
INTRODUCTION

French ambassadors in England

Anglo-French relations in the early modern period can be understood
through a rich range of cultural artefacts and purely historical sources.
Among the latter, the reports of French visitors, and especially of
the resident ambassadors, have always featured prominently, though
perhaps excessively pillaged for information on the inner politics of the
country they were observing. Essentially devised to maintain a sort of
dialogue between their masters, they provide sometimes very oblique
insights into their host country.1 The reports of Imperial and Spanish
ambassadors (summarized in the great series of Calendars2) have in
many ways shaped our understanding of high politics in the period
but no equivalent was undertaken for French archives. However, the
French publication of the despatches of Jean du Bellay, Charles de
Marillac, and Odet de Selve have thrown a crucial light on Anglo-
French relations in the first half of the sixteenth century.3 Meanwhile,
the 1550s is clearly dominated by the extensive archives of the Noailles
brothers during their embassies between 1553 and 1559.4

1For an example, see D. Potter, ‘Jean du Bellay et l’Angleterre, 1527–50’, in Loris Petris,
P. Galand, O. Christin, and C. Michon (eds), Actes du Colloque Jean du Bellay (Neuchâtel, 2014),
pp. 47–66.

2G.A. Bergenroth, P. de Gayangos, M.A.S. Hume, and R. Tyler (eds), Calendar of Letters,
Despatches and State Papers Relating to the Negotiations Between England and Spain, Preserved in the
Archives at Simancas and Elsewhere (1485–1558), 13 vols (London, 1862–1954); M.A.S. Hume
(ed.), Calendar of Letters and State Papers Relating to English Affairs Preserved Principally in the Archives
of Simancas, 4 vols (London, 1892–1899).

3V.-L. Bourrilly and P. de Vaissière, Ambassades en Angleterre de Jean du Bellay (Paris,
1905); R. Scheurer (ed.), Correspondance de Jean du Bellay, II (Paris, 1969); J. Kaulek (ed.),
Correspondance politique de MM. De Castillon et de Marillac (Paris, 1885), active and passive
correspondence; G. Lefèvre-Pontalis (ed.), Correspondance politique de Odet de Selve (Paris, 1888),
active correspondence only.

4René Aubert de Vertot (ed.), Ambassades de Messieurs de Noailles en Angleterre, 5 vols (Leyden,
1763); based on one of the most extensive French ambassadorial archives of the sixteenth
century in AE, Correspondance politique, Angleterre, vols 9–20. For a discussion of the
structure of the archives, see E.H. Harbison, Rival Ambassadors at the Court of Queen Mary
(Princeton, NJ, 1940), appendix.
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Between that period and the equally rich correspondence of La
Mothe Fenelon in the 1570s,5 however, there is something of a gap,
with only fragments of the despatches from Paul de Foix thought to
survive.6 As for Michel de Castelnau-Mauvissière, Fénelon’s successor
from 1575 to 1585, his correspondence is preserved only in parts.7 For
one French ambassador, it seemed that nothing survived. Armand
Baschet, in his survey and transcripts of French ambassadors’ reports,
thought that there was nothing to be found for Michel de Seure, who
served as French ambassador from early 1560 to early 1562, a crucial
period in the re-adjustment of relations between the two countries
and Scotland.8 In fact, an incomplete series of de Seure’s despatches
from late 1560 onwards had survived, though in a later copy, and is
presented in this publication along with his correspondence with the
queen regent of Scotland.

Michel de Seure served as French ambassador at a difficult and
turbulent time in Anglo-French relations, marked by the threat of
Scottish–French claims to the English throne, the French military
presence in Scotland, and the liquidation of that influence by

5C.P. Cooper and A. Teulet, Recueil des dépêches, rapports, instructions, et mémoires des
ambassadeurs de France en Angleterre et Ecosse pendant le XVIe siècle: correspondance diplomatique
de Bertand de Salignac de La Mothe Fénelon, 7 vols (London and Paris, 1838–40). The original
registers are in AN, KK, 1377–81. Letters to him, from 1572 to 1575, are printed in J. Le
Laboureur (ed.), Les Mémoires de Michel de Castelnau, seigneur de Mauvissière, 3 vols (Brussels,
1731), III, pp. 265–465.

6Despatches of Paul de Foix for May–November 1562 are in BnF, fr. 6612, fos 34–147,
and for March–November 1565 in fr. 6613, fos 2–57; copies from a register of de Foix for
January 1565–July 1566, are in fr. 15888, fos 264–273; ditto for La Forest for July–September
1566 in fr. 15970–15971. The originals of de Foix’s despatches from England in 1562 and 1565
were preserved in the archives of Claude de L’Aubespine at the château of Villebon and
dispersed with much other material in 1835 (for a detailed inventory, see Catalogue analytique
de manuscrits et documents originaux . . . retrouvés dans un vieux château de province (Paris, 1835)). The
present author hopes in due course to complement the present study by an edition of Paul
de Foix’s despatches as ambassador in England.

7Mauvissière’s despatches from 1578 to 1581 were copied into a register beginning with
his 108th despatch (BnF, fr. 15973). Some of the original despatches to him were published
in Le Laboureur, Mémoires de Michel de Castelnau, III, pp. 466–559; these seem to be derived
from a Gaignières volume, BnF, fr. 17972, fos 33–386. There are further despatches from
the court in ibid., CC Colbert 337, printed in Teulet, vol. III. For publications of despatches
of ambassadors later in the century, see P. Lafleur de Kermaingant, L’ambassade de France
en Angleterre sous Henri IV. Mission de Jean de Thumery, sieur de Boissise (1598–1602) (Paris, 1886).
The despatches to and from Christophe de Harlay between 1602 and 1605 are in BnF, fr.
3449–3513, and form part of his enormous archive.

8A. Baschet, ‘List of despatches of ambassadors from France to England, 1509–1714’,
Reports of the Deputy Keeper of Public Records, 39 (1878), appendix 1, p. 618: ‘Le chevalier de
Seurre nommé ambassadeur pour succéder à Gilles de Noailles à Londres y arriva dans
les premiers jours de février 1560. Sa correspondance nous est restée inconnu.’ Louis Paris
published two of de Seure’s letters from the L’Aubespine archives in Paris, Négociations, and
Alexandre Teulet some related documents in Teulet, II, pp. 15–51.
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collaboration between the government of Elizabeth I and the Scottish
opposition. His despatches thus provide an invaluable insight into this
period.

Michel de Seure: the making of an ambassador

Michel de Seure,9 chevalier of Saint John of Jerusalem, was in fact
one of the more unusual French ambassadors in Tudor England. His
varied experience marks him off from the more mainstream envoys,
most of them clerics, lawyers, or courtiers, such as Jean du Bellay,
Charles de Marillac, Odet de Selve, Jean Pot, sieur de Chémault,
Claude de Laval, sieur de Boisdauphin, and the Noailles brothers. He
had travelled widely and gained extensive knowledge of the world;
when he was being recommended to the Pope by the papal nuncio in
France in 1577, the latter stressed the fact not only that was he high in
royal favour and with a lively mind but also that he had travelled on
his master’s affairs throughout the whole world.10

What do we know of his background? Born in the pays of Brie
française, he was certainly a nobleman but of rather obscure standing.
John Eliot in the later sixteenth century remarked on the numbers
and valour of the nobility of Brie and on the courtesy of the
people in general.11 Genealogies usually note that he was the son
of Antoine de Seure, seigneur de la Ville-au-Bois (parish of Lumigny)
in Brie, and that his mother was Louise Verdelot, the daughter of

9The spelling and pronunciation of his name are a problem. Usually given as ‘Seurre’
or ‘Seure’, he himself spelled it ‘le chlr [cheualier] de Seure’. Clearly, sixteenth-century
orthography, which did not distinguish between u and v, is a problem, and it is very likely
that his name was pronounced ‘Sèvre’, as in the modern district of Paris. References to
him as ‘Seurre’ in other sources probably derive from the erroneous idea that his place of
origin was the town of Seurre in Burgundy. Italians wrote ‘Sceura’; and the English referred
to him as ‘Seury’ (Camden), ‘Cievre’ and ‘Cerve’ (CSPF, IV, p. 252), as well as ‘Sevre’ (as
in Nicholas Throckmorton’s letters). In Castelnau’s Mémoires he appears as ‘le chevalier de
Saivre’ (which would be close to ‘Sèvre’). Here, the policy of referring to him as he spelled
his own name – ‘Seure’ – is adopted.

10Antonio Maria Salviati to Tolomeo Galli, Paris, 19 September 1577, ANG, 13 (1975),
p. 634: ‘è a Sua Maestà gratissimo, et in questa Corte in buon concetto, et reputatione, sı̀
per essere conosciuito di buon spirito, come per sapersi che egli à quasi per tutto il mondo
stato, et in diversi parti trattato gravissimi negotii di Sua Maestà’.

11John Eliot, The Survay or Topographial Description of France (London, 1592), p. 15: ‘Brye is
woodie, but yet in a manner as fruitfull as Champagne, the firmament cleere, and the aire
gentle and temperate, the riuers great, the people actiue and giuen to good husbandrie, the
Nobilitie courteous, valiaunt, and manye; the townes welthy, the villages well inhabited, and
to be breefe, they want nothing necessarye for mans life: corne, wine, cattell, wood, fruit,
game, flight, fishing, as plentifull as in anye other Prouince of Fraunce’. He writes elsewhere
of the ‘very fat and fruitfulnesse of Brye’ (p. 18).
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Georges Verdelot, seigneur des Prez, and Catherine de Sailly, dame
de Mersan.12 This does not tell us much about his paternal family
but it is important to remember the significance of his links with his
mother’s family, which was much better known. His cousins included
another chevalier de Malte, Nicolas Verdelot (promoted 1546), whose
brother was an homme d’armes of the king of Navarre’s company in
1556 and was closely related to the family of the Champagnes, who
included the comtes de Suze.13 His father’s ancestors, though they must
have been noble, are obscure. The best clue here is that de Seure’s
arms14 correspond exactly with those of an antecedent, Hue de Sèvre,
seigneur de Sèvre (near Paris), buried in 1339 and whose tombstone
was recovered in 1989.15 Sibert’s eighteenth-century researches on the
knights of Saint-Lazare add that Michel’s great-grandfather, Philippe
de Seure, was buried at the church of Saint-Martin de Montmorency.16

The main point is that the de Seures stemmed from the lesser nobility
of the Parisian region and scarcely distinguished themselves before
the sixteenth century.17

Born at the latest by 1523, the first secure date of de Seure’s life
is his presentation as chevalier of Saint John of Jerusalem in 1539,18

when he must have been at least sixteen according to the statutes of
the order. His career was shaped by the military-religious orders. The
Order of Saint Lazarus of Jerusalem, suppressed and absorbed into
that of the Knights of Saint John of Jerusalem (Rhodes, later Malta)
by the Papal Bull Cum Solerti in 1489, continued in France, based at
Boigny (Loiret), though there were ongoing disputes with the Knights
of Saint John. An attempt by Catherine de Medici to impose de Seure

12Edmé Gautier de Sibert, Histoire des ordres royaux: hospitaliers-militaires de Mont Carmel et
Saint-Lazare de Jérusalem (Paris, 1772): ‘il naquit à Lumigny dans la Brie’. The origin of the
information on his family is given as the ‘registres du grand prieuré de France’, copied
in seventeenth-century notes on the chevaliers de Malte, BnF, fr. 32665, pp. 10–16, listing
parents and grandparents. In the sixteenth century, four quarterings were necessary for
entry into the order in France, though it was eight in Germany, and in later centuries
sixteen became the norm. Lumigny itself was owned by the comtes de la Suze, Protestants
after 1560.

13A.M. d’Hozier de Serigny, Armorial général de France, 10 vols (Paris, 1738–1768), I, pt. V
(1764), Champagne, p. 11 (275).

14The arms given by modern commentators are: D’argent (ou d’or) à la croix d’azur
chargée d’une croisette d’argent et cantonnée de quatre fleurs de lys de sable. However,
early historians of the order were unclear about his arms, and his signet was a simple oval
bearing the word ‘Virtus’ and a cross.

