


QUEENSHIP AND POWER
Series Editors: Carole Levin and Charles Beem

This series brings together monographs and edited volumes from scholars specializing in
gender analysis, women’s studies, literary interpretation, and cultural, political, constitutional,
and diplomatic history. It aims to broaden our understanding of the strategies that queens—
both consorts and regnants, as well as female regents—pursued in order to wield political power
within the structures of male-dominant societies. In addition to works describing European
queenship, it also includes books on queenship as it appeared in other parts of the world, such
as East Asia, sub-Saharan Africa, and Islamic civilization.

Editorial Board

Linda Darling, University of Arizona (Ottoman Empire)

Theresa Earenfight, Seattle University (Spain)

Dorothy Ko, Barnard College (China)

Nancy Kollman, Stanford University (Russia)

John Thornton, Boston University (Africa and the Atlantic World)
John Watkins (France and Italy)

Published by Palgrave Macmillan

The Lioness Roared: The Problems of Female Rule in English History
By Charles Beem

Elizabeth of York
By Arlene Naylor Okerlund

Learned Queen: The Imperial Image of Elizabeth 1
By Linda Shenk

High and Mighty Queens of Early Modern England: Realities and Representations
Edited by Carole Levin, Debra Barrett-Graves, and Jo Eldridge Carney

The Monstrous Regiment of Women: Female Rulers in Early Modern Europe
By Sharon L. Jansen

The Face of Queenship: Early Modern Representations of Elizabeth I
By Anna Riehl

Elizabeth I: The Voice of a Monarch
By Ilona Bell

Tudor Queenship: The Reigns of Mary and Elizabeth
By Anna Whitelock and Alice Hunt

The Death of Elizabeth I: Remembering and Reconstructing the Virgin Queen
By Catherine Loomis

Queenship and Voice in Medieval Northern Europe
By William Layher

The Foreign Relations of Elizabeth I
Edited by Charles Beem



The French Queen’s Letters: Mary Tudor Brandon and the Politics of Marriage in
Sixteenth-Century Europe
By Erin A. Sadlack

Wicked Women of Tudor England: Queens, Aristocrats, Commoners
By Retha M. Warnicke

A Monarchy of Letters: Royal Correspondence and English Diplomacy in
the Reign of Elizabeth I (forthcoming)
By Rayne Allinson

Mary I: Gender, Power; and Ceremony in the Reign of England’s First Queen (forthcoming)
By Sarah Duncan

Three Medieval Queens: Queenship and the Crown in Fourteenth-Century England (forthcoming)
By Lisa Benz St. John

The Last Plantagenet Consorts: Gender, Genre, and Historiography, 1440 —1627 (forthcoming)
By Kavita Mudan Finn

Renaissance Queens of France (forthcoming)
By Glenn Richardson



WI1CKED WOMEN OF TUDOR
ENGLAND

(QQUEENS, ARISTOCRATS, COMMONERS

Retha M. Warnicke

palgrave

macmillan




WICKED WOMEN OF TUDOR ENGLAND
Copyright © Retha M. Warnicke, 2012.

All rights reserved.

First published in 2012 by

PALGRAVE MACMILLAN®

in the United States—a division of St. Martin’s Press LLC,
175 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY 10010.

Where this book is distributed in the UK, Europe and the rest of the world,
this is by Palgrave Macmillan, a division of Macmillan Publishers Limited,
registered in England, company number 785998, of Houndmills,
Basingstoke, Hampshire RG21 6XS.

Palgrave Macmillan is the global academic imprint of the above companies
and has companies and representatives throughout the world.

Palgrave® and Macmillan® are registered trademarks in the United States,
the United Kingdom, Europe and other countries.

ISBN: 978-0-230-39192-5 (hardcover)
ISBN: 978-1-137-03237-9 (paperback)

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Warnicke, Retha M.
Wicked women of Tudor England : queens, aristocrats, commoners / Retha
M. Warnicke.
p. cm.—(Queenship and power series)
ISBN 978-0-230-39192-5 (alk. paper)
1. Great Britain—History—Tudors, 1485-1603—Biography. 2. Women—Great
Britain—Biography. 3. Women—Great Britain—Social conditions—16th century.
4. England—Social conditions—16th century. I. Title.
DA317.3.W37 2012
942.05092'52—dc23 2011040213

A catalogue record of the book is available from the British Library.
Design by Newgen Imaging Systems (P) Ltd., Chennai, India.

First edition: April 2012

10987654321

Printed in the United States of America.



CONTENTS

List of llustrations

Acknowledgments

1 Introduction

2 Queen Anne Boleyn

3 Queen Katherine Howard

4 Anne Seymour, Duchess of Somerset

5 Lettice, Countess of Leicester and Essex
6 Jane More

7 Alice More

8 Conclusion

Notes
Selected Bibliography
Index

vil

ix

15
45
77
10§
137
155
181

191
237

261






2.2

5.2

7.1

ILLUSTRATIONS

Anne Boleyn by an unknown artist,
© National Portrait Gallery, London. 16

112694. Henry VIII (1491-1547), by Rowland Lockey

after Hans Holbein the Younger (1497/8-1543), Petworth

House &Park, Petworth House, The Egremont Collection
(acquired in lieu of tax by H. M. Treasury in 1957 and

subsequently transferred to the National Trust),

© NTPL/Derrick E. Witty. 17

Anne Seymour (née Stanhope), Duchess of Somerset

(1510-1587), reproduction by the National Portrait Gallery,

London, and by permission of the Board of Trustees of

the Chevening Estate. 78

Edward Seymour, first Duke of Somerset, engraving by
Magdalen de Passe or Willem de Passe, © National Portrait
Gallery, London. 79

(Also cover) FPmo, Lettice Knollys, Portrait of
Lettice Dudley, Countess of Leicester by Nicholas Hilliard,
by permission of the Folger Shakespeare Library. 106

Robert Dudley, first Earl of Leicester by an unknown artist,
National Portrait Gallery. 107

78951. Sir Thomas More and his Family, by Rowland

Lockey after Holbein, Nostell Priory and Parkland, by

kind permission of Lord St. Oswald and the National Trust, 156
©NTPL/John Hammond.

Note: Jane More’s portrait was not painted and arrangements could not be
made to obtain a copy of the portrait in the Royal Collection that has been
identified as Queen Katherine Howard.






ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

r I \his book is the culmination of years of research. I first became

interested in Jane More and Alice More, wives of Sir Thomas

More, when I was completing Women of the English Renaissance and
Reformation, published by Greenwood Press in 1983. Subsequently, Moreana
accepted two short articles on the More women in 1983 and 1985. After the
late Sir Geoffrey Elton, Regius Professor of Modern History at Cambridge
University, read my book on women, he suggested that I write on Anne
Boleyn. In 1989, Cambridge University Press published the results of my
research. By then I had begun examining funeral sermons preached for
seventeenth-century English women with my colleague, Bettie Anne
Doebler, professor emerita of English, and in 1995 our introduction to a
funeral sermon of Thomas Taylor’s that was dedicated to Lettice Dudley,
Countess of Leicester, was published by Scholars’ Facsimiles and Reprints.
After becoming interested in the life of another allegedly wicked woman,
Anne Seymour, Duchess of Somerset, my invited, short article on her, Anne
Boleyn, and Alice More appeared in Quidditas in 1999. For their 2004 pub-
lication of the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, Oxford University
Press requested that I write entries on Queen Katherine Howard, Lady
Somerset, and Alice More. If I had not been invited to investigate the
lives of the two executed queens consort of Henry VIII, I should never
have turned to them. Like most Tudor historians, I had assumed that
Anne Boleyn’s flirtatious behavior was the cause of her fall, and I accepted
Katherine Howard’s involvement with Sir Thomas Culpeper as imbecilic
after she married Henry VIII. My interpretation of the evidence about
them, taking advantage of recent work on the history of gender relations
and reproduction, has thrown doubts on those traditions. Since the above
publications on these women, I have continued to seek information about
their lives. For all six, I have discovered new evidence, helping me to con-
tinue challenging the received historiography; I have also questioned
modern translations of Latin and Greek documents in the chapters on
Jane More and Alice More. Like the late Garrett Mattingly, I understand
that rehabilitating past reputations does not and cannot matter to the dead,
but to us, to the living, it should matter.

During these years of research, I have been grateful for the oppor-
tunity to read documents and books at the Huntington Library, the
Bodleian Library, the Lambeth Palace Library, the Public Record
Office, its successor, the National Archives, the British Library, and



x sz Acknowledgments

the Institute of Historical Research. Many friends and colleagues have
assisted my research efforts or have been willing to read segments of it:
Mary Robertson at the Huntington, Karen Hearn at the Tate, Jessica
Keene at the University of Maryland, Baltimore County, and my col-
leagues at Arizona State University, Antonella Dell’ Anna of the School of
International Literature and Culture and Andrew Barnes of the History
faculty. In October 2011, I benefited from participation in sessions at
the Sixteenth Century Studies Conference where I discussed John Foxe
and Anne Seymour, Duchess of Somerset, with two scholars, Thomas
Freeman, Cambridge University, and Scott Lucas, The Citadel. During
meetings of the Early Modern British History Seminar at the Huntington
Library, then chaired by David Cressy, now at Ohio State University, many
scholars heard my research papers and offered helpful comments on them.
Sara Mendelson’s and Patricia Crawford’s Women in Early Modern England,
published by Oxford University Press in 1998, is a continuing inspiration
for my work. Both Arizona State University and the College of Liberal
Arts have granted funds for some of this research, and I am also grate-
ful for the ongoing scholarly support of the Arizona Center for Medieval
and Renaissance Studies. For her PhD dissertation in 2009, my student
Susan Schmid translated and placed in publishing and historical context
Lancelot de Carle’s French poem on Anne Boleyn’s life. My interpreta-
tions have benefited from her fine work.

My family has been both patient and supportive during the long years of
research on these women. They are my husband, Ronald; my son, Robert;
his wife, Cynthia; their seven-year-old daughter, my granddaughter,
Winter; and my daughter, Margaretha, who has often kept my computer
functioning under trying circumstances.

Finally, I value highly the scholarly activities of Carole Levin, Cather
Professor of History at the University of Nebraska, Lincoln, who has
recently stepped down as president of the Elizabeth I Society In the years
since I first met her in 1979, she has supported not only my research but
also the research of many other Tudor scholars. Asits president, she invited
me to give a keynote address at the meeting of the Elizabeth I Society in
San Antonio, Texas, in 2007, and my essays are included in several volumes
that she has coedited. It is to her that I dedicate this book, which appears
in Palgrave Macmillan’s series Queenship and Power, coedited by her and
Charles Beem.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

his book examines the lives of six Tudor women celebrated
for their reputed negative characteristics, thus the adjective
“wicked.” They are Anne Boleyn and Katherine Howard, two
consorts of Henry VIII executed for adultery; Anne Seymour, Duchess
of Somerset, and Lettice, Countess of Essex and Leicester, two defamed
noblewomen. Lady Somerset stands accused of arrogantly disputing over
precedence with Katherine Parr, the dowager queen, and of urging her
reluctant husband, Edward, first Duke of Somerset, to commit fratri-
cide. Lady Leicester allegedly committed adultery with her future spouse,
Robert Dudley, first Earl of Leicester, while married to Walter Devereux,
tirst Earl of Essex. They also include Jane and Alice More, two wives of
Sir Thomas More charged with contrariness and shrewishness. Their sup-
posed flouting of patriarchal conventions may not seem serious enough to
warrant the wicked characterization. They were not murderers or abusers
of children.

Nevertheless, contemporaries described women as wicked who were
disobedient to their husbands, their natural rulers. In 1617, William
Whately claimed: “Nature has framed the lineaments of his body to supe-
riority, and set the print of government in his face...He must not suffer
this order of nature to be inverted.” A woman, Whately continued, should
carry herself as “inferior.”

During the 1550s, Edwin Sandys had supported men’s right to rule their
wives but warned that they should bear their female “infirmities” and
honor them as weaker partners. Sandys clarified that husbands ought not
to abide foolish dissolute women, who should not be a “gadder abroad, a
tattler, or a busybody.” When men had difficulties with their wives, he
related, it was because they had married “wicked” women, choosing them
for theirbeauty or wealth rather than for theirlove of God.> Thomas Becon,
sometime chaplain to Thomas Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury, and
to Somerset, stated that “all wickedness is but little to the wickedness of a
woman... A wicked wife,” one who is “contrary to her husband,” makes a
“sorry heart, a heavy countenance.”

Various measures were used to punish wickedness. Women whose
contrariness disrupted the family and community gained reputations as
“moral criminals” and could be tried and punished in church courts.+ They
might be seated in cucking stools and dunked into water several times.
Neighbors labeled naggers of their husbands as scolds; usually, but not
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always, they had to exhibit excessive rudeness or threaten violence before
courts ordered them to undergo shame rituals’ Adulterers as well as adul-
teresses were sometimes forced to parade in their churches in a “linen sheet
with bare feet and legs and carrying a lighted wax candle in one hand and a
rosary in the other.” Neighbors might shame adulteresses by attaching to
their doors animal horns, the symbols of a cuckolded husband.”

Because of their high rank, gentlewomen normally escaped shame
punishments. Henry VIII’s approval of the execution of two consorts
represented an extreme response to their alleged behavior, but as mon-
arch he moved to protect his lineage and to restore its and his realm’s
honor. His voice belonged to the civil government, which, unlike that of
private husbands, possessed the power to arrange capital punishment for
illicitacts. When debating whether husbands had the right of life and death
over adulteresses, virtually all theorists denied them this authority.®

That they raised this issue reveals much about contemporary gender
relationships. Husbands, like Edward de Vere, seventeenth Earl of Oxford,
could and did humiliate their wives by returning them to their parental
homes for unproved sexual offences. Oxford reluctantly reconciled with
his countess, but the future Duke of Somerset repudiated his first wife,
Katherine, daughter of Sir William Fillol, and a statute settled his prop-
erty on the children of Anne née Stanhope, his second wife. Men could
also punish their wives for challenging their authority. After Thomas
Howard, third Duke of Norfolk, housed his mistress with his protesting
countess, Elizabeth, he kept his wife a virtual prisoner and withheld her
apparel and jewels. Probably, this kind of deep spousal tension troubled
only a minority of marriages.

The lives of the six women highlighted here deserve special consider-
ation because scholars have cited evidence either from mostly unreliable
archival evidence or polemical works to denigrate them. Writers critical
of Henry’s reign have argued that Anne Boleyn and Katherine Howard
manipulated him into marriage only to betray him with sexual crimes;
scholars validating the martyrologist, John Foxe’s characterization of
Somerset, Edward VI’s lord protector, as the “good duke,” partially
excused his failures because he was wedded to a shrew; authors dispar-
aging the professionalism of Elizabeth’s favorite, Leicester, have denied
that he had sexual relations with her but have concluded that he sired
two children with his future countess while she was married to Essex. By
attacking Leicester’s character, they not only defamed his wife as wanton
but also raised questions about the queen’s judgment in selecting a roué
as her favorite. Finally, experts on More, who was sainted in 1935, have
alternatively used his wives’ alleged disobedience to extol his patience or
to disparage his misogynous treatment of them.

To offer a context for rescuing their lives from these mostly invalid
interpretations, this chapter will examine the importance of early-modern
rumormongeringandgender expectations. Their reputations were extremely
important to men and women alike, but women were especially vulnerable
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because both elite and popular culture viewed them as morally inferior, a
view derived from scripture, legal institutions, and classical lore. Men some-
times exploited this vulnerability, striking at male rivals by defaming their
wives. Recent scholars have explored defamation issues, focusing on the
middle and lower levels of society, and drawing on the records of church
courts through which those battles were often fought. Defamation was even
more significant to the elite, but it was not socially acceptable for them to
seek legal redress. Finally, this chapter will briefly examine the sources that
early-modern and modern writers have cited to define these women’s wick-
edness and then turn to female domestic roles to place information about
them in a contemporary context.

