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Abstract

When John Knox published his First Blast of the Trumpet (1558), in which he
guestioned women's right to rule, he related his critique to the examples of three
contemporary Catholic queens in England and Scotland, referred to as the “Mischievous
Marys”: Mary Tudor, Mary Stewart and Marie de Guise. The playfulness Knox's soubriquet
evokes in the modern reader is misleading, for according to contemporary understanding
— inflicting or intending harm — the term was as scathing as Knox's overall opinion on
female sovereignty. However, although his verdict and the equation of their queenship
regardless of its form — consort, dowager, mother, regent, regnant — followed his own
agenda, the coinciding reigns of these three queens in close vicinity to one another
warrants closer study in a comparative context. The focus of this thesis, roughly spanning
the years 1538 to 1587, lies on the representation and reception of their authority through
rituals during a critical period with regard to queenship and religion. The rituals surveyed
encompass the three traditional royal ceremonies of coronations, weddings and funerals,
but also “accession” ceremonies for the individual roles associated with queenship referred
to above: i.e. royal entries, inaugurations and baptisms. The individual case studies attest
to the fluidity and adaptability of both rituals and the concept of queenship expressed
within them. In these rituals, the Marys combined and emphasised different forms of
gueenship, depending on the message they wished to convey. Although each of the
queens periodically faced corresponding challenges, the ritual responses depended
exceedingly on the immediate and general context. Ritual failure was a possibility, and
sometimes more than that, but the validity as well as the continued relevance and efficacy
of the rituals were never questioned.
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Introduction

To promote a woman to bear rule, superiority, dominion or empire above

any realm, nation or city is repugnant to nature, contumely to God, a

thing most contrary to His revealed will and approved ordinance, and

finally it is the subversion of good order, of all equity and justice.’

With his First Blast of the Trumpet against the Monstruous Regiment of Women
(1558) the Scottish reformer John Knox provoked another round of humanist debate on
queenship.? In this tract Knox repeatedly refers to the “mischievous Marys,” who betrayed
their countries “into the hands of strangers, the titles and liberties of them taken from
their just possessors.”? The term “mischievous Marys” is misleading, for our modern-day
understanding initially evokes the term “mischief” and a person “characterized by acts of
childish naughtiness” or exhibiting “playful” behaviour. The contemporary understanding,
however, was closer to “inflicting damage or injury” or “having a harmful influence or
intent,” and therefore very closely associated with malevolence.* The three Marys in
question are the two queens regnant Mary Tudor®> and Mary Stewart — more commonly
known as Mary, queen of Scots® — as well as the latter’s mother, Marie de Guise, queen
consort, regent and dowager of Scotland.” Their reigns spanned the years 1538 to 1587

John Knox, The First Blast of the Trumpet against the Monstruous Regiment of Women (Geneva: Crispin,
1558), 9; In future | will refer to the scholarly edition of the text in Roger A. Mason, ed., Knox: On
Rebellion, Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought (Cambridge: CUP, 1994), 3-47, 48.

Anthony Gilby, "An Admonition to England and Scotland to Call Them to Repentance,” in The Appellation
of John Knox [...] With His Supplication and Exhortation to the Nobilitie, Estates, and Comunaltie of the
Same Realme, ed. John Knox (Geneva: 1558), 59v—77r; Christopher Goodman, How Superior Powers
Ought to Be Obeyed of Their Subjects [...]. (Geneva: Crispin, 1558); John Aylmer, An Harborowe for
Faithfull and Trewe Subjectes, against the Late Blowne Blaste [by John Knox], [...] (Strasbourg: Daye, 1559);
Peter Frarin, An Oration against the Vnlawfull Insurrections of the Protestantes of Our Time, Vnder Pretence
to Refourme Religion. Made and Pronounced in Latin, in the Schole of Artes at Louaine, the .Xiij. of
December, Anno 1565, trans. John Fowler (Antwerp: Fowler, 1566); John Jewel, "The Defence of the
Apology of the Church of England," in The Works of John Jewel, Bishop of Salisbury, ed. John Ayre
(Cambridge: CUP, 1848), 4:665; Thomas Smith, De Republica Anglorum: The Maner of Gouernement or
Policie of the Realme of England (London: Midleton, 1583); On the gynaecocracy debate, see: Sharon L.
Jansen, Debating Women, Politics, and Power in Early Modern Europe (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan,
2008); Judith M. Richards, " ‘To Promote a Woman to Beare Rule’: Talking of Queens in Mid-Tudor
England," Sixteenth Century Journal 28, no. 1 (1997), 101-121; Amanda Shephard, Gender and Authority
in Sixteenth-century England: The Knox Debate (Keele: Ryburn, 1994); Constance Jordan, "Women's Rule
in Sixteenth-century British Political Thought," Renaissance Quarterly 40, no. 3 (1987), 421-451; Paula L.
Scalingi, "The Scepter or the Distaff: The Question of Female Sovereignty, 1516-1607," Historian 41, no. 1
(1978), 59-75.

Mason, On Rebellion, 34.

"Mischievous, adj. (and n.)," Oxford English Dictionary (OUP, 2018),
http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/119303?redirectedFrom=mischievous - eid (accessed 10 February 2018), §
3, 4a-b.

Mary Tudor acceded the English throne on 19 July 1553 and concluded her reign with her death on 17
November 1558.

Mary Stewart — for clarity’s sake | will refer to her as such throughout — acceded the throne on 14
December 1542 as a minor and abdicated in 1567, after six years of personal rule in Scotland. She was also
queen consort of France, from 1558 to 1560 and queen dowager from 1560 until her execution on 8
February 1587 (OS). OS refers to dates according to the Julian calendar. Some events in this thesis occur
after the change from the Julian to the Gregorian calendars in most Catholic countries in 1582. Since
England maintained the Julian calendar and the majority of events discussed in this period occurred in
England, I will generally refer to the English dating. In order to arrive at the French/Catholic date, one must
add 10 days. l.e. 8 February 1587 in England is 18 February 1587 in Catholic countries. When referring to
sources from the latter | will include the new style reckoning in the following format: 8/18 February.

Marie de Guise became queen consort upon her marriage to James V on 17 June 1538, queen dowager
with his death on 14 December 1542 and queen regent with her inauguration on 12 April 1554. She died
on 11 June 1560.

N
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and during five of those years, from 1553 to 1558, their reigns coincided. While the focus
on the Marys is derived from Knox, the more powerfully compelling reason to study these
three particular queens lies in the convergence of their queenship in a clearly defined
geographical area. Although there is a slight imbalance between regnant queenship on
the one hand with a candidate from England and Scotland each and consort or regent
gueenship on the other, with but one Scottish example, this is a historical fact. There is
simply no English consort or regent within that framework to fill the gap. After all, early
modern Europe changed significantly during that time, not only because of the
prominence of queenship in both England and Scotland. The religious upheavals sparked
by the German and Swiss Reformations spread steadily across Europe and reached first the
English (1533 and 1547) and then the Scottish shores (1560).% The changes wrought by
both made it more difficult than ever for rulers to comply with the general definition of a
good — or should one rather say ideal — monarch. Catholic queenship according to Knox
could not fulfil any of the criteria, which comprised the defence of the true religion,
listening to — the right — counsel, overcoming faction, dispensing justice and furthering the
common good.? And yet queenship was a reality, which the queens, elites and subjects
had to adjust to. In this climate, the ruling queens needed to continually reassert their
authority among the ruling elites as well the general populace, although to differing
degrees. It is here that we turn to rituals, which were vital tools in constructing legitimacy
and authority, for in them early modern hierarchical structures and sovereignty were
established and confirmed. Above all, they permitted the monarch to engage in a vital
dialogue with both groups. The enactment of this dialogue and the effects of gender and
religion on the principal ceremonies of monarchy constitute the heart of this thesis. For
the first time, the correlation between ceremony and queenship will be discussed in a
comparative Anglo-Scottish context. Despite the momentous changes and the challenges
to the legitimacy and authority of these queens, rituals continued to be significant and
effective. The fact that they commonly involved different groups in society ensured that
many had a vested interest in their continuation. Although centred on recognisable core
elements, rituals proved exceedingly adaptable to their immediate context, embracing
different forms of queenship, at times in one and the same ceremony.

I) Historiography and Methodology

A) Three Maries

The historiography on queenship and ritual is profuse and has grown rapidly in the
last few decades. The same can be said for the literature on the two queens regnant Mary
Tudor and Mary Stewart. Marie de Guise is the least familiar of the three. Both the public

8 It must be noted that Henry VIII's desire for reform gave the impulse for the Henrician Reformation.
% Jeroen F. Duindam, Dynasties: A Global History of Power, 1300-1800 (Cambridge: CUP, 2016), 23.
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and historians in France, England and Scotland have largely side-lined her.'® The principal
literature consists of Anglophone biographies. Both Agnes Strickland (1850) and Rosalind
Marshall (1977) portray Marie as intelligent and loyal to her new Scottish home, an
unexceptionable wife and queen consort with a profound sense of duty, who sought “to
bring Scotland into the modern world.”'" Marshall’s biography though now outdated is
useful because of its detailed descriptions of the principal ceremonies discussed in this
thesis. As a biography, however, it contains little analysis. More recent studies of Pamela
Ritchie and Amy Blakeway, as well as John Harrison’s report on Marie’s court culture at
Stirling during the 1540s focus exclusively on Marie's political career as queen dowager
and regent. While Ritchie largely ignores ritual aspects of Marie’s queenship altogether,
Blakeway initiates a discussion of those rituals associated with Marie's regency. Harrison’s
report is particularly illuminating on the rituals of everyday life and only marginally alludes
to one of the rituals addressed in this thesis, namely Mary Stewart’s coronation.' Last but
not least, Lucinda Dean’s long-term study of the principal Scottish rituals contains the most
comprehensive assessment of the ceremonies spanning Marie's rule as queen consort,
dowager and regent. Due to the nature of her study, however, Dean’s assessment is
primarily centred on the continuous representation of Stewart authority, rather than
focusing on the multitude of roles Marie exercised during her lifetime and the fashioning
of her own image. Dean’s recent chapter on Marie de Guise’s influence on major rituals
celebrated between 1543 and 1558 can only begin to fill this gap.™

Mary Stewart, unlike her less famous mother or even Mary Tudor, has always
attracted widespread interest both among historians and a general audience alike. The
standard questions, which are the focus of many academic studies and popular literature,
are immensely polarising: Was Mary a good or a bad queen, a Jezebel or a saint?'* Knox's
answer to this question is obvious, but historiographic studies of responses to Mary's
gueenship across Europe have proven how Mary's contemporaries first initiated a complex

"% have not been able to find a single French publication on Marie de Guise exclusively. However, Annette
Bachstadt is currently writing her PhD thesis on Marie at the Université de Reims.

" Agnes Strickland, Lives of the Queens of Scotland and English Princesses Connected with the Regal
Succession of Great Britain, 8 vols. (Edinburgh: Blackwood, 1850-1859), 1:353-354, 406, 2:168; Rosalind
K. Marshall, Mary of Guise (London: Collins, 1977), 11, 71, 187-188, 265; The assessment of the following
largely corresponds with the conclusions of the other two. See: Emmeline M. M'Kerlie, Mary of Guise-
Lorraine, Queen of Scotland (London: Sands, 1931), 247-248; John A. Fleming, Marie de Guise, Souvenirs
de France 5 (Glasgow: Maclellan, 1960), 85.

2 pamela E. Ritchie, Mary of Guise in Scotland, 1548-1560: A Political Career (East Linton: Tuckwell, 2002);
Amy L. Blakeway, Regency in Sixteenth-century Scotland, St Andrews Studies in Scottish History
(Woodbridge: Boydell, 2015), 55-61; John Harrison, "Ladies and Waiting: Marie de Guise at Stirling in the
1540s," Stirling Castle Palace: Archaeological and Historical Research 2004-2008 (Edinburgh: Historic
Scotland), http://sparc.scran.ac.uk/publications/pdfs/L4 ladies and waiting.pdf (accessed 11 February 2014).

'3 Lucinda H. Dean, " Crowns, Wedding Rings, and Processions: Continuity and Change in the
Representations of Scottish Royal Authority in State Ceremony, c. 1214 —c. 1603" (PhD diss., University of
Stirling, 2013), chap. 3.4; Lucinda H. Dean, "In the Absence of an Adult Monarch: Ceremonial
Representations of Authority by Marie de Guise, 1543-1558," in Medieval and Early Modern
Representations of Authority in Scotland and the British Isles, ed. Katherine Buchanan, Lucinda H. S. Dean,
and Michael A. Penman (London: Routledge, 2016), 143-162.

' For different assessments of Mary's queenship and the causes for her eventual forced abdication, see:
Jenny Wormald, Mary Queen of Scots: A Study in Failure (London: Philip, 1988); Michael Lynch, ed., Mary
Stewart: Queen in Three Kingdoms (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988), 1-29; John A. Guy, Queen of Scots: The
True Life of Mary Stuart, First Mariner Books ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2005); Retha M. Warnicke,
Mary Queen of Scots, Routledge Historical Biographies (London: Routledge, 2006).
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debate on the matter during her lifetime and sustained it after her execution. These tracts
have been a key source for historical interpretations but make a balanced assessment of
Mary's life and reign difficult.” One approach to Mary’s enigma has been to expand
research on her household, entourage and council as well as her European connections in
order to contextualise her reign and gain a clearer understanding of the domestic and
European power relationships, which impacted her queenship. In the European context,
Mary’s dual role as queen of Scots and consort or dowager of France is important and
situated firmly in the “Auld Alliance” between Scotland and France, which thrived before
her husband Francois II's death in 1560. Her additional claims to the English throne truly
make her the “dynastic enormity” that Marcus Merriman refers to in his work.'® On the
domestic stage, studies of the male, and, more recently, female members of the court
illuminate the relationships between the queen and her prominent subjects.”
Representation and court culture has only recently become the object of in-depth study in
Scottish historiography. A comprehensive study of ritual during Mary Stewart’s reign has
yet to be written. The problematic source material as well as Mary’s unusual life across
three different countries, each with their own ritual traditions, makes such a project a
daunting task. However, individual studies, particularly the work of Michael Lynch, Sarah
Carpenter and Dean’s thesis have highlighted the merits in pursuing such a project.'

1> See: James E. Phillips, Images of a Queen: Mary Stuart in Sixteenth-century Literature (Berkeley: California
University Press, 1964); Kristen P. Walton, Catholic Queen, Protestant Patriarchy: Mary, Queen of Scots, and
the Politics of Gender and Religion (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007); Alexander S. Wilkinson, Mary,
Queen of Scots and French Public Opinion, 1542—-1600 (Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004); John D.
Staines, The Tragic Histories of Mary Queen of Scots, 1560-1690: Rhetoric, Passions and Political Literature
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008); For the development of Mary’s myth, see: lan B. Cowan, ed., The Enigma of
Mary Stuart (London: Sphere, 1972).

16 Marcus H. Merriman, "Mary, Queen of France," in Lynch, Mary Stewart, 31, 48. Merriman also employs
the terms “dynastic prodigy” and “monstrosity.”; Merriman, "Stewarts and Tudors in the Mid-Sixteenth
Century," in Uniting the Kingdom? The Making of British History, ed. Alexander Grant and Keith J. Stringer,
(London: Routledge, 1995), 111-122; Merriman, The Rough Wooings: Mary Queen of Scots, 1542-1551
(East Linton: Tuckwell, 2000); The essay collection edited by Michael Lynch traces the dynastic significance
across three countries and life stages. See: Lynch, Mary Stewart; On the concept of a “British” strategy see:
Stephen Alford, "Knox, Cecil and the British Dimension of the Scottish Reformation," in John Knox and the
British Reformations, ed. Roger A. Mason (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998), 201-219; Jane E. Dawson, "William
Cecil and the British Dimension of Early Elizabethan Foreign Policy," History 74, no. 241 (1989): 196-216;
On the "“Auld Alliance”, see: Elizabeth Bonner, "French Naturalization of the Scots in the Fifteenth and
Sixteenth Centuries," Historical Journal 40, no. 4 (1997): 1086-1087; Norman Macdougall also
acknowledges the complimentary influence of art and culture beyond the 1560 end date. See: An Antidote
to the English: The Auld Alliance, 1295-1560, Scottish History Matters (East Linton: Tuckwell, 2001); Eric
Durot, "Le crépuscule de I'Auld Alliance: la légitimé du pouvoir en question entre Ecosse, France et
Angleterre (1558-1561)," Histoire, Economie et Société 24, no. 1 (2007): 3—-46; On Mary's religion and
relationship to the papacy, see: lan B. Cowan, "The Roman Connection: Prospects for Counter-Reformation
During the Personal Reign of Mary, Queen of Scots," in Lynch, Mary Stewart, 105-122; Julian Goodare,
"Queen Mary's Catholic Interlude," in ibid., 168.

"7 See e.g.: William Blake, William Maitland of Lethington, 1528-1573: A Study of the Policy of Moderation
in the Scottish Reformation, Studies in British History 17 (Lewiston, NY: Mellen, 1990); David Franklin, The
Scottish Regency of the Earl of Arran: A Study in the Failure of Anglo-Scottish Relations, Studies in British
History 35 (Lewiston, NY: Mellen, 1995); Rosalind K. Marshall, Queen Mary's Women: Female Relatives,
Servants, Friends and Enemies of Mary, Queen of Scots (Edinburgh: Donald, 2006); Blakeway, Regency.

