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In 1963, Jack Scarisbrick and I found ourselves seated about a table in a post-lunchtime pub on the Mile End Road as we wrestled with what title my thesis should be given. Finally I dug out both my short version and my full synopsis, thrust it into his hands and asked him to read it afresh while I refreshed our pints. When I returned, Jack looked up at me and said, ‘You know, Marcus, this is really rather old-fashioned history that you’re doing here’. He was right. My approach was purely narrative and biographical: bang-bang history with a storyline and a string of anecdotes. Not a word about the growth of professions, the gentry, MPs, medicine or technology. Literary rates and political thought figured nowhere. It was utterly innocent of popular social movements, economic theory or sociological analysis. ‘What else’, I riposted, ‘did Thycycides write? Or Bede? Or Gibbon?’ Jack gravely responded that none of those men would be viva-ed by an examining board of the University of London. We concocted a title which, however convoluted and prolix, satisfied the committee and allowed me to do what I really wanted to do, which was to ride steam trains between Edinburgh and London and London and Paris. All of Paris’s trams had gone before the 1940 occupation (I made do with those in Brussels, Amsterdam and den Haag), but its buses still had balconies and the equipment on its fabled Metro would have made Jules Verne smile. And then life struck: a temporary job, a RHS Gold Medal, a Fellowship, a permanent post, a house, a marriage and children.


This is the result, still rather old-fashioned. But I hope that in the intervening years I have learned something beyond the narrative approach and that the result not only contributes to knowledge about this topic, but also entertains while at the same time teaching. If it does, I shall be well content.


Marcus Merriman


Wythenshawe


Manchester


7th Oct. 2000




Conventions


FOOTNOTES


Footnotes are at the bottom of the page of the item in the text to which the citation refers. This is not crusty ancien-régime academic propriety (scholarly apparatus we used to call it) in operation: it is central to the whole exercise. The facile argument that they just get in the way of the general reader and somehow break up the flow of the prose is nonsense and was so when John Neale, as he was in 1936, first proposed it to Jonathan Cape. One should not be surprised that Neale made the suggestion. That Cape accepted it is, however, food for thought.


Publishing costs for scholarly monographs, during the last phase of hot metal-type printing (c. 1965–1990), then made their employment prohibitively expensive, especially as the convention was that they adhere to the page, but be in a much lower font size. There also emerged the argument (self-serving in reality) that the page as a page looked prettier without all those squiggly bits at the bottom. Also, since printers could no longer cope with squeezing all the references into whatever space could be found at the bottom (as in Donaldson’s James V–VII), single-line entries gobbled up too much room and left too many gaps. There thus emerged the egregious placing of the authentication of one’s scholarship either at the end of each chapter (ever tedious to locate) or at the end of the main body of the text: after the appendices and bibliography, but before the index. This, too, was time-consuming, especially as no one had the sense to number the footnotes by chapter location or to give the chapter numbers in the running titles at the top of every alternative page of text. With the emergence of computer publishing, however, whereby authors can give to their printers a read-only disk with pages fully formatted, the hot-type cost argument no longer applies.


Most manuscript sources (but not those for national repositories) will contain the notation ‘MS’, location (most of which have accepted abbreviations), then the most recent folio number (indicated by ‘fo.’ and ‘fos.’, but ‘r’ = recto for facing side of the MS is not applied, but ‘v’ = verso for back of the facing side, will be). Virtually all printed primary source collections have an agreed abbreviation and I shall follow the conventions of the Scottish Historical Review. Most references, unless otherwise stated (viz. LP, CSP Scot., RSS), will be to page numbers without ‘p.’ or ‘pp.’. In the bibliography for published primary sources, the initial letter of the first principal word, or the initial letter of the abbreviation, will determine its alphabetical location.


As to the form of secondary source citations, again I shall employ a compromise between the older tradition which is difficult for readers to use and the new, ugly, norm: surname of author and date. I believe that a critical element in the appreciation of the historian’s craft is when a book was written; I thus always cite the date in a text’s first mention. Thereafter, since a full bibliography exists, all secondary sources will be cited by the surname of the author, followed by an obvious short title (italicised for books, enclosed by quotation marks for articles or unpublished theses), then page number. Full scholarly apparatus (place of location, editor, date, etc.) can easily be divined from the bibliography where all sources are listed alphabetically by abbreviation or surname of author.


DATINGS


As is widely appreciated, early modern Europeans operated a variety, sometimes bewildering, of dating conventions, secular, regal, parliamentary-statute and church or, perhaps one should say, ecclesiastical. The bulk of the correspondence for this work was dated by secular convention: day, month, year. However, different conventions applied to when the ‘New Year’, as what may be called a dating of account (see concept of money of account below), commenced.


Although most European societies accepted 1 January as ‘New Year’s Day’ when celebrations were mounted, presents exchanged and honours bestowed, English and Scottish secretaries only applied the new year’s actual numerical date after 25 March, the Feast of the Annunciation. In France, the new year was deemed to begin after Easter, which at least has a certain logic, but makes life even more irksome for the modern researcher. Normally, around Eastertide, French scribes made a notation: ‘avant pacques’ or ‘apres pacques’, but so often they got it wrong, just as we do in January when writing our first cheques.


This could lead to the most appalling confusions by editors ignorant of this convention, as happened when the first volume of the Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth arranged all documents according to the date as written at their bottoms. Thus events which actually happened in January 1559 were placed in the section for January 1558. This led to the scholarly practice of double-date citation: ‘5 January 1549/50’ which recognised that the letter said it was written in 1549, but we know that it refers to events occurring in the month after December 1549. That, too, is somewhat ugly. Thus, in common with most works since the late 1960s, all dates will appear in their modern form: 5 January 1550.


NAME USAGE


Just as there are complexities over darings, so too over proper surnames and placenames. The convention 40 years ago was to anglicise: thus ‘Henry II of France’. Recently, it has become fashionable to render surnames in their original language: thus ‘Henri II’ or ‘Marie de Guise-Lorraine’, but is he in an English essay ‘King of France’ or ‘roi de France’ (should I render in English his title, his name in French?). But should not Charles V thus be cited as Karl V or even Carlos I? This is an acute issue with dukes and seigneurs: Claude due de Guise or Claude Duke of Guise? I have decided to employ modern English for all the major figures: thus Charles V, Henry II of France and Mary of Guise.


Where the issue becomes more complicated is over the spelling of other surnames. Whereas d’Oysel has always been known in Scottish and French historiography as Henri Cleutin, sieur d’Oysel, current practice (you spell their name the way they did then) means his most recent biographer transcribes his name as ‘Clutin d’Oisel’. I did something similar in 1986 when I stopped referring to James Henderson, but instead spelt him as ‘Henrisoun’.


The issue does not end there. For some place-names, there is no trouble: Paris and Orléans are identical in English and French. But is it Lyon or Lyons, Cologne or Köln? And what of James Hamilton, Duke of Châtelherault (and sometimes without the circumflex over the a). No such place-name exists in modern France: it is Châtellerault in my SNCF timetable and Larousse. Consistency is thus almost impossible. I shall adopt the practice of using the style of the country of the personage’s principal residence. But I am constrained to call James Hamilton: Duke of Châtelherault. Despite the practice of Marie-Noel Baudouin-Matusek (Henri Clutin, sieur d’Oisel), I will stick with the normal Scottish and English rendering: Cleutin and d’Oysel. I apologise for all of this.


QUOTATION CONVENTIONS


Books should make their wisdoms available to the widest of general, intelligent, interested readerships. To make one’s research widely accessible it is now my firm conviction that all quotations should be given in modern spelling and in English. However, in a thoroughly academic history, all quotes from original sources properly should be in the original, i.e. as they were penned (or printed) in, say, 1548. I have thus tried to give the quotations in the original: not just for flavour, but for a more intimate sense of how they thought and spoke then.


This, however, is much easier said than done. Anyone examining the utterly meticulous edition of, say, Gladys Dickinson will immediately see how thorny printing a manuscript can be, given their (and note well: our) propensity to delete passages and to use shorthand abbreviations. Moreover, they often used different letters than we do today. Have a look at one of the nobler attempts to put manuscript sources into print, The Acts of the Parliaments of Scotland, 1124–1707, which appeared between 1812 (the original volume had so many errors it had to be suppressed and completely reprinted) and 1875. The editor, Thomas Thomson (1768–1852), a close friend of Sir Walter Scott, replicated every letter, abbreviation and word as it appears in the original register (necessitating the creation of numerous one-off typefaces). The result was something quite remarkable: a book which in effect meant one could destroy the original with no loss to scholarship (expect perhaps the study of palaeography on the one hand and calligraphy on the other). It is beautiful, but also a nightmare: noisome for the modern reader to read and almost impossible for a modern publisher to print. Further problems exist, given how eyewrenching sixteenth-century Scots can be at first (it = ed; and = ing; quh = wh, not to mention a plethora of vocabulary no longer current).