In investigating the oral and literate culture of early-modern England,
Adam Fox discovered that individuals eagerly sought intelligence about
the monarchy, the events at court, and other titillating matters. People
at all ranks demonstrated great interest in obtaining this knowledge
and sharing it with others. This gossip often originated in London
and Westminster. At St. Paul’s Cathedral, the law courts, bookstalls,
the Royal Exchange, taverns, and wherever people gathered, they gos-
siped.® About London, “we are left with an impression of a city alive with
news.”°

Travelers, assize justices, and traders repeated this news at provincial
alehouses, fairs, churches, and assizes. Many of their tales, which were
repeated in documents, should be recognized as misinformation or unveri-
fiable facts. These documents include legal records, diplomatic dispatches,
and reports to the privy council, which often acted to suppress the “fren-
zied stories” for fear that they might lead to panic or even rebellion. After
the crown required parish priests to maintain records of births, marriages,
and deaths in 1538, for example, rumors claimed that the census-taking
would lead to increased taxation."”

Gossip also served as an important pastime, for as Erasmus admitted in
The Praise of Folly, gossiping was “one of the chief pleasures of this life.””
In his Annals of the First Four Years of the Reign of Queen Elizabeth in 1599,
Sir John Hayward, relying on others for occurrences before his birth,
described the speculations about Queen Mary’s illness in 1558: “False
rumors were spread abroad that she was dead...Every report was greed-
ily both inquired and received, all truths suspected, diverse tales believed,
many improbable conjectures hatched and nourished.”

Individuals with grudges could spread falsehoods to harm enemies’ rep-
utations. Bernard Capp concluded that gossiping offered opportunities for
some persons, especially women, to enforce conformity to customary prac-
tices and to provide them with an outlet for their “nursing resentment.”+
Laura Gowing also discovered that women attempted to monitor the
morality of others of their sex. They confronted neighbors whom they
suspected of misbehavior, attempting to ascertain, for example, whether
they were hiding an illicit pregnancy. A woman humiliated publicly could
retaliate by defaming the accuser or by litigation.”
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The number of defamation suits increased in early-modern English
religious and secular courts. J. A. Sharpe’s study of cases in York eccle-
siastical courts, for example, indicates that by the 1590s, about one-third
of the new suits involved plaintiffs’ claims of their neighbors defaming
them.” Women, supported by husbands, who shrank from the cuckol-
dry label because it signaled their failure to maintain household order,"”
increasingly sought redress in courts, perhaps amusing observers. Michel
de Montaigne remarked, “We laugh as readily at the man who tries to pre-
vent being a cuckolded as we do at him who is one and doesn’t know it.”
Elite women rarely followed the example of Lady Leicester in seeking legal
remedies in 1604; most tried preventive tactics, such as adopting deep reli-
gious demeanor or forming alliances with clerics.

Many books thundered against gossiping. In Anne de France’s lessons
for her daughter, Suzanne, perhaps written in the 1490s, she advised that if
someone from “envy or hatred” defamed her, she should bear it “patiently.”
Anne, the daughter of Louis X1, warned Suzanne to “mind” her “own busi-
ness” without asking or wanting to know anything about others’ affairs. If
she discovered anything, she should not repeat it. In the late sixteenth cen-
tury, William Vaughan claimed that gossipers “tickle the hearers’ ears” so
that “most commonly the accusers are believed, & they, that are accused,
are not called to give answers.” He opined that “they, that lend their ears to
these cur-dogs’ barking” ought to be reproved “no less” than the “barkers”
because they do not “correct such slanders.”

Often researchers have difficulty determining whether records contain
facts or fictions. Despite the impossibility of the archives’ providing just
the facts, many writers have validated their information without consider-
ing seriously enough the cultural context in which they were composed.
As Robert Shephard observed, rumors often reflected “people’s underly-
ing anxieties” and “most deeply held assumptions” that were “shaped by
their particular historical circumstances.” An examination of them is
more likely to provide a deeper understanding of cultural attitudes than
reliable facts about those defamed.>®

This gossip circulated at a time when scholarly opinions treated females
as inferior, both intellectually and physically. Reinforcing each other,
the legal systems, medical lore, and religious instruction contributed to
this ethos. Experts on these subjects created the expectation that wives
should be in some sense subject to their husbands’ control: they needed
male supervision to combat their lecherousness and to oversee their godly
worship.

Legal systems treated women more harshly than men in crimes asso-
ciated with women: for example, witchcraft, infanticide, and husband
murdering. Tim Stretton has discovered, however, that women otherwise
were less likely than men to be accused of felonies at assizes or quarter
sessions. He also found a gulf between statutes enacting laws for women
generally and the practice of justices “who sometimes showed leniency to
particular women.” All widows and single women from the age of 14 held
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the status of feme sole, allowing them, like men, access to various courts.
Many never-married women could not take advantage of these rights
because statutes mostly required them to remain in service under the head
of a household until reaching 40 years of age. Theoretically, they, as well as
widows, could sue in equity, common law, prerogative, ecclesiastical, and
customary courts. Meanwhile, wives, deemed feme covert by the common
law and treated as one person with their husbands, were dependent upon
their spouses for finances if they wished to initiate litigation. At mar-
riage, women usually lost control of their property to their spouses, who
had rights to their wives’ subsequent earnings. Laws excluded married
women from suing in the common law courts, but that their husbands pos-
sessed coverture rights did not mean that they always enforced them. In
Elizabethan England, according to Stretton, a small percentage of women
(married and single) participated as litigants in the courts, ranging from
about 25 percent in chancery to 13 percent in common pleas. Since women
composed about 50 percent of the population, the percentages are disap-
pointing. In total numbers, a “steady stream of women,” indeed, thousands
sued or were sued in courts.”

Citing Aristotle, medical writers treated women as inferior males and
following Galen, diagnosed illnesses using the four humours. Describing
men as hot and dry and women as cold and moist, Galen allowed the hot-
ter and drier men more importance than women in procreation. During
intercourse both partners were thought to release seeds, but male seeds
were deemed stronger.**

Writers routinely claimed that women’s wombs caused them to be
more lecherous than men since they could not resist their innate need
to fill them with babies. Wombs were also blamed for female hysteria.
Menstruating women, as well as new mothers, were considered “polluted
and polluting” and should be avoided until their monthly cycle was over or
until the churching service was conducted.?

Religious treatises furthered the view of women’s inferiority. Since Eve,
created as Adam’s helpmeet in the biblical story, tempted him into sinful
action, causing their expulsion from paradise, all subsequent women had
to share in her punishment. Condemned to bear children in pain and
suffering, wives were also subjected to their husbands’ rule. St. Paul’s
admonition that women be silent at church and seek religious assistance
from their husbands at home meant for many wifely obedience was an
unchallengeable maxim.**

Social historians have concluded that the assertions about women’s
subordination, discussed in numerous prescriptive books, did not mirror
actual marital relationships. Writers usually added statements requiring
husbands to love their wives and to treat them with respect. Furthermore,
even if women accepted their subordinate status, it did not necessarily
mean that they acted submissively. A tension existed between men’s need
for wives’ careful household supervision and their desire to meet social
expectations by exercising male dominance at home. Evidence indicates
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that women often sought “personal accommodation” within the patriar-
chy and did “soften its edges.””

Authors of conduct books seem to have conceptualized the family as
a uniform model, composed of a husband seldom absent from home and
a submissive wife needing his guidance. In reality, various circumstances
created diverse marital relationships. Vivienne Larminie discovered in
her study of the seventeenth-century Newdigates that their wives’ famil-
ial position relied on their financial security and their household skills but
mostly on their “individual capacity to attract, and thus influence or domi-
nate, their husbands.”® In her essay on two sixteenth-century women who
married into the Thynne family, Alison Wall reported that they made com-
plex decisions concerning their families’ estates. They controlled business
affairs not only because they possessed managerial capabilities but also
because their husbands were absent for extensive periods, thus requiring
active partners to sustain their families’ well-being. It was probably from
concern that women would control households in their husbands’ absence
that writers admonished men to reside with their wives.?”

From their childhood, nevertheless, women learned that they were
the inferior sex. In a letter written by Sir John Cheke to a young woman,
Penelope Pie, in 1549, he said about the gender divide:

Remember that as justice and fortitude are the more proper virtues of men,
and the greater shame for men to lack them; so chastity, shamefacedness,
and temperance are the more particular virtues of women, and the greater
shame for women to offend therein.

He also warned “in the whole part” of her life that “concerned the rule
of herself,” there was no “place secret,” since she stood before the eyes of
“God, his angels, saints,” and her deceased father.?®

Other statements identifying women as the weaker sex can be found in
many documents, official and personal, private and public. From the begin-
ning of Elizabeth’s reign, foreign diplomats, even her officials, referred
to her feminine frailties. Gomez Sudrez de Figueroa, Duke of Feria, the
Spanish ambassador in England in 1559, noted how “troublesome” it was
“to negotiate with this woman,” who “was naturally changeable,” and as
she was a “spirited and obstinate woman...passion” had “to be consid-
ered.” The next year, Robert Jones informed Sir Nicholas Throckmorton,
the English ambassador to France, how Sir William Cecil complained
to Jones about his informing Elizabeth of Throckmorton’s view of the
Council of Trent, “a matter of such weight, being too much... for a wom-
an’s knowledge.”®

Women were thus socialized to view themselves as the weaker sex or,
at least, to express that attitude, dubbed by Alison Wall as the “rheto-
ric of submission.”° In Anne de France’s lessons for her daughter, she
called her “a feminine and weak creature” and instructed her to give
her husband, “after God...perfect love and complete obedience.””" To
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the compliment of André Hurault, Sieur de Maisse, the French ambas-
sador, about her language skills, Elizabeth later responded, “It was no
marvel to teach a woman to talk; it were far harder to teach her to hold
her tongue.”

The sources containing information about these six women include
various early-modern documents: diplomatic dispatches, the creativity of
Sir Thomas Wyatt and Henry Howard, Earl of Surrey, and other poets;
legal records, especially interrogatories and depositions; an assortment of
historical writings and chronicles; Erasmus’s letters and satires; and the
polemical religious treatises of John Foxe, Nicholas Sander, and other
authors.

The evidence frequently cited to depict them as wicked, especially the
queens consort and noblewomen, can be found in diplomatic documents
and legal records. In the sixteenth century, in addition to sending ad hoc
agents on short-term assignments, rulers commenced appointing resident
ambassadors for indefinite periods. Henry VII began the English prac-
tice; his first identifiable resident was John Stile, who served in Spain from
1505 to 1510 and in Henry VIII’s reign from 1512 to 1517.3

The most significant diplomatic documents for this study are the
residents’ dispatches. Sometimes their material was so sensitive that the
ambassadors utilized ciphers, fearing the interception of their reports.
Indeed, the residents’ primary function was to act as spies, collecting intel-
ligence for their superiors. Since all ambassadors were expected to gather
news, host rulers knew that the foreigners were seeking information about
them. In response, royal officials introduced moles into embassies; in 1586,
for instance, Guillaume de 'Aubespine, Baron of Chateauneuf-sur-cher,
the French ambassador to England, discovered that spies had infiltrated
his household 3+

Occasionally, monarchs incarcerated or expelled diplomats from their
kingdoms. Elizabeth, for example, deported two Spanish ambassadors,
Guerau de Spes and Bernardino de Mendoza, for furthering the Ridolfi
and the Throckmorton Plots, which included obtaining armed forces to
release Mary, Queen of Scots, from captivity and place her on the English
throne.

It can be assumed that diplomats wrote fairly reliable reports about
their exchanges with host rulers, but it cannot be assumed that the intel-
ligence imparted to the residents was factual. In 1561, Bishop Alvaro de
la Quadra related that when he allowed English officials to cheat him
“willingly,” pretending he was unaware of their deception, they expressed
delight “and ceased not to shower blessings” on his monarch. This Spanish
resident also accused Elizabeth of telling him invented stories.

While concerned host officials were plying them with inaccuracies,
residents could respond with falsehoods. In 1539, Edmund Bonner, future
Bishop of London, complained about having to “dissemble” and speak tact-
fully regardless of his private thoughts. The most well-known reference to
this practice was Sir Henry Wotton’s later statement: “Legatus est vir bonus,
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peregre missus ad mentiendum reipublicae causa” (An ambassador is an honest
man sent abroad to lie in the service of his country.)}

Besides detailing their meetings with royal officials, ambassadors
repeated rumors, the veracity of which can seldom be verified. The claim
circulating in 1584 about the demise of Philip II, who lived until 1598, was
obviously erroneous, but others cannot be so easily dismissed or corrob-
orated.’” Residents also regularly hired spies, who gathered reports that
could prove inaccurate. In 1608, Wotton, then the English resident at
Venice, confessed some news he had bought was invalid.?®

Dispatches contain many allegations about rulers’ sexual behavior. In
1571 at Blois, Catherine de Medici denounced the gossip about Elizabeth
to Sir Francis Walsingham, the English ambassador:

It is all the hurt that evil men can do to Noblewomen and princes, to spread
abroad lies and dishonorable tales of them, and that we of all princes that be
women, are subject to be slandered wrongfully of them that be our adver-
saries, other hurt they cannot do us.?

It is possible that Catherine dismissed the tales because she hoped to
match Elizabeth with one of her sons, but her judgment about the pen-
chant to defame elite women was valid.

Legal records also have evidence used to prove these women’s wick-
edness. These are especially important in evaluating the lives of Anne
Boleyn, Katherine Howard, and Lady Leicester. Witnesses often sought
to provide information pleasing their inquisitors perhaps because they
teared torture. Officials created interrogatories, occasionally coached the
answers, and then created composite confessions. As Elizabeth Foyster
related, court records are “the product of many voices.™°

Writers have gleaned biographical information from poetry. While this
evidence can lack the negativism found in other documentation, some
experts have interpreted it to discredit elite women’s behavior. The tra-
dition that Wyatt competed with Henry for Anne Boleyn’s attentions is
partly derived from his undated verses in which her name never appears.
Modern scholars have also identified a haughty, anonymous wolf in
Surrey’s undated poetry as the future Duchess of Somerset.

Another important source is contemporary correspondence, the famil-
iar letters of private individuals, as well as the official dispatches of gov-
ernmental agents. During the late medieval period, this correspondence
became far less formulaic and more detailed than its earlier, shorter docu-
mentary and formal counterparts. In his 1520 publication on the writing
of letters, Erasmus denounced those medieval practices.+' As the century
advanced, the number of private and public letters, many of which grew
extremely long, greatly increased.

Erasmus edited for publication several volumes of his Latin corre-
spondence, which, along with his other writings, modern scholars have
mined for information about his acquaintances. This practice has posed
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problems, since Erasmus imbibed many of his culture’s antifemale atti-
tudes. He supported widespread literacy and the reading by men and
women of the Bible in their native tongues, but he did not advocate
classical training for women generally although he was impressed by
Thomas More’s household school for his daughters. It is not surpris-
ing, therefore, to find antifemale statements in Erasmus’s writings. His
works form some of the major evidence for the alleged misbehavior of
More’s wives.

Another important source for evidence of these women’s wickedness
is the polemical literature of the English Reformation. In 1570, John Foxe
defended Somerset’s assenting to his brother’s execution by repeating,
without actually validating, rumors blaming the fratricide on his duchess.
Responding partly to the popularity of “Foxe’s Martyrs,” English Catholic
exiles published tales discrediting Elizabeth and her councilors. As Sir
Francis Englefield, an exiled ally of Mary, Queen of Scots, explained in
1585, “Instead of the sword which we cannot obtain, we will fight with
paper and pen which cannot be taken from us.** He advocated writing
“fresh” pamphlets similar to those of Nicholas Sander and other Catholic
English exiles, the most important of whom for this study has been
identified as Charles Arundell. Sander painted Anne Boleyn with mon-
strous features to dishonor her daughter. To defame Elizabeth’s favorite,
Leicester, Arundell and his associates wrote a libel usually referred to as
Leicester’s Commonwealth, which has colored the way biographers define
not only the earl’s sexual behavior but also that of his countess.

Finally, chronicles and other writings contain mixed messages concern-
ing women. Some authors, such as Hayward, condemned the haughtiness
of women, like Lady Somerset. Others could gloss over their biases if they
sought patronage from the ladies whom they lauded in their publications.
In contrast to Hayward’s attitude toward Lady Somerset, for example,
several clerics praised her religious commitment.

