Georgia State University

ScholarWorks @ Georgia State University

History Theses Department of History

1999

Elizabeth the Matchmaker: The Proposed Marriage between Mary
Queen of Scots and Robert Dudley

Johanna Rickman

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/history_theses

Recommended Citation

Rickman, Johanna, "Elizabeth the Matchmaker: The Proposed Marriage between Mary Queen of Scots
and Robert Dudley." Thesis, Georgia State University, 1999.

doi: https://doi.org/10.57709/5603960

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Department of History at ScholarWorks @ Georgia
State University. It has been accepted for inclusion in History Theses by an authorized administrator of
ScholarWorks @ Georgia State University. For more information, please contact scholarworks@gsu.edu.


https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/
https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/history_theses
https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/history
https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/history_theses?utm_source=scholarworks.gsu.edu%2Fhistory_theses%2F82&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://doi.org/10.57709/5603960
mailto:scholarworks@gsu.edu

ELIZABETH THE MATCHMAKER:
THE PROPOSED MARRIAGE BETWEEN
MARY QUEEN OF SCOTS AND ROBERT DUDLEY

Johanna Rickman



WILLIAM RUSSELL PULLEN LIBRARY

— J ._J L
Georgia State University




NOTICE TO BORROWERS

In presenting this thesis as partial fulfillment of the requirements for an advanced degree
from Georgia State University, I agree that the library of the university will make it
available for inspection and circulation in accordance with its regulations governing
materials of this type. I agree that permission to quote from, to copy from, or to publish
from this thesis may be granted by the author, by the professor under whose direction it
was written, or by the Dean of the Collage of Arts & Sciences. Such quoting, copying or
publishing must be solely for scholarly purposes and must not involve potential financial
gain. It is understood that any copying from or publication of this thesis that involves
potential financial gain will not be allowed without written permission of the author.

2. N 2 S

/

All dissertations and theses deposited in the Georgia State University Library may be
used only in accordance with the stipulations prescribed by the author in the preceding
statement.

The author of this thesis is The director of this thesis is
Johanna Rickman Dr. Diane Willen
765 East Northway Lane Department of History

Atlanta, Georgia 30342 College of Arts & Sciences



Elizabeth the Matchmaker: The Proposed Marriage between Mary Queen of Scots and
Robert Dudley

A Thesis

Presented in Partial Fulfillment of Requirements for the Degree of Masters of Arts in the
College of Arts and Sciences Georgia State University

1999
by

Johanna Rickman

Committee:

WUMM

Dr. Diane Willen, Chair

e €0 Prmsres_

Dr. Brian Armstrong, Member Q

23 Jnly /999
Pate

Dr. Diane Willen
Department Chair




Table of Contents
List of Abbreviations
Introduction
Chapter One: The Early Years
Chapter Two: The Politics of Gender and Marriage
Chapter Three: The Proposal
Chapter Four: Darnley and the Lennoxes
Chapter Five: The End of the Negotiations
Conclusion

Annotated Bibliography

TA 35b

R53
1949

12
35
54
75
93
121

133



List of Abbreviations

CSP Domestic Calendar of State Papers, Domestic Series, of the Reigns of
Edward VI., Mary, Elizabeth, 1547-1580. Ed. by Robert
Lemon. London: Longman, Brown, Green, Longmans,
and Roberts, 1856.

CSP Foreign Calendar of State Papers, Foreign Series, of the Reign of
Elizabeth, 1558-1582. Ed. by Joseph Stevenson. Vol 3-8.
London: Longman, Green, Longman, Roberts and Green,
1863-1909.

CSP Scot Calendar of State Papers Relating to Scotland and Mary,
Queen of Scots, 1547-1603. Vol. 1-2. Ed. by Joseph Bain.
Edinburgh: General Register House, 1900.

CSP Span Calendar of State Papers Relating to English Affairs,
Preserved Principally in the Archives of Simancas,
(Spanish) Vol. 1. Ed. by Martin A. S. Hume. Public
Record Office, 1892. Reprint, London: Kraus Reprint,
1971,

Burghley Papers A Collection of State Papers Relating to Affairs in the
Reigns of King Henry VIII, King Edward VI, Queen
Mary, and Queen Elizabeth, From the Year 1542 to 1570
Transcribed from Original Letters and Other Authentick
Memorials, Never before Published, Left by William Cecil
Lord Burghley. 2 vols. Ed. by Samuel Haynes and
William Murdin. London: William Bowyer, 1740.



Introduction

If Mary Queen of Scots wished to marry, she would do very well for herself if she
took for her husband Robert, Lord Dudley, the English Master of the Horse. Such was the
message that Queen Elizabeth conveyed to the Scottish secretary William Maitland of
Lethington in March 1563. Elizabeth continued by elaborating on Dudley’s many fine
qualities. He was one “in whom nature had implanted so many graces,” Elizabeth assured
the Scotsman, “that if she wished to marry herself she would prefer him to all the princes
in the world.” Lethington, as a skillful diplomat was wont to do, replied with tact. The
fact that Elizabeth was willing to give up “a thing so dearly prized” was great proof of
her love for his mistress, yet he was certain that Mary could never deprive her beloved
cousin of “all the joy and solace she received from his [Dudley’s] companionship.”
Nonetheless, Elizabeth continued by musing that it was a shame Ambrose Dudley, the
earl of Warwick, was not as handsome as his brother Robert, because otherwise Mary and
Elizabeth could each marry a Dudley. Lethington, utterly confused and embarrassed, did
not know how to reply. Elizabeth, paying no heed to the speechless secretary, corrected
herself: Warwick, by no means ugly nor ungraceful, was not quite as “gentle” and
sophisticated as Robert, but he was still “worthy of being the husband of any great
princess.” Lethington, who by now had recovered himself, was anxious to put an end to
this awkward conversation. He thus brought up the question of the English succession,
which “he knew would shut her mouth directly.” Jokingly, he said that Elizabeth should
marry Dudley herself, and when she died, she could leave “both her kingdom and her

husband” to Mary. The children of these marriages could then rule over a union of



Scotland and England. As he anticipated, Elizabeth had nothing more to say on the
subject.’

Even though Lethington temporarily stayed Elizabeth’s unwelcome suggestions,
her silence was not to last for very long. In the fall of the same year, Elizabeth sent
Thomas Randolph to the Scottish court to begin official negotiations for a marriage
between Mary and Dudley (although Randolph was actually not allowed to reveal
Dudley’s name until the following spring). The Dudley negotiations then continued
intermittently until the summer of 1565. Although the chances for Mary accepting
Elizabeth’s choice seemed slim at first, Randolph was very optimistic about the prospects
of success in the early months of 1565. His hopes were shattered when Mary, tired of
Elizabeth’s slow and uncertain dealings, decided that she could not put off her marriage
any longer. On July 29 1565, Mary wedded her cousin Henry Stewart, Lord Darnley,
which effectively put an end to any further ideas of a Scottish royal bride for the English
queen’s favorite.

This curious early Elizabethan episode has long puzzled historians. As mentioned,
Robert Dudley was Elizabeth’s Master of the Horse, and he had stood high in her favor
from the beginning of her reign. In fact, the queen favored him too much in the opinion
of some of her watchful subjects. Dudley was considered a greedy upstart, and his
pedigree was certainly tarnished: both his father and his grandfather had been executed

for treason in the reigns of Henry VIII and Mary Tudor respectively. Furthermore, the

! Calendar of State Papers Relating to English Affairs, Preserved Principally in the
Archives of Simancas, vol. 1, ed. by Martin S. Hume (Public Record Office, 1892,
reprint, London: Kraus Reprint), 313. Hereafter CSP Span.



mysterious death of Dudley’s unfortunate wife, Amy Robsart, in 1560 caused persistent
rumors that he was a cold-blooded murderer. Some thought that he had deliberately done
away with his wife to clear the way for a marriage between him and Elizabeth * In
contrast to Dudley’s tainted background and questionable reputation, Mary had been the
queen of Scotland since her infancy and also briefly queen of France — consort to The
Most Christian King — through her marriage with the short-lived Francis 1. In addition,
she was part of the great and powerful Guise family in France and very aware of her
royal status. Thus mystery surrounds Elizabeth’s proposal. What caused her to propose
the dubious Dudley, her own favorite who hardly ever left her side,” as a husband for the
proud Mary? Other questions follow. Was Elizabeth serious about her proposal? Did she
actually wish for the marriage to take place, and if so, did she really think that Mary
would agree to it?

