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I
During the fifteenth century the Stanleys of Lathom secured
from the crown grants of offices, estates in north-west England
and other counties of England and Wales, and, in 1485, the
earldom of Derby. From at least 1489 onwards there is no
doubt about the Stanleys' social and political predominance
in Lancashire and the Isle of Man and, to a lesser extent, in
Cheshire and the northern part of the marches of Wales. By
1640, Clarendon wrote, the general belief was that the earls of
Derby had 'a greater influence' and 'more absolute command'
over the people of Lancashire and Cheshire 'than any subject
in England had in any quarter of the kingdom'. 1 I have
examined elsewhere the local influence exercised by the
Stanleys before 1640 and suggested that, though extensive, it
was not as great as Clarendon implied. During the later
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries successive earls of
Derby faced problems arising out of the Reformation which
were potentially damaging to their local predominance. Recent work on the impact of the Reformation in the north west
by Dr. Christopher Haigh and others has underlined the
persistence of Catholicism in the region and the emergence
there of a militant Protestant minority, especially in southeast Lancashire, with the result that by the fifteen-seventies
and fifteen-eighties Lancashire was deeply divided on religious lines. For the third, fourth, fifth and sixth earls of Derby
the consequences were serious. In the later sixteenth century
they found themselves in the unenviable position of being
ordered by the crown to impose religious policies which they
and their allies in the north west found unpalatable. Moreover, as the county was torn apart on ideological lines, their
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predominant position in Lancashire was threatened. During
the reigns of James I and Charles I the situation facing the
sixth earl and his son James Lord Strange (who from the
mid-sixteen-twenties increasingly took over the day-to-day
administration of both the Stanley estates and the Stanley
political connection) was very similar to that their predecessors had to cope with in the later sixteenth century. The north
west remained a religiously-divided society and the religious
attitudes of the crown (especially the Arminianism of Charles
I in the sixteen-thirties) were unpalatable to the Stanleys
(especially to Lord Strange and his wife) as well as to many
others in Lancashire. Yet down to 1640 the Stanleys coped
fairly well with this difficult situation. The institutional
expression of their success was the lieutenancy of Lancashire
and Cheshire. Apart from a break between 1594 and 1607 the
earls of Derby (and latterly Lord Strange) were de facto
hereditary lords lieutenant of the two counties, the political
reflection of the family's economic, social and political predominance in north-west England.However, events after 1640 made it impossible for the earls
of Derby to maintain that predominant position. The purpose
of this paper is, first, to examine the reactions of the seventh
earl of Derby to the turbulent events which took place
between 1640 and 1651, when the old social and political
world collapsed and with it the Stanleys' dominance in the
north west. My aim is to show that the seventh earl of Derby
was not, as Professor Robert Ashton has recently described
him, 'a fanatical Royalist', 5 but that he was a cautious man
whose life after 1640 was dominated by the overriding ambition to maintain and then to restore his family's predominant
local position. Secondly, turning to the period after 1651 (and
especially after 1660), I intend to assess the consequences of
the English Revolution on the regional influence wielded by
the eighth and ninth earls of Derby in Restoration England.
This paper is not concerned with the economic consequences
of the Revolution on the Stanley's wealth and estates, which
are too complicated to deal with here. It is focused instead on
the social and political position of the earls of Derby in the
later seventeenth century.
II
Allegiances adopted by individuals during the Civil War
may be a misleading indicator of their attitudes and activities
in the period before the outbreak of war. As far as James Lord
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Strange is concerned one must beware of allowing one's views
to be coloured by the knowledge of his later royalist career as
seventh earl of Derby during the Civil War and after. This
ought not to obscure the fact that his major aim between 1640
and 1642 was to isolate Lancashire from the drift towards
Civil War. Despite his qualms about the king's religious
policies and (as will be seen) the activities of the royalist
commissioners of array, his basic sympathies always lay with
the king. Yet, like many others during this period, his attitude
was principally governed by localism. 4 His main concern was
to prevent opinion polarising in Lancashire and to maintain
local peace.
During the early months of the Long Parliament Lord
Strange was a frequent attender at the House of Lords; he was
appointed to many committees' and may even have voted for
the Bishops Exclusion Bill early in 1642." Moreover, although
all the radical policies of the parliamentary leaders at Westminster between 1640 and 1642 cannot have been to his taste
for example he disapproved of the methods used to get rid
of the earl of Strafford and he voted on 5 April 1642 against a
House of Commons' declaration that office-holders were to be
approved of by parliament7
events in Lancashire and
Cheshire held him back from declaring for the king in the
latter half of 1641 and the early months of 1642. Something of
his mood in that critical period is revealed in a letter he wrote
in November 1641 to his colleagues in the House of Lords
after he had returned home from parliament. He found the
county, he wrote, full of rumours of an imminent Catholic
invasion in the wake of the Irish Rebellion which had just
exploded in Ulster. He felt that this danger was not fully
appreciated in London. 'I fear much', he wrote,
wee that live soe neere to Irelande have a bad advantage of knowing ill
tidings there sooner then you doe, and I feare your Lordships maie have
this misfortune not to be informed rightly of the whole truthe thereof ... I
am upon my guarde, and am sorrie to see neede to shut & watch these
doores that you have sometime knowne all night open without feare.

But this fear was not just of Irish Catholics. 'This poor
family', he went on, 'is in the middest of those who are much
doubted to be wellwishers to the bad designs'. The Irish
Rebellion was threatening the peace and harmony of Lancashire. The only things that prevented him from leaving were
the onset of winter and the fact that 'some doe me the honor to
saie they cannot thinke to be soe secure when I am gone'. 8
It may have been this experience of growing divisions
within Lancashire, which were threatening local peace and
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stability, that made him determined to work for some kind of
accommodation, some means of insulating Lancashire and
Cheshire from the drift towards war, and accounts for his
behaviour in the next few months as he desperately tried to
maintain the crumbling unity of county society. He turned
down parliament's offer of the lieutenancy of Cheshire and
accepted appointment as the king's lord lieutenant of Lancashire and Cheshire, but he was far from resolute in executing the king's commission of array, which was the source of
much friction in the north west as elsewhere. In Cheshire
Lord Strange responded very sympathetically to complaints
about the royalist commissioners of array who were alleged to
have plundered the houses of some gentlemen. 'I assure you',
he wrote to Richard Brereton and Hugh Wilbraham, 'there is
no direction or consent of me. But contrarywise I shall send
unto them to beware therof with this declaration that if soe
they doe contrarie to my owne request unto them I will take
part with others against them'. Indeed some Cheshire gentlemen reported that Lord Strange had declared 'himselfe so farr
in his desire of peace & resolucion to forbeare all arts of
hostility & not to goe about to disarm our County'.9 In
Lancashire he took possession of the magazines at Liverpool
and Lancaster, but the obvious division among those assembled at Fulwood Moor near Preston in June 1642, when the
commission of array was publicly read, convinced him of the
need to tread carefully. 'God forbid that we should war here
one with another', he wrote to Sir Robert Harley. Contrary to
later hostile parliamentary accounts his attempt to secure the
magazine at Manchester on 15 July 1642 appears to have been
carried out in a mood of conciliation and negotiation with the
Manchester municipal authorities and the gentlemen
appointed by the parliamentary militia ordinance. Unfortunately, these negotiations collapsed after a skirmish between
rival groups in the streets of the town.'"