Geoffrey Elton always admonished his research students: ‘always go back to the original manuscript’ and give all quotes as you find them there. That is to say: do not completely trust those assiduous nineteenth-century editors whose labours are most spectacularly seen in the monumental Calendar of the Letters and Papers Foreign and Domestic of the Reign of Henry VIII, which was edited (initially) by the redoubtable J.S. Brewer. Between 1852 and 1910, he and his hard-working colleagues pounded out 21 (many double) volumes which attempted to place in the hands of researchers everything they could find, anywhere, relating to the king’s reign. Place-names and surnames were rendered as in the original, so too the more important, colourful or obscure quotations, but the bulk of their renderings were in contemporary English with modern spelling. Professor Elton’s advice was and is quite shrewd, but in real-life research it has not been possible to follow such a counsel of perfection. I often simply have not been able to consult the original.


Hence, for English and Scottish quotations, my policy will be somewhat inconsistent: I render as I found it in the source given in the relevant footnote. In situations where the LP version with modern spelling is the only one I have been able to consult, the quotation will be in modern spelling.


Yet another consideration is the fact that our story is one-quarter to one-third French. People simply do not read French in 2000 as they did in 1962 when I first began this study. Again, rendering in French all of the letters of Mary to her mother or those of her mother to her brothers would simply result in their not being read, or understood, by the majority of the people for whom this book is intended. Given that situation, I shall give a translation (unless it’s blindingly obvious) when I have to quote the original for colour or because its meaning is open to interpretation. I am only too aware that some of my translations are rather loose and even colloquial. I hope purists will not mind too much.


When it comes to rendering documents from the original, I shall modernise ‘minims’ and extend all abbreviations. To take minims first: sixteenth-century scribes (printers are a slightly different problem) did not make distinctively different writings for ii nor for u, v, n. They simply wrote two undotted ‘i’s (and they rarely dotted the i): a minim is thus what Hector describes as ‘short perpendicular strokes which in varying numbers compose the manuscript letters i (often equivalent to j)’. So for any of the above, what appears in the manuscript source is ‘ii’. Our problem is thus readily apparent: what does one make of three = iii? iv, iu, in, m, ui, vi, ni? Four ‘i’s could be un, im, nu, mi or (and here hold onto your hat) the number ‘4’. Although Arabic numbers were becoming fashionable, most writers in the 1540s counted in Roman/Latin numbers: hence vi (or vj) = 6; xx = 20 and xx with iiij superscripted = 20 × 4=80. Six i must be ‘ium’, a frequently occurring word-ending. But it could be mm, nnn, uun. Thus, for much of the time, one imposes on the calligraphy one’s hunch, what one friend called ‘knowing what they wrote before you read the document yourself’. In other words, if the minims fit the most likely word, use it. My practice will be always to transcribe the word into its nearest modern equivalent.


As for word contractions or abbreviations, again one must impose one’s own hunch as to what the fellow in question ‘meant’ to write. The most obvious example is our oldest of friends, current still today, the ‘y’ = ‘th’. No one then ever meant for one second to actually say ‘yeee’ when they wrote ‘ye’. They meant ‘the’. I will thus always extend ‘y’ to read as ‘th’. As to ‘quh’ for ‘wh’, I am stuck. I like ‘quh’.


As for quotations from sixteenth-century printed sources (broadsheets, proclamations, pamphlets, books), again I shall extend abbreviations. For printed works, the problem is not the employment of minims, but the contemporary availability of typefaces on the day when the book was being composed. Printers did not mean to print ‘Vnion’ when obviously the word is ‘Union’. Or ‘Iames’ for ‘James’, etc. They simply had run out of Us in their typeface tray that day and used an alternative which they knew their readers would recognise. Modern readers as less tolerant and thus, although I will be guilty of a certain arrogance (telling the then printer what he meant to print), at least readers today will read something very close to what was actually impressed onto the then paper which fortunately has survived for us to consult.


MONEY


England, Scotland and France all employed pounds (livers), shillings (sou) and pence (denier) rendered as £ or 11., then by ‘s’ and then by ‘d’ with ob = 1/2d. A modern readership should perhaps also be reminded that each pound was composed of 20 shillings and each shilling 12 pence. But other denominations existed.


‘Money of account’ refers to financial sums rendered by names for which actual coins do not or did not exist. In 1960s Britain I was often charged so many guineas = £1 1 shilling. No such coin was ever given me in normal pub transactions. For this period, there are a bewildering array of such terms (mark or merk being but one common unit), and for the sake of accuracy, I shall employ the term as found within the document. But what does such ‘accuracy’ accomplish in terms of hard scholarship? In 1558, Henry II stated that his costs for saving Scotland from the English amounted ‘a million in gold’. What did that mean in terms of actual specie coin minted and available to be transported in a sack to the Antwerp moneylenders? Or to the Treasurer General of an army in the field? And what does that sum translate into in terms of modern monetary purchasing power?


There was also a bewildering array of different actual coins in circulation: angles, nobles, unicorns, crowns of the sun, not to mention the more humble bawbees. Their value depended largely (although not wholly, as one can see during royal debasements) on their intrinsic worth not as money of account, but as lumps of precious (or in the case of bawbees, base) metal: silver which has been cut to relatively uniform size and then hammered with two dies which impress onto the piece of metal the name and portrait of its monarch and sometimes its date and sometimes its worth.


To repeat, for all three monarchies, the most widely employed actual coinage was £sd. It is almost invariably evident from the text which monarch’s coinage is being referred to, but given the possibilities of error or confusion, I deem it best to employ the following conventions:





£ always refers exclusively to English pounds or ‘sterling’


£Sc always means the money is Scottish


£t means we are talking about the most common French coin, the livre tournois





Thus: £ 1 = £Sc 4 = £t 8. Again, I trust that readers will happily accommodate themselves to this convention.


Different countries’ mints produced coinage of different intrinsic worth, and so we have a problem of exchange rates. For the 1540s the exchange rates amongst the principal monies referred to in this work were as follows (although debasement under Henry VIII and Edward VI would alter the English rate toward the end of our period):





One pound English was worth about four Scottish pounds


One French livre tournois equalled ten Scottish shillings





When I say that the normal monetary income of the Scottish crown in 1542 was £Sc45,000 whereas the normal annual worth of the English crown was £150,000, what I am saying is that the English crown’s income was equivalent to 600,000 Scottish pounds (conversely that James V’s income was £11,250 sterling). What these figures actually mean in terms of purchasing power is an entirely different story. When the lumps of metal so embossed were presented to an Antwerp money converter, highly precise measurements of their intrinsic value (although note again: based on a silver/gold market value which could and did fluctuate) could be made (see the wonderful illustrations in C.E. Challis, Tudor Coinage), using scales and touchstones. Within their confined domestic environment, specie coins operated in a different world to ‘monies of account’. English barrowmen usually received 6d a day; Scottish barrowmen usually received £Sc o–os–6d, a much less valuable piece of silver: English (and Italian) commanders of the forts in Scotland were always staggered at how cheaply they could hire Scots labourers. Money is thus, then as now, a problem.


TRANSLATIONS OF FRENCH


Very few non-Francophones read Le Monde nowadays, much less Libération. Thirty years ago, one could set students French texts in History confident that they would understand them. Those days have passed. It is thus necessary to render French material into English. Otherwise, the majority of readers simply skip those passages. However, translating sixteenth-century French for modern eyes is no mean task. Gladys Dickinson did it brilliantly for her Scottish History Society edition of de la Brosse’s two reports of 1543 and 1560. But her punctiliousness still remained trapped by the language in which her source wrote to the point that, even in English, the text remained heavy going.


Antique and specialist vocabulary apart, the nub of the problem lies in the legalese and prolixity of French secretaries of our period. One expects such in, say, an edict for a Cours des Aides (although even some of these can be quite eloquent). In a natural search for precision, resort was made, to the point of dizziness, to one of the most overused words in the language: ‘ledit’ [var: ‘ledict’ or just ‘led’]. I once counted sixteen ‘the saids’ in one paragraph. To translate into English every exact occurrence makes the passage virtually indigestible: thus readers simply skip it.


Moreover, as anyone who has calendared English or Scots documents knows, all sixteenth-century prose writers were inordinately verbose: their rhetoric (see Wolsey’s letters) is quite alien to modern readers. Thus, one simplifies (and hopefully clarifies) as one puts these sentences into modern idiom. Compare any original in the Public Record Office with the version given in The Letters and Papers of Henry VIII.


In this work, I have tried to face these problems with French in the following manner. First, I give the original. This is then followed (between square brackets) by an English version. But my translations are not of the Gladys Dickinson sort. Instead, they are rather loose and free and purist scholars may well be offended by them. But what I am seeking to do is to make the text accessible to students and the general public alike. I hope specialists will understand and be indulgent. I want this to be a book which both tells a story, but also teaches. I hope I have succeeded and not made too many overly jazzy renderings or overly egregious mistakes.