15Hue de Sèvre’s arms were drawn in the abbé Leboeuf’s seventeenth-century collection
of notes on Parisian families: BnF, fr. 4752, pp. 227–228.

16Sibert, Saint-Lazare de Jérusalem, pp. 285–290.
17The point was made by Charles de Baschi d’Aubais in the eighteenth century: ‘Il est

singulier qu’une famille qui a donné un grand-prieur de Champagne, ne soit pas plus
connue’ (Pièces fugitives pour servir à l’histoire de France, 2 vols (Paris, 1759), I, p. 122).

18The dates have been variously given as 2 January and 11 June.
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as Grand Prior of France failed in 1564,19 but in that year he became
Grand Master of the Order of Saint Lazarus20 in succession to Jean de
Lévis-Charlus (thus reinforcing royal control of the order). In 1571 he
was given the position of Grand Prior of Champagne in the Order of
Saint John.21

By the sixteenth century, the original requirement for members of
the military-religious orders to take the three vows of poverty, chastity,
and obedience had been relaxed, and marriage was permitted in some
cases. There is no indication, however, that de Seure ever married.
All the same, though it would be mistaken to regard him as some
kind of chivalric monk in the twelfth-century mould, there was still
a close relationship between the military orders and the crusading
ideal. Many knights of the order were associated with naval war and
Mediterranean galley fleets, especially when the order was finally fixed
at Malta.22 The brother of the second duc de Guise was François de
Lorraine, Grand Prior of France and general of the galleys in 1557.

Nicolas Durand de Villegaignon, the adventurer and explorer of
South America, had become a chevalier of the order in 1531 (he
had been born in Provins in 1510 and was nephew to the then
Grand Master, Philippe Villiers de l’Isle-Adam). An experienced naval
commander by the 1540s (he published an account of the Emperor’s
Algiers expedition of 1541 in 1553), he commanded the French galley
fleet sent to Scotland in 1548 to bring Mary Stuart to France, sailing
north from Leith to Dumbarton to collect Mary.23 This is the first
known military/naval experience of de Seure, for we are told by Jean
Beaugué of these galleys, ‘dont estoyent capitaines les seigneurs de
Villegaignon et de Seure’. They also took part in the ejection of the
English garrison from Inchkeith in June 1549.24

19Catherine was negotiating for his advancement as Grand Prior of France ‘pour la
conservation de sa religion’ (LCM, X, p. 146).

20Including the commanderie of Boigny.
21On the background down to 1522, see Jean-Marc Roger, ‘Le prieuré de Champagne des

chevaliers de Rhodes’ (unpublished PhD thesis, Paris IV, 2001). Pierre de Longueil had been
Grand Prior of Champagne until his death in Rome in 1566 (L. Moréri, Grand dictionnaire
historique, 10 vols (Paris, 1759), VI, p. 380).

22Anthony Luttrell, ‘From Jerusalem to Malta: the Hospital’s character and
evolution’, Peregrinationes, <http://www.orderofmalta.int/wp-content/uploads/archive/
pubblicazioni/FromJerusalemtoMalta.pdf> (accessed 8 May 2014), points out that the order
was not primarily a crusading order since its function was that of continuous holy war rather
than participation in papal-inaugurated crusades. On the importance of the chevaliers
in French naval warfare, see H.J.A. Sire, The Knights of Malta (New Haven, CT, 1996),
pp. 85–100, 115–138.

23A. Heulhard, Villegaignon, roi d’Amérique, 1510–72 (Paris, 1897), pp. 46, 264.
24Jean Beaugué, Histoire de la guerre d’Ecosse, pendant les campagnes de 1548 et 1549 (Paris, 1556;

repr. Edinburgh, 1830), pp. 30, 134.
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De Seure’s focus of activity in the 1550s was the Mediterranean.25

In May–June 1551 he accompanied Gabriel d’Aramon, French
ambassador to Suleiman the Magnificent, on his return journey to
Constantinople.26 De Seure was commanding a galiot in the small
French squadron on this voyage, which sailed from Marseilles via
the Balearic islands, initially to Algiers, in order to liaise with the
Ottoman Pasha (called ‘king’ in contemporary accounts), al-Hassan,
the son of Barbarossa. At first, the French were warmly received,
but Hassan was a weak ruler soon to be displaced on orders from
Constantinople and the encounter went badly wrong as a result of
attempts made by Christian slaves to take refuge with the French fleet.
Nicolas de Nicolay, the cosmographer, who was accompanying the
expedition and wrote an account of it, relates that, despite de Seure’s
negotiations, the slave-owners were not pacified and the French had
to make a run for it to Malta at a time when the island of Gozo was
being attacked and devastated by the Turks.

The Grand Master, Jean d’Omède, persuaded the French to help
with the defence of Tripoli by the garrison of the knights of Saint John,
who had held it since 1530 but were under siege by Sinan Pasha and
Dragut Bey. The siege was a disaster for the order, which was forced
to surrender Tripoli. All that de Seure and Aramon could do was
negotiate surrender terms with their Turkish allies. Some, including
the Grand Master of the Order, blamed the French, though Nicolay
claims that they were exonerated. He specifically described de Seure
as a ‘gentilhomme de grande expérience et excellent jugement’. All
the same, it is clear that the French policy of close relations with the
sultan created an inevitable ambivalence towards the outposts of the
order. De Seure returned with Jean Chesneau, another chronicler of
Aramon’s embassy, sent back to France by the ambassador.27 He was
then sent back with letters of Henri II to Aramon, then at Adrianople,

25Sibert, Saint-Lazare de Jérusalem, p. 287, states that: ‘Le service sur les galères s’estant
rendu très recommandables en France, le chevalier de Sevre, quoique très jeune, obtint le
commandement d’une, sous le général Léon Strozzy et la baron de la Garde ensuitte de
quoi le Roy François Ier lui en confia des escadrans dans les mers Océane et Mediterranée,
et se servit de lui dans plusieurs emplois importans.’ (MS copy in BnF, fr. 24967, fo. 196v.)

26Odet de Selve to Secretary Phébus, in E. Charrière, Négociations de la France dans le Levant,
4 vols (Paris, 1848–1860), II, pp. 150n, 154n. The French arrived at Tripoli on 5 August
(letter of Aramon, 28 August 1551, in ibid., pp. 154–162).

27N. de Nicolay, Les Navigations, peregrinations et voyages faictes en la Turquie (Antwerp, 1577 (first
published Lyon, 1567)), p. 2. See Villegaignon’s own Discours de la Guerre de Malte (Lyon, 1553),
denying French responsibility for the loss of Tripoli and (from p. 52) describing Aramon’s
arrival with two galleys at Malta after the siege of Gozo and the siege of Tripoli. He does
not mention Seure’s presence with Aramon in his arguments in the latter’s favour. On the
background, see F. Lestringant, Voyages en Égypte des années 1549–1552: Jean Chesneau, André
Thevet. Présentation, choix de textes et notes (Cairo, 1984).
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and orders to persuade the Turks to attack the Emperor’s fleet, ‘dont
il eut fort bonne responce’.28 As a result of this mission, the Turkish
fleet under Sinan and Dragut attacked Apulia and the bay of Naples,
sacking Reggio Calabria on 4 July 1552. Though the French galley
fleet under La Garde failed to rendezvous with the Turks, the latter
were able to defeat Doria’s fleet on 5 August.29 Whether de Seure was
involved in the Franco-Turkish collaboration under Dragut Pasha
on Corsica in 1553 is uncertain but, in view of his later activities in
Corsica, seems likely.

In 1554, de Seure was charged with a sensitive mission to Renée de
France, duchess of Ferrara and mother-in-law of the duc de Guise.
Henri II had become alarmed by reports from Duc Ercole II of his
wife’s heretical leanings and sent de Seure to investigate. He was simply
charged to observe and in fact he recommended his old colleague from
Aramon’s staff, Jean Chesneau, now no longer welcome to the new
French envoy to the Porte, Michel de Codignac, as ‘contrôleur’ of her
household.30 However, he was soon followed by an Inquisitor, Mathieu
Ory, and the duke of Ferrara lost no time in arresting his wife. She
remained obdurate under threats and de Seure was astonished that
she could ‘subir de si dures extrémités pour une affaire de doctrines’.31

De Seure was again sent on mission to Ferrara in April–May 1556.32

De Seure’s real training as a resident ambassador before his
appointment to England began soon afterwards and has left extensive
evidence. He was made resident ambassador to Portugal in June 1557,
a position which lasted only a little under two years.33 His predecessor,

28C. Scheffer (ed.), Le Voyage de Monsieur d’Aramon, ambassadeur pour le Roy en Levant escript par
noble homme Jean Chesneau (Paris, 1887), p. 153.

29On this period, see G. Veinstein, ‘Les préparatifs de la campagne navale franco-turque
de 1552 à travers les ordres du divan ottoman’, Revue de l’Occident musulman et de la Méditerranée,
39 (1985), pp. 35–67. On Franco-Ottoman operations in general, see C. Isom-Verhaaren,
Allies with the Infidel: the Ottoman and French alliance in the sixteenth century (London, 2011), pp. 114–
140.

30Scheffer, Voyage de Monsieur d’Aramon, p. lvii; Chesneau’s narrative dates this around May
1555 (see d’Aubais, Pièces fugitives, I, p. 61).

31BnF, Dupuy 322, fo. 76, Instructions for Ory; B. Fontana, Renata di Francia, 3 vols
(Rome, 1889–1899), II, pp. 344–350; E.-P. Rodocanachi, Renée de France, duchesse de Ferrare.
Une protectrice de la Réforme en Italie (Paris, 1896), p. 231; Caroline zum Kolk, ‘Les difficultés
des mariages internationaux: Renée de France et Hercule d’Este’, in I. Poutrin and M.-K.
Schaub (eds), Femmes et pouvoir politique. Les princesses d’Europe, XVe–XVIIIe siècle (Rosny-sous-
Bois, 2007), pp. 102–119 (also available online at <http://cour-de-france.fr/article1814.
html>, accessed 8 May 2014).

32Dominique du Gabre to Monsieur de Montmorency, 6 May 1556, in A. Vitalis,
Correspondance politique de Dominique du Gabre (Paris, 1903), p. 167.

33E. Falgairolle, Le Chevalier de Seure, ambassadeur de France en Portugal au XVIe siècle (Paris,
1896), pp. 16–26. Falgairolle published letters from Portugal that he found at St Petersburg.
Sixty years later, Luis de Matos published the letters in BnF, fr. 15871, which complement
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Honorat de Caix, had been in post throughout the reigns of Francis
I and Henri II and had become acclimatized. De Seure, on the
other hand, not only found himself an ambassador at a difficult
time but seems to have actively disliked the Portuguese, this despite
the significant role of the military-religious orders in Portuguese
public life. He seems to have thought life in Lisbon too expensive
(ambassadors were always kept short of money) and the people not
particularly friendly, though on his departure he promised on his
return to Secretary Robertet de Fresnes ‘vous conter des belles dames
de Portugal et des grans et magnificques tourneys qui s’y sont faictz
depuis que y suis’.34 On the other hand, his successor, Jean Nicot, was
more agreeable to the Portuguese court and the suspicion remains that
de Seure was too confrontational. Being an envoy at Lisbon at a time of
war between France and Spain left the ambassador somewhat isolated
and his communications subject to the vagaries of English piracy in
the Atlantic and Bay of Biscay. His work also involved the pursuit of
merchants from Brittany who were carrying on grain trading with
Portugal in time of war.35 Furthermore he felt cut off, anxious that he
had not heard of the return of the Constable to the court of France and
had not therefore congratulated him. He feared this would undermine
(‘nuire’) his interests with the Constable.36

In Portugal, French merchants were increasingly irked by the
monopolies created by the Treaty of Tordesillas (1494) and the Papal
Bull Ea quae of 1506; like the English, they saw no good reason for
their exclusion from the Atlantic trade. Propositions had been made
throughout the 1530s and 1540s for bypassing Portuguese control of the
trade with South America, involving Portuguese renegades in contact
with Jean du Bellay, Marguerite of Navarre, and Mme d’Etampes.37

Then in 1557–1558 came the serious attempt at colonization and

the St Petersburg documents (Matos, Les Portugais en France au XVIe siècle: études et documents
(Coimbra, 1952)) but did not find de Seure’s original despatches from late 1558 in BnF, fr.
3151: these appeared in J.V. Serrão, ‘Michel de Seure, embaixador francês em Portugal
(1557–1559): duas cartas para o seu epistolario’, Archivio do Centro Cultural Portugues, 1 (1969),
455–458. Edmond de Barthélemy, in Archives historiques du département de la Gironde, 17 (1877),
pp. 250–251, copied a letter by him in St Petersburg, asking for safe conduct via Spain,
which he dates as Lisbon, 18 April 1555, but which must be from 1559. There is an original
despatch from Henri II to de Seure, 4 October 1557, in Archivo General, Simancas, Estado,
K. 1490, no. 86.