Historians have provided different theories concerning this marriage proposal.

Many of Elizabeth’s biographers, notably John Neale, Wallace MacCaffrey, and Conyers

? Dudley’s contemporaries published some rather scathing writings against him. One
example appears in D.C. Peck’s “The Letter of Estate: An Elizabethan Libel,” Notes and
Queries 28 (February 1981) : 21-35. Another one was Leicester's Commonwealth,
published in 1584, and edited by Peck as well. (Leicester's Commonwealth: The Copy of
a Letter Written by a Master of Art of Cambridge (1584) and Related Documents
(Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press, 1985.)These writings argue among other things
that Dudley was directly responsible for Robsart’s death, as well as the death of the
husband of his second wife. Although historians such as John Neale did not have much
favorable to say about Dudley, more recent works have tried to revise this view. Esther
Clifford in “Marriage of True Minds,” Sixteenth Century Journal 15 (1984) : 37-46,
argues that Elizabeth, an intelligent and shrewd woman, would never have favored
Dudley for so long if he had been such a scoundrel as some were making him out to be.

3 Elizabeth herself once compared Dudley to “her little dog,” because as Elizabeth
explained, when people saw her canine companion, they “know that I am coming, and



Read, argue that Elizabeth’s main reason was to prevent Mary from marrying one of the
powerful Catholic princes on the Continent.* Elizabeth certainly had reasons to fear such
an alliance, as Mary was actively seeking a match with the Spanish prince Don Carlos, as
well as with her young brother-in-law Charles IX, the new king of France. Archduke
Charles of Austria, the emperor’s son, was also mentioned in connection with the the
Scottish queen. Those historians arguing for Elizabeth’s preventative tactic, however,
disagree on whether or not she was serious in her offer of Dudley. Read and Neale argue
that Elizabeth sincerely wished to see Dudley married to Mary, whereas MacCaffrey
finds the thought of Elizabeth willingly giving up Dudley to her rival queen in the north
difficult to swallow. The main concern in the matter of Elizabeth’s sincerity is of course
the nature of the close relationship between the queen and her favorite; why would she

want to let him go?’

when you [Dudley] are seen, they say I am not far off.” Quoted in Elizabeth Jenkins,
Elizabeth and Leicester (New York: Coward-McCann, 1961), 129.

* Wallace MacCaffrey, Elizabeth I (New York: Edward Arnold, 1993) 84-7; same in The
Shaping of the Elizabethan Regime (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1968), 160,
Conyers Read, Mr. Secretary Cecil and Queen Elizabeth (New York: Alfred Knopf,
1061), 303-25. John Neale, Queen Elizabeth I (1934, reprint, New York: Anchor Books,
1957), 124-5. See also Jenkins, 93-5; Milton Waldman, Elizabeth and Leicester (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1945), 106-11.

5 Read, 303-4; Neale, 125, MacCaffrey, Elizabeth, 85-6 and Shaping, 165. Allison
Plowden argues that Elizabeth was not serious in offering Dudley and believes that her
insincerity shows that Elizabeth was merely wasting Mary’s precious time when
proposing that she marry Dudley. Plowden, Elizabeth Tudor and Mary Stewart: Two
Queens in One Isle (Totowa: Barnes and Noble Books, 1984), 83-98. Norman Jones
thinks that Elizabeth was “dishonest™ in her negotiations. Jones, The Birth of the
Elizabethan Age: England in the 1560s (Cambridge: Blackwell, 1993), 141. Caroline
Bingham suggests that the Dudley proposal was intended to prevent Mary from marrying
at all. Bingham, Darnley: A Life of Henry Stuart, Lord Darnley Consort of Mary Queen
of Scots (London: Constable, 1995), 82.



Other historians look more to Elizabeth’s personal reasons. Geoffrey Elton
believes that Elizabeth offered Dudley to Mary as a punishment for his role in the 1563
Parliament, where he helped Cecil encourage the MPs’ petition that she should marry.
Dudley was of course hoping that he would be Elizabeth’s first choice if she had to pick a
husband. As a side-note, Elton agrees that “this revenge had multiple uses,” since it
would also hinder Mary’s marriage plans.® Susan Doran argues that by offering Dudley to
someone else in marriage, Elizabeth was attempting to salvage her own rather tarnished
reputation. Furthermore, Doran states that by 1563, “Elizabeth had apparently little desire

»7

and certainly no intention of taking Dudley as her husband.”" If true, it would certainly
strengthen the position that Elizabeth was ready to have Dudley marry Mary.

Yet another ‘set’ of historians focus on the Anglo-Scottish relations in the
-beginning of the 1560s, and see the marriage proposal as either a positive or negative
attempt to deal with the tentative amity between the two states since the Treaty of
Edinburgh in 1560. Simon Adams suggests that Elizabeth earnestly offered Dudley to
keep the amity going, and that it was Mary’s obsession with the English succession
which eventually soured the friendship between the Scottish and the English.* Jane
Dawson also believes that the Dudley marriage was offered to cement an Anglo-Scottish

alliance, but unlike Adams, she puts the blame of the eventual diplomatic breakdown on

Elizabeth’s obstinate refusal to name a successor, even though it was clear that she

® Geoffrey Elton, The Parliament of England 1559-1581 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1986), 358-63.

7 Susan Doran Monarchy and Matrimony: The Courtships of Elizabeth I (New York:
. Routledge, 1996), 64-6.



favored Mary over the other claimants to her throne ” Stephen Alford emphasizes the
importance of religion, and states that Elizabeth offered Dudley to assure herself of an
English Protestant on the throne to “neutralize” Mary’s “political effect as the single and
sovereign power in Scotland ™"’

Those historians who look at the episode with an Anglo-Scottish perspective,
although they offer much detail about the negotiations and the events surrounding them,
often do not really discuss Elizabeth’s initial motives for specifically offering Dudley. If
she simply wanted Mary to marry an Englishman, could she not have found a more fitting
bridegroom? The old problem still comes back: why her own favorite? Neither Alford,
Adams, nor Dawson properly address this question. Likewise, Gordon Donaldson, a
biographer of Mary, dismisses the Dudley proposal as “hardly credible,” and then goes
.on to talk about the implications of the Darnley marriage."’ Frederick Chamberlin records
Lethington’s — and everyone else’s — surprise at Elizabeth’s suggestion, but does not
speculate further about her motives.'> One must take into account that the negotiations for
this “hardly credible” proposal went on for about a year and a half, and that before
Darnley entered Scotland in early 1565, Mary appeared to be rather favorable to the

proposition.

® Simon Adams, “The Release of Lord Darnley and the Failure of the Amity,” /nnes
Review 38 (April 1991): 123-53.

? Jane Dawson, “Mary Queen of Scots, Lord Darnley, and Anglo-Scottish Relations in
1565, International Historical Review (February 1986). 21.

' Stephen Alford, The Early Elizabethan Polity: William Cecil and the British
Succession Crisis, 1558-1569 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 122.

' Gordon Donaldson, Mary Queen of Scots (London: English University Press, 1974),
78-79.



Most of the historians who have written on Elizabeth’s proposal spend only a few
pages on the episode, and then go on to discuss the well-known consequences of Mary’s
marriage with Darnley: the revolt of Moray, the Riccio murder, the Darnley murder, the
Bothwell marriage, and finally abdication, flight into England, and execution. However,
studying the Dudley negotiations closely can give important insights into the politics and
policy in both Elizabeth and Mary’s early years of rule (in the case of Mary, the early
years of her personal rule).

