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n My 1568 Mrry Queen of Scots

vasridnginfear fa her lifetothe

wldsof Gllony. Secrossedthe
Solway confident that she woul d recei ve
the help which her cousin Qeen
Hizabeth had promised her, but instead
found herself a prisoner. In the
subsequent nonths a series of
conferences was held in Bgland to
determine whether she was quilty of
being involved in the nurder of her
husband Lord Darnley. The nai n evi dence
lay in the Gasket Letters. In recent
decades studies of the letters and
their background have shown that the
traditional version, based on Mry's
guilt, nust be revised. The followng
account outlines a realistic revision.

The GCasket Letters consisted of
eight letters allegedy witten to the
Earl of Bothwell by Mry, 12 sonnets
also alegedy conposed by Mry for
Bothwel I, and two narriage contracts
between them It was clained that the
Casket Letters proved that Mry was in
love wth Bothwell and they had
conspired to nurder Darnley so that
they could narry. For centuries they
have disparaged Mry' s reputation and
distorted the history of those tines.

The Gasket Letters cannot be assessed
w thout understandi ng their background.
Wat was the personality of the young
Queen and what problens faced her? It
is inportant to renenber that since
chi | dhood she had known she was Queen of
Scots.  For a short tine she had been
Queen of Fance, and she was still the
Dovager Queen of France.

Mary, Queen of Scots, circa 1560
After Francois Clouet

Reproduced by kind permission of the
trustees of The Wallace Collection, London
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Inadd tionshehadavery strogclam
tobenext i nsuccessiontothe Bgish
G own, and nany regarded her as the
rigntful Qeenof Bhgland. She vas
v | anred her royd staws, adthere
isnoressontobel ievethat sheever
forgat it. Mryvesat all ue-stocking
but shewas intelligent andwell -
educat ed, graci ous and courageaus, but
a tineswthjustificationshehada
sharptongue. Secanat be d snssed
as aflighty andfod i shyoung vonan.
It isalsoinpossibletofindany
accept abl e evi dence t o questi on her
sexual norality. The behavi our of a
young Queen was bound t o be under
cl ose scrutiny, and any i nproper
behavi our voul d have been nati ced and
rel ayedtofareigncourts. Alegations
o inproper conduct wthher secretary
R cci o ver e unf ounded and scurri | ous.
Likewsetheinsi netiosthet shead
Bihwe | verel oversverebasedonthe
snears of her opponents. Therevere,
honever, soneflavwsinher persod ity
wi chh nderedher rd easa16" catury
nonarch. Shewvastootrustingand a
series of nentook advant age of the
pditicd trust srepeacedinthem Se
vas d sotooready toforg vethose o
had rebel | ed agai nst her and
irmsufficetlyruh essininposi ngher
omathoity.

Onher returnto St | and she vas
facedwthtwo nai n probl ens. She
vas adevout Gthdic, but Ratestant
nobl es had j ust gai ned palitica and
religious contro of Sotland. The
Protestants assuned t hat she woul d
trytorestoretheGthdicreigon
Apart fromtheir rigousfears, the
Rrotestant nobl es ver e appr ehensi ve
that Mary on or before her 25
bi rt hday i n Decenfber 1567 woul d
i ssue an Act of Revocation. It was
custonary for Scotti sh nonar chs at
that age to revoke grants of | and
avarded duringthe earli er years of
their reign. Thet vou daffect forner
church | ands nowhel d by nobl es,
and she had t o be curbed bef ore t hat
date. The Queen nearvhile heldto
her own faith but nade no att enpt
tostart areligiousvar. The ot her
probl emwas to find a suitabl e
husband. Such a per son woul d have
to possess royal blood. Mry chose
Darnl ey wvnowvas i nboth the S evart

and Tudor |ines of successi on and vas
asoaGtholic. Thiswasanaor
bluder. Soonafter thenarri age she
di scovered hi s nany faul ts.
Fearsthat Mry snarriagetoa
Gat hol i ¢ woul d encour age her to
suppress the Protestants ledto a
revolt in1565. Theleader was her
hal f-brother the Earl of Mray who
had hi thert o gui ded her gover nnent .
Moray was abl e, anbi ti ous and
unscr upul ous. The rebel |1 on was
soon di spersed and Mray fled to
Engl and. 1n 1566 t her e was anot her
attenpt to oust Mary frompower.