'8 Alasdair A. MacDonald, "Mary Stewart's Entry into Edinburgh: An Ambiguous Triumph," Innes Review 42,
no. 2 (1991): 101-110; Peter Davidson, "The Entry of Mary Stewart into Edinburgh, 1561, and Other
Ambiguities," Renaissance Studies 9, no. 4 (1995): 416-429; Lynch, Mary Stewart; Lynch, "Queen Mary's
Triumph: The Baptismal Celebrations at Stirling in December 1566," Scottish Historical Review 69, no. 1
(1990): 1-21; Lynch, "The Reassertion of Princely Power in Scotland: The Reigns of Mary, Queen of Scots
and King James VI," in Princes and Princely Culture, 1450-1650, ed. Martin Gosman, Alasdair A.
MacDonald, and Arie J. Vanderjagt, Brill's Studies in Intellectual History 118 (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 1:199—
238. Sarah Carpenter, "Performing Diplomacies: The 1560s Court Entertainments of Mary Queen of
Scots," Scottish Historical Review 82, no. 2 (2003):194-225; Sarah Carpenter and Graham Runnals, "The
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Furthermore, comparative studies have only contrasted Mary’s queenship with that of her

nemesis Elizabeth 1."°

Yet surely, as first queen regnant of Scotland, the comparison must
be expanded to include the first English queen regnant Mary Tudor. Both queens faced
similar difficulties, due to their queenship as well as their religion, so it is quite revealing
that the responses they devised — or others on their behalf — were often quite different.
This is reflected in and oftentimes initiated by the rituals discussed in this study.

Scholars have traditionally characterised Mary Tudor’s reign, as bloody, ineffective
and unfortunate: “The reign of Mary Tudor lasted only five years, but it left an indelible
impression. Positive achievements there were none.””® In the 1980s David Loades’ re-
evaluation of her religious policy and her rule in general initiated an extensive revision of
this traditional assessment. In Loades’s opinion, Mary was not the failure usually believed
and neither was she or her reign unimportant.?’ Principal strands of historiography have
since continued the revisionist approach, re-assessing various aspects of Mary’s reign, such
as her religious policy?” and the relationship between her and various political institutions.??
Furthermore, in accordance with and in response to Betteridge's call for further study on
the impact of gender during Mary’s reign, a substantial quantity of research on ceremony,
representation and gender in Marian queenship has emerged. This is reflected in the edited
collections Tudor Queenship by Anna Whitelock and Alice Hunt and The Birth of a Queen
by Sarah Duncan and Valerie Schutte.? In the 1990s Judith Richards was one of the first
to draw attention to the interplay between ceremony, iconography and constitutional
aspects of Mary’s reign.?® She argues that Mary set important precedents for Elizabeth and
other female monarchs, especially through her frequently successful representation of
female authority.?® Other scholars, including Kevin Sharpe, Alexander Samson and Hunt

Entertainments at the Marriage of Mary Queen of Scots and the French Dauphin Francois, 1558: Paris and
Edinburgh," Medieval English Theatre 22 (2000):145-161.

19 Jane Dunn, Elizabeth and Mary: Cousins, Rivals, Queens (London: HarperCollins, 2003).

20 Geoffrey R. Elton, England under the Tudors, A History of England 4 (London: Methuen, 1955), 214;
James A. Froude, The Reign of Mary Tudor, Everyman's Library (London: Dent, 1910?), 317-320; Albert F.
Pollard, The History of England from the Accession of Edward VI. to the Death of Elizabeth (1547-1603)
(Longmans, Green, 1910), 172-174.

21 David M. Loades, "The Reign of Mary Tudor: Historiography and Research," Albion 21, no. 4 (1989): 554;
Also see David M. Loades, The Reign of Mary Tudor: Politics, Government and Religion in England, 1553—
1558, 2" ed. (London: Longman, 1991), vii, 402.

22 William Wizeman, "The Religious Policy of Mary I," in Mary Tudor: Old and New Perspectives, ed. Susan
Doran and Thomas S. Freeman (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 153-170; Eamon Duffy, Fires of
Faith: Catholic England under Mary Tudor (New Haven: YUP, 2009); Lucy E. Wooding, Rethinking
Catholicism in Reformation England, Oxford Historical Monographs (Oxford: Clarendon, 2000).

23 Jennifer Loach and Robert Tittler, eds., The Mid-Tudor Polity, c.1540-1560, Problems in Focus Series
(London: Macmillan, 1980); Anna Whitelock and Diarmaid MacCulloch, "Princess Mary's Household and
the Succession Crisis, July 1553," The Historical Journal 50, no. 2 (2007), 265-287; Jeri L. McIntosh, "From
Heads of Household to Heads of State: The Preaccession Households of Mary and Elizabeth Tudor, 1516—
1558," online ed., Gutenberg-E Series (Columbia University Press, 2008), http://www.gutenberg-
e.org/mcintosh (accessed 16 April 2014); Joanne Paul, "Sovereign Council or Counseled Sovereigns: The
Marian Conciliar Compromise,” in The Birth of a Queen: Essays on the Quincentenary of Mary I, ed. Sarah
Duncan and Valerie Schutte, Queenship and Power ([New York]: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), 135-153.

4 Thomas Betteridge, "Maids and Wives: Representing Female Rule During the Reign of Mary Tudor," in
Doran and Freeman, Mary Tudor, 138, 151-152; Alice M. Hunt and Anna Whitelock, eds., Tudor
Queenship: The Reigns of Mary and Elizabeth (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010); Duncan and
Schutte, Birth of a Queen.

25 Judith M. Richards, "Mary Tudor as "Sole Quene"? Gendering Tudor Monarchy," Historical Journal 40,
no. 4 (1997): 896, 924.

26 Judith M. Richards, "Examples and Admonitions: What Mary Demonstrated for Elizabeth," in Hunt and
Whitelock, Tudor Queenship, 34-35, 36-37, 40.
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have explored various ritual aspects of Mary’s queenship.?”” The most sweeping studies to
date of all the principal ceremonies of Mary’s reign are the biographies, which appeared
in quick succession almost ten years ago and Duncan’s study Mary /. Duncan shares
Richards’ evaluation of the significance of Mary’s rule as a precedent and incessantly
argues that Mary “had more cunning and political acumen than is traditionally ascribed to
her.”?® These works will be referred to chiefly in the discussion of the historiography in the
individual chapters. Finally, as indicated with regard to Mary Stewart, there are no
comprehensive comparative studies of the first queens regnant in England and Scotland.
With regard to Mary Tudor, scholars have mostly drawn attention to the inspiration she
found in traditional consort ceremonial.?® A comparison with the Scottish Mary, however,
is only logical. It can build on the existing literature for Mary Tudor and permit a broader
study of the questions raised within it. How far did these queens choose to enact
traditional roles? How did they combine these roles with one another? Were the queens
limited by them or did this open up new avenues of power? How was this received at
court, by the general population and abroad? These are all singularly pertinent and decisive
questions, which this thesis will seek to address.

B) Queenship

Queenship was an established and vital part of medieval European monarchies.
The title queen was much more varied than its corresponding male title. First, regnant
gueenship or female kingship — the equivalent of the traditionally male concept of kingship
—was a novelty of the sixteenth century in England and Scotland. In France, the application
of the Salic Law prevented regnant queenship outright. In the absence of it, women filled
the more traditional roles of queen consort, dowager and mother. The most political role
available to women across Europe, including France and the Empire, was the role of queen
regent. All four of these were well established with their corresponding customs and
expectations. Through ceremony queens were able to demonstrate and define the four
roles for their subjects. One cannot see them as exclusive though, for they existed

t.BO

simultaneously and were combined in almost any arrangement.” They also potentially

27 Kevin M. Sharpe, Selling the Tudor Monarchy: Authority and Image in Sixteenth-century England (New
Haven: YUP, 2009), chap. 8; Alice M. Hunt, The Drama of Coronation: Medieval Ceremony in Early Modern
England (Cambridge: CUP, 2008), chap. 4; Alexander Samson, "Power Sharing: The Co-Monarchy of Philip
and Mary," in Hunt and Whitelock, Tudor Queenship, chap. 10; Alexander Samson, "A Fine Romance:
Anglo-Spanish Relations in the Sixteenth Century," Journal of Medieval and Early Modern Studies 39, no. 1
(2009): 65-94; Alexander Samson, "Changing Places: The Marriage and Royal Entry of Philip, Prince of
Austria, and Mary Tudor, July—August 1554," Sixteenth Century Journal 36, no. 3 (2005): 761-784.

28 arah Duncan, Mary I: Gender, Power, and Ceremony in the Reign of England's First, Queen Queenship
and Power (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012), 10; Anna Whitelock, Mary Tudor: England's First
Queen (London: Bloomsbury, 2009); Judith M. Richards, Mary Tudor, Routledge Historical Biographies
(London: Routledge, 2008); Linda Porter, Mary Tudor: The First Queen (London: Portrait, 2007).

2 Among others: Duncan, Mary I, 25-29, 31-34; Alice M. Hunt, "The Reformation of Tradition: The
Coronations of Mary and Elizabeth," in Hunt and Whitelock, Tudor Queenship, 65-68; Richards,
"Gendering Tudor Monarchy," 896, 900-902.

3 These roles frequently create confusion for contemporaries and historians alike. Thus, Gordon Kipling is
particularly undistinguishing between the role of queen consort and queen regnant when he places Anne
of Denmark’s entry into Edinburgh in 1590 in the same tradition as Elizabeth Tudor’s and Mary Stewart’s
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existed in their male equivalent such as king consort or king dowager, although these roles
only emerged through the marriages of queens regnant. Thus, all of the equivalents to
gueen consort, dowager, mother and regent were yet to be established in their male form
in England and Scotland. With the sixteenth century and the accession to political power
of first Mary Stewart and then Mary Tudor in an unprecedented manner, the delicate
structure embracing the male and female roles, developed over centuries, was challenged.
Furthermore, Mary Stewart’s accession to the throne coincided with her mother’s
remarkable political career in Scotland, first as queen dowager and later as regent. The
accession of the three “mischievous Marys,” so resented by Knox, must rightfully be seen
as a transitional period or even a break in tradition. The effect this had on the medieval
notion of king- and queenship and the balance between the different roles has been
addressed to a certain extent in the relevant literature, but has yet to be put into context.

The historiography on queenship is very diverse, but there is usually a clear
demarcation between regnant and consort queenship. Recently, several studies examined
the significance of consort queenship, mostly in the medieval period, in a comparative
context. Conclusions on the office of consort queenship, such as the indispensability of
both king- and queenship in a comprehensive exercise of sovereignty and the diversity of
roles a queen could play, are potentially quite enlightening with regard to regnant
queenship.?’ However, while the existing literature on regnant queens acknowledges the
precedents queens consort set for their regnant counterparts, it does not engage in
extensive comparisons. In The Heart and Stomach of a King, Carole Levin draws attention
to a fact, which has influenced recent — frequently termed feminist or gendered — historical
scholarship on queenship considerably: the two roles, bodies or images which Elizabeth as
regnant queen had to combine. According to Levin, Elizabeth frequently accentuated her
sovereignty in her own right in male terms within the tradition of Tudor kingship, thereby
placing “herself beyond traditional gender expectations.” At the same time however, she
had the body of a woman and so “was able to capitalize on the expectations of her
behaviour.”? In this tradition, first Charles Beem and subsequently William Monter have
challenged the use of the term queenship when exercised in its regnant form. Instead, they
both propose to speak of female rulership or “female kings.”** This is an attempt to
distinguish regnant queenship clearly from the other forms and situate it in the context of
independent sovereignty as commonly expressed in the word “kingship”. However, both

entries in 1559 and 1561 respectively. See: "The Deconstruction of the Virgin in the Sixteenth-century
Royal Entry in Scotland," European Medieval Drama 9 (2005):127-152.

31 Studies with a focus on Britain: Michelle L. Beer, "Practices and Performances of Queenship: Catherine of
Aragon and Margaret Tudor, 1503-1533" (PhD diss., University of lllinois, 2014); Fiona Downie, She is But
a Woman: Queenship in Scotland, 1424-1463 (Edinburgh: Donald, 2006); Joanne L. Laynesmith, The Last
Medieval Queens: English Queenship 1445-1503 (Oxford: OUP, 2004), esp. 263-264; For Europe see e.g.:
Theresa Earenfight, Queenship in Medieval Europe, Queenship and Power (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2013). This includes some references to regnant and dowager queenship, but is overwhelmingly
focused on consorts and regents.

32 Carole Levin, The Heart and Stomach of a King: Elizabeth I and the Politics of Sex and Power, 2™ ed.
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2013), xv, 1-2.

3 Charles Beem, The Lioness Roared: The Problems of Female Rule in English History (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006), 3; William Monter, The Rise of Female Kings in Europe, 1300-1800 (New Haven: YUP,
2012), xvi.
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argue that “female kings” practiced a dual role as sovereign and queen as they aimed to
break free from the constraints posed on them by their gender. The question Beem pursues
is by what means “female kings” manipulated and transcended social and political
limitations.>* In her article on “Female Monarchy,” Cristy Beemer pursues a similar
examination of the exploitation of traditional gender roles by the two English queens
regnant in the context of their rhetoric. She identifies a common strategy in the use of
rhetoric by both Mary and Elizabeth Tudor, one outwardly based on society’s gender
expectations, while in reality subverting them.* Although the distinction between regnant
and other forms of queenship may be a useful in some cases and has led to a fruitful
debate, it is important to remember the plurality of queenship in all its forms. Knox does
not distinguish between the three Maries, despite their different forms of queenship and
enactment of the same. Furthermore, the transcendence of gender stereotypes by
combining male and female traits as discussed above has also been identified in other
types of queenship. However, those studies which embrace a greater diversity of
gueenship, including the regnant form usually lack the comparative approach, since they
consist primarily as individual essays in edited collections such as Louise Fradenburg’s
Women and Sovereignty.®® Even Retha Warnicke’s study on English queenship, both
consort and regnant, in Tudor England only skims the surface.?” Further comparative
studies of the different forms and the relations between them are needed to achieve a
fuller understanding of sovereignty, particularly its female forms. This study therefore seeks
to look beyond the partitioning to demonstrate how the distinction was blurred in ritual
representations and the reception of the different queens. Furthermore, the queens
combined different roles in one person, occasionally emphasising one or the other, as in
some cases the challenges of gender and religion necessitated novel strategies in royal
rituals.

C) Rituals

While queenship is an integral part of the analysis in this thesis, the principal subject

is ritual.®® The anthropologist Clifford Geertz has greatly influenced historians of rituals

34 .
Beem, Lioness Roared, 4.

35 Cristy Beemer, "The Female Monarchy: A Rhetorical Strategy of Early Modern Rule," Rhetoric Review 30,
no. 3 (2011): 259-260.

3 This includes essays on the consorts Margaret Tudor, Elizabeth Woodville and Elizabeth of York and
separate ones on queens regnant, such as Elizabeth | and Mary II: Louise O. Fradenburg, ed., Women and
Sovereignty (Edinburgh: EUP, 1992), 2-3, 78-100, 121-131, 150-169, 170-191; Another example with
chapters on Catalina de Aragon and Henrietta Maria vs. Mary and Elizabeth Tudor among others is Robert
O. Bucholz and Carole Levin, eds. Queens and Power in Medieval and Early Modern England (Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 2009), esp. chap. 2-3, 5, 7, 11. There are two comparative chapters
transcending the roles on Elizabeth | on the one hand and Elisabeth de Valois as well as Catherine de’
Medici on the other; Also see: Zita Eva Rohr and Lisa Benz, Queenship, Gender, and Reputation in the
Medieval and Early Modern West, 1060-1600, Queenship and Power (Palgrave Macmillan/Springer, 2016);
Liz Oakley-Brown and Louise J. Wilkinson, eds., The Rituals and Rhetoric of Queenship: Medieval to Early
Modern (Dublin: Four Courts, 2009); John C. Parsons, ed., Medieval Queenship (New York: St. Martin's,
1993).

37 Retha M. Warnicke, "Queenship: Politics and Gender in Tudor England," History Compass 4, no. 2 (2006):
203-227.

381 will not be distinguishing beyond ritual and ceremony, except that the former is preferable in a
theoretical and overarching context.



Mariana Brockmann Mischievous Marys Introduction

with his hermeneutical approach familiar to the historian: a “thick description” which
seeks to decipher the “webs of significance” of culture by interweaving the account of a
ritual for instance with a simultaneous analysis of the symbolism displayed. The context of

the ritual is therefore crucial in helping us to understand it.**

The examples in this thesis
emphasise how contextualised ritual is, but it is possible to draw more generalised
conclusions from this observation. First, there is the question of what a ritual is. The
following definition proposed by Barbara Stollberg-Rilinger is particularly comprehensive:

Als Ritual im engeren Sinne wird hier eine menschliche Handlungsabfolge

bezeichnet, die durch Standardisierung der duBBeren Form, Wiederholung,

Auffihrungscharakter, Performativitat und Symbolizitat gekennzeichnet

ist und eine elementare sozial strukturbildende Wirkung besitzt.*

Its function according to this is to create and sustain an elementary social order.
This involves the issues of legitimation and authority. The legitimising function of royal
rituals integrates concepts of conventional political history into the cultural context of ritual
studies. The authority of the monarch is established in relationship to his or her subjects in
a dialogue as emphasised by Sharpe in his work on the representations of early modern
rule.*! Representation and reception merge into a single concept. Although this dialogue
is enacted according to certain directives or even ordinances, it — and by extension the
ritual itself — is not static. Although standardisation and repetition would imply that rituals
need to be inflexible, in order to function correctly, that is simply not true. It is the
adaptability of rituals to different contexts, emphasised in recent studies of ritual, which
make them so effective and explains their prominence and continued relevance. The case
studies in this thesis demonstrate continuously, that individual features could change to
accommodate the altered context created by queenship or religion. Furthermore, a ritual’s
significance might differ from one occasion to another and even within one individual
ceremony for the different parties involved in it.** In response to several crucial questions
underlying ritual theory, topics in this thesis include the continued relevance and substance
of rituals versus ritual triviality — the so-called empty shell as a consequence of the
"disenchantment of the world* —, the use of ambiguity, both intentional and incidental

39 Clifford Geertz, "Thick Description: Toward an Interprative Theory of Culture,"
Cultures: Selected Essays (New York: Basic Books, c. 2000), 5-6, 9-10, 14, 18.
40 Barbara Stollberg-Rilinger, Rituale, Historische Einfihrungen 16 (Frankfurt am Main: Campus, 2013), 9.