The skirmish at Manchester illustrates the increasingly
difficult task faced by Lord Strange of preventing the growth
of divisions within Lancashire. Certainly by the early part of
1642 Lord Strange had lost the support of an articulate and
militant section of Protestant Lancashire opinion. This is
graphically illustrated by a document which Lord Strange
described as 'a scandalous paper' and which was presented to
parliament in February 1642. Its author was Peter Heywood,
who articulated the hostility felt by some Lancastrians for
Lord Strange. It levelled three major charges against him.
First, that Lord Strange during the election of the knight of
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the shire for the Long Parliament
came into Lancaster Castle on horseback . . . where by riding violently
against the people, overthrowing some, hurting others, by reviling and
threatening those that stood to be chosen against his liking, by procuring
the Sheriff to deny the Poll, when it was demanded, whereby the truth of
the election might appear, and to make an undue return of such as were
not legally chosen: The freedom of that Election was clearly
overthrown . . .

The second charge was that Lord Strange had acted arbitrarily and corruptly when levying men and money for the Scottish
war.
For any men of ability have usually been discharged of their arms, and
others for displeasure surcharged. That upon letters of some great person
(who then managed the state) Protestants have been by the Lord
Lieutenant discharged of the (Deputy) Lieutenancies. Recusants have
been advanced to be (Deputy) Lieutenants of principal command and
trust, and not only permitted to have arms, but persuaded to double their
arms, not only not disarmed (as by law they ought) but invested with
authority to disarm others, made masters of magazines and commanded
in public assemblies for the best subjects.

Lord Strange was also alleged to have retained arms and
horses levied for the royal army for his own use and to have
kept the army together longer than necessary after the truce
agreed with the Scots at Berwick in June 1639. The third
charge was directed not specifically at Lord Strange but at the
increasing burden of taxation for the Scottish war: over
£20,000 was said to have been levied from Lancashire 'in
illegal taxes and unnecessary expenses' in the three years
before the meeting of the Long Parliament, 'and of this £8,500
was levied in the short vacation between the two Parliaments'
(May to November 1640)." No doubt these allegations were
used to persuade the House of Commons to agree to Lord
Wharton's appointment as lord lieutenant of Lancashire and
not Lord Strange.
There is no doubt that there is some truth in the charges
made against Lord Strange. He had executed the king's
demands for men and money in Lancashire for the war
against Scotland, and he had promoted at least one Catholic,
Sir William Gerard, to the deputy lieutenancy. Lord Strange,
like his predecessors, could not afford to cut himself off from
the sizeable group of Catholic gentlemen in Lancashire.
However, there is no doubt either that Peter Heywood's
'declaration' grossly exaggerated the close identification of
Lord Strange with the crown and with royal policies. There is
much circumstantial evidence that Lord Strange had enemies,
not only among committed parliamentarians in Lancashire,
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but also among those around the king. His appointment by
the king as lord lieutenant of Lancashire and Cheshire was
said to have been opposed by some at court, and Charles 1's
decision to reject Lord Strange's suggestion of Warrington as
the place at which to raise the royal standard may have been a
victory for his enemies at court. John Seacome later recorded
the hostile rumours of courtiers, who alleged that Lord
Strange
was a Popular Man; that he was no favourer of the Court but rather a
Malecontent, that those noised Musters which he made were Preindications of his Ambitious designs; that it was dangerous trusting him with
greater Power in his Hands, who too well know his near Alliance to the
Crown that his ancestor the Lord Stanley, tho' he appeared with Richard
the III and gave his son George Lord Strange as a pledge of his Loyalty
yet turn'd the Battle against him and put the Crown upon the Head of
Henry the VII; that his Uncle Ferdinand had declared too boldly his
Pretentions to the Crown, that his Lady was a Huguenot bred up in the
Religion and Principles of the Dutch. 1J

Sir Edward Hyde's History of the Rebellion also reflects the
court's hostility to Lord Strange. He was, wrote Hyde, 'so
unactive, and through greatness of mind so uncomplying with
those who were fuller of alacrity and would have proceeded
against the enemy, or through fear so confounded'. The failure
to secure the whole of Lancashire for the king 'proceeded from
want of conduct and of a vigorous and expert commander'."
However, like the third earl of Derby in the fifteen-thirties
and (as will be seen) the ninth earl in the sixteen-eighties,
Lord Strange's poor reputation may owe less to his personal
defects than to his desperate attempts to prevent divisions
widening in Lancashire. In August he raised about 2,000 foot
soldiers from Lancashire, which were sent to join the king's
army at Shrewsbury, 14 and in the following month his forces
besieged Manchester. However, the shock of the harsh experience of civil war at first hand at that siege probably decided
him to make one further attempt to reach an accommodation.
Plans for a meeting of prominent Lancashire royalists and
parliamentarians at Bolton on 8 Octber were sabotaged by a
parliamentary veto. A second attempt to reach a neutrality
agreement in the Manchester region was made later in the
month in conjunction with Lord Kilmorrey, whose efforts
produced the well-known Cheshire neutrality treaty at Bunbury in December. 15
This attempt to hold Lancashire together (like those in
Cheshire and elsewhere) failed. In September parliamentary
articles of impeachment were drawn up against him, and
James, now seventh earl of Derby after the death of his father
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in the same month, aligned himself unreservedly with the
royalist faction in the north west. He may have done so,
however, in a mood of disillusionment and reluctance. In
December an unfriendly parliamentary source reported that
James was 'very melancholy and much perplexed about the
unadvised course that he hath run, for the last Thursday at
Warrington, at dinner, he said he was born under an unfortunate planet, and thought he thought some evill constellation
reigned at the time of his birth, with many other wordes of
passion and discomfort . . .'.' 6
After the failure of the neutrality schemes of 1642 and once
it had become clear that the Civil War was not going to be a
short affair, the earl of Derby was forced to adapt to an
entirely new set of circumstances. It is possible, however, that
even after the end of 1642 Earl James did not totally abandon
his schemes for accommodation and settlement. As will be
seen, after a short period of intensive support for the royalist
war effort he tried to regain his mediatorial role in Lancashire.