In the early 1560s, Elizabeth’s position on the English throne was not at all as
secure as it was later to become. Although her reign turned out to be very long — forty-
four years — it is important not to apply hindsight to the early events which occurred
before she had consolidated her position. Ultimately, Mary’s reign was not successful.
Although she possessed a captivating personality, she was not a very able ruler. However,
the shortcomings of the Scottish Queen were not revealed immediately, her decline in
power was not evident until sometime after the summer of 1565. Thus when Mary
returned to Scotland from France in 1561, her presence was a threat to Elizabeth’s very
throne, or at least perceived as such. Although Mary ruled over subjects who had
declared themselves Protestant, she had strong ties to the ultra-Catholic Guise family in
France. She was a young, attractive widow, actively looking to make a good marriage,
and with a keen eye on the crown of England. The Dudley negotiations were thus held at

a time of English insecurity and apparent Catholic strength.

12 Erederick Chamberlin, Elizabeth and Leycester (New York: Dodd, Mead & Co, 1939),
135-36.



Furthermore, both Elizabeth and Mary had to contend with the problems
presented by their gender. The fact that they were sovereigns in their own right made
their prospective marriages carry much more weight than the marriages of their male
counterparts. That they would marry was a foregone conclusion; an unmarried woman,
unless she was a nun, was considered an anomaly in sixteenth century Europe. Marriage
was also needed to produce royal offspring; in the early 1560s, both Mary and Elizabeth
were childless and their realms therefore threatened by an uncertain succession.
Consequently, the succession question was very prominent throughout Elizabeth’s reign,
and indeed especially urgent in the early 1560s. Looking at the Dudley negotiations thus
sheds some light on the importance and nature of royal marriages and marriage
negotiations in the latter half of the sixteenth century.

Focusing on a relatively short period of time and a specific episode can also bring
to the fore the nature of Elizabethan policy. In general, the personal life of the monarch
was completely intertwined with ‘public’ affairs. Elizabeth’s — and Mary’s — personal
feelings and ideas about marriage were very much part of the decisions that concerned
their entire realms. Likewise, the ‘private’ friendship of the two queens was crucial for
the maintenance of the newfound Anglo-Scottish amity. More specifically, examining
these marriage negotiations can also highlight the manner in which Elizabeth conducted
the business of her realm. The English queen has often been accused of being unable to
make resolute decisions. Instead, she would delay and vacillate, which occasionally

“drove her councillors to distraction.”'> Although extremely irritating for those around

"3 John Guy, Tudor England (New York: Oxford University Press, 1988), 252.



her, Elizabeth’s peculiar aversion to quick and decisive actions sometimes worked in her
favor. She forced others to act, while she could sit back and respond to the new situation,
often with more options available than if she had been the one to make the first move.
One of the purposes of this essay is thus to investigate the manner in which Elizabeth

conducted these marriage negotiations, and assess the significance of her actions.

Before the details of the Dudley negotiations can be properly understood, it is
necessary to investigate the political, religious, and cultural context of the early 1560s.
Chapter One therefore discusses the complicated question of succession and Elizabeth’s
obstinate refusal to nominate an heir. It also outlines the events surrounding Mary’s
return to Scotland, the relationship between the two queens, and the religious troubles in
France, which definitely tested the Anglo-Scottish amity. Chapter Two looks at the
prevalent ideas of gender and specifically at the problems facing female rulers. The early
marriage proposals and negotiations of both queens are also part of the background facts
necessary for understanding the Dudley proposal, and are thus included in Chapter Two.

The following chapters present the narrative of the marriage negotiations between
Elizabeth and Mary. Chapter Three, then, looks at the beginning of the Dudley
negotiations in the fall of 1563 and follows events until the conference at Berwick in
1564, when representatives of the two queens met to discuss the details of Mary’s
marriage. Chapter Four, with a brief break from the narrative, introduces Mary’s future
husband, Lord Darnley, and his family with its shifting relations with the English crown.

This chapter also looks into his claim to the English throne in more detail, which requires
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further knowledge of his mother’s genealogy. Chapter Five picks up the narrative of the
negotiations from the winter of 1564/65 — when Randolph began to hope that his labors
would finally pay off — through the spring and the development of the whirlwind romance
between Mary and Darnley, ending with the July-wedding in 1565. Finally, the
concluding chapter looks at the aftermath of Mary’s fateful marriage, and the
consequences it had for the amity between Scotland and England and more especially for
the relationship between Elizabeth and Mary. It also attempts an assessment of
Elizabeth’s motives in the Dudley negotiations, the question of her sincerity in offering
her favorite to Mary, and the nature of Elizabethan policymaking.

The main sources used for this essay are the Calendars of State Papers (CSP).
Not surprisingly, the Scottish calendar has been most useful, but the reports of the
Spanish ambassadors in the Spanish calendar are very detailed and thus add much
information. The Spanish ambassadors from 1560 to 1565, the bishop de Quadra and
Guzman de Silva, both had a good eye (and plenty of spies) for the events at the English
court and dutifully reported everything to king Philip and his sister the Duchess of Parma,
who controlled the Spanish Netherlands. The Domestic calendar, although its entries are
rather terse, contains good information primarily on the early succession question. The
Foreign calendar consists mostly of reports from the English ambassadors in France and
Spain, and thus gives the continental perspective on the Dudley proposal and the
surrounding events.

Other primary sources include the Register of the Privy Council of Scotland and

the Papal Negotiations with Mary Queen of Scots during her reign in Scotland, 1561-



1567, the latter meticulously edited by J. H. Pollen. The Papal Negotiations are

especially useful in assessing Mary’s religious commitments and her continental
connections. The papers of Cecil (7he Burghley Papers) compliment the CSP, the
Secretary’s “diary” where he outlines important events in chronological order is very
helpful. Furthermore, the colorful memoirs of the Scottish Sir James Melville, whom
Mary employed as her special envoy to England as well as to the continent, add important
information and some interesting assessments of the main personalities in the Dudley

negotiations.
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Chapter One:
The Early Years

Early in the morning of November 17, 1558 Mary Tudor died. Left to succeed her
was the Lady Elizabeth; the royal councilors had pressured the dying queen into formally
acknowledging her half-sister as heir apparent on November 6. Elizabeth was at Hatfield
House when the news of Mary’s death reached her, and although she declared that “the
law of nature moves me to sorrow for my sister,” she nonetheless felt that God’s will had
been done. Elizabeth, “ordained to obey His appointment,” was “amazed” at her new
burden, but yet “desired with the bottom of [her] heart that [she] may have assistance of
His grace to be the minister of His heavenly will in this office now committed to [her] ™
Elizabeth might have been correct in asking guidance from above, for it was certainly not
a stable and harmonious realm that the new queen inherited. Apart from long-range
problems such as frequent poor harvests, inflation, and pressures from a growing
population, Elizabeth also had to face religious divisions and war with France *

Another pressing concern from the very beginning of Elizabeth’s reign was that of
the succession. Elizabeth was the last Tudor and she was an unmarried woman. The idea
of another woman on the throne after Mary’s troublesome reign was frightening enough,
but the fact that this particular woman was unmarried and therefore without an immediate

heir was almost too much for her subjects to bear. Without an heir apparent, the stability

of the country appeared to depend on the life of a single female. If Elizabeth died, the

' Quoted in Neale, 55.
? See Jones, chapter 1.
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possibility of civil war loomed large; the bloody and protracted Wars of the Roses had
ended less than a hundred years ago and still lived on in peoples’ memory.

Although Henry VIII married a total of six times, he only managed to produce
three children within wedlock.?> Thus when Mary died, Elizabeth was the sole survivor of
Henry’s progeny. Nonetheless, there were other branches of the Tudor family that could
— and did —lay a claim to the throne. The main contestants were four in number:
Catherine Grey, Margaret Lennox, the Earl of Huntingdon, and last but not least, Mary
Queen of Scots.