For translation see Appendix, T1 (future references in format App. T*).
41 Sharpe, Selling the Tudor Monarchy, xvi—=xviii, XXiv—xxv.

42 Among others, see: Kathryn McClymond, Ritual Gone Wrong: What We Learn from Ritual Disruption
(Oxford: OUP, 2016), 2-5; Stollberg-Rilinger, Rituale, 10-11, 219-222, 224; Axel Michaels, ed. Ritual
Dynamics and the Science of Ritual, 5 vols. (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010), esp. Preface to vol. 1; Sharpe,
Selling the Tudor Monarchy, 12; Edward Muir, Ritual in Early Modern Europe, 2™ ed. (Cambridge: CUP,
2005), 299; Catherine M. Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions (New York: OUP, 1997), chap. 7, esp.
220, 251-252; On the related "invention of tradition”, see: Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger, The
Invention of Tradition, Past and Present Publications (Cambridge: CUP, 1983), esp. chap. 1 and 4.

43 "Entzauberung der Welt"” coined by Max Weber in Wissenschaft als Beruf 1917/1919; Politik als Beruf
1919, Studies ed., Max-Weber-Gesamtausgabe 1/17 (Tubingen: Mohr, 1994), 9; Hartmut Lehmann traces
Weber's use of the term before and after in "The Interplay of Disenchantment and Re-enchantment in
Modern European History: Or, the Origin and the Meaning of Max Weber's Phrase »Die Entzauberung der
Welt«," in Die Entzauberung der Welt: Studien zu Themen von Max Weber, Bausteine zu einer
Europaischen Religionsgeschichte im Zeitalter der Sakularisierung 11 (Gottingen: Wallstein, 2009), 9-12; In
connection to ritual see: Bell, Ritual, 198; Muir, Ritual, 202-203; Hunt, Drama of Coronation, 2-3.

in The Interpretation of
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and finally the impact of real or potential ritual failure. Whereas the adaptations made in
rituals occasionally shifted the balance between religious and secular elements, both
elements persevered and retained their purpose. They were certainly not “disenchanted”.
With regard to ambiguity, Edward Muir’s assertion on ritual that "its meaning is inherently
ambiguous" explains how the significance of the ritual might differ for different people.*
Ambiguity can certainly be a powerful tool in creating and upholding a consensus despite
substantial controversy among the actors involved. Its value and manifestation, however,
depends on the individual ceremony.** Last but not least, the prevailing question of ritual
failure is addressed on a number of occasions in the subsequent analysis. This concept is
wide-ranging and elusive, for an assessment of the extent of ritual failure is generally
dependent on the particular viewpoint of one participant or a group of participants. Like
ambiguity, failures can be both intentional and incidental, but in the context of this thesis
the former prevail.“® In all of the cases where ritual failure was a genuine threat, individual
elements did break down, but diverse solutions were devised to prevent it from failing
outright.

The literature on royal rituals of the sixteenth century in Europe is expanding
rapidly. Yet few comprehensive studies exist for England or Scotland, as overwhelmingly
ceremonies are considered either individually or in pairs.*” Thus, the English coronation
ritual has received the largest share of attention, by scholars such as Percy Schramm, Roy
Strong and more recently Hunt. Any discussion of the English funeral ceremony draws

a4 Muir, Ritual, 6.

45 Ibid., 5-6; Stollberg-Rilinger, Rituale, 176-177,196-200; Catherine M. Bell’s, Ritual Theory, Ritual Practice
(New York: OUP, 1992), 109, 186; David |. Kertzer, Ritual, Politics and Power (New Haven: YUP, 1988),
chap. 4, esp. 69-71.

“® For an early attempt at categorising “ritual infelicities” see Ronald L. Grimes, ed., Ritual Criticism: Case
Studies in its Practice, Essays on its Theory, Studies in Comparative Religion (Columbia: University of South
Caronlina Press, 1990), 199-205. His system, however, is unhelpful in this present context. Similarly
unhelpful is the discussion of ritual failure in Bell’s, Ritual Theory, 33-35; Only more recent studies address
the question more holistically. See: McClymond, Ritual Gone Wrong, 1-15, 173-175; Ute Hsken,
"Ritualfehler," in Ritual und Ritualdynamik: Schlisselbegriffe, Theorien, Diskussionen, ed. Christiane
Brosius, Axel Michaels, and Paula Schrode (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 129-134;
Stollberg-Rilinger, Rituale, 211-218; Ute Husken, ed., When Rituals Go Wrong: Mistakes, Failure, and the
Dynamics of Ritual, Numen Book Series, Studies in the History of Religions 115 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), esp. 1-
20.

4 For examples of comprehensive studies of various periods and countries, see: Roy C. Strong, Splendour at
Court: Renaissance Spectacle and Illusion (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1973); Roy C. Strong, Art and
Power: Renaissance Festivals 1450—-1650 (Woodbridge: Boydell, 1984); David Cressy, Birth, Marriage, and
Death: Ritual, Religion, and the Life-Cycle in Tudor and Stuart England (Oxford: OUP, 1997); Sergio Bertelli,
The King's Body: Sacred Rituals of Power in Medieval and Early Modern Europe, trans. R. Burr Litchfield,
new rev. & enl. ed. (University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2001); These are examples of
individual ceremonies discussed over the course of one or more centuries: Percy E. Schramm, A History of
the English Coronation, trans. Leopold G. Legg (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1937); Dale E. Hoak, "The
Coronations of Edward VI, Mary |, and Elizabeth I, and the Transformation of the Tudor Monarchy," in
Westminster Abbey Reformed: 1540-1640, ed. C. S. Knighton and Richard Mortimer (Aldershot: Ashgate,
2003), 114-151; Roy C. Strong, Coronation: A History of Kingship and the British Monarchy (London:
HarperCollins, 2005); Hunt, Drama of Coronation; Ernst H. Kantorowicz, The King's Two Bodies: A Study in
Mediaeval Political Theology (Princeton: PUP, 1957); Ralph E. Giesey, The Royal Funeral Ceremony in
Renaissance France, Travaux d'humanisme et renaissance 37 (Geneva: Droz, 1960); Jennifer Woodward,
The Theatre of Death: The Ritual Management of Royal Funerals in Renaissance England, 1570-1625
(Woodbridge: Boydell, 1997); Robert M. Smuts, "Public Ceremony and Royal Charisma: The English Royal
Entry in London," in The First Modern Society: Essays in English History in Honour of Lawrence Stone, ed.
Lee Beier, David Cannadine, and James M. Rosenheim (Cambridge: CUP, 1989), 65-93; Margaret B.
McGowan, "The Renaissance Triumph and its Classical Heritage," in Court Festivals of the European
Renaissance: Art, Politics, and Performance, ed. James R. Mulryne and Elizabeth Goldring (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2002), 26-48; Anne B. Lancashire, London Civic Theatre: City Drama and Pageantry from Roman
Times to 1558 (Cambridge: CUP, 2002).
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heavily on Ernst Kantorowicz's seminal study on The King’s Two Bodies as is exemplified
by Jennifer Woodward'’s work on The Theatre of Death.”* Moreover, Dean rightly asserts
that the majority of Scottish ritual research focuses on the sixteenth-century, yet these
studies concentrate on one individual event and if they do cover a larger period of time,
concentrate chiefly on the reigns of James V and VI. One notable exception is Lynch’s
“Reassertion of Princely Power”, in which he argues for the renewal of court culture during
Mary Stewart’s personal reign and the revival of the chivalric cult.** However, rituals
spanned the entirety of Mary’s reign and their reflection of the different stages of her
gueenship need to be placed in context. Suffice it to say, that the combination of different
rituals merits further study and that it is time to transcend the border between England
and Scotland to obtain a more rounded and comprehensive approach to the function and
development of ritual in its relationship to queenship.

Il) Structure

The rituals of each of the three queens analysed in this study include the three
principal royal rituals of coronation, marriage and funerals. In addition, however, and in
response to the diversity of queenship addressed above, the first chapter is focused on
those ceremonies which marked moments of accession with regard to the individual roles
of queen consort, regent, mother and regnant. For a regnant monarch, these include
ceremonial entries. The date of their occurrence is crucial in establishing when a monarch
publically acceded to the throne. Ceremonial entries are equally organised for queens
consort, both before and after their individual moment of accession: the marriage. The
public initiation of other royal roles such as that of queens mother and regent were
observed in baptisms and inaugurations. Technically, one should also include funerals, the
ceremony most closely associated with the role of queen dowager. However, due to either
the wife's customary absence during the ceremony or a lack of detailed source material

a8 Woodward, Theatre of Death, see particularly chap. 3, 5.

49 Dean, "Representations of Authority," 3; Lynch, "Reassertion of Princely Power," 207-220, esp. 207,
211-212; This article spans the entire sixteenth century, but it focuses exclusively on the entry ceremony:
Douglas Gray, "The Royal Entry in Sixteenth-century Scotland," in The Rose and the Thistle: Essays on the
Culture of Late Medieval and Renaissance Scotland, ed. Sally Mapstone and Juliette Wood (East Linton:
Tuckwell, 1998), 10-37; On James V see: Carol Edington, Court and Culture in Renaissance Scotland: Sir
David Lindsay of the Mount (Amherst: University of Massachusetts, 1994); Andrea Thomas, Princelie
Majestie: The Court of James V of Scotland, 1528-1542 (Edinburgh: Donald, 2005); Andrea Thomas,
"Crown Imperial: Coronation Ritual and Regalia in the Reign of James V," in Sixteenth-century Scotland:
Essays in Honour of Michael Lynch, ed. Julian Goodare and Alasdair A. MacDonald, Brill's Studies in
Intellectual History 166 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 43-68; Examples of individual studies include: Lynch, "Queen
Mary's Triumph," 1-21; MacDonald, "Mary Stewart's Entry,” 101-110; Alan R. MacDonald, "The Triumph
of Protestantism: The Burgh Council of Edinburgh and the Entry of Mary, Queen of Scots, 2 September
1561," Innes Review, 48, no. 1 (1997): 73-82; David Stevenson, Scotland's Last Royal Wedding: The
Marriage of James VI and Anne of Denmark (Edinburgh: Donald, 1997); Carpenter and Runnals,
"Entertainments," 145-161; Carpenter, "Performing Diplomacies," 194-225; Maureen M. Meikle, "Anna
of Denmark's Coronation and Entry into Edinburgh, 1590: Cultural, Religious and Diplomatic Perspectives,"
in Sixteenth-century Scotland: Essays in Honour of Michael Lynch, ed. Julian Goodare and Alasdair A.
MacDonald, Brill's Studies in Intellectual History (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 277-294. Giovanna Guidicini,
"Municipal Perspective, Royal Expectations, and the Use of Public Space: The Case of the West Port,
Edinburgh, 1503-1633," Architectural Heritage 22, no. 1 (2011): 37-52; Giovanna Guidicini, "Imagining
and Staging an Urban Border: The Role of the Netherbow Gate in Early Modern Edinburgh,” in The Design
of Frontier Spaces: Control and Ambiguity, ed. Carolyn S. Loeb and Andreas Luescher (Farnham: Ashgate,
2015), 66-86.
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regarding her attendance, the ritual “accession” of queens dowager will not feature in the
chapter. Overall, this thesis, an attempt to study the ritual depiction of queenship in its
multiple forms in a limited space and time, can only commence with acknowledging these
moments, singular occasions for the representation of authority and its reception by a
wider public.

The second chapter on coronations, particularly in combination with the fourth
chapter on funerals, addresses questions on the continuity of sovereignty and the idea of
a body politic. When is a monarch truly acknowledged as the ruler of his or her kingdom?
What ceremony, if any is associated with their official accession? The succession narrative
evoked by rituals — if there is one — must be correlated with the legal understanding of the
time. Legally, the death of a monarch had evolved into the defining moment of transition
across most of Western Europe long before the sixteenth century. As Kantorowicz
illustrated in his study of medieval and early modern France and England, the theory of
kingship based on dynasticism and the idea of the king’s two bodies necessitated such a
step. As the body politic had to endure perpetually to safequard the order and prosperity
of the state as a whole, so the transfer of royal authority from one body natural to another
had to occur seamlessly.”® Due to the untimely end of Mary Stewart’s reign as queen of
Scotland twenty years before her eventual execution in England, the case studies in this
thesis do not allow us to draw definitive conclusions on the situation in Scotland. In
England, however, the theory of a “ceremonial interregnum”, as identified by Ralph Giesey
for France, clearly cannot be upheld.”’ The English monarch, unlike his French counterpart,
was ceremonially active and acknowledged before the funeral of his predecessor.
Nonetheless, both the coronation and the funeral remain singularly relevant in both
countries.

Marriage and the corresponding wedding ceremony, the subject of the third
chapter, might equally be considered a moment of accession. For Marie de Guise it was
the means through which she became queen consort of Scotland. For queens regnant
marriage did not directly affect their position in their home country. However, in view of
the dominant patriarchal understanding of the relationship between husband and wife, it
could also threaten the authority of regnant queens. It is the fear of domination by the
foreign husbands of Mary Tudor and Mary Stewart, which aroused Knox’s fury. Was he
justified in his claim that queens betrayed their countries into the hands of strangers? Both
queens pursued very different avenues of queenship through marriage, which had
repercussions on the dangers identified by Knox. The weddings of Mary Tudor to Philip of
Spain and Mary Stewart to Francois of France differed considerably in their setting and
execution, as well as in the extent to which they addressed the fear. However, marrying a
countryman was similarly problematic as Mary Stewart’s weddings to Henry Stuart, Lord
Darnley and James Hepburn, Earl of Bothwell aptly illustrate.

>0 Kantorowicz, King's Two Bodles, 336.
> Giesey, Royal Funeral Ceremony, 183.
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Ill) Sources

A detailed discussion of the available sources will follow in the individual
subchapters of the main body of this thesis, but it is necessary to make some preliminary
remarks, both on the variety of sources employed and the contrast in commemoration of
rituals between England and Scotland. The primary challenge in this thesis was to tackle
the definite imbalance between the number of sources available for the study of Tudor
and Stewart ritual. Whereas English heralds and chroniclers often record the procedure of
Mary Tudor’s ceremonies in minute detail, extant Scottish sources are rarely as obliging.
Thus, a number of points have to made: first, we must assume that some equivalents to
the English heraldic collections existed at some point, but as they have since been lost, it
is impossible to determine their exact nature. One glimpse of their existence is contained
in the only surviving Scottish coronation ordo. While detailed English coronation
ordinances survive, including the fourteenth-century Liber Regalis and the various
“Devices” of the reigns of Richard Ill to Henry VI, they have no extant equivalent in
sixteenth-century Scotland. The earliest surviving document is seventeenth-century
“Forme” devised by Jerome Lindsay, Lyon king of arms. Lindsay’s version claims to reflect

1

“the antient forme of the coronation of this kingdom,” in his compilation intended as a
manual for Charles | before the former’s coronation in Edinburgh in 1633. Yet doubts
remain whether the “Forme” accurately reflects older sources.” The absence of reliable
ordinances in Scotland is unfortunate and it is aggravated by the fact that precedents are
equally difficult to establish from the existing source material. Dean’s comprehensive
research may fill in the gaps occasionally, but even then, comparisons remain essentially
limited, particularly when compared to the wealth of material for Mary Tudor.”
Nonetheless, given the range of ceremonies relating to queens discussed in this thesis,

several broader points can be made in comparison.

>2 Westminster Abbey Library and Monument Room MS 38. This was a general ordo which addressed the
coronation of the king and his consort; Hereafter | will refer to the printed version: "Liber Regalis," in
English Coronation Records, ed. Leopold G. Legg (Westminster: Constable, 1901), 81-112, 112-130; BL,
Add. MS 18669, fos. 1r-10v; The “Devices” are more specific documents, drawn up in advance for a
particular coronation. The “Little Device” is commonly associated with Henry VII, but the original text of
one copy confirms that an earlier version drafted for Richard Ill existed: BL, Egerton MS 985, fos. 1r—11r.
The adaptations for Henry VIl were merely inserted; Printed as: "Little Device for the Coronation of Henry
VII," in Legg, English Coronation Records, 219-239. | will refer to this version in the future; This copy is
shorter, skipping several passages: BL, Harl. MS 5111, fos. 77r—=79v; Another manuscript is printed in
William Jerdan, ed., Rutland Papers: Original Documents lllustrative of the Courts and Times of Henry Vil
and Henry VI, Camden Society, Old Series 21 (London: Nichols and Son, 1842), 1-24; There is one copy
for the coronation of Henry VIII: BL, Cott. MS Tib. E/VIII, fos. 90-100; A draft for Mary’s coronation was
also drawn up in 1553, but it no longer corresponded to the formula laid out in the “Devices.” See: SAL,
MS 123/3, fos. 1r—=10v; There are parallels to the drafts drawn up before Edward’s coronation: SAL, MS
123/2, fos. 8r-40v; SAL, MS 123/1, fos. 1r-6v; Lindsay’s version: NRS, PC 5/4, fos. 138v—139r; Published in
Peter H. Brown, ed., The Register of the Privy Council of Scotland, 2" Series (Edinburgh: H.M. General
Register House, 1900), 2:393-395; Another copy in CoA, MS WY, fos. 239-241r; See the discussion on
this text in Roderick J. Lyall, "The Medieval Scottish Coronation Service: Some Seventeenth-century
Evidence," Innes Review 28, no. 1 (1977): 3-21; | will in future refer to Lyall’s edition of the “Forme”:
Jerome Lindsay, "The Forme of the Coronatioun of the Kings of Scotland," ed. Roderick J. Lyall, ibid.: 6—
11; Charles I's request to prepare his coronation “according to the antient forme of that our kingdome,” in
Charles Rogers, ed., The Earl of Stirling's Register of Royal Letters, Relative to the Affairs of Scotland and
Nova Scotia from 1615 to 1635 (Edinburgh: 1885), 1:292.