Earl James, unlike his wife, was not always a militant royalist
partisan. At the end of 1642, however, when the neutrality
and peace movement at Westminster and in the provinces had
lost its momentum, the earl temporarily wandered from the
path of conciliation and he took part in organising the royalist
financial and military administration in Lancashire. The
basic details of this were decided on by the earl and other
leading royalists at two crucial meetings on 10 and 30
December at Preston and Wigan." In the following March
and April the earl committed himself and his forces to the first
major royalist war effort in Lancashire against the parliamentary strongholds at Preston, Lancaster and Bolton. a campaign which culminated in the disastrous invasion of the
Ribble valley, where in April his forces were decisively
defeated. In startling contrast to the rising fortunes of the
major royalist armies in the north east under the earl of
Newcastle and Queen Henrietta Maria and in the south west
under Sir Ralph Hopton in the first half of 1643, the Lancashire royalist forces were dispersed and only a small army
remained undefeated in Lathom House. Earl James went to
York in the hope of persuading the queen to divert troops to
Lancashire. His mission failed, and at York he received orders
from Charles I to go to the Isle of Man to secure the island
against a parliamentary rebellion. On 15 June, with his wife
still at the besieged Lathom house, Earl James landed on the
Isle of Man, where he spent the rest of the year dealing fairly
ruthlessly with an organised opposition.'" However, he con-
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tinued to press the king and Prince Rupert for a royalist
invasion to relieve Lathom House,'" and when on 25 May
1644 Rupert and a large royalist army invaded Lancashire
Earl James joined it and took part in the subsequent victorious royalist campaign, which included the relief of the first
siege of Lathom on 27 May and overwhelming royalist
victories at Bolton and Liverpool. Western and central Lancashire were again in royalist hands.
As far as Earl James was concerned, however, the consequences must have seemed far from satisfactory. For one thing
the attack on Bolton was described by parliamentary propagandists in emotive terms as 'a massacre', and the earl s
reputation, especially among the supporters of Peter
Heywood's 'declaration' and militant Protestants in southeast Lancashire, was further blackened. The earl must have
realised that the war was driving deep wedges into Lancashire
society, which were ominous for the future (as indeed proved
to be the case). Moreover, more seriously as far as the present
was concerned, Rupert's victory in Lancashire was followed
by yet more indications of hostility by factions at court
towards the earl. Seacome believed that Earl James felt that
he had been ordered to the Isle of Man in 1643 because his
enemies at court had 'prevai'd with his Majesty to order me to
the Isle of Man, as a softer Banishment from his Presence and
their Malice'. 20 When in 1644 the earl was again ordered to go
to the Isle of Man and Rupert's nominees were put in
command in Lancashire, it is likely that Earl James interpreted this as one more slight against him. 21
This, together with the evidence of deepening divisions in
Lancashire, perhaps determined the earl to renew his efforts
for a settlement between royalists and parliamentarians in
Lancashire. After the royalist defeat at Marston Moor in July
1644 most of Lancashire, apart from Greenhalgh Castle and
Lathom House, fell again to the parliamentarians, and Earl
James opened negotiations with the parliamentary commander in Lancashire, Sir John Meldrum, who in November 1644
provided another possible motive for Earl James's waning
enthusiasm for the war. 'The King', wrote Meldrum, 'hath
beene tampering with the Archbishop of Yorke, for setting the
Bishopricke of the Isle of Man, which the Erie of Derby is
resolved never to suffer'. The earl's negotiations were suspended late in 1644, but were re-opened in September 1645
before finally collapsing a month later. 22 Clearly an obstacle to
a settlement was the earl's refusal to surrender the Isle of
Man, which continued to provide a temporary refuge for
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royalist 'delinquents', like George Lord Digby, 2 ' and in June
1646 the earl was excepted from the general provision of
pardon granted to the king's supporters in the parliamentary
Propositions sent to Charles I at Newcastle. 2 '
From 1644 to 1651 Earl James remained in the Isle of Man.
After the end of the Civil War he carried on a campaign
designed to persuade parliament both to include him in the
general amnesty granted to those who had fought for the king
and to allow him to pay a composition fine, which would
enable him to recover his estates. In February 1647 Countess
Charlotte was in London lobbying support for her husband,2"'
and in January 1649 parliament received the earl's formal
petition to compound. The failure of the earl's campaign was
not inevitable. His petition had the support of Lord Fairfax
and the earl's neutrality during the Scottish invasion of
Lancashire in 1648 could not have failed to help his cause in
the eyes of parliament. 2" The earl's petition in 1649 was
arguably the last real chance Earl James had of reaching a
settlement with parliament and so of being able to begin to
rebuild his position in Lancashire but it failed. What were the
reasons for the rejection of the petition? Many at the time and
since have stressed the importance of the earl's refusal to
surrender the Isle of Man. This was Bulstrode Whitelocke's
opinion, and Countess Charlotte believed that 'the only cause
of their (the parliamentarians') ill will to us is their desire to
have the island'. 27 Undoubtedly there is a lot in this. The earl's
defiant letter to General Henry Ireton refusing to surrender
the island had a tremendous contemporary impact and it was
printed by order of parliament to justify its continued opposition to the earl. 28 This may, however, not have been the sole
reason behind parliament's decision.
It is likely that there were two other important obstacles in
the way of a settlement. The first was the vocal militant
opinion against the earl which had existed in Lancashire since
at least 1642 and which had become more organised and
insistent during the sixteen-forties. In 1648 or 1649 a petition
was circulated in parishes in south-east Lancashire. 2'1 In it
Earl James was indicted as 'the first and principall Incendiary
of war in the counties', who in 1643 with Lord Molyneux and
Sir Thomas Tyldesley 'burned many houses shed much
precious blood and continued to plunder and wast this
countye daily'. In 1644 'he returned with Prince Ruperts
Armye and most inhumanely and unworthily at that horrid
massacre at Boulton with his own hands murthered Capt.
Bootle, a religious worthie and thrice valiant man after
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Quarter given'. The petitioners concluded that 'wee humbly
conceive our Countye being thus denied with blood cannot
otherwise be purged than by the blood of those who shed it'.