The Protestant nobl es per suaded
Carnley tojointhemby naki ng hi m
jealous of Rccio. Thisledtothe
nurder of R ccioin circunstances
vhi chthreatened Mry slife, but she
over came her opponents by
persuadi ng Darnl ey to desert them
By that tine there were fewnobl es
whomMry coul d trust. Qe of her
nost | oyal supporters was Bothvel |,
andsheincreasingyreliedonhim

Car nl ey brooded over Mary’ s
refusad tog veh mnareauthority and
he pl otted agai nst her, contacting
fore gnporers. Hevirtud Iy wthdrew
fromhecout, adhisatitudketoNry
becane sour. At the sanetinethe
nobl es, whomhe had deserted, vere
hostiletohim Mry' s anxi ety over
hispatingledtoaneeti ngwth her
| eadi ng nobl es early i n Decenfer
1566 at Qraignillar Castl e near
i nburghtod scuss possib estepsto
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sd vetheproblem Thereis no proof
that Mry gave even a signal that
Car nl ey shoul d be nurdered. That
woul d have been nest i nopport une as
therevastobeageat state occasi on
[ ater i nDCecenter for the bapti smof
RinceJamas. Futhernareat thistine
Mry, wthsonejustification, was
optimstic that Hizabeth woul d
recogni se her as her successor. Ay
suggesti on of inva venent i nanorder
voul d have rui ned her prospect s.

A the end of Decentoer Carnl ey
vent toGasgowandhevasill there
for sone weeks. | nJanuary 1567 Mry

A 16th century casket of similar size
to the casket seized in June 1567

vi si ted hi mand stayed for about five
days bef ore t aki ng hi mt o Edi nbur gh
torecuperae Darnl ey deci dedtostay
a the@dRovost’ s Lody ngj ust irsi de
thetomwval | and near the Ghurch of
S Mry-inthe-Felds, caledKrk
OHdd Thehousevesinaqedadg e
of buildings, andbothit andthe
adj acent house bel onged t o Fobert
Bl four, abrather of thedevious Sr
Janes Bal four. Mry stayedinthe
houseontvoni gtsearlyinFeruary.
There ati ons betveen her and Carnl ey
had apparent|y i nproved. nthe
eveni ng of 9 February t he Queen and
sone of the | eadi ng nobl es agai n
visitedDarnl ey. Tonards mani gt she
returnedtothe Pl acetoattend a
nasqe It isnat dear if sheintended
toreguntoKrkdFdd
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Alittle after 2 amthe Ad
Provost’ s Lodgi ng was bl own up.
The scanti | y-cl ad bodi es of Carnl ey
and one of hi s servants were found
nearby. Their bodi es were unnar ked
by t he expl osi on. Sone noi se had
al erted t hemand t hey had been
strang edvhileescaping. It isnat
known who had pl aced t he gunpovder
inthevaults of the house but the
Bal fourswere probad yinvd ved. It
i s alsonat known vhet her the pl ot
vasainedat Darnley or Mry or bath.