CHAPTER ONE


A ‘Childe of Prophesy’


The day of 8 December in 1542 was the Feast of the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary.1 Sometime, probably on this very day, Marie de Guise-Lorraine, Duchesse de Longueville and Queen of Scotland, second wife to her second husband, King James V of Scotland, was delivered of her fifth full-term child, a girl who very shortly was given her Christian name, Mary. Had her father lived to sire yet more children (highly likely given his redoubtable sexual potency and the obvious child-bearing capabilities of his wedded wife), the life of Princess Mary would have been interesting, but probably not very important. Fathers often react to the birth of their children with emotion. James did and died. Birth and death thus is all. James Stewart was the only surviving offspring of the union of his father, James IV, killed at Flodden 9 September 1513, and his mother, Margaret Tudor, elder sister to Henry VIII of England. Had he been possessed of brothers, the eldest would have succeeded as king. But Mary was ‘unique’ and thus on 14 December 1542 became Queen of Scotland.2


Mary’s first public act on the stage of history was, of course, the actual moment when she physically emerged from her mother’s womb in the Queen’s bedroom at Linlithgow Palace. Royal births especially were public occasions.3 There had to be as many witnesses as possible for the start of such an individual’s life on this earth. She would then be under constant gaze (at meals, during walks, whilst taking a bath or during acts of urination and defecation), for she was the most important human being in this political and social unit: the kingdom of Scotland. It must never be possible for anyone to say that this woman was a changeling: not the legitimate offspring of her predecessor, the king.


Mary’s second public act would be her almost immediate baptism at the Kirk of St. Michael, Linlithgow, just by the palace. Baptism in the Europe of our time was the first (and some argued the most important) sacrament: whereas many failed to make communion even at Easter or were buried without the final rites, hardly any Christian was not baptised. The infant had to be taken into the precincts of a church where, in Peter Ackroyd’s felicitous phrasing,4 ‘the child of wrath must be reformed into the image of God, “the servant of the fiend” made into “a son [and daughter] of joy” ’. Having crossed the babe at the door to St. Michael’s, salt would have been placed in the babe’s mouth and the priest would massage her ears and nose with his own saliva: ‘let the nose be open to the odour of sweetness’. Mary then was allowed to approach the font where holy water was sprayed and breathed on; wax was made into a cross as oil and chrism were added. Mary would then have been questioned: ‘What seekest thou?’ ‘Dost thou wish to be baptised?’ She would then be placed in the priest’s hands, and he immersed her three times in the water before she was anointed with chrism and wrapped in a robe:


[image: Book title]


Fig 1.1.Childbirth in early modern Europe was a dangerous process for all mothers and for all children. So often, either one, or the other, or both died in it. Queen Jane Seymour gave us (and Henry VIII) Prince Edward and thus the Rough Wooings. She died twelve days later. Mary of Guise’s confinement in December 1542 at Linlithgow (where her husband had been born) was just such a life-threatening as well as life-creating moment. Both she and her child Mary survived. Her other four children all died, Francis in the autumn of 1551, in his mother’s arms, at the haunting age of sixteen.


Mary, receive a white robe, holy and unstained, which thou must bring before the tribunal of Our Lord Jesus Christ, that thou mayest have eternal life and live for ever and ever.


This potent ritual was a high and public one, both a sacrament and a drama for as large an audience as possible. It was the moment when an infant moved from ‘the relative privacy of the birthroom’ into the ‘public ceremony of incorporation into the community and the church’.5 Since she was a Princess, that sacrament may well have been accompanied by her also being ‘bishoped’ (a form of confirmation, although she did not take her first communion until 1552) as happened to Princess Mary Tudor after her birth on 18 February 1516. Was her coming foretold?


Sometime in 1528, Sir David Lindsay of the Mount,6 then ‘Depute’ Lyon King of Arms, heard a verbose, highly entertaining, riotously convoluted poem, the ‘prophisies of Rymour, Beid and Marlyng’.7 This sort of prolix demi-epic was the standard fare of touring entertainers who provided a vital element in sixteenth-century popular culture. It was apparently widely popular in Scotland and the North of England and by the 1530s had spread southwards. There numerous Englishmen were tried for repeating it and even listening to it. Prophecies of all sorts flourished in Europe and encompassed the whole range of human experience (the weather, farming life, religion, sex, witchcraft, monstrosities, fables, tall tales and histories) as well as the mythical and the magical, drawing upon and contributing to popular belief and lore. Alexander the Great was a great favourite. So was the History of Helen of Troy, not to mention Jason and the Golden Fleece.


A transcript of this remarkable demi-epic exists due to the Tudor regime’s post-Divorce, Reformation-era hysteria.8 Men uttering such ‘foolish sayings’ could be held in the Tower, as happened to William Neville for more than a year because of this ‘Prophesy’. His tale concerned the rescue of ‘a fair lady’ by him, as a bear (a future Earl of Warwick), when he mastered ‘a darf dragon’ in battle. The dragon was obviously Welsh: Henry VIII. The fair lady, of course, was Queen Catherine (aided by an eagle: Charles V).9 Referring to Henry VIII as ‘darf’ was treason. Such insults were widespread given his notorious behaviour during the 1530s. The commons were heard to lampoon him as ‘a fool’ and as ‘a tyrant moore cruel than Nero’. All he wanted was ‘an apple and a fair wench to dally with’. Sir Edward Neville of Addlington called the king ‘a beast and worse than a beast’.10


This ‘Marlyng’ performance should not be made too much of. Such noises swirled about many other claimants to the throne, such as de la Pole, or made other, equally dark forebodings as to the future of the kingdom. But it does demonstrate that James V’s nearness in blood to the Tudors was appreciated by quite a considerable audience and that Henry’s momentous acts were notorious. What gives this poem particular interest for students of the Rough Wooings is its Preamble. The teller of the tale was a great wanderer (‘Over a lande forth I blynte’), which is how he came across the many different and engaging episodes which peppered his entertainment.11 The stage was set by his espying a beautiful and radiant ‘crowned quene in verament’:


her stede was grete & dappyl1 gray


her apparell was of silk of Inde


with peryll and perrye [perle] set full gay


so R[o]yally in her Arraye


I stode and mwsyd In my mynde


all the clerkes a live today


So fayre a lady colde none ffynd.


She was surrounded by numerous angels and wore a splendid crown. The group moved over field and forest, where ‘she halowyd the ground with her owen hand’. Having premonitions of death (‘manye a dede corse lye’ including ‘barnis’), she prayed: ‘Jesu, that bowght mankynde so dere, upon the soulles have mercye’. Then suddenly appeared none other than St. George who ‘carpyd wordes cruell & kene’:


A goodly men as armyde knyght


he shoke his spere furyously in hand


Right cruell and kene


Styfly & stowre as he wolde stonde.


Then on the other side of the field appeared another furious knight, whose crest bore ‘A red lyon that did rawmpyng be’: St. Andrew.12 He too spoke words ‘cruell & kene’ and threatened the other. The imagery is obvious: England and Scotland were about to do battle once more. But the queen intervened, her tone severe, her command peremptory:


This crowned quene rode them between


Right as fast as she cold hie


She saith men what do you meane


stente your Stryff and your follye


Remember that ye be sayntes in heven





She said Senct Gorge, thow art my kynght


of wronge heyres have done the tene


Senct Andrew yet art thow in the right


of thy men if it be syldom sene


here shall many a doughty knyght


And gromes shall grone upon that grene


here lordly leedes loo shall lyght


and many a douty knyght bydene.


What an extraordinary tableau. When James V died, leaving his only daughter as queen of Scotland, did Lindsay perhaps recall this prophecy? Could not this child in real politics bring peace at last between two kingdoms which had been warring since 1298, if not since 1068? Was Mary Queen of Scots’ birth foretold? And her place in history? In the ‘Marylyng’ epic, she would ‘stent’ strife and bring happiness, as this conclusion made clear:


Here shalbe gladismore that shall glad us all


Yt shalbe gladyng of oure glee


Yt shalbe gladmore wher ever yt fall


But not gladmore by the see.


The village of Gladsmuir is in modern East Lothian, four miles west of Haddington. Knox would preach in its church, some of which stands today. Apart from that and a post office, there is little to it now. Nor was there in 1528. But it was there that one of the largest armies in Scottish history would muster in the late summer of 1547. On 10 September knights of St. George would rout it with over half of its number slaughtered. From that ‘Black Saturday’ much history would flow and at Pinkie in many respects would begin the epic journey which made Mary Queen of Scots’ life so important to European history:


Brief was her bloom with scarce one sunny day


’Twixt Pinkie’s field and fatal Fotheringay.13


THE ‘ROUGH WOOINGS’: THE DEFINITION OF A TITLE


Princess Mary of Scotland was born on 8 December 1542. A week later, on the 14th, she succeeded to the throne as Queen Mary. Immediately, she became an object of dynastic ambition. ‘The Rough Wooing’ is a catch-all phrase which describes the English attempt by war (hence the ‘rough’) to coerce the Scottish government into the betrothal of the queen to the Prince of Wales, in 1547 King Edward VI (thus the ‘wooing’).14 The war took place in two stages: first under Henry VIII (from 9 November 1543 to 6 June 1546), then one directed by Edward’s Protector, the Duke of Somerset (from 2 September 1547 until 24 March 1550). That actually makes for two rough wooings. If one then includes the vigorous and successful war by the French King Henry II by which he achieved Mary’s hand for his four-year-old son (June 1548 to April 1550), there are three wooings. Mary was indeed born into a war, Henry VIII’s attack in 1542, which in many senses set the scene for the Tudor attempt to take over the Stewart line, albeit by diplomacy in 1543. Just because they are interconnected does ‘not mean encapsulation’.15


Actual combatant hostilities were quite time-specific, the first major phase being May 1544 to October 1545. At other periods (and during much of the winter) the warfare was only marginally more severe than the ‘normal’ raiding along the Border and at sea which characterised ‘peacetime’. The second phase had similar intensive spells with very heavy engagements: September 1547 to October 1548 during which the French became actively involved, then June to September 1549, with a final spurt from February to April 1550. In total, these periods of active major warfare probably came to no more than thirty-seven months (except along the Borders).