Significantly the surviving copies of the petition originated in
that part of 'puritan 1 Lancashire in which since at least the
fifteen-eighties there had been opposition to the religious
attitudes of the Stanleys. Another undated petition from the
heart of this area, Bury and Pilkington, was also drafted in
response to the 'fear if the earl should be compounded with'.
The signatories were Stanley tenants who had refused to
support the earl in the war and, as a result, they said they had
'bene exposed to the fury of the Enemye who hath plundered
them of their goods, and dealt worse with their persons than
others as they have fallen into their Hands because of their
former dependence'. 30 It is not known who organised this
petitioning campaign against the earl, but after the Restoration the eighth earl received information that two Stanley
tenants in Bury and Pilkington, Peter Seddon and his son, also
named Peter, drew up 'a petition against my Lord that he kild
Boutell wich was most untrue & lay att London to doe
mischiff against his Lordship & did make & procure a
minister or 2 in Church & Chapell to speak openly in the said
place that the blood of Boutell would lye on their heads if they
sett not there hands to the said petition'. 11 Significantly in the
sixteen-forties the Seddon family of Prestwich parish was at
the centre of an interrelated group of families of radical
Protestant views."
Perhaps this petitioning campaign was given greater credibility by the activities of the earl's wife. Countess Charlotte's
behaviour may have damaged her husband's chances of
reaching a settlement with parliament. Unlike her husband,
the countess's belligerent opposition to parliament and its
policies, displayed in her famous defence of Lathom House
during its first siege, never seems to have wavered. 31 Her
letters in the sixteen-forties to her relatives abroad testify to
her abhorrence of the consequences of the partial religious
freedom which existed in post-war England. 'Every one who
thinks he is able to preach, even women', she sneered, 'may do
so without any examination'. T am assured that, if this goes
on, in a few years the Catholic religion will be openly
professed in England: it is now very freely tolerated and the
votaries of this religion live peaceably and enjoy their
property'." This attitude gives some cogency to the many
contemporary reports of the countess's cruelty to parliamentary prisoners and to the report, for example, that she blamed
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the governor of the Isle of Man for not condemning parliamentary prisoners to be hung, drawn and quartered."
Whether true or not, these reports against the countess,
together with the violent feeling of a section of Lancashire
opinion against her husband, must have contributed to the
rejection by parliament of the earl's petition in 1649. All hopes
of a settlement between the earl and parliament vanished. In
May 1650 the earl's daughters were imprisoned in England,
because, according to Countess Charlotte, 'they are thought
to be too much liked and that people were beginning to make
applications to the Parliament in the hope that their father
might come to terms, of which I see no chance'."1
No doubt the countess encouraged her husband both to
establish contact with Charles II early in 1651 and in August
to return with a small force to join the king in Cheshire.
Significantly, the earl had not even now abandoned all
thoughts of uniting the Lancashire gentry behind him. On 18
August he and Edward Massey met a group of gentlemen and
clergymen at Warrington and urged them to forget their past
differences and unite behind him for the king. 17 It is likely,
however, that the bitterness against the earl which had built
up in the sixteen-forties made any such agreement impossible.
His subsequent short disastrous career
defeats at the battle
of Wigan Lane (25 August) and at Worcester (3 September),
followed by his capture, trial and execution at Bolton (15
October)
is well-known. Even his last minute offer on 11
October to surrender the Isle of Man was not sufficient to save
his life.
Ill
The execution of the seventh earl of Derby in 1651 marks
the nadir of Stanley influence in the north west in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: the Stanley estates were
confiscated, the head of the family was young and inexperienced, and the Stanley 'connection' was shattered. How
successfully did the eighth earl of Derby recover the Stanley
family's position in north-west England? In this task Earl
Charles was burdened with three disabilities. First, for a large
part of his life he was distracted from this task by another
(perhaps) greater aim: that of recovering his estates. I intend
to explain elsewhere my belief that successive earls of Derby in
the later seventeenth century, as well as historians from John
Seacome to Dr. Blackwood, may have exaggerated the extent
of the damage done to the Stanleys' economic fortunes by the

138
Barry Coward
depradations of the Civil War and its aftermath. There is no
doubt, however, that the eighth and ninth earls' efforts to
recover from the economic effects of sequestration
efforts
which went on until at least the sixteen-nineties
did not
help in the parallel process of recovering the family's political
and social position. Earl Charles was not helped either by the
strained relations between himself and his formidable mother.
This situation seems to have originated in 1646, when he left
the Isle of Man secretly and went to Paris and then to the Low
Countries, where he met and later married (without his
parents' consent) Helena de Rupa, whom the countess considered to be quite unsuitable. In August 1650 Countess
Charlotte set off from the Isle of Man for the Low Countries to
try to put an end to the marriage, but she was only able,
because of the political situation, to get as far as Scotland. Her
dislike of her son was compounded by the rumour that in 1650
he made peace with the English Republic. His father's will,
made in the Isle of Man before his last crossing to England,
disinherited his eldest son 'for his disobedience to his Majestic
in the matter of his marriage as his Majestic well knowes, and
for his going to joyne with the Rebells of England at this tyme
to the great Greefe of his Parrents . . .'.38 What seems in fact to
have happened is that Charles Lord Strange approached
parliament on the advice of those who argued that (as he later
wrote) 'since they were sure the Parliamentarians would never
come to terms with my father, I should do well to go over and
make terms with them on my account, which being done, my
father might enjoy his property in my name'."' This he was
able to explain when father and son met in 1651, and the two
were reconciled. But during her lifetime Countess Charlotte
never seems to have let drop her animosity both to her son,
who 'is worse than the prodigal son', and his wife, of whom
she wrote, 'there never was so malignant a nature as that
woman's, who has nothing good or pleasant about her'. 4" Even
at the Restoration mother and son quarrelled bitterly over
who should receive the profits of the Isle of Man.
Perhaps the biggest problem faced by Earl Charles, however, was the bitterness and divisions in the north west which
were part of the legacy bequeathed by the English Revolution
to Restoration England. As has been seen, Lancashire was
already before 1640 a county riven by deep religious divisions
between Catholics and Protestants. A major result of the
English Revolution was not only to deepen that division but to
open up new fissures in Lancashire society. Throughout the
country developments during the sixteen-forties and sixteen-
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fifties produced an English Protestantism that was characterised by a much greater degree of theological and denominational diversity than before 1640. Protestant groups of all
kinds, especially Presbyterians and Independents, flourished
in mid-seventeenth-century Lancashire, and consequently by
1660 the task of constructing a patronage connection that
spanned these religious divisions was even more difficult than
before 1640. Moreover, the task was made more complex by
the fact that many Protestants had collaborated with the
parliamentary and republican regimes of the last twenty years
in administering policies of confiscation, sequestration and
'decimation'. Consequently it became doubly difficult for
anyone who was both a committed Anglican and a Royalist to
forget the recent history of humiliation and suffering. This was
true of the eighth earl of Derby. An Anglican and a Royalist
he had, in order to regain his family's position as the keystone
of the local community, to bring together a divided society of
Anglicans, Protestant Dissenters and Catholics, of Royalists
and ex-parliamentarians.