>3 Dean, " Representations of Authority."
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What sources can we use beyond the ordinances and heraldic descriptions
wherever available? Narrative sources, encompassing diaries, chronicles and histories, are

t.>* Not only do they give some indication of what transpired, but they

particularly relevan
also provide valuable insights into contemporary approaches to ceremony. Naturally, one
must approach them warily, since they merely constitute one possible reception of the
event, sometimes based on personal observations, but more commonly on second- or
third-hand reports. In view of Knox's scathing critique of female rule and Catholicism, it is
hardly surprising that his references to the Scottish ceremonies are severely coloured by his
personal opinions.> Furthermore, as the discussion of Mary Tudor’s coronation in chapter
two demonstrates, observations vary widely, even if several chroniclers witness similar
aspects of the same ceremony themselves.>®

Equally important and just as problematic are diplomatic missives.”” Not only do
they reveal the presence of ambassadors and commissioners at several major ceremonies
in England, France and Scotland, but they occasionally contain singular evidence. With
them we can situate the ceremony in a European context, tracing its significance in terms
of interdynastic policy or religion. Their writers may be eyewitnesses to the event or
alternatively rely on missives and reports by others. In both cases, the authors’ partiality as
well as inaccuracies like those in chonicles have to be taken into account.

Additionally, financial and civic documents can elucidate the preparations made
for the individual ceremonies. In Scotland particularly, the Treasurer Accounts and others
provide invaluable references on invitations sent out, construction materials employed and
the adaptations made to or the creation of the regalia among other things.*®

Several specific documents play a role in the relevant chapters. Parliamentary
statutes frame the regency of Marie de Guise and the marriages of the two queens
regnant. They are associated with legal documents such as marriage treaties. Such treaties
provide the lens through which the subsequent ceremony can be interpreted. Frequently,
they are in themselves a prominent part of the ritual and publicly declared, signed or

>4 For England see among others: John G. Nichols, ed., The Diary of Henry Machyn: Citizen and Merchant-
Taylor of London, from A.D. 1550 to A.D. 1563, Camden Society 42 (London: Nichols, 1848); John G.
Nichols, ed., The Chronicle of Queen Jane, and of Two Years of Queen Mary, and Especially of the
Rebellion of Sir Thomas Wyat, Camden Society 48 (London: Camden Society, 1850); John G. Nichols, ed.,
Chronicle of the Grey Friars of London, Camden Society, Old Series 53 (London: Camden Society, 1852);
John Stow, The Chronicles of England, from Brute Unto This Present Yeare of Christ, 1580 (London:
Newberie, 1580); Stow, The Annales of England, Faithfully Collected Out of the Most Autenticall Authors,
Records and Other Monuments of Antiquitie, from the First Inhabitation Until This Present Yeere 1592
(London: Newbery, 1592); Holinshed, Chronicles (1577); Holinshed, Chronicles (1587); For Scotland see:
Thomson, Diurnal; Pitscottie, Historie, vol. 1-3; George Buchanan, Rerum Scoticarum Historia (Edinburgh:
Arbuthnot, 1582); Dickinson, History, vol. 1-2; Maxwell, Memoirs; Lesley, Historie; Lesley, History of
Scotland.

>° See his comments on Marie de Guise’s inauguration and Mary Stewart’s entry, in Dickinson, History,
1:116-117, 2:21.

%6 Refer to Chapter 2: IV)

>" The Calendars of State Papers contain most of these missives, but for further information see the specific
chapters.

8 ler TA; Henry M. Paton, ed., Accounts of the Masters of Works for Building and Repairing Royal Palaces
and Castles [...] (Edinburgh: HMSO, 1957); Robert Adam, ed. Edinburgh Records: The Burgh Accounts, 2
vols. (Edinburgh: The Council, 1899); Burgh Records: Edinburgh, 4 vols.
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alluded to during the betrothal or wedding ceremony.> Wills fall into a comparable
category, for they map out the wishes of the deceased. By contrasting them to the funeral
rituals observed, we may draw important conclusions on the agency these queens
possessed beyond the grave.®® In turn, sermons, which survive for all three queens, contain
a retrospective, albeit biased evaluation of their queenship. In Mary Stewart’s case, they
were published within two years of the corresponding ceremony and played a singular role
in the ideological battle of her commemoration in France.®'

59 Teulet, Relations politiques, 1:115-118; Paul L. Hughes and James F. Larkin, Tudor Royal Proclamations
(New Haven: YUP, 1964), 2:21-25.; Mary, St. 3, ¢. 2, printed in Alexander Luders et al., eds., The Statutes
of the Realm [...] (London: 1819), 4:222-226; “Contrat de Mariage,” in, BL, Cott. MS Calig. B/IX, fos. 15—
17v; Printed in: Jean Dumont, Corps universel diplomatique du droit des gens [...] (Amsterdam: Brunel,
Wetstein, Smith, Waesberge & Chatelain, 1728), 4.1:22-23; Labanoff, Lettres, 2:23-30.

60 A copy of Mary Tudor’s will can be found in BL, Harl. MS 6949, 29-45; For Marie de Guise, see: AdAE,
MD Angleterre 15, fos.112r-113r. It has never been printed. My sincere thanks to Annette Bachstadt for
allowing me access to this document; For Mary Stewart see: BL, Cott. MS Vesp. C/XVI, fos. 145-151,
Printed in: Labanoff, Lettres, 4:151-162.

o1 Mary Tudor: BL, Cott. MS Vesp. D XVIII/X, fos. 92-105; Printed in: John White, "A Sermon Preached at the
Funerals of Queen Mary," in Ecclesiastical Memorials Relating Chiefly to Religion [...]. , ed. John Strype
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1822), 3.2:536-550; Francois Richardot, "Sermon fvnebre fait aus obseques de
madame Marie Royne d'Angleterre par Messire Francois Richardot, evesqve de Nicople, svffragant d'Arras, "
in Le Sermon fvnebre, fait devant le Roy, par Messire Francois Richardot, Euesque de Nicople, & Suffragant
d'Arras: Aus obseques & Funerailles du Tresgrand & Tresuictorieus Empereur Charles Cinquiéme. [...]
(Antwerp: Plantin, 1559), sig. E2v—G2r; Marie de Guise: Claude d'Espence, Oraison funebre es obseques de
[...] Marie [...] Royne douairiere d'Escoce, prononcee a Nostre Dame de Paris, le douzieme d'Aoust, mil
cing cens soixante (Paris: de Vascosan, 1561); Mary Stewart: Renaud de Beaune, Oraison Fvnebre, de la
tres-chrestienne, tres-illvstre, tres-constante, Marie Royne d'Escosse, morte pour la Foy, le 18. Febrier, 1587,
par la cruauté des Anglois heretiques, ennemys de Dieu ([Paris], 1588); John Leslie, Oraison funébre sur la
mort de la royne d'Escosse, traduite d'escossois en nostre langue francoise, trans. Nicolas Loiseul (Paris:
Charron, 1587).
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Chapter 1: Accession

1) Introduction

In the ritualized world of early modern Europe, accession ceremonies were not
restricted to the reigning monarch. In this chapter | will therefore refer to a variety of
female roles introduced previously, ranging from consort to regnant queenship. One
gueen could experience multiple accessions with regard to these roles, as is aptly illustrated
by the case of Mary Stewart. “Par la grace de Dieu, Royne d’'Escosse, Douairiere de
France,”® Mary experienced queenship in its diverse forms. On 14 December 1542, she
officially became queen of Scots within one week of her birth. On 10 July 1559, she
acceded the throne of France as queen consort alongside her ruling husband Francois Il
and on 5 December 1560 she became queen dowager of France upon his death. Then, on
19 August 1561 she initiated her personal rule in Scotland and finally from the birth of her
son James on 19 June 1566 she also resorted to the iconography of the role of queen
mother. Not all three queens experienced the same forms of queenship, but they all
assumed multiple roles: Mary Stewart as queen regnant, consort, dowager and mother,
Marie de Guise as consort, dowager and regent and Mary Tudor as queen regnant and
consort. Each form had an individual moment of accession mostly distinct from the
principal royal rituals of coronation, marriage and funeral. While the roles might be
initiated by their marriage to a foreign prince, the birth of a child, or the death of their
spouses, frequently the moment was subsequently celebrated in a ritualised form, in which
the new role might be symbolically enacted. These ceremonies carried the potential to
augment and confirm the authority of its actors. It is also important to note that the
ceremonies differed in nature. Royal or ceremonial entries marked the accession of queens
regnant as well as that of consorts. These festivals have increasingly attracted attention as
interdisciplinary fields of study, particularly pertinent to the understanding of the cultural
and political climate of early modern Europe.®® They are an anomaly within the context of
the three other principal ceremonies at the heart of this study. Whereas coronations, royal
marriages and funerals are all devised and financed by monarchs and courts as well as
largely performed in a court or ecclesiastical setting, the burgh conceived and hosted the

62 “Testament de Marie Stuart,” 8 February 1587, in Labanoff, Lettres, 6:485. App. T2.

&3 See e.g.: Gordon Kipling, Enter the King: Theatre, Liturgy, and Ritual in the Medieval Civic Triumph
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998); Pierre Béhar and Helen Watanabe-O'Kelly, eds., Spectaculum Europaeum:
Theatre and Spectacle in Europe, Wolfenbutteler Arbeiten zur Barockforschung 31 (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 1999), 643-768; Helen Watanabe-O'Kelly and Anne Simon, Festivals and Ceremonies: A
Bibliography of Works Relating to Court, Civic, and Religious Festivals in Europe, 1500—-1800 (New York:
Mansell, 2000); James R. Mulryne et al., eds., Europa Triumphans: Court and Civic Festivals in Early Modern
Europe, 2 vols., Publications of the Modern Humanities Research Association (Aldershot: MHRA; Ashgate,
2004); Hélene Visentin and Nicolas Russell, eds., French Ceremonial Entries in the Sixteenth Century: Event,
Image, Text, Publications of the Centre for Reformation and Renaissance Studies Essays and Studies 11
(Toronto: Centre for Reformation and Renaissance Studies, 2007), 15-19; Jean Andrews and Marie-Claude
Canova-Green, eds., Writing Royal Entries in Early Modern Europe (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013); James R.
Mulryne, Maria I. Aliverti, and Annamaria Testaverde Matteini, eds., Ceremonial Entries in Early Modern
Europe: The Iconography of Power, European Festival Studies: 1450—1700 (Farnham, Surrey: Ashgate,
2015).
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entries. Although recent scholarship has emphasized the decline of the element of
dialogue between city and monarch over the course of the sixteenth century in some
regions of Europe, evolving instead into an “encomiastic discourse, praising the glory of

the sovereign,” this cannot be confirmed in the present context.®

The enactment of the
dialogue fluctuates as it depends on the individual context of a ceremony. These
preliminary conclusions are based on the combination of case studies. First, these include
the inaugural entries of Marie de Guise and Mary Stewart as queens consort into
Edinburgh on 20 July 1538 and Reims on 15 September 1559, respectively. The former
occurred a month after Marie’s arrival in Scotland and her subsequent marriage to James
V at St Andrews. The latter preceded the coronation of Francois Il, Mary’s husband. Entries
of consorts before a monarch’s coronation are poorly documented and make Mary's entry
— alongside that of her sister-in-law Elisabeth, queen of Spain and the queen dowager
Catherine de’ Medici — all the more interesting. For this reason, as well as the association
between the entry into Reims and Francois’s coronation — especially in the absence of a
corresponding coronation of Mary Stewart — this particular entry should not be overlooked.
Furthermore, evidence of their post-coronation entry into Paris is no longer extant and
must therefore be disregarded.®> A similar rationale precludes an analysis of Mary Tudor's
accession as queen consort of Naples and Sicily or of Spain. Mary’s claim to the former
titles depended on her wedding to Philip Il in 1554, as discussed in chapter three. Her
accession to the Spanish titles was not publicly acknowledged since Mary remained in
England while Charles V abdicated and transferred his titles to Philip in an intimate
ceremony in Brussels in 1556.°° The other two entries discussed are those of Mary Tudor
and Mary Stewart as queens regnant. First, on 3 August 1553 Mary Tudor triumphantly
entered London to claim her throne after her victory over the rival claimant Lady Jane Grey.
Secondly, on 2 September 1561 Mary Stewart entered Edinburgh upon her return to her
native Scotland, concluding thirteen years of absentee queenship in France.

The accession — for want of a better term — of a queen dowager or queen mother
might be marked by funerals and baptisms respectively. Both ceremonies, however,
frequently excluded these women due to customs and rituals associated with death and
motherhood. The mourning period — if adhered to strictly — prevented a widow from
attending her husband’s funeral when celebrated shortly after his death. Thus, Mary
Stewart did not attend her husband’s funeral in December 1560.®” Marie de Guise's

64 Helene Visentin and Nicolas Russell, "The Multilayered Production of Meaning in Sixteenth-century French
Ceremonial Entries," in Visentin and Russel, French Ceremonial Entries, 18.

® The Paris entry figures more prominently in historiography: Christian Desplat and Paul Mironneau, eds.,
Les entrées: gloire et déclin d'un cérémonial, Publications de la Société Henri IV (Biarritz: J & D, 1997);
Michael Wintroub, "L'ordre du rituel et |'ordre des choses. L'entrée royale d'Henri Il a Rouen," Annales 56,
no. 2 (2001), 479-505; Paris was too problematic a venue in the tempustous climate caused by religious
upheavals according to: Lawrence M. Bryant, "From Communal Ritual to Royal Spectacle: Some
Observations on the Staging of Royal Entries," in Visentin and Russel, French Ceremonial Entries, 207-246,
esp. 235, Lawrence M. Bryant, "The Medieval Entry Ceremony at Paris," in Coronations: Medieval and Early
Modern Monarchic Ritual, ed. Janos M. Bak (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990), 88—113.

66 "January 1556, 16-31," CSPV, 6:353; Cited in: Patrick Williams, Philip Il (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), 26.

57 Throckmorton to the Lords of the Council, Orléans, 31 December 1560, in "December 1560, 26-31,"
CSPF Elizabeth, 3:833; She did attend a memorial service, but the information is too sparse to draw any
conclusions. See: Throckmorton to the Queen, [18 January 1561], in "January 1561, 11-20," ibid., 3:889.
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presence at James V's funeral in January 1543, is indicated in the Treasurer Accounts, but
the entries are too brief and inconclusive to permit a discussion of this first public
ceremonial appearance as dowager queen of Scotland.®® Births in turn entailed a similar
period of seclusion for the mother, before she might venture outside again and return to
church. If the birth was followed by a prompt baptism as prescribed by the church, then
early modern queens should not be attending the baptismal festivities. In the case of Marie
de Guise her role in the baptisms of her three children with James V remains obscure, due
to the lack of evidence either confirming or denying her attendance.®® Mary Stewart, on
the other hand, not only attended but hosted the baptismal festivities in December 1566.
She combined her role as host, based on her regnant queenship, with that of queen
mother, deferring the limelight to her son in order to convey a complex message of
religious and political harmony. Based on the available evidence, | will therefore use her
example to analyse the role of queen mother, but not that of queen dowager below.

The final section is dedicated to Marie de Guise's accession as queen regent. The
ceremony of inauguration on 12 April 1554 in Edinburgh was transformative, since within
it James Hamilton, Duke of Chatelherault relinquished his title and Marie was declared
regent before Parliament. This parliamentary setting clearly distinguishes it from a
coronation ceremony, although both ceremonies shared important elements. Given the
prospect of Mary Stewart’s absentee queenship, Marie's inauguration was unusual,
demonstrating once more how much the immediate context influenced the execution of
the ritual directly.

68 TA, 8:145-147; Cited in: Dean, "Representations of Authority," 82.
69 Thomson, Diurnal, 23; Pitscottie, Historie, 1:382.
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Il) Queens Consort

The role of queen consort was not new and its rituals firmly established in the
traditional representation of monarchy. Gender, therefore, was not an issue in the two
specific entries discussed below. Neither was religion, since both events were unaffected
by the Reformation. Nonetheless, the ritual negotiation between royal, civic and
ecclesiastical parties was an ongoing process even in Catholic Europe. Furthermore, Mary
Stewart’s entry into Reims is revealing in that her regnant status in Scotland did not have
any substantial impact on the ceremony proper. It is equally noteworthy that the absence
of a joint ceremony of accession of Mary Tudor and Philip Il as monarchs of Naples, the
Low Countries or Spain emphasises the opposite: her role as queen regnant of England
eclipsed her consort queenship. The two regnant queens and their council evidently found
very different answers to the challenges of female sovereignty in its own right.

A) Marie de Guise

Marie de Guise’s official initiation as queen consort occurred in the form of an
entry into Edinburgh with all due ceremony on 20 July 1538. Her arrival in Scotland
preceded this entry by more than a month, during which time Marie and James V of
Scotland had been married at St Andrews. The circumstances of Marie's arrival and
marriage to James are the subject of the marriage chapter.” Here, it suffices to say that
Marie de Guise was James V's second French bride, after the premature death of his first
wife Madeleine de Valois, the eldest daughter of Francois I*'. The Edinburgh entry was the
fourth and in some respect final stage in Marie’s initiation to the honourable position of
gueen consort of Scotland, following a marriage by proxy, her arrival and the actual
wedding in St Andrews. It was an important public affirmation of her status, especially
since her coronation was deferred until February 1540.”" It was also, in equal measure, a
celebration of Scotland, its monarchs and nobility as well as its principal royal burgh.

