social rolestze lady of the house writing to a
male officer in her family’s employ or as an esgea wife writing to her husband.
What Rawson and Hubbard do, however, recognisetdite language of letters
constitutes a self-representation. Their commeggamply that self-revelation is
unintentional on the part of the writer, whoseestagnts are nevertheless open to
incriminating interpretation. Yet early modern é#t were self-consciously
performative of social roles, and what may appéaracteristic of an individual
when viewed in isolation can be seen to form pha larger pattern when viewed in
its cultural context!® This section analyses Bess’s earliest survivittgief
household management, paying special attentiomet@drious ways in which she
verbally represents the recipient’s duties and &rae&r own mistress role.

Francis Whitfield was one of two joint householdi astate stewards at
Chatsworth, an office of considerable responsibditd prestigé’* (The other was
James Crompe, recipient of letter ID 100 and autfiébs 17 and 18, discussed
below.) Bess’s style in this letter, though coresistin reinforcing her authority over
Whitfield, changes considerably as she moves betwestruction, rebuke, threat,
and reminder. Her more usual matter of fact toneyarised of simple sentences and
direct orders, gives way to a complex syntax ofregxt and conditional statements
even as her words gain emotional force in exprgdsém displeasure. By comparing
the linguistic features of Bess’s two main modewofing in this letter, it becomes
apparent that both are rhetorical performancegphtistress role: Bess writes to the
steward to impress upon him her pleasure in tha fafrinstructions and her
displeasure in the form of reprimands, explanatiangl warnings, with the
expectation that he will dutifully act accordingher stated wishes. Displeasure
appears to require a degree of elaboration unnagestien giving practical
instructions, for it involves more complicated sd@nd emotional negotiations.

(The greater length and rhetorical complexity iwveal in expressing displeasure

10 For the idea that individual voices speak frondiisally specific ‘social scripts’, see Magnusson,
Social Dialogue

110n the high status of household stewards as thesters’ personal representatives, see R. B.,
‘Some Rules and Orders for the Government of thesdmf an Earl’ [c. 1605], printed and attributed
to Richard Brathwait iMiscellanea Antiqua Anglicand.ondon: Robert Triphook, 1816-21), part 8
(pp- 3-6). The title page for the anthology staked this text is ‘From an Original MS. of the Reigf
James I', but this manuscript has not been idextifOn the wide-ranging responsibilities of estate
stewards, see HainswortBtewards, Lords and People
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helps explain why this particular mode of writingshattracted the attention of later
readers of Bess'’s letters and contributed so mutiet reputation.) Bess’s discourse
of displeasure is not only more complex syntadiydalit also more reflective of
social concerns through accumulating reference®maestic hierarchies, rules of
hospitality, and representations of how Whitfiddo manage the social side of
provisioning. By referring in the course of thetdetto several aspects of Whitfield's
supervisory duties, from repairing the buildingceoing for her sister, Bess'’s letter
urges its recipient to play out his own multifacktele as steward. To manage the
country house efficiently and according to the res$’s wishes, both she and the
steward must play their parts.

A summary of the domestic circumstances in whicksBerote to Whitfield
and of his service up until that time may be hdlpfie letter is dated 14 November
only, but both its subject matter and entries indehold financial accounts suggest
that she wrote it in 1552, while staying with heshand, the courtier Sir William
Cavendish, in a rented house in LondtiThis was shortly after Cavendish had
given up one country house and estate, Northaw Martdertfordshire, and
purchased another, the dilapidated Chatsworth nby3hire, the ancestral seat of
Bess's relatives and childhood neighbours, the esth Whitfield appears to have
been in the Cavendishes’ service since at lea€.¥setount book entries for the
years 1549-1553, many of them in Bess’s hand, ptdsm as a chief officer
responsible at Northaw and/or Chatsworth ‘for tbevée’ as a whole and also for the
important task of purchasing foodstuffs for the don household** The same
duties are represented in this and the only otlneiang letter from Bess to
Whitfield (ID 101), which are explicit about hissgonsibility for overseeing the
maintenance of both Chatsworth House and its inéatsi.

In this first letter (ID 99), Bess breaks down anee detail what this
responsibility entails as she lists the preparattorbe made for the return to
Chatsworth of her aunt Marcella Linacre and of éérsith her husband. The tone
of these opening instructions is businesslike, gestbrusque, for the style is direct

and concise and the syntactic organisation is coatipaly simple: a series of direct

12 Hardwick MS 1 records some of the Cavendishesdomnexpenses in December 1552, by which
time Whitfield had joined them (ff. 15r, 50r andrkh2

113 For the details of these land transactions, searBess pp. 14, 18-19.

4 Whitfield first appears in the Cavendishes’ howdelaccounts being paid his 20s half-year’s
wages on Lady Day 1549 (Folger, MS X.d.486, f. 1Bybsequently, there are frequent entries for
‘Items geven to francys to lay out for the howde&’{4r, 15r, 16r and v, 17r). For Whitfield's
financial transactions in London, see Hardwick M#.115r, 50r and 52r.
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orders given in the form of imperative verbs. Besses with the assurance that
Whitfield will obey; she does not belabour thismtoit is worth noting that almost
all of Bess’s commands are directed at Whitfielty@s an intermediary; he is not
their final recipient. As an overseer, he will pttssse orders down to Bronshawe at
Pentrich and to the builders and lower servan@hattsworth; his own job is to
‘cause’ each of them to work and to ‘loke’ over wttey do. Thus, although Bess
iIssues these directives in the most forceful gratmaleform, the context, far from
demeaning Whitfield, invites him to share in herba authority by passing her
orders down to others. Their pragmatic functiomcagine instructions to a fellow
manager renders Bess’s direct orders to Whitfiedd laggressive than their
grammatical form in itself suggests.

By contrast, where Bess holds Whitfield personadgponsible, her tone
sharpens. The first instance occurs when Bessaddfierthought to her orders
about the beer: ‘and se that | haue good storetofoy yf | lacke ether good bere, or
charcole or wode | wyll blame nobody so mechewayglll do you.” This passage and
the subsequent one about the alleged neglect efskm to have had particular
impact on later generations of readers, howevettfl himself may have
responded upon reading them for the first time. Béer passage is selected for
guotation in four out of the six published discuossi of the letter that do not print it
in full.**° Biographers Maud Stepney Rawson, E. Carleton &, and Mary S.
Lovell give both passages special mention, thotgHdtter appears more interested
in Bess'’s drinking than in her language. In additi@/illiams likens an incident in
which Bess allegedly ‘hurled abuse’ at anotheraat,\John Dickenson, to the way
she ‘berated’ Whitfield in this letter, while Katkubbard comments on the
‘peremptory tone’ that ‘she used towards her stewdf Certainly, these two
passages sound harsh to modern ears. But JameslDayfinds us that Bess'’s tone
Is not unique to her but rather an indication af$wial position and, moreover, that
it is used to express particular disapprobatiohe“@uthoritarian manner with which

Bess delivered these orders is characteristichafrdetters from aristocratic women

115 These are Stallybrass, pp. 351-52; Williams, (%22; Hubbard, pp. 24-25; and Lovell, pp. 79-81.
Three works print the letter in full: Hunter, p.; ®awson, p. 9; and James Daybell, ‘Lady Elizabeth
Cavendish (Bess of Hardwick) to Francis Whitfield (November 1552)’, iReading Early Modern
Womened. by Helen Ostovich, Elizabeth Sauer and Mel&sith (London: Routledge, 2003), pp.
193-95. The discussion that does not quote thisgggsis Plowden, p. 17, while DuralBgss p. 26
incorporates information from this letter withouéntioning the letter itself.

18 williams, p. 133, citing Hunter (1869 edn), p. 1¥gilliams’s account is based on a
misunderstanding of the letter in question (ID 8#)ere are many reported speeches in this lettdr, a
Williams appears to have misattributed Shrewsbumghement coller & harde speches’ to Bess, who
(not Dickenson) was actually their target. Hubbgrd33.
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to servants, though its severity is heighteneddyydispleasure at the poor way in
which her sister Jane was treated at Chatswbltirdeed, early modern employers
of both genders regularly adopt an angry, authwaitatone of writing as a rhetorical
strategy for coercing their stewards, as D. R. Blaorth’s work on seventeenth-
century estate stewards demonstrats.

Similarly, the specific threat, ‘yf | lacke etheva@d bere, or charcole or wode
I wyll blame nobody so meche as | wyll do you’ars expression of the mistress-
steward relationship in that it refers to Whitfislgharticular duty to supply
consumables for the household under her authdtpodywould be more to blame
than Whitfield — unless it were Bess herself asshigervisor. Beer seems to have
been a particularly valued commodity, and the ttesibf another early modern
mistress, Lettice Kinnersley, clarify the presswwasousehold managing wives to
ensure a good supply. On 14 September [16087?] efshey wrote to her brother for
help when, as she narrates, her husband had ta&erharge of the house’ away
from her, dismissed her servants and confineddbet chamber because the beer
had run out!® Bess’s language to Whitfield, then, was informetianly by his
duties but by hers as well: as mistress, she paeses to the steward the pressure
and potential blame that she herself would expeedrom her husband, their
master, should anything be lacking. Worry may Hareled her fiery manner of
coercing Whitfield in this sentence.

For all its force of personal blame, Bess’s thigdist that: a threat of
potential blame, not the act of blaming outrighteTuture more vivid conditional
statement, ‘yf | lacke [...] | wyll blame [...] yapaints a picture of hypothetical
future events with greater immediacy than wouldtare less vivid construction (if |
were to lack, | would blame you). It is the gramroBBess’s statement that makes
the hypothetical future feel real and present,ngj\her words their undeniable edge.
In effect, the statement functions as a warningiliyng Whitfield a foretaste of her
displeasure but also allowing him the opportunitytt so as to avoid its full force.

In this letter, the switches from a matter of fexte to a more pointed one
that targets Whitfield personally would have peried the important rhetorical
functions of getting his attention and motivatingfio solve the problems raised.

7 Daybell, ‘Lady Cavendish to Francis Whitfield’, p94. Much of this analysis was inspired by
Daybell’s brief commentary.

118 Hainsworth’s social historyGtewards, Lords and Peopis based on extant correspondence
between a number of estate stewards and their rmaste

19 Folger, MS L.a.598.
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The traditional view that Bess addressed Whitfieitth undue aggression in this
letter simply to relieve her own unreasonable fedifails to take into account the
reasons that made expressing displeasure towaelyant a practical and socially
acceptable thing to do. Furthermore, Bess’s displesin this letter appears to stem
from vulnerability; her apparently confident wontisly well mask anxious
dependence on the steward in matters of some iarpm&t

The second point in the letter when Bess holds fgldtpersonally
responsible is particularly fraught, both sociahd linguistically. Like the beer
passage, it is constructed of complex syntax thas chot occur when she is giving
straightforward directives. Once again, Bess isimgiabout social dynamics that
pertain to both Whitfield’s responsibilities asvgéed and her own standing in the
household at Chatsworth when she broaches thecswlbjne rumour she has heard
in London that her sister Jane’s needs are befhgrenet. The rhetoric of Bess’s
lengthy rebuke, no less than her earlier instrostiand threat, relates to Whitfield's
specific duties in the household: providing andregeing. Even as she takes him to
task for alleged neglect in these areas, Bess usastaution, for she continues to
rely on his considerable services. The linguisgult is a mixed rhetoric of restraint
and anger effects. Bess opens this section wittrated civility, employing an
indirect statement and a conditional clause totjwsin the realm of rumour and
possibility, rather than fact or her own firm bé&ligne implicit accusation that the
Chatsworth staff under Whitfield have neglecteddister Jane’s needs:Herethat
my syster lane cane not haue thynges that ys naltkefor hare to haue amoungste
you yf yet be trewé...]". The syntax of Bess’s statements carefditances the
accusation from Whitfield himself, even thoughtlasy both knew, any lack of
‘nedefoulle’ items was ultimately a failure of dudy his part.

But Bess’s displeasure in this passage is about than lack of provisions;
it is about disrespect to the family and Whitfisl@lleged failure to maintain a high
level of respect for her sister amongst the ottedf.sThe hypothetical language with
which Bess opens the subject of Jane’s treatmeatiséher earlier warning to
Whitfield and paves the way for a high-impact aetias: ‘yf yet be treweou lacke
agreat of honyste as well as dyscresctmdeny hare any thynge that she hathe
amynde to’. Once again, the cautious ‘if’ clauseusweighed by the conclusion,
which here topples over into outright blame as Beesges from the subjunctive to
the indicative mood. At the same time, her accosatappear to shift from the group

to the individual, as the prepositional phrase ‘angste you’, which implicates the
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entire staff, gives way to ‘you’ — Whitfield speicially.**° Bess holds him
ultimately responsible for allowing this neglecthiffield’s position as steward both
permits him to assume his employer’s authorityi;dealings with lower servants
and exposes him to her wrath when those beneatffeliito comply with her
wishes.

The lengths to which Bess goes in elaborating fsgiehsure, explaining
what she expects from Whitfield, and threatenimg with her imminent return
would have indicated to him that she takes anyedjs#ct towards her sister as a very
serious matter. The rhetoric of the letter readtsesimax in the statement, ‘I wolde
be lothe to haue any stranger so yoused yn my hamskethen assure your selfe |
cane not lyke yet to haue my syster so yousedes' i§iBess’s fullest expression of
outrage. Its effectiveness derives from word chastared knowledge of domestic
protocol, and a forcefully one-sided representatibdiane’s nebulous position.

It is significant that Bess elides Jane’s eliterapt status and insists that she
be treated with respect because of their bloodioel@and the unspecified ‘case’ that
she has recently been in. Jane’s presence at Girdtaw the 1550s appears to have
been open to multiple interpretations — and dillim his biography of Bess, David
N. Durant states that in her retinue ‘her sistenelLeche, [...] acting as
gentlewoman, [...] was paid a wage of £3 per yeand Lovell echoes this
assertio”* While several account book entries for ‘my systeritten in Bess's
hand testify to Jane’s presence in the househoid 549 and Jane’s high wages —
half-again Whitfield’s — register her high stattlsg earliest accounts do not name
her position or give any indication of her regudaties'* Since it was usual for
women of gentle birth to serve as companionate@ditets to other gentry or
aristocratic women, including their relatives, dahi$ was a comparatively elevated
and well paid service position, it seems safe swu@® with Durant and Lovell that

this was Jane’s primary role at Chatsworth in #udyel 550s.

120 By this time, ‘you’ had largely displaced ‘thow speech and correspondence as the default
singular form of the second person pronoun, relegathou’ to an indication of particular disrespec
or familiarity (Terttu Nevalainern Introduction to Early Modern Engligiiedinburgh: Edinburgh
UP, 2006), pp. 78-79). Although expressing angessBloes not insult Whitfield with the term
‘thou’.

2L purant,Bess p. 16; Lovell, p. 59.

122 Folger, X.d.486, ff. 11r and v, 16v, 21v, 27rthe first of these, Jane is ‘geuen’ 2s ‘when she
crystenyd boteles chylde’; perhaps this was a gift for her to pas$o James (the) Butler’s child as
godmother. In any case, it was clearly an isolatedient. The wage entries on f. 16v show that Jane
and a male servant, Myntereg, were both paid 16qymgter, the second highest recorded wages in
Bess’s household at that time, while Whitfield vea® of four men paid 10s per quarter and another
two were higher paid at 13s 4d. These last may baea gentlemen attendants.
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Matters are complicated, however, by Bess’s absendevember 1552, by
the suggestiveness of Jane’s additional dutiesilathe decade and beyond, and by
her near relation to her employer. To take the §reestion first: what was an
attendant to do when not in attendance but lefirtokim the country while her
mistress was in London? Lovell suggests that Jdoa&e’, mentioned in the letter,
may have been giving birth to her first child whslecluded at Chatsworth. This is a
highly plausible suggestion, but it is impossildevérify: the dates of Jane’s
marriage and of her children’s births are not rdedr and the early accounts refer to
‘my syster’ and ‘Mrs lane’ without either maidenmarried namé® The traditional
understanding of Jane’s role while Bess was aw#yaisshe was acting as her
sister’s delegate. Durant states, ‘In Bess'’s alisséom Chatsworth, she left her
sister Jane in charge of the household with Frantigfield, her bailiff, responsible
for running the estaté®* Neither the accounts nor Bess's letter to Whitfielakes
this an obvious conclusion. If anything, Bess’sdeshows that Jane was not in
charge of the household but that Whitfield acted asusehold as well as an estate
steward:?®> Whereas textual representations of Whitfield’s yndnties abound,
Jane’s activities in this period are off record.

While not waiting on Bess or outright managing Ghatrth House, Jane may
nevertheless have represented her sister theggioug ways. Later in life, the
matron Jane Kniveton was a person of undeniablertapce in her sister’s
household. In the well documented 1590s, Jane éradrsts and labourers of her
own at Hardwick Hall, while from 1580 through th&3Ds accounts present her
taking an active role in managing Bess’s finant@sexample, she receives loan
repayments, keeps track of ‘obligations’ (amountea to Bess by third parties,
mainly for livestock purchased from her estates), @istributes largessé® The
greater density of references to Mistress Knivetdimancial transactions towards

the end of the century probably reflects her insirgaimportance in Bess’s

1231 ovell, pp. 80-81. This would account for the @nese of a midwife and (wet)nurse at Chatsworth,
both of whom Bess instructs Whitfield to pay at émal of the letter. However, these payments do not
necessarily mean that Jane had recently given; binthCavendishes seem to have routinely delayed
wage payments and to have employed a midwife ymard. The Mistress Jane of the London
expenses in December 1552 (Hardwick MS 1, ff. 48y, 53r) could refer to either sister of this
name.

124 Durant,Bess p 26. Daybell follows Durant on this point (‘Laavendish to Francis Whitfield’,

p. 194).

125 On the not entirely strict distinction betweeragsistewards and bailiffs, see Hainsworth, pp. 17-
18. To complicate matters further, Whitfield’s dappointment as household and estate steward
appears to have been shared with Crompe.

126 gee, for example, Hardwick MS 5, ff. 16v, 17r antfardwick MS 7, ff. 102r, 112v, 149r;
Hardwick MS 8, ff. 24r, 116v, 146r, 150r; HardwibkS 10, f. 17v; and Hardwick Drawer 143, f. 14v.



Bess’s letters of household management, c. 1552-c. 1564 100

establishments and possibly also more thorouglrddaeping as time went on. No
Chatsworth accounts survive from 1551-1558, bithénaccount book Bess kept
when in the London area most entries for incommfrent collections from ‘our
ladysse daye’ 1558 to ‘shroftyde’ 1559 are mardyrahnotated and initialled by
Bess, ‘to my syster. E’; these notes indicate daae was entrusted with nearly the
full year’s rents, presumably because she was coentty stationed at Chatsworth
while the widowed Bess was aw&y.

On this occasion, Jane appears to act as hersisteeiver, a high ranking
household post. According to an early seventeeatiucy set of guidelines for
aristocratic household government, the receivekedrsecond only to the chief-
officer triumvirate of steward, treasurer, and ctmoler. The semi-anonymous
author of these guidelines, ‘R. B.’, suggests #wivership could be filled by one of
these officers, ‘being men of experience’, as @sdary function ‘and thereby free
the Earl from those fees that belong to’ the remeif? These statements indicate that
the receivership was considered a position of [gestind some expertise. As a part-
time job, it could be held jointly with another remhold office, but it is not what one
would expect to find a waiting gentlewoman doindnér spare timé*

Perhaps gentlewomen did ordinarily engage in adstration to a greater
degree and of a greater variety than has beenmessaly particularly in smaller
gentry (as opposed to aristocratic, male-dominatedyeholds. In this specific case,
Jane was following in her sister’s footsteps, fes8had previously received rents
on behalf of Sir William Cavendish: the opening @ad the earliest Cavendish
account book to survive is headed in Bess’s hanhgri‘My hosbande half yeres
rentes due at mychelmas yn the second yere oétigne of our souereygne lord
kyng edward the Vfesauuyd by me’, and the next several pageskstents
received by wife and husband separataly.

As Barbara Harris and Amy Froide, amongst otheagelobserved, early
modern English wives and widows typically accrueshonsibility and prestige in
the domestic realrt! Bess'’s social position as wife and mistress ofegave her

considerable authority and responsibility in theese of domestic — including

12" Hardwick MS 3, f. 17r. On Cavendish’s death andBesubsequent whereabouts, see the
somewhat differing accounts in DuraBgss pp. 30, 32-33 and Lovell, pp. 106, 111, 113-144,-48.

18R, B., p. 3.

129 Rents were collected half-yearly or quarterly by bailiff's men and then handed over to the
receiver; consequently, the receiver’s serviceewet required year-round.

130 Folger, MS X.d.486, ff. 2r-7r (f. 2r).
131 Harris,English Aristocratic Women 1450-15&roide, pp. 236-69.
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financial — management. The only surviving letteni Cavendish to his wife is a
brief note concerned purely with business (ID Hy.writes from Chatsworth to
Bess in London, bidding her pay one ‘otewell Alayihe remainder of what they
owe him ‘for certayne otys’ (oats). Cavendish ekydhat Alayne ‘is desyrus to
receyue the rest at london’ and that ‘you knoweStore and therefore | haue
appoyntyd hym to haue it atyohandes’. Bess had ready access to her husband’s
cash and was entrusted with dispensing it. Follgu@avendish’s death and Bess’s
remarriage to Sir William St Loe, the latter likesgiwrote letters to her that
acknowledge her importance in managing his domasfthirs both at Chatsworth
and in London. St Loe’s three surviving letterss IB9-61, are more overtly
affectionate than Cavendish’s one (although Cawrslis the source of the
nickname ‘besse’). In ID 61, St Loe playfully adslses his wife as ‘my honest swete
chatesworth’, identifying her with the house ovérath she presided in his absence.
Another of his letters, ID 59, explicitly statesavh she, as wife and mistress, fit into
the early modern domestic hierarchy: ‘my owne gsavantte and cheyff oversear
off my worcks’. St Loe’s tone is appreciative, wghrhaps another touch of
playfulness. For Bess to be her husband’s chiefsees of Chatsworth places her
above everyone but him in prestige and respongib8ihe is figured as his right-
hand man. At the same time, St Loe of course kinatv@hatsworth had been Bess’s
residence and responsibility prior to their mareiagnd so calling her his ‘servantte’
there may be intentionally cheeky.

What emerges overall from Bess’s household accandscorrespondence
with other household and estate managers is, tivat,she was ultimately
responsible for overseeing the management of heyamds’ — and, when widowed,
her own — houses and estates, including their ieanSecond, that she was aided
not only by male officers but also by her sisted andowed aunt. It seems that
Cavendish delegated to Bess and Bess to Jane isheggponsibilities they would
exercise themselves whenever possible; thus, wheertaking financial
transactions on behalf of close relatives, Besssabdequently Jane were more like
personal representatives than household officats\eme considered to outrank the
officers. Whereas R. B.’s treatise assumes thatetteiver will be an officer and a
gentleman, the account books indicate that, at tmasccasion, the practice in the
Cavendish household was to rely on its numeratdrastivorthy gentlewomen.

Financial responsibilities aside, Jane would undafoly represent Bess at

Chatsworth simply by being her sister. The sameaysgpto hold true for Bess’s aunt.
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In bidding Whitfield earlier in the letter to ‘lokeell to all thynges at chattysworthe
tyll my auntes comynge whome’, Bess portrays anathber female relatives as a
symbolic and hands-on representative of the rdlangly at the heart of the
household. Bess’s wording suggests not only thatfidld must make everything
ready for the arrival of another member of the fgut also that upon her arrival
aunt Linacre will relieve the steward of his dutylbok to all things’ by taking it
upon herself; as a widow, she would be an expeghousehold manager in her
own right. Both aunt and sister represent the faanid specifically the mistress by
virtue of their blood relation to her and by usthgir skills on her behalf.

When chastising Whitfield for the neglect of JaBess emphasises what
makes her different from others at Chatsworth &edeby deserving of special
attention: Jane’s ‘case’ and especially her supgyias Bess’s sister. Bess stresses
the social distance between Whitfield and Janeausbf their similar status as elite
servants. In her statement, ‘Il wolde be lothe taeh@ny stranger so yoused yn my
howse and then assure your selfe | cane not lykoyeue my syster so yousede’,
Bess elides Jane’s service roles in order to eng@hasstead that, like a guest, she is
someone to be served. According to the rules gbitediy, Bess’s own reputation
would be involved in the treatment of her guegtdahe had been a guest neglected
by the household staff, not only she but Bess wbalke been dishonoured; how
much more so given that Jane, as the mistres$&s,sias her symbolic
representative? Bess’s standing in her own houdetalild be undermined by such
disrespect, and she reasserts her authority thndwegbrical anger effects,
particularly in this sentence, where the phrasenynhowse’ pointedly enacts her
rule while the interjected clause ‘assure yoursadiis a threatening edge to her
already forceful expression of displeasure.

The verb ‘assure’ was often used for emphasis ity Béodern English.

When used in correspondence to emphasise dispéedisallowed the writer to
assume an air of power over the addressee and souidtimes harbour a threat. For
example, in September 1595 Bridget Willoughby wieteengeful letter to Master
Fisher, an associate of her father, Sir Francisoghby, accusing him of slandering
her and her husband to her father and warning ‘thioi, at this instant | have no
better means of revenge then a little ink and pdgethy soul and carkes be assured

to hear and tast of these injuries in other sadttarms then from and by the hands of
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a woman*? Sir Philip Sidney on 31 May 1578 threatened hike#s secretary,
Edmund Molyneux,|‘assure yowefore God, that if ever | know yow do so muche
as reede any lettre | wryte to my Father, withastdommandement, or my consente,
| will thruste my Dagger into yow'** Bess's use of the verb phrasssure yourself
is not deadly; rather, it appears calculated toamwithout antagonising. Leaving
her warning implicit rather than making it explieitowed Bess to convey
displeasure in a way that is nevertheless forcéfeither Sir Philip Sidney’s nor
Bridget Willoughby's outright threats of physicablence were directed at their own
servants, but rather at men serving and trustetidiy fathers; the grown-up
children’s frustrating lack of direct power oveetie men may have induced them to
take this desperate verbal measure. Bess, by stntem assure Whitfield of her
displeasure in the comparatively subtle manner@ppate to a mistress writing to
an officer under her own authority and with whore slas an established, if
sometimes unsatisfactory, working relationship.
Bess’s warning is founded on the premise that goi@yar’s expressed will

or pleasure determines the actions of servantassuimption that appears to underlie
the discourses of service in early modern letiera. culture in which orders were
regularly communicated as the master or mistrégkasure’, a servant’s prime
duty, regardless of specific responsibilities, waplease. Robert Cleaver’s Puritan
bestsellerA Godlie Forme of Householde Gouernm@&98), makes this explicit
and demonstrates that it was the model even inlmgldrban households:

Seruants must take heede that they doe not wigtengdl willingly anger

or displease their masters, mistresses, or danteshvf they do, then

they ought incontinent and forthwith to reconchernselues vnto them,

and to aske them forgiuenes. They must also foetdam, and suffer
their angrie and hastie words$

In Bess'’s highly wrought statement of displeassihe, claims personal ownership of
the house and the associated right to dictateehawour of those living there, yet
she explicitly commands the steward only to un@aiand be certain of what she
‘cane not lyke’. The clear implication is that heshtake action, based on this
knowledge, to realign household affairs with thetn@ss’s pleasure, but she

132 yMC Middleton p. 577.

133 Arthur Collins, ed.|etters and Memorials of Stageondon: T. Osborne, 1746), vol. 1, 256. For an
analysis of other letters exchanged between Molyea members of the Sidney family, see
MagnussonSocial Dialogug Chapter 2.

134 Robert CleaverA Godlie Forme of Householde Gouernment: For thddging of Private

Families, according to the direction of Gods wgk@ndon: Felix Kingston for Thomas Man, 1598),
p. 380.
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specifies neither what he must do to achieve thisamne nor what the consequences
will be if he does not® To put this in the terms of linguistic pragmatiBgss fails

to perform directive speech acts when it matterstimostead, she reverts to
complex and indirect statements that Whitfield ndestode before he can decide on
an appropriate course of action. This rhetoriaatsgy is made viable by their
shared understanding of the ideologies and assdcti$courses underpinning
domestic service.

Another example of indirect threat concludes teigtion of Bess'’s letter: ‘at
my comynge whome | shal knowe more. and then | tiiylhke as | shall haue
cause’. Although Bess’s position gives her a righssue direct orders and use
‘angrie words’ as she sometimes does, it also esdi®r by merely ‘blam[ing]’ or
‘thynk[ing]’ ill of her steward to indicate that lead failed in duty and reprisals
could follow. The historically specific social rétan between mistress and chief
officer allows her the option of writing to him amsomewhat elliptical manner that
by implying he will comply with her wishes presssitem to do so. This approach is
more sophisticated than making outright demandkreatening specific
punishments, but it exerts a similar coercive foragthermore, explicitly
threatening Whitfield with only her displeasure W®to Bess’s advantage by sparing
her from the need to follow through with any speatiourse of action it would be
unpleasant or inconvenient for her to perform aggam: far better to use vague
scare tactics and anger effects in the hope heneitid his ways.

Between Bess’s assertions of displeasure comessagawith a rather
different tone and rhetorical tactics. Here shersfia pointed reminder of what
specifically she can reasonably expect from hevaté: ‘lyke as | wolde not haue
any superfleuete or waste of any thynge. so lykeseyvolde | haue hare to haue
that whyche ys nedefoulle and nesesary’. Servapigortunities and perceived
proclivity for wasting their employers’ resourcesn& of widespread concern, as
testified by the steady stream of avaricious anst@fal hirelings that march across
the pages and stages of early modern advice literand dram& If Whitfield

135 1n the final section of the letter, however, Besgructs Whitfield to communicate and co-operate
with Jane in paying the nurse and midwife and issp®ay on a message for Bess’s daughter Frances.

13 For example, Henry Percy, ninth earl of Northunhdosa narrates for his heir a cautionary tale of
his own substantial financial losses as a young dugnto the greed and incompetence of his servants
(Petworth House, Leconfield MS 24/1). In Shakesgsarwelfth Night the retained knight Sir Toby
and fool Feste neglect their duties and waste thdyr’'s resources, while more sinister charactech s
as lago imOthelloand De Flores in Middleton and Rowleyse Changelinghow how easily

negative stereotypes of dishonest, ambitious, aadatorial male servants shade into each other and
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‘lacke agreat of honyste’, however, it is not ttghuhe usual servant vices of theft or
carelessness. All of Bess’s directives in thisletirge the steward to make sufficient
provisions available and not to skimp. In this extt Bess'’s juxtaposition of the
entirely standard wish ‘not [to] haue any supeskeuor waste of any thynge’ with
the accusation that Whitfield lacks honesty byirfigitto provide necessary goods
invokes the stereotype of the dishonest, wastefwlasmt only to suggest that
Whitfield errs too far the other way. The stewanarsvillingness to spend Bess’s
money on her dependent sister's needs can be sekshanest in that it robs Jane of
the goods and respect to which she is entitledgwihsimultaneously misrepresents
Bess’s own intentions toward her, making it looklesugh Bess does not care about
her sister’s well-being. Bess anticipates Whitfelsklf-defensive protest that he is
an honest, trustworthy steward, and she dismantiesdvance, stating clearly that
although conscientious thrift is a highly valuedlbjy in a servant, it must be
exercised within the bounds of obedience and régpetwithout compromising the
quality or extent of provision, particularly for m&ers of the family>’ Jane, like
Bess, ought to be given ‘any thynge that she hatingnde to’; her wants, no less
than Bess’s, are to dictate (her fellow) servaatsions.

Bess assertively reminds Whitfield of his duty & bne final time in the
valediction: ‘prayinge you not to fayle to se &lyhges done accordyngely | bede
you fare well’. Whereas children and servants tralally wish blessings such as
good health upon their socially superior corresponsl Bess, as mistress, wishes the
steward to obey in full. In the phrase ‘prayingel ymt to fayle’, the verb ‘prayinge’
may appear to be a conventional politeness mahkirmplicitly acknowledges the
writer's dependence on the reader, but in thisams# it emphasises not humble
entreaty but rather the urgency of Bess'’s direstiBess depends on Whitfield to
fully meet the material needs of the Chatsworthsetold and furthermore to
maintain its social and symbolic order. Like thamples of culturally specific
subtext discussed above, the mistress’s depenaenthe servant is nowhere
explicitly acknowledged, but it underlies the foarad urgency of her every

sentence.

become instruments of tragedy. William Bas fighaslbagainst the bad reputation of servingmen in
the verse treatisBword and Buckler, or, Serving-mans Defefiegendon: for M. L., 1602).

137This sentiment is echoed by the job descriptionvdrap for Sir Francis Willoughby’s butler c.
1572, which concludes, ‘The discretion of thata#fiis to foresee that no filching of bread or dmeer
suffer'd, nor yet any want where reason doth regmiay be greatly both for his master’s profit and
worshipp, for it is an office both of good creditdagreat trust’ IMC Middleton p. 541).
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Bess of Hardwick [location unidentified] to Francis Whitfield at Chatsworth, 20
October [1561] (ID 101)

address leaf, f. 2v
superscription: italic script, Bess’s hand
Too my saruante francys wyttefelde

endorsement: secretary script, Whitfield’s hand
my ladis letter for my nagge

later note: unidentified hantf®
Elizabeth Lady Saintlow (Bughte of John Hardwick
of Hardwick Esqire) afterwards Countess of
Shrewsbury. She Built Chatsworth, Hardwick,
& Oldcotes, in Derbyshire.

letter, f. 1r
italic script, Bess’s hand
francy[s] | wyll nott now haue the
pourche bochéd® seynge | haue bene
att so greatt chargos | thynke yet
nott materyall yf the batelmente
for the sydes be made thys
yere or no for | am sure the
batelmente mouste be sett oupe after
the porche be couered and yf yet
be so then wyll yett be dreye and
the battylmente-bmay be sett
oup att any tyme. the batylment
for the teryte wolde deface the
wolle'*° pourche for yett ys” nether of
one begenes moldynénor of one
stone. yett of bothe do | lyke
batter the creste beynge of the
same stone. | am contented you
shall haue the nage comende
me to my aunte lynycar fare
well francys yn haste as a
peryrs*?the xx of october
your mystrys
ESeyntlo
tyll besse knolle¥® and frank&* thatt

138 This note is in the same hand as the note ondtieess leaf of letter ID 99.

139Botch, v.", ‘1a. trans. To make good or repair [...] 2. To spoil by unkilvork; to bungle’, in
OED <http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/21841> [accessedS2ptember 2012].

“Owhole.
141 ‘Moulding/molding, n¥, ‘2a. Archit. A raised or incised ornamental contour or outliien to an

arch, capital, cornice, or other linear featura dilding’, inOED

<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/122833> [accessedS2ptember 2012].
142 appears.
143 Elizabeth Knollys, born 1549.

%4 Frances Cavendish, Bess's eldest daughter, bei®. 15
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| saye yf they pley ther uergenaft&s
that the are good gerles

postscript down left margin: Bess’s hand
| thynke lames crompe ys
att-erhoull**

ff. 1v and 2r blank

Business as usual?

This second letter from Bess to Whitfield has ated less attention, at least in part
because it was not printed by Hunter. When itfierred to by biographers, it is
primarily for the information it contains about thebuilding of Chatsworth
House'*’ The Folger catalogue dates it c. 1560, but Ladethonstrates that Bess
was actually at Chatsworth on 20 October 1560 agdests the letter was written in
October 1561 when Bess was in LonddtBYy this time, Sir William Cavendish had
died and, after a two-year period of widowhood,Besd married another courtier,
Sir William St Loe, in 1558%°

In terms of language use, Bess’s 1561 letter tot@ld resembles neither
the straightforward directive style nor the compldetorically heightened style
found in her previous letter. Instead, it has tleshin common with the passages
where she stated her wishes as implied directhatser ID 101 consists largely of
statements of Bess’s own mental activity: ‘| wydithnow haue the pourche boched’,
‘| thynke yet nott materyall’, ‘l am sure’, ‘I lykbatter’, ‘I am contented’, ‘I thynke’.
Not only do verbs of mental activity appear in higimbers, they also condition how
many other actions or states of being are to beeperd. Each of these verbs occurs
in a main clause introducing a dependent or redatlause that contains further
details; in this way, Bess’s wishes and opiniorecpde and colour the interpretation
of the letter’s information. Even statements maudthe third person, which on that
account appear more objective, include words likefdce’ that pronounce Bess’s
judgement. What is particularly striking about tlgger is the way in which Bess

consistently imposes her perspective on the lst@yhtents and, thereby, on its

15 «irginal, n.’, ‘A keyed musical instrument (common in Englandhe 16th and 17th centuries),
resembling a spinet, but set in a box or case wttlegys’, inOED
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/223736> [accessedSeptember 2012].

146 possibly Kingston upon Hull, Yorkshire.

147 For example, DuranBess p. 47 and Lovell, p. 179. For a further descoiptof the second
Chatsworth House, under construction in this letee Stallybrass, p. 351.

18 ovell, pp. 179, 513 n. 14.
199 See DurantBess pp. 30, 33-34 and Lovell, p. 147.
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recipient. Once again, the underlying assumptighas Whitfield will translate the
mistress’s wishes into obedient action. This igegabviously the letter’s purpose.

Bess’s language in letter ID 101 represents thestress-steward relationship
as more stable and satisfactory than in letterdDTere are no threats or other
outright expressions of displeasure here. AlthoBgbs opens this letter by quite
bluntly and perhaps impatiently expressing to Wlif her concern that repairs to
the porch not be rushed into after her (and St4)asteady considerable financial
outlay, the very fact that Bess neither lays blaimebelabours the point suggests
that she was at this time comfortable enough Vhighsteward to communicate her
opinions directly and with confidence — confidenttet is, not only in her right to
express her wishes but also in his obedience amgpet@nce to see them carried out.

Like letter ID 99, letter ID 101 also includes dlary social negotiations: an
act of patronage and messages to be passed anatefeelatives and children.
Whereas in letter ID 99 Bess acted as an intermegatron between steward and
master, passing on request and reply, here i IE&t201 she writes to Whitfield as
the one who has decided in her own right to gramtdquested nag, apparently
without consulting her husband. Bess now appearsrisider the staff and resources
at Chatsworth to be at her own disposal. Thisligecal implication of being St
Loe’s spouse and chief delegate, entrusted witmizn@agement of Chatsworth on
his behalf. But it also reflects the fact that %1 Bess had been mistress of
Chatsworth for a decade, including two years as Behd of house during her
widowhood, whereas St Loe was a relative newconmer spent most of his time at
the royal court. His three surviving letters to 8@l complain of the geographical
and emotional constraints placed on him by hisisero the queen and other
London business; he would rather be at Chatswoitthhvis wife. In his absence,
Bess was in sole charge.

Whitfield’s persistence in asking for things frons employers and Bess’s
willingness to further and/or grant his requestgg®sts that this dynamic was an
accepted aspect of steward-employer relationspadin not directly work related, it
cemented the unequal social bond, akin to thatexfieval vassal and lord, by
providing opportunities for the exchange of honand goodwill as well as of
material goods. It was a win-win situation thabaléd Whitfield to obtain desired
items and affirmation and Bess to act and be pezdeas lady bountiful — albeit
within the limits of moderation. In letter ID 99 Bespecifies that Whitfield may

have only the wood that is of no use to the mastgyenter, and both there and in
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letter ID 101 she uses the granting of request®rically, as sugar to coat the denser
and less palatable passages of instruction, blanteexplanation.

In all three of her surviving letters to househefticers, Bess includes
messages for them to pass on to her female redadiv€hatsworth. This appears to
have been her usual practice, presumably promptedgenuine desire to greet and
share in the life of her family by any means aydéaand possibly also by the
expectation that she would do’S8However, as with request granting, Bess could
use these messages to manipulate. In her eattier te Whitfield, Bess had made a
point of instructing him to make a number of paytseam her and ‘her boye’ Will's
behalf, to inform her sister Jane of this, andasspa message through Jane to Bess'’s
daughter Frances — a complex manoeuvre that sinadtssly highlighted Jane’s
role as a well integrated member of the family veitime control over its finances
and insisted that Whitfield co-operate with herbaith levels. Letter ID 101 also
instructs Whitfield to interact with female membefghe household, young and old:
‘comende me to my aunte lynycar’ and ‘tyll bessellas and franke thatt | saye yf
they pley ther uergenalles that the are good geAsghere is no apparent tension
between the parties and the tone of these messagesys straightforward
goodwill, these appear to be routine communicatibmboth letters, bidding
Whitfield to bear messages was a way for the ali3esd to ensure that the male
officer and the women and children of her familynzounicated with one another,
strengthening these core relationships. (As wd skal Bess also corresponded with
James Crompe and William Marchington about hedcéil in a way that strongly
suggests that officers were responsible for thieldm’s well-being.)

All the interactions between Bess and Whitfieldfpened in letter ID 101 —
whether pertaining to work, patronage, or famifg — are presented as ordinary,
requiring no special style or explanation. In thbscription, however, Bess does
something extraordinary. She offers a mild apologyhaste as a peryrs’. It is hard
to identify which feature(s) of the letter she amses Whitfield will interpret as
indicative that she wrote in a hurry. This leteshorter and less discursive than the
earlier surviving one, but both move quickly froapic to topic and both are penned
in a large and somewhat messy form of Bess'’s hatidgthat could be as much a
sign of speed as of social prestige. Without furtetters to Whitfield to compare

1%0\We see from other letters that children were dhatynd to write to their parents; while heads of
family would not owe letters to their children, lgilys, and more distant kin in the same way, it is

easy to imagine that those relatives could takenaf if not at least greeted in any letters torothe

household members, especially as letters were of@hcommunally rather than privately.
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them with, it is impossible to know whether or ihat way(s) Bess was deviating
from her standard practice here. The tone of #ited could be interpreted as
impatient, and perhaps she has left some of histigunes unanswered, or answered
more peremptorily than usual. Apologising for ‘feshay have been a short-hand
way for Bess to apologise to the steward for othiglgs, saving both her face and
time by not enumerating them. Although it may besual for an employer to
apologise to a servant, Bess does so in a waytihdieing both vague and indirect,

maintains her dignity as mistress.

Bess of Hardwick at theroyal court to James Crompe at Chatsworth,
8 March [1560-1564] (ID 100)

address leaf, f. 2v
superscription: italic script, unidentified scribhbnd
To lames crompe

later note: unidentified hand
curious

letter, f. 1r
italic script, unidentified scribal hand

crompe | do vndearstande by your leters that wdrdayth he
well departe at our ladeday next | wyll that yoalsh
haue ~hym” bundon yn ~a” noblygacytfto avoyde at the same day
for sure | wyll troste nomor to hys promes and W&ree doth
tell you that he ysijegible] any peny behend-ef-aneldier work
done to mr cauendysSfor me he doth lye lyke afalse knaue
for | am moste sure he ded neuer make any thynge fo
me but ij vaynes to stande vpon the huse | do wely
lyke your sendeynges sawyers to pentrege and metabt®
for that well furder my workes and so | pray youamy
other thyngs that well be ahelpe to my byldeyngegtle
be done and for tomas maddyf you can here were he

%1 Unidentified; he appears to have been a tenaftsoran.

132:gpligation, n.’, ‘1. The action of constrainingeself by oath, promise, or contract to a particula
course of action; a mutually binding agreemerijtd.formal promise. Obs. 2. Law and Finance. A
binding agreement committing a person to a paymeaother action; the document containing such

an agreement; a written contract or bond [...]QIED <http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/129688>
[accessed 17 October 2012]. The letter does naifgpehether Worth is to be bound by oath or by
signed document, but the latter may be impliedrimash as he has already said he will leave but Bess
finds his spoken promise insufficient. It seemg tharitten obligation could be considered as hgvin
greater legal force than a spoken one.

33 \where either referring to the passage in Crompe’siétievhich he reports Worth’s speech or as a
variant ofwhereas

%4 Sir William Cavendish, who had died in 1557.
135 pentrich and Meadowpleck, two lesser estates iby3ire.

1% Stallybrass surmises this may be Thomas Robeti®uti offering further explanation (p. 352).
Hardwick MS 2, the account book covering the waggnpents to agricultural labourers and builders
at Chatsworth from October 1559-October 1560, sasecord any payments to a mason of this
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ys | would very gladely he were at chattesworthyl w
let you know by my next leters what worke thomals]
mason shall begine one furste when he doth come
and as for the other mason wyche sur ldrfeéswid
you of yf he wyll not aplye hys worke you know

he ys no mete mane for me and the masons work
wyche | haue to do ys not muche and tomas
mason well very well ouer se that worke

| perseue sur lames ys muche myslyked for

hys relegyn but | thenke hys wesdom ys suche
that he well make smale acounte of tmater

| woulde haue you to tell my aunte Lenecke

that | woulde haue the letell garden weche

ys by the newe-wdnowse made agarden thys

yere | care not wether she bestow any grate coste
ther of but to sowe yt ith al kynde of earbes and
flowres and some pece of yittvmalos

f. 1v | haue sende you by thys caréréiij bud
bundeles of garden sedes all wretethwellem
marchyngtonS® hande and by the next you
shall know how to youse the[m] yn euery
pynte frome the courte the viij of march

your mystres
E Seyntelo

rest of page blank (approximately 20 lines)

f. 2r blank

‘ahelpe to my byldeynge’: Bess’s appreciative language

Like Bess’s 1552 letter to Whitfield (ID 99), hetter to Crompe on 8 March [1560-
1564] (ID 100) is printed in Hunteridallamshire®* Yet despite some striking

name, but a Thomas Owtering, mason, is paid 26 ftays’ work on three occasions through
September and October 1560 (ff. 24r, 29r, 30r)dbles not appear to have been the mason in charge,
however; a few other masons joined the work eaaliet were better paid. The recruitment of ‘tomas
mason’ and/or the writing of this letter may haweured in a later year.

157 Unidentified. With the title ‘sir'’ he could havesen either a knight or a priest. Hunter surmises he
may be a member of the Foljambe family, which ‘stéfl much for their attachment to the old
profession’ (p. 79 n. 1).

138 carrier, a professional transporter of goods, includiritets, between London and provincial cities
and towns. For further information, see, for exaanpgllan StewartShakespeare’s Lette(®xford:
OUP, 2008), Chapter 3: ‘Shakespeare and the Csirard David HeyPackmen, Carriers and
Packhorse Roads: Trade and Communication in Noetbishire and South Yorkshifeeicester:
Leicester UP, 1980).

139 william Marchington, another estate officer andhau of letter ID 47. For the garden and its
relation to the old and ‘newe howse[s]’, see Tre®aghton, ‘Chatsworth’s Sixteenth-Century Parks
and GardensGarden History 23.1 (Summer 1995), 29-55.

180 The Folger catalogue dates this letter 8 Marcl6Q®$. In fact, could have been written in any of
the years during which Chatsworth House was beghgilt; Bess’s spring-time whereabouts in these
years is not known, and other internal referencesiadatable.
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statements regarding Worth, it does not appeaave bontributed significantly to
Bess’s shrewish reputation. Rawson introduces ‘highly typical for the good
lady’s literary style and her attitude towards @employees’, but otherwise, like her
roughly contemporary letter to Whitfield (ID 101f)has attracted attention mainly
for what it says about the rebuilding and landstgyuif Chatswortt®? However, this
letter offers much of social and linguistic intdrd®ess’s manner of writing to this
second Chatsworth steward shares several lingtestiares with her letters to
Whitfield yet differs significantly from them in t@. It is apparent, then, that extra-
linguistic social dynamics are impacting Bess’sceoilhe two recipients of her
extant letters of household management appeartiiese letters and contemporary
household accounts to have shared overall respbitysibr the Chatsworth house
and estate and to have collaborated on a reguis, lut when their textual remains
are compared more closely, it appears that Cromgehave been more highly
esteemed by their long-term employer.

Crompe’s service, like Whitfield's, dates from t@ring of 1549 if not
earlier; the two men are recorded side by sidepandl the same wages (ten shillings
per quarter) in the earliest extant account bookhHe Cavendishes, and both go on
to serve them in their London house in the earf0s5and at Chatswortf?
Crompe’s early duties appear to have been maingntiial; this impression could be
biased by the nature of the documentation, bagtstriking that there is no mention at
all of material goods with reference to him at timse, unlike entries for Whitfield.
Like Whitfield, Crompe makes a number of paymemt$is employers’ behalf, for
which he is later reimbursed, but in 1550 he bugslding from Cavendish for
£2.0.0 — a whole year's wages — and in 1552 hes&@alendish £2.134*
Crompe must have had savings of his own, and heaappo have assisted with the
Cavendishes’ cash flow, a responsibility that Bessrs to in the post-script of letter
ID 99: ‘tyll lames crompe that | haue resauyedfthe ponde and Bthat he sente
me by heue alsope’. In addition, Crompe was sei@@dtys’ (presumably Calais) on
Cavendish’s business in 1550 and submitted a diairexpenses upon his retuffi.

