Such is the warres, where men both wyn and looes
: the story of a siege.

The Treaty of Edinburgh of 1560 that drew the Siege of Leith to a close, led directly to the eventual fall of the Catholic Church in Scotland and brought to an end the three hundred year ‘Auld Alliance’ between Scotland and France. It was a turning point in Scottish history and marked the beginning of a new relationship between England and Scotland.  

In 1636 William Sampson published his play The Vow Breaker, or The Fair Maid of Clifton, in which an old Nottinghamshire legend is linked with the Siege of Leith.  Although there is no evidence to suggest that Sampson had read any accounts of the siege except that of Holinshed, there are contemporary reports available and I shall compare the historical details in Sampson’s play with these accounts. The Vow Breaker was written about sixty years after the event, and the reports to be examined are those of a French Ambassador, an English poet (both of whom were personally involved in the siege), Holinshed - who collated the information then available, a bishop who wrote a history of Scotland, and Queen Elizabeth’s official state papers.

The French Ambassador, Jacques de La Brosse, who previously held the position during Henry VIII’s ‘rough wooings’, arrived in Scotland as ambassador to the queen regent, Mary of Guise, in September 1559.
 His daily journal tells the story of the siege of Leith and covers the period from 22nd January to 15th June 1560.
 An article published in The English Historical Review indicates that ‘A.J.G.’ considers that the Journal of Jacques de La Brosse is a ‘most interesting and valuable’ document. He writes,
The siege of Leith is the centre of interest, but is written not from the inside of the besieged fortress but from the castle of Edinburgh, where the queen lived and died unmolested by the English and covenanting army. With its help we can follow the diplomatic and military struggle day by day . . . The correspondence between the statements of the Journal and the extracts from the Calendars is remarkably close . . . The account of the siege of Leith is full of interest and, though the tone is professional and businesslike, there are many picturesque details . . .The book will take its place as a first-rate authority for a critical moment in the history of the two countries.

Professor Barrow describes the journal as ‘a report on conditions in Scotland, 1559-60, 

prepared for Queen Mary and Francis I’, and believes it to have historical value.
  

Thomas Churchyard (c.1520-1604) was an English author and poet with a long military history, serving in the Low Countries, the Battle of Pinkie in 1547 and, under Lord Grey, with the English army sent to release Leith from the French. His poem about the siege appears to have been written shortly after its conclusion, ‘For this was done, as there I saw it then / And time but shorte, I had to vse my penne’.
 The eighty verses of The Schole of Warre describe the skirmishes that took place between the French who  occupied Leith and the Scottish Reformers supported by the English army, who were determined to remove them. The Siege of Leeth, the ‘Firste Parte’ of Churchyardes Chippes, was published in 1575.

The Chronicles of Raphael Holinshed (c.1525-1580?), ‘First compiled by Raphaell Holinshed, and by him extended to the yeare 1577’, were revised before the publication of the second edition in 1587.
 Sampson has modelled part of the military scenes in his play on Holinshed: some speeches appear to be copied verbatim from the Chronicles.

John Lesley, Bishop of Ross, was a friend and defender of Mary, Queen of Scots, supporting her during her imprisonment in England. The History of Scotland, written in Latin while Leslie was in England, began with the death of James I and continued until 1561. It was printed in Rome in 1578, translated into Scots by a monk in 1596, but not published until the nineteenth century when one hundred copies only were printed in 1829 for the Bannatyne Club, Edinburgh.

I have examined the Calendars of State Papers for 1560, with particular regard to those of Queen Elizabeth’s Foreign Series and those relating to Scotland, and compared these with the other accounts being examined.

Following the wars in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries between the kingdoms of Scotland and England, Scotland’s independence from England was acknowledged.  There were many conflicts between England and France throughout the period referred to as the Hundred Years’ War, during which Scotland formed an alliance with France against their mutual enemy England – an association that became known as The Auld Alliance. This alliance was strengthened with the marriage of the young Scottish queen, Mary, to the French Dauphin in 1558.

By the early sixteenth century the question of religion in Europe had become of great importance. In England, the supporters of the reformed religion, the Protestants, had become increasingly influential under Henry VIII, but Queen Mary Tudor had re-established the state of Catholic England. In 1543 the new queen of Scotland was Mary, baby daughter of James V, for whom the regent was the heir presumptive, the Protestant earl of Arran. He converted to the Catholicism of James in order to increase his influence, and he was instrumental in Mary being sent to France to be betrothed to the Dauphin François, thus breaking the marriage treaty with Henry’s son Edward. The gift of the duchy of Châtelherault later persuaded Arran to renounce the regency in 1554 in favour of the young queen’s mother, Mary of Guise, who was determined that her daughter should inherit a Catholic Scotland and have the support of France against the challenges of the English, as well as feared Protestants such as Wishart and Knox. 

Scotland was already being torn apart by the struggle for power: on the one side by Châtelherault and many lords who were sympathetic to the beliefs of the Reformers and, in fierce opposition, by the chancellor Cardinal Beaton, loyal to Mary of Guise, a staunch Catholic and supporter of France. There was increasing hostility to the queen regent especially after the marriage of her daughter into the Catholic French royal family. The Scottish Parliament agreed that François should be offered the ‘crown matrimonial’ and this granted him the title of King of Scotland. Only a year later, the death of the French king gave the young couple the dual title of King and Queen of France and of Scotland.  Bishop Lesley sums up the situation:
And he [Francis] hering of the trubles than being in Scotlande, ſend ane wyse and vailyeant capitane, called Monſieur de la Broche, and the bischope of Ameanis, with tow doctors of theologie, to aſſiſt the Quene regent with thair counſall, for pecefeing of the trubles within Scotlande, quha arrivit at Leithe in the moneth of September; and in the meintyme, the French men was fortefiing the toun of Leithe, to the effect thay might make reſidence thairintill, to reſiſt all aſſaltis that might be maid aganis thame.


                   [L. 278].

With the death of Mary Tudor and England again a Protestant country, Mary of Guise called upon additional French troops to assist her in Scotland in controlling the disturbances between the Reformers and the Catholics, and in repelling the English, who had been asked for help by the Scottish Protestants. Châtelherault, previously a supporter of the queen regent, later abandoned catholicism and turned against his queen. The Protestants in Scotland were in ascendancy but the queen regent still held power during the absence of her daughter who was in France. At last Elizabeth responded to the Scottish Protestants’ appeal and sent an English fleet under Winter to the Forth in January 1560 and an army under Lord Grey in March, in order to help disperse the French troops from their established stronghold of the fortified town of Leith, ‘but principallie becauſe ſhe feared the haſſard of hir owne realme and eſtate, in caſe the French men war ſuffered to make reſidence in that realme’.

It is this situation that William Sampson introduces into his play. The army, led by Lord Grey of Wilton, attacks Leith and, after a succession of bloody battles over a period of some months with thousands of lives lost, overcomes the French troops. The subsequent Treaty of Edinburgh of 1560 requires the complete withdrawal of the French and peace to be declared between Scotland, France and England.  