Few previous studies of the entry exist. Anna Mill's Medleeval Plays alludes to it in
the context of her primarily descriptive study of Scottish royal entries from 1503 to 1633.7
More recently, Andrea Thomas emphasised the entry’s international dimension in Princelie
Majestie. She suggests that the presence of Marie's French entourage as witnesses of the
ceremonies, endowed the entry with significance “as a sign of Scotland’s commitment to
her foreign allies” and a sign of respect for their guests and their home.”? Dean emphasizes
the collaboration of court and burgh in its preparations, particularly David Lindsay’s
involvement, then Snowdon herald and occasionally deputising as Lyon king of arms.”
These emphases on the interdynastic and collaborative elements are related to the nature

70 Refer to Chapter 3:1I)

1 Refer to pp. 81-83.

2 Anna J. Mill, Medlieeval Plays in Scotland, St Andrews University Publications 24 (New York: Benjamin
Blom, 1969), 79-82.

73 Thomas, Princelie Majestie, 190-191, 193-194.

74 Lucinda H. Dean, "Enter the Alien: Foreign Consorts and Their Royal Entries into Scottish Cities, c. 1449—
1590, " in Ceremonial Entries, ed. Mulryne, Aliverti, and Testaverde Matteini, 277-279.
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of the sources. The Edinburgh burgh accounts include the minutes of the burgh council,
in which the preparations were discussed and decided upon. They provide the greatest
detail, since the chronicles only contain a few brief lines each on the subject — referring
briefly to the date, the entry route, the gift, which Marie received and the general
splendour of the occasion.” However, even the burgh accounts refrain from giving any
indication of what the themes of the recorded pageants were.”®

What does this entry reveal about the royal entry ceremony in Scotland and its
particular circumstances in 1538? Given that the entry ceremony left very few traces in the
records, one might assume that it was traditional enough not to incite further comment.
This raises the question what is to be considered a traditional Scottish entry in the first
place? Unfortunately, it is impossible to reconstruct the ‘tradition’ in any satisfactory way.
The entry of Margaret Tudor in 1503 is the best documented Scottish consort entry of the
period, but detailed information on pre-sixteenth-century entries does not survive. In her
study of these entries, Dean has thus far identified only one fifteenth-century queen
consort who was presumably and another who was certainly welcomed with a royal entry.
While she deduces that they featured pageantry, this conclusion is based entirely on
circumstantial evidence. Therefore, with only one point of reference, establishing
traditional elements is difficult at best.”’ Still, the reference to Marie's entry in the Diurnal
indicates that the ritual, including pageantry, was already well-established by 1538.78

The entry of a consort can be considered as part of the royal narrative, which
emphasised her dynastic consequence, both in terms of succession and political alliances.
Curiously, only Pitscottie confirms James V's presence during the entry.” Either his
presence did not warrant particular mention, as it was a common feature or the focus was
more clearly on Marie than might be expected. In the absence of descriptions of the
pageantry, references to hopes for the continuation of the Stewart dynasty can only be an
educated guess. However, one indication is the date of the entry, which the Diurnal records
as St Margaret’s Day. The only such feast day near Marie’s arrival in Scotland is the 20 July
1538 in honour of St Margaret of Antioch, patroness of childbirth.® This association

s Thomson, Diurnal, 22; Pitscottie, Historie, 1:381.
76 16, 17 and 18 July 1538, Edinburgh, in "1538," Burgh Records: Edinburgh, vol. 2.

7 Edinburgh Burgh Records for this period do not survive. On the extent of the information for previous
entries see: Dean, "Enter the Alien," 279-288; For France see among others: Bryant, "Medieval Entry
Ceremony," 88-113; Desplat and Mironneau, Entrées; Bryant, "Staging of Royal Entries," 207-246; For
England see among others: Strong, Art and Power, 7-11; Smuts, "Public Ceremony," 65-93; Lancashire,
London Civic Theatre, chap. 7. The greatest argument in favour of a longer-standing Scottish tradition is
the terminology employed in the narrative and financial sources and the fact that ceremonial novelties
surely would have incited comment.

78 Thomson, Diurnal, 22.

79 Pitscottie, Historie, 1:381.

80 Thomson, Diurnal, 22; There seems to be some confusion on the date of this entry. Marshall names 16
November, the Scottish feast day of St Margaret of Scotland, in Mary of Guise, 64; Dean on the other
hand, associates the feast day with 20 July and hence with St Margaret of Antioch, due to the chronology
of events in the Diurnal and other sources. See: “Representations of Authority," 286; The itinerary of the
progress from St Andrews to Edinburgh is revealed in NRS, E 31/8, fos. 77r-80; Also see July expenses in
TA, 6:419-422; Municipal preparations are ascribed to the period between 16-18 July 1538 and hence
confirm the conjecture of 20 July. See: "1538," Burgh Records: Edinburgh, vol. 2; For Margaret of Antioch
see: "Margaret of Antioch," The Oxford Dictionary of Saints, ed. David H. Farmer, 5" rev. online ed.
(Oxford: OUP, 2011),
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augmented the spiritual symbolism of the occasion and St Margaret’s link to childbirth
emphasised Marie’s primary duty as consort. It is likely, but by no means certain, that the
pageantry expanded on the theme. Lindsay — as Dean rightly points out — certainly excelled
in the advice to princes(s) theme, both in his poetical work, as well as in his speech for
Marie's previous entry into St Andrews the month before.®' It would be only logical to refer
to the hopes for succession in this context. Finally, Marie’s dynastic consequence was
emphasised by a speech from Henry Lauder, advocate, delivered in her native French
tongue.®” If her own French entourage was present at this point as suggested by Thomas,
this gesture would have taken on additional symbolic value as a sincere sign of respect and
admiration of Scotland’s ‘auld’ ally. ® In the very least, it was an acknowledgement of the
gueen’s origins. It was possibly the only speech Marie understood, for it is unlikely that she
would have mastered Scots so quickly.

Secondly, for foreign brides like Marie the entry was truly a welcome, which not
only introduced them to their subjects but also to the civic geography of their new home.
The procession entered the city through the West Port below the castle and continued
along the High Street towards Holyrood, with pageants marking many important
landmarks of the town: Over Bow, Tolbooth, [Mercat] Cross, [Salt] Tron and Nether Bow.®*
Religious icons such as St Giles were not singled out, but stood in close vicinity to these
civic landmarks. The route thus combined locations of royal, civic and of ecclesiastical
importance. The Tolbooth, among other things a meeting place of the Estates, was most
significant, for here royal and civic interests merged. Marie would later become intimately
acquainted with it, chiefly at and after her 1554 inauguration as regent.® The burgh
evidently wished to present itself in the best possible light: within the hour of Marie’s
arrival at her destination, the Abbey of Holyrood, sixteen of the most ‘honest’ men of the
burgh were to present the queen with the traditional ‘Propyne’ or gift, consisting of spices,
wine, gold and silver. Although a service is not directly mentioned, the reference to the
abbey suggests that a religious ceremony concluded the entry.®

Lindsay's role in the preparations of this entry is peculiar and Dean has argued that
his role is very decisive in any attempt to comprehend the dialogue enacted.?” The burgh
financed and supervised the preparations of the burgh’s streets and landmarks as well as

http://Awww.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780199596607.001.0001/acref-9780199596607-e-
1078 (accessed 3 November 2016).

81 Dean, "Enter the Alien," 278. Refer to Chapter 3: I)

8217 July 1538, Edinburgh, in "1538," Burgh Records: Edinburgh, vol. 2.

83 Thomas, Princelie Majestie, 194.

84 Thomson, Diurnal, 22; 17 July 1538, Edinburgh, in "1538," Burgh Records: Edinburgh, vol. 2; Guidicini,

"Municipal Perspective," 37. It is however impossible to ascertain how traditional this route was, due to the
J)reviously mentioned lack of information on previous royal entries.

85 Refer to Chapter 1:1V)

86 Pitscottie, Historie, 1:381. He refers to a 'he’ in this context, indicating that the gift was instead presented
to the king. Pitscottie is, however, known to be imprecise on occasion; The accounts imply that the gift was
to be presented to the queen, but remain vague on the subject. See: 17 July 1538, Edinburgh, in "1538,"
Burgh Records: Edinburgh, vol. 2; Lindsay clearly specifies that the gift in 1537 was to be presented to
Madeleine. See: David Laing, Poetical Works of Sir David Lindsay (Edinburgh: Paterson, 1879), 1:120.

87 Dean, "Enter the Alien," 277-278.
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the appearance of the civic representatives.® Lindsay, however supervised the themes and
procedures of the entertainments, as he had done at St Andrews and even the year before
during the preparations for the planned entry of Madeleine de Valois, James V's first French
bride. The fact that due to Madeleine’s ill health and eventual death, this last event had
never transpired, has led Dean to conclude that they might have recycled the themes and
props for Marie’s Edinburgh entry. Yet although Lindsay has left some testimony of the
preparations for Madeleine’s entry in his poem The Deploratioun, his references to its
pageantry are again too vague to identify the themes: “Disguysed folkis lyk creatures
dewyne, on ilk scalffauld to play ane sindrie storie.”® In any case, his involvement contrasts
sharply with the conception of the 1561 entry of Mary Stewart as queen regnant, where
no such heraldic involvement is discernible.®® Lindsay was a trusted friend and servant of
James V, an expert on heraldry and ceremony and a recent visitor to France where he had
witnessed the lavish reception of his king two years previously.’’ Although his role is
logical, it is difficult to ascertain whether it was in any way customary. Not only has
Lindsay’s career been studied in greater detail than that of his predecessors and successors,
but he also appears to genuinely have a greater presence in the sources.*

Whereas the entry of a regnant monarch into the principal city usually marked the
beginning of his or her reign, Marie’'s entry as consort came at the height of James V's
power. In this period of stability and relative religious harmony and in the face of the
renewal of the ‘auld’ alliance — with the associated trade connections —, the burgh had
very little interest in anything but maintaining and celebrating the status quo. Furthermore,
a queen was a welcome addition. Marie in turn had shown the right blend of foreign
charm and delight in Scotland, but had also demonstrated her strength of character, from
the point-of-view of the Scots, in refusing Henry VIII as her suitor and choosing their king
instead. The circumstances were thus perfectly aligned to ensure Marie a triumphant,
instructive and heartening entry into Edinburgh. Other entries followed in a similar style as
the couple continued their progress from Dundee to Perth through Scotland.®

88 17 July 1538, Edinburgh, in "1538," Burgh Records: Edinburgh, vol. 2.

89 Ibid.; Pitscottie, Historie, 1:372-373, esp. 373; Dean, "Enter the Alien," 278; Thomas focuses on a general
continuity from 1503 to 1538. See: Princelie Majestie, 191.

90 Refer to Chapter 1:11) B)

MK McGinley, "Lyndsay [Lindsay], Sir David (c. 1486 — 1555)," ODNB; Edington, Court and Culture, 27,
33-34.

92 Lindsay’s predecessor and successor as Lyon king of arms are both not listed in the ODNB and other
Snowdon heralds are not mentioned.

93 Pitscottie, Historie, 1:381.
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B) Mary Stewart

With Henri II's death on 10 July 1559 his son Francois Il acceded to the French
throne and Mary in turn became queen consort of France. Approximately two months
later, their accession was marked by Francois’s coronation at Reims on 18 September.
During the actual ceremony Mary was merely a spectator, since the queen’s coronation
was traditionally deferred and celebrated later at the Basilica of Saint-Denis in Paris.*
However, Mary’s coronation never took place and there is no evidence to suggest that it
was ever discussed during their brief reign. Yet her accession to the title and role of queen
consort occurred independently of any coronation ceremony. It was then publicly
acknowledged with her separate pre-coronation entry into Reims on 15 September 1559,
the same day as that of her husband and mother-in-law.” Politically, historians have
accorded neither Mary or Francois any significant role. His mother Catherine de’ Medici,
occasionally referred to as regent despite her son’s official majority, and above all Mary’s
two Guise uncles, the Duke of Guise and Cardinal of Lorraine apparently ruled on their
behalf.®® Did the political reality influence the ceremonial beginning of Francois II's and
Mary’s reign? Furthermore, the question of how Mary reconciled her roles of queen
regnant of Scotland and consort of France in ceremonies is especially pertinent.

As intriguing as the questions are, they are surprisingly difficult to answer. In the
1980s the French coronation historian Richard Jackson concluded that “no reliable
description of the coronation of Francis Il in 1559 survives.”®” Thus, his entry and
coronation, despite their importance for himself, are not discussed in the general
literature.®® Nonetheless, the entry and coronation are referred to in several apparent
primary and secondary documents. Godefroy's famous Cérémonial francais includes three
brief extracts on one or both events.®® The first is taken from the 1573 edition of the

9 For the coronation of gueen consorts in France, see: Richard A. Jackson, Vive le roi!: A History of the
French Coronation from Charles V to Charles X (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), 15.

% Theodore Godefroy and Denys Godefroy, eds., Le cérémonial francois (Paris: Cramoisy, 1649), 1:311,
"Particularités du sacre, manuscrit de M. le Besgue,” printed in Louis Paris, ed., Négociations, lettres et
piéces diverses relatives au regne de Francois Il tirées du portefeuille de Sébastien de I'Aubespine, évéque
de Limoges, Collection de documents inédits sur I'histoire de France, 1** Series: Histoire Politique (Paris:
Imprimerie royale, 1841), 112. On the context and reliability of this document refer to the next paragraph.

% Among others the following works refer to the political reality: Stuart Carroll, Noble Power during the
Wars of Religion: The Guise Affinity and the Catholic Cause in Normandy, Cambridge Studies in Early
Modern History (Cambridge: CUP, 1998), 90; Robert J. Knecht, Catherine De' Medici (Harlow: Longman,
1998), 59; Janine Garrisson, A History of Sixteenth-century France, 1483—1598: Renaissance, Reformation
and Rebellion [Royauté, renaissance et reforme, 1483-1559: Guerre civile et compromis, 1559-1598],
trans. Richard Rex, European Studies (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1995), 256, 263; David Potter, A History of
France, 1460-1560: The Emergence of a Nation State, New Studies in Medieval History (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1995), 289-290; Alphonse de Ruble, La premiére jeunesse de Marie Stuart (Paul, Huard &
Guillemin, 1891), 172-173; For an example of the use of the term regent, see “Particularités du sacre,” in
Paris, Négociations, 112.

97 Jackson moves on to the coronation of Francois’s brother Charles IX immediately after the above-cited
comment. See: Jackson, Vive le roi!, 136.

% His arguably short life and reign have not inspired any dedicated biographies nor does his coronation play
any significant role in academic publications. The entry and coronation are however mentioned in
biographies of Mary: John A. Guy, My Heart Is My Own: The Life of Mary Queen of Scots (London: Fourth
Estate, 2004), 97-99; Antonia Fraser, Mary Queen of Scots (London: Phoenix, 2002), 113; Alluded to in
Warnicke, Mary Queen of Scots, 53; On the significance of the ceremony and its development over time,
see: Jackson, Vive le roil, esp. 4.

2 Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:311; A manuscript copy of these extracts with slightly different wording
can be found in Godefroy’s manuscript collection. See: ANF, K 1714, A3/13, nos. 11-12.
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Chroniques et annales de France by Nicole Gilles and Francois de Belleforest.'® The second,
taken from the 1581 edition of Lancelot Voisin de La Popeliniere’s Histoire de France, only
refers to the coronation.'" The third and final excerpt is taken from Jacques Auguste de
Thou's Historia sui temporis, as published in 1626. It refers to the coronation as well as the
entry and includes references to Mary and Catherine de’ Medici.'® All the abovementioned
histories and chronicles were published by contemporaries, but it is unlikely that any of
these authors witnessed the coronation or entry first-hand. In his manuscript collection,
Godefroy includes a list of those officiating during the coronation as well as a description
of sorts of the ceremony and seating arrangements.'® Another group of documents
consists of contemporary chronicles connected with Reims and its institutions as referred
to by Louis Paris in his Négociations on the reign of Francois 1. In this category the first
is a manuscript written by M. le Besgue, an ecclesiastic at Reims cathedral.’® The second
is an extract from a history of Reims begun by the canon Cocquault.'® The third is an
extract of a history of Reims, written by Guillaume Marlot, a seventeenth-century grand
prior and administrator in Reims and elsewhere.'”’ It is possible that some of these
documents were based on eyewitness accounts available to the authors of these three
manuscripts. In any case, they were compiled in the city where the coronation took place.
They are not, however, first-hand eyewitness accounts and this may be why Jackson
considered them as “unreliable”.’® Finally, an Italian account published in the form of an
aviso’® within the same year as the ceremony describes the coronation, but not the
entry.'"® Additionally, principal facts — including the date, place and officiator of the
coronation — are reiterated in other publications such as Jean du Tillet's Recueil des roys

1% Nicole Gilles and Francois de Belleforest, Les chroniques et annales de France des I'origine des Francoys,

et leur venue es gaules [...] (Paris: Gabriel Buon, 1573), 496v; Also see: ANF, K 1714, no. 11/12.

19" Henri L. de La Popeliniére, L'Histoire de France, enrichie des plus notables occurrences survenues ez
provinces de I'Europe et pays voisins, soit en Paix soit en Guerre: tant pour le fait Seculier qu'Eclesiastic;
Depuis 'an 1550 jusques a ces temps (Abraham, 1581), 1:144; Also see: ANF, K 1714, f. A3/13/12r, no.
11/12.