Earl Charles's first real opportunity to assert his influence
in the north west came in July and August 1659, when he
supported the rebellion in Cheshire and south Lancashire led
by Sir George Booth. 43 This was part of a projected nationwide
rising organised by John Lord Mordaunt. However, as events
were to prove, influential opinion in England was not yet
ready to abandon the Protectorate and return to the rule of the
Stuarts. 43 The rebellion never materialised in other parts of the
country, and clearly some people realised how hopeless were
the rebellion's chances in the north west. 44 The rebels were
divided. Booth had served as a J.P. and M.P. during the
sixteen-fifties, and had not helped the king in 1648, 1651 or
1655. Even in 1659 he never declared himself openly for the
king, but was probably aiming to secure enough power to
impose stringent conditions on Charles II when he was
restored. In this he was clearly at odds with Anglican loyalists
like the eighth earl of Derby. Booth 'was furious when he
learned that some of the Lancashire insurgents had proclaimed Charles at Warrington'. 45 Lacking any support outside
the north west the rebellion was easily crushed, and Booth
and the earl were captured and imprisoned. The rebellion,
however, does seem to have received support from a wide
spectrum of opinion among the important sections of the
landowning classes of Lancashire and Cheshire: Presbyterians
and Anglicans, Royalists and ex-parliamentarians. When he
was released from prison in December 1659 Earl Charles was
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evidently optimistic about the immediate future. 'The hearts
of the people generally are (now) set upon the king', he wrote,
and 'even in the great eclipse of my own fortunes . . . my
neighbours have not cast off their respects to our family'. 41'
This opinion was echoed by a correspondent of Sir Edward
Hyde, who reported that 'all the gentry in those parts . . .
except those formerly in arms for the Parliament would
willingly follow him (the earl) . . . His reputation is now
higher than ever'. 47 As will be seen this view receives some
confirmation from the history of the sixteen-sixties. By the
time of his death in 1672 Earl Charles had restored his family
to a position of major importance in the government and
society of north-west England. However, the restoration was
not as complete or achieved as easily as it might have been.
The root cause of this was the earl's failure (unlike, for
example, the third earl of Derby in 1536) to follow a policy of
'healing and settling' and reconciliation, which would have
allowed the wounds of county society incurred during the
English Revolution to heal.
It is hardly surprising that this was the case. It would have
been remarkable if Earl Charles had been able to forget the
bitterness of the immediate past. Neither his mother nor his
wife appear to have been women inclined to tolerance.
Immediately after the Restoration Countess Dowager Charlotte petitioned the House of Lords that those guilty of her
husband's 'murder' should be brought to justice. In July 1660
she was, she wrote, 'engaged ... in pursuing the pretended
judges of Monsieur my late husband, and I hope to have
justice on them'.*8 In 1665 Countess Helena felt that an
ex-Stanley servant in the Isle of Man had been wrongly
convicted of murder by 'a jury of sequestrators'. 49 Earl
Charles, though, did not need those around him to keep alive
the bitter memories of the sixteen-fifties and the humiliations
suffered by him and his family. His determination to get
revenge was no doubt stiffened both by his loyalty to the
Church of England,"' and by the refusal of Charles II to give
him support in his campaign to recover estates lost to noted
supporters of the parliamentary and republican regimes of the
sixteen-fifties. The earl participated in a great wave of militant
Anglican loyalism that swept the country in the first years of
the Restoration.
The immediate victim of Earl Charles's vindictiveness was
William Christian, who had seized the Isle of Man from the
countess of Derby in 1651 and handed it over to the English
Republic. The earl considered Christian's actions doubly
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heinous: a sin against God and 'very Instrumentall to the
death of the Lord of that land'. When Christian returned to
the Isle of Man in 1662 the earl excepted him from the general
pardon he had granted to all Manxmen. During October 1662
depositions were taken at Castles Peel and Rushen implicating Christian in the 1651 rebellion, and in November an
indictment of treason was drawn up against him. Seven
members of the House of Keys who had supported Christian
were deprived of their offices. In December, after Christian
refused to answer the indictment against him, the lieutenant
governor of the island ordered the deemsters to sentence him
to death, and on 2 January 1663 the sentence was carried out
by a firing squad at Hango Hill. The earl never disguised his
desire 'to revenge his father's bloud', and to his critics who
charged him with arbitrary behaviour against Christian he
had an apparently strong legal defence. In the last speech
attributed to him Christian claimed that he had not returned
to the island until he had been assured that the Act of
Indemnity, which pardoned all but fifty of those who had
opposed the king or who had taken part in the Interregnum
governments, applied to the Isle of Man. This the earl denied,
re-iterating the precedent that the island had never been
'taken antiently as a part of England (though in homage and
subjection to it)', and that therefore the Act of Indemnity was
invalid in the Isle of Man."
The earl seems to have pursued a similar policy in Lancashire, where he aligned himself with Anglican royalists
against anyone tainted with a history of collaboration with the
parliamentary and republican regimes of the recent past. All
Dissenters, Protestants and Catholics alike, were smeared as
regicides and subversives. This was an attitude shared by
many M.P.s in the Cavalier Parliament, which by the Corporation Act of 1662 gave Charles II the power to exclude and
re-appoint the officials of all town corporations. When the
commissioners for Lancashire under this Act met at Lancaster
in October 1662 Earl Charles proposed as a general principle
'that all such as ever had beene against the King & had given
noe testimony of theire loyalty before his Majesty's happy
restauration should notwithstanding they be willing to subscribe, & take the othes appointed by the Act be turned out'. 52
The earl appears to have tried to impose this rule in Preston,
where he supported a campaign to remove the mayor, John
Hodgkinson, who, among other things, was alleged to have
'procured a peece of gold of the Commonwealths stampe
which he boastingly gave out was coyned of the late Kings
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crowne'. What motivated Alexander Rigby of Aspull, who
spoke for the mayor and others before the privy council, was
(or so said his enemies) merely hatred of the earl of Derby.