In actual fact the English did not overcome the French and there was no obvious victor in the Siege of Leith. After the death of Mary of Guise on the 10th June, negotiations took place for a treaty between the French and the English and this was finalised on the 6th July – although never actually ratified by Queen Mary of Scotland. Before she died the queen regent made her views on England absolutely clear – and his entry suggests that John Lesley was in agreement with her:
[She] ſend for the Duike of Chattilliro and all the lordis of  Scotland that was in the toune of Edinburgh and campte; quha come to hir caſtell of Edinburgh, quhair ſho maid unto thame ane godlie and wiſe exhortatione; perſuading thame to unitie and concord with thair ancient friend and confiderattis of France . . .  and ſhew unto thame that Ingland uſed thame onelie bot as inſtrumentis to ſerve thair owine turne; and the ſupport quhilk thay had ſende to expel the Frenche men was onelie in reſpect of thair owne ſaiftie, and not for the weill of any Scottis man 



      



       [L. 286].
Elizabeth was eager to begin negotiations after the queen regent’s death as she was fearful that a delay would encourage the French king to ask for Spanish help and, in addition, she was most anxious that her army return to England.   

In order to consider Sampson’s version of the siege, I shall now examine the events as portrayed through his characters in relation to the accounts recorded by La Brosse, Churchyard, Holinshed, Lesley, and in the State Papers.  

The second scene of Act 1 opens with Lord Grey emphasising his position within the army, and discussing the identity of the Scottish ‘hostages’ with the earl of Argyll:
Grey
As far as my commission, Argyll,


I have proceeded.  





                  [1.2.1-2].
Thomas Churchyard refers to ‘Lord Gray the chiefe’, and his Commission is mentioned in the Journal of Jacques de La Brosse:
That same day [7th February] Lord Grey, warden of the East and Middle Marches of England, wrote a letter to Lord Home, warden of the East March on the Scottish side, in which he informed him that he had been appointed to this office by the Queen, his mistress.

                                   
      [B. 71].
This information is confirmed in a footnote to a document listed in the Calendar of Foreign State Papers: 

Instructions for Lord Grey of Wilton.

1. According to the authority given him by Letters Patent, whereby he is constituted Warden of the East and Middle Marches, he shall repair to his charge, and see the same governed according to the ancient orders of the Borders. 
6. He shall favour and encourage all borderers who are disposed to take part in the liberty of Scotland against the French; and show the reverse to those that neglect it; and in all other things he is to follow the tenor of his commission, and such commandments as he shall receive from the Lord Lieutenant.
 

In his opening speech in the play, Grey reminds Argyll: ‘Dunbar can witness where we skirmished last’.
 This conflict is referred to by Churchyard:

The maner thus, Before Dumbar they paste

Where issued out, the French a silly bande

On horse and foote, and not requiring faste

To take me thought, the skirmishing in hand;

And thus a while, both parties still did stand,

Till cankred hate had kindled malice newe,

And bade our men, in field their foes pursewe.

But in the ende, a few were hurt or slaine

They driuen in, and none that skirmishe would,

The campe marcht throw, & did no while remaine

Before Dumbar, the troth thereof is tould



    [C. 36-46].
It is seen from the State Papers that Grey describes the success of the skirmish at 

Dunbar in his report of March 31st to Norfolk:
To-day passing Dunbar on our march, I sent 50 or 60 foot with Sir Henry Percy’s light horse to occupy Dunbar, till our rear, &c. was past. The French had 50 horse and 200 foot in their trenches, but though offered fair play, would not issue.  For my son with 30 men going nearer than near enough, they discharged their pieces almost in their beards . . . We are now at Linterne brigges*, without loss of man, woman, child, horse, bag or baggage.

  [CSPS 705 p. 343].
Grey continues in his first speech to ask about the names of the hostages that have been requested. As early in the year as February 4th, Randolph asks Sadler and Croft ‘The lords wish to know which of the 12 hostages the Queen will choose, to avoid the charge of bringing all’.
 From Norfolk’s communication to Cecil of February 8th the suggested list of pledges may be seen, ‘thinking those named herein most meet’: 

1. the Duke of Chastelherault’s 2nd son

2. the Earl of Argyll’s father’s brother’s son

3. the Earl of Glencairn’s son James Conyngham

4. the Earl of Menteith’s son George Graham

5. the Lord Ruthven’s son Archibald Ruthven

6. the lord James’s brother [?uterine] Robert Douglas
  [CSPS 646 p. 312].
John Lesley makes it clear that the young men are to be sent to England as evidence of the Scottish nobles’ support of the English against the French: 
the loirdis of Scotlande entered pledges within Ingland, quha remained quhill eftir the deceis of the King of France.  The pledges war
David Hammiltoun, third ſone to the Duik of Chattilliro, 

ane uther called Campbell, couſing to the Erle of Argyle, 

Robert Douglas, brodir to the priour of Sanct Androis, and laird of Lochleavin, and ane ſone of the Lorde Ruthvenis.

                                   [L. 280-281].
It would appear that the Duke of Châtelherault, as heir presumptive to the Scottish throne, was having trouble deciding which of his sons he would be prepared to send away. His eldest son, James, was 23 years old, his second, John, was 21, his third son, David [no birth date], and the youngest, Claud, 14 years old.  Presumably he decided that his heir James, 3rd Earl of Arran, could not be sent, and that John could also be useful to him in Scotland; the decision would finally have been between his two youngest sons: David must have been about 16 years old and so, in the end, as can be confirmed by the state papers, his father decided to send Claud away. Lesley has only listed four young ‘pledges’: George Graham has been left off the list, as has James Cunningham, but Ruthven’s son has been included.

Holinshed is quite confident as to the names on his list of hostages:
Thursday the fourth of April, five young gentlemen, appointed to passe into England for pledges . . . Their names were as follows.

The Lord Claud Hamilton fourth sonne unto the duke of Chateau le rault

Robert Douglas halfe brother to the lord James Steward

Archebald Campbell lord of Loughennell

George Gream second sonne to the earle of Monteith

James Coningham sonne to the earle of Glencarne
           [p. 1187 lines 48-58].
Sampson, however, appears to have copied, or mis-copied, his list from Holinshed:  

Grey
I require the hostages be delivered


Twixt England and the federary lords.

Argyll
Peruse this beadroll from Duke Châtelherault


Wherein their names are. Their persons attend



At Inchkeith and, with willingness, are bound

To attend the mighty Queen of England.