102 Jacques-Auguste de Thou, lllustris viri Jacobi Augusti Thuani, Regii in sanctiore consistorio consiliarii, et in
suprema Regni Gallici Curia Praesidis, Historiarum sui temporis ab anno Domini 1543 usque ad annum
Domini 1607. Libri CXXXVIII[...] (Heredes Petri, 1626), 1:690-691; Also see: ANF, K 1714, f. A3/13/12v, no.
11/12.

'3 ANF, K 1714, f. A3/13/12r, nos. 11/11, 13.

104 Paris, Négociations, 112-117. For full reference refer to fn. 95.

195 “particularités du sacre’,” in Paris, Négociations, 112—113. | have not yet been able to identify the original
manuscript corresponding to this extract.

196 Extrait de Cocquault, vol. 4, printed in Paris, Négociations, 114. | have been unable to consult the original
document referred to by Paris.

197 Guillaume Marlot, Histoire de la ville, cité et université de Reims, métropolitaine de la Gaule Belgique
(Reims: Jacquet, 1846), 4:338-339; Extrait de Marlot, “Histoire de Reims”, in Paris, Négociations, 115-116.

108 Guy on the other hand is satisfied enough to base his account of the entries and coronation on the
excerpts found in Paris’'s Négociations. See: Queen of Scots, 97-99.

199 An aviso is a newspaper-like publication, published weekly or monthly and does not usually contain any
indication of its place of publication or the author.

"% Aviso de tvtti Ii apparati et solennita fatte in Francia nella citta di Rens per la coronatione del
christianissimo re Francesco Il.. con la descrittione di tutte le cerimonie fatte nella untione regale: e il nome
di tvtti li personaggi & ufficiali del re, che si trouorono alla detta coronatione (1559). In accordance with the
statement made above, this aviso does not mention a place of publication or an author. The text includes
careful references to ambassadors present on the occasion, but whether one of the ambassadors was in
fact involved in its publication is uncertain.
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and hence lend some credence to the claims made in the sources above, but they equally
exclude references to the pre-coronation entry.'"

The French pre-coronation entry has been described as a “flexible instrument for
the expression of additional attitudes and concepts” outside the heavily ritualised and
liturgically-based coronation.''? However, such entries did not become an essential feature
of the coronation akin to the sixteenth-century English model. One of the most renowned
sixteenth-century kings, Francois | (1515), as well as the equally famous Henri IV (1594),
the century’s last king, did not have a pre-coronation entry into Reims, due to personal
preference on the one and the circumstances surrounding Henri IV's accession on the other
hand. For most of the other entries, although they occurred, the surviving evidence is scant
in the manner exemplified in the source discussion above.'” For the king’s entry, Jackson
has identified two primary categories of the symbolism displayed: French history and its
concepts of kingship, real and mythical, on the one hand and classical Roman history,
again real and mythical, on the other."'* The entry’s religious conclusion with a Te Deum
in Notre Dame de Reims, the principal cathedral, was beyond dispute in 1559."" Whether
it was traditional to stage a royal entry for the queen or even the queen mother, as
occurred in 1559, is impossible to determine. References in the records to the role of the
women in the context of the monarch’s coronation are even more elusive and it is also
impossible to develop a reliable idea of the pageantry and themes involved.''

What conclusions then can we draw regarding Mary’s entry and, by extension, her
role during the coronation of her husband? First, women were evidently considered key
figures in accentuating Francois’s legitimacy and authority. Francois, Mary and the queen
mother Catherine de’ Medici all made their separate ceremonial entries into Reims on the
same day, one after another, although not necessarily in that order.”” Elisabeth de Valois,
then queen consort of Spain but also the king's sister, had entered the city in similar
manner the day before.""® Charles and Henri, the dukes of Orléans and Angouléme and
the king’s brothers — his eventual successors — on the other hand, do not appear to have
been subjects of individual entry ceremonies. Secondly, the ceremonies — as far as we can
tell — did not draw attention to Mary’s dual role as queen consort and regnant. The cluster
of female entries certainly integrates Mary into the Valois dynastic narrative. Furthermore,
the short time span between each entry suggests that Catherine, Mary and Francois
encountered similar or even identical pageantry and decorations. Mary was supposedly

""" Jean du Tillet was greffier of the Parliament of Paris during the period: Recveil des roys de France, levrs

covronne et maison, ensenmble, le rengs des grands de France (Paris: Jacques du Puys, 1580), 169.

112 Jackson, Vive le roi!, 175.

3 The records of the entries of Louis XII (1498), Francois Il (1559) and Charles IX (1561) are patchy and thus
of all sixteenth-century entries only those of Henri Il (1547) and Henri lll (1575) are recorded in any detail.
See: ibid., 175, 177; For Henri llI's entry see: Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:303-309.

114 Jackson, Vive le roi!, 176.

115 Marlot, Histoire de Reims, 4:339; Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:308-309.

e separate entry for Catherine de’ Medici is not mentioned in the context of Henri II's entry, although her
coat of arms was featured prominently throughout the king’s entry alongside their son’s arms. See:
Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:303-309.

17 Marlot, Histoire de Reims, 4:338.

"8 |bid. The author confuses some of the dates, so whether it was indeed on 14 September is uncertain.
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accorded the same pomp as her husband and the traditional passing-of-the-keys
ceremony, performed for Francois on a raised platform by a maid dressed in classical
garments, was suitable for all parties concerned.'’® In 1547 a stage for a similar scene
during Henri Il's coronation entry had featured the king’s arms alongside those of his wife
and son, as well as those of the governor of Champagne and the city of Reims. The
symbolism of the stage design was hence very encompassing of the king’'s immediate
family.'? In 1559, the next scene described was situated in the main square of the city,
where a great fountain ran wine, another common and universal feature of such entries.
It was the classical image of plenty, benefitting the audience who might drink from it. This
fountain, a semi-permanent, ungendered and impersonal feature, surely served the same
purpose in the two female entries.”' The final episode of Francois's entry, the Te Deum in
Notre Dame de Reims, would similarly have concluded the other two entries, particularly
since it is also recorded for Elisabeth’s entry on the previous day.'??> According to custom,
the entries of the women would have differed from that of Francois in the composition of
their entourage, which would have primarily comprised women. It is also likely, that both
women chose to proceed through the streets in a litter like Elisabeth, rather than on
horseback like the king.'?® It is possible that Mary deviated from custom in this latter
instance, but it seems unlikely. Her entry, rather than accentuating her regnant queenship,
was a testimony to her importance as Francois's wife.

A similar observation can be made with regard to Francois’s coronation, celebrated
with the “customary ceremonies” on Monday, 18 September 1559.'** Retha Warnicke
claims that Mary witnessed her husband’s coronation “as an independent sovereign
[rather than a as queen consort of France], sitting in the gallery with Elisabeth, the Spanish
queen.”'?* Although the Italian account confirms that Mary and Elisabeth shared the same
space in the choir on the right side of the altar, opposite from Catherine de’ Medici, it fails
to clarify whether the king’s brothers and Charles Ill, Duke of Lorraine, Francois’s brother-
in-law, sat beside the young queens or Catherine.'?® In the first scenario, the grouping
would have emphasised familial ties as well as the titles of individuals. Elisabeth, for
example, was not only queen consort of Spain but also Mary’s childhood friend and sister-
in-law. The second scenario would have divided sovereign princes and consort and

"9 1bid., 338-339; The key ceremony in the pre-coronation entry was first introduced for Charles VIl

according to: Jackson, Vive le roil, 48.

120 Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:304.

121 Marlot, Histoire de Reims, 4:338-339; Henri Il also visited what was supposedly the same fountain
running wine during his entry. See: Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:308.

122 Marlot, Histoire de Reims, 4:338-339; Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:308-309.

123 Marlot, Histoire de Reims, 4:338.

124 “particularités du sacre,” in Paris, Négociations, 114. Original: "avec les cérémonies accoustumées aux
sacres de ses prédécesseurs.”; These customary ceremonies were principally derived from the coronation
ordo of Charles V from 1365, or rather a now lost derivative of the original known as the libre rouge. See:
Godefroy, Cérémonial francois, 1:31-51. The next ordo to survive is from 1610, during the reign of Louis
XIll; Richard A. Jackson, ed., Ordines coronationis Franciae: Texts and Ordines for the Coronation of
Frankish and French Kings and Queens in the Middle Ages, Middle Ages Series (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1995), 455-456.

125 Warnicke, Mary Queen of Scots, 53.

126 Aviso, A7.
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dowager queens on both sides of the choir. Both cases do not necessarily substantiate
Warnicke’s claim. It is at least questionable whether contemporaries would have
interpreted these seating arrangements as emphasising Mary’s regnant rather than her
consort title. One last notable feature of the Italian account is a description of Mary’s dress
and hers alone, claiming she wore pearls worth an entire kingdom.'”” Mary’s dress had
also sparked comment at her wedding in 1558, but this says little about how her queenship
was perceived by contemporaries. The conclusion that Mary attended as “as an

independent sovereign”'#®

at a time where her status as queen consort was infinitely more
important, is therefore problematic.

The ambiguity of Mary’s role is enhanced by the myths surrounding her own
coronation. This ceremony, although not constitutive of the queens’ position, honoured
their role as the wives and mothers of kings. In Mary’s case, her coronation was never
celebrated, supposedly because she had been crowned previously as queen of Scotland.
Yet this reasoning is questionable, for it was common practice to crown monarchs,
including French kings, on separate occasions if they ascended to foreign thrones. '?° Henri
Il made every effort to have Francois, while dauphin, crowned king of Scotland.'*® Another
reason to treat Mary differently would have been her exceptional situation based on her
gender. Yet, it appears far more likely, that it was instead the early death of her husband,
which denied her the ultimate sanction of her status as queen consort of France."
Ceremonially, she was primarily queen consort of France and there is no indication that
she aspired to be more at this point, except for her apparent taste for luxurious and unusual
dress and the acknowledgement of this by contemporaries.

127
128
129

Ibid. Original: “che valeano un stado”
See fn. 125.

Fraser, Mary Queen of Scots, 113; E.g.: Henri lll was crowned as king of Poland-Lithuania first and as king
of France later. See: Robert J. Knecht, Hero or Tyrant?: Henry lll, King of France, 1574-89 (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2014), 76-77, 104; Nicolas Menin's apparent claim that Mary was crowned on her wedding day
is illogical, since she was only dauphine then: Traité historique et chronologique du sacre et couronnement
des rois et reines de France (Amsterdam: Jean van Septeren, 1724), 393.

130 “procedure: Particulars Regarding the Marriage Treaty," RPS (1558/11/8).

3T Itis difficult to identify a customary time between accession and coronation of a queen consort in France.
Of those sixteenth-century queens who were crowned, the time between ranged from less than a month
(Mary Tudor) to more than two years (Claude de France and Catherine de’ Medici). The seventeen-month
long reign of Francois Il and Mary Stewart was therefore still within the longer time period, which
Catherine de’ Medici, now queen mother, had herself experienced.
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Ill) Queens Regnant

A) Mary Tudor

On Thursday, 3 August 1553"* Mary Tudor made her entry into London, the
ceremonial affirmation of her accession. Her accession was in many ways exceptional, since
it was contested between two female contenders of opposing faiths; beyond the question
of legitimacy, Mary promised a Catholic restoration and Lady Jane Grey the continuation
of the Reformed Church. Furthermore, Mary had triumphed away from London, which
had been Jane's stronghold during her brief reign."** Due to this conflict, Mary — although
victorious — faced potential challenges to her legitimacy and authority. In the uncertain
politico-religious and legal climate the queen and her supporters had two choices: on the
one hand, they could follow tradition to emphasise Mary's legitimacy as the rightful heir
to the throne by birth. Alternatively, they could focus on the legitimacy derived from having
overcome her rival with God's sanction and adapt the ceremony accordingly. The latter
might encourage the evocation of Roman triumphal elements, which increasingly featured
in European entries over the course of the sixteenth century.* Yet despite descriptions of
Mary’s entry as a “triumphal procession”, the actual event apparently lacked that elaborate
festival architecture or pageantry typically associated with Renaissance entries.'® Instead,
impressive displays of pageantry were deferred until the coronation procession on 30
September. This distinction was a traditional feature during the Tudor period, possibly
because the swift execution of the first entry upon accession left too little time to prepare
elaborate pageantry.'* This raises the question of the purpose of these accession entries.
They were decidedly secular, beginning outside the city gates and concluding upon the
monarch’s entrance into the royal domain of the Tower of London. The ritualised welcome
between civic representatives and the monarch and the incorporation of the former into

132 Nichols, Machyn's Diary, 38; Charles Wriothesley, A Chronicle of England during the Reigns of the

Tudors, from A.D. 1485 to 1559, ed. William D. Hamilton, Camden Society 20 (Camden Society, 1877),
2:93; Report of England made to the Senate by Giacomo Soranzo, Venetian ambassador to England,
Brussels, 18 August 1554, in "August 1554," CSPV, 5:934; Imperial Ambassadors in England to Charles V,
London, 6 August 1553, in "August 1553, 6-10," CSP Spain, vol. 11; Alternative dates include 31 July:
Antonio de Guaras, "Relacion muy verdadera de Antonio d'Guaras: criado de la Serenissima y Catholica
reyna de Inglaterra,” in The Accession of Queen Mary: Being the Contemporary Narrative of A. de Guaras,
a Spanish Merchant Resident in London, ed. Richard Garnett (London: Lawrence & Bullen, 1892), 51, transl.
in ibid., 99; 1 August: Giovanni F. Commendone, "Successi delle Attioni del Regno d'Inghilterra
incominciando dal re Edoardo VI fino al sponsalitio seguito tra il Ser.Mo Prencipe Philippo di Spagna et la
Ser.Ma Reina Maria," in The Accession, Coronation and Marriage of Mary Tudor as Related in Four
Manuscripts of Escorial, ed. Cesare V. Malfatti (Barcelona: Malfatti, 1956), 111, transl. in ibid., 23; 10
August: Robert Wingfield, "The Vita Mariae Anglia Reginae of Robert Wingfield of Brantham," ed.
Diarmaid MacCulloch, in The Camden Miscellany, vol. 28, ed. Harris, et al., Camden 4" ser. 29 (London:
Royal Historical Society, 1984), 223, transl. on p. 271.

133 Nine or thirteen days depending on the view-point. E.g.: Richards, "Gendering Tudor Monarchy," 898;
Eric W. Ives, Lady Jane Grey: A Tudor Mystery (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009), 2.

134 Mary's entry occurred at a time in which classical elements began to appear in European entries.
However, they only fully took hold in entries in the second half of the century. See: Robert J. Knecht,
"Court Festivals as Political Spectacle: The Example of Sixteenth-century France," in Europa Triumphans, ed.
Mulryne, et al., 1:22; McGowan, "Early Modern European Festivals," 26-28; Lawrence M. Bryant, The King
and the City in the Parisian Royal Entry Ceremony: Politics, Ritual and Art in the Renaissance, Travaux
d'humanisme et Renaissance 216 (Geneva: Droz, 1986), 66.

135 Duncan, Mary I, 18. She compares it to Henry VIII's reception after the battle of Bosworth; Still, medieval
entries could be triumphant without featuring Roman influences. See: Kipling, Enter the King, 12, 41.

136 Lancashire, London Civic Theatre, 137.
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the procession was a central feature. The sources all confirm that tradition trumped victory
in this instance, although in terms of queenship, it was to be the first accession entry of a
queen regnant."’

Mary’s accession entry was particularly crucial as a means for her to take possession
of the formerly disloyal capital and its royal stronghold. Contemporaries were aware of
this entry’s exceptional significance, for the imperial ambassadors urged Mary to “hasten
[the entry] as much as possible in order that she may firmly establish her rule, because she
now has troops at hand, and for other reasons that have been laid before her Majesty
verbally."'*® Her presence and acceptance in London was essential and the entry was an
important tool in achieving and demonstrating both simultaneously. It is therefore not
surprising that all the relevant English chronicles and histories refer to the entry, albeit in
varying detail."* Further information is provided by the reports of foreigners such as the
resident Imperial and Venetian ambassadors, the papal envoy Giovanni Commendone as
well as private Spanish, French and possibly Italian individuals. Not all of these authors
were eyewitnesses, but most of them were in England during the time.'*

Richards designates Mary’s entry as “magnificent by any criterion,” referring to
Mary’s clothing, the numbers in her procession, Mary’s behaviour throughout and the
acoustic celebration of her arrival with a salve of gunshots from the Tower. She also claims
it “was conventional enough”, but for the singular feat of it honouring a female
monarch.'' She concentrates primarily on how the ritual was adapted to suit Mary’s
gender. Like Richards, Duncan refers to the gender question, yet she concludes that very
little changed beyond the procession’s incorporation of women. Instead, she interprets the
entry both as a “demonstration of the cohesive societal and emotional bonds that linked
the people of England with their ruler, as well as a way for Mary to define herself as a
traditional monarch now that she had triumphed in her claim to the throne.”'** So far this
entry has figured prominently in several biographies and monographs on Mary, but it is

37 Jane Grey had travelled to the Tower by water before her proclamation as queen. See: Nichols, Chronicle

of Queen Jane, 3; Nichols, Machyn's Diary, 35.

138 Ambassadors to Emperor, 2 August 1553, in "August 1553, 1-5," CSP Spain, vol. 11;The term “taking
possession” is inspired by a passage found in the letter of the Ambassadors to the Emperor, 6 August
1553, in "Aug 1553, 6-10," CSP Spain, vol. 11.

139 Wingfield, "Vita Mariae Anglia," 222-223; Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:93-95; John Stow, "Two London
Chronicles from the Collections of John Stow," ed. Charles L. Kingsford, in The Camden Miscellany, vol. 12,
Camden 3™ ser. 18 (London: Royal Historical Society, 1910), 29; Nichols, Chronicle of Queen Jane, 14;
Nichols, Chronicle of the Grey Friars, 81-82; Nichols, Machyn's Diary, 38-39.

