Douglas Dowell (1280)


How Strong Is the Evidence that the Monarchy Was Seriously Threatened During the Course of the French Wars of Religion?

The French Wars of Religion (1562-1598, with further Huguenot-related conflict continuing until the Grace of Alais in 1629) were a unique episode in French history.  This was an unprecedented, prolonged period of civil war.  There was a continued inability to find a stable solution, and so central authority virtually broke down for much of the period.  The conventional line, argued by historians such as Robin Briggs and David Parker
, is that this state of affairs was essentially an aberration; according to them, a dysfunctional monarchy produced a temporary collapse in royal authority, and the emergence of a strong king allowed order to be restored. Historians such as Mack Holt
 stress the religious dimensions and the importance of both Huguenot theories of resistance and the Catholic League.  They argue that Henri IV had to work hard to secure order and the restoration of authority was not inevitable.  But to what extent is either view justified by the evidence?  If there was a genuine threat to the monarchy, which had a real chance of creating an alternative political order, what sort of threat was it?  From whom did it come?  And why did Henri IV manage to re-establish royal authority regardless?

The debate does not centre upon the survival of monarchy itself.  There is no serious evidence of a desire to abolish the Crown; as Perez Zagorin says, the political challenges posed by Huguenots came “Without their ever disavowing France’s monarchy or their fidelity to the Crown”, while the Catholic League pursued a range of different, but still monarchical alternatives to the status quo.
  The issue, however, is the kind of monarchy which emerged from the wars and whether there was ever any realistic alternative to their absolutist result. Royalist propaganda of the time, whose very purpose was to deny any such alternative, may have obscured this debate.  Jean Bodin is the best known example; he asserted that sovereignty could not be divided.  It had to lie with one entity – the Crown; the alternative was worse than tyranny.
  After the Wars, naturally the emphasis of propaganda was on absolutist monarchy.

Despite propaganda claims, and although the monarch had the ability to tax at will, possessed a standing army and (through the Concordat of Bologna) a good measure of control over the French Church, France was a composite monarchy in the mid-sixteenth century and it was far from clear how it would develop.  This means that at least the possibility of an alternative form of polity needs consideration.  France’s territories had been annexed over time, and local customs and traditions remained.  As Parker has said, this “was reflected in its lack of institutional homogeneity”
 and the division between the pays d’états, with a considerable degree of autonomy, and the pays d’élections which were much more strongly tied to the centre.  Both François I and Henri II were strong monarchs and thus largely capable of circumventing these difficulties.  However, this situation did provoke some reaction; the count of Rochefort in his celebrated speech in the Estates-General (1560), in particular, urged the king to protect the position and guarantee the privileges of his nobles.
  It is easy to read too much into this; there was no hint of sedition in Rochefort’s speech – it outlines an ideal of harmony in the body politic.  However, it is a different approach to the brinkmanship of François I and his son; and it indicates that the Wars did not simply interrupt a narrative in which power was being inevitably concentrated.  It also suggests some pedigree for alternative visions of the role of monarchy, which would later be developed.
  Could France, rather than becoming a centralised state with the monarchy at its centre, have become a strongly decentralised state?  However, although it was theoretically possible for the nobility to pose a threat to monarchy, it was not very likely; as evidenced by the course of events,
 nobles were more interested in royal favour and patronage than they were in challenging its source.

Mack Holt’s identification of the incompatibility of the Huguenot creed with Catholicism, the religion of the majority of the French people and the French monarchy, and the mentality of the ‘persecuted righteous’ among Calvinists needs to be recognised to understand what was happening over this period, as this incompatibility was vital to ensuring that the wars continued.
  As Calvinism was based on the idea of a division between the ‘elect’, destined for salvation, and the ‘reprobate’, condemned to Hell, the Huguenots’ sense of separation was always likely to be enhanced.  A pattern began; an Edict was issued, which generated tension on one side or the other after a while; the Crown proved unable to enforce the Edict, and so the struggle began again.  However, while it would be hard to deny that this incompatibility presented a challenge to a monarchy whose stated aim even in ‘edicts of toleration’ was religious unity,
 did they pose a political challenge and a genuine threat?

A Huguenot political challenge is made reasonably clear by a series of Protestant writings from the 1560s and 1570s. As early as 1564, some Protestant theorists were beginning to question the unqualified supremacy of the French monarchy.  The author of Redoubtable Sentence of God’s Judgement upon Encountering the Impiety of Tyrants argued that, when a monarch lost the “love” of his subjects, he was then a tyrant
 – and even went on to discuss the fact that the Tartars used to choose their king by election!  This was not far short of a declaration of popular sovereignty, and it indicates that such theories were circulating long before the St Bartholomew’s Day Massacre of 1572, their traditional source.