Contemporaries called it an ‘Eight Years’ War’ because it was felt to have begun in the summer of 1542 and to have continued even after the Scots and English came to peace (Scotland’s war with the Emperor Charles V was not concluded until early 1551). That is almost a nine years’ war. Scotland and England would again go to war in 1557 (concluded by the Treaty of Cateau-Cambrésis in March-April 1559), the last occasion in history when they did so as independent kingdoms.


Mary had no sisters (and, obviously, no brothers). The Stewart hold on the Scottish crown was so secure that she had no internal rivals for the succession. In England, Prince Edward was the only male Tudor heir. Should they wed and have children, the eldest (with male preference) would inherit both kingdoms, achieving British union. Men, at the time, were struck with the importance of such a marriage, the like of which had not been seen in the British Isles since the short reign of Queen Margaret, ‘The Maid of Norway’, 1286–90. She had been betrothed to another Edward Prince of Wales (born in 1284), the future Edward II (1307–27). In the circumstances of December 1542, ‘For Henry, it was 1286 come yet again’.16


When Queen Margaret died at sea in 1290, a major shift occurred in both the internal Scottish political landscape and within the dynamics of Anglo-Scottish relations. The Scottish royal succession now had to be determined since the direct line had utterly expired. Because there were so many close claimants, the Scottish polity was not capable of resolving this issue without recourse to a protracted and bitter civil war in which the kingdom nearly perished. Edward I had come tantalisingly close to attaining control through ‘peaceful’ means; but when the new Scottish king John Balliol ‘revolted’ in 1296, Edward resorted to military conquest and the imposition of an English administration. Wallace, then Bruce, resisted him. At Bannockburn Robert the Bruce defeated Edward I’s son and established his own family’s hold on the monarchy, restoring the kingdom to its ancient liberty. That remarkable achievement had been a very close-run thing. Men, especially in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, were all too aware of how the accidents of succession could result in the loss of independence, as examples such as Aragon, Naples and Brittany amply demonstrated.


THE ‘ROUGH WOOING’: THE MAKING OF A PHRASE


The term ‘Rough Wooing’ is widely employed, but its currency is very much a twentieth-century phenomenon. We can trace its origin to 10 September 1547, ‘Black Saturday’: the battle of Pinkie. Two men call for our attention. One was William Patten, a Londoner of Derbyshire origin, who, through his association with William Paget, one of the King’s two Secretaries (the future Lord Paget), and John Dudley (the then Earl of Warwick and the future Duke of Northumberland), had been invited to make a record of this invasion of Scotland, what men at the time called a ‘voyage’ or ‘journey’.17


To the south-east of the River Esk that morning stood a great English army over fifteen thousand strong. On the other side, camped and entrenched, was one of the largest Scottish hosts in history. They were about to engage in the last great clash of arms18 between the two as independent monarchies.19 With the English host went all the hangers-on of warfare: drovers of the cattle which the army would eat, pioneers to build bridges and fortresses, provisioners of all sorts, cooks, prostitutes and journalists.


Both Patten and Somerset’s other Secretary, William Cecil (later to rise to fame under Elizabeth), kept extensive notes on everything they saw during the invasion. Patten later fleshed these out into a long and often highly informative account of the Pinkie campaign which was published in 1548 and was widely read by an eager audience both at the time and afterwards by historians. Thirty years later, Holinshed picked this grim passage to colour his account of the horrors of the English victory:


Dead corpses lying dispersed abroad. Some with their legs cut off; some but hamstrung and left lying half dead: others, with the arms cut off; divers, their necks half asunder; many, their heads cloven; of sundry, the brains smashed out; some others again, their heads quite off: with a thousand other kinds of killing … And thus, with blood and slaughter of the enemy, this chase was continued.20


Patten was no soldier; he was also committed to English victory and was biased by his Protestantism. Numerous confusions and mistakes occur in his account, but his diarie is intense, detailed and the most vivid we have.


The second man to note was George Gordon, the Earl of Huntly. Unlike the other Scottish leaders, he had equipped himself splendidly with a gilded and highly decorated suit of armour, topped by a splendid helmet. It was he who performed the mandatory pre-battle chivalric ritual of offering to meet Somerset in single-handed combat to decide the issue. Being so conspicuous probably resulted in his capture alive. At the end of the day, he sat on a blasted tree stump, surrounded by the dead and dying, his dented armour caked in mud, his spirits low. One gloating English-man asked him how he now felt about the joining of the two ‘Princes’, seeing that God had so amply demonstrated his favour by the outcome of the day. Huntly sighed, ‘I wade it sud gea furth, and haud will wyth the marriage, but I lyke not thys wooyng’.21 Patten was told of the exchange and duly reported it. Gradually the phrase insinuated itself onto the pages of history.


In 1726, both a family historian22 and G. Crawford23 reported how Huntly had disliked such a ‘rough courtship’. William Robertson (1761) picked up the image.24 So did Sir Walter Scott in his highly popular Tales of a Grandfather Being Stories from the History of Scotland.25 It was he who employed the vital word ‘wooing’, but then muffled the overall effect: ‘so rough a mode of wooing’. Not until 1906 did H.E. Marshall’s charming Scotland’s Story for Boys and Girls finally employ the term: ‘The fairest lands of Scotland were blackened. It was a rough wooing’.26 Perhaps because his overall assessment was so germane – ‘Too rough to suit the Scotsmen, and not rough enough to conquer them’ – his title was adopted. Thereafter historians academic27 and popular28 have employed it. It is interesting to note that initially it referred solely to Henry VIII’s war. Not until half a millennium after Pinkie was Somerset’s war so described.29 Now it has passed into textbooks and into the mind of the nation.30
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Fig 1.2Pinkie (called variously during the sixteenth century: Musselburgh, Fawside, etc.) has left an extraordinary range of representation. The now widely reproduced panels from the Bodleian Roll have great charm. But in some senses, the incredibly crude woodcuts which illustrated Patten’s Expedicion are the most evocative. Here we see the climactic moment of the engagement when the Scottish host began to disintegrate with man fleeing, shedding their protective clothing, their helmets, their pikes: anything which might impede their flight. What Patten captured in his woodcut was the thicket of discarded pikes: over 20,000 of them. It was in this mêlée that the Earl of Huntly was captured. Edinburgh is to the right.


PROSPECTS FOR ANGLO-SCOTTISH UNION IN THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY


Given James VI’s accession in 1603 to the English throne, it is easy to think with hindsight of the sixteenth century as being one of Anglo-Scottish peace. But, as the above description of the field of Pinkie in 1547 should remind us, Anglo-Scottish warfare was quite frequent during this century. On several occasions armed Englishmen either clashed with Scottish soldiers or marched into Scotland:31 in the years 1513–14 (the Flodden war), 1521–3 (after Scottish aid was offered to France), 1542 (the Solway Moss war), 1544–5 (when Henry VIII tried to force Mary Queen of Scots’ marriage to his son Edward), 1547–50 (the duke of Somerset’s ‘Rough Wooing’), 1557–8 (the Calais war), 1560 (the siege of Leith), 1570 (the earl of Surrey’s punitive expeditions), and 1573 (when an English army captured Edinburgh Castle for the first time since 1341). For most Scotsmen, then, England still meant ‘our auncient ynemeis’.