140 Ambassadors to Emperor, 6 August 1553, in "Aug 1553, 6-10," CSP Spain, vol. 11; Soranzo to Senate,
18 August 1554, in "Aug 1554," CSPV: 5:93; Guaras, "Relacion," 51, 99; Commendone arrived in London
shortly after the event: "Ritratti d'Inghilterra," 111; | have been unable to confirm or deny the presence of
the following two authors: Estienne Perlin, Description des royaulmes d'Angleterre et d'Escosse ([Paris]:
Trepeau, 1558), sig. 15a—16a; Transl. as: Stephen Perlin, "Description of England and Scotland by a French
Ecclesiastic, in the 16th Century," in The Antiquarian Repertory: A Miscellaneous Assemblage of
Topography, History, Biography, Customs, and Manners; Intended to lllustrate and Preserve Several
Valuable Remains of Old Times, ed. Francis Grose and Thomas Astle, new ed (London: Jeffery, 1809),
4:508-509; P. V., Narratio historica vicissitudinis, rerum quee in inclyto Britannize Regno acciderunt, Anno
Domini 1553. Mense lulio ([Wittenberg], 1553), sig. B5a (A5a); See: Mark Taplin, "Vermigli, Pietro Martire
[Peter Martyr] (1499-1562)," ODNB.

141 Richards, Mary Tudor, 128-129.

142 Duncan, Mary I, 20.
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rarely explored in a comparative context.'® The analyses of the other entries in this section
can provide some context to the English ritual.

The ambassadors’ conception of the entry as a means of taking possession of the
capital might generate the impression of an elaborate entry through London, either along
a north-south or an east-west route, passing by significant civic, religious and royal
landmarks. In reality, the accession entry route was relatively short, almost circular and
primarily confined to the immediate neighbourhoods of the Tower.'* The Tower was the
focal point, the one essential feature of the whole undertaking. This royal domain and
“arcem Londoniensem totius regnii munitissimam” was Mary’'s destination.'®
Commendone claims that any new monarch “prima che si coronino fa bisogno che in essa
dimorino X giorni, et cié dicono perché essendo cosa di molt'importanza haueranno per
sicuro che quello sia uero successore nel Regno quando sara padrone della Torre.” ' It is
impossible to determine the source of his information and the little we know of accession
precedents cannot irrefutably corroborate the theory. The Tower appears to have been
Edward VI and Henry VIII's destination in their respective entries, but not that of Henry VI
in September 1485." Nonetheless, the fact that it had been Jane's residence during her
brief reign, certainly endowed Mary’s possession of it with particular significance. Aldgate
as her entry point was chosen for convenience rather than tradition since Mary advanced
towards London from the north-east along Whitechapel."® The purpose of this first entry
was not to traverse the entire city. This was reserved for the coronation procession, during
which Mary would emerge from the Tower to make her way across the east-west axis of
the city to Westminster, passing by notable landmarks such as St. Paul’s.'® The principal
purpose of Mary’s first entry was to take possession of the city’s royal military stronghold
in @ demonstration of power. Such a demonstration principally depended on the impressive
number of participants in the procession, as well as their sumptuous attire. Yet the total
figure provided varies considerably; the ambassadors speak of 1,000 horses and “over a
thousand men-at-arms, mounted and on foot [...] besides her body-guard” throughout.'*°
Guaras and Commendone augment this number considerably to roughly 6,500 and

143 E.g.: Whitelock, Mary Tudor, 180-181.

144 Mary progressed west along Aldgate Street onto Leadenhall, where she turned south onto Gracechurch
Street, east onto Fenchurch Street, south again onto Mark Lane, and finally east once more to enter the
Tower. See: Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:94; On previous routes of accession entries and an overview of all
London entries, see: Lancashire, London Civic Theatre, 131-138, App. A.

145 Wingfield, "Vita Mariae Anglia," 223, 271. App. T3.

146 Commendone, "Ritratti d'Inghilterra,” 102. App. T4, Cited in: Hunt, Drama of Coronation, 119.

"%’ Francois Van der Delft, Imperial ambassador to England, to Mary of Hungary and Charles V, London, 31
January 1547, in "Spain: January 1547, 16-31," CSP Spain, vol. 9; Edward Hall and Richard Grafton, Hall's
Chronicle; Containing the History of England, during the Reign of Henry the Fourth, and the Succeeding
Monarchs, to the End of the Reign of Henry the Eighth, in which Are Particularly Described the Manners
and Customs of Those Periods. Carefully Collated with the Editions of 1548 and 1550, ed. Henry Ellis
(London: Johnson, 1809), 423, 505.

'8 In 1558 Elizabeth entered London from the north-west, through Cripple- and along Bishopsgate. See:
Nichols, Chronicle of the Grey Friars, 180.

149 Refer to Chapter 2: IV)

%0 soranzo to Senate, 18 August 1554, in "Aug 1554," CSPV, 5:934; Ambassadors to Emperor, 6 August
1553, in "Aug 1553, 6-10," CSP Spain, vol. 11; Similar estimates are provided by: Nichols, Chronicle of
Queen Jane, 14.
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12,000 men respectively.”" Although the latter figures seem exaggerated, it is apparent,
that the procession was deemed impressive.

One indicator of Mary’s success in establishing her authority and evoking her
legitimacy was the reaction of the public during the procession. Such information is rare
in ceremonial sources, but upon this occasion chroniclers emphasise her reception "c6 tata
alegria del pueblo” and the imperial ambassadors even claim that the “public
demonstrations made at the entry have never had their equal in this kingdom.”'>* In view
of the contested accession, these remarks emphasised that Mary, not Jane, was the
candidate of choice for English subjects. The two sources cited can certainly be suspected
of partiality, but the numerous other writers of various backgrounds who made similar
observations have led Sharpe to conclude that “the popular joy at Mary’s accession was
genuine and effusive.”'>® Regardless of the authenticity of these reports or even the joy
portrayed, in the entry’s reception the principal confirmation of the new queen’s authority
and legitimacy lay in her public acclaim.™*

As indicated by Duncan, the adaptations made to accommodate the queen’s
gender were few. Like her ancestors Mary advanced on horseback in the centre of the
procession. In comparison to a male monarch, however, the addition of ladies inflated her
procession’s numbers and possibly shifted her position slightly further towards the actual
centre. She supposedly wore a gown of purple velvet embroidered in gold and set with
pearls, the colour and style of which set her apart, even if it differed from a male monarch’s
appearance.'> With the themes of mercy and reconciliation, which the sources emphasise,
Mary set a preliminary agenda for her reign. The Imperial ambassadors praise her “kindness
and humanity”, her magnanimity, mercy and clemency.'*® Their favourable assessment
relates to the queen’s — partial — pardon of William Herbert, first earl of Pembroke and
Francis Talbot, fifth Earl of Shrewsbury, as well as the past and future treasurer John Paulet,
Lord St John one day before the entry. Many other writers conclude their accounts of the
entry with details of the rehabilitation of prominent Edwardian prisoners, which transpired
within the Tower upon the queen’s arrival there."™ Her show of mercy in this context is
principally gender neutral. Royal pardons were a common and important feature of royal

151 Guaras, "Relacion," 51; Commendone, "Ritratti d'Inghilterra,” 111; 4000 riders according to: V.,

Narratio historica, sig. C1a.

152 Guardas, "Relacion," 51, 99. App. T5; Ambassadors to Emperor, 6 August 1553, in "Aug 1553, 6-10,"
CSP Spain, vol. 11.

153 Sharpe, Selling the Tudor Monarchy, 249; Commendone, "Ritratti d'Inghilterra," 111; Nichols, Chronicle
of the Grey Friars, 82; Perlin, Description des royaulmes, sig. 16a; V., Narratio historica, sig. C1a; Wingfield,
"Vita Mariae Anglia," 222; Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:95; Soranzo to Senate, 18 August 1554, in "Aug
1554," CSPV, 5:934.

154 For furher discussion on this topic see: Duncan, Mary I, 17-18.

155 Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:93; Ambassadors to Emperor, 6 August 1553, in "Aug 1553, 6-10," CSP Spain,
vol. 11.

156 " Aug 1553, 6-10," CSP Spain, vol. 11.

57 These prisoners included Thomas Howard, third Duke of Norfolk, Edward Courtenay, Anne Seymour,
Duchess of Somerset, as well as Stephen Gardiner and Cuthbert Tunstall, formerly bishops of Winchester
and Durham. See: Commendone, "Ritratti d'Inghilterra," 111; Nichols, Chronicle of Queen Jane, 14,
Wingfield, "Vita Mariae Anglia," 223; Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:95.
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accessions, as monarchs sought to secure their authority and create lasting bonds with
their — elite — subjects.

The few participants of the procession referred to by title or name, support the
impression that Mary surrounded herself with her regular supporters, but attempted to
extend her power base by including natural allies or recent converts to her cause. Thus, Sir
Anthony Browne and future Viscount Montague, who had remained neutral during the
succession crisis, bore her train. Behind him followed Mary’s loyal supporter Sir Edward
Hastings, Master of the Horse on horseback, leading a spare palfrey.'”® The Earl Marshal
was not present during the entry, since the incumbent was the Earl of Northumberland,
then in prison and his successor the Duke of Norfolk was only released from the tower at
the entry’s conclusion. Mary's sister Elizabeth, heir presumptive, led the group of ladies.
Her presence and acknowledgement of Mary was particularly noteworthy and reinforced
the new queen’s authority with this — albeit short-lived — show of sisterly unity. Behind her
followed Elizabeth Howard, Duchess of Norfolk and Gertrude Courtenay, Marchioness of
Exeter. Both women were restored to court upon Mary’s accession and particularly the
latter was the queen’s close friend and future “bedfellow”." Four of the earls preceding
Mary were one and all very recent supporters: Henry Fitzalan, twelfth Earl of Arundel,
William Somerset, third Earl of Worcester and the two abovementioned earls of Pembroke
and Shrewsbury. Arundel’s role as sword-bearer before the queen is particularly
highlighted."®® From these select few closest to the queen, we can deduce that the entry
was a show of reconciliation, as old and new supporters shared the stage.

The English accession entry differed from other European entries in its emphasis
on the procession itself. There is little evidence of the extensive symbolism and rituals
frequently associated with other entries.”' Beyond the elementary preparations, which
included streamers, coats of arms and rich cloths on buildings and monuments as well as
newly gravelled streets, Charles Wriothesley, officer of arms, alludes to only five stages
built along the procession route. Not one of these stages reportedly featured elaborate
pageantry or classical architecture such as arches or columns; A child outside St Botolph's
Aldgate delivered a no longer extant Latin recitation and musical performances followed
at the other venues.'® In the absence of allegory or specific architecture, the procession
truly takes centre stage. In this context Smuts assessment of the English rite as one which
“emphasized a more generalized ethos of loyalty and royal benevolence” rings true.'®®

158 Nichols, Chronicle of Queen Jane, 14; Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:93-94; J. G. Elzinga, "Browne, Anthony,

First Viscount Montagu (1528-1592)," ODNB; David M. Loades, "Hastings, Edward, Baron Hastings of
Loughborough (1512x15?-1572)," ibid.

159 Nichols, Machyn's Diary, 38; Nichols, Chronicle of Queen Jane, 14; Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:94; ). P.
Cooper, "Courtenay [Née Blount], Gertrude, Marchioness of Exeter (d. 1558)," ODNB; Michael A. Graves,
"Howard [née Stafford], Elizabeth, Duchess of Norfolk (1497-1558)," ibid.

160 Nichols, Chronicle of Queen Jane, 14; Wriothesley, Chronicle, 2:94-95; Julian Lock, "Fitzalan, Henry,
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163 Smuts, "Public Ceremony," 73, fn. 23.
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One possible reason for the absence of pageantry is the temporal proximity of the English
accession entry and the coronation procession. Both were traditionally staged in London,
whereas in France and Scotland the locations of both did not necessarily coincide.
Furthermore, in France the accession entry into Paris occurred after the coronation in
Reims, wherefore the reception was directed at the anointed monarch. In Mary Tudor’s
case — and the same applies to her predecessors and successor — the accession entry
occurred before the coronation and even before the late monarch’s funeral. This timing is
suggestive, for unlike in France the new monarch was almost immediately publicly and
ceremonially active in their role. Still, proof of the presence of the full royal regalia,
definitive symbols of royal majesty, is wanting. Although Arundel bore a sword before the
gueen, the crown is only mentioned in a questionable, albeit surprisingly detailed account
by Estienne Perlin.'® A sceptre is referred to by Wriothesley. Yet the reference is
ambiguous since he mentions it in the context of the important ritual welcome of the
monarch by the civic delegation:

Pleaseth your highnes, my Lord Mayor, here present, in the name of his

brethren and all the commons of this your higness city and chamber of

London, most humbly beseecheth your highnes to be good and gracious

Sovereign to theise commens of this your city lyke as your highnes noble

progenitors aforetyme haue bene, and, accordinge to theyr bounden

duety at your highnes cominge, my Lord Mayor presenteth here your

highnes with the scepter perteyninge to the office, in token of loyalty and

homage, most humbly wellcome your highnes to this your highnes city

and chamber of London.'®

In the absence of the common European key ceremony, the specified sceptre was
transferred, however the source does not specify which office the sceptre was associated
with, that of the mayor or the queen.'®®. The former is certainly more plausible. In a similar
scene at the 1554 joint London entry of Mary and Philip, described by John Elder, the item
in question is described as a mayoral mace. One can therefore assume that in both
scenarios the item represented the mayor’s “power and authoritie within the citie of
London.” " This conclusion is further supported by subsequent components of the ritual:
on both occasions, the queen received, acknowledged and then returned the item to the
mayor, who then carried it before her in the procession.'®® Although the mayor might have
been chosen to carry the royal sceptre, this role customarily belonged to peers.
Furthermore, even in 1553 the merchant Henry Machyn and others note that the mayor
carried a mace.'®® The most plausible reading of this account is to equate the transfer of
the sceptre or mace with the key ceremony in France and Scotland. Both visualised the
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intricate relationship between the city and the civic officials on the one and the monarch
on the other hand and both centred on the idea of homage and hierarchy. Yet this simple
ritual of civic welcome pales in contrast to the theatrical embellishment of the key
ceremony upon Marie de Guise’s arrival in Scotland, which featured a mechanical device
of considerable ingenuity."® The ‘sceptre’ referred to by Wriothesley does not appear to
be part of the royal regalia. Although, it does not automatically follow that the other
regalia were absent, the ambiguity raises the question of whether they were more clearly
associated with the coronation and the pre-coronation entry. This would support the
interpretation of the coronation as the last crucial step in completing the royal accession.
Although Mary was undoubtedly queen before then, symbolically the coronation remained
an indispensable ritual to realising the full potential of her queenship.

B) Mary Stewart

A few months after the death of her husband Francois Il, Mary returned to her
native Scotland on 19 August 1561."" With her later childhood and formative years spent
in France, this return to wield personal authority was a significant if difficult adjustment.
Her accession, if one can call it that, proceeded in three stages. Technically, the executive
seat of government had become vacant upon the death of the regent, her mother Marie
de Guise, on 11 June 1560. Whereas initially the ensuing months may have been
considered as an interim period before a new regent was to be appointed, the death of
Francois and the unlikelihood of a future for Mary in France changed the situation
completely. Thus, the first stage in this process was Mary’s decision to return and launch
into her personal rule, alongside the necessary ensuing negotiations with her subjects. In
actual terms, she settled into her new role upon her arrival on Scottish shores. Finally, in
ceremonial terms, her claim to personal power was acknowledged with her formal entry
into Edinburgh on 2 September.””? The entry addresses many potential conflicts of Mary's
personal rule, from the religious divide, to the issue of gender and the authority of an
unfamiliar persona as rightful queen. Gender seems to be least relevant in this instance. It
is very much an entry of an ‘other’, although originally one of them, arriving in Scotland.'”?
As will be shown below, the 1561 Edinburgh entry complied with few of the emerging
European fashions of sixteenth-century entries.