Grey
Lord Claud Hambleton fourth son of the Duke


Robert Dowglasse brother to the Lord James Stuart


Archibald Dowglasse Lord of Loughennell


George Gram second son to the Earle of Menteich


James Coningham son to the Earl of Glencorne       


    [1.2.7-18].
Sampson has omitted to state that Robert Douglas is the half-brother (‘brother uterine’)

of the ‘Lord James Steward’, and he appears to have confused the name for ‘Archebald

Campbell of Lochennell’, calling him ‘Archibald Dowglasse’. The State Papers refer to ‘the Earl of Argyll’s father’s brother’s son, Mr Alexander Campbell’ whereas Holinshed describes him as ‘Archebald Campbell of Lochennell’. It has not been possible to identify an Alexander Campbell of Lochennell (or, correctly, Lochynnell, or Lochnell) with the described parentage, as Argyll’s father appears to have had only one brother, John (Lochnell), and he died without male descendants.
 However, there was an Alexander Campbell of about the correct age, who was a minor in 1560 and loyal to the Earl of Argyll. This Alexander was appointed Protestant Bishop of Brechin, although there is no evidence that he was one of the young hostages of Leith. 

It would appear from the state papers that Holinshed and, therefore, Sampson, have an incomplete list. Although Holinshed refers to the ‘hostages’ as young gentlemen and it is indicated from these documents that they are, indeed, young people, the youngest only five years old, it is not clear why these particular names should appear on a list to be taken as pledges by England, as their Scottish noblemen fathers are all members of the Congregation in its endeavour, with the English, to repel the French from Scotland.

It is reported in a letter from Norfolk to Cecil that, in a letter dated 26th March from Cecil, and recorded on 1st April, the names of the pledges are confirmed, with firm instructions as to their continuing education: ‘The hostages are in Mr Wynter’s possession . . . It would be to the Queen’s honour to have them, ‘being children’, well brought up at ‘schole’ and have learning either in Cambridge or Oxford, which their parents have earnestly required at my hands . . . Signed, Norfolk’. It may be seen from this list that Châtelherault has substituted his younger son for the elder and it also gives advice as to where the young men are presently residing:     

1. The Duke of Chatelherault’s 4th son, Lord Claude, aged 14 years: in Canterbury

2. The Earl of Argile’s father’s brother’s son, Mr Alexander Campbell, and

3. The Lord James brother uterine, Mr Robert Douglas, both at men’s state: in some college at Cambridge.

4. The Earl of Glencairn’s son, Mr James Cunyngham, as man grown: Lord Wharton

5. The Earl of Menteith’s son, Mr George Graham, 5 years old: Dean of Durham

6. The Lord Ruthven’s son, Mr Archibald Ruthven, aged 14 years: Dean of Westminster






              [707 p. 344 Apr 1].
This list is confirmed on April 15th in a letter from Norfolk to Cecil who explains, ‘of their qualities or how they have profited in learning, I cannot inform you. I pray you send word how I shall send them up’.
 Further information is given of the hostages on the 21st April when the Earl of Menteith is expressing concern that ‘his son for his tender years’ sake may remain near the border, that he may the better send some of his [?family] to see and hear oftener from him’.
 It is clear that these six young men were, indeed, the ‘pledges’ referred to, and there is no obvious reason why Holinshed (and Sampson) left out the additional name. Lord Ruthven appears accepting of his son being ‘one of the pledges for the contract betwixt the two realms’ although he does make some specific requests of Cecil as early as February 28th:
As I would have him nourished and brought up in the fear of his Lord God. I will desire you to move the Queen that he may be ‘put to the scole in Cambreche [Cambridge] upon my expens’, and obtain her writing to the Duke to send him there. ‘Because the boy is presentlie heir, and does no guid bot tynis [loses] tyme’. 



                                      [CSPS 667 p. 324 Feb 28].
The destination for the hostages appears to be somewhere in England. In his communication to the Privy Council of the 29th February, Norfolk admits to having spent
three days in conference with these Scottish lords, . . . at last we came to debate the conditions whereon their hostages should remain in England; . . .  they shall have their hostages ready to be put on board one of our ships in the Frith and transported hither.  




  [CSPS 670 p. 327 Feb 29].
Sampson is clear that he believes the hostages were to be taken to England, but this suggestion may very well have come from Holinshed:
Grey
 . . .   Herald at Arms!  Conduct these noble pledges from the red Braes to Inchkeith. See ’em delivered to James Croft and George Howard, knights, from thence to be embarked for England.



  [1.2.20-23].
Holinshed explains that on the 4th April ‘they were brought up to salt Preston, and remained there that night’. Although, on ‘Saturday the sist of Aprill, being Palmesundaie even, the campe raised from salt Preston, and marched forwards . . . the same day the Scotish hostages were imbarked to passe into England’. However, Sir James Croft and Sir George Howard (referred to by Grey in his speech) were at that time attending the Queen Regent and Rouge Croix was accompanying them.

Sampson refers to ‘Two thousand hardy Scots’ to bring the total of the English army to eight thousand, but there are many conflicting reports as to the actual number of soldiers involved.
 On February 20th, Norfolk wrote to Cecil advising him that ‘at least 4000 foot are needed for the exploit into Scotland [and] we have put 1000 more in readiness’.
 Jacques de La Brosse, however, reports that on the 1st April
the Queen [Regent] produced a letter from the Earl of Bothwell, in which he reported that he had heard that the English army consisted of twenty-five ensigns* of foot, seven hundred pioneers, and they were to raise five hundred in Scotland, five hundred demi-lances, and four thousand men who were coming by sea; two thousand more men were coming from Berwick to the Duke of Norfolk; that Lord Grey, Sir James Croftes [sic], Sir Henry Percy were the principal leaders of this army in Scotland; that two or three thousand Scotsmen were to be kept at the Queen of England’s expense, and those of the bravest . . .







               [B. p. 91].
The potentially large number of invading troops does not seem to have been taken too seriously, as La Brosse makes the point in his Journal that ‘The Sieur de Bothwell does not hold this advice very trustworthy’. Churchyard estimates that the ‘Scots Lords’ ‘brought with them two Thousand men at least / Few more I gesse that were in order set’ and considers that the number of English soldiers was inadequate for the task:


                      . . . they marched throw the plaine


With banner splaide, with carriage haell and tente,


All fitte for warres, to Leeth this armye wente,


And as I know, the number was so small,


Sixe thousande and, fiue hundreth men were all.


        [C. 3-7].
In Sampson’s play, Grey refers to ‘gentle Sir Gervase’, the alliterative name allegedly given to Sir Gervase Clifton because his bearing was so courtly.
 Clifton has conscripted ‘five hundred and fifty tall white coats’, proudly describing them as 


Fellows that will face a murdering cannon


When it blows ranks into the air as chaff.


Yet, dreadless they shall stand it and not shrink.


Right Nottinghamshire lads.





  [1.2.43-47]. 

The number of soldiers quoted by Clifton appears to be rather more than the two hundred called for by Norfolk and is a generous contribution from his county.
 Many of these conscripts were men who were ‘more rawe then rype, vnready out of vse’, as Churchyard described those ‘not trained for the field’.
 