Rossi bl y t here vas nor e t han one
conspiracy afoot that night. Itis
i npraoed ethet Bxhvel | ves i nvd ved
If hewerealready aimngtonarry
Mry, hevou dnat haveriskedber life
by pl aci ng gunpowder i nt he house.
Qe d hisservats nay have d scovered
the gunponwder andvarnedhim Ater
escorting Mry back tothe Pal ace he
nay hevereturnedtoi rnvesti gete There
is, honever, evidencethat alarge
nunier of conspirators surroundedthe
house presunabl y to prevent Carnl ey
ecgng Itisdsopossdetra ey
ves i nvd vedi nsonemischi ef . Severd
articlesverefound near hi s body: a
dagger, acha r, adressi ng-gown and
acther garmert or quilt. Itishdly
i nprobabl e that he and hi s servant
encunber ed t hensel ves whil e
escaping. It isnchnorelikeythat
the articl es had been put therein
advancefor im

The Queen vias shaken by t he evert
andbelieved that the pl ot vas ai ned
at herself. Nre enphasi s shoul d be
gi vento anysteri ous varni ng gi ven
i n January by t he Spani sh Anfrassador
inParistothe exil ed A chbi shop of
G asgowt hat Miry shoul d t ake heed
toherself. The Anassador di d not
dwveaydtalsnor dsdosethesarce
of hisinfornation. The A chbi shop
waetoMrybu hislette guaretly
didnot reach her until after the
expl osi on.  The death of Mry woul d
havel et theinfat Rinceas nanerch
Woever subsequent|y controlledhis
upbri ngi ng woul d al so have secur ed

Mary Queen of Scots and her second
husband, Henry Stuart, Lord Darnley;
by Robert Dunkarton, published by
Samuel Woodburn, after Renold or
Renier Elstracke, published 1816

The National Portrait Gallery, London.

cotrd of Salad Hther theFench
or the Engli sh gover nnent nay have
beenindved It isprdeedetha this
vas athirdp ot devi sed by Mray ad
hi s supporterstoget ridof Mry.
Susequert |y the Qeen' s couxi | ors,
severa of whomnay have beeninthe
pat, faledtoinvestigetethe norder
thoroughly.

Mry' s opponents were qui ck to
snear her and Bothwel |, but no proper
evi dence was produced agai nst them

Coin struck to commemorate Mary’s
marriage to Darnley

Qn 19 Apri | Bothwel | hel d a supper
party, probably inhis apartnents at
theRdace Thisvesatededhbye gt
earl s and 11 barons who si gned a
docunent recommendi ng t hat Mary
shouldnarryhim Qh24 April wth
alargeescort hewayl a dthe Queen
on her returnfromSirlingto
Edi nburgh and took her tohi s castl e
a Dnber. Ater bengket therefor
sone days the Queen had no
adternativeexcept tonarry hmwth
littledday. Ater thenarriageon15
Miy she was desper at el y unhappy.
Bothvel |’ s opponent s soon gat her ed
their forces, and Bothwel | and Mry
W t hdr ewf r omEdi nbur gh and went
toBorthw ck Gastl e (sout h-east of
Edi nburgh). 1nJune Bothvel | fled
inoexile adMryageedtoentrust
hersdf tothered s.

The case agai nst Mry has rested
onfour pillars: thecircunstantial
evi dence, the depositions of
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Bothvel |’ s servants, thewitings of
Geor ge Buchanan, and t he Casket
Letters. Thecircunstantia evi dence
canbeinterpretedinvarious vays;
the depositions smack of
nani pul ati on and contai n hardly
anything toincrininate Mry; and
Buchanan’ s al l egations tend to be
crude, unreal i stic and unf ounded.
Thet | eaves the Gasket Letters.
Acasket all eged y contai ningthe
| etters was sei zed fromone of
Bthe |’ sservatsinJue 1567y hi s
foes. The BEarl of Mrton openedit
thenext day inthe presence of ot her
nod es. The preci se cotents are not
known, but news soon spread t hat
lettersincrininating Mry had been
found. The Gasket Letters were not
inmed atel y pud i shed. Thi s suggest s
that Mary’ s opponents | acked
corfi dence that the contents vou dbe
accepted as genui ne or sufficiently

Bothwell Meeting the Queen (James
Hepburn, 4th Earl of Bothwell; Mary,
Queen of Scots) by Robert Hartley
Cromek, after Thomas Stothard, 1798

The National Portrait Gallery, London.