These six women mostly did not know each other. It is unlikely that
Anne Boleyn, who was executed in 1536, ever met Katherine Howard,
her younger first cousin who reached court in 1539. Their distant cousin,
the future Lady Somerset, however, knew at least two of the women. She
served as Anne Boleyn’s host in 1535 and attended court during Katherine
Howard’s queenship. Although members of prominent families, no direct
evidence links the duchess and the younger countess, who served as
Elizabeth I's maiden of honor. These two noblewomen surely knew about
each other even if they remained unacquainted. Not born until 1543, when
the queens consort and Jane More were dead, it is unlikely Lady Leicester
met Alice More, who lived until 1551. Because Jane More died in 1511, she
could only have known Alice Middleton, her successor as Thomas’s wife.
They were probably acquainted since two of his stepmothers were, like
Alice, mercers’ widows. No record places Alice at court, and when Anne
Boleyn was crowned queen in 1533, the More family was living in disgrace
at Chelsea.
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Nevertheless, they had at least four qualities in common. First, besides
being of gentle birth, they married men of higher social rank than they or
who achieved higher social rank. Second, their husbands possessed con-
siderable political power or influence: a Tudor monarch, a lord protector,
a queen’s favorite, and a lord chancellor. The king, himself, linked them
all together. Besides marrying Anne Boleyn and Katherine Howard, he
appointed More as lord chancellor, arranged the government for his son
Edward over which Somerset gained control, and fathered the daughter,
whose favorite married Lady Essex. Their lives prove that the poisonous
words of rumormongers and of propagandists could touch the lowest and
highest gentlewomen. A high public profile was not required.

They shared a third quality: their husbands played major roles in the
emerging Christian divisions. Because Henry removed England from
the Roman confession, Catholics attacked both his character and those
of his wives. Lady Somerset’s husband supervised the issuance of Edward
VT’s prayer book, leading John Foxe to extol him as the “good duke” and
to charge the dispute between his wife and Katherine Parr, married to
Somerset’s brother, passed from the women to their husbands. Some
writers have identified Foxe’s popular “Martyrs” as the spur that caused
Catholic polemicists to attack Elizabeth’s Protestant settlement. To
denounce her, they defamed her favorite, Leicester. Their libels exagger-
ating his lechery besmirched the honor of his second wife, whom they
alleged committed adultery with him. Finally, Jane and Alice, wives of the
man who resigned his position as lord chancellor, refusing to accept the
division of Christendom, have gained reputations for disobedience and
shrewishness. Authors denounced their characters to enhance his status as
a patient, true man for all seasons. Featuring these women’s lives together
offers opportunities to strengthen the claim that because of their spouses,
writers have created negative evidence about them.

They possessed a fourth characteristic in common. Some researchers
are interested in their lives partly because enough information or misin-
formation about each has survived for, at least, a mini-biography. Many
studies of Anne Boleyn exist, both positive and negative; unfortunately
their sheer number and the sometimes contradictory minutiae in the
six wives’ genre cause readers difficulty in sorting out facts from fiction.
Authors of the six wives’ genre constructed their views of the queens con-
sort to fit preconceived notions of Henry’s character. It is interesting that
the three authors of the full-length studies of Katherine Howard painted
her more negatively than did the writers of the six wives’ genre. The stud-
ies of Lady Somerset, Lady Leicester, and Jane More appear elsewhere only
in short articles or in family histories. A modern biography of Alice More
is available, but its author conceptualized her life through the lens of her
husband’s saintliness.

This present investigation draws upon recent women'’s history, gender
analysis, and the history of sexuality for an understanding of their lives.
Utilizing this methodology, this study supports Sara Mendelson’s claim
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that a separate female culture, subordinate to the male culture, entailed
“certain common experiences which transcended class differences.™
Some important attributes of that culture do not appear in the biogra-
phies of these women mostly because of the lack of surviving detail. Even
s0, a few conclusions can be reached.

To contrast the lives of these four queens consort and noblewomen
with those of the two wives of More is useful because it offers an oppor-
tunity to observe that they belonged to a similar female culture. Often
the class differences between them can be seen primarily in their posses-
sion of material goods. All women were expected to marry, give birth to
the family heir, and to manage their household duties. In their daily lives,
More’s wives would obviously have had more hands-on work than the four
elite women. Besides obtaining food and clothing for their families, wives
at all ranks were expected to offer hospitality to friends and other guests
and to provide medical assistance to household members. Great ladies also
tended to the medical needs of nearby villagers.

In their homes, mothers held first place, followed by the daughters in
their birth order, and then the female servants according to their employ-
ment. Outside the home, married women enjoyed precedence over single
women. In public processions, the former held placement rights that
reflected their husbands’ status, unless it was inferior to their fathers’;
then they kept his name and marched as his daughters. Recognizing the
importance of these hierarchical arrangements is crucial to understanding
early-modern cultural attitudes.

Mothers supervised their daughters’ education at home, where ques-
tions were raised about how much academic instruction they should have.
The majority of early-modern women could not read and write, but these
six women probably had this training. As children, they also received
some religious instruction and were, as adults, expected to oversee their
offspring’s and servants’ Christian exercises. Katherine Howard’s youth
and the paucity of information about her, it might be thought, would cause
her to be exempted from this generalization, but she attempted to obtain
advancement for her clerics.

Whether widows should remarry was frequently debated. Many
described a second marriage as bigamous; in their wills, husbands some-
times admonished their wives to remain unwed and devote their lives to
their children. Widows remarried far less frequently than widowers, but
even so, three women, Lady Somerset, Lady Leicester, and Alice More,
when widowed, did take another husband. It is interesting that the two
noblewomen chose to wed younger men of nonnoble status, following a tra-
dition that emerged by the medieval period. Both great ladies, after their
last husbands’ deaths, acted as their family’s matriarch, overseeing the
affairs of their children, grandchildren, and even great-grandchildren.

The royal court was of vital interest to the gentle classes. To gain advan-
tageous marriages for their daughters, parents sought appointments for
them as the queen’s maidens of honor. The four noblewomen and queens
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consort served as maidens of honor before marrying men with great social
and political potential. Although sewing was a traditional female occupa-
tion, it survives in the evidence about these six women only for the life
of Queen Anne Boleyn, who required her maidens to sew clothes for the
impoverished. As feme soles, queens consort possessed the legal authority
of single women and could sell and purchase property and goods without
their spouses’ authorization. They also had public responsibilities: they
joined their husbands at public functions and occasionally interceded on
behalf of individuals accused of criminal activity.

It must have been difficult for women to protect their honor, defined as
good household management as well as sexual loyalty, in a rumormongering
environment that denounced assertive women as shrews or adulteresses.
Modern studies have usually condemned these six women for flouting the
submissiveness authorities demanded of wives, even though as noted above,
the experiences of women generally did not necessarily meet the standards
outlined in prescriptive literature.

But how submissive were they? Both Anne Boleyn and Katherine
Howard lost their lives when the king decided to punish them, attempt-
ing to protect his and his dynasty’s honor. Neither admitted committing
adultery and both died a good death, expressing their devotion to him.
During the period of her husband’s protectorate, when some contem-
poraries charged Lady Somerset with bullying her husband, he actually
rebuked her for gossiping. By contrast, Lady Leicester accepted a limited
association with her second husband; she continued for some time to
sign her letters as Lady Essex and delayed visiting some of his properties
from concerns about angering Elizabeth who held his first loyalty. After
Somerset’s and Leicester’s deaths, it is not surprising that their widows
selected spouses of lesser status, but then Lady Leicester had to endure her
husband’s exploitation of her wealth. Finally, Erasmus pronounced Jane a
dutiful wife and Alice, although possessing a strong personality, obedient
to her husband in household matters.

What else do their lives tell us about contemporary women? Like
Katherine Howard, Anne Boleyn failed to give birth to a healthy male
child, but she seems to have been more successful than her cousin in ful-
filling her royal duties partly because of her personal qualities and her
training. Both acted as religious patrons and participated in royal events
but failed to maintain their reputations for sexual honesty. Lady Somerset
and Lady Leicester were also patrons of clerics. They had input into their
family’s decisions, protecting their heirs and other children from harm
as best they could. During her first two marriages, Lady Leicester had
extensive responsibility for the management of her households because
of her husbands’ absences. In their last years, as family matriarchs, both
noblewomen carefully supervised their estates, occasionally seeking gov-
ernmental assistance. We know few specifics about Jane’s duties as More’s
wife except that she gave birth to a healthy male child and three daugh-
ters. Evidence confirms that Alice More skillfully managed her household
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during her husband’s many absences and cared for his children. The lives
of these women demonstrate women’s limitations but also the ways in
which they could act productively for their relatives and clients. Despite
setting out to accomplish these domestic goals and participating in reli-
gious observances, however, they have gained reputations for wickedness.

Information about each of these woman will be offered in one chap-
ter, divided into two sections. The first section surveys early-modern
and modern writings about them to demonstrate the bias of the histori-
cal and literary record. Afterward, the verifiable facts will be presented,
including, whenever possible, their early years, their spousal duties, their
influence with their husbands, and their activities, if any, as religious
patrons. The chapter on Anne Boleyn offers new information support-
ing the arguments in my 1989 study of her life, except for the discussion
concerning Wyatt’s relationship to her that I now view as problematic.

Respecting the hierarchical views of early-modern society, this book
will present these women according to their social status rather than their
place in historical chronology. Because they were queens consort, Anne
Boleyn and Katherine Howard are the most well-known examples of biog-
raphers’ treatments of them as wicked. Since they were accused of being
too flirtatious or of actually cuckolding a king, their lives demonstrate
how contemporaries, including diplomats and later writers, especially
religious polemicists, formed conclusions about them that were based on
early-modern gender and reproductive biases. Next, this book investigates
the noblewomen’s lives. Diplomatic records and polemical religious trea-
tises continue also to vilify the duchess as a haughty shrew and the count-
ess as a whore. Finally, important to restoring the honor of More’s wives
are a better understanding and analysis of Erasmus’s writings and of the
views of More’s early biographers.

‘While this book attempts to reinvent these women’s characters, it does
not feature them as idealized versions of womanhood. Here their lives are
interpreted realistically while correcting earlier gender biases. The goal
is to move representations of them away from traditional denunciations
and draw them closer to the actual reality of their lives. Revealing how
distorted the printed and manuscript evidence about them is will not, of
course, undo the damage to their reputations during their lifetimes or
over the centuries since their deaths. Still, it is important to recognize how
the use of questionable evidence in the archives and in publications has
skewed the story of their lives.






CHAPTER 2

(QUEEN ANNE BOLEYN

Historiography

The major dates of Anne Boleyn’s queenship are well known. In September
and October 1532, Henry VIII ennobled her as the Marquess of Pembroke
and then escorted her to Calais. They were married in January 1533; she
was crowned queen at Whitsuntide and gave birth in September to their
daughter, Elizabeth. Less than three years later, in May 1536, she was
beheaded, having been convicted of adultery and incest with five men.
This chapter first examines some of the early-modern and modern state-
ments about her character and behavior. Then, it turns to the facts of
her life, examining various disputes about her, especially her age and the
reason for her execution. It denies that she brought about her own death
by acting too flirtatiously or that she actually committed the crimes for
which she died.

The first chronicler of her career at court was an anonymous Spanish
writer at Ghent, who moved to London possibly by 1530, to work perhaps
as a merchant, trader, or soldier. His 1550 “uncouth and ungrammatical”
narrative is virtually without dates and has a “confused and slovenly order.”
First published in Spanish in 1874, it appeared in English translation in
1889. He chronicled some easily refutable assertions, for example, that
Anne accompanied the king to Calais after, not before, marrying him.
His comments about her alleged lovers focused mostly on Mark Smeaton.
An old woman enabled Smeaton, addressed as Mark indicating his low
social status, to enter Anne’s bedchamber from an antechamber with a
closet stocked with preserves and candied fruits. She hid Mark in the
closet and instructed Anne to request some preserves when her ladies fell
asleep. After Anne called for a “little marmalade,” her abettor led Mark to
her. They slept together that night and many other nights."

It is noteworthy, concerning the chronicler’s credibility, that he did not
recall the exact names of the five accused lovers. Besides Mark, he iden-
tified Masters Brereton and Norris and her brother, incorrectly dubbed
a duke, but omitted Sir Francis Weston. Also recording the innocent
Sir Thomas Wyatt’s imprisonment, the Spaniard claimed that Henry
admitted to the poet he, himself, was “blinded by that bad woman.” The
chronicler was apparently unaware of the arrest of Sir Richard Page, who,
like Wyatt, was only temporarily incarcerated. About her character, he
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Figure 2.x Anne Boleyn by an unknown artist, © National Portrait Gallery,
London.

said, “No man could imagine all the wickedness... Anne invented, or the
pleasure she took in doing harm to blessed Queen Katherine.” At her exe-
cution, she showed a “devilish spirit,” refusing to “confess her adultery.”
In the 1550s, four other authors wrote about Anne’s royal marriage.
Nicholas Harpsfield, whose study was first published in 1878, explained
why Sir Thomas More refused to take the oath of supremacy, which the



Figure 2.2 112694. Henry VIII (1491-1547), by Rowland Lockey after Hans
Holbein the Younger (1497/8-1543), Petworth House & Park, Petworth House,
The Egremont Collection (acquired in lieu of tax by H. M. Treasury in 1957 and
subsequently transferred to the National Trust), © NTPL/Derrick E. Witty.
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writer believed would have signaled his approval of Anne’s royal mar-
riage. His reasons were as follows: Henry wed her secretly before Thomas
Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury, nullified his first union to Katherine
of Aragon; Anne entered into a precontract of marriage with Henry Percy,
and the king committed adultery with both her sister, Mary, and her
mother, Elizabeth. Harpsfield also repeated rumors about Wyatt’s con-
fessing to the king of having enjoyed “carnal pleasure” with Anne. The
only convicted lover he identified was her brother, George, Viscount
Rochford

The two other condemnatory writers in the 1550s were William Forrest,
a chaplain of Queen Mary Tudor, and George Cavendish, a servant to
Thomas, Cardinal Wolsey. In the verses that Forrest presented to Mary,
but not published until 1875, he referred to Anne’s singing, dancing, and
fluency in French. He thought Wolsey’s fall was the result of his prevent-
ing Henry Percy from marrying her and of his advising the king to make
her his “concubine.” 4

The Metrical Visions by Cavendish was first published in 1825. In ones
featuring the alleged lovers, Cavendish clarified that Mark was “but a boy.”
Believing that Anne was guilty, he had her confess that she was a “vicious
queen” who soiled the king’s bed.s

Cavendish’s more well-known work is his study of Wolsey, which is the
source for Anne’s liaison with Percy. She was “very young” when she went
to France, he recalled, and after returning home, she attracted the atten-
tions of Percy, who wished to marry her. It was Wolsey’s duty to squash
their intentions, since noble matchmaking was more political than roman-
tic in nature. Cavendish mostly blamed that “night crow” for Wolsey’s fall
from power. Other evidence indicates that when Henry decided to marry
her, she attempted to work with the cardinal.®

InaLatin volume in 1559, John Foxe, who treated Anne sympathetically,
referred to her as a “young woman,” “ennobled by beauty” and the “most
beautiful of all in true piety and character.”” Four years later, he issued
the Acts and Monuments, popularly known as “Foxe’s Martyrs,” which was
greatly enlarged in 1570. The next two editions, in 1576 and 1583, basically
repeated the 1570 version about Anne’s character, except the 1583 volume
added her possible intercession with the king for Thomas Patmore, a her-
etic. Foxe lauded her support for university scholars and for “professors of
the gospel of Christ,” namely Nicholas Heath, Thomas Thirlby, Nicholas
Shaxton, and John Skip. He also praised her assistance to the poor. Citing
as his source, her cousin Mary Fitzroy, Duchess of Richmond and widow
of Henry’s illegitimate son, Foxe claimed that Anne sent her sub-almoner
to neighboring towns to distribute alms and personally dispensed coins to
the poor. Among her ladies could be found no “idleness” or “leisure to fol-
low such pastimes as daily are seen now” at courts.’