Over all these conflicts (save that of 1557–8) there hung the historical and rhetorical framework of overlordship, conquest or partnership – all variants on the theme of union. In 1513 Henry VIII declared himself to be overlord of Scotland, and, as late as 1559, Queen Elizabeth entertained such claims.32 Alternatively, dynastic union was proposed, as in the 1520s:


And if the Scots would persuade themselves to break the league with the French, and join in amity with the English; they should shortly well understand, that the king of England did not seek after sovereignty, glory, power, or honour; but only studied for a concord amongst themselves, and a league between their nations. For which cause, he would bestow his only daughter Mary upon James the king of Scotland; by which marriage, the Scots should not be subject to the government of England; but contrary, the English under the rule of Scots. For by that means, besides the quenching of great hatred between the nations (and intercourse of merchandise, exchange of mutual courtesies and joinings in affinity) there should be an indissoluble knot made for the honour of the whole Island.33


For some Scots, too, union supposedly had its attractions, indicated in this reported declamation by lord Forbes in 1523 against a proposal to invade England:


For the love of France the realm of Scotland suffers great pain as daily appears, for our nobles are slain or taken, our commonalty murdered, our lands overrun, our houses and fortresses burned and razed; we lose the profits of our lands; which mischief we need not have had, but for the love of France, and what helps France … If we would keep amity with the realm of England we were out of all these dangers.34


Two decades later, unionist propaganda made these points repeatedly: witness James Henrisoun’s Exhortacion of 154735 and Somerset’s Epistle of 1548.36 The nub of the message of both these extended tracts was encapsulated in The proclamation which preceded the Pinkie invasion of September 1547:


We mynd nocht by this conjunctioun of marriage to do ony moir prejudice to this realm of Scotland than to the realme of England, bot with the advice of the noble men and gude men of baith realmes to unite thame togidder in any name by the name of Britounis and in such a freindlie kind of leving and suche a libertie and preservatioun of justice to ilk persone equalie as they sall weill find both the glories of God and his worde advance, this bischop of Romes usurpted jurisdiction abolisheit, the honour of baith weil satisfied and contented.37


In the even more revealing prayer38 of 1548, God was asked to ‘have an eye to this small Isle of Bretaigne’ and to complete what he had begun, ‘That the Scottish menn and wee might forever and hereafter [live] in love and amitie, knit into one nacion’ by the marriage of Edward and Mary. ‘Graunt o Lorde that the same might goo forwarde and that our sonnes sonnes and all our posteritie hereafter may fele the benefite and commoditie of thy great gift of unitie graunted in our daies’. Though He was asked to ‘putt away frome us all warre and hostilitie’, if this was not to be, then He should ‘be our sheld and buckle’ and ‘Lay thy sowrd of punyshement uppoun them’ that opposed the marriage. Better still, ‘converte their hartes to the better waye’. But these tracts were little more than the song of the aggressor over the centuries: ‘We only make war to bring peace’ – an early-modern variant on the twentieth-century motif of ‘bombing them to the peace table’.


Certainly the horrors of war made the siren calls for peaceful coexistence alluring. The conflicts put severe strains on both countries, especially on their Border communities, and had serious domestic ramifications. It is unsurprising, therefore, that James VI and I made so much of the ‘amity and love’ brought by his accession to the English throne, and that subsequent historians reacted so positively to the contemporary calls for ‘an end to al streife’. In 1966, for example, R.B. Wernham intoned:


from the marriage of Margaret Tudor to James IV of Scotland there was born the idea of a united realm of Britain, ‘with the sea for its frontiers and mutual love for its garrison’, that was to haunt statesmen on both sides of the Border until its achievement in 1603.39


But three points must be appreciated to understand the historical background to James VI and I’s accession. Scotland was not conquerable by war in the sixteenth century. Anglo-Scottish dynastic union would not simply happen automatically. And, in particular, James VI and indeed Scotland had to be Protestant. Each of these issues will be discussed in turn.


THE TUDORS AND SCOTLAND40


It has been said that Henry VIII missed a magnificent opportunity after Flodden in 1513; had he invaded, he surely must have conquered.41 This is mistaken: Surrey’s army was severely disorganised by its magnificent victory; it was too late in the season for serious invasion; and Henry had no such intention, having a purely defensive attitude towards Scotland, while sporting on a far more prestigious field of valour in France. Moreover, it is not just that the Flodden war had no unionist intent: most Anglo-Scottish wars in the sixteenth century had no such aim. None of the wars of 1513–14, 1522–3, 1542 and 1557–8 had any serious connection with a possible union, or even the objective of annexing part of Scotland.42 They were defensive and reactive, consequences of English conflicts with France. As for the last three campaigns of the century (1560, 1570, 1573), these again were not at all unionist, but sought Anglo-Scottish alliance, being English interventions in Scotland’s politics in support of a friendly, Protestant, faction.


That leaves the two wars making up what H.E. Marshall later called ‘a Rough Wooing’ of Mary Queen of Scots (1544–5, 1547–50): these are the only time when the English seriously attempted to bring about Anglo-Scottish union by force of arms. With an infant queen on the Scottish throne (Mary had succeeded in 1542, at the age of one week), and a young prince of Wales waiting to succeed his father in England, the potential for their marriage was immense: in due course, their eldest son (or daughter, failing sons) would inherit both kingdoms. To marry his son and heir to a young queen of Scots was, of course, what Edward I had hoped for in 1286–8.43 Then, the death of the ‘Maid of Norway’ had destroyed the chance of a medieval union of the crowns, and led instead to the Scottish Wars of Independence. Now, in 1543, Henry VIII tried to capitalise on the magnificent opportunity of Edward and Mary’s co-existence. But his proposal for the marriage was eventually rebuffed by the Scottish political elite, who had no serious desire for union with England. Henry, therefore, turned to war in 1544. But he also invaded France, capturing Boulogne in September 1544, and that took priority over the war in Scotland. Although two massive raids were launched (the seaborne assault on Edinburgh in May 1544 and the attack on the Merse and Teviotdale in September 1545), they seem simply to have been demonstrations in force, aimed more at forestalling any Scottish invasion of England than at bringing about union.


After Henry’s death, however, the Protector, Somerset (who as earl of Hertford had commanded in Scotland in 1544), started the Rough Wooings again. The two-and-a half years following the battle of Pinkie (from September 1547 to March 1550) witnessed the most intense Anglo-Scottish warfare of the sixteenth century. At Pinkie, near Musselburgh, the duke of Somerset, with around 15,000 men, destroyed the Scottish army, and then proceeded to establish garrisons across Lowland Scotland as far north as the Tay. Another invasion by almost as large an army (about 12,000) took place in August 1548. A third was planned for 1549; had not rebellion erupted in England, it probably would have taken place. During this second phase of the Rough Wooings, in fact, Somerset focused as much of England’s military might as he could on defeating Scotland. Yet all he achieved was the cementing of the Franco-Scottish alliance. In 1548, Mary Queen of Scots was sent to France, where she married the Dauphin Francis, while a French army of some 6,000 men was sent to Scotland, where it helped to drive Somerset’s garrisons out.44


The lesson of the Rough Wooings, therefore, was that learned by the three Edwards in the fourteenth century: that, despite crushing victories in the field, Scotland simply could not be made to capitulate through warfare. Anyone who thought otherwise (in particular Somerset) was a fool. The explanation for English failures in Scotland is often found in France, and certainly French help was extremely important to the Scots in 1548–50. That Henry VIII, like Edward III after 1337, was more interested in France is also very significant. But to argue that if Henry had only turned his huge, highly professional, army of 1544 on Scotland instead of wasting it on capturing Boulogne, then conquest would inevitably have followed, is to go too far.


Other considerations should be borne in mind. First, there is Scotland’s geography, which the English did not comprehend. In March 1544, for instance, Hertford was instructed to do what damage he could to Edinburgh and as many towns about the city as possible, then to pass over to Fife ‘and turne upset downe the Cardinalles town of St. Andrews’ – all within three weeks – and to be in France for early June! It simply could not be done.45 In fact, as in the fourteenth century, the distances involved put most of Scotland beyond the effective reach of the English. An English army as large as that of 1544 could not have lived off the land, but would have needed provisioning from England: an impossible operation, even had there been sufficient cartage capacity to supply it for any length of time.


The second critical consideration is money. The 1540s found the Tudor state as wealthy as it ever would be, thanks to the Dissolution of the Monasteries. That enabled Henry and Somerset to spend over £3.5 million on sustaining armies in the field for more than six years. But after this once-and-for-all windfall was gone, the Crown was bankrupt, as Northumberland discovered in 1552.46 Thereafter, the Tudor state never again had the funds to mount a serious major military campaign in the style of the Emperor Charles V, Francis I of France or Philip II of Spain. It was all it could do to reconquer Ireland.