34De Seure to Robertet de Fresnes, 18 April 1559, in Matos, p. 284.
35De Seure to the Constable, 12 February 1559: ‘le grant danger qu’il va maintenant des

Angloys et Bicayns’ (Matos, p. 276); de Seure to the duc d’Etampes, governor of Brittany,
Lisbon, 30 May 1558, in Dom Morice, Mémoires pour servir de preuves à l’histoire ecclésiastique et
civile de Bretagne, 3 vols (Paris, 1742–1746), III, cols 1222–1223.

36De Seure to de Fresnes, 12 February 1559, in Matos, p. 281.
37Matos, pp. 6–7.
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settlement at Rio de Janeiro, led by the chevalier de Villegaignon, of
which André Thevet and Jean de Léry bear such conflicting witness.38

The politics of Portugal were also delicate: King Sebastian had just
succeeded to the throne at the age of three, under the regency of
his formidable grandmother Catalina, Emperor Charles V’s youngest
sister, and then his uncle Cardinal Henrique; the child’s own mother,
Juana (the emperor’s daughter), was serving as her brother Philip II’s
representative in Spain during his absence and was never to see her son
again. As Seure was soon to observe, Queen Catalina ‘s’est monstré
bien fort passionnee pour le Roy d’Espaigne’ in helping the silver
fleet to transport its treasures into Spain.39 Henri II needed to know
what was going on in Lisbon, while French colonial activities at Rio
de Janeiro were bound to be a cause of conflict. So de Seure closely
monitored the arrival of the urgently awaited Indies fleet at Seville in
November 1558, giving minute details on its cargo and suggesting that
only by ill luck had the French ships from La Rochelle and Dieppe that
had been waiting in ambush at Havana been thwarted and captured.
With better fortune, he asserted, this crucial support for the Habsburg
monarchy could be cut off.40 He lost no time in formulating a strategy
for France to undermine Spanish and Portuguese power in South
America.41 Other tasks involved transmitting news from China to the
French court, as well as acting as a collector of ancient marbles for the
cardinal of Lorraine.42 He also took the trouble to write a treatise on
the revenues of Portugal.43

De Seure was one of a select few ambassadors in the sixteenth
century whose recall was forced by the hostility of his hosts. By January
1559, he was asking the king to ‘pourvoir d’un successeur [ . . . ] ou
qu’elle ayt volonté d’y en tenir ung ordinairement, parce que n’y
puis gueres demeurer, à cause que ces seigneurs et gens de deça

38F. Lestringant, Cannibals: the discovery and representation of the cannibal from Columbus to Jules
Verne, tr. R. Morris (Berkeley, CA, 1997); idem, Jean de Léry ou l’invention du sauvage. Essai sur
l’‘Histoire d’un voyage faict en la terre du Brésil’ (Paris, 1999).

39De Seure to Henri II, Lisbon, 12 October 1558, BnF, fr. 3151, fos 84–87, passage in
cipher on fo. 85r–v. On Queen Catalina, see Yolanda Scheuber, Catalina de Habsburgo: reina
de Portugal (Madrid, 2011).

40De Seure to Henri II, 12 December 1559, BnF, fr. 3151, fo. 84–87, in cipher, with decipher:
‘il seroit aisé d’oster à vostre enemy ce grant soullaigement qu’il a de ce monde de delà,
ou pour myeulx dire, tout le nerf et tout le moyen qu’il a desormais de maintenir la guerre
contre vous.’

41De Seure to Henri II, 30 January 1559, in Falgairolle, Chevalier de Seure, pp. 15–29.
42De Seure to Lorraine, 12 February 1559, in Matos, p. 279.
43‘Sommaire du revenu qu’a le roy de Portugal’, Bibliothèque municipale de Carpentras,

MS 490 (reproduced in Matos, pp. 82, 291–297). He estimated the revenues at 500,000 gold
écus p.a., of which 300,000 came from the Lisbon customs.
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sont si contraires que à merveilles’.44 In February 1559, ‘ces seigneurs
si ennuyez de ma demeure envers eulx pour les raisons que votre
grande prudence et divin jugement peult bien comprandre’.45 But he
was unrepentant, telling Secretary Robertet de Fresnes that

je suis gros de sçavoir quel diable ilz pouvoient alleguer contre moy [ . . . ] car
c’est moy qui avoys toutes les raisons du monde de faire ce qu’ilz ont faict.
Mais j’estime qu’ilz aient faict comme les chatz qui sont en amour ; ce que
je diz est oultre le subson, car il ne leur estoit gueres honnest d’en parler veu
qu’ilz n’en avoient nulle cause apparante.46

The Constable intimated the recall of de Seure to the Portuguese
regent on 28 January 1559.47 Meanwhile his replacement by Jean Nicot
was being talked of in Lisbon and this was not unwelcome to de Seure,
since he regarded Nicot as a good friend.48 His recall was minuted by
the secretary of state with the face-saving formula that the ambassador
needed to return to attend to his private affairs. Henri II’s advisers,
though they accepted that the ‘maulvaise volunté’ of the Portuguese
made it impossible for de Seure to remain, noted that this ‘provient
plus de la vigilance et soing’ rather than any ‘occasion que leur ayez
donné de vous vouloir mal’.49 De Seure left Lisbon in May aboard a
Breton ship, delayed by bad weather until the 22nd, when he wrote to
the Portuguese secretary of state that he would be leaving the next day.50

De Seure had not waited in Portugal for Nicot’s arrival, which was
delayed by the English blockade of La Rochelle, forcing him to travel
via Spain. His first audience was delayed until September.51 By that
time de Seure had reached La Rochelle, returned to court, and been
sent immediately to Marseilles. By September he was at sea again,
charged with the delicate task of overseeing the return of French
fortresses in Corsica to the Genoese republic in accordance with the
Treaty of Cateau-Cambrésis.52 From Marseilles he reported in August
on the difficulties with his colleague Jean Hurault de Boistaillé.53

44De Seure to Henri II, 30 January 1559, in Falgairolle, Chevalier de Seure, p. 23.
45De Seure to Constable, 12 February 1559, in Matos, p. 277.
46De Seure to de Fresnes, 18 February 1559, in ibid., p. 282.
47Matos, pp. 286–287.
48De Seure to Robertet de Fresnes, 18 February 1559, in Matos, p. 283.
49Matos, pp. 286–287.
50To Henri II, 18 April 1559, Archives historiques du département de la Gironde, 17 (1877), p. 250;

de Seure to Portuguese secretary of state, 22 May 1559, in Matos, pp. 289–290.
51E. Falgairolle, Jean Nicot, ambassadeur de France en Portugal au XVIe siècle. Sa correspondance

diplomatique inédite (Paris, 1897), pp. xxvii–xxxi.
52L. Romier, ‘L’abandon de la Corse par les Français (1559)’, Revue du seizième siècle, 2

(1914), pp. 376–378; B. Haan, Une paix pour l’éternité. La négociation du traité de Cateau-Cambrésis
(Madrid, 2010); A. de Ruble, Le Traité de Cateau-Cambrésis (Paris, 1889), pp. 63–84.

53BnF, fr. 15872, fos 139–144: letters of de Seure and Boistaillé from Marseilles, August
1559.
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By August 1559, de Seure was reporting to the new regime
dominated by the duc de Guise and the cardinal of Lorraine. Henri
II’s death and the accession of Francis II and Mary Stuart raised vast
problems and dangers, not least for the newly re-established Anglo-
French relations. De Seure was no sooner back from Corsica than he
received a commission to replace Gilles de Noailles as ambassador
in London. The reasons for the appointment of ambassadors in
this period are seldom clear, though reliability and experience were
obviously important. There is good reason to suppose that de Seure
was regarded by the regime as more reliable than the Noailles brothers,
who had helped to shape negotiations with England over the previous
few years. The Spanish ambassador, Alvaro de Quadra, reported in
February 1560 that Noailles had been a creature of the Constable
and in June 1561 that de Seure was a strong partisan of the Guises.54

It might mistakenly be thought that his combativeness in Portugal
was seen as a recommendation by the new regime. In fact, it seems
more likely (as will be seen below) that he was called in to pacify and
win over Elizabeth at a difficult time.55 After all, he was not recalled
immediately on the change of regime in December 1560, even though
that was expected, and was later to serve Henri III, described in 1583–
1584 as ‘plus de Momorancy que de Guise’. Evidently, his patronage
loyalties were not fixed, as we have seen in his anxiety to please the
Constable on his brief return from captivity to France early in 1559.56

That Brantôme thought that de Seure’s appointment was strange
given his role in religion is, in fact, a misreading of the text.57

No doubt the Guise brothers thought that he could be trusted,
and he had a record as a man of action. We have seen that he had
been entrusted with a wide range of commissions which required
toughness, hard work, and dexterity. Nicholas Throckmorton, the

54Alvaro de Quadra, 19 February and 3 June 1561, in CSP Spain, I, nos 89 and 132. See
also Kervyn, II, pp. 227, 454–456.

55Sibert’s manuscript notes on de Seure (BnF, fr. 24967, fos 197–198) list the problems of
his embassy as: ‘ménager l’esprit’ of Elizabeth over Calais, suspicions over the claims of
Mary Stuart, and the Protestant settlement in England.

56D. Potter (ed.), Foreign Intelligence and Information in Elizabethan England: two English treatises
on the state of France, 1579–1584, Camden 5th series 25 (Cambridge, 2004), p. 49.

57Pierre de Bourdeille de Brantôme, Oeuvres completes, ed. L. Lalanne, 12 vols (Paris, 1864–
1896), III, p. 96: ‘le chevalier de Seure estoit celui de nostre roy : dont plusieurs s’estonnarent
qu’un homme ecclésiastique estoit ainsi envoyé et se tenir près d’une reyne point catholique,
ains luthérienne : envers laquelle pourtant ledict ambassadeur estoit bien venu et recueilly :
aussi estoit-il honneste prélat et digne de sa charge, mais pourtant l’ambassade paroissoit
estrange : tout ainsy comme si l’on envoyoit vers le pape un huguenot, il y auroit bien autant
de nattreté et mocquerie qu’en l’autre’. The passage is actually discussing, in the context of
the role of clerical ambassadors in general, the strangeness of appointing Bishop de Quadra
as Spanish ambassador to Elizabeth. He argues that, despite his clerical status, de Quadra
was quite acceptable. He could have added that de Seure’s successor, Paul de Foix, was in
clerical orders, as was his predecessor, Gilles de Noailles.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960116314000025 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960116314000025


12 IN T RO D U C T IO N

English ambassador to France, met him at Neufchâtel, just south of
Boulogne, at the end of January 1560 on his way to England to ‘raise
the siege of Noailles’, and talked to him for an hour to ‘learn his
humour and somewhat decipher him’. He concluded that:

If eare wilbe gyven to honied words, if sweete languaige will persuade, if speeche well applyed
and couched will be belevid yf large [ . . . ] offers of things and effecte of nothing will
worke now shall your lordshippes know, that he that can do all these thinges
notwithstandinge is now aryved with you; now shall yow well perceyve, that before
has thenchanter is com a lande, and will not faile to applye his hole powre to worke
that that he canne as conningly handle as anye manne that I know in France,
yea in Europe.58

Throckmorton was, of course, morbidly suspicious of the Guise regime
and bound to distrust anyone close to it. Nevertheless, there is no
reason to doubt his general assessment of de Seure’s personality. De
Quadra confirmed the view that he was a man of ability.59 Prospero
Santa Croce, papal nuncio at the French court, who had discussions
with him in March 1563, thought that he had showed good judgement
in his embassies to Portugal and England, was endowed with many
good qualities, and was a very good Catholic.60 His reputation for
cynical wit accumulated. In her narrative of Henri III’s arrest of his
brother Anjou in 1578 and the enormous offence given on all sides,
Marguerite of Valois recalled that Catherine de Medici had deputed
de Seure to sleep in the duc d’Anjou’s chamber ‘et qu’elle prenoit
plaisir d’ouyr quelquesfois causer, pour estre d’humeur libre, et qui
disoit de bonne grace ce qu’il vouloit, tenant un peu de l’humeur d’un
philosophe cynique’. She asked de Seure what he thought of the whole
business and the feigned subsequent reconciliation. He replied : ‘C’est
trop peu pour faire à bon escient, et trop pour se jouer’ (‘Madame, I
think there is too much of it for earnest, and not enough for jest’).61

In the course of his burgeoning career as a royal servant, de Seure
was awarded court dignities which would enable him to carry out

58Nicolas Throckmorton to the Privy Council, Paris, 4 February 1560, in P. Forbes, A Full
View of the Public Transactions of the Reign of Q. Elizabeth, 2 vols (London, 1740–1741), pp. 316–317.
Draft in BL, Add. MS 35830, fo. 54; original in TNA, SP 70/11, fo. 5r, italicized passages
from this version in cipher.