of aset of thelettersinaScots
transl aionto Londoni n June 1563 for
thecosi derationd Bgishjudges. It
isnot knomwi chletters veresent,
nor by whi ch persons i n Ehgl and t he
lettersvereseengoart fravlizabethi s
Scretary, 3r WiamGxail, nor vinat
happened t o t he copi es.  The pur pose
vastoenquireif the case aga nst Mry
woul d be proved, provided the
aigndsagyeadwththecogies. Ths
suggest s that changes coul d be nade
to make t hemnor e convi nci ng.
Thereisnorecordof awittenrepy
by Gcil tothisaston shingenquiry.
Thefirst of three conferencesin
BEngl and vas hel d at York i n Gzt ober
1568. Gormissi oner s appoi nt ed by
Hizabeth, Mry andher Sattishfoes
werepresernt. It isna cl ear vinet her
dl theadt letersverepraduced, ad
itiscuriousthat Hizabeths
conmi Ssi oners sent extracts to
Londoninthe Sots transl ati on and
not intheoriginal French. In
Novenfer a second conf er ence began
at Veéstminster. |nDecenter Mry's
conmissi oners w t hdrew and t ook no
further part inthe proceedingsin
pratest against Hizabeth srefusa to

Mary’s opponents were qUiCk O smear

her and Bothwell, but no proper

evidence was produced against them.

dammi ng. Bven when, in Decenber
1567, theletterswerenentionedinan
Act presented tothe Scottish
Faliamart, itisndt dear vii chletes,
i f any, were produced nor to what
extent they vere exanined. |1t seens,
nar eover, that therewas no specific
nention of the sonnets and t he
narriagecotracts util Qtober 1568,
and al sothat the preci se nunier of
theletterswas not reveal ed until
Decenber 1568. This gave Mry’ s
opponents avery longtinetoforge
o edttheletters. Doubtsover their
ineyityareincreased by the despet ch

alowMrytobe present. They vere
consequent |y unabl etochal lenge d |
t he docunent s whi ch Mbray and hi s
associ at es produced.  These i ncl uded
all the Gasket Letters, a Book of
Aticles probably witten by George
Buchanan, and deposi ti ons f romsone
of BothwelI’'sfol overs. Afewdays
| at er anot her conference, al so
W t hout the presence of Mary’s
conmi ssi oners, began at Hanpt on
Qourt during whi ch the ori gi nal
French ver si ons were conpared with
other authenticletterswitten by
Mry. The Engli sh conmissi oners,

Historian
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James Hepburn, 4" Earl of Bothwell.
Artist unknown.
The Scottish National Portrait Gallery

hovwever, | ackedthe skill of nodern
experts who coul d have det er nined
concl usi vel y whether thel etters and
sonnet s wer e genui ne or car ef ul
forgeries. InJanuary 15689 Hi zabeth
al | oned Mray and hi s associ ates to
reeurnnorthtoru e Sotland, wile
she detai ned Mry as a prisoner in
Bngland, pendngMry sreplytothe
charges. Mry, however, woul d not
accept thet Hizabethhedany rigt o
juisdctionove her.

Mbray and hi s conm ssi oner s
tooktheorig nal s adthe casket back
toSotland. Froml572the Earl of
Mrton, as Regent, retai ned cust ody
of them Ater hisdeathin158Lit
seens that theletters vere hel d by
theEarl of Gwie Thelettersand
the casket di sappeared after Gwie
vas execut ed i n 1584, and t hey have
never beenfound. Aful | exannation
o their autherticity or atherwseis
therefareinpossibd e Hstorians have
torelyonanmxture of thesurviving
copi es nade of sone of t he Gasket
Letters and what wasincludedinthe
cont enpor ary publ i shed ver si ons
whi ch beganto appear in1571-72. A
futher conglicaionisthet thereare
di ff erences between t he Scot's and
Bdishcopies.