At her execution, this “godly lady,” who had practiced modesty and
piety toward all men, asked the spectators to think the best of her. A great
mystery shrouded her death, probably caused by “some secret practicing
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of the papists,” since this “devout Deborah” lacked “no enemies” among
those “Philistines.”®

“Foxe’s Martyrs” was widely disseminated. In 1570, London’s mayor
and corporation ordered a copy set up in the hall of the Orphan’s Court,
and the southern convocation instructed all bishops, archdeacons, cardi-
nal deans, and senior residentiaries of all cathedrals to purchase one for
their houses, great halls, or chambers. Because it was displayed in religious
spaces, it became associated with the scriptures, gaining a certain “quasi-
Biblical” authority.™

It was also largely responsible for inspiring Catholics to write a
“counter-narrative” of the schism. In 1585, the late Nicholas Sander’s his-
tory, enlarged by Edward Rishton, was published. In it, Sander claimed
that Anne was the daughter of Henry and his mistress, Elizabeth Boleyn,
and also identified Mary Boleyn as Anne’s older sister, demoting her sib-
ling status and tacitly criticizing Henry for marrying a younger daughter.
Sander described her as

rather tall of stature, with black hair...of a sallow complexion...
She had a projecting tooth under the upper lip, and on her right
hand six fingers. There was a large wen under her chin.

He inexplicably then related, “She was handsome to look at with a pretty
mouth, amusing in her ways.”"

Anne was careless of her honor, he remarked, since her father sent her
to France when she was 15 after discovering her affair with his butler. Upon
returning home, she continued her “shameless behavior” with Wyatt, who
confessed to the king’s council that he had known her carnally. Planning
to marry her, Henry defended her behavior when his councilors disclosed
Wyatt’s confession to him."”

Three years after Elizabeth’s birth, Sander claimed, when Anne was
due to become a mother again, she was delivered of “a shapeless mass of
flesh.” Unable to conceive further children with Henry, who was favoring
Jane Seymour, Anne committed incest with her brother, hoping to ensure
that a Boleyn would be the next monarch, and then led a “lewd life” with
the other accused lovers. Their “wicked living could not long be kept from
the king.”"

Written in “highly polished humanist Latin prose,” Sander’s popu-
lar study was the basis for every subsequent Catholic history of the
Reformation. By 1628, it had appeared in six Latin editions and was trans-
lated into six other languages. In 1677, William Lloyd lamented how Sander
“carried the world before him,” since many writers repeated his anecdotes
without realizing that he was their author.'* It is the major reason for the
continuing distorted facts of Anne’s life, as well as that of others, including
Anne, Lady Somerset. In creating Anne Boleyn’s deformed appearance,
Sander adopted the Neoplatonic convention of depicting a person consid-
ered evil with monstrous features. The outward monstrosities reflected
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the inner wickedness. Believing that she enchanted Henry, Sander pic-
tured Anne as a witch with a libidinous appetite.’s

When claiming that Anne gave birth to “a shapeless mass of flesh,”
Sander failed to credit God for the tragedy, although his contemporaries
believed that divine intervention was crucial to childbirth. Questions
have been raised about what Sander meant by “a mass of flesh?” Was
this a deformed fetus sent by God to punish Anne for her sexual sins?
The answer is somewhat more complex. Christopher Highley has argued
that Sander meant for the “mass” to signify a false conception, as Anne’s
incestuous marriage to her alleged father should not result in the birth
of a healthy male heir. The “mass” did not represent a fetus, considered
fully formed by the eighteenth day after conception, but could be associ-
ated with a heavy menstrual flow, indicating that she was not pregnant. It
also symbolized for Sander the heresy Anne, a Lutheran, had brought to
England. Using her miscarriage as a literary device, Highley interpreted
Sander’s meaning as Anne gave birth “metaphorically to Protestant
error.”

In his study of Henry in 1649, Edward, Lord Herbert of Cherbury,
insisted that Anne was a beauty, specifically denouncing Sander’s “foul
calumnies.”’7 Nevertheless, some scholars have validated George Wyatt’s
reactions to Sander’s aspersions in a manuscript unpublished until 1827.
Less sophisticated than Herbert and more personally connected to the
subject-matter, George was horrified to read that his grandfather, Thomas,
was accused of lechery with a monstrous woman. Naively assuming that
Sander had exaggerated some slight defects, George, who claimed to have
spoken with one of Anne’s maidens, allowed her some moles and an extra
fingernail.”®

Also believing that Sander exaggerated the nature of the poet’s rela-
tionship to Anne, George demoted the sexual affair to a mere competition
between the king and Thomas for her affection, but his dating of those
events was problematic. He claimed that Thomas was attracted to Anne
when he had been married ten years. Since the wedding occurred circa
1520, by George’s account his grandfather first attempted to flirt with
Anne about 1530. Still following George’s time line, when Wolsey returned
from his embassy abroad concerning the divorce, the poet competed with
Henry for her love. This is a misdating of the mission, since it occurred
in 1527. By then, Henry had decided to wed Anne as soon as the divorce
from Katherine was finalized.”

As Thomas’s livelihood depended on royal largess, he would never
have presumed to compete with Henry for any lady’s affection. In 1543,
Sir Thomas Seymour was in a better position to challenge the king for a
lady’s love, since he was unmarried and an uncle of Edward, the heir to the
throne. When Seymour discovered that Henry was courting Katherine
Parr, he withdrew as her suitor. As William Segar later observed, even
though kings were gentlemen, “no gentleman of what title soever, may be
compared unto a king.”*°
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A modern tradition, based partly on George’s testimony, claimed
that sometime before her marriage to Henry, his admiring grandfather,
Thomas, wrote verses honoring Anne. In 1815, 12 years prior to the first
publication of George Wyatt’s manuscript, George Nott issued a two-
volume study of the poetry of Henry Howard, Earl of Surrey, and Thomas
Wyatt. In the volume on Wyatt, Nott lamented that no record of the
poet’s attachment to Anne had been preserved. Aware of Wyatt’s impris-
onment, Nott quoted Thomas Fuller’s seventeenth-century statement:
He “fell as I have found into disfavor about the business of Queen Anne
Boleyn, but, by his innocence, industry, and discretion, he extricated him-
self.” Because Wyatt and Anne were fond of poetry, Nott assumed that
they must have enjoyed a romantic, but platonic relationship.”” A few years
after his volumes appeared, Elizabeth Benger published the first full biog-
raphy of Anne in which she validated George Wyatt’s manuscript.”> Thus,
the literary expert and the biographer seem to have created the tradition
that most writers have favored.

Thisromantic tradition has almost no evidence linking the two together.
After Anne’s imprisonment, ultimately convicted of adultery with five
men, two others, Wyatt and Page, as noted earlier, were briefly incarcer-
ated. Sir William Kingston, constable of the Tower of London, informed
Anne about their presence. Although the letter in which he reported this
conversation is damaged, it does indicate that she was acquainted with
Wyatt, who served at her coronation as chief sewer for his father. Page,
the other prisoner, was the father-in-law of the future Lady Somerset and
thus a connection of Anne’s successor, Jane Seymour.*

If not for Sander’s book, Anne’s relationship with Wyatt might have
attracted little attention. Harpsfield accused her of having sexual rela-
tions with the poet, but his manuscript remained unpublished until 1878.
In contrast, the Spanish chronicler stated that Wyatt was released because
he was not guilty.>* Until Sander’s study popularized their relationship,
leading George to write his refutation, Catholic rumors about them had
actually been contradictory. Finally, these authors either ignored Page’s
imprisonment or were unaware of it. The latter is more likely since Sander,
at least, would surely not have hesitated to provide Anne with another
paramour.

One of Wyatt’s sonnets, often cited as related to her, concerns an elu-
sive hind. It begins, “Whoso list to hunt? I know where is a hind!” and
ends with

“Noli me tangere; for Caesar’s I am,
And wild for to hold, though I seem tame.”?

A convention dictated when courtiers learned that a ruler loved a
lady, those esteeming him should bestow attention upon her, but in
a restrained fashion so as not to worry him about their intentions.?®
Favoring Anne, perhaps writing poetry to honor her, because she was
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Henry’s intended, would have made sense for Wyatt who sought royal
bounty. In my study of Anne Boleyn in 1989, I supposed that the above
sonnet might have been about her. It did not contradict my conceptu-
alization of Anne, who wanted to marry the king and would have either
rejected or ignored the married poet’s attentions. The sonnet obviously
does not belong to the chivalric genre of a young man obsessing over his
feelings for a possibly older woman in a relationship that could become
sexual in nature. But in reviewing my previous supposition, I now doubt
that I was correct.

Three considerations about Wyatt’s poetry and life do not support the
Nott/Benger tradition. In the verse about the hind, Wyatt referred to
it as Caesar’s, not the king’s. This Imperial title could designate Henry,
but a real Caesar reigned in Europe: Charles V, Holy Roman Emperor,
who sired at least two illegitimate children. Furthermore, Wyatt seems
to have gained a womanizing reputation; he certainly outraged Edmund
Bonner, Bishop of London, when they served together on an Imperial mis-
sion. It is possible, therefore, that the hind represented one of Charles’s
mistresses.*”

In poetry written on Wyatt’s death, John Leland, his oldest friend,
included some intriguing references to Caesar. In the verse, Sherborne
(No. 1) he mentioned “Caesar’s orator,” a servant of Charles V named
Maurentius, and in another verse, Wyatts Ring (No. 30), he explained
Wyatt wore a ring with “The head of Julius...The image of Caesar.”
Finally, Leland’s poem, entitled, Caesar’s Estimate (No. 24), stated that
Emperor Charles greatly lauded Wyatt, the poet-diplomat’s many admi-
rable qualities, such as his “eloquence.”

As England’s ambassador to the Imperial court, Wyatt seems to have
developed an extraordinary relationship with Charles. After some tense
negotiations with him concerning some thorny diplomatic issues in his
1539-1540 embassy, Wyatt’s letter describing their last conversation was
unusually warm in tone. About one of his requests, Wyatt explained, he
had “good and gentle answer” from the emperor. Their conversation then
“passed sweetly with smiling and good countenance” and at last “with
good and gentle fashions, we parted friends.”

Another consideration is the poet’s relationship to Katherine of Aragon.
On December 31, 1527, the year Wolsey returned from his embassy when
George claimed that his grandfather competed with the king for Anne,
Thomas signed a book dedication to Katherine as “her most humble sub-
ject and slave.” It was a translation of Guillaume Budé’s Latin rendition
of Plutarch’s De Tranquilitate Animi (Of the Quyete of Mynde). In the dedi-
cation, Wyatt explained that he had forsaken translating Petrarch’s De
Remediis Utriusque Fortunae, which she requested, because he found the
work “tedious,” but he believed that Plutarch’s study offered the inspira-
tion she was seeking. He asked her to pardon “the overboldness” of her
“most humble slave” and prayed that God would send her the “honorable
desire” of her “virtuous heart.”® These do not sound like the sentiments
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of someone who had been wooing a woman the king expected to be his
second wife.

A final issue is that although Wyatt never once mentioned Anne
Boleyn in his writings, he referred to another Anne in an epigram, the
first line of which is “Accused though I be without desert.” The first letter
of its 12 descending lines spells “Anne Stanhope.” Wyatt’s undated verses,
including this one, but in an altered state, appeared posthumously in
Tottel’s Miscellany in 1557. While annotating Wyatt’s poetry, R. A. Rebholz
discovered that Richard Tottel had altered the beginning of the second
and third lines of Wyatt’s original epigram, deliberately masking the
acrostic name, Anne, in the first four descending lines. Rebholz identi-
fied Wyatt’s subject as Anne née Rawson, wife of Sir Michael Stanhope,
the future Lady Somerset’s half-brother. For further discussion of this
poem and Anne Stanhope, see Chapter 4.3' At most, with regard to Anne
Boleyn and Wyatt, it can be said that they were acquainted and perhaps,
but probably not, he wrote the verse about the hind to honor her. Scholars
eager to associate the best Henrician poet with the king’s love have read
too much biographical material into his undated poetry. His verses could
have been written in the 1520s before Henry decided to marry Anne or
in the 1530s after their wedding. We shall never know the date of their
creation.

It was not until the nineteenth century that biographers, like Benger,
turned to Anne as their subject. One of the most important in terms of
its impact upon future views, was Paul Friedmann’s 1884 two-volume set.
He wove into a narrative the comments of Eustace Chapuys, the Imperial
ambassador and friend of Katherine of Aragon, about Anne’s character
and behavior, explaining no “untrue accounts” could be found in the dis-
patches that presented Henry as “entirely led by others.” When she arrived
at court, the experienced Anne soon discovered that she could rule him,
but her 1536 miscarriage sealed her doom. Friedmann opined: “I am by
no means convinced that Anne did not commit offenses quite as grave as
most of those of which she was accused.”

In a volume on Henry’s six wives in 1905, Martin A. S. Hume utilized
Chapuys’s dispatches to initiate the theory of factional politics.** He
condemned historians for writing as though “each of the six was an iso-
lated phenomenon.” Each instead “was but an instrument of politicians,
intended to sway the king on one side or the other,” since “he was the easi-
est man in the world to manage.” Hume identified the factional leaders as
Ferdinand of Aragon, through his daughter, Katherine; Wolsey; Anne; her
uncle, Thomas Howard, third Duke of Norfolk; Sir Thomas Cromwell;
and Stephen Gardiner, Bishop of Winchester. Hume believed that they
used the king’s “libidinous tendency” to achieve their goals. In 1536, for
example, Jane Seymour “was merely an instrument by which politicians
sought to turn the King’s passion for her to their own ends.” Distracting
Henry with Jane, Cromwell deserted Anne’s reformed faction and allied
with her enemies. Later, in 1540, when Henry’s union with Katherine
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Howard signaled a revival of Catholic and noble influence under Norfolk
and Winchester, they, in turn, brought down Cromwell 3+

Since the 1920s a number of books about Anne have appeared.’
The next academic biographer, E. W. Ives, professor at Birmingham
University where Hume had served as examiner, did not issue his study
of her until 1986. Meanwhile, citing Chapuys’s dispatches in his article
published in 1972, Ives, like Hume, blamed Anne’s execution on factional
politics. At court, Ives explained, Anne presided “over a masquerade of
amorous intrigue and artifice,” and it was this “courtly love” behavior,
not her miscarriage, that provided her enemies with the means to effect
her fall3¢ Ives has continued to validate this theory, although modern lit-
erary critics have denied that the courtly love convention was an actual
social phenomenon. Young, usually bachelor, knights obsessing about
their love for married mistresses, who might be somewhat older, in a
relationship that could become sexual in nature, was not an acceptable
court convention

Henry’s inconsistent nature, Ives explained, made him vulnerable
to political pressure. “The king was master, but never in a steady, auto-
cratic fashion. He would lead, follow, manipulate, assist, observe or ignore
as it suited him.” In 1536, Cromwell assumed control of the conservative
faction of Henry Courtenay, first Marquess of Exeter, and Sir Nicholas
Carew, and used Jane Seymour as the “tool” to manipulate Henry into
approving Anne’s execution. Ives believed that Cromwell moved against
Anne because as a Francophile she was attempting to block his goal of rec-
onciling with the emperor. Another strategy was isolation, utilized most
effectively by Cromwell, who kept his enemies away from Henry for years,
especially when plotting Anne’s fall.3*

Ives later approved Hugh Paget’s 1981 article that seemingly settled
the ongoing dispute about Anne’s age. Successfully translating a French
letter that she sent her father, probably in 1514, Paget explained that its
closing words, script & Veure, indicated that she was at Veure, a royal park
near Brussels in the Netherlands, where Margaret, Duchess of Savoy,
was regent.? Scholars had long known about the document, but had not
realized to what Veure referred. This was the first letter she had writ-
ten by herself, she revealed, as her French tutor, Semmonet, dictated it
to her instead of providing her a model to copy. The result was, according
to Paget, “almost incomprehensible passages...which can only be under-
stood (if at all) by reading them phonetically.” Although he found her let-
ter barely legible, with many misspelled words and certainly not a mature
hand, he maintained that she must have been about 13 years old when
writing it. He selected this age because he believed that she served as a
maiden of honor to the regent, and girls often were 13 when winning those
competitive appointments.*® This was an unlikely age for Anne in 1514,
since it meant that she would have been about 26 in 1527 when she became
Katherine of Aragon’s maiden of honor. This issue will be discussed in
more detail later.