59De Quadra, 7 March 1560, in CSP Spain, I, no. 92; 19 February 1560, in Kervyn, II,
p. 235.

60Santa Croce’s despatch to Rome, 13 March 1563, copied into the volume BnF, f. it.
2182, and printed in part in ‘Lettres de Prosper de Sainte-Croix au cardinal Borromée’, in
L. Cimber and F. Danjou (eds), Archives curieuses de l’histoire de France, series 1, vol. VI (Paris,
1835), p. 129.

61Marguerite de Valois, Mémoires et lettres (Paris, 1842), p. 148; Marguerite de Valois, Mémoires
et autres écrits, ed. E. Viennot (Paris, 1999), p. 187.
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his tasks more effectively. By 1553, he was panetier du roi,62 probably in
reward for his service in the Levant and a position which added to
his status as ambassador to Portugal. At the start of his embassy to
England, in March 1560, he was named gentilhomme de la chambre63 and
given other lucrative local offices to augment his resources.64

The state of Anglo-French relations, 1560–1561

The main problem that de Seure confronted on his arrival at London
on 11 February (see letters 2 and 4) was the extremely fragile state of
Anglo-French relations.65 The loss of Calais in 1558 and the outbreak
of an uprising in Scotland against the French-dominated regime of
the queen regent, Mary of Lorraine, in May 1559 had made the
conclusion of the Anglo-French treaty at Cateau-Cambrésis extremely
difficult, and the agreement to defer the question of Calais for eight
years scarcely concealed continuing hostility.66 The normal English
recourse of a Habsburg alliance was brought into question by the
promulgation of a Protestant church settlement in 1559 and Philip
II’s need for peace with France, though the Spanish king was also
keen to maintain some influence in England. He could hardly work
to undermine Elizabeth and expect to avoid the triumph of Francis
II and Mary in Scotland and in England.67 There seems little doubt

62On the list of the officiers domestiques for 1556, BnF, Clair. 1216, fo. 47 (copy). The
chevalier de Villegaignon (see above, p. 5) was échanson du roi in 1551 (BnF, fr. 3132 and Clair.
813). In the list of all officiers domestiques in the reign of Henri II (BnF, fr. 7856, p. 1112), de
Seure’s date of appointment is given as 1553.

63M.T. de Martel et al. (eds), Catalogue des actes de François II, 2 vols (Paris, 1999), I, p. 392. He
had been mentioned as a gentilhomme de la chambre at the time of his appointment to Portugal
in June 1557 (Matos, p. 81n).

64The office of greffier civil et criminel et garde du scel rouge in the court of the gouvernement of
La Rochelle (BnF, fr. 4588, no. 41).

65On the general context, see S. Alford, The Early Elizabethan Polity: William Cecil and
the British succession crisis, 1558–1569 (Cambridge, 1998); W. MacCaffrey, The Shaping of
the Elizabethan Regime (London, 1969), pp. 41–70; N.L. Jones, ‘Elizabeth’s first year: the
conception and birth of the Elizabethan political world’, in C. Haigh (ed.), The Reign of
Elizabeth I (Basingstoke, 1984), pp. 27–53; D. Potter, ‘England and Europe, 1558–85’, in
S. Doran and N. Jones (eds), The Elizabethan World (London, 2011), pp. 613–620.

66On Mary of Lorraine, see Pamela E. Ritchie, Mary of Guise in Scotland, 1548–1560: a
political career (East Linton, East Lothian, 2002).

67Thomas Perrenot de Chantonnay, the Spanish ambassador in France, reported on
17 January 1560 that the English were determined to break with France but that they said
that ‘esto depende mucho de la voluntad de Vuestra Majestad en secreto’ (Real Academia
de Historia, Archivo Documental Español, Negociaciones con Francia, 11 vols (Madrid, 1950–1960),
I, p. 158). The question of Philip II’s determination not to condemn Elizabeth’s policy in
France is explored in B. Haan, L’Amitié entre princes. Une alliance franco-espagnole au temps des
guerres de religion (1560–1570) (Paris, 2011), pp. 229–234.
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that the French government sought to invoke the influence of Philip
on Elizabeth as part of its realignment of diplomacy after the peace
of 1559.68 The death of Henri II in July 1559 and the accession of
Francis II and Mary Stuart, as monarchs of France and Scotland
with claims to the English throne, aggravated this problem severely.
Energetic French activity in Scotland had evoked an equally sharp
English response.69 By the spring of 1560, the Guise regime was actively
seeking to ensure Philip II’s collaboration against Elizabeth’s actions
in Scotland, though Throckmorton had concluded by March 1560
that Philip would not give the French serious support.70

Thus, relations between England and France, especially over
intervention in Scotland, deteriorated later in 1559. The Lords of
the Congregation gained ground and there were profuse rumours of
war. In February 1560, England and the Congregation concluded the
Treaty of Berwick. Throckmorton was pressing the queen through
Cecil to take steps for defence against what he claimed was a
determined Guise plan to invade. He even returned from France
for several weeks in November 1559 – an exceptional move – to press

68Haan, L’Amitié entre princes, p. 180. The correspondence of the Spanish court is full of
requests for action on the part of the French (see Real Academia de Historia, Negociaciones
con Francia, I, passim and e.g. nos 62, 63, and 77 in January and February 1560; also below,
Appendix I, no. 7). Catherine de Medici wrote to Sébastien de L’Aubespine in May 1560,
‘combien il est bien requis et necessaire qu’à ce coup le Roy d’Espaigne mon bon filz
monstre les effectz de tant de courtoysie et d’honneste offices dont il a usé jusques icy à
l’endroict du Roy mon filz’, in order to persuade Elizabeth not to go to war. The Scots
would come to terms if not ‘confortez en leur rebellion’ by the English queen (original, 21
May 1560, AE Acq. Extr. 11, fos 88–89; Paris, Négociations, p. 381). Marguerite de France,
duchess of Savoy, wrote to Lorraine on 12 June 1560, thanking him for copies of documents
from England and Scotland sent by Fresne and commenting: ‘ne me puys persuader que
ceste royne d’Angleterre soit si mal conseillé que d’entreprendre si legerement de rompre
le traicté d’entre le feu Roy mon seigneur et frere et elle, pour commancer une guerre
si mal fondée et contre la puissance du Roy, n’estant mesmement secourue et aydée par
le Roy catholique, lequel, comme vous me mendez, faict en ceste endroit tous les bons
offices qu’il doibt pour empescher que le repos et tranquillitéde toute la chrestienté ne soit
troublée par le malheur et inconvenient de guerre’ (Marguerite de France to the cardinal
de Lorraine, Nice, 12 June 1560, Russian National Library, Autographs, 97, printed in G.
Bertrand, ‘Lettres originales de Marguerite de France’, Revue des Sociétés savantes, 5th series,
4 (1872), pp. 479–480).

69An important contribution to this question is Eric Durot, ‘Le crépuscule de l’Auld
Alliance: la legitimité du pouvoir en question entre Ecosse, France et Angleterre (1558–61)’,
Histoire, économie, société, 26, no. 1 (2007), pp. 3–46. See also the ‘Questions on the invasion of
Scotland’, 10 December 1559, in CSPF, II, no. 392.

70Guise noted in his letter to the bishop of Limoges, 6 March 1560: ‘nous sommes bien
empeschez de voir que ceste royne d’Angleterre s’oublye tant, et qu’il faille que nous
recommancyons ung mestier que je pensoys ne faire de long temps ; mais si après que le
roy aura faict plus que son desvoir, il fault en venir là, j’espère que Dieu vouldra qu’elle s’en
repentira la première’ (Paris, Négociations, p. 306, letter sold at Christie’s, sale 7558, lot 6). See
also 14, n. 70. Throckmorton to Elizabeth I, 29 March 1560, in CSPF, II, no. 919, p. 488.
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his views.71 In fact, it seems that Elizabeth accepted Cecil’s programme
for active intervention in Scotland at the end of December, though
debates continued in the Privy Council on the wisdom of compromise
with the French (as is shown by Nicholas Wotton’s very cautious advice
paper of April 1560).72 Gilles de Noailles found himself in an impossible
position: his letters to Henri Clutin, sieur d’Oysel, in Scotland were
intercepted and, as Henry Killigrew and Robert Jones (the chargés
d’affaires in Throckmorton’s absence) reported from France, he was
‘not acceptable to the house of Guise; the rather, for that he was
placed by the Constable’.73 By early January 1560 they had learned of the
appointment of de Seure to replace him. They reported on 6 January
that the Spanish envoy Thomas Perrenot de Chantonnay had invited
them to dinner, in the course of which he told them that de Seure
(whom they called ‘de La Cievre’) had been to visit him before his
departure for England, and more or less implied that Noailles had
been recalled because he had been making things worse between the
two countries:

And declared, that the French King, his master, minding to continue in amity with
England, had appoincted him to goo over to reside his Ambassadour; with offering
of service, and such like ceremonious words. The Ambassador, by way of mirth,
asked him (as thoughe he mervailed) whether he went into England indeed, and
what he shuld do there: saying, that it had not ben seen, that Ambassadors
shuld so sone be changed; alledging the small while that Monsieur de Noailes had
been in England. Trew it was, quoth the other; and that when States change, the
ministers were changed. And for Monsieur de Noailes; he said, that all the rumours
wherewith this King and his counsail were peinez (for such was his terme) came
by his advertisements; wherin he made things more than they were, wherby
he might cause somme broile: and all (he said) was, because Noailles was not
contented to be so soon revocqued.

Chantonnay still wondered why Noailles should have been withdrawn,
so de Seure answered that: ‘The rumours were not so great as was
said; and that the last which came thens came without lettres, because
the Ambassadour wold not write tout au rebours to that he had written before.’
De Seure added that the consensus in France was that Elizabeth was
not contemplating war and had only limited forces at sea. Killigrew
and Jones thought that de Seure seemed to confirm French need for
Philip II’s approval, but they took the view that the French should
not be believed and that they were dissembling to gain time.74 They

71N.M. Sutherland, Princes, Politics and Religion, 1547–1603 (London, 2003), pp. 79–80.
72Conyers Read, Mr Secretary Cecil and Queen Elizabeth (London, 1962), p. 160; ‘Dr. Wotton’s

discourse touching the Queen’s interference in Scotland’, in CSPF, II, no. 985, p. 528.
73Killigrew and Jones to Elizabeth I, 18 December 1559, in Forbes, I, p. 282; Noailles’s

intercepted despatch is reproduced in ibid., I, pp. 283–285.
74Killigrew and Jones to William Cecil, 6 January 1559/1560, in Forbes, I, p. 298.