Catherine Grey, sister of the luckless Jane Grey, was the granddaughter of Henry
VIII’s younger sister Mary. Mary had married the duke of Suffolk after a brief period as
queen of France through her marriage to Louis XII. The strength of Catherine’s claim
was based on Henry VIII's will. According to the will, the original copy of which
Elizabeth kept under lock and key, the junior Suffolk line was to inherit the crown if
Henry’s own children died without issue.*

However, Catherine’s actions brought the wrath of Elizabeth upon her, a wrath
which proved to be very long lasting. On August 10, 1561 Elizabeth discovered that
Catherine was pregnant. The mother-to-be confessed that she had secretly married
Edward Seymore, earl of Hertford, sometime before the previous Christmas. Elizabeth
was furious and Catherine soon found herself in the Tower. Convinced that “there hath

been great Practisees and Purposees” against her, Elizabeth set about to eliminate the

* Henry had a son with his mistress, Mary Boleyn. The illegitimate son died a young
man.
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threat from her Suffolk cousin.® Hertford, who was in France at the time, was summoned
and imprisoned at his homecoming.® When Catherine was delivered of a healthy bgby-
boy on September 24, the queen’s anger and anxiety only increased.” Elizabeth ordered
an investigation into the validity of the marriage, and since Catherine and Hertford were
unable to produce sufficient evidence, their union was declared null and void. This
judgement meant that their firstborn — and the second son they managed to conceive
while imprisoned in the Tower — were bastardized and thus lost all claims to the throne.*
Catherine’s troubles grew worse when Elizabeth discovered that a certain lawyer
named John Hales had written a pamphlet in which he argued for the validity of
Catherine’s claim while at the same time excluding the Scottish queen. As Hales was
examined, other names connected with the pamphlet became known and among them
was Lord John Grey, Catherine’s uncle. (Actually, there were so many connected with
Hales and his views that Elizabeth had to stop the investigation for fear of having to
overcrowd her prisons and putting much of her nobility out of commission.) Grey’s

involvement only deepened Elizabeth’s resentment. Notwithstanding the many pleas for

* Mortimer Levine, Tudor Dynastic Problems, 1460-1571 (New York: Barnes and
Nobles, 1973), 100.

*A Collection of State Papers Relating to Affairs in the Reigns of King Henry VIII, King
Edward VI, Queen Mary, and Queen Elizabeth, From the Year 1542 to 1570 Transcribed
Jfrom Original Letters and Other Authentick Memorials, Never before Published, Left by
William Cecil Lord Burghley, eds. Samuel Haynes and William Murdin, (London:
William Bowyer, 1740), vol. 1, 369. Hereafter Burghley Papers.

®Ibid., vol. 2, p. 753.

” CSP Span, 176.

¥ Levine, 102-103. Interestingly, Elizabeth herself, although a legitimate heir according to
Henry’s will, was technically of illegitimate birth since Henry’s marriage to Anne Boleyn
had been declared invalid. Elizabeth never bothered to have the act from 1536 which
declared her a bastard repealed. See Levine, 98.
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mercy from Catherine and Hertford, they both remained in prison. Catherine, weakened
by the ordeal, was never to know freedom again. She died, still a prisoner, in January of
1568°

It was primarily Protestants who wanted Catherine to be recognized as Elizabeth’s
heir. However, before her marriage to Hertford, the Spanish had toyed with the idea of
marrying Catherine off to a Spanish nobleman, thus using her as an instrument to usurp
the English crown from Elizabeth.'’ Catherine undoubtedly was the center of some
intrigue, but there is no convincing evidence that she herself, or Hertford for that matter,
was striving for Elizabeth’s throne. (Surely, her sister’s fate would have taught her the
dangers in meddling with an uncertain succession.) Although Elizabeth certainly found
Catherine’s behavior sinister, it appears as if the disputed marriage between Catherine
and Hertford was simply an unwise love-match with sad results."'

If Catherine Grey was the choice of many Protestants, Margaret Lennox held the
vote of Catholics. Margaret was the daughter of Margaret Tudor, older sister of Henry
VIII, and Archibald Douglas, earl of Angus. Angus was Margaret’s second husband; she

was first married to James I'V of Scotland. Lady Lennox acquired her title through her

? Frank Arthur Mumby, Elizabeth and Mary Stuart: The Beginning of the Feud (New
York: Houghton Mifflin, 1914); 301. Hertford was finally released shortly thereafter.

' CSP Span, 176. Thomas Randolph, Elizabeth’s ambassador in Scotland, also reported
of rumors to marry Catherine to the Scottish earl of Arran. Since Arran had claims to the
Scottish succession, this would be a way to unite the realms. Calendar of State Papers
Relating to Scotland and Mary, Queen of Scots, 1547-1603, ed. Joseph Bain (Edinburgh:
General Register House, 1900), vol. 1, 483. Hereafter CSP Scot.

"' Levine, 102-103. Catherine’s younger sister Mary Grey, obviously not learning
anything from her sister’s fate, also contracted a secret marriage in 1566. Mary, who is
often described as “dwarfish,” married a Mr. Keyes, a sergeant-porter at the court who
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marriage to Matthew Stewart, earl of Lennox. Margaret clearly had an eye on the English
throne, but not primarily for her own sake. Instead, she was working for the benefit of her
eldest son, Henry Stewart, the Lord Darnley. The Lennox claims and the designs of
Darnley and his ambitious mother will be discussed at some length at a different point in
this essay, so I will not belabor the point further here. Suffice it to say that both Margaret
Lennox and her husband found themselves in custody in 1562 for their attempts to get
Mary to take their son for her husband. For obvious reasons, the Lennoxes had to deal
behind Elizabeth’s back, which made the royal anger so much stronger when the queen
found out about their the plans. The family was not fully restored to favor until the early
summer of 1564, but they did not remain so for very long. Darnley’s marriage to Mary in
July 1565 definitely ended all friendly feelings that Elizabeth might have harbored
towards them.

Henry Hastings, the earl of Huntingdon, probably had the weakest claim to the
throne, because unlike the other claimants, he was not a descendant of the first Tudor
king, Henry VII. Instead, Huntingdon’s pedigree revealed Yorkist forefathers; he
descended from Edward I'V’s brother, the duke of Clarence. Moreover, he was
undoubtedly a Protestant, which endeared him to the adherents of the same religion. His
greatest attraction, however, was the simple fact that he was a man. Having a male
sovereign would eliminate the problems a ruling queen presented, and if he were declared
Elizabeth’s successor, the issue of the queen’s marriage would loose at least some of its

importance. However much others might have liked the idea of Huntingdon on the

was reportedly over six feet tall. Elizabeth quickly separated the mismatched couple.
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throne, the earl himself had no such ambitions. The episode with the Grey-Hertford
marriage clearly showed that Elizabeth treated the claimants with considerable suspicion.
Huntingdon did not wish to live under the shadow of the queen’s displeasure. 2

Finally, of course, there was Mary Queen of Scots. Like Margaret Lennox, she
was the granddaughter of Henry VIII’s oldest sister Margaret. Unlike Lady Lennox,
however, Mary’s grandfather was James IV of Scotland, Margaret Tudor’s first husband.
Mary’s parents were James V and the French Mary of Guise. As her father died when she
was only a few months old, Mary had been queen of Scotland basically her entire life.
Her mother, aﬁer usurping the position from the earl of Arran in 1554, acted as Regent
until her death in the summer of 1560. Mary was staunchly Catholic, and furthermore, the
young queen was more French than Scottish. She had been sent to France as a five-year
old, and was trained to shoulder the role of queen of France, as she was betrothed to
Francis, the Dauphin.