Queen Anne Boleyn e=s 25

In his 1986 biography, Ives fashioned Anne’s life to comply with his
factional theory, again citing Chapuys’s dispatches and claiming that
Cromwell led a conservative faction to effect her fall. Ives continued con-
ceptualizing her as a courtly lover but noted that she debated religious
topics with the king. Calling her beliefs evangelical, he associated them
with Christian humanism and denied that she adopted heretical views.
This religious bent, however, seems incompatible with a flirtatious lady’s
character.#

In his second volume on Anne’s life in 2004, Ives responded to critics
who noted that, even if Anne and Cromwell did disagree about foreign
policy, the crown was actually moving toward a rapprochement with the
emperor. Ives augmented Cromwell’s hostility to include religious disputes,
explaining that she was challenging monastic secularization, namely the
dissolution of the monasteries, which he was to supervise. For his evidence,
Ives cited a sermon given in April by Anne’s almoner, John Skip, who may
or may not have preached with her approval. Among other subjects, Skip
criticized Henry’s councilors for greedy attacks on the church but did not
specify the monasteries.**

Earlier,in1991and 1992 articles, G. W. Bernard, who was concerned that
the factional theory was denying Henry mastery of his court, declared that
Anne was guilty of adultery with the five accused lovers. Bernard noted
that scholars of “other periods and in other countries” have “questioned
or diminished” the role of factional politics while they have interpreted
“the part played by kings and queens...as much greater.” Also challeng-
ing Ives’s reliance on Chapuys’s letters, Bernard wondered why Cromwell
confided the conspiracy against Anne to him and not to the other ambas-
sadors, an issue that will be addressed later.#3

Eighteen years after his first article appeared,** Bernard issued a study
of Anne, validating Paget’s speculation about her age, Wyatt’s affection for
her, and her adherence to beliefs supported by Christian humanists. He also
continued to claim that she committed sexual crimes, but a religious bent
seems even more incompatible with the character of an adulterous wife than
a flirtatious one. To prove her guilt, Bernard relied on a poem by Lancelot
de Carle, future Bishop of Riez and a secretary to the French ambassador,
Antoine de Castelnau, Bishop of Tarbes. Having just reached England in
the spring of 1536, perhaps only a month before Anne’s death, de Carle
would have had little time to discover a source who could disclose infor-
mation to him about goings-on in the royal bedchambers. Furthermore,
his master, Ambassador Tarbes, had been in the realm only since late
June 1535. A few of Tarbes’s letters from 1536 have survived in which he
discussed almost exclusively Anglo-French negotiations concerning offi-
cial matters. Even in his dispatch to Francis on April 19, after his audience
with Henry on Easter Wednesday, Tarbes did not repeat any rumors about
Anne’s possible fall as Chapuys had been doing.+

Indeed, in the poem, completed in June 1536 and published in 1545,
de Carle admitted that he was merely versifying rumors he had heard.



26 e=ss  Wicked Women of Tudor England

Sometimes, he was extremely careless with facts, for example, reversing
the sequence of Anne’s and her brother’s trials, misnaming Elizabeth’s
christening godmother, and misidentifying her godfather. Nevertheless,
maintaining that the poet had an accurate understanding of the court,
Bernard accepted his claim that when a councilor learned from his sister
about the queen’s five adulterous affairs, he shared the information with
two colleagues. Subsequently, all three approached the king with the
news—an absurd assertion, for later even Archbishop Cranmer was will-
ing only to inform Henry in writing about Katherine Howard’s premarital
activities. Identifying the unnamed sister as Elizabeth Somerset, Countess
of Worcester, Bernard amended his earlier assessments concerning the five
men’s guilt. He stated that the poet’s informer was right about Smeaton’s,
Norris’s, and Weston’s involvement but wrong about Rochford’s and
Brereton’s guilt. Thus, without clarifying his methodology, Bernard mined
the confession eclectically. He also failed to explain why de Carle claimed
that Mark confessed to having had sexual relations with Anne three times
while the indictment accused her of kissing five men, one of them Mark,
on two different occasions, enticing them to have intercourse with her on
two subsequent days. Evoking the name of Princess Diana, to prove royal
women could stray sexually, Bernard linked his conceptualization of Anne
to his misunderstanding of modern feminism and speculated that she
might have used her sexuality to challenge the sexual double standard.+®

One surprising problem with Bernard’s analysis was his factual errors,
misidentifying, for example, his major source for Anne’s guilt. He indi-
cated that the version of the poem he used was the one issued by Georges
Ascoli in 1927, but mistakenly thought Ascoli had edited the 1545 printed
version. Perhaps de Carle had not overseen its initial publication, since
Ascoli discovered that it was a flawed version and chose to annotate one
of the poem’s several surviving manuscripts.’ Bernard also claimed an
incorrect maternal grandmother for Anne, called her father Viscount
Wiltshire, and noted Sander was a Jesuit.+®

Recent academic biographers of Anne, as well as those of Henry, have
mostly either denied or downplayed Ives’s factional theory but, however,
except for Bernard, they have usually believed that Anne was innocent
of the charges. In the most recent volume on Henry’s six wives, pub-
lished in 2003, David Starkey denied that either courtiers or his wives
manipulated Henry, who was master of his court and had wed Anne
Boleyn because he was infatuated with her.#?

Meanwhile, other scholars have concluded that when factions domi-
nated court politics, it was because the monarch held a weakened political
position, as during the reigns of a minor, such as Edward VI, or an aging
monarch, like Elizabeth, in the 1590s. Factional struggles caused the fall
of Edward’s lord protector, the first Duke of Somerset, in 1549 and the
execution of Robert Devereux, second Earl of Essex, in 1601. Neither
the circumstances surrounding their deaths nor their political struggles
appertain to Henry’s reign, especially in the 1530s.5°
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Queen Anne Boleyn’s Life

The controversial facts about Anne’s life from her birth to death will
be interpreted by taking into consideration the early-modern social and
cultural ethos. Determining her age is important for understanding her
relationship to Henry. When he decided to marry her in 1527, whether she
was 20 or 26 years old would have impacted greatly on their interactions.
It is possible Henry, born in 1491, at least ten years before her, and more
likely, as will be argued here, 16 years before her, had considerably more
control over their relationship than is sometimes alleged. His surviving
love letters prove not only his great affection for her but also his ability to
deny her suits and his willingness to comfort her during her absence from
court, probably in 1528 5" Following the discussion of her age and her place
in the family hierarchy, the other events of her life, including the reason
for her execution, will be examined.

Two early-modern authors identified 1507 as her birth year. In the mar-
gin of his history of Elizabeth, published in 1615, William Camden inserted
this date. In the text, he noted Henrywas 38 and Anne only 22 when they fell
inlove. An expert genealogist, Camden was the Clarenceux king of arms, a
principal officer in the College of Arms, and began this study at the behest
of William Cecil, Lord Burghley, who provided him with materials.*

This birth year is also implied in the life of an Englishwoman, Jane
Dormer, who married the Spanish diplomat, Gémez Suarez de Figueroa,
Duke of Feria, and moved to Spain in 1559. Born two years after Anne’s
death, Jane Dormer was the granddaughter of Sir William Sidney, gover-
nor of Prince Edward’s household, which she occasionally visited. After his
accession, she attended his court and later became a maiden of honor to his
half-sister, Mary. In Spain, Lady Feria continued corresponding with her
English relatives and acquaintances. Her biographer, Henry Clifford, noted
that Anne Boleyn was not 29 when she was executed in 1536. Although writ-
ing in the early-seventeenth century, Clifford had learned about Anne’s
execution as well as Lady Feria’s life from the duchess, herself. He offered
a more specific part of the year for Anne’s birthday than Camden, whose
study of Elizabeth, Clifford had read.’

Surviving statements about Anne’s age predating Camden’s are some-
what vague. In 1531, Simon Grynaeus, Greek professor at Basle, described
her as “young, good looking, of a rather dark complexion and likely enough
to have children.”* Three years later, Chapuys observed that Anne was “in
a state of health and of an age to have many more children.”” In William
Forrest’s poem, he dated the year of her entrance into court as 1528:

In the Court (new entered) there did frequent
A fresh young damsel, that could trip and go.s®

Writing in exile, Reginald, Cardinal Pole, seemed to support Forrest’s
statement. In 1539, Pole claimed that Henry had rejected Katherine
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because of his passion for a “girl.”7 In his 1546 edition of the history
of England, Polydore Vergil twice referred to her as a “girl.”® It seems
unlikely that Forrest would have identified her as a “fresh young dam-
sel” if she were as old as Sander stated. It seems even more unlikely that
anyone would have called her young, as Grynaeus did in 1531, if she were
30 or 31 years old. Some contemporaries even thought of themselves as
entering old age upon reaching their fourth decade’ As to Chapuy’s 1534
prediction about Anne’s fertility, she certainly could have more children
but the adjective “many” is somewhat questionable if she were actually
33 or 34 years old.

Where she was born is unknown, but later tradition suggested London.
In the seventeenth century, Thomas Fuller claimed that some of her
still-living relatives believed that London was her birthplace.®® Since her
mother, Elizabeth, was daughter to Thomas Howard, second Duke of
Norfolk, it is possible that Anne was born at Norfolk House, Lambeth.
In 1538, her mother, then Countess of Wiltshire and Ormond, was buried
at the family’s Lambeth chapel. It is unlikely that Anne’s mother estab-
lished her lying-in chamber at Blickling Manor, the Boleyns’s Norfolk
seat, because it was the residence of her widowed mother-in-law, Margaret
Boleyn. Tudor women sometimes gave birth to their first child in their
parents’ homes.®" Anne’s ambitious father would have sought to associate
his offspring with the ducal family.

As to her looks, no credible eyewitness account painted Anne with
any disfigurements, and it is entirely unlikely that hostile observers who
saw her, such as Francesco Sanuto, the Venetian ambassador, and per-
haps Lancelot de Carle, would have neglected to refer to them if they
existed. Sanuto noted that she “was of middling stature,” had a “swar-
thy complexion” a “wide,” rather than a “pretty” mouth, and “black and
beautiful” eyes.®* In his poem, de Carle described her as beautiful with
an elegant figure.®

Whether she was the older or younger daughter is still also under debate.
The birth sequence is of less importance than her age, but it is useful to
understand sibling protocols. Twice in his seventeenth-century study of
the Berkeley family, John Smyth identified Mary as the younger sister. A
longtime Berkeley servant and a contemporary of George Carey, second
Lord Hunsdon, Smyth was interested in the Carey lineage because Mary
Boleyn’s great-grandchild, Elizabeth, daughter of this Lord Hunsdon,
married Sir Thomas Berkeley.®

A 1597 petition of Hunsdon, requesting the Boleyn family’s earldom of
Ormond on the grounds that Mary, his grandmother, was the older sis-
ter, has been cited as irrefutable evidence of their birth sequences. Both
W. Hepworth Dixon and J. H. Round, however, found genealogical and
legal errors in his petition.%

To obtain titles or estates, Tudor petitioners sometimes created bogus
genealogies and legal fictions. Hunsdon was likely frustrated by his inabil-
ity to obtain the family earldom. An Inquisition Post Mortem after the death
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of Thomas Boleyn, then first Earl of Wiltshire and Ormond, identified his
daughter, Lady Mary Rochford, née Boleyn, as her father’s “only and next
daughter and heir.”*® What “next” meant cannot be entirely resolved, but
it seems to indicate she was not the elder daughter.

It would have been awkward for Hunsdon to claim the title because the
queen’s illegitimate status prevented her recognition as one of Wiltshire’s
heiresses. If Hunsdon’s petition were presented to Elizabeth, she did not
approve it. Perhaps, Burghley simply rejected it. Later, the tombstone of
Hunsdon’s daughter, Elizabeth Berkeley, contradicted her father’s asser-
tion. Its engraving stated her ancestor, Mary Boleyn, was the younger
daughter.%

Actually, the legal strategy Hunsdon seems to have adopted was not
uncommon when putative illegitimate children complicated the family’s
lineage. In 1581, for example, William Stanley, third Lord Monteagle,
sought to obtain hereditary lands from the late Katherine Grey, who, he
claimed, had died without issue. Her illegitimate son, Edward Seymour,
Lord Beauchamp, filed a counterpetition insisting that he was her heir as
she had married his father, Edward, first Earl of Hertford.%

A family tradition traced back to Mary’s grandson, William Knollys,
first Earl of Banbury, also stated that she was the younger sister. In a peti-
tion to the House of Lords in 1808 in which William Knollys requested his
alleged ancestor’s earldom of Banbury, he referred to Mary Boleyn as the
“youngest daughter of Thomas.”®

The evidence cited to prove both Anne and Mary went to France
is also questionable. A list naming the maidens of honor of Mary
Tudor when she wed Louis XII in 1514 includes only one “M. Boleyn,”
not two. Not all the ladies had titles but a “M. Ann Devereux” and a
“M. Wotton” were included. These abbreviations did not denote a given
name like Mary but the title mistress, used by both married and unmar-
ried gentlewomen. This observation gains credence when examining
another, somewhat later, inventory of ladies remaining in France, which
was written in French and signed by Louis XII. It has a few different
names than the first list, missing “M. Wotton,” for example. It identified
the Boleyn maiden as “Mademoiselle Boleyn,”° again listing only one
Boleyn attendant.

To prove Mary’s presence there in 1514, Ives cited a letter written
22 years later, in March 1536, by Redolfo, Pio da Carpi, Bishop of Faenza,
reporting a recent conversation with Francis I. That Anne was not preg-
nant and had only pretended to have a miscarriage in January was the
reason, Francis alleged, she would allow no one to assist her except her
sister whom he had known in France “per una grandissima ribalda et
infame sopre tutte” (a great whore and more notorious than all others).
Ives speculated that Francis was recalling his acquaintanceship with her
in 1514, when she, according to that historian’s calculation, was about 14,
a very young age, it would seem, for her to have achieved such notoriety.
Since in 1532, four years before Francis’s denunciation of her was repeated,
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Mary accompanied Henry and Anne to Calais for a meeting with Francis,
he could easily have come to this conclusion about her character at that
time, aware that she was Henry’s ex-mistress.”

Even if Mary had visited France, that she returned home before Anne
to wed in 1520 a gentleman, William Carey, a younger son, definitely not
his family’s heir, is reason to argue that she was the younger sister. Anne
and Mary were probably about a year apart in age, born in 1507 and 1508,
respectively. At this time, as Thomas Boleyn asserted about his wife, it
was not unusual for aristocratic women to bear children annually during
their early-breeding years. Indeed, some later research indicates that a
large percentage of them had a second child within a year or less of their
first child’s birth.”?

While in the Netherlands, Anne surely resided in the nursery of
Margaret, Duchess of Savoy, who was the guardian of her nephew, Charles,
future Holy Roman Emperor, born in 1500; and his sisters, Eleanor, future
Queen of France, born in 1499; Ysabeau, future Queen of Denmark, born
in 1502; and Mary, future Queen of Hungary, born in 1505. Anne was likely
the girls’ attendant. After moving to France when Mary Tudor wed Louis
XII, she must have entered the nursery of Renée, that king’s daughter,
born in 1510. An extract from a no—longer—extent manuscript supports the
conclusion that Anne was not in Mary Tudor’s French household. It lists
the wages paid to her attendants between October and December 1514;
Anne Boleyn was not among them.”3

It is relevant to her birth year and whether she resided in royal nurseries
that ambitious parents provided their children with primary education at
relatively early years. At four years they began to differentiate the vowels
from consonants and to read some primary literature. In 1547, when he was
three and one-half years, for example, the future Sir Francis Willoughby
received two ABC’s from his guardian. Writing during the reign of
Edward VI, William Forrest stated that children should be sent to school
at the age of four to “learn some literature.””* By their thirteenth birth-
days, some were completing quite legible, clearly written manuscripts, as
Anne’s daughter Elizabeth’s presentation books to Henry and Katherine
Parr readily demonstrate.