Chantonnay did not report these conversations to Philip II.
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added a few weeks later that ‘th’only cause of De Cievre’s sending
into England is to use the Englishmen with faire woordis, and to
gain tyme, till opportunité may serve to do otherwise: and this is his
chief commission, the more t’abuse your majestie.’ As for Scotland,
the French did not rate the Scots highly and thought that they
would achieve their objectives there easily.75 This opinion chimed with
what we have seen of Thockmorton’s view of de Seure’s dangerous
persuasiveness.

The accelerating military conflict in Scotland provided the essential
framework of de Seure’s negotiations in London. The Lords of the
Congregation had attempted to form a government and the queen
regent had responded by despatching French troops into Fife, who
drove them back to Stirling. The arrival of Winter’s fleet in the Firth
of Forth in January altered the balance and the French withdrew to
Leith. The Treaty of Berwick between England and the Lords of
the Congregation (27 February 1560) provided the basis for military
intervention; some 6,000 English troops commanded by Grey de
Wilton, under the duke of Norfolk’s overall command, marched
north to join the Lords of the Congregation. English ships under
the command of William Winter began to put pressure on the
French. Meanwhile, the French were strengthening the fortifications
of Dunbar, Leith, and the island of Inchkeith. By March, the ailing
regent was confined to Edinburgh castle, her correspondence with
France regularly intercepted.76 Leith was under English bombardment
throughout April, though it showed no signs of surrender; indeed,
an English assault was bloodily repulsed on 7 May. Nevertheless
the French position was increasingly precarious, especially with the
declining health of the regent; she died on 11 June.77

By late January, as we have seen, de Seure and Throckmorton
crossed paths near Boulogne, Throckmorton on his way to France to
resume his embassy and de Seure on his way to ‘raise the siege’ of
Noailles.78 The English envoys at Blois had been poorly treated in being
expelled from their lodgings and threatened to ensure to ‘have their
ambassador in England in remembrance’.79 Throckmorton was also
disgruntled on his return to France; he wanted to be recalled and felt

75Killigrew and Jones to Elizabeth I, 28 January 1560, in ibid., I, p. 313.
76The regent was well aware of this and thought that they had been obtained by

Throckmorton in corrupting a member or clerk of the French council – see Appendix
I, nos 28 and 32, for her letters of 21 and 28 May 1560.

77G. Dickinson (ed.), Two Missions of Jacques de La Brosse (Edinburgh, 1942), p. 144 (7 May
1560).

78Throckmorton to the Privy Council, 4 February 1560, TNA, SP 70/11, fo. 5: ‘I met with
the chevalier de Sevre, sent from the French king to raise the siege of Noailles.’

79Killigrew and Jones to Cecil, 18 January 1560, in Forbes, I, p. 305.
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slighted when refused audience at court. Not surprisingly, he advised
retaliation against de Seure in England, though he admitted that
the French were waiting to see how the ambassador was received in
England before reacting to his own arrival.80 Pondering the reasons for
de Seure’s appointment, he concluded, strangely, that the French had
hoped to gain some advantage by replacing an unpopular ambassador
(any new envoy would be given a chance); he could in any case be
replaced as needed.81 Of course, the French needed to gain some
breathing space given the situation in Scotland. But Throckmorton
was under attack himself at home for pushing a pro-war policy and
took a cynical view of the warm response that he found at the French
court in Amboise in February:

They and their Ambassadour Sevre are so well prepared and scholed to observe
one order, and singe in one tune, in this their hard cace, as nothing that can be
devised, or shall seem meete to be said in words offered to bring the Quenes
majestie to lay downe her forces, shall be left unsayed.82

Was Throckmorton’s judgment a fair one? Early in February, in a
despatch that fell into English hands, Guise and Lorraine assured the
Scottish queen regent of their support but added that the French king
was seeking to allay Elizabeth’s suspicions so that she did not lend her
support to the Congregation. He was not, however, deceived by the
‘poison caché’ of her gracious response (Appendix I, no. 1).

De Seure certainly seemed to make a good impression at his
first audience, around 16 February, and in a series of meetings with
the Privy Council down to 6 March, since Elizabeth reported to
Throckmorton that he ‘hath made an apparence to us of good
disposition’ in matters including Scotland, ‘but how the same may be
trusted the event will demonstrate’ (the fact, of course, that she knew
from the intercepted letter of real French intentions is telling here). A
memorandum had been handed to de Seure, to which he had only
objected over the provisions for a full French evacuation of Scotland
(he wanted four or five companies to remain and a longer time scale
for movement).83 De Seure was also given a separate memorandum to
outline the queen’s position on the titles of Francis II and Mary and
insisting on the right of the Scottish lords to resist the French king.

80Throckmorton, 20 February 1560, in ibid., I, p. 328. Throckmorton was under suspicion
himself in France and Mary of Lorraine was insisting to her brothers that he was the prime
mover of the rebellion against her in Scotland (see Appendix I, nos 29 and 32).

81Throckmorton, 20 February 1560.
82Throckmorton to the Privy Council, 27 February 1560, in Forbes, I, p. 345;

Throckmorton to Cecil, same date, in ibid., pp. 347–348.
83Elizabeth I to Throckmorton, 7 March 1560, in ibid., I, p. 348; Privy Council to

Throckmorton, 7 March 1560, in ibid., I, pp. 349–350.
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De Seure had tried to ensure that Francis and Mary could retain the
arms of England simply to declare Mary’s nearness of blood and her
position as next heir to England. Naturally, neither Elizabeth nor her
council could accept this.84

Perhaps predictably, de Seure rapidly found himself in hot water
when dealing with Mary of Lorraine. This shows that he was by
no means a straightforward mouthpiece for Guise interests. The
quarrel over the ‘blanc scellé’ of the duc de Châtellerault was bad
enough. Châtellerault had joined the Congregation in September
1559 (after his son Arran had escaped from France) but was anxious
not to commit himself too far, especially as his French duchy was in
jeopardy. He delivered the blanc, it seems, as part of tentative moves
to ensure himself with French interests.85 Châtellerault’s revenues had
been confiscated86 but his title remained, and there was hope in France
that he could be won back. De Seure, however, seems to have allowed
himself to think that the duke had been asking for pardon. We know
that he received a letter of defiance from Châtellerault (Appendix I, no.
7), the latter having been told that the French ambassador had spread
the rumour that he had asked for a pardon in France for his ‘crimes’.
De Seure responded in a long defence of his role as ambassador and
offered to defend his honour before the king in arms.87 The queen
regent was enraged at his conduct and told her brothers that de Seure
had acted ineptly.88 Not only that; she had concluded that de Seure
had arrived with instructions to find some sort of modus vivendi with
the English that would have effectively led to a French evacuation of
Scotland. Lorraine told Throckmorton in March that de Seure had
‘forgotten himself ’ and gone beyond his commission.89

At the end of April Marie was distinctly sour about her brothers’
letters lacking ‘sauce ou verjus’ and concluded that they were so
overwhelmed that they did not know what to do.90 No doubt the
accelerating financial crisis in France, coupled with the Conspiracy
of Amboise, was giving the Guise regime pause for thought. Marie
thought that the offers that de Seure seemed to have made to negotiate
would have effectively handed Scotland over to English influence.91

84Answer to French ambassador, 17 February 1560, in CSPF, II, no. 654. See also below,
4 and 5.

85Châtellerault wrote to Francis II on 25 January 1560, asking him ‘me recepvoir et les
myens en vostres bonne grace. Je luy ay mis mon blanc-scelé entre les mains’ (Teulet, I,
pp. 406, 409).

86Mémoire justificatif du droit qui appertient à M. le duc d’Hamilton de porter le titre de duc de
Châtellerault (Paris, 1863).

87See 7 and 8, 21 and 28 March 1560.
88See Appendix I, no. 9.
89Throckmorton to the Privy Council, 21 March 1560, in CSPF, II, no. 881, p. 462.
90Letter to d’Oysel and La Brosse, 29 April 1560: Appendix I, no. 20.
91Appendix I, no. 9. The letter was, of course, intercepted.
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Her brothers had assured her early in April that they were determined
to help her and that Philip II had undertaken to support this strategy.
The tone conveyed is deeply hostile to Elizabeth I but their offers were
clearly unimpressive to the regent. This letter fell into English hands
and we might suppose that this was what had been intended (as it
were, conveying a threat to English plans in Scotland) were it not for
the fact that the Lorraine brothers admitted that any serious military
support could not be ready until July.92

Perhaps this difference of view prompted the sending of a special
envoy from France. Early in March, Throckmorton reported the likely
sending to England of Jean de Monluc, bishop of Valence, en route
to Scotland. Throckmorton thought that this should be prevented.
Monluc, he wrote, was a ‘a man of great experience and conning
practice; and, if it may be, will go beyond Cievre, of whose complexion
he is’. Again, he was sure that the French were just playing for
time.93 He gave little attention to the fact that Monluc (brother of
the tough, no-nonsense Catholic royal commander Blaise) was one of
those moyenneurs in the religious spectrum quite capable of envisaging
an adaptation to some of Calvin’s doctrines. For her part, the Scottish
regent thought that Elizabeth only allowed Monluc to travel through
to Scotland to delay a French relieving force.94 Nevertheless, the
sending of Monluc was to have important consequences for the
eventual Anglo-French agreement in Scotland. He was commissioned
to join Charles de La Rochefoucauld, comte de Randan, and (in
Scotland) d’Oysel, Nicolas de Pellevé, and Jacques de La Brosse to
treat for peace with the Scottish rebels and the English.

As soon as Monluc had arrived in London, both he and de Seure
had to respond to the queen’s printed proclamation of 24 March
about her rights and intentions in Scotland, intentions that involved
the maintenance of peace with France while blaming the conflict on
the house of Guise and threatening to expel French garrisons from
Scotland.95 This began a real war of words in print between the English
government and the representatives of France, in which de Seure
played a central role. At the end of March, he and Monluc formally
responded to the proclamation. Their argument simply denied that

92Appendix I, no. 15. The original of this letter is in TNA, SP 70/13, fos 48–49, dated
9 April, while there are copies of the decipher in AE, MD Angleterre 15, fo. 74 (dated 31
March) and BL, Cotton, Calig. B IX, fos 97–98.

93Throckmorton to Cecil, 8 March 1560, in Forbes, I, p. 355. Throckmorton to Cecil, 9
March 1560, TNA, SP 70/12, fo. 56, in which Monluc is described as ‘as conning as Cievre
or beyond him’. Monluc’s letters of credence were dated 7 March. Though he had not
visited England before, he was well versed in negotiations with the English (see D. Potter,
Henry VIII and Francis I: the final conflict (Leiden, 2011), pp. 440–455).

94Marie de Lorraine to Guise and Lorraine, 30 April 1560: Appendix I, no. 21.
95For details of the different versions of the proclamation, see Appendix II, p. 161, n. 14.
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the French military presence in Scotland was a threat to England
and asserted that the attack on the Guises was unacceptable since it
assumed the right to interfere in the affairs of another kingdom and
ignored the fact that Francis II was not in a minority and could choose
his own ministers. The queen of Scots had no intention of transferring
her crown to France nor had the king of France ever had any intention
of conquering Scotland.96 They received their answer from the Privy
Council on 2 April.97

Following this and Monluc’s departure for Scotland, de Seure went
to court on 15 April and presented to the queen and council, in
the presence of a special envoy, Florence Diaceto (an old servant
of Henry VIII and Edward VI now in French service) a formal
response to the proclamation. He had expected the Spanish envoys de
Quadra and Glajon to be present but they declined (alleging lack of
authorization but fairly obviously embarrassed). So de Seure handed
in his written protest, dated 20 April. This was widely printed in
England and France, with royal authorization.98 To this the English
again replied, this time in a Latin publication, to which de Seure drew
up a further response.99 By this time, Monluc was back in England,
having left Edinburgh on 26 April (the regent expected him to be
detained there in order to spin out talks).100 He had negotiated hard
and under difficult conditions with the English and the Lords of the
Congregation, holding five sessions before his departure on 26 April.101

The interception by Throckmorton of an extremely serious letter
from Lorraine and Guise to the regent (who was fully aware of his
espionage and convinced that he was a prime mover in the Scottish
rebellion) revealed that they had concluded from this interchange that
Elizabeth was determined to expel the French from Scotland and
thus that massive French military preparations were needed. They
informed her that every effort had been made to allay Elizabeth’s
suspicions and the King had so worked that

Par son ambassadeur il luy a faict entendre qu’il ne souffriroit pas que elle
donnast faveur aux rebelles [ . . . ] [Monluc had been sent since but] Tout cella n’a
riens servy sy elle n’a ce que vous aurez peu veoir par les articles qu’elle a faict

96Remonstrance of Monluc and Seure, late March: Appendix 2, no. 2.
97‘Answer to the French Ambassador’s Cavillations’, 2 April 1560, in CSPF, V, Supplement,

no. 1428.
98Appendix 2, no. 3.
99Appendix 2, no. 4.