In the play, Lord Grey sends Sir George Howard, Sir James Croft and his son Arthur Grey to make representation to the dowager queen, accompanying her trumpeter Trumball. Holinshed refers to the ‘safe repaire’ given via Trombull (sic) to Croft, Howard and ‘six others to accompanie them’.
 In the State Papers, it may be observed that Grey sends communication to Norfolk on the 7th April that Croft and Howard are to accompany the trumpeter [?Drummond] to the Dowager, adding
I thought the skirmish should cease and ordered our party to retire, the said trumpeter warning the French to the like.                                            [CSPS 716]. 
‘I’ th’ interim we’ll sheath our burnished blades / Which had been dyed in scarlet long

ere this’ [1.2.69] says Grey in the play, and this promise (and the outcome) is stated

clearly in his official letter to Norfolk of the 7th April:
After Croft and Howard departed, hearing some shots, I drew near the French, and gave notice by a trumpeter, that seeing the communing then on hand, skirmishing should cease. They made a brave answer that they were on their master’s ground, and without warning, discharged 50 or 60 shot at me and a few of the Scots lords with me, compelling us to make the skirmish, which was very hot, wherein we have killed and taken 100 Frenchmen, not without a good number of ours hurt, and some slain.



             [CSPS 716].
Sampson tells that the French disregarded the request that fighting should cease while a

peace agreement was being considered:
Rouge Croix
Making for Edinburgh to the Queen

Nine hundred shot and five hundred corslets 

Came forth of Leith under the conduct

Of Martigues and D’Oysel, their colonels.

We wished them peaceably return to Leith

Since contrary to all laws of arms

They now had issued. Martigues replied

They, on their master’s ground, resolvèd stood,

And from their mistress would not budge a foot

For any English breathing.



                      [1.2.100-109].
The description of this attack is based on Holinshed’s account: 

although an abstinence of all hostilitie  … ought to have ceased, the Frenchmen to the number of nine hundred, or a thousand shot, backed with five hundred corselets and pikes and about fiftie horsemen, were come forth of Leith . . . the Frenchmen stepping forth, discharged a whole volee of their shot into the field against my lord Greie and his companie. Thereupon, the Englishmen and they fell in skirmish, which continued for the space of foure houres and more, so hot & earnestlie maintained on both parts, that the like had not lightlie beene seene manie a day before. Yet at length, the Englishmen drove the French footmen over the hill . . .





           [1188 20-50].
In his version of events, Churchyard refers to ‘this staye of warre’ and presents a picture of Frenchmen who ‘laye vnseene / As though were ment, no harme on either side / As fire lyes hid, vntill the smoke be spide’.
 Although Grey tried to reason with them, sending word that ‘they should retyre them now’,
Full stoutly than, the French in braury spake 

Do what you dare . . .
Full in our face, they shotte as they were mad:

A tricke of Fraunce, a bluddy parte to bad

But as God woude, the skath they did was smale

It was but one on whom the harme did fale.

                [C. 87-88; 95-98].
John Lesley, staunchly Catholic, paints a rather different picture. His version of events suggests that ‘Sir George Hawart and Sir James Croftis’ visited the queen regent to ask that the French ‘depart furth of the realme of Scotland’, promising that the English would return to their own country. After consulting her officers, the Queen then sends her trumpeter Drummond to La Brosse with the instruction that he agrees the conditions with Lord Grey. Lesley believes that it was the English who initiated this attack:
ſone eftir his departing fre the Lord Grays campt, [Drummond] was ſuddantlie ſend for againe, and his letters taikin frome him, and commandit to returne to the caſtell of Edinburgh to the Quene, and declare thay wold haif no commouning, bot be revenged on the Frenche men for the ſlauchter of thair men the night precedi
ng.                                                                                                  [L. 283].
The accounts by the English authors of the unprovoked assault by the French on the allied forces are given in rather more detail than that of La Brosse in his Journal where, in merely a couple of lines, he reports that after Grey had made the suggestion to cease fire, ‘Soon after they fell to a skirmish, in which a good many English were left on the field and of them many were hurt’. There is no reference to French casualties – or even of a French defeat - but he mentions several English captains who ‘were taken with a few soldiers, and three or four were killed’. La Brosse concludes this report by saying that ‘the English have dug themselves in round their camp’: not quite the same result as that reported by Churchyard, Holinshed and in the official state papers.
 

Later on, however, La Brosse expands on his report of the skirmish and it is perhaps unsurprising that he appears to exaggerate the military ability of his countrymen and reduces the number of casualties from that given in other accounts:
On the 6th the English camp came to Restalrig, where a great skirmish took place . . .  in which a good many English were left on the field and of them many were hurt. Towards the end of the encounter some French harquebusiers having put to flight a party of English horse and foot and having gone on in pursuit of this victory . . . the English faced about near the gallows on the seashore: the captains, Saint Jean, Mirepoys, Favas and Biron, were taken with a few soldiers, and three or four were killed. The English have dug themselves in round their camp at the said Restalrig.  





       [B. 101].
After the ‘skirmish’ there is a tally of the number of French casualties, although Holinshed does not appear to detail any of them, merely stating that
There were slaine in this skirmish of the French, about a seven score, and amongst them twelve men of name, beside some of them that remained prisoners. Of the Englishmen, there were also diuerse slaine, and manie hurt.     









             [1188 65-8]. 

In The Vow Breaker, Argyll gives numbers and the precise names of French noblemen taken prisoner, but his list of names does not appear elsewhere and the inclusion of La Brosse may also suggest that Sampson created it for the purpose of his play:

Seven score, my Lord, and prisoners of noble worth:


Poitiers, Augois, Bourbon, Chaumont, Châlons,


La Brosse and, of the English, merely one slain.


      [1.3.7-9].
In view of the fact that La Brosse kept a daily journal, it could be presumed that he was not taken prisoner. The optimism that ‘merely’ one man was slain is slightly at odds with Holinshed’s ‘diverse’, and with Churchyard’s account in which he states that ‘some’ were slain.

Although Churchyard specifies no names, he reports that twelve Frenchmen ‘of good name’ were slain. In addition, five gentlemen taken prisoner

Wee toke that day, and brought awaye aliue.

Of common sort, of souldiours good and bad

Full seven skore, of them we put to sack,

And some sore hurt, into their towne they lad:

Of ours in deede, a very fewe did lack


Some hurt, some slaine,  . . .




           [C. 181-187].
Norfolk, in his communication to Cecil, appears relieved that the only death worth mentioning is that of one officer – presumably the foot soldiers were dispensable and therefore unremarkable. Although, from the foregoing, it could be suggested that the English routed the French, it is clear from the letter to Cecil a week or so after the event, and after Norfolk had discussed it with Sir Francis Leake, that the attack did not actually have the expected outcome:
Mr Leeke is now arrived, who saw the whole, and says it was the hottest he ever saw. There were killed and hurt of either part, 7 or 8 score; and hard to judge who had the better. On our side none slain above the degree of lieutenant, Captain Barkeley hurt and taken, Mr Arthur Grey shot through the shoulder, but thank God, in no danger. Brian Fritzwilliams shot through the leg. Of the French, Monsieur Chepper one of the chiefest captains slain. I hope this will be a lesson to them in charge to keep their men out of Edinburgh.
 