Rigby was supposed to have said that 'in what business soever
hee the said Erie did appeare in hee would oppose him to the
utmost of his power'. 33 The earl, however, succeeded in
bringing the Preston corporation into outward conformity,
because, when in October 1662 he visited Preston, all the
town officials made public declarations against the Presbyterian Solemn League and Covenant.'14 In county affairs, too,
the earl of Derby as lord lieutenant of Lancashire was a
zealous official, continually pressing his deputy lieutenants to
take meausure to round up Dissenters and others suspected of
plotting against the regime and to keep the militia in constant
readiness against such plots, real or imagined." Earl Charles's
reaction to the news of the Great Fire of London in 1666
illustrates his rabidly Anglican attitude which saw a Catholic
or Presbyterian conspiracy behind all disasters. 'The late sad
and dismal fire of the late famous city of the Christian world',
he wrote, 'cannot but have soe great an Influence everywhere
that it concerns us all to looke about us especially considering
it is very probable that it comes not immediately from the
hand of God, but the wicked attempts of wicked and mercilesse enemies to the King and his Dominions'. 5"
However understandable this attitude was, given the sufferings of his family in the sixteen-forties and sixteen-fifties, there
is no doubt that it contributed to a change in the position of
the earls of Derby in late seventeenth-century Lancashire
compared with that in pre-Civil War Lancashire. Earl Charles's views made him unsuited to fill the dual role played by
the seventh earl and his predecessors, as a bridge between the
court and the country and between different factions within
the county. One major consequence of Earl Charles's record
of militant Anglicanism was a period of strained relations
between the earl and the crown. Partly this was caused by the
king's dislike of the intolerant position adopted by people like
the earl of Derby. Whatever doubts there may be about the
earl of Clarendon's real motives at the Restoration, there are
none about the king's. Charles II was sincere in wanting his
ministers to adopt a lenient attitude to ex-parliamentarians
and a tolerant policy towards Dissenters. Consequently on a
number of occasions the earl of Derby and the king found
themselves at odds." According to Adam Martindale it was
only Charles II's intervention, via his minister Clarendon,
that prevented Earl Charles from persecuting Martindale, a
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nonconformist. 38 Later in 1666 the king wrote to the earl
ordering him not to harrass the Tyldesley and Molyneux
families, two of the most prominent Catholic families in
Restoration Lancashire, 'to satisfy any private passion of his
own'. 59 In the early years after the Restoration the king also
found fault with other aspects of the earl's behaviour in
Lancashire. In 1662 and 1663 Charles II questioned the earl's
choice of three deputy lieutenants, Sir Edward Moseley,
Thomas Preston and William Bankes, although, complained
Earl Charles, 'this is the only example of any recommendation
of persons against the inclination of the Lord Livetenant'.''"
Moreover, although the earl was made sole lord lieutenant of
Lancashire, he had to share the lieutenancy of Cheshire with
Lord Brereton, and in November 1662 the earl was summoned to court because of the king's displeasure." 1 However,
undoubtedly the most important source of friction between
the earl and the king in the sixteen-sixties, apart from the
Stanley estates, was the Christian case. Before his execution in
January 1663 Christian had sent a petition to the privy
council, which considered it on 9 January 1663, unaware that
Christian had been executed a week before. The council had
no hesitation in accepting the opinion of the attorney general
that Christian ought to be pardoned. Therefore, when it
learned what had happened to Christian the council summoned the earl and six of his Manx officers to appear before it
to account for their actions. On 15 July the case was heard
before the privy council, the lord chief justice of the king's
bench and the lord chief baron of the exchequer. The earl
excused himself by arguing that the order to stay Christian's
execution was received by him after it had taken place; and he
defended his officers by maintaining that Christian's 'crimes'
were not covered by the Act of Indemnity. The ultimate
decision of the privy council, however, brushed these arguments aside: the Act of Indemnity was deemed to extend to
the Isle of Man, two of Christian's judges were kept in prison,
and arrangements were made to compensate Christian's
family.62
Earl Charles's activities brought him into conflict with the
crown; they also exacerbated existing divisions in the north
west and so made it more difficult than ever for the Stanley
family to pose as the undisputed head of the local community
there. This is illustrated by the political battle that developed
in the sixteen-sixties between the earl and two of his deputy
lieutenants, Sir Roger Bradshaigh and Colonel Richard Kirkby, whom Earl Charles desperately and vainly tried to get
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ejected from their offices. What seems to have been at the root
of this battle is that Bradshaigh and Kirkby were too tolerant
of Dissent, both Protestant and Catholic, for the earl's liking.
Though (according to George Fox) Kirkby adopted a harsh
attitude to Quakers in the Lancaster area, he probably was
not as zealous in his persecution of Dissenters as was Earl
Charles. He certainly opposed the earl's hard line on the
regulation of corporations." Bradshaigh came from a prominent Lancashire Catholic family, but as a minor in 1641 he was
introduced into the household of the earl of Derby and there
brought up as a Protestant, partly in the Isle of Man, 'where
(according to the sermon given at his funeral) the principles
he had already imbibed were soon cultivated and improved
under the unbrage of that religious, loyal and great man (the
seventh earl)'. Yet, while remaining an Anglican, after 1660
Bradshaigh made little secret of his desire to protect his
Catholic relatives and friends from the full force of the militant
Anglican reaction of the sixteen-sixties."' In July 1662 the
earl's smouldering hatred of Bradshaigh flared when the latter
failed to inform him that he was writing to the secretary of
state, Edward Nicholas, about the militia. What made matters worse was that the earl took Bradshaigh's letter to
London himself, not knowing its contents. The earl's sarcasm
was thinly veiled when he later wrote to Bradshaigh: 'here
after you neede not be so shie as to conceale the argument of
such letters as you make mee the messenger, if not to send
them mee with a flying scale which will be more mannerly,
and truly as discreete . . ,'.65
Earl Charles's partisan attitude in the factional politics of
Restoration Lancashire (unlike the bipartisan policy of previous earls) meant that he left the way open for a challenge to
be made to the Stanleys' supremacy in Lancashire. Significantly in October 1662 the earl wrote to Secretary of State
Henry Bennett that Bradshaigh and Kirkby 'have made it
theire businesse to perswade those that know them not, that
they are the Leaders & Managers of the affections, & interests
of the Gentry of this County of Lancashire, whereby they have
gotten this advantage that what they say is represented as the
voice of the whole county, & because I want the good word of
these two, the King is perswaded I am last in the affections of
the gentry here, which, I doe assure you is soe farr from
true . . .'. The earl went on to allege that Bradshaigh and
Kirkby had had 'a designe of making an interest (wherein
they failed) in the year 1660: to advance the Lord Gerard of
Brandon to be his Majesty's lieutenant of Lancashire'.66
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Certainly at the end of 1662 Kirkby was in close contact with
Lord Brandon, and Richard Leigh reported to Secretary
Bennett that the rumour among 'many persons of Quality' in
Cheshire was that Lord Brandon might replace the earl of
Derby and Lord Brereton as lord lieutenant of the county."7
The rumour was unfounded, but it is significant that speculation about challenges to the power of the earl of Derby were
being voiced. In at least one case, in Liverpool, the challenge
became a reality rather than a rumour. In the mayoral
election of 1669 in Liverpool the earl had to intervene
forcefully in order to secure the election of his nominee,
Edward Moore. But in the parliamentary election in the
following year 'Derby's influence', in the opinion of a recent
investigator of the history of Restoration Liverpool, 'was not
an active factor'.""