In the following decade he appears to have beeedbasChatsworth as a steward,

1 Hunter, p. 79.
162 Rawson, p. 22; for example, DuraBess p. 47 and Lovell, pp. 170-71.

183 Folger, MS X.d.486, f. 16v. Crompe’s first appemmis on f. 6v, paying £10 to Bess on 31 April
1549. The London accounts are in Hardwick MS 1.

1% Folger, MS X.d.4886, ff. 8v, 16v, 18v, 30r; HardwiMS 1, f. 40r.
185 Folger, MS X.d.486, f. 19r and v.
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co-supervising with Whitfield the rebuilding of theuse and with another officer,
William Marchington, the management of the estafasan extension of his
agricultural management role, Crompe also traveteggional markets to sell
livestock and wool grown on the estates, an impbraurce of income. This may
have been what took him to Hull in 1561 (in thetgsasipt of letter ID 101), and in
the post-script of a letter to Bess ¢. 1560 Margtan implies that he saved Crompe
from being cheated in a wool deal at Derby (ID @Talysed in Chapter 4).
Nevertheless, Crompe was entrusted with incredsiagcial responsibilities as time
went on; in the early 1580s he is recorded payirey the rents, arrears, debts, and
wool money he has collected, repaying Bess’s aesjiand transporting staggering
sums — from £100 to £1000 at a time — from Bedsetoson Willian-*® Making

one of these transfers in 1583 is his last recoat¢df service.

As the Chatsworth accounts come to an end showtheafter, it is possible
that he continued to serve Bess for even longer tia thirty-four-year span in
which he can be traced through the domestic archiihetfield’s last appearance is
in Bess'’s letter of 1561 (ID 101), but as thereravesurviving Chatsworth accounts
for 1559-1578, he too may have served longer tharwelve years for which he
remains on record. Given the gaps in the archivs,impossible to know whether
Whitfield and later Crompe left Bess'’s service tlueissatisfaction, old age, or
death. Hainsworth has observed that estate stewanely lost their jobs, even when
levels of mutual dissatisfaction were high; in eventeenth-century letter
collections he has studied, employers prefer ta tregir rage upon their chief
officers than to dismiss them — a circumstance Wwatld make the job more
stressful but not threaten its secufityBess’s practice, a century earlier, fits this
model: despite her strong expressions of displeasuvhitfield in 1552, they
weathered the storm and he remained in her sefisti@other nine years at least.
Although it is possible that Crompe was more highloured and Whitfield quit or
was dismissed at some point after 1561, the wayhich Crompe appears to have
gradually taken over many of Whitfield’s duties anchave remained in service
much longer could, alternatively, suggest that Vi id was an older man who
retired or died earlier.

When Bess wrote to them in the early 1560s, both were based at

Chatsworth as chief officers, most likely stewaM¥hereas Whitfield had appeared

166 Hardwick MS 5, ff. 17r, 27r, 29v, 30r, 31v, 334r3and v.
87 Hainsworth, p. 253.
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to manage the house, its inhabitants, and theesstapporting it a decade earlier, by
this time some of these responsibilities were gshai¢éh or made over to Crompe. It
Is obvious from Bess’s letters that both men wesponsible for overseeing the
rebuilding of Chatsworth House, and her letter toripe (ID 100) also indicates
that he now managed the human and natural resoair&sntrich and Meadowpleck.
When Bess wrote from Bromham to Sir John Thynn2®April 1560 to request the
services of the expert plasterer he had at Longsbatbid ‘if he doo goo presently
the next way’ to Chatsworth, ‘Let hym enquire foy servaunte lames Crompe who
shall appointe hym what is there to be dorffiéCrompe was clearly based at
Chatsworth and the officer whom Bess had deledgatsdperintend work on the
interior of the house at least. In order for hindtohis duty to her satisfaction, they
would have needed to carry out a regular and @etaibrrespondence, of which only
the few letters in this and the following chaptaré survived. Lovell’'s account of
this period registers Crompe’s ascendancy by naitior@ng Whitfield at all: ‘Bess
spent the entire winter of 1559-1560 in London v@thWilliam [St Loe], while the
industrious major-domo, James Crompe, looked @ftetsworth, running the estates
[...] and overseeing the building work§? Durant asserts that Crompe was in charge
of the building work at Chatsworth with Whitfield &is stand-in:
In Bess’s absences from Chatsworth, James Crongs, 8gervant from
the time she had married Sir William Cavendish, lgftsn charge. She
sent frequent instructions to Cromp on how the wealk to be done and
where the masons were to be found. When Cromp wag an other

business, Francis Whitfield, another old Cavend&tvant, was
directed!’®

Certainly this is a possibility. Another is thaethurden of regular correspondence
with the mistress of the house was shifting fromitiéid to Crompe; there is some
evidence, to be considered in the following chapteat letter-writing was an
important part of Crompe’s stewardly duty at tlise. In fact, as there are no
household accounts surviving from this period,litaadful of letters exchanged
between Bess and her Chatsworth officers are the soarce from which to
reconstruct their duties and relationships.

Amidst these changes, Whitfield may have continoeatct as household

steward. Yet, oddly, he is not recorded in the 8hatth inventories as ever having

181D 113, quoted from the edition as | have not seroriginal.
189 ovell, pp. 150-51.
9 burant,Bess p. 47.
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had his own room in the house, as Crompe eventdall{/* Whitfield may have had
a house of his own in the neighbourhood so thatdenot required to live onsite, or
special provision may have been made for Crom@eraarried man or as a sign of
Bess’s favour. Very few upper servants who wereatsi relatives are recorded as
having had their own rooms at Chatsworth at tinetiso the allocation of space and
increased privacy was clearly a privilegéln any case, the discernible inequalities
in the two stewards’ workloads and living arrangateere matched by Bess’s
different modes of writing to them in her threeasttletters of household
management.

Perhaps the most noticeable feature of her leit€rompe is that her
vigorous expressions of displeasure are directédttmm but entirely at a third
party: the tenant-craftsman Worth, whose behaviauBess’s opinion, belies his
name. By contrast with Worth (and Whitfield), shraipes Crompe openly and
warmly, using discourses of pleasure and collabmrat- perhaps even of friendship
— when writing of their shared business.

Bess’s words concerning Worth are far harsher #mnused towards
Whitfield. When Worth claims she has not paid hondll his past work, she asserts,
‘he doth lye lyke afalse knaue. for’, she explaiham moste sure he ded neuer
make any thynge for me but ij vaynes to stande \therhuse’. What Bess sees as
Worth’s dishonesty in claiming pay for imaginarynkallegedly performed years
before (when her husband Cavendish was still aiee)d also have damaged her
reputation in the community if he were believeds thjustice and danger of Worth’s
claims, perhaps as much as the money involvedg ltim Bess’s angry, defensive,
and distrustful response. Although Worth has saiavii move off her land later that
month, Bess insists that Crompe ‘haue hym bundor’legally enforceable promise
to do so, as ‘I wyll troste nomor to hys promessB has obviously had a long

history of dissatisfactory interactions with thehant and occasional employee and is

"1 Crompe’s chamber is recorded in the 1601 invensd@hatsworth but not in the incomplete draft
inventory that Gillian White dates to c. 1565-158iring his actual time of servic®{ houshold

stuff p. 27; White, “that whyche is nedefoull and ne&e/”: The Nature and Purpose of the Original
Furnishings and Decoration of Hardwick Hall, Deftiys’, PhD thesis, History of Art, University of
Warwick, 2005, vol. 2, pp. 390-92). Crompe’s mayébheen one of the rooms left out of the draft
inventory, or another room, included in the inveptonay have been assigned to him at a later date.

12|n the incomplete draft inventory of Chatswortbtmtents made in the mid-1560s, specific
chambers are assigned to Bess’s mother, Elizalathe (who, like aunt Marcella Linacre and sister
Jane Kniveton, also helped with domestic managemeossibly to her aunt Linacre (if ‘Ellens
chamber’ was hers as White suggests), to the @muakio one of St Loe’s upper servants named
Mousall (White, vol. 2, pp. 401-2, 413, 412). Fotiner rooms were shared by unnamed servants
(White, vol. 2, pp. 398, 400, 405, 411). Jane Ktuwneand her growing family almost certainly had
their own quarters as well.
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as eager to see him go as he is to leave. ThéhfaicBess opens the letter with this
matter suggests it may have been the most urgece pif business on her mind at
the time of writing.

Despite her outrage with Worth and her desire @rampe take immediate
action to ensure his departure, Bess writes to @eoim such a way as to register her
respect for him and to re-enforce their good wagkielationship. By using a
discourse of pleasure to state what she wouldGitampe to do, Bess courteously
casts him as a trusty collaborator whom she isident is on her side. As in her
letters to Whitfield, Bess writes to Crompe of éshes as an indirect means of
giving instructions: I'wyll that you shalhaue hym bundon yn a noblygacyon’; ‘yf
you can here were [tomas mason] ygould very gladeljhe were at chattesworth’;
and 1 woulde haue yotpo tell my aunte Lenecke thiaivoulde haudhe letell garden
weche ys by the newe howse made agarden thys gare notwether she bestow
any grate coste ther of’. Although this is an oadinway for her to direct both
stewards, it is striking that there are no strdaiatard instructions in this letter. The
closest thing to a direct order is the clauseytdie done’. The verb ‘let’ can be
interpreted as an imperative meaning ‘permit’ diota’, but, even so, the function
and arguably the form of the whole clause is tlia jossive subjunctive, which
proposes rather than demands a course of acti@s:Base of the passive voice and
impersonal construction with ‘it’ further distancb®& proposed work from those who
would be doing it and even from Bess as speaker.

Of course, ‘let it be done’ has come to be a widelgd, perhaps even
clichéd, idiom for giving orders precisely becaitsgreates this airy sense of
distance, which frees the elevated speaker froemaithg to the nitty-gritty realities
and subordinate persons involved in carrying tliei® out. In this instance,
however, Bess appears to be using the distanathgitgue for a different reason:
courtesy. The indirectness of the clause givesris#muction a light touch; it is
appropriate that she refrains from placing undubalepressure on Crompe, since, in
effect, she is encouraging him to do her a favbhis becomes clear when reading
the clause in the context of the whole sentencgo Very wel lyke your sendeynges
sawyers to pentrege and medoplecke for that wedefumy workes and so | pray
you yn any other thyngs that well be ahelpe to ylgdynge let yt be done’. Bess
begins by praising Crompe’s good judgement andative in the matter of the
sawyers and then proceeds to ask him, using thi#eoms phrase ‘I pray you’, to go

beyond the call of duty in continuing to exercisede character traits on her behalf.
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Another reason for Bess’s use of indirect direditteoughout letter ID 100
Is that the complex nature of the business in lagdires complex syntax (i.e.,
contextualisation and explanation in subordinaa@sés), unlike simple orders such
as ‘fix the windows'. In this respect, Bess'’s stigeCrompe resembles the passages
in her letters to Whitfield in which she expressesplex thought patterns through
complex syntax. The tone of those passages im IEit89 is overwrought, and again
this is the case in letter ID 100 when she is mgitof Worth. In the remainder of the
letter to Crompe, however, Bess’s complex and eudidirective style communicates
not anger or anxiety but, rather, friendly feeling.

Another feature in common with Bess'’s letters toitfi#id is the high
number of statements of her mental activity: eleweetter ID 100 to Crompe,
including those that double as expressions of heneg. As in letter ID 101 to
Whitfield, these statements of her perspective slinpv the characters and events
she represents are to be interpreted by her reatide, they also contribute to her
complex syntax and discursive style. However, ahawe seen, the significance of
some of the three letters’ other identical lingai$tatures can differ from letter to
letter, and from recipient to recipient, accordiogvhat is being said about whom to
whom. The same set of linguistic forms — colledijystyle — can have a different
impact because it is the interplay of each letteo'istent and context with its style,
rather than style alone, that determines its tone.

Whereas the tone of Bess'’s letters to Whitfieldasafrom the seriously
displeased to the neutral, the tone of her lett€rompe is consistently friendly
towards him. When complaining of Worth, it is asattrusted colleague; when
confiding in him her opinion of ‘sur lames’, whiclmes not appear to bear directly
on household business, it is as to a friend. Wheting of Crompe’s own
performance as estate steward, she is approvingamteous. Bess'’s discourses of
pleasure in this letter communicate not only heshes but also that she is indeed
pleased. If Bess’s harsh words towards Whitfield$52 have been taken as
evidence of her character, so too ought the fadtaldecade later Bess represented
his counterpart, Crompe, as a trusty and well-Edsteward and wrote to him in a
register that is businesslike but also familiatjvaven the occasional hint of
deference. This friendly and appreciative Bessfas ary from the ‘proud, furious,

selfish, and unfeeling’ caricature found in LodgeBuential lllustrations*"

13 odge, p. xvii. Cf. Guy, pp. 441-42, 448-49.
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Conclusion: Material matters

Although so few of Bess’s letters to servants hawwived, the presence of
handwriting other than her own on the three extidrs is illustrative of the
communal nature not only of producing and reademtyenodern correspondence
but also of domestic management. The precedinysisdias stressed the
interdependence and necessary collaboration ofgagsand stewards when it came
to household and estate management. There isheefualyer of collaboration evident
in Bess'’s letter to Crompe: that between herselftear scribe. Unlike the two letters
to Whitfield (IDs 99 and 101), which are writtendasigned by her own hand, letter
ID 100, although composed in Bess’s voice, is catety scribal, even down to the
signature’’ It may have been written to dictation or recodietin a draft or notes;

if the latter, Bess may not have been presengtothie final copy herself before it
was sent. Whatever Bess'’s reasons for not manwailling and signing the letter
herself, one certain result would be that Crompaldicecognise that the
handwriting was not hers. He may well have knowmseéhit was. This scribe, who
could have been another servant or a relative e Baay have written other letters
or documents to which Crompe had access; literaisdhold members would be
likely to work together to some degree, whethenatrstationed at the same house at
all times. If it was a known hand and the lettexled with Bess’s seal, its
authenticity would not be questioned. Furthermtire letter sustains Bess'’s voice
too thoroughly to have been entirely composed bystiribe: it includes many
expressions of Bess’s own opinions and feelingsareatoo emphatic to have been
composed by anyone else.

The use of a scribe does complicate the pictuigest’s domestic
correspondence, as it is impossible to know exduly the collaboration worked or
how Crompe would have responded to receiving &akletter. The letter does not
apologise or otherwise explain why Bess has ndtewin her own hand; she may
have communicated with Crompe via a scribe regulatlch that this practice no
longer required comment. In any case, the lango&gess’s letter to Crompe
stresses her approval of and confidence in hintlamsl closes the social distance

created by the interposition of the scribe betwitbem. Furthermore, the scribal

174 Although the scribe’s hand is quite similar to 8esthey can be distinguished, and the differences
are most apparent in the large, confident autogsagpiature of letter ID 101 compared with the
smaller and somewhat stilted scribal ‘signaturdettier ID 100. Bess’s name is also spelled
differently in the two signatures: ‘E Seyntelo’lld 100 and ‘ESeyntlo’ in ID 101. These differences

in spelling and visual impact are significant sifBess developed a stable, iconic signature for each
her married names.
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hand reminds us that quite often more than the dasaeder and recipient were
involved in the production and circulation of legtén this period: scribes or
secretaries could be involved in composing or ptalfsi writing, folding, and
sealing letters; servants or professional carmene always needed to deliver them
to their addressees; and, once received, they t@utdused or circulated further
still.

Notes written on Bess’s two surviving letters to itiiéld, added after their
delivery at Chatsworth, offer tantalising glimpsé$iow they functioned as both
texts and material objects within the country hodgesse clues as to how Whitfield
and possibly other Chatsworth administrators entevad and perceived Bess’s
missives pose wider questions regarding the symistditus of her letters of
household management, domestic record-keepingigeacand the long-term
preservation of Bess’s correspondence.

Bess’s second letter to Whitfield is endorsed loy,Himy ladis letter for my
nagges’ (ID 101). Although she does indeed gramtdnnag (clearly upon request),
this was hardly her main purpose for writing. Wkitd’s endorsement — the only
certain sample of his handwriting — indicates buthintention to keep this letter on
file and that his reasons for doing so were morsgr&l than professional. This
letter may have been preserved in the first ingamot due to routine filing or
because it contained important information that féid and the builders may need
to consult again, but more likely as evidence sfright to the nag(s) should that be
questioned.

By contrast, the note added to Bess'’s earlier ¢éxetter (ID 99) does not
relate to the letter’s contents and may not haes bveitten by Whitfield. This note,
which concerns estate farming and finances, isdoreemporary secretary hand
whose letter formation and duct resemble those loitfi#ld’s endorsement of letter
ID 101, but that sample of his writing — a merewnrds — is too small to
determine with certainty whether or not this noeeswalso penned by him. Further
difficulties are added by the circumstance thattit® notes were written with
different pens, inks, and levels of care. Wherbasendorsement of letter ID 101 is
neat and legible, comprised of thin and controped strokes, the writing on the
address leaf of letter ID 99 appears to have bedtewin haste and with a pen in
need of trimming. If the note on letter ID 99 wat written by Whitfield himself, he

probably, after reading the letter, left it operaishared workspace where it was
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accessible to other clerks or estate offi¢&tén that scenario, Bess’s words may not
have been read by the anonymous administrator ethexljdown on the address leaf
a to-do list of agricultural payments to be madeegorded in full elsewhere; his
contact with the letter was primarily as a physaaject — scrap paper within reach
— on which to inscribe a text of his own. The addrkeaf’s reuse, whether by
Whitfield or one of his colleagues, suggests omaarathat, for all her command of
language, letters from the mistress were not nadgsseceived or preserved with
special respect at Chatsworth and that their mralctalue was assessed by those into
whose hands they fell and according to critericomnected to the purposes for

which they were written.

These two notes coupled with the low survival @EtBess'’s letters of
household management compared with her familialpanitical correspondence
suggest that her letters were received by the Gloatis staff as ephemeral texts
devoid of symbolic or more than short-term pradtuedue. How ironic, then, that in
these two letters Bess’s authoritative words aedlarks of relative disregard for
them have been preserved together — and partlughrthe agency of a later
servant. It is thanks to ‘one Swifte’, a servanBefs’s daughter Mary Talbot who
considered the Talbot family’s ‘evidences and wg#’ worth saving from
governmental confiscation, that so many piecesessB intermingled
correspondence have became objects of interekegmver and selectively
preserved as they passed through the hands ofriesndd booksellers and private
owners before entering the Folger Shakespeareryibra 961"

It is by considering side by side the linguisticlanaterial features of Bess’s
extant letters of household management that wdoa#ah up a picture of her routine

75 The handwriting of the note does not match thatyf other household member whose writing has
been identified. However, there are many unidedifiands in Bess’s account books, and possibly a
match may be found there.

176 Quotations are from a letter from James I's Latithe Council to George Lassels and Francis
Cooke, 28 June 1619, printed in Hunter, p. 97 pifiginal manuscript belonging to the eighteenth-
century collector John Wilson of Broomhead Halliigraced. The letter, which urges its recipients to
retrieve the papers in question, relates that 8widtd spirited them away from Sheffield and Worksop
and placed them in the safe keeping of his sistiée, of a Mr. Bossevile of Gunthwaite, Yorkshire.
The Folger’s guide to the Papers of the Cavendabsot family, available at
<http://findingaids.folger.edu/dfocavendish.xmlegords that a Mr. Bosville of Gunthwaite sold the
manuscripts to Wilson and that they were subsetupatchased by Sir Thomas Phillipps. In all
likelihood, the later Mr. Bosville was a descendainthe earlier one. This is also the family into
which Bess’s full sister Jane had married — ano¢ixample of overlap between kinship and service.
Finally, G. W. Bernard has observed that the Swy#tse traditionally servants of the Talbots. The
Swifte who rescued the Cavendish-Talbot MSS wabatsty related to the Robert Swyft who had
been in the service of George and then Francisotdiurth and fifth earls of Shrewsbury, in thesfi
half of the sixteenth century (G. W. Bernafthe Power of the Early Tudor Nobility: A Studytod t
Fourth and Fifth Earls of Shrewsbu(Brighton: Harvester, 1985), pp. 156-57).
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epistolary performances, her domestic authority@ildborations, and, with the aid
of household accounts, the roles of various sesvariboth running the house and
shaping the mistress’s reputation there and thiereaf a picture that is at once more

accurate, complex and surprising than that sketonéddy some of her biographers.



CHAPTER 4

‘To my synguler good ladye & mestres’:
Chatsworth officers’ letters, c. 1560-c. 1566

Introduction

This chapter continues the analysis of lettersonfsSehold and estate management
begun in the previous chapter, looking now at ttireloside of the correspondence:
letters written to Bess by Chatsworth officers. Tt surviving letters were written
by three of these managers — James Crompe, WiNManchington, and Edward
Foxe — each in secretary script and his own harohgrieach reports back to the
mistress concerning details of running the houskesaipporting estates in her
absence. But beyond these basic similarities, éineyar from uniform. The three
writers held different offices and, thus, had difiet responsibilities and
relationships to Bess. These differences are appar¢he self-performances and
social negotiations found in their letters to thistness. The officers’ letters make
varied use of contemporary epistolary conventiang, they differ in tone, style, and
persuasive purpose; likewise, they are charactebgealifferent rhetorical tactics and
ways of verbally performing service. Each writertsce, like his handwriting, can
be distinguished from the others. Crompe’s twaetstshow him working through a
series of concerns and offering strongly worded/atdly advice; Marchington’s
letter is essentially a progress report, but wittagpirational twist; and Foxe’s letter
displays the most overtly rhetorical and officahfjuage and layout, as he surrounds
self-justification with formal deference. Altogethéhe surviving correspondence
between Bess and her Chatsworth officers demoasttaat the business of writing
was in large part the business of self-assertion.

In the letters studied in this chapter, the thrifieers use a remarkable range
of rhetorical strategies to attempt to influences®8even as they acknowledge their
own subordination to her wishes. Although these haahthe same epistolary
conventions available to them and each would haged to present himself as
favourably and his wishes as persuasively as pessiteir surviving letters
demonstrate that, on these occasions at leastoffaadr took a different approach to
writing to the mistress. The following analysisdises on the distinct ways in which
Crompe, Marchington, and Foxe in their extant fsttd management make use of
the resources available to them to navigate betwesrnce and agency, deference

and urgency as they offer information and advitasg@requests, address Bess as
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social superior and employer, represent the acaodscharacters of others, and
perform their own personae as faithful officershapiarticular duties and concerns at
the time of writing.

Inasmuch as each officer’s epistolary self-perfarogeis undertaken in
response to a particular perception of Bess aenadiand authority, the different
and sometimes inconsistent ways in which she isackerised across and within
these letters further contribute to the complexgenaf Bess that began to emerge
from the analysis of her own letters of househo&hagement in the preceding
chapter. Rather than a coherent and static podiait individual, the Chatsworth
correspondence offers a sequence of crowded astiats in which Bess and her
officers respond to a series of situations. Furttzee, in their continual
acknowledgement of Bess’s superior social statdsaathority over the house and
estates, the officers’ letters address and repr&sss in her role as mistress,
decorously emphasising the hierarchical sociaticaidbetween writer and recipient
rather than the recipient’s individual personalitize social framework that sets Bess
above the officers also allows Crompe and Marchingd address her somewhat
collegially as a co-manager of Chatsworth; thdiehs include several linguistic and
visual features that narrow the gap between mstiad men and give the
impression — whether by accident or design — thesé two officers enjoyed a
mutually satisfactory working relationship with Be8y contrast, when Foxe,
writing in response to allegations of negligenceyes beyond formulaically
deferential phrases he becomes entangled in ¢ghiasdlattering portrayal of Bess.

The different ways in which the three officerstégs represent Bess,
themselves, and each other reveal not only diffexemn their personalities and in
their circumstances at the time of writing (espkciavels of security or anxiety
about how Bess may perceive them, and, hence, #imiujob security) but also the
unequal opportunities that their particular officéfered for developing a good
working relationship with the mistress. Once agaithis chapter, historically
informed close readings of language and materildég to a reassessment of Bess'’s
social role within her own household while alsoaating that early modern estate
officers could choose from among a range of stylesyentions, and rhetorical
techniques when managing their relationship withrthistress of the house by letter.

Taken together, the Chatsworth officers’ lettersropp the linguistic,
literate, and interpersonal sides of domestic atate management, revealing that

letter-writing was an essential but complex requigat of bearing office on an early
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modern estate. This chapter analyses the let@résgch officer in turn, considering
how deferential terms of address for the mistresslass formulaic linguistic
features relate to one another and collectivelyasgnt the mistress-officer
relationship, including, crucially, each writerslsrepresentation and epistolary
performance of duty. Numerous factors includingrdrege of conventions for early
modern letter-writing, the linguistic resourcess@irly Modern English, early
modern ideologies of service, and the practicappses of correspondence inform
the interpretation of each officer’s epistolaryfpemance. The conclusion then
summarises each officer’s self-presentation anttgnal of Bess in response to
Lynne Magnusson’s call for a ‘stylistics of the lganodern subject’ that maps out
‘how words match up with social relations, how weodklineate subject

positions’*’’ Building on her ground-breaking work in this artras chapter
demonstrates how the language and layout of CroMpgs;hington, and Foxe’s
letters to the mistress of the house use differentbinations of epistolary
conventions and more creative linguistic strategpesonstruct their historically
specific subject positions as household and estéiters. Furthermore, close
analysis reveals that despite the similaritiesefrtpositions and of the social scripts
available to them, each officer through his stidishoices creates a unique persona
and representation of his own working relationshiih Bess that are in keeping with
his particular circumstances and likely historyrdéraction with her. As Crompe
and Marchington’s letters make explicit referenméhie regularity and logistics of
the flow of correspondence between Chatsworth ba@bsent Bess, it is possible to
reconstruct to some degree the rhythms of corregme between Bess in London
and the Chatsworth officers, especially Crompe. §teevard’s more frequent contact
with the mistress by letter accounts in large fmarthe unselfconscious ease of his
epistolary style compared with Marchington and Fexéghly self-conscious

productions.

James Crompe at Chatsworth to Bess of Hardwick in London, 20 November
[c. 1565] (ID 17)

address leaf, f. 2v
superscription: secretary script, Crompe’s hand
To my synguler good
ladye & mestres the ladye

" MagnussonSocial Dialoguep. 36. Magnusson offers an excellent model of Hug/can be done
in Chapter 2, “Power to hurt”: Language and Sesiit Sidney Household Letters and Shakespeare’s
Sonnets’, pp. 35-57.
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elsabeth seyntloo delyver
thes
[flourish]

letter, f. 1r
secretary script, Crompe’s hand

mastur harry/® with wyllyames’® shall com vppe so sone as whe can
set them furthe he hathe nobdt8shat wyll kepe owte water
so that there most be apefemade for mr harrye abowte tewseday
he shalbe Wh you god wylling as tocheing mastur chatfésnastur
wyllyam cavendysh&® seythe that yf you sent hym to tydsewH4ll
all the larning that he nowe hathe shall do hymlknpdesure
for the skolemastur that he shulde goo to wyll éslshim aftur
anothur sorte so that he shall for gete thes tagesiwyche
he hathe had bothe at mr lacke¥dteyler®® & wyllyames yf you
do meane to sent mr charles t8"oxforde let hym not goo to
tydsewall / mr wyllyam cavendyshe had of late aleffirom
teyler from oxforde where he dyd wrytte that yluyéadyshippe
stode nede of askolemashe wyll com to you to chatteseworth
| shall staye charles for going to tydsewall tyknowe forthur
of your plesure mr w candysh& wyll se that he shall apleye
his boke tyll yaur plesure be knowon yf mr w/candyshe maye
be kepte wer&® larning hi$® he wyll be larnyd for he dothe stodye
& apleye his boke daye & nyght there “nede”™ nonmatbon hym
for going to his boke / I shall sent you all thermage |
can gete chortely" aftur seynt tandrose dayéyour fatte

"8 Henry Cavendish (1550-1616), Bess and Sir Willmeidest son.

179 Apparently the Cavendish boys’ current tutor aatStvorth.

80 no boots.

181 3 pair.

182 Charles Cavendish (1553-1617), Bess and Sir Wilsajoungest son.

183 william Cavendish (1551-1626), Bess and Sir Willia middle son; perhaps Crompe refers to
him by full name in order to distinguish him motearly from ‘wyllyames’.

184 Tideswell, Derbyshire, where a grammar schoollieeh founded in 1559 (‘TideswelPeak
District Online <http://www.peakdistrictonline.co.uk/tideswell-&.5tml> [accessed 29 December
2012)).

18 Henry Jackson, another of the Cavendish boystsiaad a former fellow of Merton College,
Oxford. Around 1567 he was accused of defaming Bgsgpreading slander against her family, and
Elizabeth I, the Privy Council, the archbishop einerbury, and ecclesiastical commissioners were
all involved in calling him to account. Two dradttiers concerning the incident are summarised by
Mary Anne Everett GreeGalendar of State Papers, Domestic Senas; Elizabeth, Addenda, 1566-
1579(London: Longman & Co., et al., 1871), pp. 39-#€ns 102-103. Images of the manuscript
letters are available throu@tate Papers Onlinghttp://gale.cengage.co.uk/state-papers-online-
15091714.aspx> [accessed 19 February 2013].

186 Apparently another of the Cavendishes’ formerrsjtasho had moved to Oxford.

187 Crompe appears to have made a false start atdtwe‘oxforde’, borrowing the <o> of ‘to’ and
following it with <x> before catching his mistakadastarting over.

8 william Cavendish.

%9 \where

lgOiS.

shortly.

192 5t Andrew’s Day, 30 November.

191
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wethurs®® are not yet solde it is not tym to syll them as ye

your lambes are not solde / wyne is allweyes dereratdn

| do perseue / the pavy&thathe nomore to do here but that p&se
before the garden dore then he dothe goo from&tsemastur
sottort®” he most pave ith hym as | here

f. v | thought | shulde a Receuyd no lettur Fronunadyshippe
this wycke it was xj of the clocke of wenseda}’dthe
caryer®® com with it to chattesewort / so that | had wrytton &
sent my lettur before yws cam / | haue sent you here in
closyd lyttone€™ lettur wyche cam to me aftur | Receuydiyo
lettur yaur geyne of the forest wyll conilipgible] moche aftur
my seyinges as you shall perceue by lyttones lgtttam with
othurs wyll take it of you as you maye perceue isy h
lettur / take yar advysement in that behalf for sure it is
the thynge vnmete for you as cryst knowyth who gmes yar
ladyshippe in helyth From chatteseworth thé ed&novembf®*

by yar obedyent semant
lamys Crompeflourish]

you had nede to haui Rychard® here seing that marchantoh
is not hereflourish]

rest of page blank (approximately 10 lines)
f. 2r blank
James Crompe at Chatsworth to Bess of Hardwick in London, 27 February
[15667?] (ID 18)

address leaf, f. 2v

193 \vethers(castrated rams).
194 pavior.
195 .;
piece(of land).
% hence.

197 probably John Sutton, who appears in 1Bs 20, 27, 154, and 216 as a messenger and agent,

involved in confidential match-making, financiahdalegal negotiations from the 1560s to 1600.

%8 are,

199 Stewart,Shakespeare’s Letter€hapter 3, ‘Shakespeare and the Carriers’, pesvédclear and
compelling account of how professional carriersrapel in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries, including the logistics of how they eotked and delivered letters.

20 Unidentified. Lytton’s letter and the others reéet to by Crompe have not survived.

21 The Folger catalogue dates this letter c. 1563 1&#ich is likely accurate. William Cavendish

left for Clare Hall, Cambridge at Michaelmas 15&fd around the same time Jackson was being tried
in ecclesiastical court for having allegedly slamdithe family; since William is at home and Crompe
mentions Jackson without reproach, this letter rpostbably precedes the autumn of 1567.

292 This could be Richard Wennesley, who was in thee@dishes’ service throughout the 1550s and
their steward at Pentrich by around 1556 (ID 51 ldaddwick MS 1, f. 3r). As such, he would have
the right experience to fill in for Marchington. éiher, less likely, possibility is Sir Richard Slak
described as a servant of Sir William Cavendisanraccount book entry of 29 December 1551
(Hardwick MS 1, f. 11r).

23 illiam Marchington.
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superscription: secretary script, Crompe’s hand
To my synguler good
ladye & mestres the ladye
seyntloo delyuer thes@durish]|

letter, f. 1r
secretary script, Crompe’s hand
| haue Receuyd thdlpgible] & the bokes for mr wyllyam
candysh&* with the othur bokes ./ hocK& as | do here ys lothe to
departe owt of the howse at shotell there wylbe mdde
for hym there to Remayne as | take it: he hatheweting
to avoyde nowe beforaunladye daye / dyckyné¥ shalbe ith your
ladyshippe
at london god wylling on sondaye th® dtaye of marche next
with as moche moneye as | can gete ethur he shall ¢tnthe
caryer of derbye or ih the caryer of tutburye | am indowte
you shall not haue yw moneye of-themr sturlé®’ nowe to
serue yar turne for yarr payment lohn Sotton hathe spok[e}#w
bothe vith lohn sturlé®® & with sir auntony sturl®® ther ansewers o
shall haue by lohn suton / you dyd wryte that yalde
not haue the inde of the grete galery next theegrieamu*°
selyd* but aportall ther to be made tmys loyner is in hande
with the portall he had onse framyd the seleing wodkeparte
therof hig*? altoryd for the portall not moche | do not vndarge
your mening for the cornysfié | am sure you wyll haue
the cornyshe to be as the Rest is & of lyke helgthnhe
knowe yaur plesure forther ther in the meane seson he gball
forewarde vith the portall you most haue aportall at the //
coming in to the galery as nycofétellyth me / let me knowe
wethur he shall do the seling fyrst or the portalshall
asserten you by dyckynes of the cfd3§‘ou shulde purchase of

204\vjilliam Cavendish, Bess and Sir William’s second.s
205 ppparently a tenant at ‘shotell’ (Shottle), Derbiys.

208 Another Chatsworth servant, who also appears imaEd Foxe’s letter (ID 28), below. In the
accounts for the 1590s, a Richard Dickyns servesmastate officer based at both Hardwick and
Chatsworth, though most of his business appearaue been conducted off-site. Like Crompe, he
was involved in the purchase of livestock, but nfoeguently he was on the road, travelling far and
wide to audit, collect rents, seize the goods aiesdéenants who failed to pay and arrest others
(Hardwick MS 7, ff. 40r, 43r, 56r, 58r-v, 64v, 702r, 75r, 77v, 79r, 81r, 82r, 83r, 84r; HardwiclsSM
9a, f. 6v). With three decades intervening, thiy mamay not be the same man as in Crompe and
Foxe’s letters. The Dyckynes/Dycons of the lettats as a messenger delivering money and
important information to Bess in London; if it tset same man, he could have built on his experience
of financial responsibility, travelling, and beagibad news to work his way up to a higher-ranking
post, possibly bailiff. If there were two servawish this surname, they may have been father and so
or uncle and nephew.

207 Unidentified.

298 Unidentified.

299 Unidentified.

19 chamber.

21 \Wood-panelled. See ‘ceil/ciel,’, 2. a.,0ED <www.oed.com> [accessed 1 January 2013].

212 is.

3 cornice.

214 Unidentified, but seemingly another servant.
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wattewoddé™ you most take hede howe you deliéhiym for
he is acraftye yomon as | am tolde / but for thise |

shall larne that | can / yf it be all Redye fowndxje
presentmerit’ of xij men to be consylyd lan& then the matter
is sure-wend the betur for you to deleitin /

f. v | do nat here nothing from harry cokes wytfd do thyngke she
shall Remayne quyet where she is / tylliyadyshippesomyng hom
| dyd sent hyr worde to com & tell me yf she werel@styd
but she is not that | do hefdt/ [ilegible]” | haue not harde from
hyr this monyth & more | haue sent hyr worde thablde
com & speke ith the mafA?* that dothe how®? the howse yf
nede Requyryd / so that harry coke shall haue de e
trobull hym selffe for that / yar ladyshippesnothuf® mr[s] lenege?*

with all
the chyldr[e]d®° be in helyth & merye thanckes be geven to god
who pres[eru]&® your ladyshipperrom chatteseworth the xx¥ipf
Febraryé®’ by yaur obedyent semant

15:An enclosed place, an enclosure [...] In manysesmore or less specific: as, An enclosed field
(now chiefly local, in the English midlands)’ (‘dle,n.”, I. 1. a. and 2.0ED
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/34604> [accessedvidch 2013]).

218 yUnidentified.

217:A statement on oath by a jury of a fact knowrhem’ (‘presentment.’, 2. a.,0ED
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/150712> [accessed@@ember 2012)).

218+ and privily held from the king by a person hagino title thereto: useelsp.of lands that had
been monastic property before the Reformatfos: (‘concealedad;.’, b: ‘concealed landy.’, OED
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/38068> [accessed@Eember 2012]).

219 Unidentified. The Chatsworth agricultural accouiois1560 include several entries for weekly
wage payments to ‘cocks wyffe’, Elizabeth Cocke] ssabel Cocke for their work as labourers
(Hardwick MS 2, ff. 2v, 17v-28v, 31r). It is cleiiom this letter that Harry Coke and his wife lioe
Bess'’s land and under her steward’s protection.

220 hear of.
22! Ynidentified.

222 Unclear. Possiblpwein the sense of ‘own’. ThOED records ‘howe’ as one of several Middle
English spellings of the word, so Crompe may begmang this older spelling (‘ows,’, OED
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/135482> [accessedviich 2013].

22 Elizabeth Leche. Durant and Lovell have statetishe lived amongst her extended family at
Chatsworth in her second widowhood, referring te kbtter and two others from c. 1560 as evidence
(Durant,Bess pp. 36, 46, 52; Lovell, pp. 151, 179). More saliddence of Mistress Leche’s
residency is provided by a partial inventory of domtents of Chatsworth House made in the mid-
1560s, which shows that she had a chamber of hefgthat time. See White, vol. 2, pp. 391, 401.

224 Marcella Linacre, Bess’s maternal aunt. This navas misread ‘fedger’ by Durant, who took it
to be that of another tutor (Durant’s index cardded ‘Mr Ledger’, NUL, MS 663/3/5). The mistake
made its way into print in Lovell, p. 151. Althoutte title as abbreviated by Crompe does not
include an <s>, the surname is quite clearly ‘l@med@siven the context, it much more likely reféos
Mistress Linacre herself, who is known to havedigiiring her widowhood at Chatsworth with
Bess's other female relatives and children, thaa taale relative of her late husband.

22> These could be any of Bess’s unmarried childrane Xniveton’s children, or other children then
at Chatsworth to receive their education in Befagisily (such as Bess Knollys in letter ID 101).

2% Crompe neglected to cross the descender of theo<isrlicate abbreviation. This omission, like

the <e> missing from ‘chyldren’ in the previousdjrsuggests that he wrote quickly and may not have
read the letter over before sealing it. Correctifmmd elsewhere in his two letters appear to have
been made during the process of composition andtretater stage.

22" This letter could have been written in either 1560566, given the reference to 10 May being a
Sunday. Other internal evidence for the date, swsctine receipt of books for William Cavendish and
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lamys Crompéflpurish]
rest of page blank (approximately 15 lines)

f. 2r blank

Introduction

The breadth of subjects treated in Crompe’s lebosvs the range of his
supervisory responsibilities at Chatsworth in tbé0ds: managing Bess’s cash flow,
including the sale of livestock raised on the estadlirecting and keeping track of
craftsmen working on the house and grounds; egaome tenants and looking
after others; seeing to the physical and educdtioeeds of Bess and Cavendish’s
sons; protecting Bess’s land and land rights; andpting her best interests in his
interactions with others. All in all, Crompe’s ptisn as an Elizabethan household
and estate steward combined the roles of finaagant, land agent, gentleman
farmer, building contractor, head of human resagjrcggormant, adviser, and family
friend. As we saw in the previous chapter, a fewisfduties, such as financial
management and supervising the builders, were dhdtlk Whitfield at one time;
others, pertaining to farming and land managenw@rlapped somewhat with those
of Marchington. The remaining duties referred t&€nompe’s letters seem to have
belonged to him alone. The sheer range of his respidities, as well as the personal
nature of some of them, testifies to the great tejsosed in him.

How Crompe writes to Bess concerning his dutiesondt represents his
performance of them but also constitutes a funteeformance. In Bess’s absences
from Chatsworth, she could not physically see hi$ @thers’ activities, but
correspondence enabled officers to assure hehénatill was being done and her
best interests pursued. More than merely favounaperts of their own actions,

the employment of a joiner named James, do nafyclaatters tremendously. St Loe’s London
account book records that he purchased books éoC#vendish children later in 1560; these cannot
be the books mentioned in the letter (ChatsworthddpDevonshire MSS, St Loe Notebook, pp. 21,
61). Wage payments for builders at Chatsworth begthe spring of 1560; a few joiners are listed,
but none named James (Hardwick MS 2, from f. 1Qr ©his account book ends that autumn, and
there are no surviving Chatsworth accounts for 15@6complicate matters further, a 1564 letter to
Bess from an unidentified correspondent complimbetson having nearly completed the rebuilding
of Chatsworth (ID 62). Thus Crompe’s letter, in ainbuilding is very much underway, falls outside
the traditionally understood date span for the itdmg of Chatsworth House (April 1560-late 1564).
Either the apparently complete accounts for thdewiaf 1560 have significant omissions or, despite
appearances in October 1564, the building workinoat until 1566 or beyond. In the light of the
painstaking detail of the 1560 accounts and thereaif the work referred to in this letter, | am
inclined to believe that the second explanatiathésmost likely and that Crompe wrote the letter on
27 February 1566.
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however, officers’ letters allowed them to perfadirectly for her eyes or ears
certain specifically linguistic duties, such asigg/information, advice, and
deference and asking and answering questions -ef athich were necessary for
carrying out her business. Dutiful, competent wgtivas both a component and a
sign of the competent performance of other duties.

Throughout his two letters, Crompe demonstrateskiliil dedication as a
steward and correspondent — and all the more comgly because his usual
matter-of-fact, confident writing style appeardunselfconscious rather than a
rhetorical strategy to win trust. Both Crompe’sgihtforward style and the simple
manuscript layout of his letters mirror Bess’s detters of management. These
features contribute to the confident tone of Crompetters and to the impression
that he and Bess both valued directness in busemsmunication. Yet, again like
Bess, when Crompe writes of matters of great ingpae: or urgency he alters his
style to increase the persuasive force of his @ations. Crompe’s ardent advice-
giving — a particularly striking feature of his raiges — is only one manifestation
of his strong and active presence in his two Isttend this analysis examines in
particular how the steward’s agency is enactediriedacts on a verbal level with

Bess’s authority across the surviving pieces of tt@respondence.

Letter conventions and self-representation

Crompe’s letters acknowledge Bess’s authority anibs superiority over him most
clearly in their most formal, conventional elememit® superscription, subscription,
and valediction. The superscription appears omthside of a folded and sealed
letter and was intended to be read by the beaneelhss the recipient; susceptible
to being seen by others along the way, it was a-peblic place for the sender to
formally address the recipient in terms that waaMdrcise epistolary etiquette by
correctly representing the hierarchical relatiotwisen the correspondents. In the
superscription, the sender would perform authoetyality, or deference at the
same time as fulfilling the practical function abtructing the bearer to whom to
deliver the letter. As letter-writers did not udyahclude their own names on the
outside of their letters, the sender’s identity mayalways have been known until
the letter was opened; in such cases, the sogiafisance of the superscription
would become clear at that point. However, serbaarers and professional carriers
alike would know who entrusted the letters to tHendelivery, and senders could

also potentially be identified by their (or thearibe’s) handwriting, or by seals or
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other symbols on the outside of the letter paé®ethis is the case with Crompe’s
surviving letters, which are autograph, bear theesaeal, and follow the
superscription with a distinctive pen flourish, efhiappears again after his signature
inside. After years of working and correspondinghv@rompe, Bess would have
recognised his handwriting, flourish, and seal lamolwn that these letters were from
him before she broke the wax or even read the sapgtions. When she did read
them, she would find the deferential formulae pafjematched to the hierarchical
relationship between herself and her steward.

Crompe’s two superscriptions are nearly identiaa] they follow
conventional phrasing for addressing a letterwmman of elevated rank (‘To my
synguler good ladye’) and to one’s female emplaygrarticular (‘& mestres’)
before identifying the exact recipient by title amaime (‘the ladye elsabeth seyntloo’
in ID 17 and ‘the ladye seyntloo’ in ID 18). Finglboth superscriptions include the
instruction to the bearer, ‘delyuer these’. As Stgvand Wolfe point out, to show an
appropriate level of respect, a social inferior kmdddress a male social superior by
more than just ‘my lord’ or even ‘my very good Igrds these were terms used
between socially elevated equ&lSFor that reason, addressing someone as ‘my
lord’ or ‘my lady’ did not imply, as we might expethat the speaker or writer was
socially inferior or owed allegiance to that pautar lord or lady. More was needed.
In Crompe’s superscriptions to Bess, the additiovald ‘synguler’ is a conventional
means to register extra respect. Not until the viimestres’ does it become entirely
clear that the writer of these letters is literafiythe service of the recipient, but this
word casts the whole phrase in a new light. If ‘symguler good ladye’ is also ‘my
[...] mestres’, then her alleged goodness couler rgbecifically to her goodness as
mistress over the writer, while ‘synguler’ couldhar praise her unique worth, act as
an adverb to intensify ‘good’, or profess the wigexclusive loyalty to her as the
one and only mistress he serd@\When Crompe used the phrase in the 1560s, ‘my
singular good lady’ was one of several conventidoahulae of address for
gentlewomen used in letters from members of thérgemd above; the steward’s

addition of ‘and mestres’ adapts it for use by @aanferior, but the whole

28 |n Romeo and Juliet.ord Capulet entrusts a servingman with delivgidnal invitations to the ball
and hands him a written guest list (called a ‘teitethe stage direction, 1.2.62). In this instanthe
illiterate messenger is in no doubt about who cosedahe document he bears but he cannot read to
whom to deliver the message.

22 stewart and Wolfe, p. 35. See also pp. 38-39.

230 see ‘singularadij. (andadv.) andn., senses A. I. 2. b., Il. 8. a., Ill. 9. a. and 10. c., and 14,
OED <www.oed.com> [accessed 21 December 2012].
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superscription, although deferential, remains caaipeely easy in tone and positive
in its implicit depiction of the relationship beterewriter and recipient. Unlike the
more stiffly formal superscription, ‘Right worshigfand my very good lady and
mistress’, that introduces Foxe’s offended letfesalf-defence (ID 28, analysed
below), Crompe’s superscription may express moreige regard for het™*

Turning now to the inside of his letters, Crompaipscriptions are equally
conventional in form, using a set phrase to expifessocial relation between
himself and Bess: ‘by your obedyent seruant lamysre’. Yet although this is a
standard subscription, it is interesting that Crempither includes the word
‘humble’ nor represents humility visually in thegealayout. To subscribe himself
‘your humble obedient servant’ would have beengua#ly appropriate option,
given sixteenth-century doctrines of servant hugpilind indeed Marchington
subscribes himself Bess'’s ‘humble seruant’ (ID 4he absence of ‘humble’ from
Crompe’s formula allows ‘obedient’ to stand tali,apoint of honour rather than
obsequiousness.

Furthermore, thenise en pagef Crompe’s subscriptions contributes to his
confident self-presentation as a co-manager wissBla both letters Crompe’s
subscription and signature are placed around hayf-down the page, immediately
following the main text. As Gibson and others hpoeted out, early modern
epistolographies urge social inferiors to indicdééerence by signing in the bottom
right corner of the page; the greater the amoumihife space intervening between
the end of the letter proper and the subscriptioegreater the deference, as this
spacing visually represents the social distancedst the elevated addressee and
lowly signatory?*? Gibson terms this phenomenon ‘significant spadet all
correspondents followed this advice in practicel immnany case the Chatsworth
letters all predate the publication of the firstlidse manuals in English, William
Fulwood’s 156&nimie of Idleness&® Thus it is unclear whether the high
placement of Crompe’s signature is significant @t or, ratheryhatit signifies.
In light of the (later) epistolographies, this lay@ould be interpreted as arrogantly
closing the gap between himself and his employewéver, since spacing

conventions were only just developing at this tene were associated with formal

%1 This discussion builds on Nevalainen and RaumBlimberg’s ‘Address Formulae’.

232 Braunmuller, ‘Accounting for Absence’, pp. 53-8Bibson, ‘Significant Space’, pp. 1-9; Stewart
and Wolfe, pp. 35-44; Daybellyomen Letter-Writerpp. 47-50; Stewart, pp. 49-58. These all quote
from a number of sixteenth- and seventeenth-cempistolographies.