It is rather telling that Norfolk appears concerned that the English may have been too inadequately equipped to effect an overwhelming success in this skirmish. He continues in this communication, ‘I think all our fine armed Berwick men be not the best furnished of them’, and ends with the plea that he be not blamed for the less than satisfactory outcome, ‘Praying you to be so much my friend that every man may bear his own burden, and nothing undeserved laid on my neck’.
Lesley describes the engagement quite clearly and he, too, emphasises that there was no obvious victor – in contrast to Sampson’s account, where Young Bateman proudly displays the ‘Colours’ of the French:

. . . thair was ane army of aucht thousande men . . . and the hoill army was ſend in Scotlande with the Lord Gray, being appointed liuetennent thairto . . . on Satirday the ſaxt day of Aprill; quhair at thair firſt arryvinge, or thay ſet doun thair campt, Monſieur Martigo, [Martigues] crowner of the Frenche army, iſhewt furth of the toun with ix hundrethe harcabuiſhers of French men . . . quhair thair was gret contenowall and hat ſcarmiſhing betuix the Ingliſmen and French men, with harcabuſhers, culveringis and piſtolettis, quhilk lefted the ſpace of five or fax houris, in the quhilk thair was mony Inglimen and Frenche men alſo ſlane, and dyvers hurt; and the ſaid Martigo reterred him ſelfe and his cumpanie in ordour to the toune of Leith, and the Ingliſmen ſet doun thair campte, and planted thair gret ordinance beſyd the ſaid hill.

            [L. 282-283].
Act 2 of The Vow Breaker begins with a scene where the two French officers, Martigues and D’Oysel, dress up as women in order to confuse their enemy. To support the fancy dress and to appear genuine Scottish women, they adopt a pseudo Scottish language, flirt with the soldiers, and open fire. They are then defeated by Clifton and his men, with the loss of only one English soldier:
Martigues
Now is our time to work a stratagem


Gaining these trenches that oppress the town.


Thus, as we are, we pass without suspect:


Nine bona-robas, nine stout viragoes,


Nine manly lasses which will stand the squeak.


     [2.1.3-7].
D’Oysel
The Scotch language I am perfect in.


Encaul yourselves, they enter on their guard.



  [2.1.12-13].
Clifton

Well fought, my hearts, though we have lost one man


Whose head they basely perch upon the walls.


Base-minded D’Oysel, cowardly Martigues!


. . .

You came like yourselves,


Frenchified trulls, to scold us from our trenches


But not to beat us.





          [2.1.114-120].
Holinshed, on the 12th April, refers to French ‘women’ and describes the scene in a few

lines:
. . . nine Frenchmen apparelled like women, came forth of Leith, and counterfeiting some like demeanor to the apparel wherein they were disguised, trained one of the English scouts within their danger, whom they tooke, and chopped off his head, which they set upon  the top of one of their church steeples.






           [1188 46-52].
In The Siege of Leith, Churchyard reports on the incident, but makes no mention of the

number of soldiers involved or the beheaded Englishman and, like Holinshed, makes no

attempt to identify the disguised Frenchmen:

                 . . . a mounte there was deuisde


Which bare the name of Pellam for the space


I had forgot, how Frenchmen cam disgisde


In womens wedes, like queanes with muffled face


They did no acte, but sone they tooke the chace


I see that passe, and on the mounte I treate


Where to be playne, the seruice was full greate.

            [C. 330-336].
This incident is certainly unexpected and could be thought to be unlikely. It is not mentioned in the Calendar of State Papers but as there are references, as quoted, these do suggest that it may well be genuine. In his Journal La Brosse refers to it only briefly, but the editor’s footnote alludes to a comment of Stow:
That same day [14th April] three or four soldiers apparelled like women pretended to come out from Leith.  Some English horse came towards them of whom the said soldiers killed some and took some prisoner. 
      [B. 117].
[footnote] The same day nine French men apparelled like women came foorth of Lieth, and counterfeiting some light demeanor, trained one of the English scowts within their danger, whom they tooke, and chopped off his head, which they set upon the toppe of one of their Church steeples.
      
            [Stow 1087].
After the scene with the French ‘women’, in The Vow Breaker Clifton effects a fight with Martigues, overcomes him and then sends him back unharmed, with the instruction

. . . take thy arms, return back to Leith


With our best convoy. I tell thee, Martigues,


My hatred is not capital, though honour


And war’s necessity made me storm.


When to these walls thou see’st my white coats come


With scaling ladders to assault the town


Be merciful, as I have been to thee.



              [2.3.29-35]. 

There is no reference to Martigues being taken prisoner in any other account or, indeed, to him showing ‘mercy’ to the English soldiers when they attack Leith castle, but there is praise for Clifton in Grey’s letter to Norfolk of 21st April, when he requests that Norfolk write to ‘Sir Jarvice Clifton’ for his ‘stout endeavour’.
 Holinshed draws scant attention to Clifton on that day, reporting that he was guarding the making ‘of a new trench neere to the towne’.
  

In Sampson’s play, Rouge Croix requests ‘safe convoy’ from ‘the red Braies to Edinburgh Castle’ for Monluc who, on entering, explains his reasons:


Mary, King Dauphin’s wife, dowager of France


And heir apparent to the Scottish crown


. . . Me, her legate, she sends to Edinburgh


To parley with her mother, the Queen Regent,

And Article a peace twixt her dear sister,

The Queen of England, and the Lords of Scotland

If our conditions may be made with honour.
                                   [3.2. 93-102].
Holinshed first makes reference to Monluc’s arrival, on the 21st April:
The bishop of Valence named Monluc . . . came to Lesterike . . . he was conducted by Rouge Crosse the officer of armes from the campe into Edenburgh, and so went up to the castell to conferre with the queene Dowager.









           [1189 56-66].
There is also reference in the Chronicles to Monluc who, ‘after he had talked with the queene Dowager, returned to commune with the lords of the congregation’, but there is no mention of him bringing ‘conditions’ for a peace treaty.