IV
Ought one, then, to conclude that, as far as the social and
political influence of the earls of Derby is concerned, a 'crisis
of the aristocracy' occurred in the period after the Restoration? I think that 'crisis' is much too extreme a word to use to
describe the changes in the balance of power that took place in
the north west after 1660. As has been seen, the local influence
of the earls of Derby had always been limited to a certain
extent. Although the new religious and political divisions that
appeared in the Restoration period posed problems for the
eighth earl of Derby, it would be an exaggeration to magnify
them into a 'crisis'. On the death of Lord Brereton in 1664
Earl Charles became sole lord lieutenant of Lancashire and
Cheshire. The early tension within the lieutenancy between
Bradshaigh, Kirkby and the earl appears to have subsided.
On 22 July 1666 after a meeting at Preston to organise the
militia, Robert Roper, a faithful Stanley servant, reported that
'there is very great harmony' between his lord and the
gentry."9 It is likely that when Earl Charles died in 1672,
despite the setbacks suffered during the revolutionary period
and after, the Stanleys were still a major influence in the social
and political life of north-west England.
It would be misleading, however, to end on a note which
stresses the continuity between the periods before 1640 and
after 1660. For a time after 1660 a change in the balance of
power in the politics and society of the north west did take
place. The eight, ninth and tenth earls of Derby did fail to
maintain the same kind of regional supremacy that the third,
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fourth, fifth and sixth earls had enjoyed in the century or so
before 1640. This fact and the reasons for it (had perhaps also
the temporary nature of the change) become clearer if the
history of the earls of Derby is pursued beyond 1672. The
period between the early sixteen-seventies and the early
seventeen-twenties in England was punctuated by episodes of
severe political controversy. On two occasions during that
time
the Exclusion Crisis 1679-81 and the period immediately after the death of Queen Anne in 1714
so deep
were the political and religious divisions within the English
ruling classes that some at the time feared that renewed civil
war would break out. The north west of England was not
insulated from these divisive conflicts, and consequently the
earls of Derby were presented with a much more acute version
of a dilemma that had troubled their predecessors in the
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries: if they attempted to
hold the middle ground between different factions there was
always the possibility that (like the seventh earl) their reputations would suffer among the committed at both ends of the
political-religious spectrum; on the other hand, if they took a
firm stance and committed themselves to one faction, then
(like the eighth earl at times after 1660) a challenge to their
local leadership was probable. The major difference between
the periods before 1640 and after 1660 is that, whereas in the
earlier period earls of Derby had been able to follow the first
course fairly successfully (albeit uncomfortably), after 1660
this became increasingly difficult. This seems to me to be the
key to a proper understanding of the roles of the ninth and
tenth earls of Derby down to about 1720.
Disparaging remarks about William, ninth earl of Derby,
by contemporaries and by modern historians are fairly common. The earl's companion-tutor on his extended Grand Tour
of Europe, Thomas Fairfax, wrote despairingly about his
charge: 'I hope we may persuade him to something of reason
till he comes of age; but what happens after, God knows'. 70
'Weak-kneed' is one of the adjectives used by Professor
Western to describe Earl William. Professor Hosford has
written recently about the earl's 'indecisiveness' and 'lack of
nerve', and Dr. Glassey characterises him as 'ineffectual' and
a man of 'somewhat colourless personality'. 71 Certainly Earl
William's character was not free of blemishes. His behaviour
when on his Grand Tour was irresponsible in the extreme,
even by lax contemporary standards. Later on, his treatment
of his wife left much to be desired. He may also have had
personality traits that flawed his public as well as his private
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life. However, it is likely that the nature of Earl William's
character is of lesser importance in explaining his actions
during times of political crisis than the dilemma I have
outlined. As the political nation in the north west (as elsewhere) split on the question of the possibility of a Catholic
monarch, the political life of anyone in Earl William's position
would have been very difficult indeed.
By upbringing, by marriage and probably also by inclination he was an Anglican Tory. He married Elizabeth, granddaughter of the first duke of Ormond, who was the epitome of
the Cavalier-Anglican-Tory political tradition in Restoration
England. Ormond was appointed his guardian during his
minority. Roger Kenyon believed that Earl William was as
committed to the Church of England as had been his father.
'He is not sway'd with the violent humour of this impetuous
age', he wrote, 'and discourses of the high flyers of either side
find no hearty entertainment with him. Hee is faithfully loyall
and a true son of the Church of England; free from fanaticising
and farr from popery as any subject whatsoever'. 72 Hand in
hand with such views went commitment to the monarchy and
the hereditary succession. However, in the case of Earl
William two considerations must have run counter to his loyal
and conservative instincts. Like many Anglican Tories he was
deeply worried by the prospect of the succession of the
Catholic James duke of York to the throne. More particularly,
Earl William realised that there was powerful support in the
north west for the Whig cause of Exclusion
the exclusion of
York from the succession
support which was centering
round two families that were potential rivals of his own in
south Lancashire and north Cheshire, the Booths of Dunham
Massey and the Gerards of Halsall. The head of the former,
Sir George Booth, had been created Baron Delamere in 1661
as a reward for his part in the rising of 1659, but by the late
sixteen-seventies he was a Whig, as was his son, Henry Booth,
who committed himself even more enthusiastically (one might
say, even more fanatically) than did his father to the Whig
cause. Charles Gerard of Halsall, created Viscount Brandon
and earl of Macclesfield in 1679, had a far more impeccable
pedigree of royalist support than Sir George Booth, but by the
late sixteen-seventies he and his son and namesake had also
become critical of Charles II's implacable refusal to consider
his natural son, the duke of Monmouth, as his successor
instead of his brother, York. Concern about these possible
rivals to his regional influence may have weighed heavily in
Earl William's mind in the years between 1678 and 1688 and
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contributed to his dilatory behaviour during the Exclusion
Crisis and the Glorious Revolution.