The St Bartholomew’s Day Massacre was, it is agreed,
 a real turning point for the Huguenots and the course of the Wars, since the monarchy could not now be seen as a Huguenot protector – and it created a real threat to the notion of centralised monarchy.   Despite the reality of the situation, the court subsequently claimed that the massacre was deliberate.  Both Robin Briggs and Mack Holt, despite their differences over threats to the monarchy, agree that the court had little choice and that this pitted French Protestantism against the Crown
, which caused some distinctly radical ideas to gain a great deal more currency.  The Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos is the most famous example, in which the author asserts that Huguenots not only had the right to resist kings in certain circumstances, but even sanctioned tyrannicide in defence of true religion.
  Along with other examples such as François Hotman’s appeal for a return to a “mixed constitution” and assertion of royal responsibility to the people (this from a man who also asserted his hope that his work would assist “the recovery, even the recuperation, of the French state”!),
 one can see a distinct radicalisation among the Huguenots.  More practically, a series of more or less spontaneous assemblies met in 1572-3, and the result was a constitution in late 1572.  This constitution was also distinctly radical in its tone and substance, establishing Councils for each Protestant church, to deal with matters of war, peace and taxation, while they collectively elected Condé as an overall head.  This was an explicit claim to a state within a state – a republic, in the original sense (in which it is used throughout this essay) of government by elected representatives, within the French monarchical polity.
  Potentially, this posed a fundamental threat to the nature of the French monarchy and the Gallican idea of ‘one king, one faith, one law’ – which was central even to a composite monarchy.

However, there were real limits to the challenge the Huguenots posed.  Firstly, while much of their rhetoric was strongly anti-monarchical, there were clear limits to the ability of individuals to resist authority.  The Vindiciae makes it clear that “the people collectively” means popular representatives – who retained a distinctly aristocratic character.
  The justification of resistance allowed nobles to protect the Protestant faith; it was not a charter for generalised rebellion. The ability to pose a threat was further hindered by the continued focus on defending a position (unlike the Catholic League) rather than aiming for control of France as a whole.

As the most favourable treaty the Huguenots secured, the Peace of Monsieur seems to confirm this.  Despite resulting in a general right of worship outside Paris, the establishment of chambres mi-parties (sections of the various parlements divided equally between Protestant and Catholic members)
 and the acceptance of a number of places de sûreté (fortified towns) to guarantee the Protestants’ position,
 there is only toleration for what was still called la réligion prétendue réformée – the so-called reformed religion.  It is generally accepted that they aimed for survival and consolidation at this stage.

However, while this seems to indicate that the monarchy itself was not threatened by these developments, Gallican monarchy – the notion of ‘one king, one faith, one law’ – clearly was fundamentally challenged by even survivalist Protestant institutions.  A republican state was simply not compatible, built upon a right to resistance and limited monarchical authority.  The reason that the Huguenot challenge ceased to pose the threat to the monarchy which it had previously done was largely accidental, as the duc d’Alençon’s death in 1584 resulted in a Protestant successor – Henri, king of Navarre.  The Huguenots (understandably, since they did not aim to extend Calvinism to all France) rapidly changed their rhetoric – Philippe du Plessis-Mornay (probable author of the Vindiciae!) performed a total volte-face and endorsed the overriding divine right of kings.
  One might argue that, given that this partially resulted from the limited aspirations of the Huguenots, it is a reflection of the intrinsic limitations on the threat they posed; and to some extent it is. But for Alençon’s death, though, Huguenots’ belief in their right to resist and their proven tenacity would have been a real and present threat to ‘one king, one faith, one law’.

Ironically, the very event which so changed the landscape for Huguenots and thus effectively ended the Huguenot challenge also radically altered the landscape for a great many Catholics, and led them to pose a new radical challenge to the monarchy – which should be considered very carefully.  Although the Catholic League first appeared in 1576, in response to the Peace of Monsieur, it had been contained by Henri III (who made himself its head).  With Alençon’s death, however, Catholics were faced with the prospect of a Huguenot monarch – which was totally unacceptable, not just to Leaguers but very many more moderate Catholics as well.  It is an indicator of just how much strain the idea of a Protestant king placed on Catholic loyalties that Jean Bodin actually became one of the Leaguer moderates.