La Brosse notes in his Journal that the Bishop of Valence ‘had been received by Lord Grey and the English camp very honourably and with very fair words’ on the 21st and that, although ‘his commission was directed towards peace’, that night the English renewed their attack.
 The following day the conditions for peace on behalf of the King and Queen concerned chiefly three things:
An amnesty for past offences; the conservation of their privileges and liberties and treaties already made; the withdrawal of the French soldiers, retaining only those necessary for the fortresses, on condition that they returned to their due obedience. There could be nothing better, so it was thought, even by the English, and these propositions were at once drawn up in writing in their tongue and made known throughout their army and sent into England.
                   [B. 125].
Thomas Churchyard, a common soldier, would not have been privy to political deliberations, but his account of the incident suggests that it may have been common knowledge that the visit of Monluc was part of an attempt to negotiate a peace treaty:
A Bishop came, from Fraunce to treate a peace

Muche talke there was, which time consumed still

But all this while, the wars did nothing seace

                   [C. 218-219].
From a communication to Cecil ‘on the Scots’ from Wotton and dated about 20th April, I have learned from the State Papers of an imminent threat that the Spanish king was expected to arrive in Scotland with thousands of troops to assist the French.
 Wotton is of the opinion that ‘the Queen’s purpose is defeated; for ours cannot resist the French thus aided, and the neutral Scots seeing this, will declare for them’. However, after weighing up the demands of the Scots [this appears to refer to the ‘conditions’ of the queen regent] Wotton suggests that the English ‘continue in war and not agree’. He adds, in a later communication on the same day,
it is very strange he [Philip] promised to aid the French against the Scots, without signifying it to the Scots or the Queen. No! nor never soughte so much as to understande how the cace standith betwixt the French and the Scottes!  What is this [asks Wotton of Cecil] but to open the gate and the way for the French to conquer England by Scotland.


 [CSPS 742 Apr 20].
From Grey’s letter to Norfolk on April 25th it is clear that, although Monluc ‘talks much’, it is ‘to little purpose, though he seems desirous to pacify these troubles’.
 On the following day, Norfolk makes it clear to Grey that Monluc’s efforts are in vain: 

the siege of Leith shall be more hotly prosecuted, and the treaty less regarded – except something unforeseen occurs – and the congregation advertised that [the Queen] is determined to augment her force by land and sea, rather than the exploit be hindered . . . There is no way so profitable for us (if feasible) than to win it by force.


           


           [749 Apr 26].
The impasse over the terms of the peace treaty culminates in the attack on Leith on Tuesday 7th May, depicted by Sampson in Act 4. The act opens with Grey issuing his battle cry to the troops:
Grey
This day shall in our English calendar stand


Either to our dishonour or great fames


When chronicles, in after ages, tell


The seventh of May we scaled the walls of Leith.


We have begun, dreadless of death and dangers


And, like to loyal subjects, held the rights


Of our dear mistress Queen Elizabeth.


When Captain Randall gives the alarm


‘Assault! Assault!’ each man salute his friend,


Take solemn farewell till this siege have end.

                [4.1.2-11].
Perhaps it is this day, more than any other, that proved to be the turning point of the siege; it was a day of complete disaster for the English and the blame, according to accounts from both sides, may rest on the shoulders of Lord Grey.

Thomas Churchyard speaks from experience, describing only too clearly the disastrous assault:
            For this assault, lewde* ladders, viele* and nought
       * worthless (OED 6);  [Fr. vieux] old

The soldiours had, which were to shorte God wot


The profe thereof, with blud the poore men bought


Had they ben long, the towne we might haue got


. . .
The drommes did sounde, the trumpettes blew alowde


The Cannons shot, the bowmen stode not still


The smoke was like, a fogge or mistie clowde


That poulder made, our souldiours lackt no will


To clyme the walls, where they receiud much ill


For when they laide, their ladders in the dike


They were to shorte, the lengthe of halfe a pike.

. . .


To see poore soules, there wander in the dikes

The stones were flunge, the curriar bet them downe


The wounded men, let fall both bowes and pikes


The mangled heapes, that creped from the towne


The slaughter foule, and here the wofull sowne


That Souldiours cries, there made I thinke in dede


Would sure compel, a stony harte to blede.


            [C. 442-476].
La Brosse builds up a picture of events from the beginning of the month. He writes of the first two days when ‘nothing much was done on either side’, with ‘just the usual skirmishes and some shots’, and he even comments that ‘the English said that they were waiting for their reinforcements from England before making a breach and giving the assault . . . Meanwhile they were busy making scaling ladders’.
 On the 3rd May, La Brosse reports ‘An outstanding skirmish’ [for the French, of course], and by day six ‘it had been impossible to get anyone into Leith; they all were taken on the way’:  

On the 7th, at break of day, they made the assault on all sides of the town with scaling ladders. This lasted for two and a half or three hours, and they were repulsed . . . The English and Scots acknowledged that they had lost a thousand or fifteen hundred men . . . There were only fifteen men killed in the town, and a few wounded, but not dangerously. All day the English and Scots lords were guarding the trenches in order, as they said, to allow their men a little rest in the meantime. And during this pause, they made for themselves ladders which were longer than the others, which, they said, had been found to be too short. The wounded said . . . that the greatest hurt they had received had been from the stones thrown down by the sutlers* and the trollops.

                   [B. 145].
It is quite clear from La Brosse’s version of events that, on the 7th May, the English failed in their attempt to scale the walls of Leith with the loss of many lives.

Holinshed describes the attack in some detail, praising the men who ‘preased forward with courage inough, and boldlie adventured to clime the wals, and enter at the breaches, but yet their attempt wanted the wished successe’.
 He explains how the French were able to repel the English: 

For what through the Frenchmens policie in stopping the currant of the river that night, and other deuises for their owne safegard, and the annoyance of the assailants; and what by reason of the unfitness of the ladders, being too short by two yards and more, the assailants were repelled.

           [1192 50-56].
Although La Brosse claims that no Englishmen were able to breach the wall, Holinshed reports, ‘neverthelesse, manie there were that entred the towne in sundrie places’.

Bishop Lesley also makes reference to this assault, but he does not suggest that the inadequate length of the ladders was the direct cause of its failure:
The French men isſhewd furth of the towne . . . and maid gret ſlauchter upoun the watches and utheris . . .  one day in the morning befoir day … with ane thouſand ſouldioris Inglis and Scottis, with mony ledderis maid to that effect, quha aſſailyeit the ſame verey ſtoutlie; bot the wallis was fo curageouſlie defendit be the Frenche men, that the Ingliſmen war repulſed and gret number of thame ſlayne. 







       [L. 285].
It would appear that Sampson wishes to give the impression that the English were poised on the edge of victory. Clifton and Argyll report the event in the manner of a commentary, accentuating the excitement of the attack and the bravery of their own men. Clifton boasts how he faced the French general: 

 
D’Oisel has thrice assaulted me; I faced him

And from his sides, like Libyan Hercules,

I tore the rough Nemean lion’s skin,

His armour of good proof, which here I bear

And will not part from, but with loss of life.



    [4.2.9-13].
Argyll describes how ‘the hardy Scots as swift as roes / Climb the walls and toss the Frenchmen down’. Although he admits that ‘the ladders are too short / Which gives a treble vantage to the French’, he confidently ends his account by asserting that ‘the Frenchmen fly the town / And seek for shelter’, suggesting, perhaps, that the English finish up victorious.
 To confirm this implied outcome of the assault, D’Oysel and Martigues now appear as prisoners of Clifton and Grey.