Although hereditarily Mary was the closest to the English crown, the fact that she
was not English barred her from the throne both by the will of Henry VIII and by the
common law of the land. Her close connection with France and especially her Guise
relations — the Guises were a very powerful and very Catholic French noble family with a
far reaching network — made her claim fairly unpopular in England, at least among

Protestants, Many Catholics preferred to back the semi-English Margaret Lennox

Jenkins, 151; Doran, 3, MacCaffrey, Shaping of the Elizabethan Regime, 187.

'2 Levine, 101. In April, 1563, Huntingdon wrote a letter to Robert Dudley, asking him to
use his influence with the queen and persuade her that he had no ambitions in regards to
the succession to the throne. Mumby, 283-4.



instead."® Curiously, however, Elizabeth seemed to have favored Mary’s claim over the
others, probably because she was the only truly royal person of the candidates, as well as
being a fellow reigning queen.'*

Nonetheless, Elizabeth had no intention of letting Mary have her throne. The
English queen, along with her subjects, was very upset when she found out that Mary was
presumptuously calling herself queen of England and Ireland. At the death of Mary
Tudor, Henry II of France had immediately convinced Mary to use the English title, since
he considered Elizabeth illegitimate and — as a Protestant — unworthy of the crown. Mary
complied, and.Cecil wrote angrily about reports that ushers had proclaimed to the people
crowding around “Place pour la Reine d’Angleterre,” and that the Scottish queen had
been sitting under an arch, on which the English arms were carved, during the marriage
of Philip of Spain and Elizabeth Valois. Furthermore, Cecil fumed, certain courtly verses
recited at the festivities clearly declared Mary “Of Scotland Queen and England too, Of
Ireland too, as God hath provided it so.”"* The Spanish ambassador also reported
Elizabeth’s anger at Mary’s usage of the English title.'® The topic came up for serious
discussion during the peace talks between England, Scotland, and France in the summer
of 1560. One point in the final Treaty of Edinburgh demanded that Mary and Frances

(who had ascended the French throne after his father’s death on June 30, 1559) stop using

" Ibid., 99-100.

'* Antonia Fraser, Mary Queen of Scots (New York: Delacorte Press, 1970), 162-3.
'* Burghley Papers, vol. 2, p. 749.

'6 See for example CSP Span, 135.
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the title of England, and that all their artifacts on which the contested arms were
displayed should be destroyed or declared invalid within a specified time-period."’

The question of succession became urgent when in October of 1562, Elizabeth
contracted smallpox and almost died. For about seven days, it appeared as if Elizabeth’s
reign would be of even shorter duration than that of her sickly brother. The queen’s
councilors scrambled to find with a solution in case Elizabeth would not survive the
ordeal, but little was accomplished. De Quadra, bishop of Avila and the Spanish
ambassador in England, reported to his master that “out of the 15 or 16 of them that there
are there were nearly as many different opinions about the succession to the throne.”'* De
Quadra probably exaggerated, but it was certainly true that the Privy Council was
divided. The only point on which they seem to agree was that Mary should be excluded."”

Although Elizabeth survived, her illness only exacerbated the discussion of her
succession. When she had recuperated, she decided to call Parliament; the queen was
seeking to repair her failing finances by taxation. Her subjects, misinterpreting her move,
thought that she was ready to settle the succession question. (Hales” book was written and
circulated at this time and groups of MP’s were meeting secretly to talk about possible
solutions to the problem of succession.) When the parliamentary session finally began in
the spring of 1563, the Commons petitioned the queen either to settle the succession or
marry. Elizabeth, hoping to quiet the unwanted discussion, told them that “as a prince she

was not vowed to the unmarried state which as a private woman she would prefer, and

7 CSP Scot, vol. 1, 431.
B csp Span, 262.
" Ibid.
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that the problem of the succession was too serious to be quickly decided.” Thus nothing
definitive came out of the 1563 Parliament on the matter of succession, and the question
would resurface in the Parliament of 1566, again only to be stymied by a then furious
Elizabeth. However, the fact that the Commons dared to petition the queen on such a
weighty matter showed their great concern.*”

Throughout her entire life, Elizabeth was unwilling to declare a successor. When
she thought herself dying in 1562, instead of appointing an heir, she requested that her
favorite Dudley should be made Protector of the realm. Dudley was not even on the Privy
Council at that time (he was raised to that position shortly after her recovery) and
although his closeness to the queen had rendered him powerful, he was still only a knight
and the Master of the Horse. Making such a man a protector certainly was not a very
feasible ‘last wish.” Furthermore, some forty years later, when Elizabeth was on what
proved to be her actual deathbed, she still refused to nominate the next ruler. Although
the succession of James VI was both expected and peaceful, Elizabeth had not directly
stated that she wished him to have her crown.

Why this refusal to give her subjects the peace of mind they so desperately
wanted? Elizabeth’s argument against having a known successor was twofold. First, she
considered the safety and peacefulness of her realm; she wanted to avoid having an heir
around whom dissenters to her reign could rally. She “knew the inconstancy of the people

of England” and explained “how they ever mislike the present government and have their

 Elton, 358-63.
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»2l

eyes fixed upon the person that is next to succeed, and naturally men be so disposed.
Elizabeth certainly had personal experience in this matter.** She herself was once in
danger during the aftermath of Wyatt’s Rebellion in the beginning of Mary Tudor’s reign.
Although nothing could be proven against Elizabeth herself, her supporters had not
hesitated in their rebellion and thus caused their would-be queen to be put in the Tower.
Elizabeth realized that if she declared a successor, she would create even more and
sharper factions within her nobility, especially since the question of religion was so
central in the support of the claimants. She wanted to avoid all unnecessary bloodshed,
and keeping her subjects in suspense, although not an ideal situation, was the least
offensive alternative. She was probably correct in her assumption.

Secondly, the succession was a very personal matter for Elizabeth. She did not
like people who aspired to her throne, as is evidenced by her treatment of Catherine Grey.
She once asked the Scottish envoy Lethington how he could press her to name a
successor: “Think you that I could love my own windingsheet?”** She was sure that a
declared successor would shortly strive for her death to put him or herself in Elizabeth’s
place. She also told Mary herself that “nothyng is more mynded than how to possess that
which we have, and that is but a sorrowful song, to pretend more shortnes of our lyf than
there is cause.”* Elizabeth was thus not only protecting her realm from disorder, but she
also felt as if she was protecting her very own life and position. Despite all the talk of

succession, she declared her intentions clearly: “So long as I live, I shall be Queen of

! Quoted in Plowden, 70.
2 CSP Span, 374.
B Quoted in Plowden, 70.
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England. When I am dead, they shall succeed that have most right " Thus Elizabeth was
not going to settle the succession question by nominating an heir, because she considered
it to be detrimental not only to her own security, but also to that of the country as a

whole.

If the succession was a thorny question in the beginning of Elizabeth’s reign, so
was the state of foreign policy. The Spanish king Philip II, married to Mary Tudor, had
persuaded his wife to enter into a disastrous war against France. Philip himself was at war
with the Valois king and wanted English support for his enterprise. As a result, Mary
ultimately lost Calais, the last English hold on the continent. The war was concluded in

| the peace of Cateau-Cambresis in April 1559, and as a part of the treaty, the French were
supposed to “pacify the Scottish border.”** However, the unexpected death of Henry I
shortly after the treaty®’ brought about a shift in power. Francis 11, who succeeded his
father, was married to Mary Queen of Scots. Subsequently, Mary’s Guise relations rose
in importance and power at the French court. Scotland, with Mary of Guise as Regent,
became an “instrument of French foreign policy.”** When the French troops began

occupying the fortresses along the border country, Scottish Protestants rebelled. The

 CSP Scot, vol. 1, 81.

2 Quoted in Plowden, 69-70.

% Burghley Papers, vol. 2, 748. See also Guy, 264.

?” Henry 11 died from the wounds he contracted in a jousting accident during the
celebrations after the treaty. (A piece of broken lance found its way through the openings
in his helmet and pierced his eye and throat.) As part of the celebrations, Philip of Spain
was to marry Elizabeth Valois, Henry’s daughter. Philip certainly did not waste much
time in mourning for Mary who had died only a few months earlier.