Had the Catholic League’s challenge been confined to the (il-)legitimacy of Henri IV’s succession, the challenge to the monarchy itself would have been much less. Briggs is clear that the League lacked an obvious alternative to Henri IV.
  Their initial candidate, ‘Charles X’ (Henri’s uncle), was an elderly cardinal; after his death in 1590, the Leaguers proposed a wide range of candidates, including Charles de Guise and the Infanta Isabella (in violation of the Salic Law, which required the Crown of France to be passed through the male line).  Furthermore, the search for an alternative candidate linked to the current French monarchy must indicate some limit to Leaguer radicalism.  Indeed, the second article of the League’s 1576 formula asserted preservation of the monarchy as one of its purposes.

However, apart from the fact that a statement of aims negates neither the League’s search for an alternative to a legitimate heir, nor its making of treaties with Philip II, nor its other activities, this endorsement is conditional even in 1576 (and the League after 1584 was very different, as can indeed be seen by later statements such as the Articles of Nancy in 1588).
  It is limited by the articles ‘which will be proposed to him at the Estates[-General]’, which disbarred Henri of Navarre due to his Protestantism and resumed the wars.  The insistence on the king taking an oath ‘as guarantee of his coronation oath’ is even more significant, in a sense – because it goes to the heart of the greatest danger posed by the League.  The Catholic League divided the two pillars of the French monarchy – dynastic legitimacy and Gallican commitment, as Mack Holt says.
  The two concepts were the mainstays of monarchy in France.  To create a position where legitimacy – the natural order of succession – pointed in the direction of allegiance to a Protestant King, whose beliefs could not be reconciled with stewardship of the Catholic Church, undermined the monarchy as constituted at the time to a potentially catastrophic extent.  This is evidenced by the way that Catholic royalists haemorrhaged from the royal army; in the first month after Henri III’s death, the army went from 40,000 to 18,000.
  This suggests that French monarchy was, and always had been, conditional; as his very coronation denoted, a French, Protestant king was not a possibility – as was implicitly recognised by Protestants’ failure to aspire to anything more than general toleration during the 1570s.

Furthermore, evidence of the radicalism of the ideas engendered by the Catholic League, such as The Just Deposition of Henri III, by Jean Boucher (curate and theologian of the Sorbonne), suggests a real and significant challenge to the monarchy.  Like Huguenots before him, Boucher argued that a king could legitimately be resisted and overthrown in some circumstances; but he extended this not only to popular representatives, as the Huguenots had, but also to individuals – including regicide – and argued that the people were above the monarch, citing the idea of a direct, popular contract with God.
  The Huguenots may have outlined theories of resistance and even tyrannicide; a great many radical Catholics actually considered themselves freed from their allegiance to Henri III, as with the Sorbonne’s decision, on 7 January 1589, to declare the King’s subjects released from such allegiance and to ask the Pope to “confirm” their conclusions.
  Henri III was indeed assassinated in 1589, by a young monk named Jacques Clément.

The political structures put in place in Paris by the Sixteen were, again, in many ways more radical than their Huguenot predecessors’.  The Sixteen took over on 12 May 1588; they had been planning revolution for some time, and the sight of 4,000 Swiss guards hired by the king in the city provoked an uprising, whose breadth of support was recorded by the moderate diarist Pierre de l’Estoile.
  The Parlement of Paris was tamed, and committees of public safety were established for the sixteen quartiers of Paris – entirely outside the framework of pre-existing institutions.

Perhaps the most important evidence, as suggested by both Briggs
 and Greengrass,
 of the real threat posed by the challenge of the League comes from Henri IV himself.  In 1593, Henri abjured his faith to receive instruction in Catholicism.  On July 25, he attended mass in the Abbey of St-Denis (where French kings were crowned); after this, Catholic moderates flocked to him.
  Many Leaguers were willing to accept him once he changed religion – and this sudden transition could undermine the notion that the League was a threat.  However, this is to ignore the nature of the change; for Henri IV had implicitly accepted the fact that Catholicism and the French monarchy could not be separated.  The French monarchy had to belong to the distinctive French Catholic Church; ‘one king, one faith, one law’ had to be upheld.  The League may have been defeated in that it was split by the abjuration, as Leaguers were won over by inducements,
 and Henri IV established his authority; but it won a vital point, as confirmed by the conversion.

The debate over the Edict of Nantes has followed similar lines to that over the League.  The traditional argument, exemplified by J. H. Salmon, is that it was a triumph for secularism, in which toleration was granted to the Huguenots out of mutual exhaustion.
  This view highlights Huguenot privileges; chambres mi-parties were created in a number of parlements, and a number of places de sûreté were granted, along with limited toleration.  This resembles most previous Edicts;
 however, this Edict proved broadly enforceable.  According to Salmon and Briggs,
 this indicates of a victory for secular priorities, guaranteed by a strong monarch.