So ambiguous and cautious were Earl William's actions
during the Exclusion Crisis that evidence about them is very
thin and difficult to interpret. Given the grave danger of being
accused of treason, run by those like the Booths and Gerards
who openly associated with the duke of Monmouth and
entertained him in their house, it is not surprising that the earl
took great care to cover his tracks. Yet there are indications
that in 1681 and 1682 he did not follow the strict antiExclusionist line that he was encouraged to take by some. The
duke of Ormond wrote in September 1681 that 'I have heard
that when the election of Parliament men in Cheshire was in
agitation he (the earl) did not side with the better party (the
anti-Exclusionist Tories). ;i In an earlier letter written the
previous month by the duke inviting the earl to visit him in
Kilkenny the duke's anger at the earl's equivocal behaviour
was barely concealed: 'nor was my desire of seeing you limited
to the bare satisfaction I promised myself in your conversation, though that would have been very delightful to me, but
(he went on ominously) I was in hope by freedom and
sincerity of discourse to have said something to you that you
would not have been the worse to have heard ... I cannot but
fear business and difficulties were represented to you greater
than they were to prevent the interview, and that for ends
different from mine and not calculated to your lordship's true
interest'. 74 One can hardly blame the earl for refusing such an
invitation, especially since he persisted in the following
months in trying to paper over cracks between Whigs and
Tories in the north west. In May 1682 he sponsored a loyal
address to the king, which included a sop to the Exclusionists.
The earl was pleased at the response, since, as he wrote, 'there
are more hands to it than I expected, considering the diversity
of opinions the gentlemen are of in this country'." Neither
Ormond nor the king shared Earl William's enthusiasm, but
they were not in the earl's position of trying to find common
ground between 'the diversity of opinions' held by the gentlemen of Lancashire and Cheshire.
The best
though most frustrating
example of Earl
William's aims is during the visit of the duke of Monmouth to
Cheshire in September 1682: best, because it illustrates the
depths of the division on the Exclusion issue in the north west
which the earl was trying to bridge; frustrating, because the
whole episode is clouded by contradictory evidence. What is
clear, however, is that Earl William paid little heed to
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Ormond's advice not to have any written or verbal contact
with Monmouth and instead 'to find occasion to be from him
all the time he shall be there'. 7" While some loyal gentlemen
prepared a meeting of armed supporters in Delamere Forest to
take on Monmouth if necessary, Earl William was very lax in
organising the militia and complaints from Tory gentlemen in
Cheshire about the earl were long and insistent. Government
informers, too, hinted darkly at the possibility of the earl's
unfaithfulness as lord lieutenant. Above all, although the earl
and his friends strove to defend themselves against such
allegations, there is no doubt that he did not disassociate
himself as clearly as he might have done from Monmouth. He
may not have talked to Monmouth at the Wallasey Races in
September 1682 (as some of his enemies alleged), but in the
view of Tories like Ormond he ought not even to have been
there. 77 Earl William obviously felt that it was necessary to
risk losing the king's favour in order to try to continue to keep
some contact with Monmouth's supporters in Lancashire and
Cheshire.
Caution and ambiguity also characterise Earl William's
behaviour in 1688, when again the earl's activities were in line
with the Stanley tradition of following a moderate course.
Contemporary accusations that he acted in 1688 'as conning
as his predecessor in Crouchback Richard's time' are misleading. The earl's primary motive was probably not the cynical
one of merely holding back in order to see which way events
would turn. His main concern was to unite as many sections of
Protestant opinion as possible behind him, instead of following the extreme, headlong policy of Henry Booth, second
Baron Delamere. As Professor Hosford writes, 'taking up
arms under the leadership of a man (Delamere) so totally
committed to the prince's (William of Orange's) cause was a
risky business, and men of substance could hardly be expected
to take the gamble unless there was an established element of
trust and similarity of outlook'. 7" This helps to make intelligible Earl William's alternative approach of acting cautiously
and so trying to lead a wider section of opinion than Delamere
represented. Professor Hosford has told the story of the earl's
activities at the end of 1688
his links with the Cockpit circle
round Princess Anne, which was preparing for William of
Orange's invasion, his negotiations via Bishop Compton with
Delamere to co-ordinate support for William in the north, and
his extremely dilatory behaviour in contrast to Delamere's
impetuousity. 7" My only amendment to that account is to
suggest the the earl's behaviour was not occasioned by 'lack of
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nerve', but is primarily explicable in terms of his overriding
ambition to unite Protestant Lancashire and Cheshire behind
him and not to imitate the partisan policy of Delamere. The
risks taken by Delamere in 1688 were much greater than those
taken by the earl, but so too were the potential rewards open
to him. William III rewarded Delamere with the lord lieutenancy of Cheshire, and Charles Gerard Lord Brandon, the
earl of Macclesfield's son, became lord lieutenant of Lancashire despite his temporary collaboration with James II.
This was obviously a disastrous outcome as far as the earl of
Derby was concerned. Thereafter Earl William, and then after
1702 his brother, James tenth earl of Derby, were much more
openly aligned with factions in Lancashire and Cheshire (earl
William with the Tories and Earl James with the Whigs) than
ever previous earls had been. In the period immediately after
the Glorious Revolution the earls of Derby became merely one
of a number of people challenging for the rule of Lancashire
and Cheshire.
Was the diminished importance of the earls of Derby in the
government and society of later seventeenth-century Lancashire and Cheshire permanent? It is possible that it was not.
Even in the period after 1714, when the party contest between
Whigs and Tories was bitterly fought, there are indications
that the Whig tenth earl of Derby did not abandon all efforts
to maintain contacts with Lancashire Tories like the Kenyons.
This, it has been suggested may be an explanation for Earl
James's sometimes ambivalent approach to local affairs."0 If
this is the case, then such contacts would have been easier to
maintain and extend after the accession of George I, when the
issues which had fuelled the political conflicts of the period
before 1714 rapidly cooled." 1 This perhaps ensured that
eighteenth-century earls of Derby were able to revive their
family's social and political influence after the temporary
reverses of the later seventeenth century. That, however, is a
tentative conclusion that needs to be tested by detailed work
on Lancashire history in the eighteenth century.
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