23 William Fulwood, The Enimie of Idlenesse: Teaching the maner ateltstiw to endite, compose
and write all sorts of Epistles and Lett€tsondon: Henry Bynneman for Leonard Maylard, 1568)
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and courtly letters rather than with business wgitit is much more likely that
Crompe was either unaware of the possibility ohgsvhite space to indicate
deference or considered it unnecessary in a lettiris kind?** He probably opted
for the simplest manuscript layout, in keeping Witk concise epistolary style and
the businesslike nature of their correspondenceeflecless, Crompe’s utilitarian
approach to language and layout reflects Bess’sawin by doing so, subtly
reinforces their collegiality rather than sociaitdince.

Finally, the steward’s signatures are followed syreatly drawn pen
flourish, which appears again after the post-senipetter ID 17 where it functions
like a second signature, visually identifying theter and bringing the letter to a
close. Overall, the formal elements of Crompe’glstconvey a surprisingly strong
sense of self while remaining dutiful. His valethas make the most of the greater
stylistic flexibility of this element, showing mopeeativity and sincerity than was
possible in the tightly formulaic superscriptiomglasubscriptions.

In both of Crompe’s letters, the valediction floast from the last sentence
of the main body of the letter as a natural coraiimn of its thought and syntax. The
end of letter ID 18 reads, ‘your ladyshippes mottmus leneger with all the chyldren
be in helyth & merye thanckes be geven to god wkegrue your ladyshippe’,
followed by the place and date of writing, the suilpgion, and Crompe’s signature
with flourish. The end of letter ID 17 follows argiar format, moving from the final
point of discussion, via a reference to Christ ithte valediction and other closing
elements: ‘take your advysement in that behalktoe it is the thynge vnmete for
you as cryst knowyth who preserue your ladyshipgeelyth’. A generation earlier,
John Husee, a trusted servant of the Lisles, samstused the same structure for
valedictions in his letters to Lord and Lady Lidi®r example, he ends a letter to
Lord Lisle on 12 September 1536 with the valedittias God knoweth, who send
your lordship with my lady long life with much hamoand once your heart’s
desire’?*® Crompe and Husee’s valedictions follow the custdmwishing good
health and other blessings to social superiorsrandd have constituted an

important part of their letter-writing duty, butethvay Crompe frames these good

34 Gibson notes that spacing does not appear tolieare part of the medieval art of letter-writing (p.
9 n. 39), so it seems that space began to be is@mifduring the first two thirds of the sixteenth
century.

235 Muriel St Clare Byrne, edThe Lisle Letters: An Abridgemdnt] Selected and Annotated by
Bridget BolandHarmondsworth: Penguin, 1983), p. 284.
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wishes makes them appear especially sincere, arg evthe case of letter ID 17,
urgent.

The sincerity effect in both of Crompe’s valedicisas achieved jointly by
their relation to the topics and expressions imiaedly preceding them and by the
characterisation of God as actively engaged, hikesteward, in preserving Bess and
her interests. In letter ID 18, Crompe’s interjentithanckes be geven to god’
expresses emotional investment in the wellbeingess’s kin, which then naturally
spills over into good wishes towards Bess hergeletter ID 17, sincerity is
constructed with unusually heightened rhetoricdovey a sense of urgency, for the
valediction concludes a passage in which CrompasvBess of a plot to divest her
of her ‘geyne of the forest’ (discussed in moreaddtelow). Again, the last line of
the letter and the valediction work as a singlé ahthought: in this case, a plea to
Bess to take action to uphold her rights. Here Qr@enlists Christ’'s supreme and
loving knowledge of what would be damaging to Bessupport of his own
directive that she not allow her adversaries toycaunt their intentions. This
rhetorical manoeuvre lends greater authority ton@x@'s advice while also
conveying heightened concern for her wellbeinghla way, Crompe is able
simultaneously to issue an explicit order to higesior and to imply that he is
compelled by love and duty to do so. This valedittielies on affect as a means of
persuasion, and Crompe’s performance of duty ih katedictions is emotionally
engaged rather than distantly deferential.

By contrast with his respectful but self-confidenperscriptions and
subscriptions and his dynamic adaptations of tiheduetion form, Crompe dispenses
with salutations altogether. Writing of courtlytats, Stewart and Wolfe observe that
the ‘neglect or misuse of any of these parts cpoléntially lead to
misunderstanding or offens&® Both of Crompe’s surviving letters to Bess open
without any formal greeting — not so much as henaar title to reciprocate the
perfunctory ‘crompe’ and ‘francys’ with which heatfers of management begin. Is
this a faux pas? Does it indicate lack of respattigjht of Crompe’s apparent
concern to protect Bess'’s interests, probablyldaving given her her titles in the
superscription, he gets down to business withatihéu ado, opening both letters
with news she would be eager to hear: how her @nldre doing. Marchington’s
letter, below, does exactly the same. Of the aéudiigtsmall sample of surviving

letters of household management addressed to Bésis iperiod, only Foxe’s opens

23 Stewart and Wolfe, pp. 35-36.
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with a greeting of any kind, and he had particoé@sons to be anxious to please. It
would seem, then, that a salutation was not coresild@ necessary part of an
officer’s epistolary duty.

Crompe’s levels of formality and deference whenrassing Bess in the
conventional opening and closing elements of letgpear to be somewhat uneven.
As we have seen, his superscriptions are exemm@argloying a well attested
deferential formula. His subscriptions are alsovemtional and deferential, though
not as humble as they could have been. The penidtms and use of his own seal
visually reinforce Crompe’s authorship, while tleed scripted nature of valedictions
allows more scope for developing an individual egicere he takes the opportunity
to express conventional faithfulness and duty enftdtrm of apparently genuine and
pressing concern for Bess and her relatives’ wiglthel'he directness with which he
orders Bess to ‘take [her] advysement’ regardimgftinest is matched by the way his
letters get down to business without a salutatimhlack deferential spacing.

Crompe’s juxtaposition of customary deference imslaces, lack of it in
others, and general tendency to downplay ceremsriamility may appear
somewhat odd. These apparent inconsistencies fodiné challenges of writing in a
particularly utilitarian letter genre to a sociapgrior with whom he had a close and
secure working relationship, while still attemptitogretain some of the humble
trappings of servant discourse. But it should dlssemembered that in this period it
was possible for linguistic postures of obedienue self-assertion to be held
simultaneously and sincerely, particularly by mepaositions of responsibility, who
operated at a high level and were often of genttb themselves. Hainsworth states
that by the seventeenth century estate stewardsden be ‘men of substance,
education and experience drawn from the ranks mtig@en, or at least from the
substantial yeomanry’ and that the higher the masseatus, the higher he looked
for a steward?’

Crompe was clearly confident that he was entittediite to Bess as
vigorously as he did, whether by virtue of his diamily background, his office,
their long-term relationship, or the genre of thea#icular letters. There is no
stylistic evidence of self-consciousness, as thewsbably would be if he either
feared or intended to be inappropriate. Rathermpeds bluntness, like Kent's in
King Lear, could be read as a sign of sincere willingnessetoe, taking a stylistic

and moral stand against the self-seeking flattépxoessively deferential

%37 Hainsworth, pp. 23 and 24.
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language®® Crompe’s stylistic choices could be based on aesefiwhat was
generically as well as socially appropriate: algfiosycophantic language was a
hallmark of early modern court culture (and itsresyggntations on stage) and of
letters of petition, it had little place in ordiydetters of household management, for
which everyday language was usually sufficient.@ve expresses his duty towards
Bess through conventional formalities where theyraguired — especially on the
outside of letters — but just as much through brghfight style and formatting on
the inside, which honour her by considering hewvalyetty flattery or offence and
well able to recognise the worth of his unornamestatements. To his credit,
Crompe had a long history of faithful service ahe tespect of his employer (as
witnessed by her surviving letter to him) to buwldl The confident tone and
presentation characteristic of Crompe’s letterBdes appear to be based on mutual

trust and a preference for substance over lip servi

Directive speech acts and stewardly advice

The steward’s confidence is especially evidentiia of the most striking features of
his epistolary language — his repeated use of tilmespeech acts. Notwithstanding
their long-established relationship of trust aradlition of blunt communication, it
may be surprising that Crompe would write to higpkayer and social superior in
this overtly coercive and potentially presumptumanner. However, these
directives appear in pragmatic and generic contixgtismake them allowable and
even desirable: giving expert advice and askindudher instructions within
household correspondence. Offering advice in pderovas an expected and valued
part of a steward’s letter-writing duty in this fet. Hainsworth observes that in
letters to their masters seventeenth-century steswar

were not slow to offer advice because this was st ingportant part
of their duties. [...] Where advice was not volmnel lords were
quick to demand it, and they did not complain & #dvice they
received was lengthy and detailed. [...] Sincg¢lpndlords saw ‘with
others’ eyes’, the flow of advice was as necesaare flow of
intelligence®*®

Crompe’s office would have required him to advigs8on a regular basis, and
given the fulsomeness of his surviving epistolatyiee, he appears to have taken

238 For an insightful analysis of Kent/Caius's faithfbut somewhat problematic) verbal performance
of duty see Stewar§hakespeare’s Letter€hapter 5: ‘The Matter of MessengerKing Lear.

239 Hainsworth, p. 256.
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this duty seriously and to have found it consisteitth — indeed, an enactment of —
obedient service. In the wider contexts of earlydera cultures of service and letter-
writing as well as the interpersonal context of plaeticularly strong mutual trust and
understanding between Bess and Crompe, his frequenforceful directive
language should be read as persuasive and datihérrthan presumptuous. Indeed,
the more forceful or affective his means of expmsshe stronger the impression of
sincerity, as though he identified with her and/émtly desired what, with his expert
judgement and experience, he considered to besfogdod. Seeking to persuade the
mistress and requiring further information from eruld both impose upon her and
could, therefore, be considered rude. However, tiethal actions were necessary
for Crompe’s exercise of duty and do not appedatce required special
justification?*° The steward’s directive speech acts illustratdrtigortance of

looking at verbal interactions in their specifistioirical circumstances and not
imposing our own ideas of politeness onto the past.

There are several directives scattered across @&'sryo extant letters,
some functioning as advice, others as requestiefdsions, but all regarding
pressing business. In one of two particularly utgeimonitory passages in letter ID
17, Crompe strenuously advises Bess concerningdheation of her youngest son,
Charles Cavendish, then approximately twelve yeltsThe passage is prominently
placed near the opening of the letter and develapsdme length to build up a
persuasive case:

as tocheing mastur charles mastur wyllyam caveredgslgthe that yf
you sent hym to tydsewall all the larning that loeva hathe shall do
hym smalle plesure for the skolemastur that hedghgbo to wyll
teche hym aftur anothur sorte so that he shaljébe thes techeinges
wyche he hathe had bothe at mr lackeson teyler Byaypes yf you
do meane to sent mr charles to oxforde let hyngnotto tydsewall /
mr wyllyam cavendyshe had of late alettur Fromeefdlom oxforde
where he dyd wrytte that yf your ladyshippe stoddenof
askolemastur he wyll com to you to chattesewosthadll staye charles
for going to tydsewall tyll | knowe forthur of yoytesure

Throughout this passage, Crompe frames his adsitiesh of Bess’s beloved son
William, interweaving narrative and reported spemtb his forceful argument that

Charles should not be sent to the new grammar selhdadeswell. The argument

240 pgain, a parallel can be seen in John Husee'srietd his employers. Beyond managing a great
variety of their practical affairs, he also offéwsth Lord and Lady Lisle quite forceful advice, @me
occasion even criticising their attitude towardaparatively minor misfortune and urging them to
develop patient resignatiohigle Letters pp. 191-92). This is a more personal and exghagosition
than anything found in the Chatsworth officerstdes but, like theirs, it is made without apology.
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functions in two ways: to justify the interim ddaois Crompe has made to keep
Charles at Chatsworth, and to influence Bess’d tiraision. Presenting William as
the orator from whom the persuasive rhetoric off@se’s writing derives lends
greater authority to Crompe’s advice and decisegarding Charles than if he had
presented the case as of his own devising. Wha@ampe’s own credentials may
have been, he takes advantage of Bess’s parti@gard for her second son and
emphasises William’s insider knowledge as a youag of academic promise
already well connected at Oxford. It is William'srdident statement that if Charles
were to go to Tideswell he would lose the bendfhis former studies that opens
Crompe’s discussion and sets up for all that folo@rompe does not state
William’s source of information about Tideswell,tbumay well be Teyler, as it is
William’s receipt of a letter from the now Oxfordweed former tutor that provides a
suitable alternative to the objectionable schoellér is willing to return to
Chatsworth to tutor Charles. In the meantime, Creagsures Bess, Charles’s
education will not be neglected, for his elder best'wyll se that he shall apleye his
boke’?*! Although discussing Charles’s schooling, Crompesses William’s
studiousness in order to establish William’s autlgon academic matters: ‘yf mr
w/candyshe maye be kepte were larning his he veylamyd for he dothe stodye &
apleye his boke daye & nyght there nede none tmodiym for going to his boke’.
Although Crompe’s heavy emphasis on William’s opig, information, and activity
is for a persuasive purpose, it simultaneouslyldigpthe steward’s pride and trust in
Bess’s favourite son (and ultimately in Teyler adl)wover an outsider to the
household, the Tideswell schoolmaster. In this wag,passage builds solidarity
with Bess, her son William, and the household madely.

Amidst the flurry of reported speech and informateterived from William,
Crompe delivers his own exhortation to Bess: ‘yli ylio meane to sent mr charles to
oxforde let hym not goo to tydsewall’. Like Besg'se of conditionals in letter ID 99,
Crompe’s functions as a warning. The ‘if’ does moply any real doubt about
Bess’s intentions for Charles; rather, it sets gplgism to present the logical
necessity of keeping him away from Tideswell sd trewill be able to attend
Oxford as Bess desires. However, despite the apipalgectivity of its logical

structure, the conditional sentence is written fl@rompe’s point of view and it

41t is not clear why the Cavendishes would needcaisd tutor, unless for occasions such as this
when the boys were not all together in one plate. Wording of Teyler’s letter, as reported by
Crompe, suggests that Teyler himself did not kndvetiver or not Bess currently ‘stode nede of
askolemastur’ at Chatsworth.
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addresses Bess directly. The interpersonal nafutesentence adds immediacy,
initially capturing Bess’s attention with the diteddress ‘you’ and then delivering
an urgent exhortation in the ‘let’ clause.

In pragmatic terms, the clause ‘let hym not gotyttsewall’ is a directive
speech act since it seeks to control Bess’s adtiorihermore, it appears to be
grammatically imperative, a direct order to his é&wyer: in effect, ‘do not permit
your son to go to that school” Crompe’s bold laage here is matched by another
imperative at the end of the same letter, regartyitpn’s attempt to impinge on her
land rights: ‘take your advysement in that beh@® 17, discussed further below).
In both cases, imperatives function as strong adinos rather than literal orders. In
these directive speech acts, the steward advisesxdorts his employer through
direct address and with a forcefulness that comoates urgency.

It is worth pointing out that if these same impe®ed had been issued by
Bess to Crompe, they would indeed be orders. Tifereince between an instruction
and an exhortation is not linguistic form but wiays it to whom, under what
circumstances. Indeed, both Crompe and Bess usketthmonstruction — the latter,
as we have seen, when instructing Whitfield totthet brewar make beer for me
forthwith’ in letter ID 99 and in letter ID 100 ihe directive ‘let it be done’ when
pre-authorising Crompe to act in any way that fuither her building works.
However, the correspondence between Bess and la¢s\W@irth officers suggests
that some forms of directives may have been coraidgightly more appropriate
for her use, as mistress, than for theirs. Cronigei$ Bess using imperative verbs,
but he does not, in the two surviving letters astewrite ‘I would that you [...]' or in
any way use the discourse of pleasure to commasbdeadoes. Marchington does
use a ‘would’ construction once, but with referetm®ess’s wishes as well as his
own: ‘I wold know your ladyshipes pleasure’ (ID 4&low). It may be that
discourses of wishes and pleasure, although catstrwf indirect statements, were
considered more authoritative than direct ordecaibge they invoke the speaker’s
entitlement to be obeyed whereas imperatives expnely the strong desire to be
obeyed. Furthermore, the comparative subtlety anidtic refinement of the
discourses of wishes and pleasure would indicatewiiter’s elevated social
standing in the ranks of the well educated andteous; these discourses operate
within a higher register than direct commandme@tsthe other hand, Bess’s
position as mistress entitled her to issue diredeis to her officers, and their offices

would have entitled them to command the servandeutnem. With regard to
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directives, ultimately it is the power of the writather than a particular linguistic
form that confers obligation.

For this reason and especially for their occurremitiein the context of loyal
stewardly advice-giving, Crompe’s imperatives wonid likely have been
considered presumptuous detractions from Bessisidaemaking authority. Indeed,
both the imperatives considered so far — ‘take yamuysement’ and ‘let hym not
goo’ — imply that she has the ultimate decision-mglpower. Likewise, Crompe’s
decision, made on his own authority, to keep Ckaatehome under the tutelage of
his brother while the tutor Williams is teachingrifigin London, is only provisional,
subject to Bess'’s final decision (which he impliciequests): ‘I shall staye charles
for going to tydsewall tyll | knowe forthur of yoytesure'.

Some of Crompe’s other directives similarly requaasd defer to Bess’s
‘plesure’, in keeping with their respective houdeholes. There are two examples
in a passage in letter ID 18 about the reconstroaif an important room of
Chatsworth House. Having done his best to makeeseinBess’s written instructions
in her previous letter(s) and a further messageaming her wishes passed on to
him by another servant, the steward twice requgsss to clarify what she wants
done:

| do not vndurstante your mening for the cornyshenlsure you wyll

haue the cornyshe to be as the Rest is & of lykglitdet me knowe

your plesurdorther ther in the meane seson [lamys loyner]l sjoe

forewarde with the portall you most haue aportatha // coming in

to the galery as nycolas tellyth miet me knowevethur he shall do

the seling fyrst or the portall /
Although he cannot entirely avoid a subtext oficisin, the steward does not state
that there is anything wrong with the mistressiecpimeal and somewhat confusing
instructions, which have already led to the joineeding to alter some of the wood
panelling he had just installed in order to accordate another doorway. Instead,
Crompe tactfully reports that the panelling hasnbaléered and then requests further
instructions regarding what to do next. Understahdde is reluctant to carry on
with more work that may have to be redone. As enrtiatter of Charles’s education,
Crompe makes an interim decision to ensure contipuegress while he awaits
Bess’s reply — James Joiner will continue with fingt portal — and expresses his
directive to her using imperative ‘let’.

However, unlike ‘let hym not goo to tydsewall’, tleme knowe’ functions not

as urgent advice but as a request. Furthermoragati¢he former ‘let’ clause was a
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direct and forceful way for Crompe to exhort Bessto allow Charles to embark on
a substandard education, the ‘let’ clauses of r&icare politely circumlocutive. In
bidding Bess ‘let me know’, Crompe asks her to pehim to be informed of her
‘plesure’ — a deferential alternative to using arenfmrceful and impatient
imperative like ‘tell me’. Although these two re@ii® concern pressing business,
they are expressed using a formula that invokesdhml hierarchy by presenting the
writer as a humble supplicant, eager to receivigungons that he may obey. In
referring to Bess'’s ‘plesure’, Crompe explicithkaowledges her right to have her
wishes carried out, and his specific questionsirequo further elaboration to
persuade her to reply quickly and clearly: the kieolge that he and the builders are
ready and waiting to materialise what she enviswosld be incentive enough.

Nevertheless, by asking for clarification about ¢theonology for the joiner’s
upcoming tasks, Crompe lets Bess know that he @rage the remodelling of her
house to her satisfaction only if he receives ¢léatailed, and timely instructions
from her. Hainsworth observes that stewards wegeajly reluctant to act without
express instructions, whatever the nature of tlsnless in hand. He writes,
‘seventeenth-century stewards constantly behavédrasy were afraid to use their
initiative. [...] Constantly they besought their stexs for direct orders, for decisions,
for permission to take actions which were cleadgessary and often dangerous to
delay’** Yet at other times, as we have seen, Crompe takpsn himself to make
decisions of some importance, such as withholdingrfés from school and sending
sawyers to work at Meadowpleck without prior pesios (letter IDs 17 and 100).

In the latter case, Bess praises the stewardiating and gives him carte blanche to
do anything that he considers beneficial to heldng works. This would have
been, in Hainsworth’s words, a ‘marked exceptiand although Crompe may have
taken up the privilege with his usual self-confideron some occasions, when it
came to the great gallery, what would in fact ‘er¢Bess’s] workes’ (ID 100) was
uncertain, prompting him to ask for more detaitestiuctions*?

Whether acting on his own initiative or obeying &fie orders, Crompe’s
deeds — including speech acts — are presented icolniespondence with Bess as
acts of service to her; in both her letters anghmsis portrayed as an agent, she as
the authority on whose behalf he labours. Thisrpgdl is apparent in the three

remaining instances in which Crompe performs adyigdaoectives as part of his

242 Hainsworth, p. 254.
243 Hainsworth, p. 255.
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stewardly service. Two of these do not use impegatibut rather take the form of
statements of fact: ‘you had nede to haue sir Rychare seing that marchanton is
not here’ (ID 17) and ‘you most take hede howe gele with [Wattewodde] for he
is acraftye yomon as | am tolde’ (ID 18). Grammaticthese are presented as
pieces of information, but their pragmatic purpissebviously to prompt Bess to act.
In the statement about Sir Richard, the word ‘nedglicitly indicates urgency. In
pointing out Bess’s need, the steward performséneice of protecting her affairs,
which would suffer while Chatsworth was short-sdff

The warning about Wattewodde, like all of Crompditectives, is intended
to maintain Bess’s best interests. Like the previexample, it takes the form of a
statement of fact, but it comes straight to thepaith the overtly directive ‘must’.
Crompe’s use of the auxiliary of obligation rhetaitly stresses the importance of
taking heed when dealing with the crafty yeomamgtammatically requiring Bess to
do so. Nevertheless, this warning about Wattewasldeither as forceful nor as
urgent as the warning about Lytton in letter ID EXamining the two side by side
reveals a number of differences that give Cromp@ming about Lytton greater
rhetorical impact in keeping with the circumstancdsese two passages further
testify to the steward’s adept use of the lingaistisources available to him in the
exercise of his duty.

Crompe urges Bess to beware of Lytton and his esoas follows:

| haue sent you here in closyd lyttones lettuf your geyne of the

forest wyll com moche aftur my seyinges as youlgigkceue by

lyttones lettur lytton with othurs wyll take it gbu as you maye

perceue by his lettur / take your advysement ihkie@alf for sure it

is the thynge vnmete for you as cryst knowyth whesprue yowr

ladyshippe in helyth (ID 17)
This passage shows Crompe at his rhetorically foos¢ful. Here, the steward calls
to his aid not Bess’s favourite son, but her gpalitmaster, the Son of God, and
surrounds his directive with intensifying languagel a supporting stage prop, as it
were: Lytton’s self-incriminating lettéf* Not content merely to enclose Lytton’s
letter for Bess’s perusal, Crompe draws her attertt the important information it
confirms — that Lytton and others intend to depiiee of her ‘geyne of the forest’
— and, in a sixteenth-century equivalent of ‘| tglol so!’, he pointedly reminds her
that he has warned her about this before: the matydi com moche aftur my

seyinges’. In his attempt to persuade Bess todpkeopriate action to prevent this

244 Crompe does not say how Lytton’s letter came Imgchands. Although enclosed in Crompe’s
letter to Bess, it has not survived among her gper
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anticipated harm, Crompe issues his directive vagrim the form of an imperative
verb, takeyour advysement in that behalf’; intensifies thermng with the
explanation ‘for sure it is the thynge vnmete fouy and invokes the caring
omniscience of Christ to yet further stress thelrfee her to protect her land rights.
As Bess is under no obligation to obey an impeeasgued by a servant, however
well respected, the steward develops an unusuathptex and forceful rhetorical
appeal to her material wellbeing to convince hat this necessary for her to take
her advisement immediately.

Like the warning about Lytton in letter ID 17, tharning about Wattewodde
in letter ID 18 is expressed as a directive andiscwithin a passage that outlines
both the potential problem and what can be doravodd it:

| shall asserten you by dyckynes of the close yalde purchase of

wattewodde you most take hede howe you dele with foy he is

acraftye yomon as | am tolde / but for this closéadll larne that | can

/ yf it be all Redye fownede by presentment ofxgn to be consylyd

lande then the matteris-sure-Hwethed betur for you to dele with
However, this warning differs from the one abouttay in several ways, which,
combined, reduce its urgency. The imperative divedb ‘take your advysement’
concerning Lytton is in response to an immediateah Structurally it is surrounded
by modifiers that rhetorically intensify the unuByampassioned warning, and it is
placed at the end of the letter, where it is sareet noticed. By contrast, the directive
concerning Wattewodde occurs in a context of exgilans and promises that
indicate that any potential danger is not immediAtethe purchase of Wattewodde’s
enclosed field is an ongoing negotiation, Bess rhastareful in her dealings, but
Crompe expects there will be time for him to lontoithe legalities and instruct
Dyckyns about what to say to their mistress, focldys to travel from Derbyshire
to London and speak with her, and for her to dediteeon the information he imparts
before deciding whether or not to close the deafthlermore, Crompe’s original
conclusion was that if the land is found to be lggaurchasable, all will be well:
‘then the matter is sure | wene’. Then, probablgtoid blame if anything were to
go awry, he modified his statement to be more temtareplacing the words ‘sure |
wene’ with ‘the betur for you to dele with’. Fingllthis passage is not in a prominent
place within the letter; it is towards the end, bat the final point. All in all, the
steward does not seem to have been as worried dbaling with Wattewodde as

about the threat posed by Lytton.
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As we have seen, the epistolary context of eacdroipe’s directives —
whether warnings or requests — expresses the samkedf urgency as is
communicated more subtly by the particular formatabf each one. This
coincidence adds to the apparent sincerity of Cesswriting voice, as it suggests
that all his stylistic choices, whether they appedre intentionally persuasive or
unconscious, share a common source: genuine coftreBess’s welfare, which
differs in intensity according to the circumstandesompe’s letters show him
exercising not only his duty to obey the mistregsabso his prerogative to direct her
to some degree, through offering often urgent aadaied requesting instructions. For
a steward, these activities went hand in hand aareé wssential components of

correspondence.

Objective and subjective modes

This analysis has focused so far on Crompe’s selfident adaptation of opening
and closing epistolary conventions and on howhérhain body of his letters, he
uses directives to negotiate between his dutifehag and Bess'’s authority.
However, the steward’s more usual epistolary sg/teeither deferential nor
persuasive but informative, comprised of statemehtact that appear to be
independent of social factors. But appearancedeateceiving. In such statements,
Crompe’s tone is matter of fact, but the knowlelgeeommunicates derives from
his own expertise and position within the Chatstvedtablishment. Interspersed
with the steward’s seemingly objective statementhé occasional observation of
his own, which he signals by a verb of mental atgtivi he following passage from
letter ID 17 includes both elements of Crompe’duaktstyle: ‘I shall sent you all the
moneye | can gete chortely aftur seynt tandrose gayr fatte wethurs are not yet
solde it is not tym to syll them as yet your lambes not solde / wyne is allweyes
dere at london | do perseue’.

As a list of updates, the statements in this pa&saag not joined either
syntactically or by punctuation, but neither areytigrouped haphazardly. Their
juxtaposition suggests an underlying connectioat @rompe may be responding to
a series of questions posed by Bess in a prevatigs,|all of which tended toward
the greater question of how to raise ready moray fthe estate so that she could
have more cash at her disposal while in Londonnm@epromises to send what he
can raise by sales of unspecified goods or chaitedsSt Andrew’s Day fair, but she

is not to expect any income from the wethers oblajnst yet. Although statements
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such as ‘it is not time to sell them’ are presergedtraightforward facts, it is
Crompe’s specialist knowledge that enables him akerdefinitive statements about
such matters. The steward’s entirely matter of faceé does not draw attention to
himself or his expertise, yet the choice to keepdalf out of such sentences actually
adds to their authority. Furthermore, Crompe’sestant ‘it is not time to sell them
as yet’ fulfils the pragmatic function of explaigimis own conduct to the mistress.
She seems to have asked very specific questiomgs Bnswers, the steward states
the facts without apologies or wordy explanatidtiis. businesslike style in such
passages resembles Bess’s own. By reflecting shaired prioritisation of accuracy
and efficiency over social niceties, Crompe’s fatttyle strengthens the
collaborative rather than the hierarchical socaldbetween them.

Crompe’s final comment in this passage deviatesesdmat from his more
usual styles. Unlike the confident statements baselis first-hand experience or
forceful advice based on his strong sense of wioaldvbe detrimental to Bess and
her relatives, this statement is ambiguous bothne and in pragmatic intent.
‘[W]yne is allweyes dere at london | do perseueast in the form of his own
observation although it could be either an impssie has received at second hand
from reading the letter(s) and/or accounts thasBes recently sent him or a
recollection from when Crompe used to manage thmelbo household’s finances in
the early days of Bess and Cavendish’s marriagetter ID 17, Crompe uses the
tag ‘'l do perceue’ to mark the second-hand knowdedigyived from reading, and on
that grounds it could potentially suggest a legsgree of certainty, much like the
similar tags ‘l do here’ and ‘as | here’, eventgsrofesses conviction.

Whether expressing conviction or lack thereof,ghease ‘I do perceue’ in
this sentence turns an otherwise objective statemena subjective and potentially
critical one — perhaps to suggest that Bess’s Lordiusehold spends too much on
wine. The statement would be bound to invoke Crésmpefessional knowledge of
wine prices, and it could act as either an implarning that she look to her
accounts or as a friendly commiseratféhlts openness to multiple interpretations
allows Crompe’s comment on the high price of wimédth criticise and sympathise
with his employer, and maybe even to tease harmidadly, the verb of mental
activity ‘perceive’ does not allow readers to p@reavhich mental activity it

245 Crompe appears to have maintained an interestircig good quality and good value wine for
her households throughout his period of service. letter of circa 1570 to George Talbot, earl of
Shrewsbury, whom Bess had married in 1567, sheeaffto send Crompe to choose better wine for
her London household to replace the weak and staling sack that Shrewsbury had just sent her (ID
184).
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represents. Whether Crompe is very much in the kawogvposing as an ingénue for
ironic effect or offering genuine condolence onthiveiled criticism, the ‘perceive’
phrase is a more self-conscious and slippery utangtiage than is found in his
typical informative and directive modes of writing.

This statement is the exception to the rule, fenwa have seen, Crompe is
characteristically forthright, whether offering Bdsis own strong opinions in the
form of advisory directives, requesting furthertrastions from her, or getting on
with routine Chatsworth business with matter-oftiefticiency. While Crompe’s
simple, businesslike style appears to be his dedigtolary mode, in matters of
particular urgency, such as Lytton’s scheming ahdr{@s’s education, this style
gives way to persuasive language and developmanath too marked to be
unintentional. Yet even in these rhetorically héggted passages, the steward’s
rhetoric is neither aureate nor apologetic, but garatively straightforward: just
persuasive enough to (hopefully) get the job d@rempe’s writing takes an
explicitly self-referential turn mainly when he egpses uncertainty, as in the
passage about the great gallery at Chatsworth enwdiating second-hand news
whose accuracy he cannot verify, such as the iyesftthe pavior's next patron,
which he sets off with the proviso ‘as | hear’ tgetlD 17). Likewise, although he
consistently acknowledges Bess’s authority in tlaénnbody of his letters, Crompe
refers to his own subordinate status most expliaitthe most formal and
conventional elements, the superscriptions, valiedis, and subscriptions; yet even
these, as we have seen, are by no means selfrgffiaciheir linguistic and
manuscript presentation.

To conclude, in his two extant letters, the stewapbrts, reasons through,
seeks clarification, and offers advice about aesenf pressing topics. In the process
he records for Bess’s benefit — often in the forfnsteenuous warnings — his own
perspective on the situations he is required toaganCrompe’s confident epistolary
voice blends apparent objectivity with subjectiyityst as it combines conventional
phrasing with creative adaptation. Crompe’s adyisbetoric is firmly grounded in
apparently sincere if also self-assured expressibdstiful service, and his matter-
of-fact style when not issuing directives lendshauty to his opinions. Whether
warning, informing, or requesting information, sigg his name with a flourish or
sealing his folded letters with his own matrix, @wme’s confident epistolary
performance reflects and reinforces a positiveaniiggial working relationship

with his long-term correspondent and ‘synguler glzmtye and mestres’.
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William Marchington at Chatsworth to Bess of Hardwick [location
unidentified], 13 January [1560-1565] (ID 47)

no address leaf

letter, f. 1r
secretary script, Marchington’s hand

At this present mrs Fraunces mrs Elezabeth mrs®ffary
with mrs knytons chyldréf’ be all well amend[edf?
god be paysed but | do ludge that my lyttull
mastes™*® do not prosper well in lear[n]ing for that tef>
ale?®' & garrard be not Frendes your ladyshyp
doth well know ther fasyons ther is All the
tymbl[e]r got home From had®¥i/ lyndoxe parte, & part
from barlow the drawghtes haue bene so
occupied vith loadyng of hedge wod & vj lodes
of marle from assheford yat the other
busynes of loadyng of tymber cowld not go
so well forward but | trust | shall se all
shortlye home / we haue alRedye hedgit
& dychet the neyth[e]r orchard & for plantes
we shall | trust haue yndW® to fynesshe
all / cokirf>® & newalf*® syns be fore chrestemas
whereé®’ not here | do dowt lest lohn newall
be syck At hys Frendes / halléyfor this
chrestemas tyme haue don lytull At ther
work but now they begyn to Applye it
hard / | haue sent by this carryer iiij

246 Bess and Cavendish’s three daughters.

247 Jane and Thomas Kniveton’s children, Mary and GeofFhe young Knivetons appear to have
grown up with their cousins and George at leabatee entered Bess’s service in his adulthood. He
was paid half-yearly wages from Christmas 1591 islsommer 1599, while he, his sister, and mother
are listed together as recipients of monetary Newar$ gifts from the early 1590s until 1600
(Hardwick MSS 7, 8, 9, and Drawer 143). The Chatswimventory from the 1560s lists the contents
of a nursery, which would have been shared by tinee@@dish and Kniveton children (White, vol. 2, p.
413).

248 The edge of the paper is torn here.

49 The Cavendish boys.

20 The final letters are messy and partially torn paethe edge of the page, but the full name could
be Teyler, the tutor, which would make sense irctiretexts of the sentence and the period in which
this letter was composed.

#1 Ale and Garrard are unidentified. They may havenbte boys’ governors or chamber servants.

52 (Nether or Over) Haddon, Lindop Wood, Barlow, dxshford were additional landholdings in
Derbyshire.

S that
%4 enough

2%5 L abourers with this surname appear throughouCtetsworth estate accounts for 1559-1560,
‘Rychard cockyn’, ‘Willyam cockyn’, and ‘John cochyin the first half of the volume and ‘Roger
cockyn’ in the second half (Hardwick MS 2). Maraftion could be referring to any of these men,
who were almost certainly related.

2% Unidentified. This may be the John Newall referr@éh the following line.
> were
28 Unidentified. They were probably a family of tebdabourers like the Cockyns.
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pottes ij of them tonnes / & ij ih covers /

& for thomas alefr® he hath done all hys
taxed work so that | wold know vo
ladyshyp[es] please wherin | may set hym a
work by the daye or by the gré%t

f. 1v syns chrestemas we haue gevenulicattell
hey /As fatte oxen kyne yong beastes &
shepe And they do eat it well but as
yet ther is no wast made | dar Answare
for ther is few days but | go to the
fodderyng places to spye faultes but |
se non thus leaving to trowbull
your good ladyshyp | wysshe my ffit & you
health wth encrease to hono And all my
lyttull mrster$®? encrease of learning hith
| trust to see From chattesworthe
the xiijth of this lanvary&®

your humble seru[a]nt Wm
Marchyngton

ther is iij yonge calves god send them

good spede / at chattesworth lames crompe
was at derby wherin | perceyve that mr
more&®* wold haue over reckened hym a
pack of wolle wheras’$° the sheperd thomas
bely?®® doth well know that he hade from
hense xxiij packes ich xvj* stoné®’ & vj /
lame$®® at this wryting was sumwhat syck
so that he doth not wryte att this tyme

for he ley swetyng in bedd /

final 1-2 lines blank

#9\Wage payments for the labourer ‘Thomas alen’ apfieaughout Hardwick MS 2 (1559-1560).
Like other labourers and craftsmen on the Chatéwestate, he was paid weekly according to the
number of days he had worked.

20 That is, without or with a contract, known as artin-in-great’ (Durant, ‘IntroductionThe
Building of Hardwick Hall vol. 2, p. I as in 50).

261 gjr William St Loe.

%62 Marchington began by writing the contraction “inihen decided to write the word ‘masters’ out
in full. Probably he realised that the contractimns’ for ‘masters’, which he had used earlierlie t
letter, could be mistaken for ‘mistress’.

3 The Folger catalogue dates this letter c. 1568mAviarchington’s references to the Cavendish
boys as ‘my Iyttull masters’ and valediction to ‘master & you’, he must have written it during
Bess’s marriage to St Loe. There is no internaxbernal evidence to establish the date more
precisely.

264 ppparently a wool dealer.

285 Ejther Marchington changed what he was going yonsia-sentence and forgot to cross out this
word, or he forgot to add ‘and’ after it.

266 Nothing more is known about him.
%7320 stone (16 times 20).
288 presumably Crompe.
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‘Spyling] faultes’: Eye service and epistolary self-promotion

William Marchington’s one surviving letter sharesich in common with Crompe’s
two in both subject and style. Both men provideatpd about a wide range of
topics, usually moving from one to the next in dapiiccession and employing
mainly indicative, factual statements. If anythiMgrchington’s style is even more
factual than Crompe’s, for he offers no overtlyqueasive passages. Between the
opening updates on the children and the famililddiation, Marchington’s letter
reads very much like a progress report. The officierms Bess about recent and
ongoing work on four of her minor estates as welChatsworth, whence he writes.
The tasks he mentions relate to land managemerdranaal husbandry,
demonstrating his specialist knowledge of both, lsladchington appears to have
been solely an estate officer, unlike Crompe andtfWld who combined indoor and
outdoor stewardship. Nevertheless, he interackediem with Bess'’s relatives —
particularly the children and women — as well athwather servants.

Marchington’s letter adds to the impression givgrBbess and Crompe’s
correspondence that he and Crompe worked togethmanage the estates. As we
have seen, Bess sent to Crompe as an enclosuréettgthlD 100 some seed packets
labelled by Marchington to be passed on to Aunatme for a new garden at
Chatsworth, and Crompe requests Bess in lettef7I 5end someone to help him
there in Marchington’s absence. Furthermore, arétt Bess from St Loe written on
24 October c. 1560 directs her to let none of theivants except Crompe and
Marchington ride any of the stabled horses, ang tivdn when they needed to travel
at speed; nags were good enough for ordinary uséoamveryone else (ID 61). This
special permission is testimony to Crompe and Magtbn’s shared high status and
(partial) success in winning the trust of their tlegswho, as the queen’s captain of
the guard, seems to have had a keen professidae¢shin horse€?’

The only other extant domestic text in which Mangfion is mentioned is an
account for rents received at Chatsworth at Lady &a Michaelmas 1558, where
his name appears once in each list as a collettents, alongside four other men
including Whitfield and Wennesley (who may be theRSchard whom Crompe

requests to fill in for Marchington in letter ID 1%° No records of Marchington’s

89 St Loe had been captain of the guard to Princézatfeth, and she confirmed his appointment
soon after she was declared Queen (Lovell, pp. 1P5,137). Lovell provides a full account of St
Loe’s background and career on pp. 116-39; seelalsant,Bess pp. 33-34. St Loe’s letter (ID 61)
includes further instructions regarding the caréhefhorses at Chatsworth.

270 Hardwick MS 3, f. 17r.
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wages or any other financial transactions in wihietwas involved have survived.
The letters and account that do remain show ushiatas an important officer,
jointly responsible with other Chatsworth-basedceffs for many aspects of estate
management, and that he worked especially closity@ompe. Marchington’s
letter reports on a number of his particular suggery duties: overseeing the
bringing in of natural resources such as timberraad; the creation and
maintenance of field boundaries; the raising okeghend cattle; and, finally, keeping
the workforce honestly occupied.

Marchington’s letter to Bess includes not only sktarientated progress
report, but also performance reports concerningra¢gervants and labourers at
Chatsworth, some but not all of whom were underhthority. Though factual in
presentation, Marchington’s statements are by nansebjective when he writes
about people, himself included. Whereas Crompeisevis unobtrusively self-
confident and non-judgemental, even when writingroinsatisfactory tenant in
letter ID 18, Marchington’s is marked by a tendetewgssert his own industry and
attentiveness by means of pointing out — and eeekiag out — the failings of
others. Throughout his letter of estate managenMgtchington exploits the
expectation that letters of this kind will includegreat deal of information: he fills it
with self-promoting intelligence, using criticisrs a means of rhetorically aligning
himself with the mistress against other of her lebadd and agricultural servants.

While some of the individuals named by Marchingéme documented
nowhere else, Chatsworth estate and building a¢sdtom autumn 1559 to autumn
1560 help to identify two of these men. Four methwhe surname ‘cockyn’ appear
as labourers in the wage lists, as does ‘thomas. &er the first several months
recorded, Richard, William, and John Cockyn worll are paid only sporadically,
whereas from his appearance in July 1560 untietieof the accounts in October,
Roger Cockyn’s wages are recorded nearly every Weédle ‘cokin’ of
Marchington’s letter could have been any of thes@ wr one of their relatives.
Thomas Alen seems to have been particularly ditigen he appears in nearly every
wage list in the volume, receiving forty-nine weeglyments over the course of the
year?’? Although Marchington’s letter may have been writie another year, the
way in which he represents the different laboureasying levels of application is

similar to how those who also appear in the finalh@cords of 1559-1560 are

"1 This shift in July 1560 occurs on Hardwick MS 21 6r.
22 Alen’s earnings are recorded on all but five @ tblios containing writing in Hardwick MS 2.
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represented there. The wording of Marchington’satg@an the whereabouts of
Cokin and Newall implies that they were free tovkethe estate for extended periods
without requiring special permission and that Margton did not have particularly
close dealings with them; likewise, three of thek3ms in the account book are not
regular workers. They and Newall may have beemitisnaho were welcome but not
obliged to work on the estate. The Halleys, ondtier hand, appear to have been
labourers from whom Marchington expected contimzaitl work, for he reports that
over the Christmas season they ‘haue don lytuthat work but now they begyn to
Applye it hard’. They and Newall do not appearhe ficcounts. By contrast, Thomas
Alen’s dedication is reflected both in his contingavage earning as a day labourer
in 1559-1560 and in Marchington’s letter, whichagp that Alen has finished all the
work assigned to him and asks whether Bess wokedd give him a contract — an
arrangement that would reward and secure a harklew@or an extended period.

There is nothing extraordinary about an officeroripg on the doings of
tenants and labourers on an estate for which partty responsible; this would be a
routine component of his duty. However, Marchinggdmal report of this nature is
a rhetorically charged performance, as he expfidithws attention to his own
industry as a supervisor and implicitly aligns hatfisvith the master and mistress in
the process. He writes that all the cattle at Gharth have been feeding heavily
since Christmas, ‘but as yet ther is no wast matir Answare for ther is few days
but | go to the fodderyng places to spye faultdd ke non’. It sounds as though
Marchington had noticed the rate at which the fead disappearing and, suspecting
that the farm servants were wasting it, made atdigoing round nearly every day
to observe them — and to be observed by them,ghosuraging them to work with
careful honesty. Marchington states that he has flmmthe very purpose of
‘spy[ing] faultes’, and he can account for the lak@ys’ conscientiousness only by
reference to his own. He casts as negative anatikipnfavourable report on the
work of lower estate servants and uses their seteicet off to advantage his
vigilant performance of his own duty as supervisor.

Marchington’s distrust of those feeding the catla line with what appear
to have been two widespread phobias among earlemaervant-keepers: waste
and poor work ethic (often termed ‘eye service’e ¥aw in the previous chapter that
both waste and its opposite, lack of sufficientysmn, could be considered forms
of disrespect towards the heads of the house, rilaiives and guests. Eye service

— good service that lasts only so long as the masteoking — was another
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potential form of disrespect. Characterised axtimbined product of fear of
punishment if seen to be negligent and desire topraise without developing
integrity, eye service is warned against in severiated works of advice on
domestic relations in circulation in early modemgknd — not least the Pauline
epistles. Ephesians 5:22-6:9 and Colossians 31, M4 two roughly parallel
passages that outline how wives and husbandsrehihd parents, servants and
masters ought to treat one another, proved paatiguhfluential on English
Protestant thought concerning domestic relatiomsheusehold management.

The concept of eye service appears in both thessapgas, but the precise
phrase only in Colossians, quoted here from Tynslalanslation of the New
Testament:

Seruauntis be obedient vnto youre bodyly mastead thingis: not
with eye seruice as men pleasers / but in synglehlesrte fearynge
god. And whatsoeuer ye do / do yt hertely as thowggtlid it to the
lorde / & not vnto men / remembrynge that of theléye shal
receaue the rewarde of inheritaunce / for ye ser@idorde Christ. But
he that doth wronge / shal receaue for the wrohgehte hath done:
for there ys no respecte off persons. ye mastewntdoyoure
seruauntis that whych ys iust and egall remembryhgeye haue also
a master in heauén®

Subsequent translations rely heavily on Tyndakasl the term ‘eye seruice’ appears
in every major English Bible translation dissem@thatluring Bess'’s lifetime and also
in the King James Bible, published three years &ite death. Despite the very
considerable cultural differences between the Reraked Middle East of the first
century and Tudor England, eye service as a comialated well and remained
easy to understand as an ongoing practical probfadomestic management. (As we
shall see, the interpersonal and spiritual dimeTssad eye service were less
consistently taken into account in the early mogearod.) If masters through the
centuries were concerned about how to get sertamtsrk as diligently in their
absence as in their presence, for servants thdéhdé¢heir service was unto Christ
and would earn for them a heavenly inheritancenddren of God offered ample
spiritual motivation to work with whole-heartedegtity. Paul further specifies that

masters are to treat their servants fairly. Bodesiwin.

23 The new Testameht.] [Antwerp: Widow of Christophell Ruremond Bhdhouen, 1534]. The first
edition was published in 1525. Tyndale’s transhatimes not include verse numbers, but in the
Geneva New Testament (1557) and subsequent trianslahis passage appears as Colossians 3:22-
4:1.
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Furthermore, there is an affective aspect to Paliéctions to servants and
masters, as it is placed within the context of famelationships, the underlying idea
being that servants are extended family, metapaloctdldren of theaterfamilias
This Roman understanding of family lasted as lad@mestic service itself and was
reinforced in early modern England by the high prtipn of child and teenaged
servants. Most lower servants and many persoraiddants from higher up the
social ladder were not career servants (as wersehold and estate officers) but
rather underwent a period of youthful service as gletheir education before
establishing their own families. Consequently, aats were typically presented as
children in didactic literature of the period andfe interchangeable use of words
like ‘puer’, ‘boy’, ‘man’, and ‘servingman’ to refer to malersants without clearly
delineating their ages and degré&s.

Continuities in the familial configuration of dontiesservice allowed Biblical
passages on family relations such as this one &dbberbed whole-heartedly into
ideologies and discourses governing domestic semiearly modern England.
These ideas were not explicitly taken up in prirttedtises on household relations
until the end of the sixteenth century, but thegt hlevays been available to the
Biblically literate (including church- and chapedegs who would hear the New
Testament epistles read aloud, as well as thosecad read for themselves).
Biblically based printed treatises, the earliestvbfch is Robert Cleaver's 1598
Godlie Forme of Householde Gouernmaeprtray idealised servant-master relations
in a way that contrasts with the suspicion of setv&xpressed in Marchington’s
letter and in other manuscript texts produced imeation with the management of
specific noble or gentry households and estatdseisixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries. Read together, the spiritual and setekas are seen to propound
opposing models for domestic relations in early eradengland, which tend to align
with the interests of different ranks of masterdhiéféas the printed treatises were
written mainly by Puritan clergymen in London antkapt to shape godly — but
perhaps especially urban, middling — households anfiamilial ideal, manuscript

texts produced by or on behalf of social eliteghsas Sir Francis Willoughby’'s

27 On servants as members of the family and as ypangle to be educated, see R. C. Richardson,
Household Servantpp. 63-64, 221-23; Musson, pp. 3-4, 39-41; andsfuaul, p. 3. A good example
of the jumbled conflation of adult and child maéants is Hugh RhodesT$e boke of Nurture for
men, seruauntes, and chyldren, with Stans puereatsam, newly corrected, very vtyle and necessary
vnto all youth(London: Thomas Petyt, [1545]). This book combidekn Russell's ‘Book of Nurture’

(c. 1460) with a translation of the Latin treat&@ans puer ad mensa(fithe boy waiting at table’).