* Guy, 265.
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Scottish could not do it by themselves, though, and looked to the south for help. English
Protestants realized the danger of war so close by, yet could not deny the advantages. In
the well-put words of historian John Guy, by helping their neighbors to the north, “at a
stroke the Scottish Reformation could be made the vehicle for French expulsion from the
British Isles, Scotland’s position as an English satellite cemented, and Mary’s claim to
the throne weakened.”*’

Elizabeth, however, was not keen on helping subjects who were openly rebelling
against their sovereigns (Francis held the crown matrimonial and was thus king of
Scotland and France) and she wanted to avoid costly foreign expeditions. After much
pressure, especially from Cecil who greatly favored intervention, Elizabeth finally gave
in and agreed to send military help to Scotland. The English troops were not successful at
first; Cecil commented on May 6, 1560 that “the first Assault at Leith took not good
Effect.”*” The Spanish ambassador in England, bishop Quadra, thought Elizabeth’s
actions were pure folly. In February, he reported to Philip that “in the event of the Scotch
business turning out badly for her, as it probably will, she will be left helpless.” The
English queen ought to know better than to stick her nose in business were it did not
belong.*!

Elizabeth was lucky. Circumstances turned to her favor: the French lost a fleet in

a storm, France’s internal religious troubles were breaking into open violence, as

* bid.
** Burghley Papers, vol. 2, 750.
" CSP Span, 129, 172.



24

evidenced by the Tumult of Ambois in March, and on top of this, Mary of Guise died on
June 11. The French were ready for a settlement.

After protracted discussions about the terms, the Treaty of Edinburgh was
concluded on July 6, 1560. Cecil and Dr. Wotton, the two English representatives in the
negotiations, were fairly pleased with the result, even though Elizabeth felt that the
French got off too easily ** The French troops were forced to leave Scotland and the
Scottish nobles were able to consolidate their power and bring about a Protestant
settlement. A council of twelve, of which Mary was to choose seven, and the Scottish
estates five, would run the country in the absence of the queen. The ‘auld alliance’ that
had existed between France and Scotland, especially strong during the regency of Mary
of Guise, was replaced with a new Scottish-English amity, which definitely would help
define English foreign policy in the 1560s. Furthermore, the treaty required that Mary
and Francis give up the use of the English title and arms ‘henceforward.” The demand
was formulated in such a way that Mary — if she ratified the treaty — would have to
consent to signing away her claim to the English throne not only during the lifetime of
Elizabeth and her issue, but for all time.**

Elizabeth confirmed the treaty in September, and Sir Nicholas Throckmorton,
English ambassador in France, was charged with the task of getting Mary and Francis to

ratify it as well. This task proved impossible, because Mary — as Cecil so aptly put it —

% Elizabeth wanted the French to give her back Calais, but Cecil had not received this
demand until after the treaty was already signed. The secretary thought this glitch in
communications “a happy mishapp,” since he was convinced that the French would never
have agreed to give up Calais, and thus there would have been no peace treaty. CSP Scot,
vol. 1, 446.
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simply “would not accept it.”** Elizabeth did not give up, however. When the sickly king
Francis died in December of 1560, Elizabeth sent the earl of Bedford to Mary to express
the English queen’s condolences as well as to ask for ratification. Mary thanked her
‘sister” for her kind words, and vaguely stated that she would “do her best to preserve the
amity,” but that she could not possibly ratify the treaty without the counsel from the
Scottish lords. **

The death of Francis, just like the death of his father only a little over a year
earlier, rearranged the power structure in France again. The new French king was
Charles, a boy of ten who would obviously need someone to reign in his place until he
was of age. Catherine de Medici, his formidable mother, quickly grasped the opportunity
and took over political power in the name of her son. Mary found her own position
uncertain and the power of the Guises waned. What was she to do? She went from being
the queen of France and wife of the Most Christian King to being a widow and the
absentee queen of a country in which she had not set foot for thirteen years. Furthermore,
Catherine de Medici made it clear that Mary was no longer welcome in France; her
purpose there had been to be Francis’ consort, not a rivaling dowager queen backed by
the powerful and uncomfortably Catholic Guise family **

Mary decided to go home. As early as January 1561, she instructed her

commissioners to straighten out her finances in Scotland as she was planning on coming

= Burghley Papers, vol. 1, 354-7, Donaldson, 47.

** Burghley Papers, vol. 2, 751.

3% CSP Scot, vol. 1, 476, Burghley Papers, vol. 2, 752.

9 Fraser, 115-117; Plowden, 60, Jenny Wormald, Mary Queen of Scots: A Study in
Failure (London: George Philip, 1983), 104.
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there as soon as she could settle her affairs in France.>” Mary’s decision was met almost
with as much dislike on the other side of the channel as did the Scottish queen’s
continued presence in France. The queen’s own subjects were wary of her coming. They
had achieved a tentative settlement of religion and were unsure of what would happen
when the Catholic Mary would begin her personal rule. Many of the Protestant lords
thought Mary was coming too soon, they wanted some more time to settle things in such
a way that she could not easily change them. Randolph reported that “were it not for
obedience sake, some of them [the Scottish nobles] care not thoughe theie never saw her
fm!”n

Elizabeth did not want Mary to return either, and certainly not before she had
ratified the treaty. She repeatedly sent envoys into France, but could not convince Mary
to change her mind regarding the ratification.> She also felt that Mary would “alter
things to the worst” in Scotland, “specially religion and devotion to England ”*’ Thus
when Mary sent her envoy Monsieur d’Oysel to ask for a safe-conduct for herself and her

retinue to pass through England on her way home, Elizabeth refused to allow it unless

Mary would ratify the treaty *' Mary, disregarding Elizabeth’s rather rude reply, ** told

7 CSP Scot, vol. 1, 507.

* Ibid., 543.

% Throckmorton tried — unsuccessfully — many times, and Elizabeth also had letters sent
to Mary’s uncle, the Cardinal of Lorraine, and to the Scottish estates, asking them to
pressure Mary to ratify, all to no avail. Burghley Papers, vol. 2, 752, CSP Scot, vol. 1,
538.

“ CSP Scot, vol. 1, 537.

“'bid., 538, 540.

*2 Mary made some ironic statements about Elizabeth’s “choler and stomache” to
Throckmorton. Calendar of State Papers, Foreign Series, of the Reign of Elizabeth,
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Lethington that she loved her subjects so much that she had resolved to come anyway. **
Even though Throckmorton again tried to persuade her to ratify the treaty only a few days
before she left France, Mary stood fast. When Elizabeth realized that the Scottish queen
was going to go ahead with her journey despite her best efforts to stop or at least delay
her, she quickly tried to save face by issuing a last-minute passport for her cousin. To
make matters worse, the safe-conduct arrived too late. On August 15, 1561, Mary boldly
set sail for Scotland. Her crossing was unusually quick, and she stepped on Scottish
ground at Leith in the morning fog on August 19. Elizabeth’s safe-conduct found its way
to Scotland four days after Mary’s arrival *

Mary had a rather pleasant first meeting with her subjects, who were favorably
impressed with her graceful and royal appearance and behavior. The pleasant mood
changed when on Sunday the queen ordered mass to be said in the chapel at Holyrood
House. Mary had been assured by Lord James — her half-brother who was later to become
the earl of Moray — that she would be able to practice Catholicism privately. When some
ardent Protestants found out about the mass, they were furious that ‘idolatry’ should once
again be practiced in Scotland. A noisy crowd gathered in the courtyard, and although the
mass went off undisturbed, the poor priest was so frightened that he barely could lift the

Host at the Elevation.**

1558-1582, ed. by Joseph Stevenson (London: Longman, Green, Longman, Roberts and
Green, 1863-1909), vol. 4, 154. Hereafter CSP Foreign.

¥ CSP Scot, vol. 1, 544,

“ Ibid., 545.