Richard Mulcaster later stated that a gentlewoman should be finished
with her education at the age of 13 or 14 when she should be able to “read
plainly and distinctly” and write “fair and swiftly.””> Some aristocratic girls
might receive extra training if their parents hoped that the queen would
select them as maidens of honor. In 1533, to groom her daughter Anne
Basset for this service, Honor Plantagenet, Viscountess Lisle, arranged for
her, when she was 12 or 13, to stay with a family at Pont de Remy, France,
to learn French and “to ply her work, the lute and virginals.” Her educa-
tion was complete when she won appointment as maiden of honor to Jane
Seymour. It is important to emphasize that, in fact, monarchs did not hire
tutors to educate maidens of honor; the tutors that can be found at courts
usually resided in royal nurseries.”®
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Until 1521, Anne remained at the French court, hoping to attract a for-
eign noble husband, as Agnes de Venegas, Lady Mountjoy, had earlier
achieved in England. When Anne returned home, it was probably because
of aproposed match with James Butler, future ninth Earl of Ormond. In his
reference to the marriage of James, Lord Berkeley, to Isabel, elder daugh-
ter of Thomas Mowbray, first Duke of Norfolk, John Smyth noted that
it was because the issue of her younger sister, Margaret, was “advanced in
honor before” Isabel’s that some conjectured inaccurately that Margaret
was the elder sister.”” The expectation was that the elder sister and her
descendants would obtain greater opportunities than younger ones, as did
Anne Boleyn.

Besides claiming that Anne was the younger daughter, Sander explained
that she was a Lutheran convert. Instead, Marguerite of Navarre’s spiritual
beliefs, the origins of which lay partly in the Brethren of the Common Life’s
devotio moderna, a religious movement in the Netherlands, probably had an
impact upon Anne’s personal inclinations. Advocating church reform, the
Brethren promoted their beliefs in an inner faith and in imitating Christ
daily through their charity and education. Their reforming zeal also
greatly influenced Christian humanists, such as Erasmus, who supported
biblical study and church reform but never approved of Lutheranism. In
France, Anne became interested in reading the scriptures in the vernacular
(French) and in England converted to a schismatic view after Clement VII
repudiated the king’s divorce.”

A difficulty in applying the term, evangelical, to her is that it seems to
imply proto-Protestantism. Originally, however, it referred only to the
first four gospels of the New Testament. Until the mid-1530s in England,
it had become enlarged to a “reliance on the scriptures as the major reli-
gious authority.” Thereafter, it included a denial of the papal headship.
More individuals at court should be identified as its adherents, since it
has often been limited to Anne, Cranmer, Cromwell, and their associates.
In 1546, William Thomas even asserted that the king, who claimed, “The
Gospel of Christ ought to be the absolute rule unto all others,””® was an
evangelical.

Other facets of Anne’s personality are important in conceptualizing
her life. First, she clearly had been seeking an advantageous marriage, and
Henry’s letters to her prove that she longed to become his consort as much
as he wanted to marry her. She must have, therefore, set out to keep him
amused and entertained when they were together. Because he delighted
in analyzing the scriptures, she like his last wife, Katherine Parr, who was
probably less tactful than Anne, soon indulged in religious discussions
with him. She proved capable of expressing her views to the king and sent
abroad for French religious books to keep informed about new theories.

Second, when word spread that Henry wished to marry her, petitioners
began to seek her help in gaining royal largess. Royal favorites never had to
promote solicitation of their assistance, for suitors automatically applied
to them. If it appears that she favored many clients with similar views, this
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was not a deliberate personal strategy. It was surely because those support-
ing papal authority and Katherine’s cause chose not to seek her patronage.
As queen, furthermore, some of her appointees might not have been her
selections. Henry occasionally appointed his consorts’ servants. Indeed,
before Anne of Cleves reached England, Henry and his councilors had
already selected the members of her household, including her maidens of
honor.

Experts on church patronage have determined that the motiva-
tions of people who filled religious offices were largely rooted in local
or family concerns. In the 1530s, this issue was even more complicated
than later, since pinpointing early evangelical attitudes is extremely dif-
ficult. It is impossible, as Alec Ryrie has argued, to predict their future
beliefs. Ultimately, some of Anne’s clients became Protestants and others
remained Catholics.®°

Anne approached her position as Henry’s consort seriously, partly
because, like her immediate predecessor, he favored her with a corona-
tion ceremony. In her study of queenship, Joanna Laynesmith explained
that this religious rite reinforced a dynasty’s legitimacy and affirmed the
significance of queenship. Primarily concerned with the queen’s role as
an integral part of the king’s public body, the coronation provided her
with “a richer sense of her divinely ordained role.”!

Although coronations were more than fertility rites, kings often hon-
ored wives with them after they conceived, perhaps delaying because of
the expense. When examining the pageants of Anne’s coronation, Richard
Osberg noted that some of them included classical motifs, but the third,
eighth, and ninth pageants appropriated a medieval theme, signified by
Anne’s badge (the crowned falcon); St. Anne, the veni amica coronaberis
pageant, appropriating a Marian hymn; and the tower of the cardinal vir-
tues, respectively. These produced the theme of the queen “as the virga
Jesse” and her child “as the Christ-like prince,” providing a religious type
for her.%

The ceremony highlighted the most important role for Anne, already
pregnant with Henry’s daughter, Elizabeth—the continuation of the
Tudor dynasty. Rulers believed that they gained legitimacy through God’s
blessing, and if they obeyed his laws, he would favor them with sons. God
did not, of course, grant Anne and Henry a live male child. This failure, I
believe, was the reason for her fall. No evidence dated between her coro-
nation and that miscarriage points to her having indulged in courtly love
exchanges with young men.

Wherever men and women gathered, flirtations could develop
between them, but prescriptive literature denounced this behavior.
Flirtations, writers warned, were based on lust and might result in the
women’s seduction. Maidens required protection because their biologi-
cal compulsion to reproduce made them vulnerable to sexual advances.
The queen’s responsibilities involved monitoring her maidens’ behavior
with men, since their illicit behavior would lead to her own dishonor.
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Anne de France’s advice to her child, Suzanne, denounced flirtatious
interactions. She wrote: “When it comes to love...honesty must be its
foundation because any other love is only false. .. It is important to con-
trol your bearing, your expressions, your words, your sentiments, your
thoughts, your desires, your wishes, and your passions.”® This volume,
published some time between 1517 and 1521, represented the behavior
expected of aristocratic daughters. Anne Boleyn could have known
about it, since she remained in France until 1521. She may even have met
Anne de France, who lived until 1522.54

A conduct book also circulated at the English court in 1524. Juan
Luis Vives dedicated his Latin study, later translated as The Instruction
of a Christen Woman, to Katherine of Aragon. He advised her to have her
daughter follow his advice and warned that she should not be permitted to
read “books of wanton lust,” such as William of Parlerne, Tristan de Leonis,
and Guy of Warwick. Parents should also prevent their daughters from
keeping men’s company, for “what man is there, that will not suspect ill by
them?” Recommending that maidens fast to “quench the heat of youth,”
he admonished them to be “demure, humble, sober, shamefast, chaste,
honest, and virtuous.”®

Evidence indicates that many royal women attempted to follow those
guidelines. It is sometimes assumed that Anne was introduced to licen-
tiousness in France, but its queens consort sought to follow Anne de
France’s lessons for single women, as well as for wives. Indeed, Sir James
Melville, who visited Mary, Queen of Scots, there, credited her French
upbringing for behavior that he described as virtuous.®® In England, con-
sorts also attempted to protect their maidens’ reputations. Clifford, author
of the memoirs of Lady Feria, heard Mary Tudor chastised “Mrs. Francis
Neville,” her maiden, for allegedly allowing William, Lord Howard of
Effingham, to touch her chin and call her pretty.?

When interpreting the evidence concerning Anne’s demise, I relied on
early-modern cultural, gender, and reproductive expectations and under-
standings to explain it. My hypothesis does not conflict with any of the
known truths about her death and makes sense of the available facts.
A question addressed was why Henry had her charged with adultery with
five specific men twice, beginning in October 1533, after Elizabeth’s birth,
and ending in December 1535, just before the miscarriage. The obvious
answer would seem to be the ten specific illicit acts were dated during that
period because Henry wanted to make it impossible to suggest that he had
sired the fetus delivered in January 1536. Perhaps, then, the childbirth was
irregular.

Another question is what could possibly have been more devastating
to a man’s reputation than admitting publicly that he had been cuck-
olded twice by five men in less than two and one-half years? According to
Chapuys, Henry even seemed pleased with the charges; the ambassador
claimed that he “never saw a prince or husband show or wear his horns
more patiently and lightly than this one does.”®®
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Men were expected to defend themselves against charges of sodomy,
cuckoldry, and cowardice, but were warned not to publicize the details
of this besmirchment of their honor. Or as a writer lamented in 1561,
“No pain so fervent, hot or cold as is a man to be called cuckold.”®® To be
so labeled was usually considered the worst sexual insult a man could suf-
fer, partly because it proved his failure to “achieve sexual dominance” in
his marriage.?°

A reasonable response to the question of what an early-modern man
would deem worse than admitting multiple cuckoldry was acknowledging
that his wife miscarried a deformed fetus. Stillborn, as well as miscarried,
infants, were “signs of God’s power over nature and his use of it for didac-
tic purposes,” especially the punishment of sinners who committed illicit
sexual acts. Or as Robert Cleaver proclaimed, “God himself has shaped
and formed” an infant “in his mother’s womb.”"

Early-modern Europeans not only believed that God punished the
fetuses of parents guilty of sexual license but also continued to penalize
their descendants. Henry, who interpreted Old Testament verses to claim
that he was illegally married to Katherine of Aragon, his brother Arthur’s
widow, because God forbade men to wed their brothers’ wives, would
surely have been familiar with warnings, such as Exodus 20:5:

Thou shalt not bow down thyself to them, nor serve them:
for I the Lord thy God am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity
of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth
generation of them that hate me.

As Henry was head of the Church in England, he would have blamed his
consort for the iniquity that inflicted the miscarriage upon his dynasty.
He must have, consequently, assumed that Anne committed gross sexual
acts. The indictments claimed that she, in witchlike fashion, was the pred-
ator, enticing her victims with pigeon or French kisses and on subsequent
days having sexual relations with them.”” Some people believed witches
had intercourse with demons and then gave birth to deformed fetuses.?
Thomas Becon, sometime chaplain to Archbishop Cranmer and the Duke
of Somerset, questioned: “What children are to be looked for of such a
monster of wickedness but monsters have wicked children, like to their
mothers?” He was referring to adulteresses and their “wicked behavior
with strange lovers.”#

Since Henry, according to my hypothesis, already believed that he had
the evidence of Anne’s guilt, the miscarried fetus, he or Cromwell could
have been cavalier about the dates chosen for her misbehavior. Indeed, in
some cases, it can be proved that Anne was not at the places and the times
that the indictments cited for the affairs. In October 1533, for example,
she was recovering from childbirth at Greenwich and could not have been
with Henry Norris at Westminster.
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One aspect of the charges against Anne is strikingly unusual; it is odd
that the crown accused no female abettor. Great ladies, especially queens
consort, were never alone. At least one lady, and usually several, were in
constant attendance. For example, they brought food to their mistresses,
helped them dress, escorted them to chapel, assisted them at their toilet,
and slept in their bedchambers. Anne could not possibly have met 20 times
with five men, twice to kiss them and twice to have sexual relations with
them, between October 1533 and December 1536, without the aid of at least
one assistant. This statement gains credence from a reading of Chapter 3,
which narrates Katherine Howard’s secret meetings with Sir Thomas
Culpeper. Preparing for them was complicated. Someone had to locate
private rooms, contact the men, ensure doors were unlocked, and distract
the female attendants, who might spy on their mistresses. Anne would
have needed at least one accomplice, like Katherine’s Jane, Viscountess
Rochford, to meet successfully with her alleged lovers. And yet, the name
of no female abettor appears in the official records. The women testify-
ing against Anne were the witnesses who watched while she suffered her
miscarriage.

Meanwhile, Chapuys heard rumors claiming that Henry had not spo-
ken to Anne above ten times during the past ten months, thus hinting at
the unlikelihood of marital relations and, therefore, his inability to sire
the fetus. The ambassador also learned from Cromwell that Anne miscar-
ried the fetus, a male about three-and one-half-months old, on 29 January,
the day of Katherine of Aragon’s funeral %

Since coinciding dates held great significance, Chapuys would have
been pleased to learn that on the day Katherine was buried, her successor
miscarried. Other reports claimed different dates. Edward Hall said, for
example, Anne delivered the “child,” whose sex was unspecified, in early
February.?® One of the most intriguing facts about Anne’s miscarriage is,
unlike those of Katherine of Aragon, information about it was released to
the public.

Why Cromwell revealed that he was plotting Anne’s fall to Chapuys and
not to other ambassadors was probably because the royal councilor wished
to discover what the ambassador knew about the miscarriage. Besides com-
municating with Katherine of Aragon, Chapuys was in touch with Mary,
who lived in her half-sister Elizabeth’s household and had as her govern-
ess, Anne Shelton, an aunt of Anne Boleyn. As childbirth was an all-female
affair, one of the queen’s attendants might have leaked some details con-
cerning the miscarriage to the princess or her maidens. Before February
17, Mary, who sent Chapuys messages daily, was probably the informant
alerting him that her governess, Anne Shelton, along with her female rela-
tives, had been interrogating one of the princess’s most “familiar” maids as
to what her mistress knew about the miscarriage.®’

OnJanuary 29, before Chapuyslearned about Anne’s misfortune, Henry
and Gertrude, Marquess and Marchioness of Exeter, informed him that
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Henry was claiming that Anne “seduced and forced him into marriage by
means of sortileges and charms” and that he considered their union null
and void, and that God was denying him sons.?® Later, Cromwell probably
hoped to distract Chapuys from those rumors, which might have repre-
sented Henry’s initial response, because plans were underway to squelch
the details about the miscarriage and to distance Anne’s fall from that
event.

The assumption that Cromwell would have revealed to the Imperial
ambassadoran alleged conspiracy against the king’s wife without explicit
royal approval is incredible. In November 1533, for example, Cromwell
refused to provide Chapuys with information about the future treat-
ment of Princess Mary unless he obtained royal permission, because
it had been discussed in the privy council with the greatest possible
secrecy.??

It was, moreover, a settled practice of kings to obtain the confidence of
ambassadors by providing them with “advice,” containing “a great deal of
false news.”°° Surviving evidence proves that both Henry and Cromwell
leaked misleading information to ambassadors. In January 1534, Chapuys
heard that Henry was promising to name his nephew, James V, as his suc-
cessor. In other letters, Chapuys received contradictory reports about
Norfolk. In April 1533, Chapuys claimed that all noblemen except Norfolk
were on the emperor’s side. Less than one year later, in February 1534,
Chapuys quoted Norfolk as saying, Henry’s friendship for the French dis-
pleased him, but then the next month, the ambassador complained about
the duke’s seizing Mary’s best jewels and robes, therefore, dishonoring her
and her Habsburg relatives.”

The timing of two traditional customs seems to have prevented the
crown from beginning the case against Anne until Easter week. After
childbirth, mothers waited between 30 and 40 days before emerging from
their lying-in rooms for a churching ceremony, which enabled them to reap-
pear in public and resume their social roles. If the miscarriage occurred on
January 29 or even somewhat earlier, Anne would not have been available
for imprisonment until about the end of February. By then, Lent was near
and Henry was in London, celebrating shrovetide. The religious and legal
calendars reinforced each other: when Hilary Term ended in January, the
regular judicial process at Westminster would not commence again until
Easter Term. Twice yearly, during Lenten vacation, which began in 1536
on March 8, and Trinity vacation, two common law judges, a puisne judge
and a serjeant rode each of the six assize circuits, ultimately causing “the
virtual closure. .. of the common law courts at Westminster.”>

In February 1536, those members of the legal profession, such as the
two chief justices, Sir John FitzJames and John Baldwin, who remained
at Westminster, participated in the last session of the Reformation
Parliament. As it was not dissolved until April 14, bills of attainder could
have been introduced against Anne and the five accused men. The mem-
bers of the 1536 session were extraordinarily busy, however; they not only
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passed the act dissolving the smaller monasteries but also acts on major
legal, administrative, and economic matters."