For a summary of Russell's text and its social eriitsee Musson, pp. 23-32; it is edited in Frexderi

J. Furnivall's anthologyThe Babees Bodk.] (London: EETS, 1868).
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ordinance for servants at Wollaton Hall c. 1572 Hiedry Percy, ninth earl of
Northumberland’s advice to his heir a few decadés] are concerned with
reinforcing domestic hierarchies and maintainingtaes’ financial and social
control over vast landed and human resoufteall domestic advice texts, however,
propose ways to ensure that servants work diligentl

For the clergymen authors expounding the passagésaly life in
Ephesians and Colossians, the servant-master basaot merely social but also
emotional and spiritual, producing eternal consaqas. In the passage from
Colossians quoted above, the words ‘herte’ andéhgrindicate that servants ought
to be truly devoted to serving their masters asxgression of their even greater
devotion to Christ. Picking up on spiritual prinigp and affective language attached
to service in such passages, the Puritan writgnsearthat early modern servants
owed their masters not obedience heartyobedience: willing, loving, hard
working service that went even beyond the calludfdin return, masters were to
treat their servants with justice and paternalcid®, raising them like their own
children (some of whom may well have been in serwicother families). This was
also in the masters’ spiritual best interests sthe& treatment of their earthly
servants was seen as a form of service to Chrigi,would judge masters and
servants equally, with ‘no respecte off personsl¢8sians 3:25)"°

In Marchington’s report on the cattle feeding, Beeats that he and those
under his watchful eye are meeting the demandshat was considered, from both
practical and spiritual perspectives, a most ingraraspect of early modern service:
a vigorous work ethic. However, there is a markdfémrdnce in attitude and
approach between the Chatsworth officer’s and teaghers-turned-authors’ means
of bringing about diligent service. Whereas theitens teach that servants are
members of the family who, with sufficient teachemgd encouragement from the
Word of God, could choose to serve with loving dexg Marchington professes no
great faith in the good will of those serving untden. Instead, he takes a cynical but

27> Selections from the Wollaton household ordinarreepainted from an early eighteenth-century
transcript inHMC Middleton pp. 538-41 and Alice T. Friedmardpuse and Household in
Elizabethan England: Wollaton Hall and the WilloloyhFamily(Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1989), pp. 185-87. The original manuscagtrot survived. Northumberland composed three
manuscript works of paternal advice in the latéesinth and early seventeenth centuries (Petworth
House, Leconfield MS 24/1-2), which have not badly fedited.

2% previous discussions of the Puritan treatiseseptaiem as forms of social control without taking
adequate account of the idealistic, comparativglimarian, and affective qualities of their pretsep
Mark Thornton Burnett, ‘Masters and Servants in 8l@nd Religious Treatises, c. 1580-1642’, in
The Arts, Literature and Societyd. by Arthur Marwick (London: Routledge, 1990p. 48-75 and
RichardsonHousehold Servant€hapter 6: ‘Servants, Godly Households and Sé&aigineering’.
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immediately effective approach: placing himselfBass and St Loe’s
representative, where lower servants can perfomrsegvice to him. Marchington’s
vigilance results in the same high level of diligetcommended by the Puritan
authors, but without the love, trust, and spirito@hefits. Marchington operates
according to a secular ideology that sees lowefas®s as inherently wasteful and
negligent, requiring constant supervision rathantheformation.

The officer’s suspicion is in line with his maste&dnd that of other socially
elevated servant-keepers, notably Northumberlahdse voluminous paternal
advice includes a cautionary tale of the ravaga®fnheritance by his late father’s
servants during his own minority’ Northumberland urges his heir to distrust
servants in general and to manage his own affaimwch as possible. Similarly, Sir
Walter Ralegh advises his heir, ‘Know what thouthasat everything is worth that
thou hast, and see that thou art not wasted bysenand officers?’® Willoughby’s
household ordinance takes the practical step dihog individual servants’ specific
duties so they can be held accountable. Unlikgtimted Puritan manuals, which
present practical and spiritual dimensions astelaed and which take the servants’
benefit into account as well as the masters’, se@uides to household relations
tend to be (hand)written from the master’s resbjutas-worldly perspective and
concerned more with using and controlling servémas nurturing them. These
rather elite works differ from the treatises inisbdemographic, material form, and
dissemination (as manuscripts for use within alsihgusehold) as well as in
outlook. In the paradigm of the secular-minded mrasteye service is considered
preferable to the more dangerous self-serving dexepof which servants are
capable. Constant supervision such as Marchingtemscommended as the means
of ensuring that eye service is performed when eleégvotion is unthought of. For
an example close to home, St Loe’s letter to Beastong Marchington and Crompe
the right to ride stabled horses in emergencies godo instruct her, ‘yow mvst
cawse svm to overse the horskepar for thatt heggewvell learnyd in loyteryng’
(ID 61).

2" This part of Northumberland’s advice, composeti5@5, has been edited twice: by G. B. Harrison,
Advice to His Son. By Henry Percy, ninth Earl oftNomberland(London: Ernest Benn, 1930), from
a seventeenth-century copy of Leconfield MS 24, én a slightly abridged form, by James
Heywood Markland, ‘Instructions by Henry Percy,thicarl of Northumberland, to his son Algernon
Percy, touching the management of his Estate, @Hjc&c. [...]', Archaeologia 27 (1838), 306-58,
based on a transcript of Leconfield MS 24/1 madeity ‘Mr. Malone’ (p. 306).

2’8 Sjr Walter Raleghinstructions to His Sarin Louis Booker Wright, edAdvice to a Son: Precepts
of Lord Burghley, Sir Walter Ralegh, Francis Osbe(tthaca: Cornell UP, 1962), p. 27. See also R.
C. Richardson, ‘The Generation Gap: Parental Advidearly Modern EnglandClio, 32.1 (2002),
1-25.
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Although not addressing the question of eye selvigarticular, Bess’s
letters to Whitfield and Crompe frequently pronoaifwdgement on those whose
work ethic disappoints. In letter ID 99, she expessher strong displeasure with
Whitfield’s reported lack of provision and respémt her sister, while in letter 1D
100 she writes angrily that the tenant Worth igight lying if he claims to be owed
for any work he has emphatically not done. In th@e letter, she dismisses the idea
of hiring the mason that Sir James has recommenotetkrstandably, she would
rather recruit someone whose work she knows t@atisfactory than someone with a
reputation for being lazy. Written in responsesitdrs such as these and in the wider
context of early modern religious and secular idg@s of service, which emphasise
strong work ethic while the secular ideology intgatar also encourages suspicion
on the part of masters and managers, it is hatd{yrising that Marchington’s letter
picks up on and reiterates a prevailing attitudpidgementalism towards other
servants and announces that he is exercising peagory duties with vigour.

While Marchington’s watchfulness successfully petdehe estate against
any damages that could be caused by wastefulnéssioess in those he supervises,
it also places him in the position of master — haitlysically and psychologically.
The officer stands in for St Loe, overseeing thelknad other estate servants while
their master is at court; but beyond this he alates/from a master’'s mindset of
superiority and suspicion. His position as an effiallows Marchington to transcend
the working conditions of lower servants, to acaad align his thoughts with those
of the master, and thus to elide the fact thaehsains a servant himself. When
writing to the mistress, Marchington performs nolycservice to her but also
conscious superiority over other servants, empimgsighat he has in common with
Bess and distancing himself from those beneathimistatus or performance. In this
way, Marchington’s letter is both socially aspioatal and a product of his particular
subject position as a high-ranking officer: thatisurrogate master.

Marchington’s criticism of other servants pervatesletter, extending to
those for whom he was not personally responsibdiepaoviding further
opportunities for him to rhetorically align himselith the mistress. Immediately
following the initial good news that Bess’s daugbi@iece and nephew are ‘well
amended’ (either in health or studiousness), hs,dddt | do ludge that my lyttull
masters do not prosper well in learning for thgf.tg4 ale & garrard be not Frendes
your ladyshyp doth well know ther fasyons’. Theffiof the individuals named here

could be Teyler, the Cavendish boys’ tutor much tiveed in Crompe’s letter ID
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17, but otherwise these servants and their edunatiesponsibilities are unknown.
They may have been governors or personal attentaBisss’s sons, but whoever
they were, they would not have been under Marchirigtauthority. Yet he not only
criticises them but sets up his criticism so alsuitd rapport with Bess at their
expense. Marchington’s statement that she ‘dotlh kmelw ther fasyons’ functions
to imply that he is intimate enough with Bess towrand share her thoughts. The
officer rhetorically aligns himself with the mist®and sets the two of them apart
from these three quarrelsome individuals whom thati know and judge. Although
Marchington’s criticism could also function as ampiicit warning that the boys’
education is suffering and something ought to beedabout it, his specific wording
downplays the negative effects of the servantfihfalbut by characterising their
unfriendliness to one another as habitual and aotadjing enough to warrant
intervention. Marchington’s statement about TeAle, Garrard, and the Cavendish
boys is not really about any of them, but aboutdali the statement allows him to
impress Bess with his superiority and, sharing anerat of complaint with her, as
with a friend, to strengthen their social bond tigio this rhetorical construction of
intimacy. Instead of offering an apparently sinogegning to Bess, as Crompe does
regarding the Tideswell school, Marchington concet on building up his own
persona and social status in relation to these stirgants and to Bess.

Finally, Marchington implicitly criticises his clest colleague in his post-
script report on Crompe’s misadventure when waditrg in Derby: ‘lames crompe
was at derby wherin | perceyve that mr more woldehaver reckened hym a pack of
wolle wheras | [and?] the sheperd thomas berly dah know that he hade from
hense xxiij packes which x¥jstone & vj’. Marchington’s use of the tag-clause
perceyve’ and lack of reference to his own wheratsuggest that he was not at
Derby to witness this event, but rather has obththe information second hand —
likely from Crompe himself upon his return. HoweMeecause the verb ‘perceive’
denotes personal observation and understandinglfethgained directly or
indirectly), it conjures up the image that he wasr¢ and was actively involved in
resolving the problem. Although the verb phraseldNtaue’ indicates that the crisis
was in fact averted, Marchington does not explamolwn level of involvement (if
any) beyond seeing Crompe off. Instead, he focasdsiocking his co-officer down
a peg or two. Although Marchington does not expliariticise him, the very act of
reporting an incident in which his colleague neankyde a costly blunder is a

criticism in itself, the more so since Marchingioeerts a positive portrayal of
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himself into the narrative and Crompe is unableetiochis own side of the story for,
as Marchington explains, ‘lames at this wryting wamwhat syck so that he doth
not wryte att this tyme’. Marchington assumes Begs would be expecting a letter
from Crompe, probably because they correspondadarygthrough the weekly
carriers?’® Marchington may have been writing on Crompe’s Hedred taken over
the steward’s other estate duties during his alesenDerby and subsequent iliness.
If so, the experience may have given Marchingtateddncentive for assuring Bess
that he was perfectly capable of managing herratfdarchington’s explanation of
Crompe’s physical incapacity excuses the lattenfrariting, but it simultaneously
provides Marchington with the opportunity to regeisCrompe’s mistake as
evidence of his mental incapacity compared withdargton’s own astuteness.

The pervasiveness of criticism throughout Marctongt letter gives the
impression that this cast of thought and style @eds not merely from imitating his
employers but rather from internalising a certawdel of what it means to be an
effective manager, combined with the challengesenied by not being at the very
top of the service hierarchy. Marchington repeateelpresents the shortcomings of
others as a means of asserting his own diligentcgeand innate superiority, as
though his service as an officer consisted soletgpy[ing] faultes’ and he were
eager to impress. From this point of view, Marchomgs letter itself functions as a
form of eye service — a visible demonstration &f diligence, and the only kind of
service that Bess can see without being physipaélgent to supervise him. The
social pressures unique to his position would astéar Marchington’s rhetorical
efforts to present himself as having inside knog&dkeen judgement, and
exemplary work ethic — qualities Bess would valad aopefully reward.
Marchington’s voice constructs the persona of dicexfwho is exceptionally
diligent, but also distrustful and competitive. lHedf-performance powerfully
reflects his social position as a high-ranking aatwhose management role and
outlook had much in common with those of his emeteyyet who remained
subordinate to them and partially in the shadoaradfther officer, his closest
colleague.

The aspirational tale telling that so characteridaschington’s one surviving
letter is notably absent from Crompe’s two, whidiae faithful stewardly service

mainly through advice and other forms of verbalibie shooting that emphasise

"9 The regularity and logistics of the officers’ aespondence with Bess are reconstructed in the final
section of this chapter.
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Bess and her children’s wellbeing rather than hia performance of duty towards
them. Crompe’s model of managerial service appedsse more devotional than
Marchington’s in that it is focused on the misttegood rather than on himself and
how he measures up compared with others. Crompsitign as steward, which
authorised him to write bluntly, joined with hiscies on Bess’s wellbeing and
wishes, seems to have allowed him to perform hist@pry duties with a level of
unselfconscious confidence absent from Marchingtself-promoting rhetoric.

Unlike Crompe’s letters, Marchington’s is not oWepersuasive; it offers no
advice or warnings and uses no imperatives. Magtbinis persuasive rhetoric is
both more subtle and more socially orientated tbeompe’s, as he seeks to affect
the mistress’s attitude towards himself and othattser than to convince her to take
any specific course of action. Marchington’s twatsrategy involves on the one
hand distancing himself from inferior and rival\ants through criticising them and
on the other drawing closer to Bess by aligningdpisions and values with hers.
Whereas Crompe’s letters use his office and frigimdlmacy with Bess as a basis
for bluntly imposing his views upon her, Marchingtoletter carefully constructs an
image of intimate like-mindedness while refrainfrgm making any further
impositions.

Both officers, however, perform the directive sgeact of requiring further
instructions from the mistress. Whereas Crompeiam £ases uses the imperative
but still deferential construction ‘let me know’,dvthington performs the directive
using the discourse of wishes: ‘& for thomas alerhhth done all hys taxed work so
thatl wold know your ladyshypes pleasuviber in | may set hym a work by the daye
or by the great’. Unlike Crompe’s imperatives aisé of ‘must’, the wording of this
directive downplays its urgency and does not prestmplace Bess under
grammatical obligation to do what he says. In tlreseects, it is quite elegant and
deferential, in keeping with Marchington’s use loé terms of address ‘your
ladyshyp’ and ‘your good ladyshyp’, conventionabkygy for ‘trowbull[ing]’ her
with his letter, and subscription as ‘your humideusint’. However, in framing ‘your
ladyshypes pleasure’ as what Marchington himsetidvknow, his statement
assumes that Bess will grant his wish, just as iHegwmnt hers, once known — that
is, he places his own and his employer’s wishearoaqual footing. Although this
wording flattens out the social hierarchy by sugiggsthat mistress and servant
shared each other’s rights and obligations, it prabably acceptable in the context

of collaborative management, like Crompe’s moredtul formulations. Early
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modern household and estate officers must haveeddecask their absent masters
and mistresses for decisions on a regular badil,lmwiited linguistic means for
doing so within the bounds of strict etiquettaslinteresting to see that Crompe and
Marchington express the same need using diffe@mitouctions, but it is hard to
know how much significance to attach to these feangples. A wider study of
officers’ letters from the period would likely realepatterns of language use the
precise social significance of which could be ipteted with more certainty.
Although the social messages encoded in their ggsons of various
practicalities and, in particular, their epistolagjf-performances as trustworthy
officers differ, both Crompe and Marchington clasommon ground with Bess in
their letters. Crompe uses the prerogative of dpafforded by his privileged
position as a steward to address the mistressuniteremonious urgency when
giving advice and warnings intended to protectlest interests — an important part
of his duty and likewise the office of a friend. ¥her matter-of-fact, persuasive, or
potentially ironic, his language suggests famifiawith Bess and confidence that,
knowing and trusting him, she will not be offendbtarchington, by contrast, uses
his office and letter-writing duty to maintain apdtentially enhance his place in her
good opinion and to bring to light ways in whickeytare alike. He overtly draws
attention to his own status and performance assopal representative of Bess and
St Loe by claiming superiority over other servabts, his rhetorical techniques also
include more subtly aspirational ones. He frames fasniliar aside to Bess his
derogatory remark about her sons’ servants andtbhsenstruction ‘I wold know’
to display his refinement of style and, perhapsmglicitly claim entitlement to have

his wishes met.

Edward Foxe at Chatsworth to Bess of Hardwick [location unidentified],
8 December [1559-1567] (ID 28)

address leaf, f. 2v
superscription: secretary script, Foxe’s hand
To the ryght worship
full & my v[e]ry good
lady & mistres the lady
sentlo gyue this

letter, f. 1r
secretary script, Foxe’s hand
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Ihesus™

Ryght worshipfull & my very good Lady thys shall be
to Lett your good Ladiship vnderstand that leiged
A letter from your good ladyship the whych dyd
dyscoreg me wery sore Although yt were not treu
And wheare A€ your ladyship sayd that your
frendes therabowt dyd let your ladyship vnder=
stand that | weare muche Abrode Abowt me
pleasuer be iij dayes to gether yt ys not true

for | were neuer Absent ij dayes then iij neuerssyn
your ladyship went but at my fathers At

wake$® that me father & serten of my frendes
met me there & | went of sundaye i[n] the
mornyng After | had bene in the waren

& came Ageyn of mundaye At nyght & last

one to walke the waren when | were Absent

And wheare your ladyship sayd that your
nebores dyd tell you that | were neclygent in
lowkyng to the waren / But | dyd well know

that thé®® had not so lyttell honesty to wryte

to your ladyship Any such vntruth But And yf
dycon$®* wold not haue had yt known he

showld not haue Rejoysed & sayd to my frendes
yat yt were hys letter that mayd me to be

so Rebuked At your Ladyshipes hand wherfor

| thynk my selffe very vnfortunat to haue such
one As he ys to make me to haue Rebukes
vnworthy And | do not care what Any can

wryte Agaynst me so that | do my duty vnto

my offe$® that | haue charge vppon that

when the that hath knowleg shall see

my doynges the whych | trust shall be fatfés

And when your ladyship were At chatsworth
your selffe the wereat towld you yat there were
not xx copele€’ of conys in the grownd but

lyke as ther knowleg were so the spake & now

ye’®® maye see ther selffes Ahundefé&tttopel at a tyme

280 3asus The more usual abbreviation is ‘lhs’, semi-tritesated from the Greek to the Latin
alphabet, with <h> representing the Greek ledtaxn>, the capital of which is 4&>.

2l\whereas.

%82 Unidentified. Foxe may have lived in the lodgetie warren; it contained bedding for one in 1601
and possibly earlieldf houshold stuffp. 30).

23 they.

284 Another servant, probably the ‘dyckyns’ of Cronspkstter ID 18. His letter, mentioned here, has
not survived.

285 office.

288 faultless.
%7 couples
298 they.

893 hundred.
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& doth saye there ys conys very great plenty
f. 1v blank

f.2r And yf the Report of theym that hath no
knowleg ys better to be credyt then myne
I Ame not mete to be in An offes/ for there
ys no mane that hathe Anoffes but he can
tell how to behaue hym selff yn Bt or ell[sef**
he ys not fyt to be in hit / And As for
burowes makyng we haue taken Anorder that
the™ne”xt workadays After crystenmas holydayes
we wyll haue A great sort of serten of our
nebores to cast borowes & in the mentyme
we wyll be doying As we maye for | haue
mayd ij borrowes my selff & couered theme
with thornes & now | must make trapes euery
daye As | may cum to & | haue taken syns
| wryt too your ladyship both doges &i¢gible]
& of wedensday beyng the vij daye of deseftfbr
in the mornyng ther came ij copefl of hownd[es]
in to the waren & huntyd the conies & |
Ran vp & downe the wod &il{egible] were Angary
At theym be case | had Run so sore at them
& At leng[t]h | wyth my bylP** cut iij of
them very sore that | thynke ye wyll not
lyue & then came one & sayd the were his
maysteres mr fyharbarés& | sayd | dyd not
care whos the were for yf the huntyd ther
I wold kyll them & there mr wer by & yf he
wryt to your ladyship of hit this the truth
As All the howse knoth & the conys be
gynneth to make ther nestes Ready now for
| haue fond deuer€¥ holes stoped close vp
after them gt ye may be Ready Agaynst march
thus | praye Ihesus preserue your ladyship
long in your prosperytie from chatsworth the
viij daye of desember // Be your ladyshipes own
faythfull servand Edward Foxédurish**’

20it. Like Crompe, Foxe sometimes adds an <h> at #iré st words beginning with vowels.

21 Here and elsewhere the final letters are worn aatalye edge of the page.

2927 December did not fall on a Wednesday in any geaing which Bess was Lady St Loe; Foxe
must have made a mistake (or used a non-standerbea), and there is no other specific internal
evidence by which to date this letter.

23 couples.
2% probably a bill-hook rather than the military weap

2% Unidentified. Two servants of a Thomas Fitzherbestjuire, were examined in January 1592/93
for the crime of killing the Queen’s deer across ¢unty border in Staffordshire (LPL, Shrewsbury
Papers, MS 700, f. 95). If Thomas was related éoMlaster Fitzherbert whom Foxe encountered, the
Fitzherbert family seems to have made a habit atping.

2% diverse
297 Foxe’s flourish here resembles Crompe'’s.



Chatsworth officers’ letters, c. 1560-c. 1566 163

Irrr

Dignity and self-defence

Edward Foxe’s letter is both the most overtly rinetd and the most overtly
deferential of the Chatsworth officers’ letterghe mistress of the house. It is also
the most narrowly focused, since, unlike Crompe Madchington’s wide-ranging
communications, it sticks to one topic, namely Foxaithful exercise of his duties
as warrener while Bess has been away. This narssaafdocus is partly owing to
the comparative narrowness of Foxe’s office, whiets apparently restricted to the
care of the conies on the Chatsworth estate, wheasave have seen, Marchington
and especially Crompe’s duties were far broadscope. However, the particular
circumstances in which Foxe wrote — narrated withmletter itself — clearly
influenced both scope and style, as the wholerlddeelops a single argument: that
Foxe is worthy to continue in his office and torbstored to Bess’s favour.
Protestations, progress reports, narratives, deferend sulking all contribute to the
warrener’s self-defence.

This letter has a particularly difficult remit. teplying to the latest letter he
received from the mistress, Foxe must respondegations of negligence (which
originated in a letter she received from anotherad, Dycons) and to the
possibility that an outsider may also have comgdito her about him. Foxe’s letter
cannot conceal his indignation and worry, but iksldemonstrate the efforts he took
to remain respectful towards his social superidhe warrener addresses Bess in
particularly deferential terms throughout, is caleiot to explicitly accuse her of
being unfair to him, and likewise does not direettguse Master Fitzherbert of
poaching (although this is a clear implication & harrative). Foxe uses several
rhetorical strategies, of which deference is on¢he attempt to clear himself and
demonstrate his dedicated and competent servisarmisner.

Foxe bookends his letter with deferential formulzegt simultaneously
honour Bess and express subservience and goodwdkdls her. Terms of address
are especially elaborate and close packed in therscription, salutation, and
notification, paying her a great deal of respedbieehe goes on to write in his own
defence. Setting up the letter in this way allowsd-to build up social credit which
he can then draw on as the letter progresses thitaighallenging subject matter.

Bess is to bear the warrener’'s manifest deferamognd as she reads on.
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Yet in form alone, Foxe’s honorifics for Bess ao¢ necessarily any more
deferential than Crompe’s. In their study of thagmatics of address formulae in the
Helsinki Corpus of Early English CorrespondencettieNevalainen and Helena
Raumolin-Brunberg find that the modifiers ‘my’, rgjular’, ‘good’, ‘right’, and
‘worshipful’ all appear regularly in sixteenth-cang introductory address
formulae?®® Crompe’s superscriptions ‘To my synguler good &adymestres’ and
Foxe’s ‘To the ryght worshipfull & my very good k& mistres’ are equally
conventional. Foxe’s more elaborate, double-badetonstruction may sound
particularly ingratiating, but it can also be readformal and dignified. Although
Crompe and Foxe’s formulae are equally conservaliased on late medieval
epistolary practice, Foxe’s adheres in its striecand wording more closely to the
official letters issued by Chancery that servedaslels for English-language
personal correspondence from about 1420 untillfiralertaken by more familiar
styles some two centuries after Erasmus famouslyed the Classical notion of the
familiar letter as a conversation between absémds®® Nevalainen and
Raumolin-Brunberg observe that ‘right worshipflie first of Foxe’s two terms of
address for the mistress, was used in ‘officiagjleage, usually with reference to the
gentry’, including in letters from one member oé tpentry to anothéf’ Rather than
especially deferential, ‘right worshipful’ woulckily have been understood as
especially formal, showcasing Foxe’s good breedlilng pragmatic significance of
the warrener’s particularly formal, official manrefraddressing his employer in this
letter (in both superscription and salutation) maybe to present him prostrate and
repentant before her but rather to create emotistdnce, allowing him to honour
her in a formulaic way — at arm'’s length, as it &e+ while upholding his own
dignity to a greater degree than if he had chosepler and less stiff address terms.

Nevertheless, the high concentration of honoridicthe start of Foxe’s letter
does suggest he was particularly concerned to apleéerential. Following the
elaborate, formal superscription, Foxe continugsetdorm deference to Bess on the
inside of his letter, repeating ‘Ryght worshipf&limy very good Lady’ as the

salutation and also including a notification thatleesses her twice as ‘your good

2% Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, pp. 555-58.

29 For the development of English-language officiad @ersonal (i.e., not royal/governmental) letters
in the fifteenth century, see Malcolm Richardsdme Dictamenand Its Influence on Fifteenth-
Century English ProseRhetorica 2 (1984), 207-26. Stewart provides a helpful samymand critique

of the standard historiography of early moderrelettriting in Shakespeare’s Lettergp. 12-14. See
also DaybellWomen Letter-Writerpp. 17-23.

%90 Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, pp. 558, 574.
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Ladiship’. The warrener’s use of these and othentdae show his reliance on
epistolary form and etiquette to make a good ingoes Whereas Crompe and
Marchington’s letters had no need of salutatiomseFexploits the salutation’s
pragmatic potential and then goes on to introdbeestibject of his letter through a
notification formula (‘thys shall be to Lett youogd Ladiship vnderstand that [...]")
and exposition (‘wheare As’) — another two convenséil components that are
absent from Crompe and Marchington’s letf@fAll in all, Foxe’s formal style is
exemplary; it is by the book.

After these introductory formulae, Foxe addressessEas ‘your ladyship’ ten
times, compared with only one instance each of“waowl ‘your selffe’. Foxe uses
the neutral pronouns only where repetition of tegecential ‘your ladyship’ would
be particularly cumbersome. It is clear that ‘ytadyship’ is Foxe’s default term of
address for his employer, varied only in orderudHer emphasise his deference for
her (in the opening formulae) or to save his comigation from being obscured by
excessive wordiness. Crompe’s use of terms of addseexactly opposite: his letters
average eleven uses of ‘you’ but only three of hyaayshippe’. Marchington’s
letter uses direct address far less often thaereitbxe or Crompe’s, but it shows a
slight preference for ‘your ladyshyp’. The variedgtices of the three officers
suggests that there were no hard and fast rulag dteuse or forms of direct
address in the body of letters, although conveatitormulae were clearly expected
to appear in superscriptions, salutations, valeist and subscriptions. If, then,
there was a certain freedom of choice about addeess, it is significant that
Foxe’s honorific forms are densely packed and Cemare thinly spread.
Crompe’s whole style is more self-confident and Igslf-conscious than Foxe’s,
having nothing to prove. The steward’s apparergdapn epistolary etiquette can be
interpreted as a choice not to stand on ceremomnwiltiting routine business
letters. By contrast, Foxe’s emphasis on verbahtdae of all kinds contributes to
his self-presentation as a solicitous — and anxteusfficer.

Beyond his prominent display of deference, Foxdajepa number of
rhetorical strategies to re-establish his plad@ass’s favour and secure his
continued position as her warrener. These strategotude protestations of
innocence backed up with examples of his diligeaceextended progress report that

further demonstrates his commitment and compet@rincludes the story of his

%91 For a list and examples of typical formal compdaeri fifteenth-century (and later non-humanist)
English-language letters, see Malcolm Richardsbigtamen, pp. 213-14.
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encounter with Master Fitzherbert's dogs); a couateusation that deflects blame
from Bess and her purported informants; and standinhis offended dignity. It is
quite the performance.

Foxe introduces his grievance and begins his sftrite in the opening
statement: ‘Ryght worshipfull my very good Lady shghall be to Lett your good
Ladiship vnderstand that | received A letter froauygood ladyship the whych dyd
dyscoreg me wery sore Although yt were not tretru@urally, the notification
formula provides a convenient way for Foxe to séadglicitly the claim that the rest
of his letter will support and develop. Furthermdhe notification sets the tone for
Foxe’s self-presentation, another important dimamsif his rhetorical performance.
In essence, Foxe is notifying Bess not so muchhtbdtas received her letter as that
what it says is ‘not treu’ and has upset him. Tkgosition goes on to specify what
he finds objectionable while clarifying that he da®wt hold Bess herself responsible:
‘wheare As your ladyship sayd that your frendesabhewt dyd let your ladyship
vnderstand that | weare muche Abrode Abowt me plerase iij dayes to gether yt
ys not true’. In contradicting the report that Baas received about his negligence,
Foxe uses repetition to make his thesis statenagtolear from the beginning: ‘yt
ys not true’. In order to support this claim, hegon to state that he was absent
from Chatsworth for only two days and that, famfraeglecting the warren, ‘I went
of sundaye in the mornyng’ only ‘After | had bemnele waren’, ‘came Ageyn of
mundaye At nyght’, and was the ‘last one to walewaren when | were Absent
And wheare [i.e., when] your ladyship sayd thatryoebores dyd tell you that | were
neclygent in lowkyng to the waren’.

Foxe’s argument so far is not entirely satisfactédyhough he seeks to
establish that he was diligently at work when aldlg negligent, his account
acknowledges that he did leave the warren unattefutehe better part of two days
— just not three. Furthermore, contradicting (ppehsarcastically and certainly not
convincingly) a report that Bess has believed cauitself give offence. To bolster
his argument, Foxe goes on to provide more anagrevidence of his work ethic
and also to discredit his accuser, whom he knovietbis fellow servant Dycons
and not, as Bess has written, her neighbours.derdo accuse Dycons, Foxe must
first clear the innocent neighbours of any involesr) but this involves him in a
further complication. He writes, ‘But | dyd well &w that the[y] had not so lyttell
honesty to wryte to your ladyship Any such vntruthat is, that they were too
honest to fabricate such slander. The purpose®&tatement is to suggest that the
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real perpetrator of the tale against Foxe is diseband malicious; however, it
outright contradicts Bess’s statement.

Foxe’s letter so far has (unintentionally) charestal its powerful addressee
as gullible, unduly harsh, and dishonest. His defence states that Bess has rebuked
him unfairly, and it implies not only that she hmesen worked upon by his detractor
but also that she has lied to protect the inforfsadentity. Although Foxe makes an
effort to shift the blame from Bess herself to ¢ime who has maliciously
misinformed her, the letter’s unflattering portrhghits recipient suggests that Foxe
wrote it with greater attention to his own needmtko hers — probably a tactical
error under the circumstances.

Whereas these problematic representations of Besain on the level of
subtext, Foxe explicitly blames Dycons for the dowd he has received, citing the
irrefutable evidence of the culprit's own boastutBAnd yf dycons wold not haue
had yt known he showld not haue Rejoysed & saydytdrendes yat yt were hys
letter that mayd me to be so Rebuked At your Laghgshhand’. Having turned the
tables on his accuser, Foxe continues to charaetenmself as an innocent and
sorrowful victim of Dycons’s malice, no doubt se&kito undermine Bess’s trust in
his antagonist and to re-establish her trust irskifn‘wherfor | thynk my selffe very
vnfortunat to haue such one As he ys to make rhate Rebukes vnworthy'. Foxe’s
self-defence becomes more convincing and tactfoé ¢re ceases to refer to Bess'’s
letter and the specific allegations it contains badins instead to redirect her
attention from his (and her own) shortcomings twsthof his accuser.

Foxe strengthens his position by insisting — albeinewhat defiantly in
keeping with his pose as the injured party — tbantrary to accusations that he has
rendered eye service only, he remains as comnidthds office when Bess is absent
as when she is present to examine the resultsdabour: ‘And | do not care what
Any can wryte Agaynst me so that | do my duty vmip offes that | haue charge
vppon that when the[y] that hath knowleg shall sgedoynges the whych I trust
shall be fatles [...]'. The syntax breaks downhad point but the message is clear:
Foxe may be slandered and discouraged, but heaevitinue to work with integrity
until such time as his dedication is recognisedhénsame vein, he cites another
occasion when he was falsely accused: unnamedsHhess had reported to Bess that
he had allowed the number of conies to diministwinty couples. Foxe comments
scornfully, ‘but lyke as ther knowleg were so tHefgake’, for now his detractors

can see for themselves that there are one hundrgies. Here Foxe writes with the
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confidence of an expert dismissing the pettinegh@ignorant, a stance that
highlights his superior knowledge and characteenlistanding on his dignity as an
officer, he reminds Bess that he is the speciafist authority at Chatsworth on all
matters related to the warren, and so she oughigbhim — or else dismiss him
and have done. He writes, ‘And yf the Report ofythehat hath no knowleg ys
better to be credyt then myne | Ame not mete tolan offes/ for there ys no mane
that hathe Anoffes but he can tell how to behaue bglff yn hyt or ellse he ys not
fyt to be in hit’. The challenge to dismiss hinpigrely rhetorical, a dramatic way of
getting Bess’s attention and prompting her to reater the situation and her own
attitude towards Foxe with his expertise firmlynind.

This last statement marks the transition into thal fstage of Foxe’s
rhetorical self-defence, the extended progressrtéipat comprises the remainder of
the main text of his letter. Here the warrener séeldemonstrate both his expertise
and commitment to his office by detailing the recamd upcoming activities of his
team of estate servants and himself in partictar.example, he reports that they
have already begun making burrows and traps andiég have made arrangements
to hire extra labourers to help ‘cast’ more burrommediately after the Christmas
holidays. In this passage, Foxe narrates his acltsimpents in detail, using
technical vocabulary such as ‘cast’ and mentioniogexample, that after making
two burrows he ‘couered theme with thornes’. Bywdra attention to the
terminology and practices specific to his officexE verbally parades his specialist
knowledge and competence as warrener.

Alongside these technical micro-narratives, thegpess report includes a
narrative with dramatic sweep and heightened rigtehen Foxe relates his
encounter with four hunting hounds, their keeped, their owner, whom he found
hunting (i.e., poaching) in Bess’s warren. Foxetament to shine comes in this
action scene, in which he valiantly chases and etsiihe hounds, ‘At length [...]
cut[ting] iij of them very sore that | thynke ye livgiot Ilyue’. Then, when challenged
by their owner’s servant, Foxe boldly declareghm hearing of the owner himself, ‘I
dyd not care whos the were for yf the huntyd theold kyll them’. In this story,
Foxe acts as a manly and faithful warrener shaldterminedly protecting his

employers’ property, come what m&y.As the most engaging and explicit example

392 |n the household accounts for 1549, a Thomas Varigrone of eight men (Whitfield being
another) paid to buy bows and arrows (Folger, M&4486, f. 12r). It is not clear who was to use this
equipment or for what purpose, as archery coule: ieeen practised to defend the house and grounds
(including the coneys), or to hunt (again includihg coneys), or to train yeomen on the estate for
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of Foxe’s dedication in action, this narrative argdor his right to remain in his
office and be restored to Bess’s good opinion nediectively than anything that has
gone before. It is a strong point with which totieis case.

Nevertheless, the particular motivation for Foxéntude this triumphant
story appears to have been anxiety that the howvdsér, Master Fitzherbert, may
have complained to Bess about her warrener’s candinch could lead him into
further trouble just as he was seeking to cleaiskifof Dycons’s allegations.
Immediately after recording his threat to kill @amyunds found hunting Bess’s
rabbits, Foxe adds, ‘& there master wer by & yiwrgt to your ladyship of hit this
the truth As All the howse knoth’. Foxe seems tar fihat his armed defence of
Bess’s conies could be interpreted as over-zeapmrbaps since the hounds would
have been worth more than their prey. Foxe is abtefstate that the hounds were
loose and ‘huntyd the conies’ — it was a clear adg®aching, not mere trespass.
Insisting that the hounds were hunting indicate bioat the conies were in
immediate physical danger and that Master Fitzhvevbas legally in the wrong —
two factors that ought to justify Foxe’s actions.

Finally, Foxe concludes his letter with a valediotand subscription that
reinforce his overall message in a number of wRgsher than wishing Bess and her
close relatives good health as Crompe and Marobirgjivaledictions do, Foxe
selects a blessing that further supports his argtithat he is dedicated to protecting
her assets: ‘thus | praye Ihesus preserue youshagyong in your prosperytie’. At
the same time, this valediction elegantly bringsl#iter to a close, creating formal
unity by mirroring the formulaic deference of tle¢tér's opening and also echoing
its first word: ‘Ihesus’.

Whereas the function of the valediction is clelag, presence of Jesus’s hame,
decontextualised at the top of the page, set apéhntspatially and syntactically from
what follows, can be interpreted a number of w&gs/eral scholars have observed
this feature in other letters, but it remainsdittinderstood. For example, Nevalainen
and Raumolin-Brunberg write that ‘many lettersthe CEEC] include, before the
form of address, an invocation lidesusandEmanuel and Daybell has suggested
that “This form of invocation may in some casedaatke the Catholicism of the

letter-writer’ since ‘a number of examples of lestavritten by recusant women

military service if required. However, this entrgrpllels Foxe’s portrayal of himself as an earnest
defender of Bess’s property in the way it assosiatale servants, including another warrener, with
conscientious and necessary violence.
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employ this method of letter-headintj® Beyond quite possibly communicating the
writer’'s confessional stance, an invocative heatlkey‘lhesus’ could have at least
three possible pragmatic functions. First, it catadl down divine blessings on the
recipient as an expression of goodwill, a funcsbared with the valediction.
Second, by analogy with contemporary practicesgrfisg legal documents and
swearing oaths before witnesses and also of swedynGod’ (etc.) in informal
contexts as a means of emphasising the truth oesiy of what one says, the
written invocation ‘Jesus’ at the head of a letteuld call on him to witness what is
written and thus to vouch for its accuracy or t@dhtbe writer accountable. If used in
this way, the heading would emphasise the writeslcommitment to what he or
she has set down, and the reader would be adweftma the first word that the
letter’s contents are not to be taken lightly. @ihihe invocation could be exclusively
writer-oriented, acting as a prayer for help wik aict of writing and/or for a
favourable outcome, particularly in difficult cincstances such as Foxe’s. Because
it is so cryptic and disconnected, the headingctulfil any of these functions,
either singly or in combination.

In Foxe’s use, the layout adds yet further dimemsiaf possible meaning.
The word ‘lhesus’ appears at the top centre ofiteepage, within the writing space
but separated by blank space on all sides sincedllaéation begins flush left two
lines lower. This formatting sets Jesus apart,iptahim in what appears to be a
position of honour, before and above Bess andul@bss in hand, in a space and a
moment of his own. Apparently both pragmatic andugeely devotional, this
invocation and its placement allow for a brief tiofereflection or communion
before the commencement of the letter proper —ep teeath before plunging in.
The blank space beneath Jesus’s name cues a témpgasa, adding a rhythmic
dimension to the cognitive-spiritual experiencevoting and reading.

As with this invocation that opens the letter, slidscription that brings it to
a close adds further meaning through both lexioatent and spacing, if rather less
evocatively. Having responded to all known and po&t threats to his good
character and position and demonstrated his egpeaatid commitment to his office
through several examples, Foxe asserts his faitbésl and serviceableness to his
employer one last time in the subscription: ‘Be ylaalyshipes own faythfull
servand Edward Foxe’. Foxe’s signature ends thditesby fitting perfectly in the

bottom right corner of the text block. Although jii;cement is determined by the

393 Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, p. 562; Day&bmen Letter-Writerg. 56.
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length of the letter, which leaves only this spfee for the signature, its humble
position is nevertheless a visual counterpart ¢odiferential address formulae with
which the letter opened. Gibson notes that in pision ‘the use of significant space
did not form part of thars dictamini§ the letter-writing tradition that has heavily
influenced Foxe’s formal styf®* Socially significant spacing is, however, codified
in the first letter-writing manual in English, Wdim Fulwood’s 1568 he Enimie of
Idlenesseand in all subsequent manuals, indicating thafligm epistolary practices
continued to develop in the untheorised period ftbenlate middle ages until the
emergence of guides such as Fulwood’s in the lateenth century. It is by looking
at ordinary letters from this intermediate perisdch as the correspondence studied
here, that we can begin to trace these developraedisill in the gaps in the
historiography of the earliest of ‘early moderrttégs.

Unlike Crompe and Marchington’s, Foxe’s spacingesgyp to measure out
social hierarchies systematically. He places Jésisand foremost, at the top centre
of the first page, honoured with blank space omsidits; Bess a little lower but at the
very start of the main body of the letter, with henorifics taking up nearly the
whole first line; and himself tucked humbly in thettom right corner of the final
page. The visual format of Foxe’s letter subtlyfeices the extended verbal rhetoric
of address formulae and argumentation, allowingoffieer to perform his duty on
an extra-linguistic level. Whether or not it suatee in persuading Bess of his
dedication as warrener, Foxe’s letter continugsgtfy to his familiarity with the
socially significant formal epistolary structuresbeth verbal and visual —

available in the years before they began to befieadn print.

Conclusion: Practicalities and persuasion

Reading Crompe, Marchington, and Foxe’s lettenmahagement side by side and in
the light of contemporary epistolary conventiond afeologies of service has
allowed a number of patterns and variations to gmestewart and Wolfe have
pointed out that in early modern England ‘letteting was a very goal-oriented
activity’ as opposed to a primarily sociable ores statement is certainly true of the
correspondence between Bess and her Chatswortersffi®> As we saw in the
previous chapter, Bess writes to her stewards avithixture of quite straightforward
instructions and, when required, reprimands ang@sahat are syntactically and

34 Gibson, p. 9 n. 39.
$%stewart and Wolfe, p. 35.
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socially more complex, as she seeks to persuade tiheutifully comply with her
wishes. Bess’s epistolary enactment of her mist@sss geared towards practical
outcomes: mended windows, matching battlementseitr@itment of a hard-
working mason, and increased respect and caresfaister, to name but a few
examples. The present chapter demonstrates thaathe is true of the officers’
epistolary performances of service. Crompe, Magtoin, and Foxe’s letters all
contain a steady stream of mundane but essenfiiaimation: reports on the progress
of rebuilding the house, details of land managereerd the care of cattle and
conies. The information conveyed by the officeestdrs would be of practical value
to Bess, enabling her to see ‘with others’ eyed @nrespond with further
instructions or other forms of intervention as reseey*°° Hainsworth observes that
‘absence of body did not imply absence of mindtloa part of early modern
landowners; rather, ‘stewards were likely to beukadal if they sent less than a letter

a week’ — that is, if they failed to report on eéstaffairs “by the return of every

carrier” >’

From the officers’ point of view, writing to the stress provided an
opportunity to influence her perception of eventd andividuals, including
themselves — to cause her to see developmentsagsw@rth throughheir eyes —
and also to perform service to her in epistolarynfatheir dutiful writing
representing by both synecdoche and mimesis thderexercise of dutiful service
in her absence from the estate. Their letters 8sBee as much about persuasion as
information. In both of his surviving letters to &g Crompe gives her ardent advice,
seeking to influence her decisions and actionschlagton’s letter seeks to
influence her perception of him and a number oéot®hatsworth servants with
whom he contrasts himself in order to make a gogaréssion. Finally, Foxe’s seeks
both to convince her that he is worthy to remaioffice and to turn her against his
detractors. What is particularly striking about theee officers’ portrayal of Bess in
their letters to her is that they all assume thatsan be influenced. Rather than the
domineering matriarch who comes down to us in parplilstory, she appears in their
letters as someone potentially susceptible to psisn. Her household and estate

officers address her not with resigned subservibotassertively, with a range of

3% The quotation is from Hainsworth, p. 256.

%97 Hainsworth, pp. 1, 2; the quotation within a qiotais from a letter from William Thynne to Sir
James Thynne, 27 September 1658 (Longleat HouganehCorrespondence, vol. IX, f. 47). The
Chatsworth correspondence demonstrates the saitne@dtand practices a century earlier.
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rhetorical and representational strategies intendastiape her perceptions and
decisions.

As the mistress-addressee whom the three offiemis ® influence, Bess is
the focus of much of their writing. However, whes€arompe’s advice urges Bess to
act according to her own good as he sees it, Magtbim and Foxe’s persuasions are
more self-serving. This essential difference helpsount for the differences in how
Bess is represented by each writer. In CrompeterketBess is depicted as a mistress
who has the last word but is willing to listen &ason, values advice, and does not
need to be flattered. By contrast, Foxe presemtasisomewhat capricious:
fearsome but easily influenced (by his enemiespatentially by himself in turn).
Marchington'’s letter depicts Bess differently agais a fastidious and suspicious
manager who shares his disdain for lazy, wastefujuarrelsome underlings. Yet in
presenting themselves as faithful and diligentceffs, all three presuppose that she
will recognise and value good service. What weiséle officers’ letters is how
they perceived Bess, and, in the case of Marchingtal Foxe’s letters especially,
how they wished to be perceived by her.

Whereas most of the representations of Bess fautitki officers’ letters
appear to have been incidental, the officers’ sgttesentations clearly contribute to
the persuasive goals of their letters. In orddredoelieved, each writer constructs for
himself the persona of a loyal, diligent, and tnwgthy officer, thereby building up
social credit and credibility. So, for example,tak officers follow the epistolary
convention of using deferential forms of addresftmally honour the gentle-born
mistress whom they serve, yet employing partictdans and, in the case of Crompe
and Marchington’s letters, manuscript spacing #natnot overly humble. In their
formulaic performance of epistolary etiquette, tinee officers remain dignified, in
keeping with their elevated positions within thea®worth hierarchy. Furthermore,
each officer reports on the specific progress lsenmhade about the mistress’s
business, demonstrating good work ethic and ugidgnical language that
demonstrates his expertise as well.

Whereas the rhetorical efforts of both Foxe andd¥imgton focus on
convincing Bess of their worth to her as estateefs, Crompe’s usual style is
unselfconscious and matter-of-fact and is exchamhgea persuasive mode of
writing only when external threats to her and Heldeen’s wellbeing prompt him to
offer her earnest advice. These passages demenSm@npe’s loyalty and personal

investment in Bess’s best interests by the urgentlyeir language, including the



Chatsworth officers’ letters, c. 1560-c. 1566 174

use of imperative verbs, and the lengthier and monaplex rhetorical development
that he gives to these matters compared with ther ddpics dealt with more briefly
in his letters. Due to their lack of self-promotirigetoric, both Crompe’s informative
and persuasive styles of writing give the impressiat he is a trustworthy steward
who is genuinely focused on Bess’s needs ratherhisaown. Whereas Marchington
and Foxe’s letter-writing appears consciously pelfformative of their roles as
estate officers, their positive self-representaioantral to their overall rhetorical
aims, Crompe’s writing constitutes an act of sexvwicwhich positive self-
representation is coincidental but still contrilsute the credibility of his information
and the persuasiveness of his advice.

Crompe and Marchington’s letters appear to be e¢lfecenfident products of
having internalised their roles as managers, wivngto the nature of their offices,
shared values with and enjoyed greater accese tmitress than most other
servants. Although as men they would not have hadiaily, intimate access to
Bess’s person and conversation that her gentlewavoerld have had, the officers
would have come into contact with her more regularid worked with her more
closely than lower estate servants would have. @eespecially, as a household as
well as estate steward, would have had many oppitigs to interact with her in
person as well as by letter. Sharing the tasksasfaging and supervising other
members of the household and estate would havesitated collaboration not only
among the officers but also with Bess, who, asnesst was both their employer and
their colleague. As we have seen, both Crompe aativhgton present themselves
to Bess in writing as simultaneously her servantsleger near equals. It was their
specific offices that allowed them to do so. Mangiion’s epistolary voice echoes
the suspicious voices of masters and mistressgsgding both Bess and her husband
St Loe, in ways that appear to be the unconsciatmoaring of ideologies
concerning servants and supervision that he hadnalised through his experience
of working as their representative, a surrogatetena€rompe’s letters too appear to
be written out of having internalised and long inited his official role, but in
Crompe’s case this phenomenon is more congengletiers interpret and enact the
role of a faithful steward as a counsellor and faifmiend. Although, like
Marchington’s office, Crompe’s involved much supsion of others, it also placed
him next in authority to Bess and privileged himihwopportunities to develop a
working relationship with her that was charactetibg mutual respect, perhaps

affection, and blunt communication. Crompe’s officeallowing for a more secure
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and emotionally invested relationship with the mass, allowed too for the use of
earnest and direct language, free from the seliaptong rhetoric that Marchington
and Foxe found necessary.