“ecsre Foreign, vol. 4, 278.
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Mary’s continued Catholicism would create tension between the queen and some
of her extreme Protestant subjects, such as John Knox. Mary still managed to create some
stability in Scotland by her promise to leave religion in the same state as she found it
when she arrived, i. e. her subjects were free to practice Protestantism. On Monday,
August 25, Mary issued a proclamation which stated that she would make no changes in
religion until she had assembled her Estates to discuss the matter. The proclamation also
included the right of Mary and her servants to practice their religion without fear of
assault *

Although Mary passionately declared that she would rather die than “swerve from
obedience to his Holiness and to the Apostolic See” in a letter to the pope,*’ the Scottish
queen appears to have been rather practical when it came to religion. Ignorant of Mary’s
reluctance as well as her inability to make any major changes in Scotland at least for the
time being, the pope hopefully wrote to his “dear daughter in Christ.” The pontiff told her
to take as a role model the late Mary Tudor, who “surely did not defend the cause of God
timidly, nor hesitate in withstanding the foes of the Catholic religion.”** But Mary had no
intention of imitating her English namesake, religious persecution would only hinder her
ultimate objective of getting Elizabeth to nominate her as the rightful successor to the
English throne. Instead of declaring herself a champion of the pope, Mary wanted to be

Protestant Elizabeth’s bosom friend. In January 1562, Mary wrote to her uncle, the duke

% Register of the Privy Council of Scotland, ed. John Hill Burton, vol. 1 (Edinburgh: H.
M. General Register House, 1877), 266-7. See also Fraser, 153.
7 Papal Negotiations with Mary Queen of Scots during her Reign in Scotland, 1561-
413567’ ed. by John Hungerford Pollen (Edinburgh: University Press, 1901), 87.

Ibid., 74-5.
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of Guise, of her close relationship with Elizabeth, especially relishing the thought of
“how the others will be astonished if they see us, the Queen of England and I, [getting
on] so well.”*’ These words were hardly the comments of a queen committed to rooting
out the Protestant heresy flourishing in both Scotland and England.

Even though Mary had 'outwitted Elizabeth by going to Scotland without passing
through England, the English queen did not give up on the ratification of the treaty of
Edinburg. She sent Peter Mewtas to Mary to once again request the Scottish queen’s
signature on the treaty. Mary stood fast in her refusal. Exasperated, Elizabeth wrote to her
cousin and demanded to know her reasons; the Scottish queen was now among her
advisors, so what was it that stayed her still? Mary responded in January. She said that
she simply could not ratify the treaty as it stood, because she would have to give up all
present and future claims to the English throne. Royal claims and succession were a God-
given birthright that could not be denied by man’s own negotiations.*’ Elizabeth, who
expressed the same view of succession and lineage to Lethington, could probably
understand Mary’s reasoning. Although the question of Mary’s claim to the succession
would never rest, the issue of the ratification of the treaty ran out in the sand.

Next followed a period of studied amity between the two queens. Gracious letters
and friendly words were exchanged across the border, Mary, for example, sent Elizabeth
a ring with a heart-shaped diamond, accompanied by courtly verses expressing the love

she bore her royal cousin. Furthermore, Randolph reported how Mary had pulled a letter

* Ibid., 442-3. See also Burton, ed. Register of Privy Council of Scotland, intro, x1, and
Fraser, 160.
%0 CSP Scot, vol. 1,572, 586-7.



from Elizabeth from her “boosame” while explaining to the ambassador that if she could
put it “nerrer [her] hart,” she would.*’ Both Elizabeth and Mary expressed a wish to meet
each other face to face. Mary was hoping that such a meeting would turn out favorably
for her, surely, Elizabeth would not deny her bonne soeur her place in the succession.
Lethington and Moray wrote to Cecil to scope out the terrain. They wanted to know if a
meeting would be favorable to their mistress before they could advise her to set out on
such a journey.*

As the spring wore on and preparation were made for the meeting to occur at
York in July, Elizabeth’s enthusiasm for the “interview’ with her cousin cooled. Religious
troubles in France, in which Mary’s Guisan uncles had a crucial part, made her wary of
leaving London to venture north. Other arguments put forth by Cecil included the large
expense, the discussion of Mary’s title, which would undeniably come up, Mary’s
popularity among the northern English Catholics, and the heavy rains that had made the
roads difficult to travel. In mid-July, although preparations were in a rather advanced
state, Elizabeth officially cancelled the meeting, and Henry Sydney was sent northward to
inform Mary of the decision. Mary was sorely disappointed; Sidney reported that the

news caused her “great greefe”” which she displayed “not only in woordys but in

*Ibid., 632-3.

“Ibid., 589, 595, 607, 610. The main Scottish concern about the meeting was the great
expense. Mary’s finances were already in a bad state. The Scottish, who had silver but
not as much gold as the English, were afraid that they would loose out in the exchange.
One solution, Mary decided, was to have her subjects wear black mourning-clothes —
since the queen herself still wore mourning attire — and thus decrease the expense of
costly apparel. Ibid., 620-1.
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contenans and watery eyes.”*> She was however comforted by the English declaration
that the meeting was merely being postponed, and that they should plan on seeing each
other at York the following summer. Mary agreed, and it was decided that June 10, 1563,
would be the new date.** Nonetheless, the closest the two queens would ever get to each
other was when James VI and I moved his mother’s body in 1612 to Westminster Abbey,
where the remains of Elizabeth rested as well **

While Elizabeth and Mary were preparing for a possible meeting in the spring of
1562, on the other side of the channel, France’s great religious tensions could no longer
be contained. Catherine de Medici made an attempt to keep France peaceful with the
Edict of January, which gave some limited recognition to the French Protestants. The
Catholic faction — headed primarily by the Guises — were horrified that the heresy would
be allowed to continue with the approval of the crown, no less. They found the edict
intolerable. In March of 1562, the massacre of Huguenots at Vassy started the first of the
French Wars of Religion, which were to ravage the country for most of the second part of
the century.*

The fact that one of Mary’s uncles, the duke of Guise, orchestrated the slaughter
at Vassy certainly put a strain on Mary and Elizabeth’s relationship. Not only was Mary

worried that because of her uncles’ “unadviced enterprise” Elizabeth would no longer

? Ibid., 641.

* Ibid., 628-50; CSP Span, 249-54.

% Fraser, 552.

% Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1995), 46-53.
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favor her (for the succession),’” but Elizabeth was concerned with how Mary’s would
react if England became involved in the war in France. Although Elizabeth was unwilling
to endure the expense of military action, by fall of 1562, Throckmorton, backed by
Dudley, finally managed to convince her to send help to the Huguenots **

Elizabeth’s main motive for French intervention was either to win back Calais, or
to get her hands on another port city of equal importance. Naturally, such a goal was not
‘noble’ enough to be her “official’ policy. She wrote to Mary and explained her actions:
she was mérely sending troops to Normandy “for the safety of her own country,” she was
trying to stop the horrors that were continuing in France, and seeing “the tender years of
the King,” she was simply trying to bring some order to his realm, as a good neighbor
should. Surely, Mary could understand. In addition, Elizabeth assured the Scottish queen
that her love for her cousin had not diminished “any jott” and also expressed her hope
that Mary remain as constant in turn, although she knew “what finesse has been and will
be used, to draw you from the affection I am assured you bear me >’

Mary assured Elizabeth that even if it was a thorny and unwelcome situation, she
would not take sides with either Elizabeth or her Guisan uncles, since “by nature” she

was “bounde unto them both.” *° Notwithstanding Mary’s assurances, Elizabeth’s fears

were not unfounded. In a letter to Cecil, Lethington described possible scenarios for

%7 CSP Scot, vol. 1, 627.

* Guy, 266-7.