100Monluc was at Berwick on 1 May and Darlington on 5 May (CSPF, III, pp. 1, 148). See
also Appendix I, nos 18 and 21.

101Monluc’s memorandum of his negotiations is in Paris, Négociations, pp. 393–444. This
important document, originally in the L’Aubespine archives at Villebon and sold in the
nineteenth century, is now in BL, Add. MS 21227, fos 176–198.
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bailler par son ambassadeur, si honteus que nous croyons qu’elle s’asseuroit
bien que nous n’en ferions riens et par ainsy qu’elle passeroit oultre à sa
deliberation, qui est la guerre.102

More serious military help to the regent in Scotland was clearly being
discussed in France early in April and it was hoped that Spanish
help would be forthcoming. But by late May, as the consequences
of the Conspiracy of Amboise sank in, it seems that the decision to
negotiate had been taken.103 The passport for Randan (commissioned
on 2 May to join Monluc and go north again to negotiate with the
English) was issued on 26 May, the same day that the instructions for
Cecil and others were issued for negotiations in Scotland. The focus
of negotiations thus moved north of the border and de Seure could
do little to influence them. Talks began during the regent’s last days
and speeded up after her death. After long and arduous negotiations
with Cecil, the terms of the Anglo-French treaty were agreed early
in July and proclaimed on the 7th, alongside a complementary
treaty between France and the Scottish government. This provided
for the abandonment of all claims to England and Ireland by the
French sovereigns, and withdrawal of French troops. The negotiations
are usually studied through Cecil’s correspondence, though French
sources for the background discussions are important and covered
here in Appendix I.

The conclusion of the Treaty of Edinburgh dealt for the moment
with the military confrontation in Scotland but did not allay
continuing English fears about the claims of Francis II and Mary
Stuart to England. Mary was reluctant to ratify the treaty, so a real
peace was still some way off. De Seure had to deal with a range
of problems, not least the details of how the provisions for French
withdrawal from Scotland and the cessation of war preparations on
both sides would be handled.104 There was also the problem of the
personnel of the hostage group held in England under the Treaty
of Cateau-Cambrésis for the restoration of Calais. This had to be
frequently reviewed: not such a simple matter as it might seem.
After the signature of the 1559 treaty, four French noblemen had
been surrendered as hostages for its accomplishment. These were:

102Lorraine and Guise to Marie, Marmoutier, 31 March/9 April 1560, original in cipher,
TNA, SP 70/112, fos 48–49; contemporary decipher, BL, Cotton, Calig. B IX, fo. 97
(Appendix I, no. 15). Throckmorton reported this to Cecil on 3 May 1560 (Forbes, I, p. 427).
He implied that it was copied and sealed up again, yet the text in TNA is a signed original,
though marked ‘dupplicata’.

103The regent herself was quite aware of the shock that the conspiracy had caused (see
Appendix I, no. 19).

104Elizabeth I to Throckmorton, 19 July 1560, TNA, SP 70/16, fo. 42, in CSPF, III, no.
343.
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Frédéric de Foix, comte de Candalle; Louis de Saint-Maure, marquis
de Nesle (also known as the comte de Laval); the marquis de Trans;
and Antoine Duprat, sieur de Nantouillet (the chancellor’s grandson).
By September, the group had been modified to include the vidame
d’Amiens (reported as sick and in need of repatriation in September
1560), Louis III de Luxembourg, comte de Roussy, and the baron
du Pont, who took the oath as hostages in April 1560. The vidame
was a particular problem in that his Protestant sympathies set him at
odds with de Seure. In May 1561, it was proposed to send François
d’Avagour, comte de Châteauvillain (‘Courteillan’), in place of Roussy.
In June, Charles de Moy was sent over as another replacement,
along with the Breton Claude, comte de Maure (hostage since May
1560), in place of the baron du Pont (see 20). These arrangements
usually caused aggravation, since the queen was reluctant to accept
replacement hostages without letters of introduction from the French
king. The French for their part thought that it was sufficient for the
English ambassador in France to accredit them (ibid.).

The French court was still reluctant to ratify the new treaty and
de Seure was constantly under pressure about it.105 To add to the
problem, there was the growing interest of some opinion-formers in
England (most notably Throckmorton) that England should exploit
the growing divisions within France in order to strike against Calais.106

This inevitably raised tensions. In July 1560 Cecil had cautioned
seriously against getting involved in French civil conflicts; the costs
and dangers would be high.107 The temptations, though, were great
and Elizabeth had to steer a wary course; even Cecil was prepared to
countenance some action if the risks were not too great.108

De Seure had audience at the start of July to ask for a passport
for the sieur du Bueil to take messages to France.109 In August, he

105See ‘Communication with the French ambassador’, 13 December 1560, in CSPF, III,
no. 798; TNA, SP 70/21, fo. 71. De Seure’s argument was again that the delay in ratification
was the result of the Scots’ delays.

106Forbes, I, pp. 152, 289–290, 387–390.
107TNA, SP 52/4, fo. 167, Cecil to Elizabeth I, 19 July 1560 (Conyers Read, Mr Secretary Cecil,

p. 240); Privy Council to Cecil and Wotton, 19 July 1560, Hatfield, Cecil Papers (summarized
in Calendar, Hatfield, no. 784, p. 249; E. Lodge, Illustrations of British History, 2nd edn, 3 vols
(London, 1838), I, pp. 420–422).

108N. Sutherland, ‘The origins of Queen Elizabeth I’s relations with the Huguenots, 1558–
1562’, in Princes, Politics and Religion, 1547–1589 (London, 1984), pp. 73–96; W.T. MacCaffrey,
‘The Newhaven Expedition, 1562–63’, Historical Journal, 40, no. 1 (1997), p. 1; D. Trim, ‘The
foundation-stone of the British army? The Normandy campaign of 1562’, Journal of the Society
for Army Historical Research, 77 (1999), pp. 71–87; S. Adams, ‘The Queen embattled’, in S.
Adams (ed.), Queen Elizabeth I: most politick princess (London, 1983), pp. 38–42.

109Elizabeth thought that this was about a decision concerning giving up the pretension
to the arms and title of England (Elizabeth I to Cecil, 3 July 1560, in S. Haynes, A Collection
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was negotiating with Cecil over the implementation of disarmament
provisions under the new treaty (see 9) and then in October with
Wotton over French depredations on English shipping, over allegations
of French naval preparations in the ports of Normandy, and over the
escape of Châtellerault’s younger son from France.110

In France, the Guises were busy consolidating their hold on power
and mastering the challenge of the Bourbons and other princes. In
England, de Seure now had to report on a court in which further
complications were provoked by the rise of Robert Dudley not only in
the queen’s affections but in political influence. When the series of his
despatches to France begins, he is still reporting to the Guises, bogged
down in arguments over treaty ratification (11 and 12). The death of
Francis II early in December overturned all calculations. Catherine
de Medici now consolidated her hold on power. In the early months
of 1561 she hammered out a modus vivendi with Antoine de Bourbon;
the Guises, though they could not be sidelined entirely, lost their
grip on the government machine. It is therefore interesting that de
Seure was not replaced as ambassador; indeed, he continued in the
favour of the new regime in France. In the summer months of 1560,
Throckmorton had been reporting that Monluc would be joined by
the Guise kinsman the duc de Nemours as ambassadors in England.
This had not transpired: Monluc had been sent off to Rome and
the other high-powered French diplomat, Charles de Marillac (the
former ambassador in England), was in Germany.111 As for de Seure,
Elizabeth, true to form, affected annoyance that he had not received
new credentials and thus extracted such a document from the French
king in April 1561.112

De Seure necessarily had to handle Anglo-French relations in a
period when his own country was increasingly riven by political and
religious disputes. This, too, was the period when Throckmorton
was urging with increasing persuasiveness the policy of alliance
between England and French Protestants.113 The earl of Bedford was
sent to France, ostensibly to offer Elizabeth’s condolences, but in
his instructions, written by Cecil, entrusted with three objectives.114

of State Papers . . . Left by William Cecill Lord Burghley (London, 1740), p. 342; Hatfield, Cecil
Papers, 153, no. 25).

110Wotton to Elizabeth I, 18 October 1560, in CSPF, III, no. 648.
111Throckmorton to Cecil, 3 September 1560, in CSPF, III, no. 483, p. 274. See also Kervyn,

II, pp. 454–456.
112Appendix I, no. 40.
113On the role of Throckmorton in particular in fostering links with French Protestant

leaders in 1561, see Sutherland, ‘Origins of Queen Elizabeth’s relations with the Huguenots’,
pp. 89–95.

114Instructions, 20 January 1561, TNA, SP 70/22, fo. 88, in CSPF, III, no. 898, p. 505.
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Unsurprisingly, he was to press for the queen of Scots’ signature to
the Treaty of Edinburgh; second, he was to explore her intentions as
to a possible remarriage; finally, he was to dissuade the French from
sending representatives to the Council of Trent. Unofficially, though,
he was to explore the views of the leaders of the Protestant party in the
French court and to assess their possible political role. Bedford had
extensive talks with the queen mother and all the leading courtiers.
Catherine was elusive about the Council. Mary Stuart would not
sign the treaty or give any clue as to her marital intentions. And
in his contacts with the pro-reform leaders, Bedford’s reports on the
king of Navarre show the latter to have been subtle but elusive, though
Throckmorton as ever found him lukewarm in religion and indecisive.
Admiral Coligny, however, he found more amenable.115

Bedford had been lavishly entertained and returned with effusive
messages of friendship from the French court, but the main problems
remained and de Seure had to wrestle with them. The earl had
actually reported that de Seure was to be recalled and replaced by
a brother of Secretary de L’Aubespine (François, president of the
Grand Conseil), and for the first time Paul de Foix was mentioned
as his colleague.116 Though this proved false, it raised a question mark
over the ambassador’s support at home – hence the fuss over his
credentials.117 Meanwhile, the question of treaty ratification remained
a major preoccupation. Before he heard of the death of Francis II,
de Seure was called in for an audience after what seems to have
been a long interval and asked to explain why the treaties had not
been ratified. In the detailed report of this audience sent to the
Spanish ambassador, de Seure is described as apologizing for his
absence and the delay in ratification: ‘A lytle tyme over or under
he said was not moch materiall so that in thende all thynges were
done as apperteyned to thamitye’, and he blamed the Scots for lack
of co-operation. Nevertheless, representatives would shortly be sent.
Elizabeth was scarcely satisfied by this and said that she had done
her part; that Francis had not done so ‘must needes bee occasion of
suspicion of no good meaning’. Elizabeth treated de Seure to one
of her rhetorical fancies that she was no faint-hearted princess but a
ruler strong in her subjects’ devotion: ‘She came of a race of lyons
and therefore could not susteyne the parsone of a sheepe.’ This was
followed by a stage-managed moment in which the queen called in

115Bedford and Throckmorton to the Privy Council, 26 February 1561, TNA, SP 70/23,
fo. 132, in CSPF, III, no. 1030, p. 565.

116Bedford to Elizabeth I, 12 February 1561, in CSPF, III, no. 998; Throckmorton to
Elizabeth I, 18 March 1561, in CSPF, IV, no. 49, p. 27.