The three officers’ letters demonstrate the intensxtedness of office-
bearing, subjectivity, and letter-writing. Furthera, the frequency and logistics of
conducting a correspondence between the countiteestd London can be shown
to have influenced the officers’ epistolary selpnesentations. Although so few of
the officers’ letters of management have survitkere are indications within these
letters that they originally formed part of a largpedy of correspondence written and
sent during the periods in which Bess was awayoindion. Most of the extant letters
exchanged between Bess and her Chatsworth offiefmsexplicitly to other letters
received, forwarded, promised, or expected, whixlonger appear amongst the
Cavendish-Talbot Papers, the archives at Chatsywarih other repositories. For
example, letter IDs 99, 100, and 28 open with thifination of letters received, to
which they proceed to reply but which no longeisexetter ID 18 refers to
something that Bess wrote in a previous letterrangpe, and letter IDs 101 and 17
also read very much like replies to lost letterss8promises Crompe in letter ID
100, ‘I wyl let you know by my next leters what werthomas mason shall begine
one furste when he doth come’, and both Crompettar IDs 17 and 18 and
Marchington in letter ID 47 request that she samthér instructions, presupposing
that she will reply to their letters. None of Besgplies now exist, but the officers’
certainty that she would write back promptly wasstrikely based on their
experience.

The correspondence between Bess and her Chatsoificdrs was greatly
facilitated by the use of professional carrierew&irt, amongst others, has
illuminated the impact of carriers on the socialdscape of early modern
England®®® Their set routes, weekly schedules, low rates reladive security made
carriers an attractive means of delivering lettgofds, and even people between
provincial towns and London. The logistical bergetf their system allowed the
carriers to make an important contribution to tise of letter-writing in this period
and hence also to the maintenance of relationstmgscarrying out of business over
long distances. These benefits were not lost os,Besl references in the surviving
letters of management indicate that the carrierg\wer preferred means of having

letters transported between London and Chatswoithisatime.

%8 stewart Shakespeare’s Letter€hapter 3, especially pp. 117-31.
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All three of the extant letters exchanged betweessBand Crompe and also
Marchington’s letter to her mention the use of pssional carriers to transport the
letters in question along with other goods. Bessead letter ID 100 to Crompe with
the information that ‘I haue sende you by thys &rg] bundeles of garden sedes all
wreten with wellem marchyngtons hande and by thx [garrier-borne letter] you
shall know how to youse them yn euery pynte’. Sanhy, in letter ID 47,

Marchington mentions that along with the lettelhaue sent by this carryer iiij pottes
ij of them tonnes / & ij with covers’. In letter ID8, Crompe writes that when he
sends Dyckyns to Bess with her spending money antlder information about
Wattewodde’s close, Dyckyns will travel with eitite carrier of Derby or the
carrier of Tutbury (probably for safety in numbasshe will be carrying cash).
Crompe’s statement suggests that Derby and Tutherg the towns nearest
Chatsworth at which carriers stopped and that tispecified carriers mentioned in
the other letters were most likely either of thige. Having two local carriers would
have allowed Bess and her officers to send lettedsgoods without having to wait a
full week for a single carrier to complete his rduithis would be particularly
convenient in a real emergency — though there neaddihe faster alternative of
dispatching a servant or neighbour on horseback ~asan this instance, when Bess
had requested a delivery and would have wisheddeive it sooner rather than later.

Letter ID 17 sheds further light on the regulaofyCrompe’s correspondence
with Bess and their use of multiple bearers. Is tase, they encountered two
logistical problems: delays and letters crossingh@road. He writes, ‘I thought |
shulde a Receuyd no lettur From your ladyshippelicke it was x| of the clocke
of wenseday or the caryer com with it to chatteséwso that | had wrytton & sent
my lettur before yours cam / | haue sent you hei@asyd lyttones lettur wyche cam
to me aftur | Receuyd your lettur’. Crompe’s woglsuggests that Bess wrote to
him every week by carrier and that the carrier eomently delivered straight to
Chatsworth House rather than merely into the ne&wes along his route. In this
instance, however, the non-appearance of the catrfgs usual day and time caused
Crompe to believe that Bess had not written thakw&he steward did, however,
assume that Bess would still expect a letter fraomm 8o he wrote and sent one by
another bearer, perhaps the other local carriarsarvant. Finally receiving Bess'’s
letter, Crompe felt compelled to write again, prollgao explain why his previous
letter did not respond to the points raised in fiersespond to those points, and to

warn her of the news about Lytton, whose letter ¢@de into his hands only after
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he had sent his first letter and received Bessis.rlot clear whom Crompe
employed to bear this second letter (ID 17) anénislosure, Lytton’s letter, or how
Lytton’s letter came into his hands. The carrieovianought Bess’s letter to Crompe
may have already left the neighbourhood by the tGr@npe received Lytton’s
letter. In this complicated scenario, the delayelivdry of one letter resulted in the
exchange of three letters, the forwarding of anptiied the use of at least two —
likely more — bearers.

Particularly relevant to the social dynamics ofiitlterrespondence is
Crompe’s expectation that he and Bess must writeméoanother at least once every
week. This accords with both Stewart’s depictionhef social significance of the
carriers’ weekly rounds and Hainsworth’s observatimat stewards in particular
were expected to keep up a steady and detailedspmmndence with their masters,
writing by the return of every carrier or more oftes the need arose. The postscript
to Marchington’s letter confirms that Bess expedtetlear from Crompe by the
carrier who bore Marchington’s letter. Marchingteexplanation that Crompe could
not write to her because he was too ill excusesn@eofrom his letter-writing duty
on this occasion, and it also suggests that Magtbimmay be writing in Crompe’s
stead. There is no indication in his letter of hafeen Marchington corresponded
with the mistress or of whether or not she was etxpg a letter from him as well as
from Crompe. However, Marchington’s updates cokierdctivities of the last
month, which suggests that he did not write to Besssften as Crompe did. If he had
fewer opportunities for writing to the mistressrhpgs Marchington was the more
eager to present himself to advantage in thisrlett&and all the more so if he was
filling in for his highly favoured colleague.

As Magnusson reminds us, a single letter doestantisalone but rather is
informed by both the larger social structure arehtstory of past interactions
between writer and recipient; reception influengexluction, and the relative social
positions of writer and recipient further influenoeth the writer’'s subjectivity and
the social scripts available to him or f&tWe can see in the Chatsworth officers’
surviving correspondence that the differing freques and levels of success of each
officer’s past epistolary interactions with the tress has affected his self-
representation.

The rhythm of correspondence between Bess and Gramppears to have

been determined by a combination of the availahdgftcarriers and his particular

399 MagnussonSocial Dialoguep. 37; ‘Widowhood and Linguistic Capital’, pp.6569-11, 17-22, 27.
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office as steward, which bestowed upon him the daty privilege of writing to the
mistress more frequently than the other Chatswafftbers. The steward’s regular
correspondence with Bess provided him with the dpipdty to continue to develop
or reinforce a trusting working relationship witarhn her periods of absence over
the years of his service. Crompe’s unobtrusivelyficent epistolary style in his two
surviving letters appears to be the product ofng lleistory of satisfactory
interactions with Bess, both in person and on paper

Whereas Marchington may aspire to a similar refetigp and career, Foxe’s
letter gives the impression that his relationshighthe mistress was one of frequent
dissatisfaction on both sides. Several times Hesatcusations of negligence, Foxe
writes self-defensively with a history of distruistpinging on his argument. Just as
Crompe’s epistolary voice appears to be conditidnelbng-term trust and
successful communication, Foxe’s is conditionegbast strife. Although Foxe tries
to turn past wrongs to his advantage by pointingt@Bess just how mistaken his
accusers were and are, his continued referenaadtongolvement in inter-servant
conflicts would be unlikely to recommend him to ferour. Foxe refers to having
written to Bess before, but their past interacti@mstolary or otherwise, must not
have been consistently positive enough to inducedchgive him the benefit of the
doubt when confronted with Dycons’s tale-tellingde.

Although all four surviving letters of managementttgn to Bess by
Chatsworth estate officers attempt to influencetheughts or actions in some way,
each officer’s unique style and persuasive goashaped by his past and present
experiences, which include the particular dutiedset, and privileges associated
with his office. The service hierarchy in which @mpe, as steward, appears to have
been the most frequent letter writer joined with kbgistics of the carrier system to
give him the advantage of weekly contact and colation with Bess during her
periodic absences from the estate over a numbgrasg. The assertive earnestness
of Crompe’s letters is produced by and furtherfogires his trusting relationship
with Bess and his position as her chief delegat@.chington and Foxe’s
opportunities for epistolary contact with the mests and thus for building up or
maintaining favour with her during her absencesappto have been more limited,
with the effect that their letters must work hartteimpress her — particularly
Foxe’s, which counters allegations of neglect sfduty. While Foxe’s self-centred
rhetoric focuses on clearing himself of blame, M@gton’s opportunistically

concentrates on promoting himself by criticisingess, including Crompe. In
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Marchington’s attempts to align himself with Begmiast her other servants can be
heard the voice of an individual who will not settbr being in the second rank of
officials. Their letters show that the three offe@habited distinct subject positions,
shaped by their particular offices and past int@vas with Bess and others at
Chatsworth; although they shared some duties awnileges as officers, these were
not meted out equally, and their writing styles ametorical agenda reflect the
difference.

The findings in this chapter have wider implicagdor both historical
pragmatics and epistolary studies. Magnusson hapeltingly argued that social
interactions are to a high degree scripted byelaive social status of the
participants and the availability of socially appriate means of expression. Noting
that the speaker of Shakespeare’s sonnets addrtessedYoung Man and a letter to
Sir Philip Sidney from his father’s secretary, EdrmduMolyneux, not only represent
a particular social situation with similar psychgilcal realism but also share a
number of rhetorical features, she concludes thayiux and the speaker of the
sonnets shared the same subject position and lse@dmme social script (especially
evident in sonnet 58): there were only so manyisitic options available to
subservient men writing to correct their superidfsThe letters of the Chatsworth
officers contribute to our knowledge of what scjair particular linguistic
formulations and letter conventions, were availdblmen in their positions in the
mid-sixteenth century, a time of great social cleaagd also changing epistolary
theory and practices.

To summarise, the Chatsworth officers’ letters adaesurprising range of
contemporary epistolary practices and linguistiestauctions for performing the
same necessary speech acts. Foxe’s letter adhestglmsely to both late medieval
and emerging early modern formal conventions fefgpming verbal and visual
deference. Beyond using particularly elaborate eskiformulae for Bess throughout
his letter, Foxe also greets her in a formal stiutaa feature that is lacking in
Crompe and Marchington’s letters. Furthermore, Fobatter includes a notification,
exposition, valediction, and significant spacingtthonours Jesus first, Bess next,
and places himself (as represented by his signatueeposition of humility. The
presence of these features gives the impressiof-tixae wasau faitwith both the
official manner of writing letters inherited frorhd middle ages and recent

developments in manuscript presentation that pem/fdrther opportunities to

%10 MagnussonSocial Dialoguep. 36.
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encode social relations on the page. By contrasin@e and Marchington’s letters
include deferential terms of address for Bess abedictions that express dutiful
goodwill towards her, but they lack salutations armgph their names high on the
page, perhaps indicating that it was not normadigessary to use ‘significant space’
in letters of household and estate managemenisatirtie.

Although Foxe’s position as a servant writing téethel himself and correct
his employer’s perspective is the same as thatayhux and the speaker of
Shakespeare’s sonnets to the Young Man, his rieetorlike theirs, does not
simultaneously say and unsay, make and unmakedus@nt'* His style is not
recipient-focused, concerned to avoid giving offgruut rather self-focused,
concerned to inform her that he has been offengdtebbelief in the slanderous
reports about him. It would seem, then, that irdirals writing from the same
subject position had more than one social scriptlale to them (although their
persuasive efficacy cannot be vouched for).

Crompe’s letters are of particular interest forntlrective speech acts — a
feature we may not have expected to find in lettgrgen by a servant, however
elevated. But Crompe’s privileged position as avatel enabled him to offer a
number of directives to the mistress, many of tleegqpressed in the form of
imperative verbs, the most coercive grammaticaktrastion available. Rather than
straightforward orders, which would indeed be pnastwous, his directives function
as advice (especially warnings) and as requestsifitrer instructions. Crompe’s
letters exemplify Hainsworth’s conclusion that asgiving was one of the most
important and valued of a steward’s many dutieg filesence of requests for
further instructions in both Crompe’s letter ID &8d Marchington’s letter suggests
that this too was a regular and necessary feafuetters to one’s employer. The fact
that the two officers construct their requestsedédhtly, Crompe using an imperative
‘let’ and Marchington a circumlocutive referencehis wish to know, again
demonstrates the relative freedom of expressiomnviocial scripts. This freedom
could be attributed in part to the value placednmention in early modern rhetoric
as well as to individual writers’ differing degreaisfamiliarity with the recipient.

Although letters of household and estate managearemntot what we or
humanist epistolographers would consider ‘famil{@r’'a classical sense) and are
heavily invested, in their most formulaic featua¢$east, in maintaining the status

quo, they nevertheless provided officers with ojpyngties to construct social

%11 See Magnussosocial Dialoguepp. 50-51, 53.
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identities, perform and represent service, devealapiting voice that reflected their
station and experience, and, ultimately, negof@ta firm and dignified place
within complex but nevertheless somewhat flexilendstic hierarchies.



CHAPTER 5

A house divided:
Upper servants’ letters and loyalties, c. 1581-1589

Introduction

By contrast with the correspondence concerningdgb#ne management of
Chatsworth analysed in Chapters 3 and 4, the $e$tedied in this chapter offer
fresh perspectives on a notoriously turbulent erdess and her household — the
politically charged breakdown in the 1580s of harmage with George Talbot, earl
of Shrewsbury — and are wider ranging in their ahgeographical, and political
scope. Close readings of the letters written bysBeservants concerning the
collapse of normative domestic relations allowaséde the micro-dynamics of the
situation, including subtle shifts in allegiancealdhe layering of interpersonal
politics within and beyond the household, whichdareviously been glossed over
despite their wider importance. In particular, tamoroach alerts us to the political
implications of Shrewsbury’s domestic alliance whil prisoner-guest, Mary Queen
of Scots, while his wife was marginalised and udtiety banished from his presence.
Furthermore, the readings presented in this chapiewver the interconnections
between domestic relations and politics at theaddevel of upper servants,
revealing in detail how they used letter-writingetxpress their allegiances, seek
assistance for themselves and their mistress, ientegb her reputation and assets as
well as their own. These readings thus offer a npoiiically attuned and socially
nuanced picture of life in the Shrewsbury-Stewaridehold than those presented in
Bess and Mary’s respective biographies, while atsuributing to wider
historiographic debates about gender and politicsxteenth-century elite
households.

The letters of Bess’s gentle-born attendants Whlllarmyon and Frances
Battell and her officer Nicholas Kynnersley demoais very clearly that private and
public, domestic and political, female and maleesph were not separate but, rather,
overlapped in complex ways within and beyond theskebold. Employer-servant
relations structured allegiances, which were volzgdale and female household
members not only in semi-public confrontations vate commiserations within the
household but also in the letters they strategicaht to their friends and potential
patrons in the locality and in London. Amanda Vigkkas incisively critiqued the

metaphors of separate spheres often applied to werhistory of the late Georgian



Upper servants’ letters and loyalties, c. 1581-1589 183

and Victorian periods while, for the sixteenth cept Natalie Mears has
demonstrated the existence of a political cultwgond the Privy Council and royal
court of Elizabeth 2 Building on their work as well as on existing skettship on
early modern households, this chapter finds thenaif separate domestic,
apolitical (female) and public, political (male)hsgyes to be entirely inappropriate for
discussing sixteenth-century elite households, wbiadently combined social and
economic with political functions and which weréatited and run by larger
numbers of men than of women, though, as the tldesonstrates, the mistress and
her women could take active roles in both domestoagement and domestic
politics. Whereas social historical surveys of laedieval and early modern elite
households and their servants tend to stress dumprinance of men and male-
orientated politics, women'’s history has highlightke role of the mistress in
household and estate management and, to a lesgeedm political patronagé>

The micro-study of epistolary representations ef $inrewsbury-Stewart household
presented in this chapter draws on both traditeorsreveals the complex interplay
of gender and status in the power struggles enactidais highly politicised
household. The Shrewsburys’ domestic politics hoavé to exemplify to an

extreme degree the Elizabethan concept of the holgas inherently political, a
microcosm of the staf&? Furthermore, the disorders in this particular lethodd are
shown to have threatened the security of Elizaketlle.

The interventions made by Marmyon, Battell, and ikgnsley’s letters can be
understood only in the context of the major chartgashad taken place in Bess’s
domestic circumstances since the time of the Clatbveorrespondence. St Loe had
died in February 1565, and Bess ended her thirdowdod around three years later,
when she wed an old acquaintance, George Tallxth, esarl of Shrewsbury (c.
1522-1590)*° Bess and Shrewsbury’s Derbyshire lands were ddiand Lovell
points out that, as neighbouring landowners, theytheir families were already
associated through a number of legal and sociatsactions, including the co-

312 Amanda Vickery, ‘Golden Age to Separate Sphere&&®iew of the Categories and Chronology
of English Women'’s History'The Historical Journgl36.2 (1993), 383-414; Natalie Mears,
Queenship and Political Discourse in the ElizabetliRkealmgCambridge: CUP, 2005).

313 The traditional social historical approach is epéfied by Mertes’sEnglish Noble Householand
Musson’sCountry House Servantvhile Ward’'sEnglish Noblewomeand Harris'sEnglish
Aristocratic Womeriocus, as their titles suggest, on the domesticveider roles of elite women.

314 Alexandra Shepard’s chapter on ‘Family and HoukBfw The Elizabethan Worlded. by Susan
Doran and Norman Jones (Abingdon: Routledge, 2Qid)352-71 provides a good introduction to
this concept (p. 352).

%15 The exact dates of St Loe’s death and of BessSanelwsbury’s wedding are not known. See
Lovell, pp. 185-87, 200 and Duraless pp. 48-49, 54-56.



Upper servants’ letters and loyalties, c. 1581-1589 184

signing of title deeds, a legacy left to Shrewstsufgther by Bess’s, and the fifth
earl’s standing as godfather to Bess and Caversgddshighter Temperance, born in
15493® The parties were suitably situated and acquaimted each would have
gained, by their marriage, access to the othenddand income during their
lifetime, though after death their respective prtips would go to their children by
their previous marriages. Bess brought with heiGheendish lands in Derbyshire
and the St Loe lands in Somerset. For his pargwstsury was not only a
Derbyshire magnate but one of the wealthiest amiat@ landowners in England,
with considerable estates and grand houses inaesainties plus three London
houses. Shrewsbury’s prominence, especially ilNibreh of England, was further
enhanced by the many high offices he held. Thigiage raised Bess from
gentlewoman to countess, increasing her statupalet profile. Her half-sister at
the royal court, Elizabeth Wingfield, reported &r Im a letter of 21 October [1567]
that Elizabeth had spoken approvingly of Bess améwsbury for a good hour,
declaring ‘I haue bene glade to se my lady sayrildanow more dyssirous to se my
lady shrewsbury’ (ID 96). Several affectionate anebperative letters exchanged by
the Shrewsburys in the first decade of their mgeriaave survived, but by the late
1570s their relationship was under considerab&rsfor a number of reasons, not
least of which was Shrewsbury’s burdensome custetip of Mary Stewart, the
exiled refugee Queen of Scots, who had lived irhbisses and at his expense since
January 1568

Marmyon and Battell’s letters, written in the eal®80s, exhibit the impact
that the presence of Mary and her numerous sen@tsined with the growing
antagonism of Shrewsbury towards his wife and lepeddents, had on the
household as a whole. By contrast with the didigrgeénder- and status-based
resources and opportunities available to Shrewsasiign aristocratic male
landowner and head of house with an armed retinbes @isposal, letter-writing was
a comparatively gender-neutral and egalitariantipaliand sociable activity in
which Shrewsbury, Bess, and their literate serverdsould all participate. The
ability of Bess’s gentle-born attendants to petetstto friends and patrons outside

the household, informing them of their plight amdi@sing Shrewsbury in the

%16 ovell, p. 195; DurantBess pp. 17-18. As George Talbot did not inherit title until over a
decade later, the ‘earl of Shrewsbury’ who sen&d@mperance’s godfather was George'’s father,
Francis.

317 For example, compare IDs 66, 203, 71, 172, 188,fidn 1568-1578 with IDs 150, 119, 116,

117,176, 154 from 1584-1587. On Shrewsbury’s agpwnt as guardian of Mary Stewart and early
arrangements for her reception, see letter ID$65107, 164.
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process, levelled the playing field. Kynnersley varites of the earl with suspicion,
and his letters to Bess detail practical stepsttaken to prevent further damage to
her reputation and affairs.

Taken together, the four letters analysed hereatdtae importance of a good
reputation in maintaining privilege within and iméince beyond the household and
demonstrate the role that servants’ letters colald ip these matters. Through their
written words, all three upper servants offer Biesgent emotional support while
also acting as informants, shapers of reputatiod rapresentatives in the wider
world. At the same time, their letters reveal tloein and Bess’s comparative
vulnerability in a house divided by factionalismhelanalysis in this chapter focuses
on the varied ways in which Marmyon, Battell, anghKersley rhetorically perform
their social identities as loyal dependents angbstiprs of Bess during the
upheavals of the 1580s. Of particular interesthane they use emotive and
judgemental language to construct heightened sympeith their mistress, how
they represent her needs and position alongsidea¥ve, and how they use
characterisation for persuasive purposes. In agdifMarmyon’s rhetoric of requests
and dual loyalties and the political reuse of Bhstestensibly personal letter to a
female friend are also examined. Finally, Kynnersléwo letters, which combine
features characteristic of the Chatsworth officéters with the intensified loyalty
expressed in Marmyon and Battell’'s missives, asglie draw together several of

the thesis’s findings.

[William] Marmyon at Chatsworth then Sheffield to Sir Francis Willoughby
at Wollaton Hall, 24 & 28 October [1581?] (NUL, Middleton MSS, Mi C 15)

address leaf, f. 2v
superscription: secretary script, Marmyon’s hand
To the right vershipf[u]ll
Sir Francis willoughby
Knight

4 lines originally blank
hast

later note (on back of letter packet when foldeshidentified hand
His Ladie gives
Marmion 40 Annuity
He begs 2 leases
of F: W:
in Carlton/
He is eager to come live
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with Sr F:W:

later note (surrounding and following the superption): same unidentified hand
a tedious
letter of Marmyons
who was to leave
the Earl of Shrewsbury
and come live with
Sir F:W: about differences
between His brd of shrewsbury™ and Ladie
Questionwhither ye Lord were
[jJealous of Marmion
that unlesse she would put Marmion away
she should be shut up and have none of
Her “own” servants about Her
that it was {llegible] of His wife and Marmion
that His allowance for Keping ye Quene of
Scots was abated this letter was writ from
Sheffeild.

letter, f. 1r
secretary script, Marmyon’s hand

Right worshipfull my specyall ernest desyre hathe benengddyme that
once | might be dissolved/ and bestow myself attogeat Wollatori®
which soyle and the soyles master | have alwaies uefily loved.
at last | prayse god | have my desyre fully sag@dfyfor
cyvill warres will entertaigne Sheffield howse ahdt Skottys[h]
regiment*® vnlesse Marmyon be removed | am sorighwll
my harte to see my dy in suche daunger/ and that she takethe
my departure in so ill sorte/ that howse is a/hatid her
Ladyshipbe”beinge” furnished ith few or rather not one about her
which faythfully love and honor her in deede/ the sadg
is in doubt to breede afterclappes/ and she suspect
no lesse.
| tould yaur worship at yair being last at hadddf? of a broyle
or kynd of tragedy betwixt mydrd and Laly of late/ wher
as alwayes in maner heretofore/ nordl hathe made me playe
a parte/ so | thinke the tragedy would not hould if
be lefte out. | now perceave by herdyahipthe fallinge out was
excedinge./ and lickly to be perillous/ if she talat her seconde
counsells and square the acc}dmby wisdome. his ardshipchargethe
her and me to be devysors for the disablyng ofarsice to her
maedie./ that we are advertysers against him/ andevee
the onely cawse that abatement was made of hizathice
for the Lady of Skottlandé€ dyat. that she makes

318 Sir Francis Willoughby rebuilt Wollaton Hall onggand scale later in the 1580s. It is now within
the Nottingham city limits.

319 Mary Stewart’s Scottish retinue. At times theraavéaree substantial households — Shrewsbury’s,
Bess'’s, and Mary’s — under one roof.

320 probably Haddon Hall in Derbyshire, a seat ofNtamners family.
2L action
322 Mary Stewart. Marmyon does not refer to her aeque
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me her right hande as it weere/ whoméé” cannot

abide: and knowing that | hate him/ Whervpon

he made surely a very honorable conclusion. that i

she would not remove me/ he could never be brought

to thinke that she loved him/ negthwould he ever take he[r]

for his wyfe/ but he would remove me/ and

shutt her Ldyshipvp/ without suffring eny sarvantes

about her than of his owne placingthvdyvers

other ydle wordes tending muche to noughty purposes/

my Lady desyred-md&im to send for me/ and charge me himself
but that was as bittar as gall/ and no waye but

she must dispatche me.

Yet or? ever | departe/ hisdrdshipshall well perceyve that

| dare bouldly take my leave, and answer the vniust

and most vyle accusacionhwh | warrant yow will kind[le]
coales/. notwthstanding | am sure/ hisokdshipwill ende m[o]s][t]
quyetly with me/ and not suffer my departure/ but by

his leave/ | will strayne curtesie/.

The lease my Ldy gave me must goe thoroughe ngrleshandes
if I will have a parfecte state/ and | may as well

seeke to remove the towar of London as compasuashes
goodnes/ so as it hathe pleased helyshipto bestowe

of me a yearely anuity of 'kla yeare/ to be had out of

mr williame Cavendyshes Landes/ and he to be my paymaster
wherof | lyke well.

f. 1v Yf I would goe to the Innes of courte/ or sarvéhelymy Lord Treasorer
or my Lord of Leycester?* she will other wayes be benefycyall
to me/ | answered/ that | am warned to clymenooe
vpon the hills wher the wyndes blowe ofte roughe/ b
will bestow myself in some quyet Dale/ very ernsst
was to know my intencion lch would not be gotten forthe
but referred all as it would best lyke my fatheb&stow me.
She offers me to take what counsell | will chewsetle
makinge of my Anuety/ onely a proviso must be that
must not sell it. and she is well pleased that |
bestow myself whersoever | best lyke. and that
is in good faythe wth no man in England/ but onelyitiv
Sir Fr. Willoughby and so shall she know before
| departe. Ytis good ym worship take heede/ how yow
suffer me to sett one futtithin your howshould/ for before
god yow shall have muche adoe to remove me from
yow. | fynd me able to do yow good sarvice:
and this | trust yow hould ywself assuredilfegible]
that | wilbe to the last day of my lyfe a most fagfull
man towardes yow and all yiocawses: and thoughe |
speake it/ me thinkes Wollaton howse should not be

323 ere

324 The Lord Treasurer at this time was William Cekird Burghley (1520/21-1598), while ‘my
Lord of Leycester’ was Robert Dudley, earl of Leite (1532/33-1588). As both were long-time
friends of both Bess and Shrewsbury, Bess may trereght that Marmyon could influence them in
her favour.
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without a Marmyon.

And now Sr my humble sute is not onely for entertaignentént/
but having fully assured myself of yogoodnes towardes me by some
good turne towardes the better inabling me to liwd/am

to beseche yor worship/ to bestow of me a lease in revercion of
harry averyes farme/ and Smawles tenement in @arfét

which tenement | sould yow vpon my arrerages in adcoun
vnto yaur worship/  boothe being layde togethwill make

a peety livinge/ ther be vj . vij . or viij yeares to

expyre/ and than if it might standtw your pleasure

to thinke me worthy therof/ | and all my pore fresdnust

think our selves specyally bound to resthwall dutyfull

sarvice most faythfully at yo worships devocion.

Yt wilbe iij weekes before | shall dispatche from

hence/ vhich tyme yow shall resvefrom my Laly a lette][r]

of the maner of my departure and see moreoversbirance

of her honorable dealingithh me. and if | might
be setled wh your worship/ and have this lease made me before my
goinge

to my father in Lawéf’ it would be suche a comfort to theim/ as he
will stand the rather my good father/ whan he seétm setled

to live. heis a man not lickly to lyve longefdamy

possibilety of great part of his living and weltlevery great.

f. 2r | hope [b]efore vij or eight yeares be ended yoW tiink my

request well bestowedksdveralbwords-illegible
[severalwords-Hegible | beseche yar worship

lett me heare by this beat®&tsomewhat of yar determynacion/
whome | send over to my fath&wherby to acquynt him how
this matter fallethe out: and to make request Mo for some
money to discharge dettes before my departure.

my Lady promisethe to countenance his cawse against Brstvne
by all the meanes she may. | will know wrestbhe be

mynded to proceede for Peverell Bék.

my Lady goethe not to Sheffield before Saterday next/

which | think a longe tyme vntill | feele my Lordes|ges.

| will seeke and doubt not but to obtayne his faaod

good opinyon. Before god/ ther is great murngein

bothe here/ and at Sheffield about my goinge away/

and every one thinkes becawse they have knowneeat g
disquyetnes heretofore sundry tymes betwixt vd/ttha

35 That is, reintegration into Willoughby’s household

326 Now a suburb of Nottingham, Carlton is seven milast of Wollaton Hall. Nothing more is
known of Harry Avery or Smawil.

327 Unidentified.

328 Referred to in the postscript as ‘my man’. As atlgenan, Marmyon had at least one servant of his
own.

329 probably his wealthy father-in-law.

%30 Unidentified, and the nature of the ‘cawse’ is kimbwn. Marmyon’s lack of explanation implies
that Willoughby already knew about this contentéoml likewise about Bess's interest in obtaining
Peverell Fee, mentioned in the next sentence, whetinot these matters related to his own affairs.

%1 possibly the land, in Derbyshire, on which Pev@gktle stands.
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wilbe in lyke maner overblowne/ But they

wilbe deceaved/ for | take my tgsoffer/ and

her setting me at liberty to sarve wher | please/ t
be a doble benefitt. and in deede all thinges
considred it may well be thought inconvenyent that
she kepe me longer/ mytdesfrantick speches fully
considred. yt is the best happ that

ever yette/ hathe bene offred me since | came to
the state of a man. | besechenyworships

good consideracion of my hvmble sute/ and

not to refuse Marmyon/ who never willingly
departed from yow but is most ioyfull

if he may in this sort returne vnto yow.

| am in hast and therfore trust yow will

pardon this rude and tedious letter/

| pray god kepe yow in helthe/

Chattsworthe the xxifi] of October

god send me good luck.

my Lord makes men beleve
that he will feight vith

me in his owne parson/

but use/ makes his feight/
terrible parfecte. | dare

gage my lyfe whan it comethe
to serching/ he will not suffer
my departure./ but | wilbe
found resolute.

down the left margin
my man should have benétivyour worship iiij” dayes agoe but | altred
my mynd/-b vntill
we came to Sheffield. 19 recken me one of yws. Sheffield the
xxviij ™ of
October/.

Introduction

A striking feature of Marmyon'’s voice is his cormgs self-worth as he seeks to
reinstate himself at Wollaton. Punning on the wbesbtow’, the serving gentleman
offers himself as a costly gift to his former masg&ir Francis Willoughby, desiring
the lease of two properties in return for unspedifgood sarvice’ and explaining
that he is weary of strife and eager to ‘bestowetfyas some quyet Dale’ —
specifically, Wollaton — for safe keepifitf. The fact that Willoughby did in fact
choose to welcome him back into his house and & (whether or not he also

%32 See ‘bestowy.’, senses 1-3, 6 IDED
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/18218?rskey=4Fl6me&ult=2#eid> [accessed 26 January 2014].
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granted the lease) reveals that Marmyon'’s boldwessrather effective and, by
implication, acceptable. One purpose of this amsaligsto elucidate the wider
contemporary attitudes and practices alongsidedikecular circumstances that
allowed the servingman to write as he did and tetméth at least partial success.

Unlike Bess’s letter-writing servants whom we hameountered in previous
chapters, William Marmyon is known from externaliszes to have been a
gentleman by birth and profession, and his epistatyle reflects his social status
and experience. Marmyon'’s letter to Willoughby ddnges not only a request for
the renewed employment and patronage that woulbleham to leave Bess’s
service, but also a flamboyant performance of bis@na as a needy but
nevertheless audacious gentleman servant. Marmybetsric of requests is best
interpreted in the light of his family backgroumdyeer and reputation, and of late
sixteenth-century writings on the ‘gentlemanly gsion of servingmen’, whose
latter-day feudal ideals animate — and help to @rp— Marmyon’s self-
performance and requesfs.In turn, Marmyon’s letter sheds new light on the
prerogatives, pressures, and opportunities — Istguas well as socioeconomic —
experienced by younger sons of the gentry wherumgsa career in country-house
service. In particular, his epistolary performanoafirms that self-focused
supplication was an acceptable and effective mefitwochen in his position to seek
employment and related patronage from existing negmbf their social networks
and that feudal-inspired discourses and practesned greater currency at the end
of the sixteenth century than is generally recogphis

As Marmyon'’s letter covers — and jumps between vesa subjects, it may
be helpful to summarise its underlying argument stnaccture before moving into
more detailed analysis. The letter as a whole sggded to convince Willoughby
that, despite his intervening years in Bess’s serWlarmyon'’s first and lasting love
and loyalty are to the master of Wollaton and tteatherefore has a right to return
and to benefit from Willoughby’s bounty. This argem is built up in pieces through
a series of rhetorical moves. First, Marmyon deddhat his love for Willoughby as
his former master is genuine and undiminished bytihie away and that he has long
desired to return to Wollaton — dutiful, flatterisgntiments that he strategically
repeats. Next, he demonstrates the impossibilitgfaining any longer in Bess’s

household due to Shrewsbury’s antagonism. Thersgnan rehearses Shrewsbury’s

333 The quotation is from the title of one such wdrk].’s A Health to the Gentlemanly profession of
Seruingmer{London: W.W., 1598).



Upper servants’ letters and loyalties, c. 1581-1589 191

accusations, threats, and shortcomings at soméhlesaycastically criticising what
he presents as the earl’s dishonourable speectastantions. Marmyon’s account
of Bess’s and his own peril in the combined houtkhboSheffield and his oft-
professed willingness to confront Shrewsbury mamam form the dramatic prelude
to a comparatively ‘tedious’ account of Marmyonisaincial situation and requests
for additional material support.

The entire letter is focused on Marmyon’s own needshes, and image,
showing little real consideration for either of kisiployers. Although he professes
sympathy for Bess and faithful love for Willoughllgese protestations serve the
purpose of securing a smooth transition from onesbbold to the other while
maintaining Marmyon’s own dignity and increasing lmcome. He is notably vague
on the subject of his services but specific whares to his finances. Furthermore,
Marmyon seizes every opportunity to present himsek bold and witty gentleman
who is highly valued by his current employer desiite hatred of her husband. The
letter thus reveals the writer’s contradictory ingas to display independence of
spirit and to acknowledge material dependence. Uinc®@mfortable juxtaposition
reflects Marmyon’s circumstances as a gentlemaarapgly without income-
generating land of his own and thus compelled teesmore prosperous neighbours
with whom he otherwise had much in common: shaeddes, lifestyle, and a history
of familial social and/or business interactionse omplexity of Marmyon’s ever
shifting, multilayered voice — assured, teasingyvamntional, sincere — is not
merely idiosyncratic. It enacts on paper the paxadanherent in a landless serving
gentleman’s position. At the same time, it revélaésliberties which such men could
take in expressing their own needs and opinions.tlie combination of Marmyon’s
social background and prior association with Wigbhy and their shared
understandings of what they could expect from edlobr as master and servingman

that enabled Marmyon to write as audaciously agidhe

Marmyon'’s family background, career, and reputation

Marmyon'’s facetious remark ‘thoughe | speake it/thiekes Wollaton howse
should not be without a Marmyon’ is not as preswraps as it may sound to an
outsider, for it builds on the fact that the Marmgavere an established gentry
family in Nottinghamshire who had been connectetth wie Willoughbys since the

thirteenth century through land transactions amermarriage as well as, more
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recently, through servic&? The Willoughby family papers include several
references to Marmyon'’s forebears, revealing, kaneple, that his grandfather
Henry Marmyon had been a bailiff on Willoughby ¢és$ain the 15308 There was
ample precedent for ‘a Marmyon’ to consider thel@Vighby home his own.
Moreover, since William Marmyon had already livedlaserved at Wollaton Hall
before entering Bess’s service, he could grounddugsest of Sir Francis on their
prior connection as individuals as well as on tregglassociation of their families.
These circumstances render Marmyon’s statemeningpitorse than a cheeky in-
joke, an engaging way of making the case that Witnil&és the place where Marmyon
belongs.

Marmyon frequently deploys an audacious, semi-aénne to convey his
own opinions and wishes — a rhetorical strategy @aaws him to build up and
capitalise on the impression that he is in someesémends with his former and
future master (sufficiently intimate with Willoughtbo rely on his goodwill and to
joke with him) while at the same time registerihg social distance between them
by drawing attention to the possibility that hisvi@rdness could be considered
inappropriate. In the clause ‘thoughe | speakkethumorously acknowledges that
perhaps these words would be better spoken by swredse. But he does not retract
them. Constructing intimacy with his former masgeone of Marmyon’s most
frequent verbal tactics for assuring Willoughbytthe, rather than Bess, is the main
object of his loyalty.

Marmyon needed to insist on his continued devaiowilloughby and to
stir up the latter’s feelings of fellowship in orde counter the impression that
Marmyon was a purely mercenary career servanto@ish (or perhaps because) the
economics of domestic service were in transitiovatals a capitalist model with
ever higher rates of servant mobility, Marmyon ¢desed it important to use feudal
language of love, loyalty, and mutual obligationenhwriting of his relationship
with Willoughby — that is, to establish their retatship as that of lord and retainer,
rather than bourgeois master and mere hirelingnian’s feudal language
emphasises that his lasting allegiance is to Wildoy and thus strengthens his claim

to Willoughby’s patronage. It also registers th@ace amongst the elite, flattering

334 Eriedman, pp. 43-44, 201 n. 29.

%35 The Willoughby family papers are cataloguetHMC Middletonand now held in the NUL. The
reference to Henry Marmyon is frodMC Middleton pp. 313-14.
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Willoughby while boosting Marmyon’s own image satlhe appears more entitled
to the long-term support he desires.

Marmyon’s argument was strengthened by the traditibes between their
families, but Durant’s unpublished research revdas Marmyon’s family also had
prior connections with Bess’s family, the Hardwickairant’s notes on the
Marmyons compile references from a range of legalichents of the reign of Henry
VIIl, showing that Henry Marmyon (Gent. or Esq.)garticular had frequent, if not
always friendly, dealings with the Hardwicks in tt820s-15408*° Named in the
1528 will of John Hardwick, Bess’s father, as ohseveral men entrusted with his
lands and their profits until his infant son, JarkRlesdwick, came of age, Henry
Marmyon later defended his claim in both Chancexy &tar Chamber from the
counter-claims of Bess’s full sister Jane (née Warkl) and her husband, Godfrey
Boswell, amongst others. Henry Marmyon also maderdroversial sale of corn to
Jane and Mary Hardwick and contended with RalptheeBess’s step-father, over
the profits from a manor that was part of the whiglef Robert Barley, who had
married Bess when they were both minors; this mamey have been part of her
marriage jointure after Barley’s death in 1544séme of these cases, Henry
Marmyon was joined by a John Leek, who was probabilative of Bess’s mother
(Elizabeth Leake), while a Sir Edward Willoughbysaanother of the trustees of
James Hardwick’s lands. From the nature and dédteis anteractions with the
extended Hardwick family, it is likely that this Rigy Marmyon was William
Marmyon’s grandfather, the Willoughbys’ bailiff.

Despite the not entirely positive nature of therattions between Henry
Marmyon and the extended Hardwick family during 8egouth, she kept up a
connection with the Marmyons in her later year&G#briel Marmyon witnessed a
settlement of lands by Bess and Shrewsbury ondrex William and Sir Charles
Cavendish on 20 September 1576; Bess employedavidilMarmyon in the early
1580s; and in the mid-1590s she made a seriesalf payments to ‘Mrs marmion
her man’ for delivering goods to Hardwick H&.

The Hardwicks, Leeks/Leakes, Leches, Barleys, Marmayand Willoughbys
were all local gentry families, connected by busgand social interactions,
marriage, and patronage as well as by litigatioani¥ers of these families must

3¢ NUL, MS 663/3/5 (index box H-T). | have not bedseato trace the original documents from
Durant’s abbreviated citations.

3T NUL, MS 663/3/5; Hardwick MS 7, ff. 57v, 109r, 11461v.
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have known each other for most of their li¥&sWilliam Marmyon’s family
background made him well placed to serve with drth® neighbouring gentry, and
he had probably used pre-existing connections tailis positions with
Willoughby and then with Bess. Although the Marmyamily was most closely
associated with the Willoughbys, connections whi Hardwicks and the fact that
Marmyon had previously left Willoughby in ordergerve Bess — who was by that
time a well connected and wealthy countess, whdéddoel counted on to provide for
and promote the further careers of her followersneant that he needed to work
harder to re-establish Willoughby’s pre-eminenchigaffections and allegiance
before he could ask for renewed patronage.

Although Marmyon claims that he had ‘never willipgleparted’ from
Willoughby's service, the actual circumstances mah he left Willoughby's
household for Bess'’s are not recorded. From hisrldte seems to have been driven
back to Willoughby by a combination of necessitgd amall-scale opportunism once
it had become clear that his prospects were blighyethe discord between Bess and
her yet more powerful husband. Marmyon’s experiasfcghrewsbury’s antagonism
may have made him fear he was on the losing sidehet even if he could smooth
things over for the time being, it would be in hisst interests to ally himself for the
long term with someone better able to reward himlodghby was the obvious
choice to fall back on as he was wealthier thantrabthe other local gentry and
Marmyon had served with him before, apparenthhwrtmutual satisfaction. It is
unclear whether or not Marmyon was aware that @in€is and his wife were also
edging towards separation at this time; if he didw, he may have concluded from
his experience at both Wollaton and Sheffield tleatvould receive greater benefit
from siding with the husband in such a scenariovéiger, his letter stresses his
desire for peace and stability: ‘I am warned tovedyno more vpon the hills wher the
wyndes blowe ofte roughe/ but will bestow myselsome quyet Dale’. Marmyon
appears to have prospered under Sir Francis’s mmhé&vour — albeit not without
stirring up greater strife.

Unlike young heirs who usually spent a short penoservice as part of their
education and socialisation, Marmyon’s ten or m@ars of service in Willoughby
and Bess’s households looks like the career afi@léas younger son who depended

on the favour of his employers for his maintenaindée lifestyle to which he was

%38 |n addition, Marmyon'’s reminder of a conversatiemhad had with Willoughby when they were at
Haddon reveals that they were both on visiting sewith the Manners family.
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accustomed. Marmyon’s career path as a gentleni@mdant did not run smooth;
Shrewsbury was not the only enemy he made in theegs of competitively seeking
and capitalising on his employers’ goodwill. Thelieat reference to Marmyon in
connection with the Shrewsburys mentions him witlmmumplaint, however. It
appears in the postscript of a letter written bye8isbury to Bess on 21 June 1580:
‘| pray you tell gylbard | wold have him be of wetsglay At bakewell & marmyon
with him’ (ID 78). The only other record of Marmysrtime with Bess is his own
letter, probably written in 1581, by which point Wwas involved in the ‘cyvill

warres’ between Shrewsbury and Bess and on thk bfireturning to Wollatori>®
Marmyon’s two periods of service with Willoughby reewvell documented at the
time, though most contemporary accounts of hisgiets at Wollaton were lost or
destroyed at some point after they were used ase®for a few passages in
Cassandra Willoughby’s family history, ‘An Accouwitthe Willughby’s of
Wollaton’, written 1702-c. 1728° According to Cassandra, Marmyon'’s service at
Wollaton in the 1570s and 1580s was marred bydtigainvolvement in stirring up
discord between husband, wife, and heir.

William Marmyon had entered Sir Francis’s servigelb72, in which year
he was included in a wage list and implicated andkring Sir Francis’s wife, Lady
Elizabeth (née Lyttletorif*! In the wage list, his name is placed as the fifm from
the top, and his pay was fifteen shillings per tprar— the same as Jane Kniveton’s
had been at Chatsworth twenty years earlier. Thertan on the Wollaton list,
Henry Willoughby, was paid £1.13.4 per quarterhessteward, and his status, like
Jane’s at Chatsworth, was likely boosted by beatated to the head of house. In her
study of Sir Francis’s Wollaton, Alice T. Friedmalentifies the three men listed
between Henry Willoughby and Marmyon as the gerdlewf the chamber, the
controller, and the head gardef&More than thirty men are listed below him and

were paid at a lower rate, but Lady Willoughby ootgentlewomen were paid

339 The NUL manuscripts catalogue dates this lett§018583. As Marmyon was recorded at
Wollaton in 1572 and the Shrewsburys’ marriagergitishow signs of tension until the late 1570s, he
must have written the letter towards the end & tlsite range. Marmyon was back at Wollaton by
1584, but in any case Bess and Shrewsbury werglismtirely apart after June 1583, so it had to
have been written before then. Marmyon mentiorthérfirst part of the letter, written on 24 October
that Bess and her household will move to ShefiielBaturday at the earliest; he writes the second
part from Sheffield on 28 October, which was a 8fdy in 1581. They may have changed their travel
plans, but there is no way of knowing and a date5&f1 fits with what we do know of Bess’s and
Marmyon'’s life events.

30NUL, Middleton MSS, Mi LM 26-27. Most of the firsiolume, which covers the sixteenth century,
is transcribed iHMC Middleton pp. 504-610.

¥'HMC Middleton pp. 313-14, 541-42.
%42 Friedman matches the top four names in the wageith their household positions, p. 42.



Upper servants’ letters and loyalties, c. 1581-1589 196

slightly more than Marmyon at one pound per quaHerseems, then, to have
ranked below the chief officers and the top thriéenalants but above everyone else.
Friedman observes that Marmyon shared some acoguhiities with another
second-tier servant, but he may have served abdlaughby’'s person as well, in
this way building up the familiarity with the mastlat his epistolary style evokes
and that Cassandra and later commentators fouedtaijable’*®

After his period with Bess, Marmyon reappears atl&¢on in the building
accounts from September 1584, which record thawvloe received from one Roger
Colyar the sum of £40 for Willoughby’s ud¥.Whereas the 1572 wage list names
him as William Marmyon, he is referred to in the84%entry as ‘Mr Marmyon’, the
courtesy title ‘Master’ acknowledging his gentleryastatus. In the same year,
Cassandra records, he was involved in yet anoéimeityf drama, this time turning
against Sir Francis’s son-in-law and heir, Perciédloughby.

As a fairly high ranking servant, apparently withan onerous office to keep
him fully occupied, Marmyon would have enjoyed @a@@ amount of prestige and
leisure time — or, to use the terms of contemponaoyalists, vainglory and
idleness. Historians of the Willoughby family hasteared this derogatory view,
unanimously characterising Marmyon as an ambitiuisotherwise idle trouble-
maker — a real-life example of the vicious, insitiig servant as seen onstage in
villains like Shakespeare’s lagd’ According to Cassandra Willoughby’s history of
her ancestors, Marmyon was one of several maleriggpeants who conspired to
win Sir Francis’s trust and favour by telling hitarsderous lies about his wife and
son-in-law with a view to advancement at their exgge She writes, ‘There is in this
year, A.D. 1572, a long and very particular accanmntriting of a scene of great
villany laid by Ithel, Catesbie, Marmyon, Pardiagrihol and Widdison, all servants
of Sir F Willughby, who had plotted together to alee their lady, and thereby make
a breach between her and Sir Franti$Perhaps seeking to protect the reputation of
her ancestress or the sensibilities of her rea@&ssandra neither transcribes nor

summarises the ‘very particular account’. She dbewever, mention another

3 Friedman, p. 42.

%4 n his research notes, Durant cites this enty\aslaton building accts Vol 2 1584’ (NUL, MS
663/3/5, index card for ‘Marmyon’). The volume inastion may be NUL, MS Mi A 60/2.

%45 Burnett points out that in the opening scen®tsfello lago refers to himself as a servant and
complains that he will never be able to rise torhéster’s status for ‘Preferment goes by letter and
affection / And not by old gradation, where eactosel / Stood heir to th'firstMlasters and
Servantsp. 1, quotingOthello, 1.1.35-37). Marmyon exemplifies the ‘by lettedaffection’
approach.