In the third place, there were the castles of Edinburgh and Stirling: two of the most formidable natural defensive strongholds in Europe. In 1544 Hertford failed utterly to take Edinburgh Castle; his attack was repulsed by withering gunfire, and his field engineer found the castle rock impossible to mine. Subsequently, the castle was significantly strengthened with extra guns and then by a vast Italianate bastion. It simply could not be taken with 1540s technology; in 1547, after Pinkie, Somerset did not even bother to try. And behind Edinburgh stood Stirling, which was undergoing similar modernisation; it implacably guarded Stirling Bridge, the key to northern Scotland. One consequence of French entry into Scotland’s military establishment in 1547–8 was the erection in the 1550s of yet more modern trace italienne fortresses: as Leith, Langholm, Dunbar and Eyemouth were built or re-edified, so Scotland became even less conquerable.47


Finally, nothing indicates that the Scottish political elite – beyond a few malcontents – were seriously prepared to agree to union with England during the 1540s. The Governor, the Earl of Arran, did make some unionist utterances in 1543, but these were never genuine, being made merely to gain time to consolidate his own political position. Thereafter, he did everything in his power to enhance his hold on any future succession to the throne, and the very last thing he was prepared to accept was an English marriage for the infant Queen Mary. Instead, when attacked by Somerset, he brought in the French (thus weakening his own chance of power) rather than agree to submit to England.48


The Scots simply could not be forced into Anglo-Scottish union by acts of war. The only way that it could come about was through dynastic union.49 But that would not simply happen of its own accord. Nor, as the Rough Wooings demonstrate, would the Scots permit a Scottish queen or princess simply to be married to an English king. Thus the ‘dynastic initiative’, so to speak, had to come from Scotland: for Anglo-Scottish union to take place, it was necessary for a Scottish monarch to inherit the English throne. Throughout their adult lives, Mary Queen of Scots and her son James VI both hoped to do so – and James’s hopes eventually came true.50


But to appreciate the ‘dynastic accident’ of 1603, we must first consider the two countries’ succession systems. Since the late eleventh century, succession to the Scottish Crown had (with the major exception of Robert Bruce’s seizure of the throne in the crisis of the early fourteenth century) followed the normal rules of primogeniture, with males being preferred but females not being excluded. Admittedly the Scots did remove certain monarchs – James I in 1437, James III in 1488, and Mary in 1567 – but in each case these were replaced by their sons and heirs. Thus, the concept of Scotland’s fabled unbroken hereditary line of native-born rulers was established and maintained.51


In England, on the other hand, while the same rules of primogeniture applied in theory, in practice during the medieval and early-modern periods they seem only to have operated when the political elite was prepared to let them do so. In a sense, the English political community ‘elected’ its kings: if not formally, like the Germans, Danes, Poles, Bohemians and Hungarians, in practice the effect was much the same. From 1066 to 1603, fewer than half the instances of English royal succession were simple, with heirs by primogeniture uncomplicatedly succeeding their predecessors. It is not too fanciful to think in terms of the ‘Elections’ of 1066, 1089, 1100, 1135, 1154, 1199, 1216, 1327, 1399, 1461, 1470, 1471, 1483 and of course 1485; and, for a later period, there were those of 1649, 1660, 1688 and 1714.


In the sixteenth century, Henry VIII may have been returned unopposed in 1509, but he did so on the back of his father’s successful ‘election campaign’ at Bosworth – when the then king, Richard III, was deserted by most of the politically conscious classes, or the ‘electorate’. Edward VI likewise seems to have had an easy ride in 1547, but his place in the line of succession had to be guaranteed by an Act of Parliament, his father’s will had much to do with what form his government took, and we must remember those two lost days between the death of Henry VIII and the proclamation of his son’s kingship.52 As for Mary Tudor, her accession is the clearest example of a decision being made by the country. Northumberland had an alternative regime in being, Jane Grey as Queen, and 10,000 men to defend it. Mary, however, had more adherents; in effect, she ‘won the election’. The point is, it was a contest, and Lady Jane might have won as William III did in 1688, had the wind blown differently in the summer of 1553.53


Elizabeth’s succession is the most remarkable of all. Her right to succeed depended not on heredity but on a statute of 1544, not to mention two Reformations of the English Church. In France, she would have been found a pension, a husband, and a place at court as ‘mademoiselle la bâtarde de Bolyn’. In Scotland, something similar would have happened – what did James V’s eldest bastard, James Stewart, Earl of Moray, the leader of the faction which removed Queen Mary, think of Elizabeth’s succession? But in neither Scotland nor France could Elizabeth have come to the throne. And, it could be argued that what actually happened in 1558 was a straightforward coup d’état.54
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Fig 1.3This standard textbook dynastic family tree shows how regal union did come to pass by 1603. But it is too firm: James’s accession was indeed ‘an accident’. For a while in the 1530s, both Mary Tudor and her sister Elizabeth were officially illegitimate and debarred from any place in the English succession. That changed with the Act of 1544, but one must never forget how fragile was the whole issue of succession.


Consider, moreover, the extraordinary Bond of Association of 1584. This covenant, drafted by Cecil and Walsingham after the assassination of William of Orange, pledged its adherents to defend the queen with all their power. Thousands signed it. But the English ruling elite also pledged that anyone who tried to kill Elizabeth would be summarily slain – as would the person in whose name the attempt was made. So, if Elizabeth were assassinated, Mary Queen of Scots was automatically to be murdered, regardless of her complicity. As John Guy has put it, the Association was ‘a political vigilante group’ determined to execute ‘lynch law’.55 Even James VI could have been dispatched because of it. That is not normal hereditary dynasticism in operation.


THE MAKING OF GREAT BRITAIN


This study covers a remarkably short period in history.56 This last attempt by England forcibly to encompass an independent, sovereign Scotland is one of the key episodes in the making of the Kingdom of Great Britain. I believe that certain historical occurrences – like Great Britain – result from men acting in certain ways; that both political and military victories have consequences and that, without them, history would have been different. Without the Rough Wooings there would have been no French troops stationed in Scotland in 1559; without them the Lords of the Congregation would not have been able to gain English support and thereby bring about a Scottish Reformation. Without a Protestant Scotland, James VI could not have succeeded to the English throne in 1603. Without 1603, 1707 would not have happened.


The history of the ‘long sixteenth century’57 is very much one of families and inheritance: dynasticism. In this context, the marriage of James IV of Scotland to Henry VIII’s elder sister Margaret in 1503 is of singular importance. Anglo-Scottish history prior to 1503 is largely without relevance to the eventual making of union. Only the fruitful marriage of Margaret Tudor and the failure of Henry VIII’s children to beget heirs whilst the Scottish line continued to do so matter. But dynasticism does not explain everything. James VI’s accession to the throne of Elizabeth was as much a piece of politics as it was a dynastic act. Elizabeth did not name him (as Anne would George I) and no Act of Parliament declared what the succession would be (as the 1544 Act had established Elizabeth’s). Since his coming of age in 1585, James was identifiably Protestant (though in 1593 that arch-Puritan Peter Wentworth would rant against his succession) and the most obvious successor. Moreover, the king’s entire policy down to 1603 was directed at gaining the English crown and he played his hand with fine skill and with a clear eye to the English political nation.


If James had been provocatively alien, I contend that the English ruling class would have blocked his accession, or aborted it. The Tudors were not totally extinct (nor indeed were the Yorkists). That is why the proposed marriage of Arabella Stuart (also descended from Margaret Tudor as well as a granddaughter of the earl of Lennox who sired Henry Lord Darnley) to Henry IV of France was vetoed by Elizabeth and why her eventual one to William Seymour (a great-great-grandson of Henry VIII’s sister Mary) in 1610 was so dangerous that she spent the last five years of her life in the Tower of London. England was not France or Scotland where (with the exception of Robert the Bruce) rules of dynastic succession were strictly adhered to. The English picked and chose as fate, luck and their own inclinations directed.58 So, too, in 1603.


They would not have picked James had he not been a Protestant and he would not have been a Protestant had it not been for the Rough Wooings. Twenty years ago, received opinion in the British historical cultures (and within Reformation Studies as a discipline) would probably have deprecated such an assertion. Then the Reformation was seen as an inexorable flood which engulfed any dike which might be erected. Noble hesitancy, monarchical resistance, Catholic internal reform: all were over-whelmed. Current opinion is not so clear. The Scottish Reformation was an extraordinarily close-run thing (as indeed was the English). Reform from within might have saved the Catholic church had it been given more time.


There are two aspects of this story for which the Rough Wooings are vitally important. Firstly, the war was a grievous assault on the Catholic church in Scotland. Not only were many of its physical workplaces (parish kirks, monasteries, priories) wrecked by English forces, but the practical intimidation of armies and raiding parties forced many clerics to flee their charges, never to return. Many were slain, as at Pinkie. The financial costs of the war bore more heavily upon the established church than on any other sector of society, the burgess, perhaps, excepted. But the mercantile elements could recoup; ecclesiastics were forced to liquidate their capital, leaving the kirk further enfeebled. Secondly, without the Rough Wooings, Mary would not have gone to France. It is impossible to conceive of the Scottish reformation happening as and when it did, without those preconditions. They, in turn, were the direct result of English actions in the 1540s. In that deeply ironic sense, Henry VIII and Somerset did achieve their broad policy aims of 1543 and 1547: the creation of a Scotland pro-English, Protestant and then united to England. But they did so despite themselves and certainly did not deserve to do so.59


The Rough Wooings had even wider ramifications. If Henry and Somerset had not wasted the treasure of the English crown so prodigiously on warfare in the 1540s (£3,500,000 in less than five years of actual combat, one quarter of which was spent in Scotland), perhaps the monarchy of Charles I might have been better funded and able to ignore parliament. Without Scottish resistance to Charles I, would the Long Parliament ever have been called in the first place? Many historians have endorsed both Henry and Somerset’s efforts due to the curious belief that the large nation-state was an inevitable (and beneficial) historical development. ‘Countries’ absorb localities (Wales), duchies (Brittany), kingdoms (Aragon) to make ‘discrete’ nations; they in turn are proof against further consolidation into empires: Austria-Hungry, Yugoslavia, the USSR. Henry VIII’s ‘godly union’ becomes a ‘right aim’ and, by that token, Henry II of France’s attempt to incorporate Scotland into a pan-Channel empire was a ‘wrong’ aim. In the age of the European Community such certitude may well be misplaced.