Henry decided to opt for judicial trials rather than parliamentary
attainders. He apparently wanted his wife and the five men, who, except
for the youthful Smeaton, refused to confess their crimes, to undergo tri-
als in which evidence would be presented documenting their guilt. This
process resulted in public verdicts, making it virtually impossible for any-
one to prove that Henry sired the miscarried fetus.

Another option for Anne and Rochford, but not for the commoners,
would have been a trial in the House of Lords. On April 27, writs were
issued for a Parliament, but Henry decided not to wait until it met on
June 8. Perhaps, he preferred moving against all the accused at about the
same time or perhaps decided that trials for Anne and Rochford seemed
more appropriate in the Court of Lord High Steward, which operated
only when Parliament was not in session. Of the more than 5o English
peers, only 26, all living in or near London, were chosen for Anne’s and
Rochford’s trials at which Norfolk, as Lord High Steward, presided.
Ultimately, they unanimously determined both Anne and Rochford were
guilty.”4

In the meantime, no move against Anne occurred. Official events con-
tinued as the crown had planned. References were made to her as queen
in royal documents; Henry granted her land earmarked for her, and cli-
ents sent petitions to her. Court observers recognized that princes often
continued to compliment those whom they planned to ruin.”s Even after
Henry began to favor Katherine Howard by April 1540, for example, he
publicly honored Anne of Cleves, whom he had married under protest.
Her last appearance with him occurred on May Day, but he did not exile
her from court until late June.

Since Henry probably believed that he had the proof of Anne Boleyn’s
guilt, the presumed deformed fetus, his councilors’ duty was to identify
the men with whom she had sexual relations. Ives’s factional theory can-
not explain the inclusion in Anne’s alleged reformed faction of Mark, a
powerless lower-class musician, described as a boy, or of the much older
William Brereton, who almost certainly never considered flirting with
her. Bernard’s theory that she was actually guilty of adultery with three
of the five men, furthermore, cannot explain her eclectic male selections.
According to Bernard, she seems aggressively to have seduced one older
man, Norris, who was supposed to wed her maiden, Mary Shelton; one
married but younger man, Weston, whom she suspected of attempting to
seduce Shelton; and a lower-class boy musician, Smeaton. It would seem
reasonable to suggest that during such a short time, a mature woman
might find more appealing only one or two masculine types rather than
this odd diversity. The question might also be asked, why would these
three men risk their lives for these gratuitous two-night stands at a court
filled with spies? Only rumors claimed that they received gifts, and appar-
ently Anne’s alleged victims made no attempt to pry rewards from her.
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Were they assumed incapable of withholding their consent because she
bewitched them?

For her alleged lovers, according to the suggestion that she had a
deformed fetus, Cromwell must have chosen men with problematic repu-
tations, whom Anne’s ladies could recognize as having had at least some
casual contact with her. All ultimately charged were members of the king’s
privy chamber. The first selected was the youthful Mark. He might have
committed sodomy with Rochford, since he possessed a book by Jean le
Fevre of Ressons-sur-Matz on the miseries of marriage, formerly owned by
Rochford. There was little reason for Rochford to present this expensive
volume to a lower-class boy other than that they were intimately involved.
Indeed, when the queen found Smeaton in her quarters on the eve of his
arrest, she reminded him that as he was an inferior person, he should
not attempt to speak to her.'°® Rochford and Mark shared an interest in
music; John Bale noted Rochford’s authorship of “Rythomos elegantessi-
mos” (Most Elegant Songs) in his catalog of authors. A prevailing prejudice
about the “propensity toward music” claimed that it could lead “to concu-
piscence and abomination.”’

The name of Thomas Wyatt, who was also arrested, can be found in
the book on the miseries of marriage, but, unlike Smeaton and Rochford,
there is no indication that he owned it. Separated from his wife, Wyatt
admitted to an unchaste life but denied “abomination.” He was probably a
womanizer, but Cromwell found a reason to have him released.™®

Sir Francis Bryan’s reputation was even more unsavory than Wyatt’s.
‘When ambassador to the papal court, it was alleged, he slept with a cour-
tesan to obtain information. Although Cromwell later denounced Bryan
as the “vicar of hell,” he decided not to hold him after he was interrogated.
Bryan seems to have enjoyed a close relationship with the Seymours, even
referring to Sir Thomas Seymour as his “cousin” in a letter to Henry."*?

As amember of the king’s privy chamber, Brereton had a closer associa-
tion with his colleague, Rochford, than with the queen.”® His downfall
probably resulted from his reputation as a moneygrubber. In Catholic and
Protestant treatises, the deadly sins were often lumped together. Usury,
coupled with avarice or covetousness, was defined as the acceptance of any
interest and was designated a heresy for which individuals could be excom-
municated.” Called an “unnatural dealing,” usury was associated with
sodomy, fornication, and other “unnatural lusts.” In Dante’s hell, “sod-
omites and usurers were punished in the same place,” the third ditch of the
seventh circle.”> Thomas Aquinas, among other writers, used reproduc-
tive terms to denounce moneylending and the taking of interest: because
money was sterile, it could not breed. "3

Their attitude was validated during the Reformation. In 1549, Hugh
Latimer lumped together lechery and avarice, for “covetous men give
themselves to all voluptuous living.” He explained: “Covetousness fol-
lows lechery...They that be given...to the vice of lechery, must have
wherewith to maintain it; and that must be gotten by covetousness.”"
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In 1581, George Talbot, sixth Earl of Shrewsbury, complained about gos-
sip concerning his “great purchasing and riches” to Robert, first Earl of
Leicester, who replied: “This matter has been long spread toward your
Lordship,...yet so long as they cannot justly charge you with ill get-
ting...it is a very good slander.” But he warned, “Only it may be spoken
to harm you some way in her majesty’s liberal consideration to you, which
I hope shall not.”™

As Ives has asserted, Brereton, the sixth son of Sir William Brereton
of Malpas, was an “over-mighty subject,” for whom “court office was
immensely profitable.” He accumulated enough surplus funds to lend
money to other courtiers, including John Dudley, future Duke of
Northumberland, and achieved a “brilliant marriage for a sixth son”
when he wed Elizabeth, widow of Sir John Savage and daughter of Charles
Somerset, Earl of Worcester. Complaints had surfaced about the activities
of Brereton and his officers in collecting Cheshire rents."

Sir Richard Page, who, like Wyatt, was also briefly incarcerated, was
later denounced as a heavy drinker."7 Drink was often lauded for pro-
moting conviviality, but it was also attacked for undermining the natural
social order and for its strong association with whoredom. Overindulging
was considered a “Swinish and abominable sin,” causing the drinkers to
waste time in idleness or sloth.”

Almost certainly Norris was targeted because of Anne’s actions.
Sometime after April 24, when the commission for oyer and terminer
was issued, she must have learned that she was under investigation; per-
haps information was leaked to her about discussions concerning her in
the privy council, which assembled at Greenwich during Easter week,
although it normally met at Westminster during term times. Attempting
to defend her honor, she must have tried to recall any problematic encoun-
ters with courtiers and remembered only her conversation with Weston
a year earlier, in 1535. It is extraordinary, even tragic, that it was the most
recent, perhaps the only exchange that occurred. She had chastised the
young, married Weston for seeking Mary Shelton in her quarters. In a
lighthearted manner perhaps to distract Anne from his attempt to seduce
her maiden, Weston claimed that both he and Norris, Shelton’s intended,
admired Anne more than her maiden. Since she defied Weston, no sem-
blance of a courtly love exchange or even a simple flirtation occurred
between them.”® Her intervention seems to have had the effect of discour-
aging Weston, and possibly Norris, from again coming to her chambers to
find her maiden, whose honor she sought to protect.

Having remembered this incident, she asked the unmarried Norris if
he were seeking dead men’s shoes, meaning that did he hope to marry
her when Henry died. This conversation did not reflect the courtly love
tradition. Norris was not a young knight obsessing about his love for her,
and Anne’s only evidence for questioning his motivations was Weston’s
one-year-old remark. Had she been seeking to flirt with Norris, she would
not have remonstrated with him in this manner, since the goal of courtly



40 =z Wicked Women of Tudor England

lovers, at least as defined by the court-faction theory, was not to marry but
to enjoy secret rendezvous that could become sexual in nature. Nor would
she have demanded that he swear that she was an honorable person to her
almoner, John Skip, since that action would inevitably reveal their alleged
secret status as courtly lovers. Under protest, Norris complied, and this
incident was almost certainly the reason for his arrest on May 1, the day
before her incarceration, and for the claim a conspiracy was afoot to kill
the king. Indeed, contemporaries often linked death and adultery; the lat-
ter was “presented as leading inevitably to murder.”*°

After her arrest, she responded to questions about Norris’s oath. Anne
admitted to the Tower constable, William Kingston, asking Norris to
swear to her honor. She then confided to him Weston’s revelations about
his and Norris’s feelings for her when he came to her apartment in 1535 to
find Mary Shelton. Ives accused Anne of beginning “to babble” and caus-
ing Weston’s arrest and death.””” Weston was incarcerated only two or at
most three days after Anne, but others, possibly Brereton but certainly
Wyatt and Page, were arrested later than he. It is more likely that Norris
either explained to Skip or to his interrogators the reason Anne demanded
he swear that she was an honorable woman. Surely, paperwork concerning
‘Weston, the attempted seducer of her maiden, was already in place before
her revelations.

Another effort to recover her reputation involved her daughter. On
April 30, Alexander Alesius attended Cromwell at Greenwich, seek-
ing a promised stipend. Alesius later recalled having seen Anne holding
Elizabeth in her arms and pleading with her angry husband. If she had
been delivered of a deformed fetus, displaying her daughter to Henry
would have made sense. If it were solely because a male child was miscar-
ried, reminding him of Elizabeth’s physique would have had no poten-
tial for success. In fact, Alesius believed that her fall was due in part to
that miscarriage.”” So intent were early-modern monarchs to prove that
their offspring were perfectly formed, that they invited diplomats to view
them nude.”

Some historians have recently attempted to invalidate Alesius’s testi-
mony. In his book on Elizabeth, David Starkey doubted the “pathetic story
told much later, of the accused Anne Boleyn holding out their daughter to
Henry VIIIin mute appeal.” Since Mary, who usually resided in Elizabeth’s
household, was not at court but 20 miles away at Hunsdon, Starkey specu-
lated, “We can assume that Elizabeth had gone there too, after spending
the Christmas holidays at court.” Starkey admitted that when Elizabeth
was at Greenwich with her parents that January, Mary, who was still in
disgrace because she would not accept her father as head of the Church of
England, was at Eltham, some five miles away.”4 Patrick Collinson treated
Starkey’s speculation as fact: “She was resident at another royal manor in
Hertfordshire...when Anne was arrested at Greenwich, which is hard to
reconcile with the story that the queen held up her child to Henry as a last
despairing gesture.” It was usual for royal children to visit court at Easter,
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and lacking any firm evidence that Elizabeth was with Mary at Hunsdon,
it seems safe to validate Alesius’s eyewitness account of her presence with
her parents for the holiday. Although written down some years later, it was
still a scene, given Anne’s fate, he could not easily forget. Nor did he forget
asking Cranmer on May 19, when they unexpectedly met at Lambeth, why
he was crying. The response of the archbishop, who had served as Anne’s
confessor, was because on that day the queen was to die.

Two days before her execution, Cranmer had earlier pronounced the
king’s marriage to her invalid, but records outlining his reasons have not
survived. Scholars have identified either Henry’s affair with her sister,
Mary, or Anne’s possible verba de futuro vows with Percy, as the cause.
Clement VII, however, had issued a dispensation allowing Henry to wed
the sister of his mistress, as well as a woman who was previously contracted
to marry, as long as the union was not consummated.™ Furthermore,
Percy, then sixth Earl of Northumberland, denied the existence of a pre-
contract with Anne. Instead, the king could have taken personally the
charges for which she died, the bewitching of men into having sexual rela-
tions with her. The medieval church decreed that the freely given consent
of the bride and groom was essential to a valid marriage. If Henry assumed
that Anne had bewitched him, as well as her accused lovers, he could have
concluded that he had not freely sworn the verba de praesenti vows and could
have directed Cranmer to have his union with her annulled. This decision
had a serious dynastic result, since it also involved demoting Elizabeth to
illegitimate status.

That Anne died because she gave birth to a deformed fetus, which
contemporaries usually deemed the result of its parents’ illicit sexual
behavior, cannot be proved conclusively, as Henry would have ordered
the suppression of all evidence about it. However, deformities of first
trimester fetuses are far from uncommon: one-third of all conceptions
end in miscarriages, partly because of fetal irregularities. In 1500, fur-
thermore, 1,000 monstrous births were recorded in Germany, and in the
1400s and 1500s Italian chronicles noted the birth of deformed fetuses,
which usually died soon after their delivery.”’

As contemporary lore claimed that fetuses were completely formed
the eighteenth day after conception, midwives routinely inspected them
and the afterbirth to discover any abnormalities. Alluding to infanticide,
one writer claimed those “born deformed in body...the first day of their
being in the world being often the last in it.” Many viewed miscarried con-
joined twins as one monstrous individual. In 1343, when Mary, Queen of
Aragon, was delivered of a child with two heads and four legs, the court
had it buried alive.”®® As late as the eighteenth century, Roy Porter noted,
the birth of a “severely malformed child was not just a ghastly trauma for
the parents but was also regarded as an ominous social event, a portent, a
punishment.”??

Henry and his councilors did not act as though they believed that
Anne was innocent of the charges for which she died. On June 3, a few
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days after Henry married Jane Seymour, Sir John Russell informed Arthur
Plantagenet, Viscount Lisle, lord deputy of Calais: “The king has come out
of hell into heaven for the gentleness in this [ Jane} and the cursedness and
the unhappiness in the other.” Earlier, Cromwell assured Bishop Gardiner,
and Sir John Wallop, ambassadors in France, that Anne was guilty of such
despicable acts that even the ladies of her privy chamber could not conceal
them. He concluded, “I write no particularities; the things be so abomi-
nable that I think the like was never heard.”3° As officials often lied to
foreign ambassadors, Cromwell’s statement to these English diplomats
has more the ring of truth than his assertions to Chapuys about her fall.
Indeed, later when Chapuys was in Brussels, Cromwell’s agent, Stephen
Vaughan, wrote that he had been “wily enough” for the ambassador.”"

Although Chapuys might have accepted Cromwell’s claim of turning
against Anne for political reasons, the ambassador believed that she was
guilty of adultery and referred to her as a “putain” (a whore), as well as a con-
cubine. He also dubbed her the English Messalina or Agrippina, two wives of
Claudius I, Roman emperor. Claudius divorced Messalinain AD 48 because
she conspired against him and publicly married her lover, Gaius Silius. After
Messalina and Silius were killed, Claudius married his niece, Agrippina, and
adopted her son Lucius Domitius Ahenobarbus (the future Emperor Nero).
Probably, Agrippina poisoned Claudius in AD 54.%

Among those believing that Anne Boleyn was innocent was Matthew
Parker, her chaplain, who, when Elizabeth’s Archbishop of Canterbury,
claimed that Anne’s soul was in “blessed felicity with God.” About six days
before her arrest, he recalled, she asked him to look after her daughter,
a plea he took seriously. He confided to Burghley, if he had not “been so
much bound to the mother,” he would not have agreed to serve her daugh-
ter as archbishop.’

After Elizabeth’s death some writers began to question Henry’s attitude
toward his wives. In 1631, John Weever, who noted the body of Katherine
Howard lay near Anne Boleyn’s at St. Peter ad Vincula at the Tower, criti-
cized his actions:

Many strong reasons are given, both by English and foreign writers, to
confirm that belief, that neither this Queen Katherine, nor Queen Anne,
were any way guilty of the breach of matrimony, whereof they were accused,
but that King Henry, unconstant...in his affections,...did cut them off
upon false suggestions, soon weary of the old, and ever aiming at new
espousals.*

Although some early-modern writers defended Anne’s reputation, Sander’s
view, in muted form, has stood the test of time.” Like him, some histori-
ans believe that she was born earlier than 1507, was the younger sister, and
had some abnormalities in her appearance, not, however, Sander’s gross
ones. Although most recent scholars doubt that she was guilty of sexual
misconduct, they have identified her as a courtly lover, too flirtatious for
her own good, as it were, thus blaming the victim for her tragic death.
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Given the early-modern’s inadequate understanding of human sexual-
ity and reproduction, we should give both Henry and Anne the benefit of
the doubt. We should believe in the innocence of Anne, who asked the
witnesses to her execution to think the best of her. We should also believe
that Henry was persuaded she was guilty of adultery; otherwise, he would
not have made his multiple cuckoldry a matter of public record. The most
obvious way in which she could have been innocent, while he was per-
suaded that she was guilty is if she had given birth to a deformed fetus.
Why else would Parker, who knew her well, believe that her soul resided
in heaven?