117See Appendix I, no. 38.
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Scots representatives, who declared that they had done nothing to
impede the ratification. To this de Seure could only answer that he
had no specific instructions, only general information from his master.
He asked the queen to believe that the new French king had no ill
intent towards her and no military preparations. This was plainly an
occasion of great embarrassment for de Seure, from which he only
just managed to escape with some honour intact.118

The despatch in which he reported this audience has not survived,
though the following one (12), in which he detailed his talks with
the Scottish representatives, conceals any ill feeling they may have
had. Elizabeth returned to the question of ratification in January at
her next discussion with de Seure, which produced from him a tour
d’horizon on Anglo-French relations (14). The queen began by piling
up the rhetoric about how praiseworthy it was for the French king to
have decided to withdraw his galleys, following this by her dismay at
the new king’s troubles and her insistence that she had never wished
to dabble in his affairs. De Seure tried to draw her out on allowing
the vidame d’Amiens to return home on grounds of ill-health; she
would not agree until formal arrangements for a replacement had
been agreed and then, after a ‘pensive’ pause, she launched into the
real matter in dispute: why had the new king not ratified the treaty?
De Seure was very cagey about this, asking which treaty was meant:
Cateau-Cambrésis or Edinburgh? He was told in no uncertain terms
that the queen intended that the last treaty concerning Scotland must
be ratified. This was what was most important to her. Finally, de Seure
cautioned his masters against Spanish arbitration between England
and France, which would only introduce suspicion and doubt. His
view was expressed cautiously but clearly: Elizabeth was strong at sea
and getting stronger; conflict with her would only benefit Philip II;
and raising doubts about the return of Calais under the terms of the
treaty would lead to conflict in the long run. This is the first instance
we know about of the ambassador attempting to influence the policy
of the new regime in France.

As for the ratification, this continued unresolved. When Noailles
passed through London in March on his way to Scotland, he was not
received by the queen, though he had been instructed, if necessary,
to tell her that, in view of the death of the late king, there was no
need to proceed further and that amity could be maintained on the
basis of the Treaty of Cateau-Cambrésis.119 De Seure’s audience after
the return of Bedford from France was a classic example of its kind:

118Letter to the Spanish ambassador, ‘Decembr. 1560 Communicatio inter Reginam et
orator Gall.’, [13] December 1560, TNA, SP 70/21, fo. 71 (in CSPF, III, no. 798).

119See 15, n. 79.
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extravagant words of satisfaction on both sides at the earl’s reception
and then Elizabeth’s careful dropping of hints that she expected to
hear something of the ratification. De Seure reported that he affected
not to see through her ‘artifice’. Yes, he said, it would be good for
the matter to be pursued by Throckmorton but actions spoke louder
than words and what mattered was the intention of friendship on both
sides. Elizabeth then shifted ground to her dissatisfaction with Mary,
which de Seure parried by suggesting that the Scottish queen had not
refused and that more time was needed. Elizabeth was, he thought,
clearly exercised by the matter of Mary’s possible marriage (15).

In the middle of April, de Seure was reporting the arrest of the
Catholic gentlemen Edward Waldegrave, Thomas Wharton, Arthur
Pole, and Edward Hastings, whom he correctly identified as under
arrest for their religious dissidence and links to suspect dynastic claims,
especially at a time when Elizabeth’s marriage was a matter of more
insistent discussion. Discussions with a Catholic dissident elicited the
view that Elizabeth’s preparations in the north were the result of
precautions in the event of Mary’s marriage to a possible enemy but he
thought that the queen had no hostile intentions otherwise. De Seure
remained sceptical, while talks with the Scottish envoy Lord James
Stewart (later first earl of Moray) were kept under Cecil’s observation
(17 and 18). Elizabeth’s attitude towards Mary’s return to Scotland
became a problem in July 1561, when de Seure and d’Oysel came to
her to ask for a safe conduct.120 This she refused on the grounds that
Mary had not ratified the treaty (22). Mary’s departure by galley direct
for Scotland solved this problem and Elizabeth had no objection to
the passage by land of the two French lords, Damville (the Constable’s
son) and the Grand Prior of France (Mary’s uncle) (23). After Mary’s
departure, Elizabeth, then on progress, affected to blame her servants
for all this and assured de Seure that she would have given all the safe
conducts necessary if she had received the request in time. De Seure’s
comment on this was ‘believe that if you like’ (‘dont vous croyréz ce
qu’il vous plaira’; 24).

For the rest, de Seure continued until the end of his embassy to
report on Elizabeth’s relations with Mary, on attempts to get the treaty
ratified, on the queen’s marriage, and on matters of public interest
such as the arrest of the earl of Hertford and Katherine Grey (27–29).

120France was also eager to assure the collaboration of Philip II in the arrangements for
Mary’s return, and the ambassador in Spain, Sébastien de L’Aubespine, arranged for a
directive to be sent to Brussels in her favour for the crossing and that ‘leur ambassadeur en
Angleterre [de Quadra] advertiroit vostre ambasadeur [de Seure] de l’office et devoir qu’il
y auroit emploié’ (Memoir for Charles IX, 21 July 1561, BnF, fr. 16103, fo. 10r). Philip wrote
to Margaret of Parma on 18 July 1561 (ibid., fo. 26r) to this end.
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Regarding Elizabeth’s marriage, de Seure, like all foreign observers,
was intrigued by the Swedish offers and perhaps even more so by her
unsolicited remarks to a Savoyard envoy sent to sound her out about
the General Council that she had not so lost her faculties or the use of
her legs as to seek a husband. If she were to have one it would just be
to serve as a walking stick in old age (‘elle n’avoict perdu la disposition
de sa personne ny de ses jambes pour desirer d’avoir mary, lequel elle
ne vouldroict prendre, si elle en estoict fiancée, que pour lui servir de
scipion ou baston de viellesse’; 29).

Recall

During the queen’s progress to East Anglia in the summer of 1561, de
Seure seems to have had no audience with her. From that period he
began asking for his recall on grounds of ill-health (possibly resulting
from problems with his legs); he had no confidence in English doctors
and was keen to get home (19, 21, and 26). With the arrival of
Paul de Foix as special envoy to Scotland (28), an opportunity arose
for de Seure’s replacement. Though de Foix returned to France, at
some time in December the decision was made there to send him
back as resident ambassador (he had already been mentioned as a
possible replacement earlier in the year). The decision to recall de
Seure was made by 8 January 1562121 and he was intending to leave on
the 31st, arriving in Paris by mid-February.122 De Foix was preparing
to leave for his new post around 31 January and to arrive in London
in mid-February.123 However, the first surviving writing copied into
his fragmentary register is a memorandum on English affairs dated
29 March, while his first surviving despatch was not written until
31 May.124

De Foix has frequently been described as a ‘cousin’ of the queen
of Navarre but his kinship was an extremely distant one and in the
female line.125 On the other hand, though a papal protonotary and
clerical councillor of the Parlement of Paris, he had some sympathy

121Throckmorton to Elizabeth I, 8 January 1562, in CSPF, IV, no. 789, p. 479.
122Throckmorton to Cecil, 28 January 1562, in CSPF, IV, no. 849; Throckmorton to

Elizabeth I, 7 February 1562, in CSPF, IV, no. 872, p. 518.
123Throckmorton to Elizabeth I, 24 January 1562, in CSPF, IV, no. 833; Throckmorton to

Cecil, 28 January 1562.
124BnF, fr. 6612, fo. 34.
125Throckmorton to Elizabeth I, 7 February 1562.
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with religious reform126 and may have been seen as a contrast with
his predecessor. Certainly, the queen of Scotland thought him less
well ‘affectioned’ to her cause than de Seure.127 One further point
that should be remembered is that de Seure’s replacement took place
in the context of the council at Saint-Germain that decided on the
controversial Edict of January. Throckmorton thought de Foix a man
likely to come into favour in France and ‘hath with many other good
partes in him his spright, as the Frenche men saye, well awake’.128 By
contrast, de Quadra was suspicious: ‘Foix the new French ambassador
here who hears mass and calls himself a Catholic, but whose acts
are doubtful’.129 De Seure’s public life in France after his recall is
summarized in Appendix III.

Conditions of service

There is little doubt that de Seure found it difficult to function as an
ambassador in a time of such suspicion. His activities were kept under
strict surveillance, as he himself pointed out. It was, he reported in
January 1561, harder than ever (‘aussi malaisé qu’il m’a esté de nul
autre temps’) to report affairs from England because of the ‘grand
guet que l’on ordinairement faict sur moy’ (14). His messengers could
be overtly arrested and their despatches searched (as was the case at
Canterbury in August 1561).130 This was also another reason for de
Seure to be concerned about the length of time that despatches were
taking to arrive in both directions; he clearly suspected interception.131

He does not tell us much about his accommodation in London.
It had been customary for the English crown to allot suitable
accommodation such as Bridewell132 or Baynard’s Castle for foreign
ambassadors, even though this privilege was not reciprocated in
France. The Noailles brothers were comfortably lodged at the

126Noel Didier, ‘Paul de Foix et la mercuriale de 1559’, Mélanges d’archéologie et d’histoire, 56
(1939), pp. 396–435. Throckmorton to Elizabeth I, 6 March 1562, in CSPF, IV, no. 924: he
thought de Foix inclined to advance religion.

127CSP Scotland, I, no. 1058; Thomas Randolph to Cecil, 2 January 1561/1562, TNA, SP
52/7, fo. 2.

128Throckmorton to Elizabeth I, 8 January 1562; Throckmorton to Cecil, 26 January 1562,
in CSPF, IV, no. 839; TNA, SP 70/34, fo. 95.

129De Quadra to Philip II, 13 March 1562, CSP Spain, I, no. 154, pp. 229–233.
130See 23.
131See 18.
132Bridewell was leased to the French ambassadors from 1531 to 1539 and subsequently to

the Imperial ambassadors. By the 1550s it was part prison, part hospital.
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Charterhouse.133 This, though, was subsequently taken by Lord North
(though he was out of favour under Elizabeth) and then by the duke
of Norfolk. By February 1560, the French ambassador was lodged at
Saint Paul’s Deanery, where English Catholics attending mass were
arrested.134

All ambassadors at some time complained that they were unpaid
and under-resourced. This had been the case with Jean du Bellay in
the 1520s and it became a problem that was even more acute in the
straightened circumstances of the late 1550s, in which the technical
debts of the French crown amounted to over 40 million livres. How was
de Seure paid? He had received just 400 lt. (livres tournois) as panetier
du roi from 1553 but from 1560 was receiving 1,200 lt. as a gentilhomme
de la chambre ‘vacation advenant’.135 In addition, he received a pension
from the crown – listed as his ‘pension et entretenement’ – paid as
and when funds were available. From the complete list of payments
by the Trésorier de l’Epargne for 1562 we are fairly well informed
of such payments and know that in October 1562 de Seure received
2,000 lt. for his pension as gentleman of the chamber for the calendar
year 1562.136 Then, as ambassador to England, he received 1,800 lt.
per quarter and in June 1562 was paid up to the first quarter of 1562
despite his recall. The rate was 20 lt. per day (600 per month = 7,200
p.a.).137 This sum had doubled since the time of Charles de Marillac
in 1541.138 He therefore received appreciably more than Danzay in
Denmark on 3,600 lt. p.a. and Mathieu Coignet in Switzerland on

133The Charterhouse was assigned to Noailles by Northumberland in early 1553 (Gilles
de Noailles Journal, BnF, fr. 20147, fo. 22: ‘Le lundy xij j’arrive à la Chartouse qu’etoit le
logis de monsr l’ambassadeur de France’). The same year, Jehan Scheyfve, the Imperial
ambassador, reported that ‘The King of England has decided no longer to give lodgings
to the ambassadors in any of his houses; but they shall hire a house at their own expense,
as his own ambassadors are expected to do. M. de Boisdauphin had chosen a house for
his successor; but it seems that after all he will live in the same house occupied hitherto by
Boisdauphin. As for the house at Bridewell, where I am, the King gave it recently to the
citizens of London to lodge the poor in it, or use it as municipal offices’ (Jehan Scheyfve to
the bishop of Arras, 30 May 1553, in Bergenroth et al., Calendar of State Papers Spain (1485–
1558), XI, p. 47). Noailles described the Charterhouse as one of the most comfortable houses
in London: Northumberland ‘me faict preparer la chartreuse, l’une de ses maisons, qui est
des belles & commodes qui soit en ceste ville’ (Antoine de Noailles, 22 June 1553, in Vertot,
Ambassades de Messieurs de Noailles, II, p. 41).