To understand the Rough Wooings, we need to set a number of scenes, and it can be instructive to start at the end of the story and shift from Mary’s cradle at Linlithgow in December 1542 to a parade at Rouen in the early autumn of 1550.





  1The weather was ferocious (‘tempestuous’ is the word Antonia Fraser employed in 1969): bitter cold and the Tweed deep in ice. Every history of Mary’s life begins with the weather, from D. Hay Fleming to the plethora of popular pot-boilers ground out by French hacks once mass literacy and cheap printing emerged in the nineteenth century. For this occasion in history, weather is not important (Linlithgow was quite well provided with fireplaces) and will not be further detailed.


  2The date of her baptism is not clear, but it must have been at this time.


  3One should not forget that when Princess Margaret was born, 21 August 1930, at Glamis Castle to the then Princess Elizabeth of York, the Home Secretary, J.R. Clynes, waited outside the delivery room so as to be the first to see this heir on behalf of Ramsay MacDonald’s government. Princess Margaret Rose was the first child in a direct line of succession to the British throne to be born in Scotland since Charles I’s birth on 19 November 1600. I am grateful to Mrs. June Cross for telling me of the occasion and to the Lady-in-Waiting to Queen Elizabeth The Queen Mother for supplying me with details from the records.


  4P. Ackroyd, The Life of Thomas More (1998), 1–3. I am grateful to I. Lewis for this reference and for Mary Tudor’s being bishoped.


  5These phrases come from D. Cressy, Birth, Marriage, and Death-Ritual, Religion and the Life-Cycle in Tudor and Stuart England (OUP, 1997), 97.


  6Lindsay and his career are famous C. Edington, Court and Culture in Renaissance Scotland: Sir David Lindsay of the Mount (University of Massachusetts Press, 1994; East Linton, 1995). Reference should also be had to The Rose and The Thistle: Essays on the Culture of Late Medieval and Renaissance Scotland, ed. S. Mapstone and J. Wood (East Linton, 1998). See 23–24, 62–71 passim, 83–94 passim. Also J. Cameron, James V: The Personal Rule, 1528–1542 (East Linton, 1998), 5, 81, 263–64, 288–89, 331.


  7I first rehearsed this story in my ‘Mary Queen of France’ article in 1988, 32–34. The prophecy is discussed in J.S.L. Jaech, ‘The “prophesies of Rymour, Beid and Marlyng”: Henry VIII and a sixteenth-century political prophecy’, Sixteenth Century Journal (xvi, 1985), 291–99.


  8G.R. Elton, Policy and Police (1972), ch. 2, ‘Rumour, Magic and Prophecy’.


  9After the queen’s death in 1536, the ‘lady’ became Princess Mary.


10For which he was beheaded on Tower Hill, 9 January 1539 (Bindoff, Parliament, iii, 7).
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CHAPTER TWO


The Anvil of the Centuries


SCOTS ABROAD


Rouen was one of the great metropolitan centres of Valois France: capital of Normandy, an archiepiscopal seat dominated by one of the most splendid cathedrals of Europe, a vital and prosperous seaport. It contained both a Quartier Écossais and a rue des Écossais. Scots were no strangers to France. In addition to merchants, they served as soldiers, studied at the universities, visited shrines and took part in diplomatic missions. At the coronation of Catherine d’Medici at Paris, David Paniter, Bishop Elect of Ross, had processed in the train of the King on 18 June 1549 as ambassador to France. The Scots Guard and one of their Capitaines, Lorges de Montgomery (who had fought in Scotland in 1545), also marched in the Queen’s entrée on the 19th. Mademoiselle la bastarde d’Escosse (a daughter of the duke of Albany who had been regent for James V, 1515–24) followed him. Mary of Guise’s son, the duke of Longueville, marched alongside his uncle, Francis, then Duke of Aumale.


These numbers were swollen considerably in September 1550. Coming overland from St. Germain en Laye was their queen, Mary, aged seven and a half, and arriving by sea from Scotland was her mother, whose father Claude duc de Guise, had died earlier that year. This was the second major maritime voyage of her life, the first being in 1538 when Le Petit Michel and two other galleys had borne her swiftly (and expensively) to the land of James V, her second husband, and the start of her adventure on the European political stage. Her six-ship convoy also conveyed numerous Scots who had just concluded The Rough Wooings in which many had served valiantly.


When Mary of Guise disembarked at Dieppe, so did a large and heterogeneous band of Scottish nobles and lesser folk. Some, such as the Earl of Huntly (who had escaped from England in a daring exploit at Christmas 1548), had proved consistently valiant in the war. Some had been ambivalent, such as William Keith, the Earl Marischal. Although he never actively aided the English, he had been a leading Protestant from the early 1540s and had done much to protect and encourage reformers in the Mearns, Perth and Dundee.1 Others such as the Earl of Glencairn, the Earl of Cassillis, Lord Maxwell and Sir George Douglas of Pittendriech (brother to the famous Archibald Earl of Angus) had at times notoriously worked for the English. Glencairn’s sons were also there; their father had been one of the most prominent nobles captured at Solway Moss in November 1542. Many were outspokenly Protestant. Their inclusion on this visit was clearly an attempt to impress upon them the power, glory and rewards of France.2
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The Queen Dowager of Scotland, only daughter of the high and puissant Prince, Monseigneur the Duke of Guise, recently deceased, desiring to salute the King, and to see her very dear and greatly loved daughter, the only heir to the Kingdom of Scotland, betrothed to Monseigneur the Dauphin of France, and also her half-brother, Monseigneur the Duke of Longueville, the Queen Dowager’s son, neither of whom she had seen for a long time, crossed the sea with a good and strong escort of ships and galleys of France and came to this city of Rouen, on Thursday, the 25th [of September 1550] to make her entry. There this Lady was received honourably and with great magnificence by all the estates of the city of Rouen, because such was the good pleasure of the King. The order and sumptuousness of this entry I pass over, for the sake of brevity [etc.].


Fig. 2.1.That we know so much about the Rouen celebrations is due to the printing press on the one hand and monarchs’ need to ‘sell themselves’ on the other. In 1550, doubtless with crown subsidy, there was published and widely circulated throughout Europe a remarkable quarto booklet recounting every stage in the process. Its greatest impact, however, came through the collection of highly sophisticated and expertly executed engravings of the fête. Colour ‘portraits’ of the triumph were also made. This figure is merely part of the text, but an important part, for it describes the arrival of Mary of Guise-Lorraine from Scotland, and indeed the occasion was mounted partly in her honour.


In addition, there was a broad band of loyal moderates, men such as Lord Hume and Lord Fleming. Hume had lost his father from a wound received at Pinkie and his castle had been held by the English for over a year. Fleming, too, had proved a patriot and mindful of the wellbeing of his sovereign. Others such as the earls of Sutherland and Menteith had done their duty, as had many lesser folk, such as Sir James Hamilton of Crawfordjohn and William Lauder of Haltoun, or the host of minor ecclesiastics such as the prior of Pittenweem, the vicar of Rossy and the parson of Calder.


Two people call for especial notice. Robert Stewart was still Bishop Elect of Caithness: that is to say, he received the see’s revenues and effectively administered it, but no Papal Bull had arrived allowing him to conduct full religious services. He and his brother Matthew, earl of Lennox, had fled their native country to England in 1544, despairing of any advancement in a Scotland dominated by their rival James Hamilton, earl of Arran.3 Lennox was quickly married to Margaret Douglas, niece of Henry VIII, and from that union had flowed Henry Lord Darnley. Robert wearied of his life in England and in June 1546 returned home, bought off by Arran through the return of his bishopric and other holdings.4 Another voyager was the nineteen-year-old Lord James Stewart, commendator of the priory of St. Andrews. He, like Darnley, was part Tudor, for his father was James V. During the war, Edward VI had written personally to him and sent him a brooch as a present from ‘a kinsman in blood’. Although a bastard, he was a man with a potent future.


Scots abroad usually aroused comment and the English ambassador, the waspish Sir John Mason, sneered that they were ‘brawling, chiding and fighting … as though they had lately come from some new Conquest’.5 Indeed they had. Against both Henry VIII and Somerset, the Scots as ever had been victorious.


But the cost had been prodigious in terms of lives, money and material possessions.6 For example, the once thriving port of Dundee, Scotland’s second most important entrepôt before 1542, now lay in ruins. The town’s new clock, installed in the burgh kirk with such fanfare in 1546, had been ripped out two years later and taken as war-booty to England. Services in that very building now had to be held under canvas, since it lacked a roof. Haddington in East Lothian had fared somewhat better, but its economy never recovered as folly as Dundee’s and its kirk would not be comprehensively repaired until 1978. The war had also been expensive in terms of politics. Somerset’s war had seemed sufficiently close to success in 1547 for the Scottish government to feel it had to surrender the next year its most powerful domestic and international bargaining counter: the betrothal of the Queen. It was the only means by which it could attain sufficient French military assistance to expel the English. Nonetheless, it was a price worth paying, for their Governor had not only bested Henry VIII, but had played no small part in the humiliation of the Duke of Somerset. England now lay impotent and Scots, naturally, were in Rouen to brawl, to celebrate their great triumph, and to watch a victory parade.