%8 HMC Middleton p. 533.
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document that corroborates Marmyon'’s part in defgnhis master’s wife: ‘There is
a letter from Sir John Lyttleton to [his son-in-le8ir F Willughby, dated June,
1572, in which he made great complaints of twoioFSN'’s servants, viz., Catesbie
and Marmyon, who, he writes, spread slanderoustepbhis daughter?’

Cassandra recounts in more detail Marmyon’s invoket in the servant
conspiracy against Percival Willoughby and his higavoured Italian-language
tutor, the Frenchman Francis Conrados, in 158thitninstance, Marmyon began as
the injured party. Cassandra observes that théleatarted when Percival moved to
Wollaton and bestowed special honours upon Conrddesmarked favour shown
to the foreign newcomer must have stirred up ta®jesy of Sir Francis’s men and
offended their sense of entitlement as long-sepowal supporters of the head of
the household. Percival suggested, amongst otlveglaome innovations, that his
man Conrados share Marmyon’s chamber. When Siclragfused, Percival
suggested the chamber of another of Sir Francieuservants, Thomas Cludd.
These requests were most likely felt to be a paerty vivid and obnoxious symbol
of Conrados and his master’s intrusion into thecepand privileges of Sir Francis’s
gentlemen. Marmyon and Cludd took offence, and=&incis’s other gentlemen
assisted them in pressuring Percival to dismisg@ims. Once that had been
accomplished, they bribed the disaffected tuta,her departed, to write a letter to
Percival, in which he accused his erstwhile mastangratitude and moreover of
intending to murder Sir Francis so as to inheritray. This letter they ensured was
delivered to Sir Francis instead of to Percivallg¥tst, that is the account given by
Conrados (after the fact, when under pressureritess) as summarised by
Cassandra’®

Cassandra’s ‘Account’ reads for the most part éikactual narrative, but it is
not impartial. For one thing, sources such as Qlow’a confession are taken at face
value without considering how the circumstanceshich they were written colour
their representation of events: Conrados’s condessias evidently written under
duress and with the intention of shifting the weighblame from himself to others.
Furthermore, Cassandra’s own interpretations asgnagtions are woven into and
between her summaries of her sources. Her narratice may be naive when
presenting rhetorically charged sources as fagttrale, yet it is almost always

judgemental when writing of Sir Francis’s male seng. She states that ‘Marmion

347 HMC Middleton p. 533.
8 HMC Middleton pp. 560-63.
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was an ill man, as appears from his endeavourgeras his Lady, and cause the
separation which was between Sir Francis and hig’'L4° In the same passage, she
exposes the undutiful opportunism of the whole &abf Sir Francis’s servants who
had conspired against Lady Elizabeth in the 15ndstlaen proposes that they had
decided to make trouble for Percival at the edrbgportunity:

[Marmyon, Dracot, Cludd] and | believe many moreSafFrancis’s
servants had very little regard to the intereghefr master or his
family, but made it their chief care to inrich thestves, which, |
believe, they found more easie for them to doe wWlierrancis lived
by himself then when his Lady or any of his childheed with him.
[...] This unlucky request which Sir Percivall maddehalf of
Conrados, his man, gave them but too good an apgtyrtto put in
practice what | believe they might resolve by argams to bring to
pass™®
Whereas the servants’ actions are blameworthyj\Ré&rcis merely unfortunate, a
hapless slip. As mistress of Wollaton herself, @adsa consistently comes down on
the side of the ruling family, blaming the servaa$¢smuch as possible for the
tensions between husband, wife, and heir — as Widlgughby’s father and
daughter had done before He&rCassandra depicts her ancestors as favourably as
their actions allow: Lady and Percival Willoughbgme the victims of serving
gentlemen’s slander and Sir Francis was too easllyenced by these same men,
whom he trusted, ‘never suspecting the designstwthiase villains had upon
him’.3*? Certainly, in a domestic environment in which thaster’s favour was
everything, the mistress’s and heir’s losses cbelthe gentlemen’s gain, at least in
the short term. But the Willoughbys’ own interpteias of events may owe as much
to prejudice or expediency as to experience.

Nevertheless, Marmyon'’s self-presentation in higtdo Sir Francis is
compatible with Cassandra’s portrayal of him aalile-maker. The two lost
documents from 1572 that she summarises agreemmgadJarmyon as a prominent
verbal antagonist of Lady Willoughby. If true, tlkesccounts indicate that he already
had a history of taking advantage of marital dispwind slandering an employer’s
spouse before he entered Bess'’s service. Once tleebecame involved in her

conflicts with Shrewsbury and slandered the eahlisnetter to Willoughby. Indeed,

%9 HMC Middleton p. 560.
$0HMC Middleton p. 560.

%1 As mentioned in Chapter 3, Bridget Willoughby, Biancis and Lady Elizabeth’s daughter, wrote
to Master Fisher, another of her father’s men, sioguhim of slandering Percival to her fathdiMC
Middleton p. 577).

%2HMC Middleton p. 561.
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talking about him behind his back is one of thegsithat Shrewsbury accuses
Marmyon of: ‘his Lordship chargethe [Bess] and méé¢ devysors for the disablyng
of his sarvice to her maiestie./ that we are aglgers against him/ and weere the
onely cawse that abatement was made of his allosvemiche Lady of Skottlandes
dyat’. Although it says nothing against Shrewshasythe custodian of Mary Stewart,
Marmyon'’s letter does indeed ‘advertise againsti by pointing out his failings as a
husband and master: Shrewsbury’s distrust of his, @itempts to control her and
her servant through manipulation and dishonourtiisksats, yet ultimate
unwillingness (Marmyon predicts) to follow througiith dismissing him. The
servingman characterises the earl as unable tagévaself and his household
effectively. Although Marmyon claims that he wasuawilling actor in the ‘tragedy
betwixt my Lord and Lady of late/ wher as alwayesnaner heretofore/ my Lord
hathe made me playe a parte’, the serving gentlasndafamation of Shrewsbury’s
character, his acknowledgement of their mutualduitinis glee at the prospect of
standing up to him and ‘kindl[ing] coales’ of fuethstrife, and his track record of
exacerbating marital discord at Wollaton all undeerthis claim. Whether
Marmyon instigated trouble at Sheffield or not, teey penning of this letter
constitutes an act of aggression, albeit an intlomee, and supports Cassandra’s
claim that he was in the habit of speaking ill &f @mployers’ relatives behind their
backs.

If Marmyon’s career at Wollaton and confessed epmaivards Shrewsbury
strongly suggest he was more active than he admike disputes between Bess and
her husband, Shrewsbury too was acquiring a rapuatédr pugnacity — to which
Marmyon snidely alludes in the postscript: ‘my Londkes men beleve that he will
feight with me in his owne parson/ but use/ makeddight/ terrible parfecte’.
Marmyon was not alone in accusing Shrewsbury ofeggion. As we shall see,
Battell's letter to Lady Elizabeth Paullat of 23 idla 1584 complains that the earl
verbally abused her due to her sympathy with hetress. Durant and Lovell’s
biographies of Bess recount a number of occasidrenvhe earl’s estate officers
threatened, sued, or violently attacked Bess’s,s®mrgants, and tenants on disputed
lands, their activities amounting to a campaignragidner local supporters at all
levels of society>® Furthermore, political historian Stephen E. Kerslaagues that

53 Durant,Bess pp. 120-21, 139-40; Lovell, pp. 308-10, 312.
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Shrewsbury’s dealings with his own tenants of Glpsisle were regarded even by
the standards of the time as unduly exploitativeiatimidating®>*

It would seem, then, that Shrewsbury and Marmyorewesll matched in
disposition and ‘use’, though Shrewsbury’s socioeic position gave him the
advantages of prestige, authority, and the manpaeeded to enforce his lordship
over potential dissidents. Unable really to figldweel with Shrewsbury ‘in his owne
parson’ or even to remain in the household aftereidr!’'s ultimatum to Bess,
Marmyon’s only available means of retaliation wasat down his formidable
opponent’s reputation. Writing of Shrewsbury inexajatory manner allowed
Marmyon to assert his own superiority and portraiydelf as an offended gentleman
who is freely choosing to go elsewhere and is etgeonfront his accuser ere he
depart. Marmyon'’s rhetoric puts a positive spirttoarealities of his situation, his
verbal bravado presenting to Willoughby the sengegtleman’s idealised self-
image and a narration rife with wish fulfilment. dHae really been able to hold his
own against the earl, he would have had no neadite in this way — nor, for that
matter, to have written at all.

Picking up on Marmyon’s swaggering style and hgawifluenced by
Cassandra’s ‘Account’, Nottingham historian Rich&dSmith cites the letter as an
illustration of gentlemen retainers’ ‘pride, seiffportance, and capacity for
interfering in the affairs of their employers’, senthey ‘had no real function’ to keep
them occupied ‘other than to attest the wealthiarmbrtance of the household they
adorned>>®>While it is easy to see the basis for these seesnthey do not take
into consideration either the reasons Marmyon naaethad for presenting himself
as he did or the extent to which employers’ andlgeservants’ affairs were
necessarily intertwined. For one thing, Durant powout that Marmyon could not
remain neutral in domestic politics and that himate had real consequences for
him: ‘In the disaccord between master and mistitdsad become impossible to
avoid taking sides and in doing so Marmyon had becthe target of Shrewsbury’s
displeasure’; he wrote to Willoughby when *his imsi had become too precarious’
for him to remain any longer in Bess’s serviceMarmyon’s language of loyalty to

Willoughby and expressions of sympathy for Besssatthat upper servants were

%4 Stephen E. Kershaw, ‘Power and Duty in the Elitlade Aristocracy: George, Earl of Shrewsbury,
the Glossopdale Dispute and the Council The Tudor Nobilityed. by G. W. Bernard (Manchester:
Manchester UP, 1992), pp. 266-95.

¥5Richard S. SmithSir Francis Willoughby of Wollaton HalNottingham: City of Nottingham Arts
Department,1988), p. 13.

%6 Durant,Bess p. 117.
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expected to ally themselves politically and emaibnwith their employer, such
that Marmyon’s verbal antagonism towards Shrewsbeinforces his dutiful (if
temporary) allegiance to Bess. For Friedman, Mamisytetter highlights another
important area of overlap between employers’ amdases’ affairs: finances. She
writes, ‘It is [...] revealed in Marmion’s lettendt the competition for the lord’s
favour was in fact a contest for substantial finahstakes: the rewards were not
simply approval or protection but livings and aries’.>*” Taking sides and making
necessary financial arrangements would not have teesidered ‘interfering’ by
Elizabethan standards, but the sheer audacitywhtbh Marmyon engages in these
activities is a key component of his persona.

Marmyon emerges from the historical record as adlg@an of good family
and connections but no lands of his own, a develgpase of self-worth, an
engaging writing style, and a gift for gaining thast and support of his employers,
whatever the cost to others. Whatever we may tbfidarmyon as an individual,
his letter to Sir Francis Willoughby exemplifiegttisjunction between limited
resources and attitudes of entitlement that musgt Bhaped the experiences of

countless gentlemen servants.

Of leases and loyalties: Marmyon’s rhetoric of requests

Marmyon'’s requests for a place at Wollaton andtaatthl support from Willoughby
depend for their persuasiveness upon constructguglationship with his former
master as a continuous and mutually beneficiamt, amounting almost to
friendship and so strong that Marmyon'’s servicartother has not severed it. To
achieve this effect, Marmyon’s self-representajiottaposes traditional language
and postures of service with more lively and eatemg statements that could have
engaged Willoughby's attention, sympathy, and sefi$eimour and thus built up
valuable rapport with him. As Marmyon'’s letter i®gnded in his current
circumstances and needs, depictions of his relsitips with Bess and Shrewsbury
serve the purpose of explaining to Willoughby whgrktyon wishes to return to him
at this particular point in time. Thus, althoughrwgon expresses sympathy for
Bess, he depicts his loyalty to her as impermarotjght to an end by
Shrewsbury’s antagonism and his own ‘ernest desgreerve Willoughby instead.

Marmyon'’s epistolary self-performance as a dutyt lively companion for

%7 Friedman, p. 60.
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Willoughby and his representations of Bess and@tary are integral to his
rhetoric of requests.

Marmyon'’s rhetorical strategy for convincing Willghby not only to take
him back but also to provide him with ‘a prety tige’ involves frequent and
conventional references to his own steadfast Igyaitl willingness to serve — often
enlivened, however, with a touch of irony or a dahudacity that undercuts or
exaggerates these conventions, playfully acknoviteddpeir artificiality while at
the same time constructing intimacy with Willoughhbyough humour. However, the
letter both opens and closes with apparently eapretessions of loyalty to
Willoughby, while placed at the centre is Marmyoréguest for the specific tenancy
that he desires in addition to a renewed positiowilloughby’s household. The
servingman'’s declarations of loyalty are arrangedssto support this petition, first
by paving the way for it and then by expressingftiisre gratitude and reinforcing
his worthiness to receive the desired propertiesr@svard for continued loyalty and
future services. Whereas the first half of thesletbcuses on Marmyon’s joy at the
prospect of returning to Wollaton, which he appéarsonsider already settled, the
second half is littered with reminders about hiaYible sute’ for the properties in
Carlton — the request he is less certain Willoughfllygrant.

Marmyon depicts his relationship with Willoughbysatovely from the start,
opening with the respectful salutation ‘Right wopstll’ and proceeding to express
his continued devotion to Willoughby in emotive daiage that supports his explicit
claims to sincerity: ‘my specyall ernest desyréhbdiene a longe tyme that once |
might be dissolved/ and bestow myself altogeth&/allaton/ which soyle and the
soyles master | have alwaies vnfaynedly lovedasttllprayse god | have my desyre
fully satisfyed’. This passage conveys Marmyonisgimg for Wollaton as his home
and for Willoughby as his master, explicitly assgytthat his desire to return is
sincere, intense, and of long duration. Furthermioeeuses a discourse of plenitude
to stress both the wholehearted nature of his d@wvaind the positive outcome of the
less than ideal situation in which he now finds $@fft his desire to place himself
‘altogether’ at Wollaton is ‘fully satisfyed’ novhat he is being released from Bess’s
service. The phrases ‘at last’ and ‘I prayse gadhfer intensify the emotional
dynamic of Marmyon’s statements, enhancing thepaagnt sincerity.

The tone of this passage is serious, giving theesgon that the writer is in
earnest, as he claims. Yet the rapid pace withwiis succeeded by an ironic

explanation as to why he can now return to Willdugh service casts a shadow of
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suspicion back over what had first appeared. Thersksentence continues, ‘for
cyvill warres will entertaigne Sheffield howse ahdt Skottysh regiment vnlesse
Marmyon be removed’. Here Marmyon acknowledgeshleas being driven out of
the combined household of Bess, Shrewsbury, ang.M&e term ‘cyvill warres’
exaggerates the scale of their domestic dispulagng on the contemporary trope
that the household was a microcosm of the commadithwvedile implying that the
key players at Sheffield are over-reacting to amatlzer. His phrasing additionally
suggests that they are exaggerating Marmyon’s wameént, essentially making him
their scapegoat. In such unsatisfactory circumsignus statement that his ‘desyre’
is ‘fully satisfyed’ appears ironic, while his inéty to remain at Sheffield any
longer makes it all too obvious why he is suddetdglaring such ardent devotion to
Willoughby.

The next time the serving gentleman professestpyaMWilloughby, he does
so with emphatic showmanship but again follows ughan amusing twist — in this
case, a teasing warning that Willoughby may liveeigret taking him back. He
writes that Bess

is well pleased that | bestow myself whersoeverdtityke. and that
is in good faythe with no man in England/ but on&lth Sir Fr.
Willoughby and so shall she know before | depart¥t is good your
worship take heede/ how yow suffer me to sett attesfithin your
howshould/ for before god yow shall have muche ddaemove me
from yow.
Here Marmyon'’s verbal performance of devotion tdldvighby veers from the
dramatic to the comic. The joke does as much tlollvapport as does the emphatic
declaration that Willoughby is the only man in Eargd whom Marmyon is willing to
serve. In this passage, as throughout the lettariiion presents himself as a free
agent, able to choose where next to ‘bestow’ hihsedervice. In the unexpected
twist of warning Willoughby about himself, Marmygiays on the prerogative of
upper servants and friends to offer counsel, wdiildtne same time acknowledging
that his own wishes, not Willoughby's, are the oiyforce behind his return to
Wollaton. Marmyon envisions a comedic role revensavhich the master’s will is
dominated by the servingman’s. Marmyon’s joke restfiis assumptions that
Willoughby does want him back and his removal wéthain purely imaginary. The
quip shows Marmyon’s confidence both that Willoughbll appreciate his wit and,
more importantly, that he will have no real objentto the prospect of sharing the
same roof with him for the foreseeable future. kemnore, the statement ‘yow shall
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have muche adoe to remove me from yow’ reiteraesn in jest, that Marmyon’s
loyalty is for the long term.

This is the message that Marmyon goes on to reefarow using
conventional discourses of service: ‘| fynd me dble€o yow good sarvice: and this |
trust yow hould yourself assured that | wilbe te thst day of my lyfe a most
faythefull man towardes yow and all your cawseshéiéas Marmyon had
previously focused on his own wish to return to 1&oin, here he states what
Willoughby needs and can expect from him as a serdarmyon promises to
uphold what was seen as the traditional, increasnage, and single most important
virtue in a servant: complete and lasting faithéss. As before, he stresses the
fullness of his dedication, stating that he will'‘bst faythfull’ in ‘all’ of
Willoughby's affairs ‘to the last day of my lyfel.hese statements emphasise the
social inequality of their relationship and bringagter seriousness to the negotiation
for his return to Wollaton. However, the passageague about Marmyon’s actual
duties — ‘good sarvice’ and faithfulness being edagtconcepts — which could
suggest that his duties would be the same as dpéen before and so did not need
to be enumerated and/or that he had little intenette tasks assigned to him and
would rather focus on his idealised persona. Mogedws seriousness is again short-
lived: Marmyon concludes this passage with the-jokling summary of his
argument so far, ‘and thoughe | speake it/ mek#snNollaton howse should not be
without a Marmyon’.

The next paragraph marks the turning point whennan changes the
subject from his return to Wollaton to his requestadditional support in the form
of two properties in nearby Carlton. He introduttes request with the declaration
that he is certain Willoughby will do more for hitman merely welcome him back
into his household:

And now Sir my humble sute is not onely for entigriament/ but
having fully assured myself of your goodnes towanthe by some
good turne towardes the better inabling me to liaeh to beseche
your worship/ to bestow of me a lease in reverabharry averyes
farme/ and Smawles tenement in Carleton [...] bmbiking layde
together will make a prety livinge/

Marmyon reminds Willoughby that he used to owntdrement in question but had
sold it to Willoughby in lieu of paying his ‘arregas in account vnto your worship’.

It sounds as though Marmyon had owed Willoughby eyaand, unable to repay it,
had either sold the tenement to Willoughby for lgssn it was worth or forfeited it
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as surety. It may, then, have been financial négebsit had prompted Marmyon to
leave Willoughby’s service for a new start in Bessuch circumstances would
explain his claim that he ‘never willingly’ left Wlaton. Marmyon is neither
embarrassed by his poor financial management naietdahat it may disqualify
him from Willoughby's service or favour. He writeandidly about his debts and
prospects and takes it for granted that Willougiidlydo him ‘some good turne
towardes the better inabling [him] to live’.

This statement is not quite as presumptuous aaytsound. Kershaw
observes that ‘Grants of land [...] were a fairbyronon alternative in the period to
paying decent wages’ and that servants made ‘dugifateful’ tenants who were
unlikely to cause trouble for their landlord masdad could even report back to him
about any trouble brewing amongst the other terfahBor these reasons,
landowners in the late sixteenth century foundlitaantageous to grant tenancies to
some of their own servants alongside more indep@rfdeeholders. Marmyon’s
assurance that Willoughby will do something for himthis line is not
preposterously self-centred; rather, it is foundpdn his knowledge that such grants
were mutually advantageous and constituted goattipea By stating that he
believes Willoughby will do him this ‘good turnehe servingman simultaneously
presents Willoughby as and pressures him to berawha exercises good lordship
in his dealings with his dependents.

Marmyon’s request for particular properties likesvdemonstrates his wider
knowledge of the housing market as well as of hmtutn his own circumstances to
advantage. Having already looked into the matemndtes that ‘ther be vj . vij . or
viij yeares’ remaining in the current lease to Avand/or Smawl before Willoughby
would be able to grant a new, combined lease tthantenant. Economic historian
R. W. Hoyle states that by the 1570s competitioridnancies was so fierce that ‘it
had become the practice to buy a new lease wallrbddtie end of the old to prevent
an interloper from securing a lease in successidhe sitting tenant>® Marmyon
was proposing to become just such an interloperet-fgom another point of view,
his position as the owner’s servant-to-be and aélesethat he had previously owned
one of these properties would have strengtheneddiis to the tenancy. Marmyon
may have felt that his past ownership gave himrdigoed claim to the dwelling,

8 Kershaw, pp. 274-75.

%9R. W. Hoyle, ‘Rural Economies under Stress: “A li@o altered™, inThe Elizabethan Worlded.
by Susan Doran and Norman Jones (Abingdon: Rowle2igf 1), pp. 439-57 (p. 440).
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just as he argues that his prior residence at \téollgives him a right to return. In
any case, the servingman’s early request for theelendicates his knowledge of the
market and of the fact that he could reasonablgeixfand therefore request) ‘a
prety lyving’ from his master. It also reflects Ipigident desire, evident throughout
the letter, to settle all the details of his futbmising and finances before quitting
Bess’s household. Although Marmyon’s request fertdmancies is undeniably bold,
from a sixteenth-century perspective it would besidered reasonable, even wise.
Whether or not Willoughby granted them, howevemags unknown.

Marmyon’s request and the wider practice of engamusehold servants as
tenants raise another question: why would liveeirvants need houses and
properties of their own? Their marital and sociatiss seem to have been the
determining factors. It has been noted that thé magority of live-in servants at this
time were single and that their sleeping arrangesware haphazard; it was rare for
lower servants to have even shared rooms and fmerigervants to have rooms of
their own®®° Married servants were few and would typically haeeded to house
their spouses and children off-site, preferablyribgan addition, not all servants
were required to be in attendance at all times,itwduld have been more
convenient for them — especially for upper servavits dependents — to have
houses of their own to go to than to be forcecktp on the hospitality of their
extended families or friend§! As we have seen, Marmyon was granted the privilege
of his own chamber at Wollaton and must have sperth of his time there, but as
his wife is mentioned neither in the household aot® nor by Cassandra
Willoughby, it is unclear whether she lived withmhor elsewhere. Marmyon may
have wished to use the tenement in Carlton, onlgrseniles from Wollaton, as
lodgings for his wife within easy visiting distanaed as a second home for himself
when not needed at the Hall. He may have intenol&btk the farm part-time, or to
sublet one or both of the properties and put thesrwards his other living
expenses or clearing his debts. If keeping the farhand, he could have reduced

expenditure by feeding his wife and farm servarith e crops, produce, or

%0R. C. Richardsortousehold Servantgp. 63, 97.

%1 John Hall's examination shows just how little tithés gentleman servant needed to spend in
attendance and how much he relied on his frienfter Aeaving Shrewsbury’s service in 1567
because ‘he misliked my Lord’s marriage with thigeiBess], Hall nominally entered the service of
Lord Montacute in London but spent most of the riext years with friends in Staffordshire before
fleeing to Scotland, where he was captured androgated in May 1571 regarding his alleged
involvement in a plot to free Mary Stewart from fasmer master (HMCCalendar of the
Manuscripts of the Marquis of Salisbyry] (London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,83), vol. 1,
pp. 499-501).
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livestock raised there and earned additional incthmaugh selling the surplus. In
any of these scenarios, he would have benefited frolding the tenancy.

Although Marmyon opened his request for the leaisie @onfident
assertiveness, he concludes it with conventionatessions of humility and
obligation appropriate to a dependent: ‘if it migkdnd with your pleasure to thinke
me worthy therof/ | and all my pore frendes mustklour selves specyally bound to
rest with all dutyfull sarvice most faythfully abyr worships devocion’. Later he
changes the tone yet again, joking that as theothlease runs out so far in the
future, Willoughby will have plenty of time to cadsr his request and he will have
plenty of time to prove himself worthy of such aveed: ‘I hope before vij or eight
yeares be ended yow will think my request well bestd’. Then, bethinking himself
how it would be to his financial advantage to reea decision from Willoughby as
soon as possible, he adds, more earnestly, ‘I hesgmur worship lett me heare by
this bearer somewhat of your determynacion/ whosent over to my father/
wherby to acquynt him how this matter fallethe @urtd to make request vnto him
for some money to discharge dettes before my dejgarh three weeks. In addition,
Marmyon pressures Willoughby to ‘setle’ their buesia quickly as gaining a stable
position and income would significantly increaserMgon’s favour with his
wealthy father-in-law and consequently his chamdesheriting from him; the
situation is urgent as his father-in-law ‘is a nmem lickly to lyve longe’.

As Willoughby would have nothing to gain by makmdasty decision,
Marmyon must have trusted that Willoughby was geelyi concerned about his
welfare and that what Marmyon stated was impott@him would become
important to Willoughby for his sake. The lettesasies a mutuality of interest and
support between them: if Marmyon, as a gentlemarasg is expected to show
undying loyalty and faithfulness to his masterlirtleings, he expects a generous
portion of patronage in return. The rigour with aliniMarmyon pursues the practical
benefits of such an arrangement does not meaiighétetoric is entirely hollow: if
it had had no foundation in reality, it could hgrtive convinced Willoughby that
their master-servant relationship had been a goedaad was worth reviving.
Marmyon'’s rhetoric of requests depends upon Wilkdwgs satisfaction with their
interactions up to this point — interactions tha&revprobably heavily influenced,
like Marmyon’s letter, by shared assumptions abl@tature of his service, status,

and lifestyle requirements as a gentleman.
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In sum, Marmyon'’s letter makes three requests diowghby: first, that he
allow Marmyon to return to his service at Wollatsegond, that he provide him with
additional support in the form of the lease of fvoperties in Carlton; and, finally,
that he decide the two first questions in Marmydaigur as quickly as possible.
Each of these requests is made in a manner thedleeMarmyon’s confidence that
Willoughby will express his ‘goodnes towardes [hiny]some good turne towardes
the better inabling [him] to live’. Yet Marmyon mevertheless careful to engage and
enhance Willoughby’s goodwill through such varibétorical strategies as flattery,
ironic humour, references to social ideals and@wmipbrary good practices, vivid
storytelling, and promises of good service and esglgratitude. By combining
discourses of service with those of friendship, iiygon’s letter represents and
contributes to a mutually satisfactory relationdhgtween a master and servant who,
as gentlemen, were near equals in birth statuggthoat in prosperity.

Yet, due to their financial inequality, Marmyon'gistolary efforts to
consolidate Willoughby's good opinion of him are@lby necessity, efforts to
convert immaterial favour into material benefitbus Marmyon closes the letter
with a succinct reminder about his requests anderrtals: ‘| beseche your worships
good consideracion of my hvmble sute/ and not fieseeMarmyon/ who never
willingly departed from yow but is most ioyfull ife may in this sort returne vnto
yow'. Marmyon'’s declaration that he had left Watlatagainst his will and is eager
to return parallels and reinforces his openinggssion of undiminished love for
Wollaton and Willoughby and ‘ernest desyre’ to ratto them. In both cases,
Marmyon bases his claim to Willoughby’'s support aota track record of good
service but rather on his professed loyalty andhwoesreturn. However, the phrase
‘in this sort’ implies that Marmyon would be ratHess joyful to return to
Willoughby if the latter failed to grant him theguested lease. In other words,
Marmyon'’s continued satisfaction depends on rengit@angible support in exchange
for his intangible expressions of loyalty and preenio render unspecified ‘good
sarvice’. The fact that Willoughby agreed to thisleange at least in part (by
receiving Marmyon back into his household) indisdteat even hypothetical loyalty,
love, and service were enough to trade on. Juglaasyon trusted that Willoughby
would express favour by providing material supp@filloughby trusted that
Marmyon would supplement his lip service with deetien once reinstalled at

Wollaton.
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The letter ends by reasserting in the second pgstsice serving gentleman’s
dedication to his chosen master: ‘Sir | recken me af yours’. Unlike similar
preceding declarations, this one presents thetregns as so far advanced that
there is no going back — and, by doing so, presswfiloughby to follow through.
The fact that this statement was written from Sbkfffour days after the rest of the
letter suggests that Marmyon'’s affairs took a deeiturn since he arrived there. By
comparison, the rest of the letter appears to baea merely testing the waters. In
this sentence, Marmyon verbally bestows himselinigblloughby. Although the
final decision still rests with Willoughby as mastee would indeed ‘have muche

adoe to remove’ Marmyon from him after this.

Arranging affinities: The affective politics of attendance

Marmyon presents his relationship with Bess in fravith his relationship with
Willoughby, performing allegiance to Bess and reicgj her continued patronage
much as he professes allegiance to Willoughby wdgkking his material support.
To declare loyalty simultaneously to two unrelatedividuals is a delicate business,
the more so when declarations concerning the anerabedded in declarations to
the other and, furthermore, involve writing ill @third authority figure. While his
dealings with Bess and her husband may seem tolitidevéo do with Willoughby or
even to reduce Marmyon’s chances of favourably @sging him, in the social logic
of the time they may well have supported Marmya@genda of returning to
Wollaton and were no doubt intended to do so. Tér@lgman servitor’'s account of
his time in Bess’s service and enumeration of lagious efforts to secure his future
wellbeing fulfil three rhetorical functions. Firshese details explain to Willoughby
why Marmyon needs to leave Bess'’s service. Sedbeg,assure him that he is
leaving on good terms with her and is valued by(Akhough not by her husband) as
a good servant. And, finally, they indicate thatrmMgon would not be entirely
dependent on Willoughby’s generosity, as he wititcwe to receive an annuity
from Bess after he leaves her service.

Along the way, Marmyon’s expressions of solidaviiyh Bess and
unsympathetic characterisation of Shrewsbury retredlhe considered such
attitudes and rhetoric to be part of his duty assBeserving gentleman.
Furthermore, his consistently pejorative commenteryhe earl’s conduct suggests
that Marmyon either internalised his employer'sssgunaking Bess’s enemy his

own, or harboured a grudge against Shrewsbury®ovan account — perhaps both.
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The structures of service and the volleys of slaedehanged between household
members make both interpretations plausible. Manisyletter highlights the
emotional and verbal support that gentry companemogd provide and suggests that
these immaterial services were especially impoitatitnes of adversity. In addition,
by presenting his hatred for his lady’s adversdmnadband as part of his duty towards
her, Marmyon demonstrates that he considered ienmoportant to uphold his social
bond with Bess — the individual to whom he oweeégithnce — than to bow to
Shrewsbury’s potentially higher authority as a eotédn and the head of the
combined household. For Marmyon at least, allegiamas more important than
either obedience (which he never mentions) or htasa

In emphasising mutual trust, benefit, and camaradather than respective
authority and submission as the basis for emplegeringman relations, Marmyon
recorded an outlook shared by contemporary pridegences of servingman
gentility. Walter Darell and I.M.’s works in partitar stress the physical and cultural
proximity between servingmen and their lords. [$W’Health to the Gentlemanly
profession of Seruingmgh598) explicitly distinguishes servingmen frorergile’
servants and places them firmly in the ranks ofefite:

Euen the Dukes sonne preferred Page to the Ptime&arles
seconde sonne attendant vpon the Duke, the Knégistsnde sonne
the Earles Seruant, the Esquires sonne to weaiéniigbtes lyuerie,
and the Gentlemans sonne the Esquiers Seruingnea:l ¥now at
this day, Gentlemen younger brothers, that we#ess ¢lder brothers
Blew coate and Badg¥
He stipulates that servingmen must be ‘men of wittecretion, gouernment, and
good bringing up, considering their [...] Maisteesious busines, waightie affayres,
and worldly wealth, was for the most part committedheir custodie and care’;
‘men of v[a]loure and courage, not fearing to fighthe maytenance of their
Maisters credite’; ‘men fine, neate, and nimblerdagarde of their nearenes about
their Maister, his apparel and cates’; and findityen of qualitie to be seene in
haulking, hunting, fyshing and fowling, with all@ulike Gentlemanly pastime®?
Darell’'s A Shorte discourse of the life of Seruingr(iEsi78) strikes a similar note,
naming ‘Godlinesse, Clenlinesse, Audacitie, andgBiice’ as the ‘especiall pointes

[...] whereby to knowe a Seruingmaii* While it is dangerous to assume that

%21 .M., sigs C2, B3.
363 |.M., sigs B2[v]-B3.

%4 Walter Darell A Shorte discourse of the life of Seruingrheh(London: Ralph Newberrie, 1578),
sig. A.iij.
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prescriptive literature determines social practidarmyon’s self-fashioning very
much resembles this model. To put it another wag, possible that he cultivated the
persona of a fashionable servingman ‘type’ of #te kixteenth century, which was
also described and idealised in Darell and espggdi®l.’s treatises and exaggerated
on stage in plays likéwelfth Night(first performed in 1601). Self-respect,
homosocial bonding with masters, and willingnestgiot employers’ enemies all
feature in Marmyon’s letter as well as in the tiszd. When it comes to audacious
language, Marmyon’s cheeky missive to Willoughbpasalleled by the sparkling
repartee between ‘servingman’ Viola-as-Cesario@oudntess Olivia, who
recognises from Cesario’s manner of speaking (&pordment) that ‘he’ must be a
gentlemari®
In keeping with the feudal ideals governing theawatur of Darell and

[.M.’s servingmen and Marmyon'’s representationisfrielationship with
Willoughby, he depicts his relationship with Bessoae of mutual loyalty and
fellow feeling. Referring to the ‘cyvill warres’ itihe triple household at Sheffield
allows Marmyon both to present himself as a loylgl@t his lady — fighting
alongside her against the false accusations aedtthlevelled at them by her
husband and ‘that Skottysh regiment’ — and to @rphy, notwithstanding their
close association, he must now leave her servite fifst time Marmyon mentions
Bess he expresses sympathy for her and fears hbofiture:

| am sorie with all my harte to see my Lady in sadaunger/ and that

she takethe my departure in so ill sorte/ thatdeis a hell/ and her

Ladyship beinge furnished with few or rather no¢ @bout her which

faythfully love and honor her in deede/ the seqaigaln doubt to breede

afterclappes/ and she suspectes no lesse.
Marmyon’s language is affective: he is ‘sorie wath[his] harte’ that once he leaves
Bess’s household she will have no supportersadefaythfully love and honor her in
deede’ as he has done. His wording establishek &étween inner emotional states
and outer behaviour, arguing that ‘love’ must bthidelt and acted upon ‘in deede’
in order to constitute effective service. It isrsfggant that Marmyon characterises
acts of service as acts that demonstrate persematidn to the one served; by
forefronting affective connection rather than oleedie, he elevates himself as a fit
and valuable companion, able to share in his laslyfferings, sustain her reputation,
and by his presence shield her to some degreelssrhousehold enemies —

activities that reinforce his prestige as a gerdglem

355 Twelfth Night 1.5.281-85.
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Marmyon shows himself to be unavoidably engageBeiss’s conflict with
her husband on account of his position as hertiigimde’ man. Although he
characterises himself as an unwilling actor halljjudragged into the domestic
tragedy by the earl’s accusations, his vigorousitaruattacks on the earl’s character
throughout the letter show him to be a willing papant in the war over reputation.
The bulk of the servingman’s account derives frooomversation with Bess in
which she related to him what Shrewsbury had saleet during a heated argument.
It is hardly an impartial account, but, as a padiee, Marmyon’s narrative
simultaneously summarises and critiques Shrewsbygints so as to reveal the
earl’s anxiety about his wife’s independence (eslgcer political influence and
her close alliance with a male member of her hooisi@land to portray him as
threatened, jealous, manipulative, dishonouralvld,aabit pathetic compared with
Marmyon himself, who writes with a deal of bravado.

The serving gentleman opens the subject of why in& mow leave Bess’s
service by reminding Willoughby, ‘I tould your wdiig at your being last at haddon
of a broyle or kynd of tragedy betwixt my Lord aoady of late’. Later he mentions
that his fellow servants at Chatsworth and Sheffibink that ‘becawse they have
knowne as great disquyetnes heretofore sundry tyetgaxt vs/ that this wilbe in
lyke maner overblowne/ But they wilbe deceaved/[fd it may well be thought
inconvenyent that she kepe me longer/ my Lordegitlaspeches fully considred'.
What makes this ‘disquyetnes’ different from prexsepisodes is the serious nature
of Shrewsbury’s ‘frantick speches’. The earl’s sfieallegations against his wife
and her servingman and the threats by which hesgeatontrol them portray their
close domestic relationship as a sinister politiced — that of conspirators
spreading stories abroad to discredit him and prtelvien from fulfilling the
requirements of his guardianship of Mary Stewardridyon lists the earl’s
accusations as follows:

his Lordship chargethe her and me [1] to be dew/&orthe
disablyng of his sarvice to her maiestie./ [2]ttha are advertysers
against him/ and [3] weere the onely cawse thateabent was made
of his allowance for the Lady of Skottlandes dyfi that she makes
me her right hande as it weere/ whome he canndeabnd knowing
that | hate him/

Shrewsbury’s first three accusations are politych#drd-hitting, characterising Bess
and Marmyon as treacherously disloyal to him ashtsband/head of household and
as a royal servant; thus, by extension, they agehrerously disloyal to Queen
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Elizabeth. His final charge, against Bess only,lkas to do with the wider socio-
political structure linking household and stateelds as a statement of spousal
betrayal: by associating with and promoting someshem Shrewsbury hates and
who hates him, Bess shows how little concern skddraher husband’s wishes and
wellbeing. This attitude translates into not oragk of duty, but also lack of love.
Although he falls short of accusing her of adult&kirewsbury’s combined
allegations present Bess as having betrayed hiavery other level, aided and
abetted by her servingman.

However, it is not Shrewsbury’s ‘vniust and mostevgccusacion[s] but his
threat that necessitates Marmyon'’s departure. bigaen the dynamics of marriage,
domesticity, and politics are intertwined as Shilsuvg uses the word ‘love’ to
launch a power struggle with his wife in which Bervants, prestige, independence,
and ability to participate in political culture aaestake — mirroring to some degree
Shrewsbury’s claim that his own reputation andtpali action were endangered by
her behaviour. Marmyon summarises the earl’s thwithtscathing contempt:

Whervpon he made surely a very honorable concludioat if she
would not remove me/ he could never be broughtittke that she
loved him/ neyther would he ever take her for hygedbut he would
remove me/ and shutt her Ladyship vp/ without sugfeny sarvantes
about her than of his owne placing. with dyversotdle wordes
tending muche to noughty purposes/
A later note on the letter’'s address leaf posesQhnestion whither ye Lord were
jealous of Marmion’, as the ultimatum that Bessrdss him if she wishes to retain
her own place in her husband’s household and afectertainly gives that
impression — as does Marmyon’s portrayal of himaslthe better man. Bess does
seem at this time to have had a more trustingioelstiip with her servingman than
with her husband, but most likely Marmyon’s gencherely exacerbated the
situation; Shrewsbury could have made the samesations and threat concerning a
female servant, and he later took exception to 'Begntlewoman Frances Battell.
Although in this passage Shrewsbury identifies Mayimas the greatest barrier
between himself and Bess and pressures her to dratanher wifely love by
dismissing him, sexual rivalry is not the issueeh&Vhile Bess and Shrewsbury’s
emotions were no doubt involved in their cyclegjoérrelling, seeking support from
others, and potential reconciliations, their reipechonour and power were also at
stake since the state of their marriage and holggovernance affected their

political identities and opportunities.
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A reduced retinue or one of her husband’s choosmgid diminish Bess’s
prestige and political power, both symbolically awdually, within the household
and beyond it® Shrewsbury, acting on behalf of Elizabeth’s goweent, had used a
similar tactic against Mary many times before, iogtback her ever-swelling retinue
whenever its size posed a political or financiaé#t®>*’ Following one such purge in
1571, Mary wrote to her dismissed attendants toragkem, ‘si le ne vous ay pas
este si bonne maistresse que vos necessités kEroagudieu m’est tesmoin que la
bonne vollonté ne m[’]a lamais manqué, mais lesensy(‘If | have not been as
good a mistress to you as your needs required,i$53og witness that | have never
lacked goodwill, but means®? In an act of secondary patronage intended to make
up for her own inability to provide for them, shieedts her former servants to
present this letter to several relatives and regmtasives in France whom she
believes may be able to support them (and, throlugim, her political cause). In fact,
despite Mary’s incessant letter-writing and theesfyepublication in Paris of a
version of this particularly moving letter, hergiit was largely ignored in Frant®.
Now, ten years later, Shrewsbury threatens to jguviie in a similar position:
robbed of her independence and of much of herigeeahd dignity, unable to be as
good a mistress to her former servants as theiitsragserve or needs require, and
with a reduced network of supporters through whorspread her influence or seek
redress.

A further complication arises from Bess’s initiakponse to her husband’s
threat: ‘my Lady desyred him to send for me/ anargh me himself but that was as

bittar as gall/ and no waye but she must dispataiye If in one sense Marmyon is

%6 The same principle can be seelKing Lear. After his abdication, Lear’s miniature retinudleets
his socio-political insignificance. His lack ofa¢e body of armed retainers ensures that he cannot
regain power over the kingdom, and it parallelsitds of power over his own mind and destiny as
the play progresses.

37 eader, pp. 33-35, 84-87, 201-03, 206-07, 209.

38« a Reyne D’Escosse, A Ses Seruiteurs bannis d'&ilie’, 18 September 1571, Paris, Archives
nationales, Carton des rois, K 96 No 2/6 (my trapson and translation). This is a copy in a
letterbook; the original, apparently sent with eevants from Sheffield Castle, does not survive T
whole letter is edited from this copy in Prince ¥dadre Labanofflettres, instructions et mémoires
de Marie Stuart, reine d’Ecos$e.] (London: Charles Dolman, 1844), vol. 3, pp8332 and
translated in William Turnbull,.etters of Mary Stuart, Queen of Scotland, Seletttad the ‘Recueil
des lettres de Marie Stuaift'..] by Prince Alexander Labandff.] (London: Charles Dolman, 1845),
pp. 222-24.

39 Copie d'vne lettre de la Royne d’Escosse, escrptea Prison de Cheifeild, touchant ses
aduersitez, & le bannissement de ses fidelz Sersi(Paris: Aldus/Robert Coulombel, 1572). No
copies of the first edition now survive, but a fatte was printed in Milan by F. Rusconi for P. A.
Tosi in 1836, the only known copy of which is Edimgh, National Library of Scotland, Ry IlI f.
21/11.A.28/2159. For Mary's lack of support in Fearduring her captivity, see Alexander S.
Wilkinson, Mary Queen of Scots and French Public Opinion, 158Q0(Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2004).
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caught in the crossfire between Shrewsbury and, Bessiother she is caught
between the two men. The fact that Bess wants Sty to accuse Marmyon
directly shows that she does not wish to be resplenfor dismissing a servant who
provides valuable moral support and thus meritchatinued patronage. She takes
her responsibility as mistress seriously, but Skbawy turns her customary
obligations towards her servingman into a pointarftention in their marriage,
raising the stakes by claiming that Bess and Mamare his political enemies and
forcing her to choose between the two men. Shrerystris up Bess’s decision
about Marmyon as a litmus test for her attitudeaxs her husband and her right to
be treated as his wife. If Bess will not love atep Shrewsbury, neither will he
cherish her but will strip her of privileges, fofally reassert his mastery over her
and the household, and limit her contact with thtside world so that she can no
longer work against him. The threatened conseqsenicepiting the earl are so dire
that it would be worth feigning compliance in ordemavoid them — the test is set
up such that it can prove nothing.

As is apparent from Marmyon’s request to returiMiioughby’s service,
Bess did in fact ‘square the accyon by wisdome’ @make to let Marmyon go rather
than lose what little remained of her husband’sdyath and her other privileges.
However, she continued to exercise good lordsiwatds Marmyon — behind
Shrewsbury’s back — by offering him continued fioeh support and help with
finding a new position. Marmyon reports to Willodmhthat although Bess could not
provide him with a lease without Shrewsbury’s catisshe offered him an ‘annuity
of xI". a yeare/ to be had out of mr williame Cavendydlesles’ and promised that
‘Yf 1 would goe to the Innes of courte/ or sarveher my Lord Treasorer or my Lord
of Leycester/ she will other wayes be benefycyale’.

It may seem strange that Bess would continue tpata former servant
once he had left her service, but at her socialldging so was considered good
practice as it could preserve a mutually benefi@idtionship. For ill or elderly
former servants, pensions, bequests, or placdmshauses provided income and/or
housing that could no longer be earned, while sinehity also contributed to the
former employer’s reputation for good lordsAifFor gentlemen like Marmyon,
whose social standing, education, and contacts mheae potentially valuable allies,

long-term contributions towards maintenance sectireil continued goodwill and a

$791.M. argues that elite masters ought to look tfteir former servants until death (sigs C4[v]-D).
Bess provided for servants in her will and foundédshouses in Derby (White, vol. 2, pp. 422-23).
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place within their former employer’s ‘affinity’. Ahough this term is typically
applied by historians to a medieval lord’s sociditpal network of supporters and
not seen as a feature of sixteenth-century sodietyarrangements that Bess and
Mary made with their favoured former attendants destrate that the affinity
system of patronage was still very much alive amdhermore, was being promoted
by ladies as well as lord&!

Like Mary, Bess recognised that tying a former ggman of hers into her
wider political networks could be particularly béoml. Placing Marmyon with the
Lord Treasurer or earl of Leicester would strengtBess’s pre-existing ties with
whichever of these men became his new master anttiviaxilitate the flow of
goodwill, information, and political support baekiter. Placing him at the Inns of
Court would give Marmyon a potentially useful legducation and also the
opportunity to widen his social network and attaghself to another prominent
master’’? Servants could be circulated as gifts between eyep$, though
presumably only with their consent. For his pargriyon professes himself happy
to leave Bess's service under the circumstancesaaaccept her annuity but not her
efforts to place him ‘vpon the hills wher the wysd#owe ofte roughe’: he has
already decided to return to Wollaton rather tharspe a more ambitious but
uncertain career. In his bid to appear the magteisamwn destiny, Marmyon goes
so far as to claim that he considers ‘my Ladykdetting me at liberty to sarve wher
| please’ as ‘the best happ that ever yette/ hia¢ime offred me since | came to the
state of a man'.

In order to effect his transition from Bess’s seevio Willoughby's,
however, Marmyon needed one last thing from hésttar of recommendation. He
informs Willoughby, ‘Yt wilbe iij weekes before hall dispatche from hence/ which
tyme yow shall receive from my Lady a letter of thaner of my departure and see
moreover the assurance of her honorable dealirgm&’. Unlike similar letters
received by Bess from the earl of Essex and thatess of Kent (IDs 24 and 32),
which recommend as servants bearers who are unktotheir prospective
employer, the letter that Marmyon promises Besbwyite to Willoughby will focus

on her ‘honorable dealing’ with him, since all pastwere well acquainted. If this

371 See Mertes on lords’ affinities, pp. 124-26. Hapiovides examples of noblewomen’s
participation in their husbands’ affinities andfactional violence in the fifteenth and early sedéh
centuries (pp. 200-1, 205-8).

%72 The example of Bess and Marmyon shows a high degfreontinuity with the retaining and
patronage practices of fourteenth- and fifteenthtuogy noblewomen. See Ward, pp. 129-42.
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letter was ever written, it has not survived, lsiimtended functions can be
imagined. The proposed letter from Bess would se¥Mlloughby that she and
Marmyon were parting on good terms — she was reshidising him on a whim or
for any fault of his — and would also confirm theagt of the annuity. Such a letter
would corroborate Marmyon’s story, uphold his ares8s reputations, and

strengthen the friendship between all three parties

Frances Battell at Chatsworth to Lady Elizabeth Paullat in Clerkenwell,
23 March 1584 (TNA, SP 53/13, ff. 14r-15v/pp. 9-1%¥%

address leaf, f. 15v/p. 12
superscription: italic script, Battell's hand
To the rightworshepp and my
very good lady the lady
elizabeth paulldf* at clarcon
well*” geue this with
spede. large flourish/underliningf*"®

endorsement (written with letter packet open): ety script, unidentified hand
from mris battell came to my hands
by one of mris wynckfed’ [his] men
the x/" daye of Apryll /

endorsement (on back of packet when folded): itigt, Burghley’s hand
Xj . Aprill . [flourish] 1584
To ye lady pavlett
from on francisce battell
a Gentlewoman of ye
Countess of shrewsburyes.

later notes in pencil: unidentified archivist's rhi{®
23 Mar 1584
11 April 1584

letter, f. 14r/p. 9
italic script, Battell's hand
my duty most humbelly remembred to your good lagysmy
ladye commends her to your ladyship, hvr honor dathall hapine”s”
to your ladyship | have sent you a pare of knifesokt humbelly

373 This letter is discussed briefly by Williams, 52t DurantBess p. 118; and Lovell, pp. 286-87. A
modernised and perhaps abridged edition is qudtkxhgth in Leader, pp. 151-52, but not fully
referenced.