Mary’s return to her native country warranted a spectacular ceremonial welcome.
It was a unique opportunity for the Scots to welcome back their young queen and to
introduce her to the main sights of her realm. The entry into Edinburgh was the first large-
scale ceremonial event, yet it was also the starting point of a royal progress, as the queen
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proceeded on to visit Linlithgow, Stirling, Kincardin, St Johnston and Dundee.'” Its setting
in Scotland’s principal city designated it as the most illustrious event. It is also one of the
few Scottish examples to have left more than a trace in the records. Although an official
account of the event does not survive or, even more likely, never existed, a combination
of narrative and diplomatic sources alongside extant municipal records provides numerous
pieces to the puzzle.'” Yet it is strikingly difficult to combine these pieces into a coherent
picture. The primary narrative sources are Knox's History, Maxwell's Memoirs and the
Diurnal."’® Each of these accounts is biased in one-way or another, but numerous elements
are corroborated elsewhere. An outside perspective is provided by the English ambassador
Thomas Randolph in a letter to William Cecil. Four verses of a speech given at one of the
pageants described by Randolph were included within the same dispatch and have since
been printed on several occasions."”’ Finally, the municipal records contain minutes on the
financing of the event as well as on the general preparations for the entry."”®

The remarkable nature of this event has made it a favourite object of study among
scholars. It has been called many things, ranging from Keith Brown'’s characterisation of it
as “a lacklustre event that failed to impress anyone" to Douglas Gray’s assessment as
“perhaps the most extraordinary royal entry recorded.”'’”® Despite the fragmented source
material many details have been uncovered with the help of the collective efforts of
scholars over the years. Yet as the number of studies increases, the theories diversify and
their reconciliation with one another becomes increasingly difficult. Anna Mill's work,
although dated, laid the groundwork for any serious study of Scottish ceremonial,
particularly its civic forms, during the sixteenth century.'® More recently, the entry figured
prominently in four articles and chapters published in the 1990s by Alasdair MacDonald,
Peter Davidson, Alan MacDonald and Douglas Gray respectively. The reliability of their
work varies considerably.”" They also show some variation in theme: whereas the
financing and planning of the event is Alan MacDonald'’s principal focus, the ceremony
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and pageantry figure prominently in Alasdair MacDonald’s earlier work.'® Davidson
follows the ceremonial analysis of Alasdair MacDonald to some extent, but tries to
integrate the entry into a broader “tradition of ambiguous Scottish court ceremonial,”
including as a final reference point the entry of Charles | into Edinburgh in 1633."® Gray
studies the sixteenth-century Scottish royal entry in general.’® Gordon Kipling has since
reviewed some of the evidence — somewhat unconvincingly — in a study which compares
elements of the entries of Elizabeth Tudor, Mary Stewart and Anne of Denmark in order
to uncover the motivations behind the shift from traditional religious to neoclassic
pageantry in Scottish royal entries.'®> Other studies like Dean’s Enter the Alien contextualise
this entry without studying it directly.’® However, the description and interpretation of
events has been significantly enriched by very recent interdisciplinary approaches. From
Giovanna Guidicini’'s studies on Edinburgh’s ceremonial architecture to Karen
Woodworth's thesis on the musical accompaniments of the entry, scholars from various
disciplines have provided new insights.'®’

There are two principal interlinked questions, which emerge from the
historiography. The first concerns the role of religion in the entry. The other is the question
of the relationship between ruler and ruled or court and burgh in the royal entry ceremony.
With regard to the first, the entry was the first royal ceremony staged in Scotland following
the country’s Reformation the previous year. The timing was crucial and marked the event
as particularly vulnerable to a symbolic conflict between the respective adherents of the
old and new religion.'® Davidson evokes an atmosphere laden with suspicion and wariness
in his article, fed by both the Reformed as well as the Catholic party.'® In addition, he
advances the theory that polyvalent imagery was used as a tool by the Protestant party —
and later also by the monarch and the court — to address the complicated politico-religious
situation of post-Reformation Scotland.’ Alan MacDonald explicitly supports the theory
that the entry was “a carefully engineered Protestant demonstration,” although devised
in a shorter period than sometimes supposed.’' Woodworth strengthens the religious
argument made with her evaluation of the musical contributions, which accompanied this
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entry. Her study reveals the “affective force applied through mixed performative media.”'*?

Finally, Kipling interprets the pageantry as an iconoclastic attempt to separate and alienate
the queen from her subjects. This he believes was allowed to happen because the
customary cooperation between burgh and court had ceased temporarily.'”® Was the
Protestant message explicit or ambiguous and to what end? The varying responses to the
question of the importance of religion already illustrate the debate which has arisen on
the subject. The debate revolving around the second question of organisation is equally
unresolved. Clearly, the religious evaluations of the entry also relate to the second factor
regarding the organisation of the event, they are interlinked. Alasdair MacDonald firmly
situates the entry in the politico-religious sphere created when a reformed burgh received
their Catholic queen.'®* Similarly, Kipling accounts for the politicisation of the event with
a temporary suspension of the customary cooperation between burgh and court in the
aftermath of the Reformation and the absence of royal authority.’® Most historians concur
that the organisation of the event lay firmly in the hands of the manifestly Protestant burgh
council.”®® More recently, Guidicini has challenged this theory, in part, with her
observations on the procession route on 2 September 1561. Reminding her readers that
ceremonial entries “represented key opportunities for the public staging of politicized
dialogues between the burgh authorities and the Scottish sovereign,” she addresses
Mary's agency and role. ' Two distinct variations from the established Scottish ceremonial
entry tradition are attributed to Mary, rather than the council. A closer analysis of these
changes is necessary in order to establish whether and how this piece of the puzzle fits
into the larger picture. How religious and politicised was the pageantry of the entry and
who was responsible for it? What influence did or could Mary, the court or Mary’s Catholic
retainers exert during the entry and its preparation?

Mary’s entry in 1561 is generally perceived as one-of-a-kind. How was the room
for manoeuvre in any ritual exploited and by whom? The analysis of the burgh records
indicate that the burgh council stage-managed the entry: it supervised the financing,'®®
decided on the pageantry — although unfortunately any references in the burgh records
are limited to their location only —, decreed the dress code for the occasion and directed
the preparations proper — such as street cleaning and decorating. It also organised the
propine or gift to their sovereign, which was furnished by Archibald Douglas, fifth earl of
Morton and William Maitland of Lethington'® The clearest indication of the extent of their
control, however, is the undeniably religious theme of the pageantry as described in the
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narrative sources. The pageants were set up at the “over trone, tolbuth, croce, salt tron,
and Nether Bow."*® Religious motifs dominated in the three pageants of which detailed
descriptions survive, namely those of the Over Tron, Salt Tron and the Nether Bow. In the
first, religious advice accompanied the traditional ritual of the key ceremony. A mechanical
cloud descended and parted into four segments to reveal a child emerging from it “as it
had bene ane angell,”?" holding the keys to the kingdom and surrendering them to the
queen. This far, the ceremony followed the traditional pattern, if not at the traditional
venue of the West Port. The pageant closely emulated previous performances during her
mother’s entries. Yet, although the angelic welcome might imply God’s endorsement of
the young queen, the following act set restrictions on it. For in addition to the keys, the
child angel also proffered Mary a Bible and Psalm book in the vernacular. It then made a
speech and passed on another three documents “the tennour thairof is vncertane.” % Only
then did the child retreat and the cloud ascend once more to its original position.?*® The
supposed speech is extant:

Wheras yo(u)r people, w(ith) harte both ane & all,

Dothe here offer to yo(ur) excellence

Two proper voliumes in memoriall,

As gyfte most ganand for a godlie prince.

Wherin yo(ur) grace may reade and vnderstand

The p(en)fytt waye vnto (the) heavens hie,

And how to rewle yo(ur) subiectis and yo(ur) land,

(And) how yo(ur) kingdome established shalbe;

Judgement & wysedome herin shall yo(u) see.?®

Mary was anointed queen of Scotland, but her private Catholic convictions
challenged her subjects’ traditional concepts of obedience. How could Mary fulfil her role
as protector of the true faith — from her principal subjects’ perspective the reformed
religion —, if she did not embrace it herself??°> Her predicament finds its expression in the
pageant, as it first welcomes her with open arms, but quickly transforms into an explicit
example of the burgh’s appropriation of a more traditional ‘advice to princes’ theme for
religious aims. While acknowledging her right to the throne as sanctioned by God, the
pageant set conditions for her welcome. The pageant devisers were evidently keen on
passing on their beliefs in order to allow her “to rewle [her] subiectis and [her] land” as it
was deemed desirable. With little subtlety, the speaker informed Mary that there was no
gift “more nedefull for y(ou)r excellence.”?% The remaining verses irrevocably bind the love
and obedience of Mary's subjects to their religious views.?’” Since the pageant was devised
by burgh craftsmen, who were in turn supervised by the burgh council, we may assume
that the message expressed the council’s beliefs.
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Biblical scenes apparently inspired the pageants at the Salt Tron and the Nether
Bow. According to Thomas Randolph, English ambassador to Scotland and a likely
eyewitness’®, the first enacted God's punishment of “Corom [Korah], Nathan [Dathan]
and Abiron [Abiram],” by sacrificing three puppets on burning scaffolds.?”® The depicted
men had taken their tribes to follow Moses on his quest for the chosen land. In time,
however, they questioned Moses’ position and authority. Moses, in turn, instructed them
to offer themselves up for the Lord’s justice, which came swiftly and rigorously upon the
objectors. The manner of their death was two-fold, as a large group was consumed by
fire, but the leaders fell victim to a landslide.?'® The fiery death therefore reflects only part
of the judgement, albeit a spectacular part when enacted live on stage. On the one hand,
the story refers to the unlawful revolt of individuals against God-given authority. On the
other, according to reformed understanding, any opposition against the ‘true’ faith
challenged God's will. The message was truly ambiguous as Davidson claims.?'" Yet
according to Randolph this tableau and its ambiguity were a compromise, after the
religiously conservative George Gordon, fourth Earl of Huntly vetoed the original explicit
scenario of burning a puppet in priestly vestments dressed for Mass. Huntly's interference
is the first meaningful indication of prior knowledge of the burgh plans and a reaction
against it by members of the court.?'?

Fire also prevailed in the Nether Bow pageant as a mock dragon was consumed by
flames in the grand finale. Any interpretation of this pageant rests on the illusive
contemporary understanding of dragons. Both in classical and biblical narratives, dragons
were frequently considered treacherous, but worthy opponents for heroes. The image of
the primordial enemy is emphasised by the New Testament equation of the dragon with
Satan.?” It is therefore likely, that the vanquishing of a dragon symbolised God's triumph
over the Devil and the victory of Good against Evil. If abstracted further, the scene enacted
the triumph of the ‘true’ faith over the Antichrist in Rome. In the absence of transcriptions
of the speech performed, the clearest reference to the reformed religion is the association
of the pageant with another psalm.?'* Taken together, the three pageants reinforced one
another and stress the magnitude of the conflict between the reformed elite, burgh or
otherwise, and their Catholic queen.

The few references to the two pageants at the Tolbooth and Cross indicate that
these primarily complied with general entry traditions through the use of classical
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allegory.?" The first featured two scaffolds, one above the other. On the upper stage
Fortune presided over the three virtues Justice, Policy and Love below.?'® Fradenburg claims
that the virtues displayed were or would be “embodied in the prince being celebrated.”?"’
Without the content of the speeches they supposedly recited, however, any interpretation
of the intended message may only be an educated guess. The fortune or luck represented
by Fortuna, a Roman deity, was fickle and could be both good and bad. Justice, as a
member of the cardinal virtues, was a particular favourite in pageantry of this sort and
closely associated with the monarch and his or her consort. Both were dispensers and
protectors of justice, symbolised by their bearing of a sceptre. Thus, the display of Justice
befitted a consort or regnant monarch equally well. Policy is not found among the typical
classifications of the virtues (cardinal, corrective or heavenly, intellectual and theological),
but it is a virtue particularly pertinent to a monarch and as such was present on the
European ceremonial stage. Finally, Love — also known as Charity — belongs to the three
theological virtues. Her role is the most interesting in this combination with her evident
link to religion and — the proper — faith. The fact that Fortune presides over the three ladies
below, might indicate that Mary’s adherence to the three virtues displayed, would promise
her good fortune.?'® Therefore, although this pageant was certainly less confrontational
than some of the others, we cannot say with confidence how conventional it was.?® A
little further at the Mercat Cross, the Diurnal commands the stage for four — unspecified
— virgins clad “in the maist hevenlie clothing.” One must assume that these virgins also
represented virtues as in the previous tableau, possibly the four cardinal virtues as Alan
MacDonald suggests.?”® However, only the number four is indicative and Justice would
thereby have figured twice. The clearest sign of majesty, abundance and good fortune was
the wine, which reportedly “rant out at the spouttis” of the cross. The author of the
Diurnal testifies to its grateful reception by the population.?”’

The manifest religious motifs of the pageants affirm the control of the town council
in this domain. Nonetheless, Huntly had — to some extent — intervened successfully at least
once, which proves that he had advance knowledge of this particular pageant. It is
therefore not inconceivable that Mary might have had some idea of what awaited her, but
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her choice to complete the entry is noteworthy.??* As Herries points out, the Over Tron
pageant “was scarce favorie to [Mary] at the first entry,” but, he concludes, “she went
on.”?# Apparently, she did not immediately challenge the ritual or its organisers. We are
not privy to her reaction to any but the above pageant, but there is no indication of any
atypical behaviour from her side. Surely, Randolph, Knox and others would have
commented on this. After all, Knox unashamedly censures Mary for her disposal of the
gifts at the Over Tron, since she immediately passed them on to Arthur Erskine, captain of
the guard, “the most pestilent Papist within the Realme.”?** This scene figures prominently
in Kipling’s and Woodworth's discussions. Both compare it to a similar tableau at Elizabeth
Tudor’s entry into London two years previously, the account of which they believe to have
been consulted by the Edinburgh burgh council.??> Although the latter is mere speculation,
the similarities of certain elements of the pageantry cannot be denied. Like Elizabeth, Mary
received a Bible in the vernacular, substantiated further by the addition of psalms.??® The
context, however, differed considerably. In 1561 the surrounding pageantry employed
traditional Scottish motifs as indicated previously and unlike Elizabeth, Mary could not be
expected to embrace the Protestant token wholeheartedly. She complied with the
entreaties and accepted the gift, but, unsurprisingly, she would not - as Elizabeth had
done — embrace it. With these gifts, the burgh had seized back control of a pageant, which
on previous occasions in Scotland placed the emphasis on the monarch rather than the
burgh. The position of her subjects as represented by the burgh council was clear, but
Mary chose to keep her reaction guarded for the time being.

The preceding focus on the entry’s pageantry, albeit singularly important, fails to
demonstrate how this entry was conceived “for the plesour of our Souerane and obtenyng
of hir hienes fauouris.”?*” This phrase in the council minutes is significant in the light of
what transpired during the entry itself. Did it accurately describe the council’s motivations,
at least to some degree? It must be remembered that the celebrations were to include the
actual entry — the triumph — as well as an honorary banquet “maid to the princes hir graces
cousingis,” i.e. Mary's French relatives who had accompanied her to Scotland.?”® This
association between banquet and entry has so far only been acknowledged in passing,
perhaps because the banquet was celebrated two days prior to the entry, on Sunday, 31
August 1561.% Yet, in the accounts, the two are clearly associated. The timeline is further
suggestive, for on the day between the banquet and the entry, most of the French visitors,
who had accompanied Mary from France, departed. Only one of Mary’s uncles, Francois,
Grand Prior of the Order of Malta, and his retinue remained behind with Henri, seigneur
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de Damville, the younger son of Anne de Montmorency who was associated with the
Guise by marriage.”® Evidently, the French presence was greatly reduced just before Mary
began her ceremonial accession tour. The significance of the banquet and its relation to
the entry remains to be explored, but one theory that presents itself, is that the banquet
served to impress the queen and her guests. In the entry, on the other hand, the burgh
might have decided to be more daring, both to counterbalance the banquet, but also
because the larger number of French guests had been sufficiently impressed.
Furthermore, many of the entry’s elements were conventional enough. Mary
advanced on horseback as befitted the sovereign.?*' A group of sixteen prominent citizens,
labelled as the most “honest” of the town, carried the rich pall of purple velvet, red taffeta
lining and gold and silk fringes, which distinguished Mary visibly within the procession.?*
The welcoming party included fifty young men who enacted fantastic Moors, clad in yellow
taffeta and black hats, their exposed skin blackened and covered in gold chains. These
Moors were a common feature of European pageantry and a touch of the exotic. They
have also been construed as bodyguards or marshals, guaranteeing the order of the
crowds by their intimidating appearance.?** The ceremonial delivery of the sovereign’s gift
occurred at the close of the procession on the grounds of Holyrood palace, in close
emulation of her mother’s entry. Throughout the procession the gift was, transported on
a ‘cairt triumphant’ at its close.”* Thus far, Mary can only have been pleased with the
attention bestowed upon her. The entry route again closely emulated that of Mary's
mother and grandmother: Mary entered Edinburgh through the West Port, proceeded up
the hill to the castle, then down the High Street, past the Nether Bow in order to return to
Holyrood Palace. Yet two significant alterations have induced Guidicini to argue that the
entry structure accentuated royal majesty. First, the actual entry, heralded by the firing of
the artillery and the arrival of the civic welcome procession only began as the royal
company emerged after a dinner at the castle. Secondly, in consequence of the former,
the customary and all-important key giving ceremony was relocated from its traditional
location at the West Port to the aforementioned Over Tron on the High Street. A
constructed gate or arch painted and decorated with various arms — presumably those of
the queen and the burgh - replaced the West Port.?*® In consequence of the first alteration,
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the entry now transpired between two royal dominions, Edinburgh castle and Holyrood
Palace.”® The second “noticeably weakened the significance of the homage,” which the
key ritual entailed. It also denied the burgh authorities their — notional — right “to grant or
refuse her [Mary] the right to enter” in the first place.?*” Other scholars have acknowledged
the physical as well as ritual boundary constituted by city walls and their paramount
importance in the entry ceremony.”® “Ein Akt inszenierter Freiwilligkeit,” the key
ceremony was an integral part of the dialogue between burgh and sovereign, positively
determined by its immediate surroundings.?*® Was Mary the instigator of these changes as
Guidicini suggests??*® According to the latter the council responded to the violation of
burgh authority by intruding into Mary’s private space. This invasion reportedly occurred
in the grounds of Holyrood Palace and even in her “vtter chamber.”?*" In reality the theory
of such an invasion of private space, is less convincing than it might appear. The Diurnal
confirms one transgression after the procession left Edinburgh’s confines and advanced
towards Holyrood: the children travelling in the triumphant cart mentioned earlier
delivered the final decidedly religious speech as the royal procession reached the abbey in
the palace. The same abbey had served as Mary’s Catholic refuge, although its walls had
previously been invaded by angry burghers.?** There is no mention of any burghers at this
point. The children, however, strongly advised their queen to refute the Mass and then
concluded the proceedings with a final psalm. The cart returned to Edinburgh promptly.
The sixteen men carrying the pall remained behind to offer the gift to their queen. This
scene transpired in the outer chamber of her apartments.* Guidicini’s claim that none of
the preceding entries saw the authorities of the burgh of Edinburgh proceed any further
than the