The ei ght letters canbe divi ded
intothreegroups. Letters| andll
are call ed the Short and Long
d asgow Letters respectivel y.
Letters 111, IVand V can be
sunmar i sed as nournful , reproachful
and subnissi ve i ntone and are very
simlar tothe nood of the sonnets.
LettersM, Ml andMIIl arecdled
the Sirling Lettersandit was
cl ai ned that Mry wote themfrom
Sirling, prior toher aoducti on

Inrecent decades it has been
assertedthet sonedf thelettersvere
wittenhby anun dertified Frenchl ady
who bel i eved that she vas narriedto
Bihve | (Sheshou dnat be confused
wthBthe I’ s previoss ‘wfe , Ama
Throndsen). It has been assuned t het
Bot hvel | brought her to Sotl and and
ket herinsedwsion Seveshtterly
jedous of thesister of the Earl of
Hiuntly, Lady Jean Gordon, whom

Bothvel | narriedin February 1566.
(That narriage was annul | ed on 7
My 1567). She was probabl y t he
not her of W1 |iam Hepburn,
Bothwel ['sillegitinate son. The
evidencefar theexi stence of thislady
isveryslight, but she energesfrom
the Gsket Lettersasad stinct person

Letter | istheonlyletter vihich
cariesadaeadapaced witing
a thefoaot it isnarked ' FromGasgow
thisStuwdayinthenorning . This
inpliedthat Mrywateit duringher
visit to Darnley. There are
incosistenciesinthel etter, adits
cotert isdscure It ispossibetha
Mrywotenuchof it, but thereis
virtual lynothinginit whichcou d
incrinmnete her. The content does not
provethet it vas definitelywitten
during her visit to d asgow.
Aterretive dat es have been suggest ed
It mght have beenwittenearlyin
Decenber 1566 when Mary was at
CQaignmllar and Bot hwel | was at
Sirlingnaki ngarrangenents for the
Rinceg sbeptism Qeflawisthet if
Darnley was ‘the naninanerry
nood' , such a corment woul d have

been unbel i evabl e at that tine. The
ot her dat e cou d have beenii n January
1567 wenthe Qeeenvas in Sirling
and apperent |y Bt hvel | vas contacti ng
Mrtononhisreturnfromexile. The
referenceto‘thenan mght have been
afond nat ernal nane for the Rrince.
Hther of theseditesisnorepasibde
thenthet shomonthel etter.

Letter Il isthelongest, the nost
cotroersid, adpaetidlythenost
incrinineting. Anost every sentence
init has to be scrutini sed nost
caduly. Itisdsothenost dgdned
and suggest i ons have been nade t o
ater thesequence. Therei s nodout
thet Mrywaenast of theinitid part
wichre @estoher atent tourave
soed Dxrley sdatingaga st her.
It reveal s her concern and her
determinati on to bring Carnl ey back
uder her contrd . Thesearetheoly
pessagesinadl theletterswhichcan
cdearlybeattributedtoher, but they
donat incrinnate her wthp otting
tonurder xnley. Thereareseverd
ot her passages wi ch seemt o have been
inserted, andthey arewitteninthe
styled the Frenchl ady.
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Theevd utionof thisletter nay
have takenalong ti ne. |n August
1567 t he Spani sh Anbassador in
LondonwotetoFhilipll reporting
that Mray hedrel atedtohimdetail s
o aleter wittenby Mry. Treleter
incrinnated Mry deeplyinap a to
norder Cxrnley. Thedetals, honever,
differ onpoints of naj or substance
frometter 1. Theexi stenced early
versions of Letter Il isreinforcedhby
thedescription, prabably lateinMy
15688 byCanley sfaher, theExl of
Lennox, of aletter sent by Mry from
G asgowto Bothwel | . Againthe
cotent variesfromthefina version
o Letter I1. If ether o theseversias
wththeir norderousinplications hed
been genui ne, it woul d have been
produced as evi dence agai nst Mry.