% CSP Scot, vol. 1, 657-60. Cecil also mirrored Elizabeth’s reasons for English
intervention in France, but he added the more realistic purpose to make sure that Calais
would — as according to the Treaty of Cateau-Cambresis — be turned over to England.
Cecil believed that the Guise-faction at court was working against English possession on
the Continent. C'SP Foreign, vol. 4, 667-74.
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Mary’s actions. Since she was so close to not only the Guises, but also to the royal house
in France, she would be foolish to turn down a request for help from her friends. If she
refused, she would probably loose their friendship forever, which would leave her
destitute and isolated. The only alternative, Lethington argued, was for Elizabeth to
“solemnly confirm” the amity. If Mary was completely assured of Elizabeth’s friendship,
she “cared not to hasard all others [other friends]” because she would “best love that
person who did show greatest token off love towardes her. ™" In other words, if Elizabeth
declared Mnry her successor, Mary promised not to pay any heed to the French
suggestions of a revived ‘auld alliance’ and military help against Elizabeth.

Elizabeth’s involvement in France turned out very badly. English troops held on
to Le Havre until March, 1563, when the peace of Amboise ended the first civil war and
the English presence in France became unwanted even by their Protestant allies. The earl
of Warwick, Dudley’s brother and the commander of the French troops, was forced to
surrender in July; his troops were not only malnourished, but also dying of the plague in
great numbers. To add insult to injury, by the Treaty of Troyes (April 1564) that formally
ended the fighting, Elizabeth had to give up on Calais for good, the provisions of the

treaty at Cateau-Cambresis were overridden by the new peace ©*

Looking back at Elizabeth’s first few years on the throne, then, historians

certainly find the period neither dull nor uneventful. Elizabeth constantly had to deal with

0 CSP Scot, vol. 1, 664.
! Ibid., 667.
2 Guy, 268.
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new events turning up at every corner, and while doing so, she learned more and more
about the political game she was playing. One aspect of Elizabeth’s early reign has been
excluded in this first chapter, not because it is unimportant, but because it requires a
chapter of its own: Elizabeth’s challenges as a female monarch and the crucial question

of her marriage.
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Chapter Two:
The Politics Of Gender and Marriage

Although Elizabeth was unique in many ways, she was not the only woman in a
position of power in Western Europe during the sixteenth century. Either directly or
indirectly, several realms experienced female rule. In England, of course, Mary Tudor
had held the crown before Elizabeth and if the disputed rule of Matilda in the twelfth
century is excluded, Mary was the first English queen ever to rule in her own right. In
Scotland, Mary Stuart ruled with the help of her mother, Mary of Guise, and in France,
Catherine de Medici controlled the throne of her young sons.' This chapter will briefly
look into the implications of female rule, focusing especially on the issue of marriage,
which is crucial to the understanding of the relations between Elizabeth and Mary.
Studying the narrative of some of the early marriage policies of the two queens will

highlight the importance of gender and set the stage for Elizabeth’s proposal in 1563 that

Mary marry Robert Dudley.

In a society where the existing gender roles prescribed that women be subordinate
to men, a reigning queen naturally presented a host of problems. How could a mere
woman hold authority over worldly and experienced men? And in Elizabeth’s case, how
could a young, unmarried woman, normally on the lower end of the social power

structure, venture to head the English church in a time when religion was at the

" In addition, during the Reformation in France, an unusual number of Huguenot notables
in power were actually women. Holt, 39. For a more detailed discussion, see Nancy L.



forefront?? Furthermore, how could a woman, thought to be intellectually inferior to men,
actually govern the complicated affairs of the realm?’

Some contemporaries argued that she could not. John Knox, for example, made
his opinion clear in the very title of his work 7he First Blast of the Trumpet Against the
Monstrous Regiment of Women (1558). Knox, an avid Scottish Reformer, had directed
his pamphlet primarily against Catholic Mary Tudor, but the published work became
available shortly after Mary’s death. Although the timing was terrible given the ascent to
the English"throne of a Protestant princess, Knox did not change his opinion on female
rulers considerably.* Women, according to Knox, could hold no position of authority
over men, partly because the apostle Paul, “taking from all women all kinde of
superiorite, authorite, and power over man,” had clearly stated the order of the sexes * A
woman ruler was simply a subversion of God’s established order and not to be tolerated.

Another reformer, John Calvin, was troubled by the idea of female rulers, but was
not quite as outspoken and negative as Knox. Calvin felt that a sovereign woman had to

be endured, because even if against the natural order of things, God had placed the

Roelker, “The Role of Noblewomen in the French Reformation,” Archive for
Reformation History 63 (1972):168-94.
? Elizabeth had to compromise here. She called herself the Governor of the Church
instead of Head of the Church as her father had done.
3 Elizabeth herself spoke of her limitations as a ‘mere woman,” but mostly when it
somehow would benefit her to play the role of a weak female “wanting both wit and
memory.” Cristopher Haigh, Elizabeth I (New York: Longman, 1988), 9-10.
4 Jordan, Constance “Woman’s Rule in Sixteenth-Century British Political Thought”
Renaissance Quarterly 40 (1987): 432. Jordan, in assessing Knox, states that he made
“the strongest case against woman’s rule” because it was “the most theoretical and least
?olitical text in the entire literature [on women’s rule].” Ibid.

John Knox, The First Blast of the Trumpet Against the Monstrous Regiment of Women,
1558 (Reprint, New York: Da Capo Press, 1972), 15.
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woman there for a specific purpose. God allowed women to rule “either because he
willed by such examples to condemn the supiness of man, or thus show more distinctly
his own glory.” In the same vein, the Englishman Thomas Becon exclaimed in a prayer
to his Maker:

Thou hast set to rule over us a woman, whom nature hath formed to be in

subjection unto man, and whom thou by thine holy apostle commandest to

keep silence and not to speak in congregation. Ah, Lord! to take away the

empire from a man, and to give it to a woman, seemeth to be an evident

token of thine anger towards us Englishmen.’

In other wdfds, God was punishing his flock by giving them a female sovereign; he was
forcing men to humble themselves by requiring them to obey a woman.

Supporters of Elizabeth, on the other hand, found themselves trying to defend
female rule. John Aylmer, for example, wrote a treatise titled Harborowe for Faithful and
Trewe Subjects (1559), in which he argued against Knox’s First Blast of the Trumpet.
Aylmer did not think that scripture necessarily determined either law or civil policy, and
certainly not that it forbade women to rule. The Bible itself, he argued, included
examples of very capable reigning queens. Aylmer also subscribed to the idea that the
person of the ruler was divided into two separate entities: a body politic and a body
physical. Elizabeth was the daughter of Henry VIII and the lawful heir to the kingdom.
Thus, the queen’s body politic could rule capably and her subjects could in good

conscience offer their obedience to their rightful sovereign. In contrast, Elizabeth’s body

physical — her femininity — was not really connected to her position in the kingdom.

¢ Calvin to William Cecil, May 1559, Selected Works of John Calvin: Tracts and Letters,
vol. 4, eds. Henry Beveridge and Jules Bonnet (reprint, Grand Rapids: Baker Book
House, 1983), 40.
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According to Aylmer, Elizabeth thus had two roles to play: that of a monarch and that of
a woman.*

The complexity surrounding the authority of a female ruler only increased when
the issue of marriage was thrown into the mix. Women married. A ruling queen was no
exception: she should take a husband, because “women [were] thought of as either

*? But what would be the role of the queen’s consort? The

married or to be married.
husband was supposed to be the head of the wife, which meant that the rightful female
sovereign v;rould have to follow the wishes of her spouse. The marriage of a reigning
queen thus came to take on more importance than that of a reigning king. A queen
choosing a husband in essence implied that she was also choosing a co-ruler for the
realm, whereas a king looking for a queen was merely selecting a wife and a mother for
his children. Although Aylmer argued that Elizabeth the woman could marry and be an
obedient wife while Elizabeth the monarch “maye be her husband’s head,” the theory was
difficult to put in practice.'” The English wrestled with the problem of the power of the
consort when Mary Tudor marrie