Although Sampson’s Grey is never less than positive about the outcome of the siege of Leith, from the official state papers it is seen that he was, in fact, less than optimistic about the chances of success: ‘if we assault and are repulsed, I see not that we shall be able to give a second, but must leave it with dishonour for lack of power’.
 Norwich acknowledges this pessimism over the venture in a letter to Cecil, in which he lays the responsibility firmly at Grey’s door, explaining that
I may not be silent, lest the fault be hereafter ‘layed in my necke’. Grey’s service consists only in courage without conduct: every man that can lead a band of horse is not fit for such an enterprise, ‘and to abate his forwardness, there be that be as backwardes’.




              [CSPS 773 May 5].
I am able to see from the Papers that the failure of the ladders erected against the town’s walls in order to effect the assault was also the responsibility of Grey, even if he delegated the actual task of measuring. ‘Mr Vaughan has measured the depth and breadth of the ditch and height of the ‘rampière’, the last more than a pike’s length’, writes Grey in a letter to Norfolk on the 4th May.
 Only a few days later, early on the morning of the attempted assault, Howard advises Norfolk that
we saw all things contrary – for there was neither breach meet for any man to assault – as I am informed by them that was at it – nor any scaling ladder long enough by 2 yards to reach the top of the wall.

  [CSPS 777 May 7].
Norfolk himself was very anxious to avoid being blamed for the unsuccessful assault; he writes to Cecil on May 8th that ‘the thing was marvellously ill handled [and] if it had been ordered as I am told, the thing might have been won with much less loss. Hoping nobody will find fault with my doings’.
 He later reports with some vehemence to Cecil that he had heard from Mr Killingale that Grey was blaming Norfolk for pressurising him to carry out the assault at that time:
Lord Grey also sends word that had it not been the hastening he had by letters (meaning mine) he would not have ventured this assault. You may see how unlikely this is – ‘first, of haste’ I never wrote to him since he removed from Lastarrick, and then you know I did it by direction. Since then, I have praised his doings ‘and never advised him to nothing’, but left all to himself, saying that he being there must needs see more than I could so far off, advise him. 



    


        [CSPS 780; CSPF 59. May 8].
After the death of Mary of Guise on June 10th (unmarked by Sampson), at the end of Act 4 we see instructions being given for a ceasefire to the generals of both sides of the conflict. Rouge Croix instructs Grey  ‘. . . make immediate repair to Edinburgh / And present lay by all hostility / From this hour until seven o’clock at night’. Following this, the Bishop of Valence, Monluc, instructs his chief of army, Martigues, to follow suit, and Grey himself orders Clifton ‘The like do you’. Although Grey claims to be resigned to peace or war - ‘We are for either object, both we dare’ - Clifton gives the impression that he is furious that the English are not allowed to ‘fight it out’.

Sampson appears to have modelled this incident on that in Holinshed’s Chronicle 

On Saturday sist of June, the lord Greie lord lieutenant, master secretarie Cecill, and sir Rafe Sadler, betwist three and foure of the clocke in the afternoone, gave order that there should no peece be shot, nor shew of hostilitie made till seauen of the clocke the same night: and herewith sent sir Gerveis Clifton unto all the souldiors that warded in the trenches and bulwarks on the west side of Leith, to command them to obserue the like order.  . . . The peace now in the meane time being concluded, on the morrow being Sundaie, and seuenth of June sir Francis Leake, and sir Gerveis Clifton, accompanied with two French gentlemen, were sent to the towne of Leith, to signifie unto monsieur Doisell, the bishop of Amiens, la Brosse, Martigues, and other the French lords and captains, that they were come thither by commandement from the commissioners, to cause the peace already concluded to be proclaimed . . .

      
            [1192, 3-24].
The date given for the Holinshed extract is June 6th, but there is no suggestion from the state papers that hostilities were suspended before June 17th when, ‘from articles agreed between the Ambassadors of France and England’, there should be ‘from Monday 17th instant [June] till Saturday next at 8 p.m. a suspension of arms by sea and land’.
  These Articles of Suspension (endorsed by Cecil’s clerk) contain certain conditions but also make it absolutely clear that negotiations for peace must continue, ‘If the ambassadors break off negotiations, the suspension of arms shall also cease’.

There is no mention at all of the ceasefire by La Brosse and, as his Journal does not end until the 15 June, this would suggest that a date of around the 17th may be the most likely.  

Act 5 of The Vow Breaker opens with a scene in which Gervase Clifton is discussing the Articles of Peace with the Bishop of Valence, as Ambassador to the king and queen of France, and with General Martigues. He enumerates thirteen Articles drawn up between Queen Elizabeth and the king and queen of France and Scotland ‘upon a reconciliation of peace and amity to be inviolably kept between them’.
  

Churchyard speaks passionately about the effect of the peace on the soldiers: 

That with their blud, their countries rest haue brought

. . . Because the brute, and betill headed braines

Can not conceiue, the depenes of this peace

And that some thinke, that we haue loste our paines

Or that by this, may further warres encreace

For that I would, suche fonde conceiptes should seace

. . . By this we haue, that many kinges did seek

A perfit peace, with Scotland suer for aye

By this the Frenche, that nestlid nere our cheek

Full many yeares, are now dispatcht away

. . . Our foes sent home, and we in quiet are.      [C.597; 617-621; 624-627; 630].
Although thirteen articles are referred to by Holinshed, in the state papers the actual number is unclear: on July 6th, there are twelve ‘principal matters’ and two days later there are twenty-six articles mentioned in Cecil’s letter to the Queen, referred to as being the ‘substance’ of the treaty.
 When comparing the Articles described by Sampson with those of Holinshed, it may be seen immediately that his list is taken from the Chronicle, as illustrated here.
 For comparison, some examples of the entries forming part of the state papers are also given:  

That the French soldiers and all men of war


Leave the realm of Scotland in twenty days

That the French souldiours and men of warre should depart out of the realme of Scotland within a short time limited of twentie daies

All French land and sea forces shall leave Scotland


        [CSPF 281 July 6].
Six score soldiers only are excepted,


Three score of them to remain at Inchkeith


And three score at the Castle of Dunbar

Their wages to be paid from the estates

Of Scotland, and to live lawful subjects

To the laws and ordinances of that realm

They to be answered their wages at the hands of the estates of Scotland, and to be subiect unto the lawes and ordinances of that realme, six score of them onlie excepted, as three score to abide in Insketh, and three score in the castell of Dunbar

All the French shall be removed save 120 to be stationed in Dunbar and Inchkeith, who are to be amenable to the laws of Scotland; they shall be mustered and paid monthly, and inspected by two Lords of Scotland to see that their numbers are not increased.
        [CSPF 280 July 6].
All fortifications in or about Leith

Which by the French were built, shall be defaced

That the fortifications about Leith should be razed and demolished

The fortifications of Leith and Dunbar shall be dismantled, and not rebuilt     [CSPF 280 July 6].
That France convey not any man of war

Nor ammunition into this land

Without a free consent in Parliament

Of the three estates of these great kingdoms

That the Frenchmen should not conueie into Scotland anie men of warre, or munitions without consent of the parlement assembled of three estates of that realme.