Letter 111 was supposed t o show
Mry' s affectionfor Bothwell. The
content cannat belinkedtoany pl ot
agirst Danley. Itisdsoincredde
that the Queen woul d have descri bed
as ‘her only weal th’ an or nanent
whi ch the witer was sending to
Bothwel . Thetoneof theletteris

nournful . There arereferences to
her crud lat, hislittlerenenrance
and broken prom ses. It is
i nconcei vabl e that Bot hvel | woul d
have treat ed t he Queen i n such avay
bef ore she was narriedto him but
very crediblethat hetreatedthe
Frenchlady insuchaway. It was
clainedthat Letter IVwaswitten
by t he Queen when Darnl ey was at
KrkoHedadthet it referredtoa
quarrel between hi mand Mry' s hal f-
brother, Lord Robert. The assertion
vas that Mryincitedthemtoquarre
inthehopethat adud wouldleadto
Darnl ey’s death. Such an
interpretation wouldrequire
i nagi nation. The aut hor shi p of
Letter IVshoudbeattributedtothe
Frenchlady wth forged addi ti ons.
There i s sone evi dence that t hese
might be the work of Lethi ngt on,
Mary’ s Secretary. Letter Vis
obvi ously fromthe French | ady. The
aut hor asked Bot hwel | to find

anot her servant for her! It is
incred bl ethat any d scerni ng person
hesatribedth sleter tothe Qeen

Thethree Sirling Letters are
i ntended t o showMry' s anxi ety over
the arrangenent s for her abducti on.
Qily two of thesel etters were shomn
tothe Eg i sh Gnmissi oners at York,
and it is not known whi ch were
discl osed. Letter M suggeststhe
authorshipof the Fenchlady, asit
referstothe BEarl of Hintly as bei ng
fa se. Thereis noreasonto suppose
that the Queenvas suspicious of him
Thereare a so other queri es agai nst
accetingthedetalsd thisleterin
thecontext of theabducti on. Letter
M| isacop etecotrast instyleto
LettersM adMlIl. Itiswittenina
nuch cal ner nood. |f wittenbythe
Qe it isastaishingthat theletter
showed t hat she was not expecting an
exlynarriagetoBthve . Theony
rational expl anati onof theabduction
woul d have been a possi bl e pregnancy
andavery early narriage to concea
her pred canent, but thereis noprodf
of apregnancy before the abducti on.

Asinletter IVthereisinternal
evi dence that Let hi ngt on nay have
forgedthisletter. Letter MIl isa
narked contrast toletter M asthe
aut hor nowexpected that Hintly
voul d pl ay the part of anhonest nan.
[tisulikdythet theFrenchl adywate
thebu k of thisletter, andit a so
cota rsd screpanci eswi chreducei ts
accept ance as genui ne. It has been
suggestedthat it vas wittenby Mry
wen she vias at Borthwi ck i n June 1567
and Bothvel | vas avay recruiting hi s
supporters, but thereferencesto
vari ous nod es camat berd atedtothe
situation at Borthw ck. Wen
consideringthe SirlingLettersit
shoul d be appreci ated that the rebel
lords cl ai ned for nany weeks t hat
Bot hvel | had t aken t he Queen as a
captiveto Dunber.

The copi es of the two Mirriage
@t racts shoved Mry' s si gnat re on
thembut it cannat becertainthat she
herse f signedthem Thefirst (wich

isudaed) cearlystatedthet it hed
beenwittenafter Canley sdesth, but
that didnot deter Mray and his
associ at es fromdecl ari ng i n Decentoer
1568tothe Bg i sh conminssi oners t hat
it had been witten by Mry before
Darnl ey sdeath. The second vias det ed
5Axil. It referredtotheintended
di vor ce bet ween Bot hwel | and Lady
Jean. It isnat known wy t he second
contract was needed. Rossi by these
contracts refl ect the pressure wi ch
Bot hwel | was putting on Mary at
Dunbar. |f Mry had signed t hem
previosly, therevod deertany have
been no need f or an abduct i on.
There have been vari ous
conflictingviews onthe styl e and
authorshipof thesomets. They nost,
however, be studi ed onthe basi s of
their historica cotent. Thereare
jedasreferencestoBihvd |’ swife,
Lady Jean Gordon, and even ajibe
about her di scarded | over. The
sonnet s nust be dated to 1566 or
erly 1567. Their vidl etoneisa so
simla totheletersatribuedtothe
French | ady. Sone | ines cannot

possi bl y have been witten by the
Qeen. Thereisnothingrelatingto
the nurder of Darnley. It isvery
unlikelythat any of Mry' s enemes
woul d have del i beratel y witten so
nany somet s j ust toincrininat e her.