374 A relative, whether by birth or marriage, of setéfudor courtiers and administrators.

375 Clerkenwell, London.

378 These pen strokes appear to have been added lmamtifor emphasis.

377 Elizabeth Wingfield, Bess'’s half-sister at theabgourt.

378 These notes restating the dates of writing aral fieceipt appear on different parts of the page.
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be shucf’® you ladyship to excepe my good will her in/ rrlbwes®>—

is my-getgreat ennimy: and hath Abused my lady andliegjble]
most—

hatfully bent Ague[n]st me/ my lord geues out hasdech of me

to my great discredeth if it showlde beleued offrendfiHegible]s as
your

ladyship is one of my good f[r]lends that | make trsount of—

and if it pleas your ladyship to vnderstand theafamy Her lords

harde dealleng with me is that the Scotyhes quean@&ot-Abyles
Abyde

me for how can she Abyde me, when she is withathda bent A

ganst my good lady andistress/ | haue ben plane with the Scdfys—

and sincs that tyme-my lord doth not lyke of me buillpgible] is with

all hatred bent Aguenst me/ the words that theySbet queene

seruants sayde to me and to othars of my lordastsuwhar—

thvs but none made anser but I/ this sayd thaythigaEcotyshe

gr queene showld be queene of englahdr to | made this—

ancer that it whar better that the scotyshe quedsae-who

were hanged befor that tyme shoulde com to aag all that so

thatthought/ | coulde not but make this ancer rachded

so much gr[e]Jue me to hear thes words/ and | amdboudeuy

duty and conshanc so to ancer/ and sincs that tyynlerd—

doth hardly deal with me/ | haue attiexd vpon my lady this

too year and her honor lykes will of my serues bwdulde be—

most hartyli sori to part with her honor but if royd doo—

contunoo his hard spech of myilldgible] can not Abyde it nolonger/
my—

lord ded not writ to my lady this halfe year buedetter

and that was all of me/ that it was A shame forh@ror to-k—

kepe me withiflegible] maniothar words that is to much to writ of

and one of my offences that my lord doth alege éasrthis

becase | ded pitte my honorabladysand nistress caus of greaf

we wich is to be pitted and lamentable-iiszgod Amend it in

his good tyme/ and th¥ | most humbelly take my leafe frome

chacworth the xxiij daye of march

your ladyship
to vse at comman”~d”

fraunces Battell

ff. 14v and 15r/pp. 10-11 blank

$"9peseech.

380 Master Lewes appears to have been one of Shreyistmen.
%1 Mary Stewart’s Scottish servants.

¥2thus
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‘Bound in duty and conshanc’: Structures of loyalty in the Shrewsburys’
domestic politics

Two and a half years after Marmyon'’s depictionha tcyvill warres’ at Sheffield,

the gentlewoman Frances Battell’'s letter to Ladydteth Paullat represents
continued domestic discord as the conflicts betweesband and wife were
exacerbated by their prisoner-guest, magnifieddoyast loyalties into outright
factionalism, and all in all amounted to a dangsrpalitical situation. Battell’s main
purpose of writing is to convince her ‘frend’ Patithat, as a deeply loyal servant to
Bess and subject to Queen Elizabeth, she is inbhofevhatever Shrewsbury and his
followers may be saying to discredit her, but dlages her case in a way that casts a
shadow of doubt over Shrewsbury’s own emotional@oidical allegiances.

Like Marmyon, Battell presents Bess and herselfietsms of Shrewsbury’s
malice, but the attendants’ letters differ in tBattell forefronts the role of Mary and
her retinue in contributing to Shrewsbury’s antagomn Whereas Marmyon refers
only in passing to ‘that Skottysh regiment’, Bdteues that the discord between
Shrewsbury and Bess is exacerbated by Mary’s ‘tatoe Bess and by
Shrewsbury’s tendency to appease rather than adrtfie Scottish queen.
Furthermore, Battell claims that she earned Shraw&ill will through both her
sympathy for her beleaguered lady and her bold migation of what she considered
the treasonous speech of some of Mary’s servan®attell’s letter, she and Mary’s
retinue perform loyalty to their respective misses and queens in a politically
charged exchange that shows just how thin and @ie¢he boundary between
domestic politics and state politics could be.ddiion, Battell's account of the
earl’s ‘hatred’ for his wife and her gentlewomanmtjg#ates in a war over
reputations that extends well beyond the walldhef$hrewsburys’ houses and is
fought by means of rumours, allegations, suggestiand explanations circulated by
letter and word of mouth throughout not only Besd her husband’s socio-political
networks but also those of their gentry servantisoligh her loyalty, literacy, and
effective use of female friendship, Battell may édnad a hand in prompting
governmental intervention in the Shrewsburys’ affam the summer and autumn of
1584.

Battell's letter reveals the interconnections b&mber concerns as an
individual and the semi-public political contestsnhich she found herself as one of
Bess’s waiting gentlewomen. Although Battell addessPaullat as ‘one of my good
frends that | make most Acount of and substargithat claim through the
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circulation of courteous words and gifts, the kest@rime function is not to be
sociable but rather to use female sociability aseans of maintaining Battell and her
mistress’s good name in the face of disparagememnt their domestic-political
enemies. By the time that Battell wrote to PaulBsss and her servants had been
keeping house at Chatsworth for nine or ten morittest absence from the
Shrewsbury-Stewart household would have spared ftremfresh outbreaks of
face-to-face confrontation but not from loss ofarme, power, and reputation in the
long term. Battell recognised the importance onitug to a contact outside the
conflict (and near the royal court) for affirmatiand informal advocacy.

As Battell and Paullat are virtually unknown outsitiis letter, the nature of
their prior relationship cannot be reconstructeakt®| appears in only one other
document, many years later, when Bess’s houseleotnliats record that Mistress
Battell was given 40 shillings on 16 June 1601 -suia too small for an annuity but
that could be quarterly wages or a reimbursemegifof®° This payment
demonstrates that Bess and Battell maintainedgtierm association, but it says
nothing more about the gentlewoman or her intesastwith Paullat. And Paullat is
almost equally elusive. The name Elizabeth ramis apwardly mobile family,
whose male members included courtiers, soldieten@ administrators, and
aristocrats; the ‘Lady Elizabeth Paullat’ to whomat®ll wrote in March 1584 could
have been any of the wives or daughters of thaenaho were alive at the time or,
potentially, one of several women whose first naaresnot recordetf* What is
certain is that the addressee of Battell's lettas velated, whether closely or
distantly, to both William Paulet, first marqueg3inchester, a distinguished
courtier who had immediately preceded Burghleyhmaffice of Lord Treasurer, and
Sir Amias Paulet (Il), who, as the English ambassadParis in 1576-1578, had
opposed Mary Stewart’s supporters there. Sir Awiasld go on to become her final
and strictest custodian in 1585, a few months &teewsbury’s retirement from the
post. Elizabeth Paullat may well have moved, akimsmen did, in elite court and
Protestant circles, and their political and religiallegiances may have further
recommended her to Battell as someone likely tortsympathetic to Mary and able

to gain the ear of government officials. The faetttthe letter is directed to Paullat in

383 Hardwick MS 8, f. 134r.

%34 See in particular th®DNB entries for Sir Amias Paulet (1457-1538), Willi@aulet (1474/75?-
1572), Sir Hugh Paulet (b. before 1510, d. 157B)ABias Paulet (c. 1532-1588), and Sir George
Paulet (1553-1608).
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London indicates that she was geographically waltgex to promote Bess and
Battell's reputation at court. She was an ally Wwdraving.

Battell opens her letter by consolidating the exgstriendliness between
herself, Paullat, and Bess. The waiting gentlewomamesses her own and her
mistress’s goodwill towards Paullat, drawing héemation to the gift of knives sent
with the letter and emphasising the value she placePaullat’s friendship.
Whatever the circumstances of their prior connectizgattell presents her
relationship with Paullat as a cordial but unequsad, in keeping with their apparent
disparity in rank and Battell’s posture as a suggpit for Paullat’s continued
approval. Although both writer and addressee werglgwomen, they appear to
have been at opposite ends of the gentry specBattell directs the letter to ‘Lady’
Elizabeth Paullat and addresses her throughougttes as ‘your ladyship’;
Burghley’'s endorsement likewise calls her ‘Lady IBtuwhile the anonymous
endorsement notes that the letter came from ‘Mi&dttell’. Furthermore, Battell
consistently chooses formulae that emphasise herhamility. In the salutation, she
‘most humbelly rememblers]’ her ‘duty’ to Paullafyd she goes on to ‘most
humbelly be shuch’ her ‘to excepe my good will’eShkes her leave ‘most
humbelly’ and subscribes herself ‘your ladyshipfsse at command’.

Battell's humble self-representation registersriespect for Paullat and
contributes to the letter’'s overall argument withbeing unduly self-demeaning.
Although the subscription may appear especiallyssobent, several members of the
gentry and aristocracy use variations of this fdenwhen writing to Bess, so the
offer to be commanded was probably understoodpadite expression of
willingness to help a friend or acquaintance —gixéeenth-century equivalent of
saying, ‘Let me know if you need anythirn§® This subscription would consolidate a
good relationship and repay in some measure whaseletter asked of its recipient.
In Battell’s letter, courteous expressions of hitpnghow her good breeding, her
goodwill towards Paullat, and her respect for thaa order. Through them, Battell
presents herself as an exemplary member of ther lgarery who knows her place
and is worthy of Paullat’s continued friendship angood name in society.

Battell's social identity is not, however, definpdmarily by her family
background, social graces, or friendships but bydle as Bess’s gentlewoman.

35 The letters in question are IDs 25, 26, 27 andfiai® Hugh Fitzwilliam; ID 173 from Arthur
Curzon; ID 225 from William Cecil, Lord BurghleyDI43 from ‘Jo. L.’; ID 46 from Roger Manners,
earl of Rutland; and ID 19 from George Cliffordrleaf Cumberland. This formula does not appear in
Bess'’s outgoing letters.
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Battell represents her relationship with Bess aditiiving force behind her attitudes,
language, and behaviour to others and as the sthbhglavhich she must be judged.
So closely intertwined are the experiences of Battel her mistress that no
distinction is made between their causes: miseadsnaid share the same friends,
enemies, sufferings, and needs. In writing to len &riend about her own
difficulties, Battell is writing to Bess’s friendbaut Bess’s difficulties as well. In the
opening greetings, even their words mingle as eéhgyess shared goodwill towards
Paullat: ‘my duty most humbelly remembred to yoood ladyship. my ladye
commends her to your ladyship, hvr honor doth Wikapines to your ladyship |
have sent you a pare of knifes | most humbellytheels you ladyship to excepe my
good will her in’. Bess’s commendations, envelop#ithin Battell's, constitute a
further gift and a further request: that Paullakhand, ideally, speak) well of Bess
too.

Like their greetings, the sufferings of maid andétm@ss mingle in Battell's
account. She mentions early in the letter thatléwes is my great ennimy: and hath
Abused my lady and is most hatfully bent Aguenst ifieis statement suggests that
Battell feared Paullat may have heard somethirgetaliscredit from him already.
Lewes functions much like Battell herself, as apsarpng character in the quarrel
between lord and lady, and he is not her main gondée letter's main purpose is
to contradict the ‘harde spech of me’ that ‘my Igedies out [...] to my great
discredeth if it showlde [be] beleued of my frendgattell explains that ‘the cas of
my lords harde dealleng with me’ is threefold. &i&rewsbury disfavours her
because ‘the Scotyhes queene can not Abyde mey'8Maatred of Battell stems
from her hatred of Bess, ‘for how can she Abyde wigen she is with all hatred bent
Aganst my good lady and mistress’? The gentleworepresents her mistress in the
minds of her mistress’s enemies. Second, ‘| haneptene with the Scotys — and
sincs that tyme my lord doth not lyke of me buwvith all hatred bent Aguenst me'.
Battell's interpretation of Shrewsbury’s reactionher outspokenness hints once
again that the earl favours Mary in the househaltl @erhaps, more dangerously, in
the larger political sphere as well. Finally, Shsbwry objects to Battell ‘becase |
ded pitte my honorable lady and mistress causedfgrin sum, the earl is hard on
the gentlewoman not because she is a bad servabétause she is a good one,
fully engaged in her mistress’s cause and incorarglyi vocal about her loyalties as

both servant and subject.
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In order to convince Paullat that whatever Shrewgimay be saying about
her is untrue since she has only done her dutyeBeginforces her good service to
Bess throughout the letter. At one point she ekpfiasserts that their mistress-
servant relationship is a mutually satisfactory:dhlkeaue attended vpon my lady this
too year and her honor lykes will of my serues bwdulde be most hartyli sori to
part with her honor’. Battell's phrase ‘most hairgori’ parallels Marmyon’s
expression of sympathy for Bess, ‘| am sorie withmgy harte to see my Lady in
suche daunger’. Whereas, sympathy notwithstaniflagmyon was happy to leave,
Battell states her desire to remain with Bess figiae. She continues, ‘but if my
lord doo contunoo his hard spech of my | can nogd&bit nolonger’. Whether
Battell intended to write ‘his hard spech of myyadr ‘of me’ is unclear, but either
way her emotive language expresses loyal solidaiiity Bess and attempts to
convince Paullat that they both need her help.

Battell’'s most forceful expression of sympathy Bass also functions in this
way. She relates that in the last six months SHyavyswrote to his wife only once,
and only to complain about Battell and call for demissal. Durant and Lovell state
that the couple had last cohabited the previousmsembut had parted apparently on
good terms, with Bess and her servants paying whatintended to be a short visit
to Chatsworth as Shrewsbury had promised to sertiefoagain soort’

Shrewsbury did not send for her, however, and Hagl/been living apart for nine or
ten months by the time Battell wrote to Paullahcgithere was no formal separation
and Bess repeatedly sought reconciliation as vgaikdress, Battell seems to have
considered it Shrewsbury’s duty to honour Bessissvlie, just as it was her own
duty to honour her as mistre84 Battell declines to repeat the full ream of abiuse
the earl’s (lost) letter to Bess as it ‘is to muetwrit of — wording that suggests it
is either too long or too upsetting for her to tele its entirety. Shrewsbury’s main
point was ‘that it was A shame for her honor tokeme’. While his selectively
reported writing resounds with judgemental ternehsas ‘shame’ and ‘offences’,
Battell's terms suggest innocence: ‘honor’, ‘piti@hd ‘greaf’. More broadly, while
his language attempts to sever social ties, Battglengthens them by
foregrounding the close connection between misttadsgentlewoman and reaching
out for Paullat’s friendship. She writes with caction that, contrary to the earl’s

386 Durant,Bess p. 119; Lovell, pp. 303-04.

%7 Bess and Shrewsbury’s correspondence during riaiital discord are letter IDs 116, 117, 119,
176, 186, 202, and 229. Her letters seeking thevuahtion of friends on her behalf are IDs 149 and
153 to Walsingham and IDs 150, 152, 156, 230, &1dt@ Burghley.
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opinion, Bess’s ‘caus of greaf [...] is to be pitend lamentable it is’. Period.
Through the future passive participle ‘is to beqalt, which implies that pitynustbe
felt, Battell presents her own reaction to Bessisf@s the only valid response and
invites Paullat to feel the same. The addition ‘dadend it in his good tyme’
expresses further solidarity with Bess and impied she could do with help from
her friends. Battell's letter as a whole standa &esstimony to her mistress’s patient
endurance and to Battell's own good character andce, contradicting
Shrewsbury’s slander of them both.

Central to the gentlewoman’s self-defence is tlea ithat Shrewsbury’s
antagonism towards her is founded jointly on héidaaty with her mistress and her
vocal opposition to the political ambitions of tBeottish queen and her entourage.
As we have seen, Battell uses emotionally chargeguage to convey her own
loyalty to Bess. Shrewsbury and Mary too are chareed by strong emotion, being
‘with all hatred bent Aganst my good lady’ and gentlewoman. Battell’s political
language is equally emotive. She relates that vtherScotyshe queene seruants
sayde to me and to othars of my lords seruant$hat the Scotyshe queene showld
be queene of england [...] | made this ancer thahar better that the scotyshe
gueene were hanged befor that tyme shoulde comastoand all that so thought’. The
initial comment by Mary’s servants was incendianyd Battell's rebuttal is hot with
indignation. Unlike Shrewsbury’s servants, who sathing, Battell takes up the
gauntlet to defend her queen from what she settegsesumption of theirs. The
exchange is intensely loyal but far from diplomatic

Battell acknowledges to Paullat that her answer haaag been ill judged, but
she insists that it was both heartfelt and duttfutpulde not but make this ancer
rachly it ded so much greue me to hear thes wartt$1 am bound in duty and
conshanc so to ancer’. She claims that her resgoribe political threat was a rash
rather than a rational one: she did not need tib @reonscientious reply, it simply
burst from her lips. That Battell's answer was uagiating proves that her loyalty is
genuine: she had internalised her duty to suclyeedehat it was a natural impulse
to act on it when stimulated.

Mary’s servants and Battell do not seek to pratieeinselves but speak their
loyalties openly and with conviction; by contrastwShrewsbury’s servants, they
are willing to stand by their respective queensrdigss of the consequences.
Battell's fervent words resound in the silence bfeSvsbury’s servants. She states

that Mary’s servants had addressed their wordgt@ahd ‘othars of my lords
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seruants [...] but none made anser but I'. More Battell, whose position as Bess’s
servant placed her at a further remove from rogalise, Shrewsbury’s servants
were duty bound to help their lord preserve Elizhlsesafety and rule by keeping
Mary in check. Although they may have been reluctartause a stir or simply
caught off guard, their failure to voice their lttyas highly suspect, especially when
contrasted with the gentlewoman’s ready rebuttal.

The fact that Battell, Mary’s servants and Shrewglsuvere together in one
place suggests that the confrontation occurrecheas the larger rooms at a time
when the entire household was present — most likedyhall during mealtime,
which was the most ceremonious part of the dayalsat potentially the rowdiest. In
this setting, the servants’ showdown would contitudramatic public performance
of their loyalties and could ignite further confligerbal or physical, that would
further undermine Shrewsbury’s authority in his dvause. Given the high stress
and high stakes of the earl’s responsibility foepi@g Mary a secure prisoner while
simultaneously maintaining her in a semi-royalestgn outburst of this sort would
be the last thing he wanted to hear over the ditaide. Whereas the earl’s policy
may have been to say as little as possible thdtldmiused against him by either
Elizabeth’s government or Mary, Battell's retorutsheasily have escalated the
‘cyvill warres’ within his house. On the other hasdence was open to sinister
interpretation and her letter exploits that potnti

Although Battell does not record the immediateraiih of her loyal
outburst, she notes that ‘sincs that tyme my latth ¢hardly deal with me’. She does
not outright accuse Shrewsbury of countenanciraste, but comments such as
these are highly suggestive. Her letter hints 8raewsbury’'s greater diplomacy
may indicate less certain loyalty, or at any rawmaifficient strictness, and that his
emotional alliance with Mary against his wife colilcewise indicate a politically
dangerous favouritism towards the Scottish queen.

If Mary’s presence in England inherently threatenational security, her
presence in Shrewsbury’s houses inherently thredtbrs domestic peace and his
reputation in the world beyond their walls. Thel'sgask of guarding the former
Scots queen placed him in a vulnerable positiowas a position of trust that,
paradoxically, opened him up to extreme distrisshrewsbury were believed to be
overly sympathetic to Mary — as could more easdguw during his wife’s absence
— Elizabeth’s life could be endangered and his tapan for loyalty certainly would
be. There is no evidence that Elizabeth and heistens ever believed Shrewsbury
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to be attached to Mary in a treasonable (or, despihtemporary rumours to this
effect, a sexual) manner, but even minor favoursips in domestic security could
raise suspicions at best or lead to political desaat worst — for example, if Mary
were to be rescued through his laxity. In additibsimply looked bad that he and a
foreign queen with a reputation for beauty, chaang political intrigue were
cohabiting while his wife was forbidden to entey &iouse where they were residing.
To this picture Battell adds that Shrewsbury andyMeere united in their hatred of
Bess and implies, moreover, that Shrewsbury saagkeep the peace by allowing
Mary’s pretensions to the English throne to go @ekled — claims that cast
Shrewsbury in a very negative light not only asialdand but also as a subject in an
office of the highest responsibility. Shrewsburglgenation of his wife did him no
favours. It contributed to a politically unstabliuation, damaged his reputation by
encouraging rumours of sexual impropriety and tkaa complete loyalty, and
allowed Battell to deploy her own loyalty to Elizth in Bess’s cause.

Battell may have been a particular asset to hetresis because she was so
decidedly loyal to both her and Elizabeth and bsealne had at least one well
placed contact of her own, who could, if she chpsemote Bess’s cause in the
capital. Battell forefronts her own conduct andheis when writing to Paullat, but
since her experiences and perspective are so glassbciated with Bess’s and since
Shrewsbury’s domestic politics were of national aripnce, her letter takes on
socio-political functions beyond those of seekiggpathy from a friend. The
Shrewsburys’ affairs were much talked of amongsir thcquaintance, and although
Battell does not explicitly ask Paullat to courderogatory remarks about herself
and Bess or to circulate news of their situatianSlorewsbury’s), she probably
expected her to do so if she was convinced theg Wweing persecuted. This type of
informal patronage was important, for if the Shrewys’ mutual friends at court —
especially those in high places such as the earticester, Lord Burghley, and Sir
Francis Walsingham — could be brought to favoursBésey might be inclined to
help reconcile her to her husband and persuadecastore her lands, income, and
position as mistress of his household.

Paullat took the hint. The letter bears two endoesgs that show it was
circulated beyond its original recipient. The fiestdorsement looks like a covering
note added before the letter was passed on toem@hder: ‘from mris battell came
to my hands by one of mris wynckfeld men th& aaye of Apryll'. The wording

‘came to my hands’ gives the impression that thboesement was written not by
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Paullat or a secretary of hers but by someonetletsagh whose hands the letter
passed on its way to its final recipient, Lord Bw@r Burghley, whose autograph
endorsement notes sender, addressee, and daceipt.r&/hoever forwarded the
letter to Burghley may have been motivated by cont&r Bess and her
gentlewoman, or by the knowledge that the ShrewsBtewart household’s

political instability would be of grave concernhion. Indeed, Burghley seems to
have been most interested in the information aMary. The letter came to be
regarded as a piece of political intelligence: pgss of greatest political significance
were underlined, either by Burghley or for his H@nand he kept the letter on file
amongst the state papers, where it still remaire/aence of her servants’ claim

that the Queen of Scots ‘showld be queene of edgland thus a serving

gentlewoman'’s letter to a female friend entersaffieial record of England’s
national political history.

Battell's contribution to the historical recordimsportant, for her letter brings
home the fact, still too easily overlooked, thatvaats’ and women'’s social ties
linked the domestic and political spheres in a neina ways — first and foremost
in the household, but beyond it as w&flAs we have seen, the household was
theorised as a microcosm of the state and tendemdrifmrce social order through its
hierarchically structured relationships. Furtherendhe heads of elite households
were often involved in local and national governmerhether through office
holding (for men) or informally through exercisipgtronage and influence (for men
and women). Since ties of marriage, hospitalityl elientage were what enabled
households and states to function, the participatfovomen and servants was
clearly necessary. Although the composition antidaalism of the Shrewsbury-
Stewart household made it exceptional, its dranatadities illustrate particularly
vividly just how intertwined domestic and stateipo$ could be in practice, as the
configuration of relationships between employerd servants of both sexes had far-
reaching political implications. Furthermore, Bltdetter and its recirculation
bring to light the role that she — a woman, servant member of the gentry — and
other gentlewomen and (male) servants played mglng Shrewsbury’s domestic
affairs to the attention of the government.

Battell's letter portrays domestic and politicdegiances as mutually

constitutive in the Shrewsbury-Stewart householdi @aims that Shrewsbury and

38 Harris'sEnglish Aristocratic Womeand Mears'Queenshigbring to light the role of female
courtiers in furthering their relatives’ affairgjttknowledge of the political significance of siateh-
century servants remains extremely limited.
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Mary’s shared ‘hatred’ for Bess is the cause obiter disorders. Breaking the
husband-wife alliance that enabled them to rulehtinesehold together diminishes
the authority of both as servants take sides apdsgmone another. Neither spouse
retains authority over the entire household, aedetisuing disorder reflects badly on
the master and mistress. As the wife is sidelittegl husband-master loses his
helpmate and gains not a replacement second-in-emahiout a woman who is his
political enemy but has the potential, as a queernyle over him. The gendered
domestic hierarchy is thrown into utter chaos aoidipal stability with it.

Nowhere is this more apparent than in the altevoatiat transforms the great
hall from a place of ceremonious order into a viebadtlefield. Since, as Battell’s
self-presentation makes clear, servants are bausdpport their employer in
thought, word, and deed, when they engage in palitiscourse in her letter they
appear to speak for their mistress or master dsagdbr themselves. Whereas the
silence of Shrewsbury’s servants in response taltims made by Mary’s suggests
that their master may be as non-committal as theyBattell's defence of
Elizabeth’s rule seems to voice Bess’s devotiatiéoEnglish queen as well. Under
normal circumstances, servants speaking as theilogers’ mouthpieces ought to
reinforce household and, thus, political order,thetdomestic and political unity of
the Shrewsbury-Stewart household is fractured byptiesence of the Scottish queen
and her retinue and by Shrewsbury’s higher tolesdacthem than for his wife and
her attendants.

Throughout the letter, Battell represents hergadf laer mistress as united but
marginalised. Perhaps the only unreservedly loyafliEh subjects when under
Shrewsbury’s roof several months before, they Isaivee then been undeservedly
debarred from their positions in the earl’s housalamd stripped of their good name.
Without its mistress in her rightful place to sthg course, Battell implies,
Shrewsbury’s household is drifting into dangeroageans and itself becoming a
threat to the political stability of the Englishtios. Battell’s letter argues that the
best way to re-establish domestic and politicatord the Shrewsbury-Stewart
household is to re-establish the mistress. Theastelaid out in Battell's letter is a
compelling example of the inseparability of domesind national politics, and of the
role of women (ranging in status from lower gentrynonarchs) and servants (of
both sexes) in fusing them.

Finally, the production and circulation of the égttrace further connections

between domestic and political realms, again inmgiwomen’s and servants’
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agency. First, the letter itself functions as ateesion of the Shrewsburys’ domestic
politics, being a politically charged response hoeSvsbury’s slander, written by its
target, his wife’s servant, and addressed to héraeanected friend in London for
the purpose of stirring up support. Furthermoneetavork of literate and politically
active gentlewomen and male servants were invadlvédinging the letter to its final
recipient. It was first delivered to Paullat, wihen passed it to Elizabeth Wingfield,
Bess’s half-sister. As Wingfield’s own survivingroespondence makes clear, she
maintained an active interest in Bess’s reputadiocourt, reporting on more than
one occasion the queen’s favourable remarks abesg,Bncluding a promise to
support her in her dispute with ShrewsbtifWingfield would thus be a good
person for Paullat to contact to ask for furthatipalars about Bess’s situation or
for advice about how to act on her behalf. Follgyviheir consultation, one of
Wingfield’'s men delivered the letter to its thirecipient (perhaps one of Burghley’'s
secretaries), who annotated it and gave it to Begghimself within three weeks of
being written. It was gentlewomen’s socio-politicgtworks and male servants’
diligence that made this possible.

Battell's appeal to Paullat foreshadows in somesnhg letters of petition
that Bess was to write to Walsingham and Burghiesr ¢the next few year§® Both
women present themselves as virtuous and helpietsss of Shrewsbury’s malice
who deserve the sympathy and require the interwemti their friends. But whereas
Bess was in a position to write directly to meinigh office to ask them for specific
favours, Battell, as a relatively obscure gentlewondid not have direct access to
powerful men. Nevertheless, when her letter to IBardached Lord Burghley, what
she had to say was taken seriously because Ma@imethan ongoing political
threat.

Although Burghley may have been most interestdatienpassages evincing
that Mary still claimed a right to the English they Battell’s argument that
Shrewsbury and Mary had formed an alliance of sagtsnst Bess — a story
corroborated in part by Bess’s own letters comjtgof her husband’s treatment of
her — may have contributed to the decision latet584 that governmental
intervention was required in the Shrewsburys’ atad\fter fifteen years of keeping
Mary with inadequate governmental support, durimgcv time the Shrewsburys’

marriage, finances, and quality of life had deteried considerably, suddenly over

%91Ds 96, 97, 98.
3901ps 149, 150, 152, 153, 156, 230, 231.
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the summer to winter of 1584 inquiries were made the (by then year-old)
rumours of an affair between Shrewsbury and MargryMvas removed from
Shrewsbury’s custody, and a commission was seb egamine Shrewsbury and

Bess's grievances against one another and attemetoncile theni®*

Nicholas Kynnersley at Wingfield Manor to Bess of Hardwick [location
unidentified], 5 November 1588 (ID 37)

address leaf, fol. 1v
superscription: secretary script, Kynnersley’s hand
To ye Ryght haorableme syngular good ¢y
& mistres ye countes off Salldf gyff the[s] with
speed.

later note: unidentified hand
Kynnersley

letter, fol. 1r
secretary script, Kynnersley’s hand

Thes nyght after lohn was gonétlvme letter ezabell told meaty
gylb[e]rd

dyckenssofr® came to hur [ijn ye bachowsse & axed yffiybonor
were here & she

answared no & he axed when you went aweay & segrykzs/ he axed
when

you well com agyne she answared shortly as sheghiow lett at nyght

there came a boye from sheffeld in a grene*¢bgetalked with them in
ye stable

& sed he moste goo very yerly in ye mornyng to fdtéfagyn what
ryou™® hes meanyng

be thes questyons & ye lacky comyng so lette & gosmyerly in ye
mornyng

I knowe not except yt be to bryng medavorde off yarr absence here &
SO at he

myght com vppon ye soden & fynd you a weay so ¢ lgivto yaur
honoreswysdom

to conseder off yt as you thynke beste bot | thygied you were here.
mr

%91 See DurantBess pp. 124-25, 132-38 and Lovell, pp. 322-25, 338.

392 salopia Shropshire. Whereas the English titles ‘earl emantess of Shrewsbury’ use the city
name, their Latin equivalents use the county nateee Kynnersley blends the two forms.

393 John was likely a servant of Bess or Kynnerslsgbél appears to have been a lower servant at
Wingfield. Gilbert Dickenson was one of Shrewsbarsérvants and the son of his Sheffield bailiff,
William Dickenson. Shrewsbury made bequests to iliirert and William Dickenson in his will
dated 24 May 1590, of which William was a witnesttinghamshire Archives, Portland of Welbeck
(4™ deposit): Deeds and Estate Papers, 157 DD4P, flabP/46/1).

394 Another of Shrewsbury’s servants. His green coatctbe livery.

39 This confusing addition may be an attempt to thenstatement into a question about how Bess
interprets the situation.
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knyvetorr®® ryd by to day to sheffeld as | was told & callest Bs | was
told which | marvell off. me lay arbell&®’ at viij off ye clocke thes
nyght was
mery & eates hur meat well bot she went not totgkesyis vj days
therefore
| wold be glad off yar ladyshipessomyng yff there were no oy&f
matter bot gt so |
beseke ye allmyghty preserueuydadyshipin helthe & send you sonne a
good &
comfordable end off all yo great trobles & g[r]effes wynffefd® thes
Twysday
ye v off novembar at viij off ye clocke at nyght8&b[flourish]
your honoresmoste dewtyfull bound
obedyent sarvand

approximately 9 lines blank

Nyholas Kynnersley

Nicholas Kynnersley at Wingfield Manor to Bess of Hardwick [location
unidentified], 22 April 1589 (ID 38)

address leaf, fol. 1v
superscription: secretary script, Kynnersley’s hand

To me lady.

letter, fol. 1r
secretary script, Kynnersley’s hand

Besekyng ye allmyghty to preserueuydonorable helthe. yo honor |
truste shall resivehere part

off your pryncypall luellef™ | truste in ye allmyghte in as good helthe &
mery as y&* parted from

wynffeld which was to them as mery & pleasand as ye recevyniteiff
wylbe Comfortable

3% There were at least seven Master Knivetons in’Bessle. The families were related through the
marriage of Bess'’s half-sister Jane to Thomas Kaiyeand most of the male Knivetons served either
Shrewsbury or Bess at some point. It is uncleackvbf them is being referred to here.

397 Arbella Stuart (1575-1615), Bess's granddaughtemfthe marriage of her daughter Elizabeth
Cavendish and Darnley’s younger brother, Charles/&tt, earl of Lennox. Both her parents had died
before Arbella was seven years old. She did narihthe Lennox title and, as an orphan without
lands of her own, was entirely dependent on hendyreother and other relatives, including the royal
ones (Mary Stewart, Elizabeth |, and James VI anehb preferred to keep her in check. The main
events of Arbella’s life are summarised in BNB, and several book-length biographies have been
published in recent years.

3% other.
399 (North or South) Wingfield Manor, one of ShrewspsiDerbyshire estates.

“0jewels.As Kynnersley goes on to say that the jewels wegmod health and happy to leave
Wingfield, he must be using the word as a metajfidropeople Bess treasures, probably including
Arbella.

“Lihey
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to your Madyship* which | truste & daylly prefot’” meay contenew in
lyke comford & plessure duryng all yo

lyffe & send all yarr honoresoyer great greffes torned to ye lyke
comffordes so wh me harty

prar for ye same | take me leaue wynfeld thesofkigpryll 1589
[flourish]

your honoresobedyent seruand

your honor shall nede to take no thowght botte be merye dor shall
fynd all

thynges here | truste in as good order as youd¢h&m for wee nether
wyll

yeld to comandment nor forsse exceptinjleonoreshand & yett wee
wyll lett your

honor vnderstond & haue a second comandment by on off gwen
men vnder yar

hand leaste ye fruste be counterfott

approximately 17 lines blank

Nycholas Kynnersley

Espionage and obedience

By the time that Nicholas Kynnersley wrote these tetters to Bess, Elizabeth’s
ministers had compiled an entire volume of stafgeepawith notes, petitions, claims,
responses, and royal orders pertaining to the coetsy between Shrewsbury on one
part and his wife with her younger sons on theotffdn a process of arbitration
spanning 1585 to 1587, their affairs had been tgitty and repeatedly examined by
a team of government officials, lawyers, and Midlsmeighbours charged with the
task of bringing about the reconciliation and cateton of husband and wif&?
During this time, Mary had been ensnared in theiiggibn Plot, tried, and executed
for treason. As Earl Marshal of England, Shrewslgaye the signal to the
headsman, but his ‘cyvill warres’ did not expirdiwiis former charge. Lands,
income, household goods, and reputations all coatirio be points of contention.

Much of the controversy concerned the disposahefinicome from the lands
that Bess had brought to the marriage. As Cavetsdigidow, she had had a life
interest in at least seventeen Derbyshire proeiigt they came under

492 pray for.
403TNA, SP 12/207.

“%“The Lord Treasurer Burghley, Principal Secretagiagham, Lord Chancellor Bromley, two
Chief Justices, the earl of Leicester, Sir Frali¢ifoughby, John Manners, and Elizabeth herself
were all involved in the mediation at one time pother. The summary that follows is based on

Durant and Lovell's biographies unless otherwistedo
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Shrewsbury’s control by legal default upon theirriage in 1567/68°° However, in
1572 Shrewsbury signed a document reinstatingifeenterest in and control over
the Cavendish lands for the purpose of providindh&r younger sons, who had no
lands — and therefore no income — of their own sTdrrangement allowed Bess to
pass on the income from these lands to her sorigmviand Charles while retaining
for herself an unusual amount of financial and ngenal independence; it also
saved Shrewsbury from paying for her sons’ upkeeg ebts). As economic and
interpersonal pressures mounted in the yearsdhatied, however, each spouse
came to regard the other as the wealthier, andaShrey claimed that by buying
additional lands for her sons Bess had brokenettnes of the agreement and proven
that the Cavendishes did not need this income fremransferred lands as much as
he did.

In 1583 the earl and his men began aggressivedgdert his lordship over his
wife’s lands, tenants, estate servants, and sairgg intimidation, legal action, and
sometimes outright violence from which Bess cowdtprotect them. Most
dramatically, one day in July 1584 Shrewsbury rodefrom Sheffield to
Chatsworth with forty armed men to claim the hoissenimself and, nominally,
Henry Cavendish, Bess's estranged A¥iBess fled to Hardwick, but her son
William put up a resistance, for which he was ltyi@hprisoned on a charge of
insolence and insubordination. Since Shrewsbumergise as the host-jailer of Mary
Stewart required him to employ armed guards at hamaehe also retained
gentlemen, the earl had a small private army atlisigosal which he could deploy
against his wife and her supporters. Furthermare,af Shrewsbury’s estate
officers, Nicholas Booth, routinely rode the coyside with ten armed men in the
earl’s livery, attacking Bess’s servants and dernmanthat tenants on disputed lands
pay rents to them rather than to Bess’s officeenahts who had already paid Bess
and refused to pay twice were threatened, evictedad their animals impounded.
Booth and his men also attacked Charles Cavend$ld@amaged one of his

properties.

%310 a document dated 25 October 1594 and revise8, Hess settled 17 properties in which she
had a life interest as Cavendish’s widow on theirssHenry and Sir Charles and their heirs
(Nottinghamshire Archives, Portland of Welbeck @eposit): Deeds and Estate Papers 157 DD4P,
Talbot DD/4P/46/2). Not all the Cavendish proper@iee included: Chatsworth, Pentrich, and
Meadowpleck are missing and may technically hawenladready inherited by Henry although he
never lived at Chatsworth. The list does not ineltthrdwick either, as Bess had bought it from her
brother. All told, she probably had some contraoer claim to about 20 properties of her own
during her marriage with Shrewsbury, excludingghisperties to which she had access.

4% Forcibly occupying a rival's house seems to hasenba symbolic gesture by which lords could
publicly humiliate local opposition. Harris citesveral examples from the 1440s-1530s (pp. 205-8).
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By collecting the rents from her lands and simwétawsly ceasing to pay her
allowance, Shrewsbury had cut off both of Bessigaes of income and severely
curtailed her independence and ability to perfooadylordship over her dependents.
Furthermore, he was pursuing her sons and sertraotsgh the law courts. Bess’s
repeated appeals for reconciliation and cohabitatiay have been prompted as
much by pressing practical considerations as bgisder affection; her letters of
petition to Walsingham and Burghley emphasise rrateeeds and emotional
distress about equally, while the various setewhs drawn up in 1586-1587 for the
blended family’s potential reconciliation likewiggertwine material considerations,
honour, and amity.

Elizabeth had attempted to resolve the disputesxtbgring, in the first
instance, that Shrewsbury keep Cavendish landshv®@0/year but allow Sir
Charles and William to enjoy the remainder of tiepdted lands in peace; that he
pay over to them the rents and profits he had cigtesince April 1584; that he drop
the law suits against them and Bess’s servantsthertdhe cease to displace farmers
and tenants on Cavendish lafffs_ater orders shift the focus from her sons to
arrangements intended to provide for Bess herdalevedging the couple back
towards cohabitation. These are the arrangemeait®itbught Bess’s household to
Wingfield Manor. Details differ across the threeedments that focus on Bess and
Shrewsbury’s places of residence; although predeage series of definitive
statements — the queen’s orders — they are higitdytextual and capture
particular moments in what was obviously an onggirazess of negotiaticft®
What they have in common is designating Wingfieddree place where Bess was to
live for an extended period (not consistently sfed), during which time
Shrewsbury was to visit her regularly. He was feekve at any of his other
properties and was expected to summon Bess thijmirirom time to time; after her
initial residence at Wingfield, she was free to mdetween Wingfield, Chatsworth,
and Hardwick and the earl was expected to visitHerwas also to pay for her
household charges and provide fuel while they Wengg apart. Although Bess was
not required to remain at Wingfield at all timdsstmanor is most closely associated

with marital reconciliation in the documentation,lwing there may have come to

OTTNA, SP 12/207, items 7 and 13.
408 TNA, SP 12/207, items 22, 23, and 60.
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symbolise Bess’s willing availability to cohabittwiShrewsbury in compliance with
the queen’s explicit wishé'$?

There are no signs of harmonious cohabitation inrtgysley’s letters.
Neither Bess nor Shrewsbury is at Wingfield Maniasiead, their respective
servants are engaged in spying on one another diieiregy Bess’s brief absences.
Bess had already complained in letters to Burghleg October 1586 and 6 October
1587 that her husband was not keeping the queetéso he had visited her only
thrice at Wingfield (for one night each time), nesent for her to join him at any
other house, and ceased to send provisions anébfuetr household’s use (IDs 152,
156). Kynnersley's letters, by contrast, indicagémer lack of provisions at
Wingfield nor desire for Shrewsbury’s presence hegthis letter of 5 November
1588 (ID 37) expresses the fear that the earl maym unannounced, having sent
two of his servants ahead to ascertain how long Besild be away. Kynnersley’'s
warning suggests he believed that Shrewsbury asd Bad given up on the
possibility of actually living together and hadttet for a charade of being willing to
do so. The underlying logic of his advice seemisadhat if Shrewsbury were to
suddenly appear at Wingfield and find Bess awaychwad claim that he had tried to
visit her and the fault was hers for not being ¢éh&ynnersley urges Bess to return
immediately to avoid giving Shrewsbury this advagetar the opportunity to make
further mischief in her absence.

Like Crompe and Marchington, Kynnersley perfornstole as an officer by
providing Bess with pertinent and timely informatiand advice, showing foresight
and taking initiative to maintain her best intese&ut the domestic atmosphere of
Wingfield in the late 1580s was far different fréhat of Chatsworth in the 1560s.
Like Bess’s attendants Marmyon and Battell, Kynlegrexpresses solidarity with
Bess more often and more explicitly than her Chatwofficers of twenty years
before. Across his two letters, Kynnersley offérs mistress his sympathy, prayers,
advice, intelligent and dedicated obedience, dafedanguage and deferential
manuscript layout. Furthermore, acting as Besgwityein her absence, Kynnersley
focuses on keeping himself and her abreast of siesisi comings and goings at
Wingfield and on upholding her authority there desspny commandments, force, or
trickery of her husband’s. The officer’s lettergyide glimpses into the workings

49 TNA, SP 12/207, items 22 and 23 record ElizabegRlsortations and hopes for the couple
alongside rules for their conduct.
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not only of domestic loyalty but also of domestpi®nage as they participate in the
intrigues they describe.

Kynnersley's earlier surviving letter, ID 37, isetmore urgent of the two.
Written at eight o’clock in the evening of 5 Noveenld 588, after he had already
dispatched one letter to Bess by a servant nanted fus letter provides important
information that Kynnersley has only just learneab of Shrewsbury’s servants
have come from Sheffield and held suspicious caatems with some of Bess’s
servants in the outbuildings. Gilbert Dickensom $on of Shrewsbury’s Sheffield
bailiff, seems to have come specifically to enqwtesther or not Bess were home
and how long she was likely to be away. Then,ilatbe evening, a boy in a green
coat, whom Kynnersley did not know by name, cam&tdg the night without
performing any business. It seems that neithen@tarl’s servants presented
themselves to Kynnersley; instead, they furtivelgaged Bess’s lower servants in
conversation in the bakehouse and stables. Howtheefact that ‘ezabell’ and the
stablehands answered discreetly and quickly infdrthe officer of their
conversations indicates that they were consciestilbuorder to maintain the
security of the household and exercise his othgeslas a manager, Kynnersley
would need up to the minute information about tbmgs of the earl’s servants as
well as the conduct of the servants under his awhaaity as Bess'’s representative.
Bess’s upper and lower servants at Wingfield appehave been alert to danger, co-
operative with one another, and quick to act inrtiméstress’s best interests. The
officer lost no time in warning Bess about the 'sasérvants’ suspicious behaviour
and advising her to return immediately. Not waitingil the next morning, he wrote
to Bess at night and must have sent another seouamnd deliver this letter in the
dark. The superscription too urges haste: ‘To ygRfionorable me syngular good
lady & mistres ye countes off Sallop gyff thes witeed'.

Since the purpose of this letter is to convincesBegeturn to Wingfield
immediately, it is short and to the point. Aftefarming her of what has happened
since he wrote earlier that day, Kynnersley offéssown interpretation of the
situation and deferentially but firmly urges hereéturn. His advice, like Crompe’s,
acknowledges Bess'’s prerogative to make up herroind even while attempting to
persuade her to do what he believes would be besef. His language is deferential
as he ‘leve[s]’ the matter for her ‘to consederyidfas you thynke beste’ and refers to
Bess’s cogitations as ‘your honores wysdom’. Howgtlhee open-endedness with

which he refers to Bess’s ultimate decision is piyucontrasted with his own ready
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conclusion: ‘bot | thynke good you were here’. Rlavacally, the officer explicitly
ascribes wisdom to the mistress while implying gta is free to act foolishly if she
chooses. The statement that, in his opinion, sbéb#er return functions as a
directive speech act politely but firmly advisingrtio exercise her freedom in
accordance with what he perceives would be wise.

In the second half of the letter, Kynnersley offeve further pieces of
information in support of his argument that Bessusth return. The first is that
Master Knyveton was seen riding past Wingfieldna direction of Sheffield but
‘called not [...] which | marvell off'. Kynnersleyg'statement is cryptic but may refer
to his expectation that Knyveton, as a relativBess’s, would stop to pay his
respects; riding past without a word may have amgukaide or suspicious,
especially as he was evidently on his way to seev@&bury. The situation is
complicated, however, by the possibility that thastér Knyveton in question was in
Shrewsbury’s service and may have owed him, rdati@r Bess, his first allegiance.
But it is worth noting that Kynnersley does not eaipto object to the mere presence
of Shrewsbury’s servants at Wingfield; what he otgeo is their apparent lack of
legitimate business while there. Knyveton’s failtoestop in at Wingfield to pay his
respects to his kinswoman may have appeared agiuspto Kynnersley as the
unexpected and unexplained visits by Dickenson'yathcky'.

Finally, Kynnersley urges Bess to return due todhetinued ill health of her
granddaughter Arbella. Like Crompe and Marchingtynnersley informs Bess
about the wellbeing of her young relative(s); dosiagseems to have been
conventional in letters from officers to employedacan appear tacked on, but
Kynnersley incorporates news about Arbella intodvisrall argument. He writes that
although she ‘was mery’ and ate well that evenisige went not to ye stolle yis vj
days’. She seems to have been suffering from digegtoblems and he suggests she
might benefit from her grandmother’s care and camgpdherefore | wold be glad
off your ladyshipes comyng yff there were no oyetter bot yat’. This formulation
of the directive simultaneously suggests that Besdd be doing her faithful officer
a favour by returning and reinforces the neceskayshe do so: Arbella requires her
attention, as does the other matter of preparin@fwewsbury’s potential visit.

By contrast with this focused, serious, and witlrglent letter, Kynnersley’s
only other surviving missive to Bess (ID 38) isthrp with compliments and gives
the impression it was written in high spirits and¢@mparative leisure. Only in the

postscript does it get down to business. The madly lof this letter, written as a
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covering note to be sent with ‘part off your prypall luelles’, consists of a
sequence of congratulations and best wishes ugoicdmford & plessure’ she will
receive from them. As Bess sometimes referred beela as her ‘luell’, the jewels
that Kynnersley is sending her are probably hetdén-year-old granddaughter and
other young relative$® He hopes that these human treasures will arrivasigood
helthe & mery’ as they were when leaving Wingfiélghich was to them as mery &
pleasand as ye recevyng off them wylbe Comfortabieur ladyship’. Unlike his
earlier letter which plunges straight into businegiout even a greeting, this one
opens with a formal salutation and consists mabfigourteous phrases.