134J. Nichols, The Progresses and Public Processions of Queen Elizabeth, 3 vols (London, 1823), I,
p. 82; Kervyn, II, p. 223.

135BnF, fr. 7856, p. 1268.
136BnF, Clair. 232, p. 2212.
137Ibid., pp. 2706–2707.
138In 1537 Louis de Perreau de Castillon was paid at the rate of 20 lt. p.d. as resident

ambassador (accounts of the Epargne, BnF, Clair. 1215, fo. 1244v) but Charles de Marillac
was paid at the rate of 10 lt. per day (1,800 lt. per half-year) (see ibid., fo. 1251v), though he
also received 758 lt. for extraordinary expenses and in 1540 2,250 lt. ‘en consideration de ses
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4,800 lt. p.a. However, La Forest in Flanders, Bernardin Bochetel at
the Imperial court, and Saint-Sulpice in Spain were on the same
rate as de Seurre, while André Guillart in Rome and Lansac at
the Council of Trent each received 12,000 lt. p.a., and 11,800 p.a.
went to Petremol, the ambassador in Constantinople.139 In addition,
all ambassadors had allocations for ‘frais extraordinaires’, unknown
for de Seure in 1561 but hovering around 500–600 lt. for six months
for other ambassadors (though more for Coignet in Switzerland).140

De Seure was thus receiving about 10,000 lt. in salaries and pensions,
plus expenses of about 1,000 lt.

One further point should also be remembered: it is true that
the crown was deeply in debt, but the whole French economy was
desperately short of gold coin. Thus the records of payments in 1562
make clear that large lump-sum payments were being made in silver
testons, which had themselves been devalued from 10s. to 12s. in
February 1561 because of the sharp rise in gold prices. Part of the
payment was even scheduled in copper douzaines. Ambassadors who
had been accustomed to receive their pay in gold écus worth around 3
lt. were now confronted by huge sacks of coin.141 Quite how the physical
problems of making large cash payments in silver were handled is not
clear but de Seure was scheduled to receive his quarterly pay not as
600 gold écus but as 1,720 lt. in silver testons (approximately 4,533
testons) and 80 lt. in 1,600 copper douzaines. It can only be assumed
that his agents at home received such payments and arranged for
letters of credit in London, though when Noailles was sent part of
5,000 écus d’or for secret expenses in early 1554, they were sent by
special messenger, and payment was also made for ‘bouges et coffres
necessaires’.142

To these royal emoluments we should add de Seure’s salary of greffier
in the court of La Rochelle (a sinecure). Later, he received income from
the commanderies of the Orders of Malta and Saint Lazarus acquired
in the 1560s and 1570s.143 Virtually nothing is known about his family

services et outre et par dessus son estat’ (ibid., fo. 1251r). Georges de Selve, as ambassador
to the emperor, received 2,600 lt. for six months (ibid., fo. 1250v). Odet de Selve was paid
at the rate of 20 lt. p.d. in 1546–1549 (receipt of 27 May 1548, BnF, fr. 26131) and this was
supplemented by 1,000 lt. p.a. as conseiller in the Grand Conseil (ibid., no. 83).

139Ibid., pp. 2704–2706.
140Ibid. See 26 for his outline to Catherine de Medici of the difficulties of paying for

extraordinary expenses.
141F. Spooner, The International Economy and Monetary Movements in France, 1493–1726

(Cambridge, MA, 1972), p. 151.
142BnF, fr. 4588, fo. 7r–v, authorization for payment via the sieur de la Marque for Noailles’s

expenses in 1554.
143A survey of the value of the revenues of the Order of Malta, prieuré of Champagne, in

1588, is in BnF, fr. 20512, fo. 1776v.
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property. Like all ambassadors, he received gifts from his royal hosts on
departure. On 1 February 1562 he was given a reasonably handsome
gift of 613½ ounces of gilt plate at the end of his embassy to England,
though this was rather less than a similar gift made to Guildenstern,
the Swedish ambassador.144

As for staff, the most important was Jacques de Seure, sieur de
Ville-au-Bois, referred to by de Seure as his nephew and ‘le capitaine
de Seure’. It appears that he was the son of de Seure’s elder brother.
He made regular journeys to and from the French court for his uncle:
for instance, in January 1562 he was paid 350 lt. for a journey with
despatches from France to England and back.145 He succeeded his uncle
as gentilhomme de la chambre du roi in 1568.146 The regularity of despatches
was important but not always under his control.147 De Seure’s secretary
was Louis Revol, possibly the man of the same name who later became
secretary of state to Henri III, who also carried out missions between
England and France.148

Sources

Why are French ambassadors’ despatches so fragmentary for this
period?149 In fact, the disappearance of the archives of the one
secretary of state who dealt with English affairs fairly consistently,
Jacques Bourdin, is a partial explanation.150 The other is the relatively
fragmentary state of preservation of the archives of the other major
participant, Claude de L’Aubespine. It was de L’Aubespine who
countersigned most of the surviving correspondence with England
in 1560–1561 and, although the papers of his family survived fairly
intact into the nineteenth century, they have since largely been

144Nichols, Progresses and Public Processions, I, p. 129.
145BnF, Clair. 232, p. 2258. He is there entitled sieur de Semesseaulx. In 1548 Odet de

Selve had had a courier service provided by a royal chevaucheur d’écurie, Guillaume Pelletier
(certificate of 15 April 1549, BnF, fr. 26132, no. 275).

146Payment to him of 600 lt. ordered by Charles IX, Saint-Maur-des-Fossez, 26 September
1568, until he should be established on the household list: Arts et autographes, Catalogue no.
64 (Winter 2012), no. 23873; Ader Nordman, Catalogue, 26 June 2012, lot 67.

147See 18.
148De Seure refers to him as ‘Reuol mon secretaire’ on 16 March 1561 and there is a

payment to ‘Lois Rauel secretaire de Monsieur de Seurre ambassadeur pour le Roy en
Angleterre’ in February 1562 (BnF, Clair. 232, p. 2265).

149For a useful overview, see Simon Adams, ‘Tudor England’s relations with France’,
State Papers Online, <gale.cengage.co.uk/images/Adams%20France1.pdf> (accessed 9 May
2014).

150See a discussion of the Bourdin papers in D. Potter, ‘The duc de Guise and the fall of
Calais, 1557–58’, English Historical Review, 98 (1983), pp. 483–512.
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dispersed.151 The L’Aubespine archive did, however, preserve a couple
of despatches from de Seure in England (10 and 11).

The reports of Charles de Marillac and Odet de Selve, as well
as those of the Noailles brothers, derived from their own archives,
not that of the central government. Thus the disappearance of de
Seure’s own archive would have been insurmountable had it not been
for the survival of a copy of many of his despatches, made in the
later sixteenth century, on the evidence of the script. The volume,
ms français 17870, is entitled in manuscript ‘Diverses negociations et
autres depesches d’estat’, with a note added and then deleted to the
effect that it had been given to its owner (‘monseigneur’) by the bishop
of Léon (in Brittany). That owner would almost certainly have been
the chancellor Pierre Seguier (d. 1672), and subsequently the marquis
de Coislin. The most likely bishop of Léon in that period is René de
Rieux (d. 1651) but his long-lasting predecessor, Roland de Neufville
(d. 1613), humanist and collector, may also be a possibility. How either
of them acquired the manuscript is unknown. The text concerned is
between folios 13r and 26v and is copied in a close script of the late
sixteenth century, with a number of extracts from other ambassadors’
despatches from the 1550s to the 1580s (for instance, despatches from
England of Guillaume de L’Aubespine, marquis de Châteauneuf, the
secretary of state’s son, to Henri III, Joyeuse, and the poet Philippe
Desportes, abbé de Thyron, from 1585 to 1587, fos 29–38).152

It would seem likely that the text of de Seure’s papers was based on
original drafts (‘minutes’) kept by his secretary since they never include
the concluding formulae of farewell and dating. My conjecture is that
the texts were kept by de Seure’s secretary Louis Revol. At all events,
the series is not complete, omitting all despatches until December
1560 and then omitting at least half the despatches that must have
been sent by the ambassador.

One further source needs to be discussed. In the first months of his
embassy to England, de Seure corresponded with Marie de Lorraine,
the regent of Scotland. His letters are preserved in a register now

151Louis Paris printed most of the documents relating to the reign of Francis II in Négociations,
lettres et pièces diverses relatives au règne de François II, tirées du portefeuille de Sébastien de l’Aubespine,
évêque de Limoges (Paris, 1841). Though the title does not make it clear, this collection included
the papers of both brothers, Sébastien and Claude. Many items had already been detached
and form part of the collection of the BnF, fr. 6604–6632. However, these do not include
numerous items relating to England in the period 1560–1561. The archive itself, at the
château of Villebon, was partly sold in the nineteenth century, then reconstituted by M.
Pierre Pénin de la Raudière, and finally sold in the 1990s (a photocopy record being
deposited at the Archives Nationales in 1992 (682 Mi 1/2), and some items being bought by
the Archives du Ministère des Affaires Etrangères).

152A series of Châteauneuf’s despatches from London, February–August 1587, is in BnF, fr.
3377.
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in the Archives du Ministère des Affaires Etrangères, Mémoires et
Documents, Angleterre 15. This is a compilation of copies that includes
the journal of the siege of Leith, probably by Jacques de la Brosse and
published by Gladys Dickinson in 1942. The letters included extend
from 1557 to 1560.153 Dickinson did not fully explain the reasons for
the journal and the correspondence being included in this register,
though she mentions Pollen’s 1901 conjecture that the texts may have
been brought to France with the regent’s body after her death.154

In fact, the correspondence is likely to have been retained by her
secretary and neatly complements the correspondence now known as
the Balcarres Papers, effectively Marie’s correspondence with France
down to 1557 (the domestic correspondence is in NAS, SP2). One of the
likely candidates for this role is a nephew of Claude de L’Aubespine,
Pierre de Grantrie or Grandrye, secretary of Marie de Lorraine and
then of Mary Stuart, and later envoy to the Swiss.155

The correspondence of the regent with the court of France is
included in Appendix I as part of the necessary background to
understanding Anglo-French relations in this period. Also included are
the surviving letters from the French court to Elizabeth I. Appendix
II presents the full texts of the Remonstrances that de Seure drew up
as a result of his negotiations with Elizabeth and her ministers in the
first part of his embassy.

153J.H. Pollen, Papal Negotiations with Mary Queen of Scots during her Reign in Scotland, 1561–67
(Edinburgh, 1901), pp. 419–434, printed some documents from this volume in the period
1557–1559/1560, though none of the texts that are published here in Appendix I.

154Dickinson, Two Missions of Jacques de La Brosse, p. viii.
155Grantrie is mentioned in the household list of the regent (M. Wood (ed.), Foreign

Correspondence with Marie de Lorraine, Queen of Scotland, from the Originals in the Balcarres Papers,
2 vols (Edinburgh, 1923–1925), II, p. lv (1556)) and in a letter to the cardinal de Lorraine,
19 August 1556, as on mission to France (Cuisiat, no. 303). He was the son of Madeleine
de L’Aubespine, the secretary of state’s sister, who had married Albert sieur de Grantrie,
grenetier à sel. It seems likely that he was the Grantrie involved in the La Molle–Coconas
affair of 1574, saved from its consequences by the intervention of his uncle, the bishop of
Limoges. See the will of the bishop in Paris, Négociations, p. xxxix; letters from Switzerland,
1567, BnF, fr. 20647, pp. 20–25; V. Gueneau, ‘Les Nivernais dans l’affaire de La Molle et
Coconas’, Mémoires de la Société académique du Nivernais, 7 (1898), pp. 4–16; idem, Dictionnaire
biographique des personnes nées en Nivernais (Nevers, 1899), p. 87. His brother was Guillaume de
Grantrie Granchamps, ambassador to Constantinople in the late 1560s.
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