Therearenany difficultiesin
accetingthet the Gasket Letters proved
Mry sqilt. Atationsadd infuue
befocusedontheir ather aspects. The
gend reparts o Letter |1 showhMry' s
deep cocernover Darnl ey’ splatting.
Treletersd soreved theuscruypd as
conduct of Mray and hi s associ at es
i ncl udi ng Mrtonand Lethi ngton; the
[ ack of scrutiny by the English
conmssi oners, andthew| | i ngness of
HizabethadSr W liam&d | toacoegt
treldtersa thar facevd e TreGaet
Lettersshod dd sobestud edtol earn
nore about Bothwel [ They hi ghli ght
hisdep ordd etreatnert of the French
| ady, Lady Jeanandthe Queen. It nost

be asked Wy he ket t he carrespondence
fromt he French | ady and vhet her he
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reveal ed her existenceto Mry. It
shoul d d so be asked viy he goparert |y
kept together etters fromthe Qeen
adthe Fenchl ady i nacasket wi ch
mght have beenstd en

Across the centuri es there has
beenthefai | ure of nany hi storians
andotherstoanalysetheletters
carefully, athoughnearly all the
evi dence torej ect themhas been
avalddesincethar pidication In
thepest century, hovever, there have
beeninportant stud es especid |y by
R H Mahon, Arnstrong Davi son,
Ant oni a Fraser and Cordon
D dson, d arifyingeertanpans.
Ther e has nevert hel ess been a
rel uctancetod scardthetrad tiod
versi on. The propaganda agai nst
Mry has been very difficult to
eradicate. Thelegacy of Mray,
Let hi ngt on and Buchanan has been
renar kald y successful .

The rej ection of the Casket
Letters as accept abl e evi dence
agai nst Mry neans that the history
of the years 1566- 68 has to be
drasticdlyrevised Hr conplicity
inthe nurder of Carnl ey has to be
rejected. Thereis nolonger any
reput abl e evi dence that shewas in
love with Bothwell. Her
perticipationinthep aningd her
abductionfalls apart. She was

forcedintonarriage by Bothvel | .

Thedranatic eventsareinlinewth
earlier attenpts by Mray and hi s
supparterstooust her.
Infuuwethetrad tiod accout of
t hese event s shoul d be repl aced by
pl aci ng great er enphasi s on Mry’ s om
version. Thisiscontainednainyin
her | etter of 20 January 1567 tothe
A chbi shop of @ asgowst ati ng her
concern about Carnl ey s pl ans; her
Instructi onsinMy 1567, i nwhi ch she
vas scat hi ng about Bothwel |” s conduct
tovards her, for the B shopof Dudl ane
topresent tothe French court; the
Imstructi ons g vento her conninssi oners
a Yokrepud aingtheletters, adin
the conversati ons wthher secretary,
@ aude Nau, who was i n her servi ce
bet ween 1575 and 1586. Al t hough
Mry never i ssued adeta | edrebuttal
of theletters, shevehenent!y denied
theinputati onsthat they were genu ne
and that she had beeninvad vedinany
vayinthenurder of Carnley. Sedso
assertedthet therevere severd nenad
wonen in Scotl and who coul d
couterfeit her handwiting
Thereisstill uncertainty over
sone aspects of these events,
especiad lythoseat Kirko FHeld, but
nany of the nyths and errors whi ch
have persi sted nust be cl eared avnay.
Asound and substanti al neasure of
hi storical revision can now be
substituted for them
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