Before we attend that marchpast, we should comment on the presence at Rouen of the most important Scot of them all: the Queen, Mary Stewart. Of course, had she dropped dead at any point, they would have found another person to be monarch. But as long as she stayed alive, she was the most important person in the entire Scottish community, be she a mere seven years of age, as she was in October 1550, or eighteen, as when she disembarked at Leith in August 1561. Mary’s first five years as Queen of one of the monarchies of Europe had been sedate, domestic, and nearly sedentary. Moved from her birthplace, Linlithgow, in July 1543, outside of a possible trip to Dunblane in May 1544 when the English were firing Edinburgh, she had dwelt, living the life of a growing child, at Stirling Castle under the care of her mother and four Scottish nobles whose probity and patriotism were unquestioned.


However, when the flames of the second Rough Wooing lapped as deep into the country as Lamington in Clydesdale, Saltoun in East Lothian and Dundee in Angus, her life became pretty lively and peripatetic. Given over to the total charge of her mother by a critical meeting of the Scottish Convention in February 1548, she was moved on the 22nd first to Dumbarton to be kept secure in the massive castle there. With her had gone her famous playmates, the four Maries, and two [half] brothers. When a remarkably well-equipped French fleet (containing Henry II’s own royal galley) arrived in the Clyde in July, she embarked. Contrary winds delayed the fleet’s departure until 7 August when it swept out to sea and transported her magnificently to Roscoff in Brittany on the 13th and thence to Morlaix.


From there she travelled to her grandmother’s arms and from Joinville into the household of the children of Henry II and his Queen, Catherine d’Medici. She quickly became close to her future husband, the Dauphin Francis, and his eldest sister, Elizabeth. Mary played with all the children. But in particular, she was made much of by Henry II who called her his ‘very own daughter: ma fille propre’, and she was celebrated as ‘the most perfect child’ in all of France. She came not knowing a word of French (indeed she did not learn to speak and write English until 1568 and then did so appallingly), but rapidly was fluent. Thus she and her future father-in-law conversed daily when he was with his brood. They were, after all, the only anointed monarchs around: everyone else had either married into royalty or only had a possible future as a monarch. With the future Francis II, it was said she treated him like a best friend, but also like a mistress. With the King, she was said to converse with the maturity of a twenty-five year mature woman. It had been, thus, a full and active two years in France before she delightedly saw her mother leave ship at the quay. The two of them then watched a spectacular two-day celebration, probably the single most expensive thing Henry II did in 1550.
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Fig 2.2(a,b,c). Once Mary moved into the royal household of France, she was certainly not sedentary any more, for Catherine (and the King) moved constantly about the kingdom (often, quite independently), as did all French monarchs as a matter of course: Paris, Fountainebleau, Chambord, Blois, Amboise, Orléans (where Francis would die), Tours, Lyon. But there were two chateaux which more than any others were ‘home’ for this child: St. Germain en Laye and Anet, both of which can be seen here. The one (a) and (b), situated on a massive outcrop of cliff over the Seine, had been begun in 1536, but then became Henry II’s favourite residence. It was the palace on which he imposed his cultural stamp – and a remarkably radical architectural statement – rather than accepting what his father had done. Anet (c), on the other hand, was the favourite residence of the king’s celebrated mistress, Diane de Poitiers, who often had the children to stay and play and who was particularly fond of Mary. By one of those ironies of history, it was to St. Germain that James VII and II and James VIII and III lived as guests of Louis XIV before he was forced to expel James VIII and his son.


THE ROUEN FÊTE


There is in fact a better phrase, now common amongst art historians: ‘I’entrée royale’ or the ‘solemn entry’. This is described by Sir Roy Strong as


an essential part of the liturgy of secular apotheosis. It was a vehicle whereby public acclamation could be focused on the person of the ruler as the incarnation of the State, the anointed of God, the pater patriae, the defender of Holy Church and of Religion, the heir of mighty ancestors, the source of all beneficence whose rule showers peace, plenty and justice on his subjects, and causes the arts to flourish. During the sixteenth century, therefore, the solemn entry became an important part of the cult of the monarch as hero.7


Just such a royal entrée was elaborated for Henry II at Rouen in October 1550.8 As well as the King, it celebrated his whole family, who were present, along with most of the court and the foreign ambassadors. Henry’s family in 1550 also included ‘ma fille propre’, the little queen of Scots.9
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Fig. 2.3.Rebuilding Roman triumphal arches became something of a favourite pastime for French kings and emperors: Louis XIV was especially fond of them; so was Napoleon, as any tourist to Paris knows from the Arc de Triomphe de l’Etoile, at the head of the Champs-Elysées. This passion for arches came directly from sixteenth-century Italy and Europeans’ fascination with the Roman Empire. This arch at Rouen, called ‘The Age of Gold’, was only the second such Renaissance edifice to be built in France. The ‘Age d’Or’ also became a potent lodestone for policy: kings were ordained by God to return Christian life to the time when prosperity and largesse were the norm, and poets sang of it throughout the century.


At the centre were the king and his wife, Catherine d’Medici, whom he had married in 1534. For the first ten years their union had been barren; both his father and his father’s mistress had mocked them in public. Henry’s mistress, Diane de Poitiers, had thus insisted that he should spend more time in his wife’s bed so as to establish his royal race.10 This sage advice worked. Following the birth of Francis, now the Dauphin (and Duke of Brittany), in 1544, ten children would be born. Twins (Victoire and Jeanne in 1556) died shortly after birth, but most lived: Elizabeth in 1546, then her sister Claude the next year, followed by Louis in 1549 and Charles in 1550. Increasingly their names reflected the Imperial pretensions of Henry. Charles’s second name was Maximilian; Henry, born in 1551, was given those of Edward (one of his godmothers was Maty of Guise)11 and Alexander. Margaret, born in 1553, who outlived all of her legitimate family, was followed in 1555 by another Francis, additionally christened Hercules.


This lively household was ftdl of playmates for the young queen of Scots and she clearly was very happy there, becoming particularly close to Elizabeth, future queen to Philip II of Spain, and to her betrothed, Francis. Just recovered from a serious bout of illness, she now saw her mother again. The reunion of Mary the mother and Mary the child (probably on September 25) must have been a delightful occasion, for between them there existed a profound bond of love and warmth.


Henry II had begun his reign with a series of fetes and entrees:12 the Rouen celebration was to be the grandest, for it conjoined the twin triumphs of his reconquest of Boulogne and the salvation of Scotland. Entrees were not mere extravagances; they were rooted in political reality. As Henry said in 1547, ‘rien qui meintienne un Peuple en obeissance et fidelite, que la vue de son souverain Prince, et naturel Seigneur [nothing maintains a people in their obedience and faithfulness so much as the sight of their sovereign and natural master]’. He was also imitating, and rivalling, the ceremonies of Charles V, such as his coronation as Emperor at Bologna in 1530 or the series of joyeuses entrees mounted for his son Philip in the Low Countries in 1548.13


Henry was engaged in ‘image projection’ as ‘le plus digne roi’ France had seen in two centuries. Various aspects were stressed. Some were mandatory: the king as guardian of the church, as heir to a throne reaching back to Troy and, through his fifty-seven predecessors, as provider of justice and peace. Others were more immediate and personal. One salient ingredient was the popularisation and familiarisation of the new king’s impresa (his badge or emblem) and his motto:
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four diicelluy moys & an,faire {6 entrée,Ouicelle Dame fur honorablemét
& en grande magnificencereceue de tousles eftatz delavillede Rouenscar
tel eftoit le b plaifir du R oy. L "ordre & faptuofité de laquelle entrée ie laifle
3 caufe de briefuete, Etd'abondit le famedy XX V11.jour dirdi® moys de
Septébre. Le ROY & laROYNE accopaignez des Princes & Princefles de
fon {ig des{eigneurs & dames de fa courtya lafuyte d'aultres princes & fei-
gneurs embaffadeurs d'eftriges natiés en gradndbre pour paruenira Feffe&
de fonintétion,qui eftoit de faire fon entrée enfaville, ville entre les fiennes
autant obeiffite § voluntaire 4 rendre fon debuoir; Metropolitaine toute(-
foysde fon fructueux pays de Normédie, Arriua qu Pricuré de Bénes nou-
uelles; aux faulx bourgs qui font oultre le pontde Rouen. Auquel lieu icelle
ROYNE douairiere & Efcoffe;accSpaignée de plufieurs princes & grans{ei-
gaeursd'Efcoflesallapour faire lareueréceau ROY& dla RQYNE,quid'vne
benignité non moindreque d'alaigrefle la recenrent.