Indeed, in his letter to Henry in May 1536, shortly after her arrest,
Cranmer expressed amazement at the charges against her, admitting that
he was “in such a perplexity,” for he “never had better opinion in woman”
than in her. He also conceded that he did not think that Henry would
“have gone so far, except she surely had been culpable,” and, if guilty, she
should be punished “without mercy.”?¢ And so she was, but for the wrong
transgression.






CHAPTER 3

QUEEN KATHERINE HOWARD

Historiography

On July 28, 1540, Katherine Howard, a granddaughter of the late Thomas,
second Duke of Norfolk, became the fifth wife of Henry VIII. The
king mistakenly believed that he was marrying a virgin, as she failed
to enlighten him about her sexual liaisons in the household of Agnes,
Dowager Duchess of Norfolk. There, Henry Manox, her music teacher,
fondled Katherine, and Francis Dereham, a gentleman of the household,
had sexual intercourse with her. As queen, she also agreed to meet secretly
with Sir Thomas Culpeper, a gentleman of the privy chamber. This chap-
ter will first examine some early-modern and modern conceptions of her
behavior with these three men. It will then turn to the facts of her life,
providing a cultural context for evaluating her relationships with them
and her experiences at court. It will argue that this young woman was a
victim of sexual predators.

Theearly-modernauthor offering the mostinformationabout Katherine
was the anonymous Spanish writer at Ghent, who also wrote about Anne
Boleyn and Anne, Lady Somerset. While claiming that Katherine loved
Culpeper, the chronicler failed to provide his given name or to mention
Manox and Dereham. He offered many inaccuracies; the most obvious
was identifying Katherine, not Anne of Cleves, as the king’s fourth wife.

Referring to Katherine at her marriage as “a mere child,” he opined:
“She was the handsomest of his wives and the most giddy. The devil put it
into this queen’s heart to fall in love with a gentleman.” After her arrest,
her love for him remained strong, and she proclaimed at her execution:
“I die a queen, but I would rather die the wife of Culpeper.”

George Cavendish, a former member of Thomas, Cardinal Wolsey’s
household, also depicted a youthful Katherine. In the 75 lines featuring
her in Metrical Visions, Cavendish repeated youth ten times. She lost her
“maidenhead” to Dereham, he explained, and she and Culpeper could not
“resist” their “lusts” for each other. Finally, he depicted her as remorseful
for her illicit life.?

Later, Nicholas Sander contrasted Katherine’s disloyalty as a wife to
Henry’s treatment of the church: “But as the king, himself, was faithful
neither to God nor to his first wife, so also his wives were not faithful to
him.” Culpeper and Dereham “sinned” with her before and after her royal
marriage.



46 ez Wicked Women of Tudor England

Unlike Henry’s first two wives, Katherine has not proved to be a pop-
ular biographical subject. Agnes Strickland’s two chapters on her in the
queens series in 1842, Henry Herbert’s short chapter on her in his book
on Henry and his consorts in 1860, and Hume’s study of her in his volume
on Henry’s wives in 1905 were the initial publications about her. The first
separate biography of her by Michael Glenne was not issued until 1948.4
Two other biographies were made available, Lacey Baldwin Smith’s in 1961
and Joanna Denny’s in 2004. Several volumes on the wives of Henry have
appeared since Hume’s version was published, the most recent by David
Starkey in 20035

Strickland, Herbert, and Hume approached Katherine’s life with
some sensitivity. Strickland viewed her fall as “a grand moral lesson” and
speculated that Katherine’s “childish fancy for Manox originated in her
musical propensities.” About Dereham, Srickland remarked, “Her young
heart...assailed by the passionate importunities of the most devoted of
lovers” led her to promise to be his “affianced wife.” When Katherine,
as queen, met with Culpeper, others “construed” their behavior into
a “criminal intimacy between” them, but he initiated their meetings to
protest her appointing Dereham to her household. Strickland concluded:
“She has been more sternly dealt with by historians than Anne Boleyn,
but she met her fate with more calmness, and a far greater degree of pious
resignation.”

Herbert, who had read Strickland’s study, appeared sympathetic to
Katherine. Her step-grandmother, was a “gossipy old woman,” who placed
her with waiting women, the “most depraved of their sex.” As for Manox,
he was a “musician,” a group of people who participated in “all the most
disgraceful intrigues of the day.” Herbert did not believe that she commit-
ted adultery with either Dereham or Culpeper. “From the stones of the
Tower yard,” he exclaimed, her “blood still cries for vengeance.”

When turning to Katherine’s life in his study, Hume emphasized her
youthfulness. Manox began abusing her, Hume suspected, when she was
13 or less in age. He also thought that she was “very young” during the
Dereham affair. Although he believed that her relationship with Culpeper
was not adulterous, Hume labeled her a “bad wife,” but concluded: “Taking
a human view of the whole circumstances of her life and of the person-
ality of the man she married, she is surely more worthy of pity than
condemnation.”

Although cataloged by the Library of Congress as history, Glenne’s
work appears more like fiction, since it provides dialogue not always based
on the record and lacks citations. About Katherine and Manox, Glenne
said: “Although she was too young to understand what was happening to
her, she was shown the way of passion and thrilled to dangerous heights.”
Then she turned to Dereham; he gave her gifts and she consented to be his
“affianced wife.” When queen, she sent for Culpeper to consummate their
love. At her execution, Glenne had her repeat the words of the Spanish
Chronicler, “I die a queen, but I would rather die the wife of Culpeper.”



Queen Katherine Howard ess 47

Lacey Baldwin Smith commented in his biography of Katherine: “The
records reveal neither grand passion nor high ideals,” since her “life was
little more than a series of petty trivialities and wanton acts punctuated
by sordid politics.” He stated that Manox enjoyed fondling her, but she
found a more exciting lover in Dereham, becoming his “paramour” and at
court, she and Culpeper “acted with unbelievable imbecility” when they
cuckolded Henry."®

Denny surmised that Katherine was flattered by Manox’s attentions
and “may have encouraged” him. About Dereham, Denny opined: “The
thrill of secret meetings and a hidden romance” appealed “to her self-
destructive need for affection and excitement.” At court, she discovered
Culpeper: “What started out as a foolish mutual attraction” became “a
conspiracy to defraud the king.” In short, Denny accused Katherine of
wanting to pass off Culpeper’s child as Henry’s."

Starkey also claimed that Katherine knew “how to attract men” and
began “as is often the way with such girls by attracting” her music master.
She kept that relationship “within bounds” but as an “antidote” to him,
she had sexual relations with Dereham. At court, she and Culpeper had
an “instant powerful attraction” to each other and later, when queen, she
met secretly with him. As the “love-sick Juliet,” she took “the initiative”
with Culpeper, but whatever their intentions, they did not have sexual
relations.”

The biographers of the separate studies of Katherine believed that she
and Culpeper had sexual intercourse, while the authors studying her in
association with Henry’s other queens decided their relationship stopped
short of adultery. These differing conclusions relied on the same evidence:
witnesses’ responses to interrogators in late 1541 about Katherine’s experi-
ences. Apparently, none of these writers had read histories of sexuality and
gender. Nor did they consider the relationship of the admirers of Katherine
to each other or to the circumstances of court politics. Analyzing her life
and those of her close relatives within their social context will help clar-
ify some of the behavior these previous biographers failed adequately to
explain.

Queen Katherine Howard’s Life

The testimonies in 1541 contain the only surviving information about
Katherine before her wedding. Her age and place of birth remain uncer-
tain, although as her father, Lord Edmund Howard, lived at Lambeth, she
could have been born there. Since, when questioned, she blamed her youth
for her mistakes, she was probably still in her teenage years. Indeed, in his
letter to Henry Bullinger in 1541 from London, Richard Hilles claimed
that Henry had married “a young girl.”* Manox testified that the duch-
ess had appointed him as Katherine’s music teacher five years earlier.
If she were about 13 in 1536, when he became her instructor, she would
have been about 18 in 1541 and about 17 in 1540 as Henry’s bride. In 1541,
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Charles de Marillac, the French ambassador, learned that Dereham vio-
lated her from her thirteenth until her eighteenth year. Since the two did
not have a five-year affair, this assertion at first reading makes little sense.
Marillac was not especially perceptive about women’s ages. Earlier, he
stated that the 24-year-old Anne of Cleves was about 30, partly because
her German manners and clothing offended him."* Nevertheless, the ages
he cited for Katherine could be correct; he could have heard the ages,
13 and 18, and attached them to the facts that he knew. Learning that she
was abused at 13 and not knowing about Manox, Marillac would have iden-
tified Dereham as the perpetrator. Since rumors claimed that Dereham
and Culpeper were Katherine’s lovers after she became queen, Marillac
could have assumed that Dereham and she exchanged sexual favors to
her eighteenth year in 1541. Katherine’s age will be addressed again in
the discussions of her experiences with Manox.

Her parents were Edmund and his first wife, Joyce or Jocasta Culpeper,
daughter of Sir Henry of Oxenhoath, Kent. Joyce was the widow of Ralph
Leigh of Stockwell, Kent, by whom she probably had five children, two
boys and three girls.” About 1514 or 1515, she married Edmund, a son of
the second Duke of Norfolk by his first wife, Elizabeth Tilney. In 1497,
Elizabeth, previously the wife of Sir Humphrey Bourchier, died leaving
five Howard children who lived to maturity; of them, Edmund was the
youngest son, born perhaps in 1478. A few months after his mother’s death,
his father married her cousin Agnes, daughter of Sir Hugh Tylney. With
her, the duke had six more surviving children.™

Scattered evidence about Edmund can be found in the public records.
In 1511, he fought in jousts celebrating the birth of Henry’s and Katherine
of Aragon’s short-lived son. Two years later, as Henry’s standard bearer
and knight marshal of the horse, Edmund commanded 1,500 Cheshire
and Lancashire men and many Yorkshire men on the right wing of the
first line of the English army at Flodden Field. After the battle, Edmund’s
father knighted him for his bravery. 7

In addition to military service, he held a series of minor appointments,
including memberships on the commission of peace, mostly for Surrey. In
1516 and 1517, he was paid diets of 20s. a day for taking thieves, and in 1519
and 1525, he searched for suspicious persons in various London suburbs.®

At his father’s death in 1524, Edmund participated in the procession
moving his body to Thetford Abbey, Norfolk.” Despite dying free of
debt, Norfolk did not bequeath sufficient income for his son to live in a
nobleman’s style. It was because of Edmund’s poverty that the exact num-
ber of his and Joyce’s surviving children is known. In a letter to Thomas,
Cardinal Wolsey, in 1527, Edmund described the financial distress of him,
his wife, and his ten children. Since stepchildren and children were treated
as members of one extended family, Edmund would have been referring
to the Leigh as well as the Howard offspring. Besides Katherine, he sired
at least one other daughter, Margaret, and certainly three sons: Charles,
Henry, and George. To Wolsey, he explained that he would have been
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willing to “dig and delve” if this employment would not have shamed his
noble blood.>°

Edmund did not state his wife’s name in his letter. Perhaps, he was
still married to Joyce, but sometime during Katherine’s childhood, her
mother died. Her father took for his second wife, Dorothy, the widow of
Sir William Uvedale of Wickham, who held life estates in Hampshire.
When they wed is not known, but this marriage probably resulted in his
appointment to the commission of peace for Hampshire in 1531." After
her death, he married Margaret, the widow of Nicholas Jennings and the
daughter of Sir John Mundy of Markeaton Hall, Derbyshire. The first
evidence of Edmund’s association with Calais occurred in 1528, when he
served as a commissioner for its sewers.”” The year before this appoint-
ment, the king decided to marry Anne Boleyn, a daughter of Edmund’s
sister, Elizabeth. There is no evidence that Anne helped him gain further
office at Calais; possibly, his elder brother, Thomas, the successor of their
father as Duke of Norfolk, aided his advancement. Two others could have
assisted Edmund: his stepmother or perhaps his uterine half-brother, John
Bourchier, second Lord Berners, who served two terms as Lord Deputy
of Calais, the last ending in March 1533. Regardless of who recommended
him, Henry granted him the comptrollership of the town and marches of
Calais on April 1, 1531.%3

The income from Edmund’s office did not enable him to settle with
his creditors. In 1532, he thanked Sir Thomas Cromwell for advancing
to Henry his suits, seeking relief from his debts. Three years later, Sir
Richard Page, stepfather of the future Lady Somerset, complained to
Arthur Plantagenet, Viscount Lisle, the successor of Berners as lord dep-
uty, that Edmund had for 15 years owed him £51. Page petitioned Lisle to
intervene for him.**

While at Calais, Edmund’s children were growing up in England.
Where Katherine was living before 1536 is uncertain. In their study of
the Howard family released in 1907, Gerald Brenan and Edward Statham
claimed that after her mother’s death Katherine resided with her maternal
aunts: either at Oxenhoath with Margaret, who married Thomas Cotton,
or at Teston, near Maidstone, with Elizabeth, wife of Henry Barham.”
That she might have lived with her maternal relatives seems reasonable.
However, Brenan’s and Statham’s suggestion that when her father moved
to Calais, he left her with his stepmother may be incorrect. This specula-
tion will be discussed when introducing her relationship with Manox.

Whether Edmund met with her and his other children during his
brief trips to London, in 1534, 1537, and 1538, is unknown. Usually, Lady
Norfolk’s removal to Lambeth is dated about 1538, but no record indicates
that she was, like him, there in the early spring. While in London on this
last visit, he discussed the terms for his resignation as Calais’s comptrol-
ler, the income of which had been insufficient to support his lifestyle. The
result of the negotiations, as reported in January 1539 by John Husee, Lisle’s
London agent, was the comptrollership would be exchanged for lands for
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Edmund and his heir. For whatever reason, Henry and his council were
unwilling or unable to find another office for him.>* Edmund, himself,
had only about one more year to live. In 1783, William Guthrie, who had
researched noble lives in the Herald’s Office, reported that Edmund died
on March 19, 1540, but the state papers do not document his death.?”

Meanwhile, by 1536, Katherine was residing at Chesworth, a dower
house of her step-grandmother, which stood one mile to the southeast of
Horsham in Sussex. She could have begun residing with her in 1531, the
year her father removed to Calais. Usually, when aristocratic offspring
were young, however, they dwelt in nurseries with similarly aged children.
The witnesses interrogated about Katherine’s experiences at Horsham did
not refer to a nurse or supervisor, except Lady Norfolk. That Katherine
lacked a governess seems to indicate that she was about 13 in 1536, when
Manox became her music master.

That Katherine began to reside with her step-grandmother at this
age was in accordance with contemporary customs. Aristocratic parents
sought to place their children in the homes of individuals of higher social
rank than they, expecting their assistance in finding appropriate spouses
and perhaps career advancement. These youths became their guardians’
servants, waiting on them at meals, helping them to dress, attending them
to chapel, escorting them on excursions, and performing other errands.
According to elite tradition, in order to rule, an individual had first to
learn to obey. To govern a household and manage servants, for example,
one first had to live as a servant.?® Thus, Katherine would have moved in
with her step-grandmother to learn obedience, to experience how a noble
household was managed, and to acquire some educational polish, her
music lessons, for example.

Another important consideration for Katherine’s age was the duch-
ess’s decision to provide the costly music lessons. Not only were instruc-
tors required to tutor her but also instruments, the virginals, for example,
as well as music books, had to be obtained. These lessons fostered social
graces and could help advance her future prospects. Lady Norfolk may
have been grooming her for appointment as maiden of honor to Anne
Boleyn, who could assist her in marrying appropriately. Until May 1536,
those outside the court and most inside 