All hostile preparations to cease on both parts, and no ship to be transported with men of war ‘or any warly apparel’; and no artillery and munition imported without the consent of the Estates.





                  [CSPF 315 July 8; 280 July 6].
That Francis and Mary, King and Queen of France

From henceforth bear not the arms of England

Which solely appertain to our dread mistress, 

The Queen of England, and to no other.

That the king and queene of France & Scotland should not from thenceforth beare the arms of England, sith the same apperteined onelie to the queens maiestie of England and to no other person.

The French King and Queen shall abstain from using the arms and style of the Queen of England, and shall prohibit their subjects from doing the same.

        [CSPF 281 July 6]. 

John Lesley reports that four ambassadors and commissioners of France and England went to Edinburgh to discuss the terms of  peace, ‘aſſwell for the relief of Scottismen as for the weill and suirtie of the Quene of Inglande [and] eftir long treatie, thaie was a peace concludit and contracted’. After detailing the Articles, Lesley tells the reader,

‘Heir is neceſſar to be rememberit, the caus quhy in this treatye their was nothing aggreit tueching religione . . . thairfoir that mater was delayit’.
 
It appears that the French had no ships available to transport the army away from Scotland, and ‘thairfoir the Quene of Inglandis ſhippis was conductit thairto . . . and maid ſaill with proſperous winde and weddir to France. The Inglis armye departit likwyiſe, and by the waye cauſit caſt doun the foirt before the catle of Dumbar, as it was appointit befoir’.

At the end of this first scene of Act 5, having heard Clifton list the principal Articles of Peace, Martigues accepts them on behalf of his army: ‘We subjects are the hands, kings are the heads, / And what the head commands, the hands must act.
 The scene ends with Martigues suggesting to Clifton and his fellow officers that ‘As we have fought together, so we’ll feast’, although he is quick to remind him that this is restricted to ‘Such viands as a razed town can yield’.
 Bishop Lesley, in his History, says that the English army were well provisioned: 

Bot the Frenchemen within Leyth had gret penuritie of all kinde of victuallis, ſo that thay war conſtrayned to eit thair owine horſes, and eſteame the fleſche of thame moir delitious nor evir thay did veniſone of befoir.

       [L. 298].
Clifton and Grey (in the next scene) are certainly appreciative of the ‘full forty messes’ that the French provide for them ‘not like to foes, but friends’, praising them in particular for the ‘powdered horse’.
 

There is no mention of this feast in Holinshed, La Brosse or Churchyard but about the 22nd June, Randolph sent a letter to Killigrew, referring to the sharing of a meal during the six day ‘suspension of arms’, and this occasion would suggest a feast such as Sampson mentions:
In this time of abstinence [Randolph wrote], divers of ours have talked with divers of them ‘in gentle wordes and termes’, and have ‘broken and eaten togyther’. Yesterday on the sands on the east side, the captains of Mount Pelham met with some of them, each bringing such victuals as he had – the English, beef, bacon, capon, chicken, wine, &c.;  the French, to signify the difference between ‘thassigers* and thassiges’, brought a ‘colde capon rost, a pastie of a baken hors, and vj rattes well rosted’, telling them that was their best ‘fresche vivers’, whereof they lacked no store. ‘Credyt this to be trewe’, I should myself have been at the ‘banket’ – where there were ‘Vaughthan’ general of Mount Pelham, Sir Andrew Corbett, Sir Edward Filton, cum multis aliis.   







                   [CSPS 826 June 22-22].
Although Grey announces that Argyll, Clifton and himself ‘With expedition are for Nottingham / To meet our peerless princess Elizabeth / Who, in her progress, there will lay her court’, in actual fact Elizabeth ‘minds to remove hence the 19th instant [July], and begin a progress towards Portsmouth’.

The final scene of the play concerns the attendance upon the Queen in Nottingham – this event is a figment of Sampson’s imagination:  there was no visit by the Queen at this time and no evidence has been found of any Charter relating to the city or the river Trent. In The Vow Breaker the Queen welcomes ‘renowned John of Wilton’: he certainly had a reputation, as is seen from various references. In his letter to Norfolk of June 6, Sir Henry Percy tells of the message that he had received from General D’Oysel, who had apparently told Percy’s trumpeter that
knowinge the ill treatment of our sowldiers by my lorde Graye as also by the uncurtes langwage to our messengers, I had rather we the nobylytie should fall into thandes of Sir Henry, then to taste of the crewaltye of my lorde Gray, wich is not unknowen unto us. For as we have had experyens of the mercy wich your master hathe shewed in victoryes ageinst us, so ar we assured of the vyolens that the lorde Graye canne do unto us, whose reportes comes to us dalye.[CSPF 810].
Previously, on the 5th May, Norfolk considered that ‘Grey’s service consists only in courage without conduct’ and, in a second letter to Cecil only a few days letter, when talking about the too-short ladders, ‘I send you Lord Grey’s letters, by which you shall not understand the truth of the matter’.
 However, Norfolk then finds an excuse for Grey’s ladder incident as, on May 18, he writes to Cecil, 

I have written this day to Lord Grey with all the comfort I can, ‘whoe in my opynyon ys no waye to be blamyd, except yt be for that he hathe not, hys wyttes and memorye faylies hyme.


                        [CSPF 795 May 18].
It would seem that Grey may have been a somewhat difficult person to get along with as, on the 10th July, Norfolk is writing to Cecil ‘No man is so able as yourself to do anything with Lord Grey herein, so pray speak with him’.
 From these contemporary observations, it would suggest that Elizabeth’s ‘only champion’ had some short-comings – of which she was unaware. 

In the play, the Queen appoints Grey ‘Governor of Berwick’ and yet, in his letter to Cecil of July 19th, Petre writes ‘The Queen likes well that Sir Francis Leke take charge of Berwick, and writes to my lord of Norfolk and him therefore. What she resolves for Lord Grey shall appear by my ‘lordes letters’ now sent to you’.
 Unfortunately, there are no relevant letters in the collection of state papers and so the Queen’s ‘resolve’ is not identified and Grey’s destination is unknown. Gervase Clifton did become the Deputy Lieutenant of Nottinghamshire, so Sampson was correct in that respect; he was also Sheriff of the county four times.

From his reproduction of quite extensive passages in The Vow Breaker taken directly from the Chronicles, it is indisputable that William Sampson had access to Holinshed’s report of the Siege of Leith and that this was the main source of his information. However, although there are some vivid accounts of the siege in the earlier Journal of Jacques de La Brosse and in Thomas Churchyard’s The Schole of Warre, Sampson does not appear to use them, suggesting that these were unfamiliar.
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