Although these social niceties do not refer disettlthe business of
managing Wingfield, they do perform an importargexs of Kynnersley’s duty as an
upper servant: solidarity. Through these phrasesotficer demonstrates that he
knows how Bess values her family, and he entecstirdir joy on being reunited. He
appears nearly as carefree as he urges Bessndheefirst line of the postscript:
‘your honor shall nede to take no thowght bottertsye’. In other statements,
however, he constructs solidarity with her in wHs acknowledge not everything
is as it should be in the bigger picture. Bothriean text of the letter and the
postscript move from sharing in Bess'’s joy to sigiin her troubles. Before the
subscription, Kynnersley’s good wishes gradualit $fom congratulations to
sympathy. Having written that the receipt of hevgés ‘wylbe Comfortable to your
ladyship’, he goes on to state that he trusts ailgl grays that she ‘meay contenew
in lyke comford & plessure duryng all your lyffetjth ‘all your honores oyer great
greffes torned to ye lyke comffordes’. Through thegatements the officer not only
expresses sympathy with Bess by acknowledging#aigreffes’ are ‘great’ and
hoping that her circumstances will change suchtti&t are replaced by ‘comford &
plessure’, but he also attempts to be a part ofdhgion by petitioning ‘ye
allmyghte’ on her behalf in his ‘daylly’ and ‘hattyrayers. Unlike Battell's not
terribly hopeful wish that ‘god Amend’ Bess’s cawdegrief ‘in his good tyme’,
Kynnersley presents himself as actively seeking'&pdtronage for his mistress and
trusting that her lot will improve. He uses the dérust’ four times in this letter and
three times tells Bess that he is praying for Asrwe have seen, prayers typically
feature in valedictions as a conventional way gdregsing goodwill towards the
addressee. The rather elaborate valediction of Bxglay's letter ID 37 fits this

model, comprising its only formal statement of dafity with Bess: ‘so | beseke ye

“19 For examples of Bess calling Arbella her jeweg H2s 144, 162.
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allmyghty preserue your ladyship in helthe & send gonne a good & comfordable
end off all your great trobles & greffes’. In lati® 38 Kynnersley places his prayers
for Bess in the salutation and main body of theeteds well, which emphasises his
emotional and spiritual engagement with his empigyaffairs and more than fulfils
the letter’'s essentially sociable function of payims respects.

In the postscript of letter ID 38, Kynnersley ersdais role as a household
officer in a different way: by engaging with a venyportant practical consideration
concerning the management of Wingfield in Bessseabe. The sudden shift in
content and purpose after the subscription givesmipression that, having written
the first part of the letter out of courtesy awatuld be rude to send Bess her ‘luelles’
without an accompanying message from him, the effiken realised it would be
unwise to give her the impression that while heyimpathising with her present joy
he is neglecting his ever-present responsibilityetaain alert at his post. Far from it.
He explains that Bess ‘nede to take no thowgheldmtmerye’ because her servants
are taking thought on her behalf.

Specifically, they (or perhaps Kynnersley alonejehdevised a method by
which to distinguish between incoming letters comiey orders from Bess and
counterfeit letters with orders not from her. Whegtthe servants’ troubleshooting
arose from foresight, paranoia, or experience, geggeived themselves to be in
danger of being sent and of obeying false ordexkwiere contrary to Bess’s real
intentions. The solution proposed in Kynnerslegtdr is that upon receiving any
written instructions, even in what looks like Bessivn handwriting, they will
inform her and ask her to confirm any genuine ardgrwriting a second time with
her own hand and delivering this ‘second comandrbgmin off your owen men’
whom they would recognise. This multi-stage proadssuthentication would be
rather onerous, feasible only if Bess were at eatdistance from Wingfield, her
orders were not urgent, and she were healthy entmugén her own letters when
required. It also places Bess under obligationatéogtwice as much trouble as usual
to instruct her officer(s). Kynnersley makes nolagg for this imposition, clearly
believing it to be necessary. In its favour, thieesne demonstrates the Wingfield
servants’ initiative, attention to detail, and aetmation to maintain the highest
standards of security and obedience during Besssrace. The officer boasts on
their behalf, ‘wee nether wyll yeld to comandmeot forsse except your honores

hand’. The postscript to Kynnersley’s letter IDf88ctions to assure Bess that her
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Wingfield servants, himself included, can be trdgteremain heroically loyal and
painstakingly obedient in the face of adversity.

Kynnersley stresses obedience more than any ofBetber servant
correspondents. The highest concentration of neé&®occurs in the postscript of
letter ID 38. In the first place, the officer asssithe mistress that her wishes will be
meticulously carried out during her absence, shahwhen she returns she will
‘fynd all thynges here [...] in as good order as {@afte them’. His next statement —
that Bess’s servants at Wingfield ‘nether wyll yeddcomandment nor forsse except
your honores hand’ — and the care they take tandisish commandments in her
handwriting from forgeries show their readinesshey her written orders once
authenticated. All in all, Kynnersley presents hethand Bess'’s entire Wingfield
staff as dedicated to upholding her authority dyher absence. His language verges
on the martial, evoking images of siege in the wdyeld’ and ‘forsse’; he depicts
the manor and Bess’s authority as under attacktaunchly defended by himself
and her other servants, who will submit themseloe®one but her. The officer is
like the governor of a castle, resolved to holidithis liege. In effect, Kynnersley’s
letter assures Bess that her obedient servantesgemined not to let Shrewsbury
take over Wingfield as he had done Chatsworth pdae years before. The
inherent danger of the situation intensifies tHecef’s expressions of loyalty, raising
them towards the heroic.

In addition, the subscriptions and spacing of buthetters foreground his
obedience and deference to Bess as the mistress\es. In letter ID 38 he
subscribes himself ‘your honores obedyent seruand’in letter ID 37 as ‘your
honores moste dewtyfull bound obedyent sarvandiolin cases he refers explicitly
to his servant status and to his exemplary perfoo@af this role: he is ‘obedient’,
‘moste dewtyfull’, and ‘bound’ to her by ties ofyalty and obligation. His
subscriptions and signatures simultaneously huianlé praise) himself as servant
and honour Bess as mistress. Most explicitly, ithes ‘your honor’, which
Kynnersley uses in combination with ‘your ladyshifproughout his letters, is
conventional but particularly deferential as it gegts greater social distance and
attributes virtue to his social superior. Furthereydkynnersley positions his
subscriptions and signatures on the right sidé®fpiage, honouring Bess with blank
space to the left and above his signatures, whighugked humbly in the lower right
corner of the page. Kynnersley's choice of verlmal spatial epistolary conventions,

like the deferential language, empathy, honestcagand problem solving seen
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elsewhere in his letters, performs obedient loy&ltBess on the handwritten page.
Through all these features of his letters, Kynmgrgiresents himself as a dedicated,
trustworthy, socially refined yet courageous hoaselofficer who can be relied
upon to uphold Bess’s authority at Wingfield Manamdeterred by espionage,

deception, or armed attack.

Conclusion: Service and epistolarity

Kynnersley's two letters confirm many of the corsstins about early modern
mistress-servant relations and correspondence drawnthe other letters examined
in this and previous chapters. Writing as a trusii#ider like Crompe and
Marchington, Kynnersley engages like them with pcat problems of management
and enacts on paper a good working relationship Be&ss as he reports on his
supervision of other servants, troubleshoots orbbbelf, and offers her ardent
advice. Writing also like Battell and Marmyon asugpper servant in a period of
intense domestic disputes, intrigue, and insecukiyynersley, like them,
emphasises solidarity with Bess. His letters tosBkke the two attendants’ letters to
their gentry friends outside her household, plaoefirmly in Bess’s camp in the
prolonged ‘cyvill warres’ in which all three sentarwere necessarily involved.

Due to their overarching similarities with the &t of Bess’s other upper
servants, Kynnersley’s can be used to highlightraler of specific aspects of
servants’ epistolary duty. First, his letters confihe findings in Chapter 4 that it
was an officer’s duty to keep up a frequent comesience with the mistress when
she was absent from home. Kynnersley refers iarl#it 37 to having written
another letter to Bess earlier that day; his refeego Arbella’s not having used the
stool in six days indicates that Bess had been darast least that long, so the
earlier letter may have been a routine, perhap&hiegdate which letter ID 37
supplements with urgent information and advicehdligh it was unusual for an
officer to write to the mistress twice on the saag, it was ordinary and indeed
expected that experienced officers would warn atwisa her on matters of
importance, as we see in Crompe and Marchingtettsrs as well.

On the other end of the spectrum of epistolaryiser\Kynnersley’s letter ID
38 shows him careful to miss no opportunity of caltgd sending her his best wishes.
It may have been expected that officers, like ckihdand grandchildren, would pay
their respects in epistolary form at every oppdtjumMeglecting to do so was

probably considered undutiful. Bess’s step-daugkétherine Herbert, countess of
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Pembroke, opens a letter to Bess with the staterttemh loathe to lett passe any fitt
messenger, without visiting your ladyship with rejtdes’ (ID 196), while Bess'’s
granddaughter Aletheia Howard, countess of Arurfgliins one with an apology
for not having written sooner: ‘Madam., | must hdeybcarue pardon of your
ladyship for defering so loing the presinting myydwvhich | had loing seinces done
if my lords accasiones would haue permitted hirhaoe attinded you’ (ID 237).
Since Kynnersley was sending Arbella to join Bégshad no such excuse: Arbella
and her travelling companions were ready bearersisdetter, which functions

(until the postscript) much like a greeting cardauapanying the (living) gift.

Although both of Kynnersley’'s surviving letters arecasion-specific, the
lost letter mentioned in letter ID 37 indicatesttha wrote to Bess under ordinary
circumstances as well. Unlike with Crompe, whose afsprofessional carriers
reveals that he wrote to the mistress weekly dunergabsences from Chatsworth,
how often Kynnersley wrote to her during her abssrfoom Wingfield cannot be
reconstructed. He does not appear to have usezhther system for delivery but to
have sent other servants as bearers. Thus, heowvisdto a weekly routine, but if
Bess were to be absent for extended periods, shklwkely have wished to receive
regular updates, particularly given the householdiserability. Wingfield may
have been further from the carriers’ routes thaat&korth, but in any case using
servants as bearers had two advantages. FirBgwviteal for more frequent
correspondence and speedier delivery in an emeydasavith letter ID 37).
Second, Kynnersley makes clear that using servarusliver letters was a means of
increasing the security of Bess'’s correspondeneedifig letters to Wingfield by ‘on
off [her] owen men’ who was known to her other seg there would further
authenticate Bess’s orders since, unlike her haitidgirher man could not be
forged.

Kynnersley's readiness to write to the mistresallicircumstances and his
proposed method of authenticating her letters o demonstrate that he took
seriously his task of corresponding with her alibatstate of her affairs at the house
in his keeping. Kynnersley’s letters to Bess canfihe impression given by those of
her former Chatsworth officers Crompe, Marchingimmg Foxe that letter-writing
was an important part of a household or estateefs duty and constituted an
expression of his faithfulness.

Kynnersley's letters share several other simikesitivith those of the

Chatsworth officers. For one thing, Crompe, Marghtom, and Kynnersley all report
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to Bess on the state of her relatives in the haaldein letter ID 17 Crompe first
informs her that he is having new boots made foisba Henry and then updates and
advises her on her younger sons’ education. larlélit 18 he reports that he has
received the books for her son William and thautyladyshippes mothur mrs
leneger with all the chyldren be in helyth & meryfarchington writes, ‘At this
present mrs Fraunces mrs Elezabeth mrs mary wetrknytons chyldren be all well
amended [...] but I do ludge that my Iyttull mastdo not prosper well in learning’
(ID 47). Kynnersley is concerned that although fay arbella at viij off ye clocke
thes nyght was mery & eates hur meat well’ she doéseem to have fully
recovered her health (ID 37). Five months lateishi@eased to report that she is in
‘good helthe & mery’ (ID 38). In addition, Bess sltiges Whitfield for the neglect of
‘my syster lane’ Kniveton in letter ID 99 and pass& messages to her ‘aunte
Lenecke’ and daughter Frances through him and Ceamfetter IDs 101 and 100. It
is clear from these statements that officers wespansible for the care of their
employer’s kin — especially women and children —owbmained behind when
Bess was elsewhere. In the absence of the houskebati(s), these relatives
symbolically represented the ruling family withohbwever, being in charge. It
seems that in Bess’s household the officers, amtbieess’s official representatives
in her absence, ordinarily carried the highestauthand the weightiest
responsibility although the women in their careldalso assist in financial and
other management and were to be treated with thesitrespect. Seeing to the
needs of Bess’s kin and reporting on their wellgeirere important parts of the
officers’ domestic business.

Of course, the officers’ correspondence with Béss eeflects their
responsibility for supervising lower servants atigeos living, working, or visiting at
the houses and estates in their care. Each ofeparts and advises on matters
pertaining to his own specific supervisory remithwthe partial exception of
Marchington, who freely and rather opportunistigalbmments on the performance
of a fellow officer as well. Like Marchington, Kyersley keeps his eyes and ears
open, alert for any signs of trouble. However, véasrMarchington uses the
negligence of fellow servants as leverage for hia advancement, Kynnersley
exercises diligence for the purpose of protectirggdroperty and its inhabitants from
the incursions of Bess’s husband and his servé/tigreas Marchington writes
disparagingly about Crompe behind his back, Kyrlegrencourages strong
communication and solidarity amongst household negsjlas well as between them
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and Bess. In letter ID 37 the Wingfield officer ksea sharp look-out over the
comings and goings of Shrewsbury’s servants bueagpto trust Bess'’s lower
servants with whom he works. Kynnersley furthermaskledges the dedication of
Bess’s entire Wingfield staff by using the prondwe’ to assert their united
obedience in the postscript of letter ID 38.

As a literate officer corresponding with the absardtress, Kynnersley
presents himself as a spokesman for the housdHlldetters reveal that he had
wide-ranging responsibilities. Since he does nattina any other officers at
Wingfield and no accounts survive for the houselablthis date, it is possible but
not certain that he was the only one there whilgsBeas away; if so, he would have
exercised a steward like breadth of responsitalitthese times, whether or not his
particular office was that of steward when Bess lagrdfull household were present.
His later career shows Kynnersley to have been kyd versatile but offers no
further clues as to his office in the late 1580gnifersley remained in Bess’s service
for another twelve years at least and became iedbir managing the Wingfield,
Chatsworth, and Hardwick estates; his activitiegimeng additional financing —
which ranged from harvesting corn to managing anvilorks — are recorded in
Bess’s household account books for 1591-186He was also one of several
witnesses to the version of her will drawn up onApril 160172 In the meantime,
Kynnersley's surviving letters from 1588 and 1588w him balancing attention to
detail with seeing the big picture. Like Crompesiérs to Bess, Kynnersley’s
perform the stewardly functions of deferentiallyhoftling the mistress’s authority in
her absence, offering her timely information andmwags, praying for her health and
wellbeing, and taking the initiative to solve preat problems.

Added to these most officer-like features of Kyrshey's letters are a
heightened loyalty to Bess and deep distrust ohlisband — features in common
with the letters of Bess’s gentle-born attendavs;myon and Battell. The letters of
these three individuals demonstrate especiallylgiéaat it was an upper servant’s
duty to serve not only with outwardly obedient ans but also with words that
spring from genuine feelings of sympathy and derotdust as ‘eye service’ —
performing one’s menial work only when the massdooking — falls short of the
mark set for lower servants, so too acts of semitieout (verbally expressed) love

fall short of the mark set for upper servants, ppshparticularly in times of trial.

“ Hardwick MSS 7, 8, and 9.
“2TNA, PRO PROB 11/111. He signs on £.192r.
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While it is enough for lower servants to work witbnscientious diligence, upper
servants’ greater intimacy with their employer aal — and required — them to
enter into each other’s inner worlds to a much tgiredegree. Furthermore, different
degrees of intimacy were available to officers, wshpervised and thus spent their
time moving between the various areas of the handéor estate, and chamberers,
the personal attendants who were based in the qathy private rooms of their
employer. The conditions of their employment detaad servants’ opportunities for
developing a trusting relationship with the mistres master they served. From the
surviving letters written by Bess’s upper servaittseems that intimacy with Bess
and encountering adversity from her husband joimtbtivated the more explicit,
emotionally heightened expressions of loyalty founthe letters of the 1580s. The
Chatsworth officers’ professions of duty and godHare quite tame by comparison,
but they were written at times of domestic harmanyhe 1560s when Bess was
widowed and then happily married to St Loe; shelardofficers were free from the
disputes and power struggles that would erupt dunar final marriage and have
such an impact upon the daily lives, work, and detroeelationships of all in her
service.

Kynnersley’s writing style bridges the gap betwésmofficers’ and
attendants’. While Bess'’s other officers expregguliconcern for her wellbeing
through a combination of carrying out her wishesvdrying degrees), giving ardent
advice, and offering their prayers or best wisloeer health in their letters’
valedictions, verbal expressions of solidarity mu@e pronounced in Kynnersley’s
epistolary service. His valedictions are by farthest elaborate, and they make use
of emotionally heightened vocabulary, such as ‘arch& plessure’, ‘greffes’, and
‘beseke’. Whereas Crompe and Marchington’s valexistsound friendly and
Foxe’s rather stiff, Kynnersley’s strike a deepleord by offering commiseration and
more urgent prayers. Furthermore, as we have gg@ngersley does not confine his
statements of solidarity with Bess to the outeresdyf his letters; letter ID 38
consists entirely of empathetic rejoicings and®es until the postscript, which
contains his most explicit statement of dedicatg@lty, when he assures Bess that
the Wingfield servants will yield to none but hKgnnersley’s distrust of
Shrewsbury, apparent in both letters, adds anddlyer of empathy to his service:
like Marmyon and Battell, he seems to see ShrewsésiBess does. Combining

elements from the Chatsworth officers’ letters wvifthse of Bess'’s attendants,
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Kynnersley's letters express solidarity with Bds®tgh both advising courses of
action that will uphold her best interests and emgeinto her perspective.
Kynnersley's interactions with Bess would have bgiemilar to those of
Crompe and Marchington two decades earlier: ocnasity and focused on their
co-management of one of her houses and estateslaRégalings in person and on
paper would have given them the opportunity to tgwva good working relationship
that may have bordered on friendship, as seemave lbeen the case with Bess and
Crompe. What makes Kynnersley’s relationship wigs8different from those of his
earlier Chatsworth counterparts is that the fraagimestic conditions of the 1580s
made high levels of mutual trust essential for sailv It had become necessary for
upper servants not only to do their duties but tdsstate their loyalties, verbally
identifying themselves as Bess’s supporters. Tlas arisky business, since Bess'’s
most outspoken servants were likeliest to be tathby Shrewsbury for dismissal.
For those truly dedicated to Bess, however, suckepation would be a badge of
honour. (This is also how Mary urges her attendanmtiink of their dismissal at
Shrewsbury’s hands in 1571: ‘ie [...] prie ce borudie.] que vous vous consolliés,
puisque vostre bannissement est pour le bon sergisaves faict a moy vostre
princesse, & maistresse: car cella pour le moins\8era tres grand honneur, d’avoir
donné si bonne preuue de vostre fidelité a vne tedtessité’. (I pray God, who is
good, [...] that you will be consoled because yaiamissal is for the good service
that you have done me, your princess and mistfesthis at least will be a great
honour to you, to have given such good proof ofryaithfulness on an occasion of
such adversity*}* Both Kynnersley and Marmyon boast that they areentioan a
match for the earl; but whereas Kynnersley’s brnavesuld be exercised in defence
of Bess’s authority and property, Marmyon appeaiset most concerned about
upholding his own honour and amending his declimiagger prospects. By contrast
with these two men, Battell presents herself andristress almost as co-martyrs,
elevated by their sufferings. Adversity may haveyéal stronger than usual
emotional connections between the mistress andhbst trusted servants, who
shared in her dangers; it certainly prompted mapdi@t statements of loyalty to
her. These are not evenly distributed throughceit tetters, however, as their
degrees of intimacy with Bess differed accordingh&r respective service positions

and genders.

13 Archives nationales, Carton des rois, K 96 No(&#nscription and translation mine).
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Bess’s personal attendants had greater opportsititéen her officers to
develop emotional intimacy with her. As membershefgentry who served largely
as companions and who travelled with her as sheethbetween residences,
attendants spent the most time in the mistresg'sgmce — some of it in relative
privacy. They had the greatest access to her csatien, and thus to her thoughts
and feelings. Furthermore, on social and ceremauaiehsions, a mistress’s retinue
provided her visual back-up, adding to her splenddhile being subsumed by her
social identity. Their job as members of the gemthp were also servants was to
simultaneously enhance and blend in with her pubiege, to merge their interests
with hers while providing her with emotional andipcal support. For all of these
reasons, attendants were most likely to identity la@ identified with the person they
served. It comes as no surprise, then, that Baigsdants would speak up for her or
that Shrewsbury would try to injure Bess by slaimdgor dismissing her attendants.

But just as subtle gradations of office could iefiee how particular male
officers enacted their social identities in writjrag we saw in Chapter 4, so too
differences in gender could enable attendantseo$#ime social status to inhabit and
write from different subject positions. While attiamts of both sexes shared most of
the same duties and opportunities, female attesdet the additional tasks of
serving about the mistress’s person in her mosaf@imoments; they helped her get
dressed and undressed, for example, and some mayslept in the same room.
These menial duties, which allowed gentlewomenratgehexclusive access to the
mistress’s presence when she was at her most dedancevulnerable, turned the
waiting women into an inner elite. It was a positaf great trust and prestige.
Furthermore, due to their similar social backgroand education, gentlewomen
were likely to become the mistress’s closest frieadd confidantes within the
household. They had the most in common with héegin with and, in addition, the
greatest opportunities for developing emotionamacy.

As we have seen, the gentlewoman Frances Batégitifaes particularly
strongly with Bess throughout her letter to theiurtoal friend Paullat. Whereas
Marmyon'’s letter to his former master fluctuatestsnoyalties as he negotiates to
leave Bess’s service and return to Willoughby'sit@bs letter to Paullat sustains
the most intense solidarity with Bess. Marmyon dagwess pity for Bess and, at the
time of writing to Willoughby, is in the process lméing dismissed on account of his
loyalty to her. But Marmyon’s representations oE8and her husband are coloured

not only by his position as one of her attendantsatso by the fact that he is on the
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brink of leaving her service; thus, he frames Hegéance to Bess as a thing of the
past, ephemeral by contrast with his emotionaltted/illoughby, which he presents
as deep and enduring. By contrast, Battell, likaarsley, is determinedly loyal to
Bess. While the officer acknowledges Bess'’s ‘gtediles & greffes’ and works
hard to prevent further losses at the house igdrs, the gentlewoman takes things
emotionally deeper while also using her advantages member of the gentry to
reach out to a potential ally outside the housebbluer service.

The gentlewoman’s letter depicts an exceptionatlyng) bond between
herself and her mistress. In Battell’s letter, tine women share friends and
enemies, political allegiance, marginalisation witand ultimately banishment from
Shrewsbury’s household. They suffer for each otheake. As Battell inherently
represents her mistress’s interests at Sheffield @vocal about her loyalty to
Queen Elizabeth), she becomes a target for thedhafrShrewsbury and Mary; later,
during the Shrewsburys’ separation, the earl rebless on account of her
gentlewoman'’s loyal sympathy, completing the cir8attell’'s statement, ‘Il am
bound in duty and conshanc so to ancer’, thougdrniafy to her defence of her
queen, applies just as much to her verbalisedtpyalBess. She owes both women
her entire allegiance. But in order to be enties, dllegiance transcends obligation,
becoming emotionally intuitive. The gentlewomanger@s her emotional response
to treason against the queen and to mistreatmdrdrahistress as an essential
component of her loyalty to both women in authoowgr her. In both cases, Battell
is moved by grief as well as by duty and conscieBte writes, ‘it ded so much
greue me to hear’ Mary’s servants state she similgleen of England, and
likewise, ‘I ded pitte my honorable lady and misg&aus of greaf’. Battell’s pity,
which emphasises Bess’s vulnerability while imptyshe is innocent, imbues Bess
with an aura of sanctity. The gentlewoman'’s lettgoresses not merely duty but
empathy and devotion.

Battell's loyal feelings and speeches are, of aaurenditioned —
conditioned by her upbringing as an English sukgect her position and experience
as a gentlewoman in Bess’s service. As a womarematig birth and socialisation,
Battell would have had much in common with Besdlikérthe Chatsworth officers,
Kynnersley, or even Marmyon, Battell was placed netghe could develop the
deepest friendship with the mistress, and wherédyaity would ensure that she
shared in her mistress’s sufferings to the fullwidger, in their banishment from

Sheffield, the women could console one anotherpenkdaps strategise together how



Upper servants’ letters and loyalties, c. 1581-1589 249

to convince their mutual friends, such as Pauitatome to their aid. Unlike
Marmyon, Battell does not appear to have, and dahe does not desire, an
alternative to remaining with Bess. She is almestrhistress’s second self.

In this and the preceding chapter, analysis okttiant letters written by six
of Bess of Hardwick’s upper servants has highlighitee wide range of duties,
experiences, and epistolary styles pertainingécofficers and attendants serving her
at Chatsworth in the 1560s and at Sheffield, Chatdvwand Wingfield in the 1580s.
Chapters 4-5 have argued that in their lettersethitsvate upper servants
simultaneously represent and perform afresh they th their mistress. Stewards
especially were expected to render epistolary sesyibut their surviving letters
show all Bess’s upper servants using letter-writtngnanage their relationship with
her as a key component of their service. But, as tetters reveal, no two servants,
and therefore no two mistress-servant relationshipesalike. Building on
Magnusson’s compelling argument that the similgichslogical states expressed by
different speakers in dramatic dialogue, lyric pseand historical letters can be
traced back not only to the speaker’s individuarelster but also to his or her
historically specific subject position, the anasyst Crompe, Marchington, Foxe,
Marmyon, Battell, and Kynnersley’s letters presdritethe thesis draws connections
between the service position and epistolary perémee of each. Specifically, it is
argued that servants’ subject positions consistedcombination of their particular
service positions, gender, and experiences ana#udt of Bess’s upper servants
textualises his or her subjectivity in the languagd sometimes the frequency and
layout of his or her letters, while at the sameetioperating within evolving
epistolary conventions and expectations about s&svattitudes and verbal
deportment. In addition, as each letter has a psigel purpose, writers’ stylistic
choices and self-representations in relation tesBes shown to reflect the
circumstances in which they were writing and whatthoped to achieve by doing
so0. As this thesis has demonstrated, historicalhtextualised meticulous close
reading of early modern servants’ letters canuglinuch about early modern

service, early modern letters, and how they interac



CHAPTER 6

Conclusions and future research

This thesis has identified, transcribed, and inttgm the surviving correspondence,
written and received, of a constellation of sevppar servants who at various points
in the second half of the sixteenth century weaticsted at or moved between
several of the country houses and estates of vBesls of Hardwick was mistress.
These individuals would be unknown to history wiéret for the preservation of
some of the letters and other manuscripts that pheguced, received, or in which
they were mentioned in the exercise of their dutfghe several genres of domestic
writing of which samples survive, the letters paw®/the greatest insights into the
experiences, attitudes, and gender- and statieztefl performances of individual
servants in their specific service positions, whikso revealing the sorts of linguistic
and visual-material forms that epistolary self-egsion and social interaction could
take in this period. In the process of recuperating interpreting these servants’ and
their mistress’s epistolary voices, social relagicemd working lives the thesis makes
several original contributions to knowledge — begig with the selection of
material and methodology.

Although early modern women'’s letters have recemegnsive and
insightful treatment by a number of scholars irergg/ears and there is currently a
surge of popular and academic interest in senantsany periods, this is the first
study of servants’ correspondence in early modagiadad*'* As such, it brings
together the insights from a number of fields wlijgeening up a new area for
research within interdisciplinary epistolary stiedand social and cultural history
more broadly. The innovative selection of mateaiadl the complex nature of letters
as text-bearing objects of social exchange hassseated the development of an
appropriate methodology, which begins with trangarn and annotation and then
combines literary close reading with linguisticdesially historical pragmatic)
analysis and what Daybell terms ‘material readirggshanuscript letters. The
multifaceted interpretation of each letter is grded in meticulous research in
domestic archives (particularly household accowakis), which has made it
possible to reconstruct in some detail the spepibsitions, duties, and careers of

414 Magnusson led the way in ‘Power to Hurt’, but thtatdy presents selections from one servant’s
correspondence with his master’s kin as examplessuoibject position not exclusive to servants and
of a social script not exclusive to letters. Thesik is much indebted to Magnusson’s ground-breakin
work but differs in focus as it is entirely dediedtto servants’ epistolary practices and includes
material as well as linguistic analysis.
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individual letter-writing and -receiving servantsdaalso to shed light on the roles of
many other people mentioned in their correspondencaost notably, Bess’s half-
sister Jane Kniveton. Due to the small number ofiging letters exchanged
between Bess, her servants, and their other ceniabis been feasible to present
and analyse whole letters (rather than selectedilstic features, passages, or full
texts but not their material forms) in the contexftshe specific domestic,
biographical, interpersonal, and political circuamstes in which each was written
and circulated. This microhistoric approach woutdumtenable in a study of a large
number of letters, but it has the advantage of mmgthat interpretations grow out of
careful, first-hand observation and provide a thigtoand balanced assessment of
how each letter’s particular combination of fornesitibutes to its practical and
social functions. Historically attuned close readiof the letters are not, however,
the end point of interpretation. Rather, they mia@ssible to take the next step and
compare in detail how several correspondents froovadly similar social
backgrounds enact their particular service-basendtities in their letters — and thus
to discover patterns of difference and also themmomthreads running through the
correspondence.

Building on the synthesis of findings begun in toaclusion to Chapter 5,
which mapped out the intersections of service,titlerand epistolary practices, the
remainder of this section consolidates anotheofsieterconnected findings, these
ones concerning social change and the roles of womsixteenth-century elite
households. Setting the mistress-servant relatisrenacted in the letters in the
context of the historiography of early modern coyhiouses and domestic service, it
becomes apparent that Bess’s household does tio¢ flhodels currently available.
Rather, Bess and her servants’ experiences angestirmances contest prevalent
narratives of feudal decline and class strugglelendimultaneously exposing the
varied practical and political roles of gentlewonuemlomestic affairs.

There is a consensus amongst social historiansh@atoble households of
the late middle ages and early sixteenth centung wepulated mainly by men and
fulfilled political as well as social and other fitions*'® In such households,
domestic and military service could be combinedjeutetaining and political
patronage certainly were. However, by the sixteestitury most of a lord’s

supporters within and beyond his household werédisotassals; remuneration for

415 Mertes, pp. 5-6, 75-182; Woolgar, pp. 1-2, 14384R. C. Richardsomousehold Servantgp.
222, 223.
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services typically took the form of food and lodginvages, annuities, livery, and
promotion to additional offices but not feudal laedure, so this system of
patronage is often termed ‘bastard feudalisfhWomen of all ranks were in the
minority in elite households. They occupied somevemabiguous social positions
outside the hierarchies and daily ceremonialswleaie clearly delineated for and
regulated the experiences of male household memdaighey physically occupied
fewer rooms, experiencing little freedom of movenféhFemale servants did not
hold offices (in households or government), ang th@ not seem to have worn

livery. For all these reasons, women, and espgdithale servants, are often
invisible in the historical record and sidelinediaditional social historical surveys

of households and service in the late middle agdssiteenth century. In domestic
histories even aristocratic women have tended torégented (in some cases by their
absence) as inherently apolitical, set apart fioenntetworks of patronage and
allegiance that so preoccupied their fathers, lerstthusbands, and sons — or in any
case not central to the story being t&fd.

Where women appear in numbers is in accounts dethenisation and
commodification of service over the early moderrigee*'® Whereas most existing
studies of ‘early modern’ servants focus on urbamskeholds of the late seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, Mertes’s study of medligole households ends with the
depoliticisation and emasculation of elite housdblpivhich she dates from the
accession of Henry VII. Mertes argues that as algseholds lost their local
political functions due to the consolidation of t@hgovernment under the Tudors
large numbers of male servants were no longer meaae households ‘were allowed
to decay [...] from social institutions to purelgrdestic establishments’ staffed

mainly by womer?

% Sixteenth-century landowners increasingly spkirttime (and
their servants) between their country houses amitwo, where they could pursue

political ambitions at the royal court and Parliantnleut could not bring their entire

“1® Mertes, pp. 124-26, 132, 136-37; Woolgar, pp.19,45; R. C. Richardsohjousehold Servants
pp. 84, 96-98, 101-2, 107-8.

417 Kari Boyd McBride, ‘Introduction: The Politics @omestic Arrangements’, iDomestic
Arrangements in Early Modern Englaned. by Kari Boyd McBride (Pittsburgh: Duquesne, UP
2002), pp. 1-14 (p. 8). Women are barely mentidne®l.B.’s otherwise thorough set of job
descriptions for members of noble households c51&0d Meldrum points out that ‘housewifery’
had a ‘liminal place in the early modern discowswork’ (p. 140).

“18 For example, in Mertes and Musson’s studies.

“19 For example, Mertes, pp. 188-93; R. C. Richardstmusehold Servantpp. 66, 222; Musson, p.
54; Bridget Hill, Servants: English Domestics in the Eighteenth Ggr{toxford: Clarendon Press,
1996).

420 Mertes, p. 188.



Conclusions and future research 253

retinue?** Households gradually lost their status as ‘theusef local control and
patronage’, household service as a profession betesa and less attractive to
gentlemen, and the end of feudal households amstaréeof English society was
ensured by the increasing number of female senadtgs 1550, ‘whose roles could
seldom have been more than wholly domeéfcBy the end of the seventeenth
century, Mertes concludes, ‘The household was atgadly impotent as the women
who staffed it'*?® Certainly that is the impression given by subsagsgidies of
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century householdshwiut only demonstrate but
assume apolitical, contractual employer-servamticgiships and high numbers of
female servants; but these studies tend to focuslwan and middling households
which were not based on feudal models and idéaslthough the two segments of
this broad historiographical narrative — the ‘medieand the ‘early modern’ — are
based on solid research and convincing in isoldtimm one another, there are many
intriguing gaps waiting to be filled. In particulavhat were the domestic roles of
women in the sixteenth century, and were they ‘Whdbmestic as Mertes
assumes? To what degree did elite women engagemestic politics and bastard
feudal patronage? Answers to these and other guestiould problematise and add
greater complexity to the grand narrative.

Groundbreaking women'’s and gender histories sudNasl’'sEnglish
Noblewomen in the Later Middle Agd®992), Harris’€nglish Aristocratic Women
1450-1550(2002), Frye and Robertson’s edited collectidajds and Mistresses,
Cousins and Queer{$999), and Meldrum’®omestic Service and Gender 1660-
1750(2000) are beginning to fill our gaps in knowleddgmwut women’s domestic
and associated roles, particularly those of elibenen in the earlier period and of
maidservants in the seventeenth and eighteenthroentYet as coverage is uneven,
much remains to be done if the questions posedeshi@/to be answered.

Some aspects of the weakening of bastard feudagsliarelationships were
perceived during the sixteenth century — but netgndered ones. For example, I.
M.’s Health to the Gentlemanly profession of Seruing(i&88) provides a mixture
of nostalgic and satirical social commentary onmngjirag master-servant relations in
country houses. Writing in the persona of an uneyga, gentle-born former
attendant, I. M. laments (perhaps with tongue eetf that the traditional social and

421 Mertes, pp. 188-90.

422 Mertes, pp. 190, 191.

423 Mertes, p. 191.

24 For example, Hill, Meldrum, and R. C. Richardsomisnographs.
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political bonds between lords and their male retashad been shattered, such that
there was no longer room for worthy gentlemen hkaself in the profession. He
perceived that service was becoming commodifiethoaseholds engaged in less
(politicised) hospitality than formerly, competitidor fewer service positions grew
fierce and servingmen were no longer required &westheir masters’ elite status. He
complains of masters hiring farmers’ sons who wibrk for less (or even pay for the
privilege of serving a nobleman) but who lack tbeial polish necessary for the
exercise of their ceremonial and verbal dutfé8ut I. M. makes no mention of
women. In his view, households were still thoroyghlasculine institutions at the
end of the sixteenth century, though less socetblusive than formerly. Indeed, of
the diverse and voluminous didactic literature atbmwsehold service written in the
late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuriesgmetext gives the impression that
elite households were being overrun by female sesvdt appears, then, that the
feminisation of households, in the sense of inéngasumbers of female servants,
occurred not during but after the perceived dejodtion of elite households and
commodification of service — that is, that sociahnge was not cataclysmic but
gradual and that in the sixteenth century womerewet a domesticating force in
elite households in the way posited by Meftés he preliminary findings presented
by Harris and in this thesis indicate that a corapaely small number of elite
women could fill a range of domestic and associatésl, patronage not excluded.
At least some mistresses and their gentlemen amttegeomen constructed their
relationships on a bastard feudal model that emgdadshe socio-political
importance of the household.

The correspondence studied in this thesis openiseugomestic experiences
of several sixteenth-century gentlewomen — Bessatiendant Battell, her sister
and attendant Jane Kniveton, and to a lesser ex¢éenwidowed mother and aunt —
and the mistress-servant relations of Bess andhbér officers and attendant,
providing rich material for an assessment of theestic and political roles of these
particular women and servants. The letters thas Beshanged with her Chatsworth
officers reveal that she surrounded herself withd relatives, related through (and
including) her mother, who performed a number aicfical and symbolic functions
within the household. Her half-sister Jane is shtmimave exercised on an ad hoc

425 | M., sig. E3[r-v].

26 The prevalent view that urban service was increggifeminised and commodified over the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is challelmgdéeldrum’s findings (pp. 6, 10, 16, 74-75, 182,
195-96).
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basis the financial responsibilities that wouldmaly pertain to a receiver, one of
the chief officers of elite households, as welsas/ing as one of Bess'’s attendants
and helping, with her mother, aunt, and the ofSdétitfield, Crompe, and
Marchington, in the care of Bess’s children (ashaslher own, born and raised in
the house). In addition, during Bess’s absence fedratsworth in November 1552,
Jane came to symbolise her elder sister and tmétyligf the mistress’s side of the
family. Jane thus represented her sister-mistregsrmumber of levels, and as the
account books testify she became a person of isiaigamportance in Bess'’s
household in the following decades, particularlyewlbased at Hardwick in the
1590s. At Chatsworth, Aunt Linacre performed sorhe same functions as Jane.
As a female relative of Bess, she too represestsiibtress and her family in letter
ID 99 and was authorised to exercise supervisowep® on her absent niece’s
behalf. She does not appear to have been invotveeifinancial management of the
household, but she does oversee some of the gagd@bi 100).

Looking at Bess’s own epistolary self-performanagsnistress and at how
she is represented in the letters written by hewases gives a new perspective on the
link between language, social structure, and inldigl identity and leads to a
reassessment of Bess’s character and social aclicbrief, the thesis finds that
Bess took her responsibilities as a household neareagl employer seriously,
keeping track of many details of household andie$tasiness and directing the
work of the officers under her authority. She wapable of building good working
relationships with upper servants of both sexesdadmaspiring friendship and fierce
loyalty in those who worked with her most closélp. her Chatsworth officers Bess
expressed gratitude (within the parameters of #gaaaled discourses of pleasure)
as well as displeasure, and she was well awateeddcio-political advantages of
being a ‘good ladye & mestres’ (ID 17). In the 188be seems to have taken pains
to preserve her honour and reputation as a landown®loyer, and patron as much
as circumstances would allow. Even though her d#ets were liable to be
slandered or dismissed by Shrewsbury, Bess marnagethin her own affinity and
political contacts.

Against the backdrop of perceived social changssBad her upper servants
stand out as staunchly but unselfconsciously coasige. Their letters reveal no
awareness of what some of their contemporariesabsequent historians represent
as sweeping and disastrous changes in hiring pescéind employer-servant

relations. In the correspondence studied in tresi#) the feudal ideal of long-term
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master-servant relationships marked by reciprosaéd and mutual benefits does
not appear to be in decline. The surest sign thathriving is that all the letter-
writers take it for granted, including the womenonkere theoretically outside its
homosocial male system.

Alongside their other immediate and practical otiyes, all the letters
studied in this thesis demonstrate their writeesice for a mutually satisfactory,
long-term mistress-servant relationship. Far frapicting service as inherently
demeaning (a later development of the worryingdsembserved by I. M.), all of
Bess’s upper servants emphasise in their letterditinity of their respective
positions and show themselves willing to servetangap the rewards or pay the
price of devoted service. Crompe and Kynnerslegaeed in maintaining long-
term and exemplary service; their correspondente Bess portrays and contributed
to mutually beneficial relations, while account kamtries demonstrate their service
to have been of particularly long duration. Everewimistress-servant relations were
at their worst, as in letter IDs 99 and 28, Whitfiand Foxe continued to pursue the
relationship that provided them with not only trexessities of life but also a well
respected place in society and, in Whitfield’s ¢alse additional perks of Bess’s
patronage. Whitfield’s continued appearances imthesehold accounts after 1552
and letter ID 101, which he received from Bess yea&rs later, testify that he
weathered the storm of her displeasure and cortitueequest and receive desired
resources. The sole purpose of Foxe’s letter t®twvince Bess that he is worthy to
remain in her service. On the other hand, Marmytoyalty to Bess cost him his job
and Battell feared that the same fate may befall he

Even when leaving Bess’s service, Marmyon remaamstmber of her
wider affinity by receiving the annuity from herrs@Villiam. Bess’s (indirect)
financial support of her former servingman andrepeated offers to help him find
another place are presented in his letter to Wglidny in a way that indicates it was
usual for employers to provide ongoing patronageatsfactory former attendants.
The question is not whether Bess will continuedsist Marmyon, but how. Besides
the annuity, she proposes to place him where hiel attengthen her political
network as well as further his career. These dagpascenarios from the letters all
highlight the reciprocal responsibilities and bétsedf early modern employer-

servant relationships, as inherited from bastanddélord-retainer relationships and
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adapted to suit particular circumstances — inclgdaf course, the circumstance
that the lord was a lad’

The positive attitudes of Bess'’s officers and atgens towards their places in
society and Bess’s own efforts to be (and to begieed as) a good lady and
mistress to them call into question the validityradterialist scholarship that focuses
exclusively on unwilling subjection and celebragebversion and rebellion as
appropriate responses to unequal power relatianss tritique of such approaches
and values, the thesis aligns more closely withttts/Biscourses of Service in Early
Modern England2005), which argues that service requires thectses of servants’
free will and thus that masters’ authority restservants’ willing obedience, and
with Schalkwyk’sShakespeare, Love and Serig808), which reveals the
interconnectedness of concepts of love and semviBhakespeare’s theatre, than
with Burnett’'sMasters and Servants in English Renaissance DramdeCalture:
Authority and Obedienc997), which emphasises conflict.

Bess and her servants constructed their relatipagigcording to late feudal
ideals of good lordship and servant loyalty andrsézhave been willing to perform
their respective duties towards one another astienmeot merely of obligation but
of honour and, in some cases, trust and affecliba.officers’ dignified self-
performances in their letters reflect the continsedal value of their positions and
uphold the ethical value of even ‘bastard’ feudddtionships. The letters written by
her attendants Marmyon and Battell engage morg iimltlomestic politics and
patronage, in keeping with their gentry backgrouhdir service roles as
companions, and the politically charged atmospbéBRess’s household in the
1580s.

Contrary to expectation, the gentlewoman Battéditter is the most overtly
political in the collection. As discussed in Chagggthis letter reveals not only the
deep interconnections between domestic and nafpaiidics, but also the fact that
Bess and Battell's homosocial female relationshipwith each other, but also with
their female kin and friends — provided the meaisrimging their shared domestic
difficulties to the attention of a male ministerstéte. The interpersonal bonds of
love, loyalty, and shared experience between Baeg®attell very much resemble
those ideally pertaining between a lord and hig@are retainers, and were formed

42" The thesis follows Ward in referring to the exsecodf ‘good lordship’ by ladies; further research
into noblewomen'’s roles as landowners and polifigdions and the terms in which their activities
were referred to by contemporaries is requiredetermine the degree to which ‘good ladyship’
existed as a parallel concept.



Conclusions and future research 258

under similar domestic conditions. Marmyon’s leteVilloughby depicts a similar
interpersonal bond between them as master andwiéle, his request for a lease
from Willoughby (since Bess could not grant him afier all) faintly echoes feudal
land tenure in centuries past. These two lettemsodstrate continuity with late
medieval lord-retainer relationships, crossingdrisgraphically constructed
temporal and gender boundaries. They reveal thatt@useholds could remain
politically important in the later sixteenth centuthat mistresses could retain
servants and affinities of their own; and that geservants of both sexes could
engage in political discourse, the pursuit of paduge, and the trade in social (which
translated to political) credit.

A fuller reassessment of the relationship betwessidvd feudalism and the
interpersonal politics of domestic service in theéeenth century, bringing gender to
the fore, would be a welcome addition to women&dry, to the growing
scholarship on early modern servants, and to oggiebates about the nature and
extent of social change in early modern Englandhénmeantime, the
correspondence studied in this thesis shows tHa¢#3's household at least the
distribution of socio-political power between merdavomen was in constant
renegotiation throughout the second half of théegth century, due to a number of
factors: the high proportion and high status of warrincluding female relatives,
who were household members; Bess’s active rol@uséhold management, not
only when widowed but also during her adult mamrggand the conflicts between
Bess, Shrewsbury, Mary, and their respective sésvarthe 1580s. Further studies
of women in sixteenth-century elite households waeleal the extent to which the
practical, symbolic, and political domestic roléayed by Bess and her household

women were exceptional or typical of wider patteshsocial practice.

Directions for future research

There is likewise a need for further studies ofyearodern servants’ letters. While
this thesis has used the correspondence of sesarants of one mistress to open up
a number of historically and socially specific patis of epistolary self-performance
and identity formation, the extent to which theaéigrns hold across a wider set of

servants’ letters awaits further case studies. @meeorrespondence of servants
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(and their employers) in many different househdlage been examined in detail, it
will be possible to synthesise findings into a leiggicture of servant epistolarit§?

Other material within Bess and Shrewsbury’s papensid also reward
further study. The letters that Bess and her upperants exchanged with one
another could be compared with those that Shrewsixehanged with his upper
servants, particularly Thomas Baldwin, well ovee dmundred of which are
preserved in the Shrewsbury and Talbot Papersnmbesh Palace Library. The
parallel correspondence between Shrewsbury anaffiiers Baldwin, Nicholas
Booth, and Thomas Strynger about the events of588s would be especially
interesting and could elucidate how Shrewsburylaadanen attempted to maintain
his authority and reputation in the face of notyahke conflicts with his wife and the
rumours of an affair with Mary, but also legal begtwith politically active tenants.
Such an investigation would pick up on some tarnigkabservations made and
questions posed in the process of researchingattiegbound to Chapter 5 of the
thesis, and it would allow for comparisons to belembetween how husband and
wife (as lord and lady who were rivals for resosread credibility) managed their
male upper servants, household functions, widegopage, and public image
through correspondence. Bess’s very limited cooedpnce with her husbands’
servants (including Baldwin) could also be compaw#tl her correspondence with
her own servants and Shrewsbury’s with*fs.

Building on both the thesis and tBess of Hardwick’s Lettemdition, which
identifies which of Bess’s outgoing letters weramped by the same scribes, another
future project could be to try to match the hantingi of unidentified scribes with
hands found in her account books. Such a studydweweal another dimension of
literate service and textual production within heusehold by tracking the careers
and locations of particular scribes through thengnwous paper trails they left
behind; it may also enable some scribes to beiftehby name and/or household
position.

Finally, another worthwhile area for future reséanould be the plethora of
sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century manusanighprinted texts offering

advice, instructions, regulations, and social comtiangy on household relations and

428 \Jickery, pp. 396, 414 and Meldrum, p. 210 point the usefulness of micro- and local case
studies to build up a bigger picture that captaesaplexity and diversity.

29 Bess received letter ID 50 from St Loe’s servaritisivh Moulso and letter ID 33 from John
Kniveton, who may have been a servant of ShrewslBegs wrote letter ID 190 to Baldwin and
added post-scripts to three of Shrewsbury’s letetém (IDs 193, 194, and 195).
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management, several of which have been referregdthos thesis. In recent years,
literary and social historians working on early raodservants have dipped into
some of these texts and genres in order to illtesparticular points (an approach
that the thesis has also taken), but apart fronPtiréan treatises they have not yet
been studied in their own right. The sheer voluma \aariety of such texts (some of
which were written by servants and specificallygervant audiences) would richly
reward a systematic approach. The resulting puiicavould increase awareness of
this material; facilitate its use in future liteyaand historical studies; and add greatly
to our understanding of competing or shifting idepés and discourses of service,
how servants might have been trained, the manageshepecific elite households,
and contemporary perceptions of social change.

In the meantime, studying servants and lettersthegen this thesis has
opened up a new area for interdisciplinary reseanchoffered a unique perspective
on epistolary social relations, in which literaggvants are at the centre. The close
and densely contextualised readings of correspaederesented in Chapters 3-5 test
and refine existing historiographies of both ses\and letter-writing, demonstrating
that a greater depth and subtlety of knowledgebeaattained by a microhistoric
approach that builds on findings and combines rebeand interpretive techniques
from several disciplines. It is hoped that the @niyntexts presented and analysed,
methods developed, and conclusions drawn in tesighwill encourage ever more
integrated approaches to epistolary studies addnspire others to seek out and
examine the textual traces of other early modernvasgs who engaged in domestic
duties as authors and scribes, readers, bearexstasaors and preservers of letters,
documents, and printed books.
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