This argument, however, depends upon a very particular view of the politiques as positively supportive of religious toleration
 and willing to subordinate religion to order.  Holt is clear that the term was highly loaded; it was largely used as a term of abuse by enemies of those being so labelled
 – but men generally considered politiques and royalists include Achille de Harlay
 and Etienne Pasquier.
 Both men objected vociferously to the Edict of Nantes!
  As Catholics, both they and the Leaguers subscribed to the concept of ‘one king, one faith, one law’; the dispute was over how to achieve this end.  As it was, the Edict of Nantes was not easily accepted.  It is no accident that the Edict consisted not only of 92 general articles and 56 articles pertaining to particular cases, but also of two royal brevets – which were granted at the King’s pleasure.  Far from relying on support from politiques, Henri IV knew that these concessions would not be registered by the Parlements.

In conclusion, challenges from Huguenots and Catholics did pose a more genuine threat to the monarchy than Briggs and Parker allow.  The Huguenots’ ideological radicalism and new institutional structures was incompatible with Gallican monarchy; the emergence of a Protestant heir made Huguenots reconsider, but this was accidental and does not negate the prior threat.  The Catholic League was, however, extremely dangerous, because its challenge was fundamental; could a French King be a Protestant?  In the end, the answer proved to be ‘no’; Henri IV abjured in 1593, and this eventually restored the unity of the two pillars of French kingship.  Henri IV may have succeeded in establishing his authority; but the League won the principle of ‘one faith, one king, one law’.
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� “. . . the crisis . . . was precipitated by an essentially traditional nexus of factors . . . compounded by a long period of minority rule.” David Parker, The Making of French Absolutism, (London, 1983), p. 29.


“Faction quarrels were inevitable without a strong king, but they were made much more serious by the appearance of religious differences among the magnates.” Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p. 15.


� “. . . the series of French civil wars which began with the massacre at Vassy in 1562 and concluded with the Peace of Alais in 1629 was a conflict fought primarily over the issue of religion.”  Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 101-2.


� Perez Zagorin, Rebels and Rulers, (Cambridge, 1982), pp. 64 and 81-2.


� “. . .licentious anarchy, which is worse than the harshest tyranny in the world”.  Jean Bodin, The Six Bookes of a Commonweale, ed. Kenneth Douglas McRae (a facsimile edition of the 1606 English translation) (Cambridge, MA, 1962), pp. A71-A72.  Quoted in Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 101-2.


� As exemplified by the Estates-General of 1614: “. . . that since he is known to be sovereign in his state, holding his crown from God alone, that there is no power on earth whatever, spiritual or temporal, which has any authority over his kingdom, to take away the sacred nature of our kings, to dispense or absolve their subjects of the fidelity and obedience which they owe to them for any cause or pretext whatsoever.”  Quoted in ibid., p. 214.


� David Parker, The Making of French Absolutism, (London, 1983), p. 14.


� “If kings disagree with their nobles, this can only give rise to discord and rebellion.  When they maintain them, they defend them and are their first recourse . . . you must maintain the nobility in its privileges, freedoms and liberties that are as old as the institution of monarchy.” J. de Silly, sr de Rochefort, La Harangue par la noblesse de toute la France au Roy (Paris, 1561).  Quoted in Potter, David, The French Wars of Religion: Selected Documents, (London, 1997), p. 18.


� Some philosophers, such as Etienne de La Boétie, took these further at the time.


� Such as the willingness of Mercœur, Mayenne and a number of other ex-Leaguer nobles being, in effect, bought off by Henri IV after his abjuration.


� Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religions, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 26-27.


� For instance, in the 1562 Edict of Saint-Germain the stated purpose of toleration was “to keep our subjects in peace and concord, while awaiting for God to do us the grace to able to reunite and restore them to the same sheep-fold, which is our entire desire and chief intention.”  Quoted in David Potter, The French Wars of Religion: Selected Documents, (London, 1997), p. 31.


� “I certainly confess that kings and places are sovereigns set above men and that it their right to have power over their sons and daughters and over the lands and goods of their subjects.  But when they lose the love that they owe to them and when they abuse their authority, Aristotle said that they are no longer kings but tyrants.”  Quoted in Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), p. 78.


� Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), p. 78; Mark Greengrass, France in the Age of Henri IV: the Struggle for Stability, (New York, 1995), p. 17; J.H. Salmon, Society in Crisis: France in the Sixteenth Century, (London, 1975), p. 187.


� “There was no point in saying anything else.”  Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p. 24.


“. . . it marked the beginning of a new form of French Protestantism: one that was openly at war with the Crown. Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), p. 95.


� “It is, then, not only lawful for Israel to resist a king who overturns the Law and the Church of God, but if they do not do so, they are guilty of the same crime and subject to the same penalty . . . When we speak of the people collectively, we mean those who receive authority from the people.”  Philippe du Plessis-Mornay, Vindiciae contra Tyrannos, (Paris, 1579).  Quoted in Katherine Leach, ‘The French Wars of Religion’, in Sixteenth-Century Europe, (London, 1990).


� “The supreme power of deposing kings was also that of the people.” François Hotman, Francogallia, (Paris, 1574; republished 1972), p. 235.  Quoted in Mark Greengrass, France in the Age of Henri IV: the Struggle for Stability, (New York, 1995), p. 19.


� “Moreover, they had established their state within the state, whose military presence stood as a threat to the sacral monarchy of the new king, Henry III.” Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 99-100.


“It would have been only natural for such [constitutionalist] principles to operate likewise in the formation of the Huguenot political organisation, with its reliance on representation by the estates and its adumbration of a constitutional order.” Perez Zagorin, Rebels and Rulers, (Cambridge, 1982), pp. 68-70.


� “When we speak of the people collectively, we mean the magistrates below the king who have been elected by the people or established in some other way.  They take the places of the people.” Philippe du Plessis-Mornay, Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos, (Paris, 1579).  Quoted in Perez Zagorin, Rebels and Rulers, (Cambridge, 1982), pp. 70-71.


� So as to judge cases involving the two equally.


� Article 4 of the Edict of Beaulieu (1576).  Quoted in Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995).


� “. . . the Protestants seemingly had won nearly everything they had been seeking since the start of the Wars of Religion.”  Ibid., p. 106.


“It was increasingly clear that the Protestants had lost any hope of converting the nation as a whole.” Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p.25.


� “God who created kings, God who has placed them above peoples, takes their cause in His hand, and is Himself wounded through insults to their persons.” ‘Remonstrance à la France sur la protestation des chefs de la Ligue faite l’an 1585’, Mémoires de Messire Philippes de Mornay . . . contenans divers discours (1624), p. 431.  Quoted in J.H. Salmon, Society in Crisis: France in the Sixteenth Century, (London, 1975), p. 235.


� Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), p. 134.


� “The death of the Cardinal de Bourbon in 1590, still a prisoner although proclaimed as Charles X by the League, presented Mayenne and his associates with an insoluble problem over the succession.”  Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p. 31.


� “To preserve King Henri III of this name, by the grace of God King of France, and his successors, Most Christian Kings, in the estate, splendour, authority, duty, service and obedience which are due to him from his subjects, as is contained in the articles that will be proposed to him at the Estates, to which he will take an oath as guarantee of his coronation oath, with assurance nothing will be done against what will be ordained.”  The formula of the general League, Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris, fr. 15591. Quoted in David Potter, The French Wars of Religion: Selected Documents, (London, 1997), pp. 170-1.


� In particular, “The King will be called on to adhere more openly and with a will to the League.  And to remove from his entourage and from important offices those who will be named to him.”  Quoted in ibid., p. 197.


� “The ceremony [of coronation] itself was called a sacre in France, emphasizing consecration rather than coronation . . . the sacerdotal nature of French kingship was underscored once again as the newly consecrated and crowned monarch partook of the eucharist in both kinds . . . in this one moment at least he was more priest than ordinary layman.”  Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 8-9.


� Frederic J. Baumgartner, France in the Sixteenth Century, (London, 1995), p. 226.


� Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 131-2.


� ‘The repudiation of Henry III at Paris’.  Quoted in David Potter, The French Wars of Religion: Selected Documents, (London, 1997), p. 216.


� “. . . everyone took up arms to safeguard the streets and neighbourhoods and made barricades by stretching chains across the street corners.  The artisan put down his tools, the merchant left his deals, the university its books, the solicitors their briefs, the barristers their bonnets, and the president and the judges themselves took up halberds.”  Journal, p. 552.  Quoted in ibid., pp. 127-8.


� “. . . recognising his opportunity, he abjured the Protestant faith in July 1593, and cut the ground from under his enemies’ feet.” Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p. 31.


� “Protestant councillors had advised him of the dangers, but understood the necessities, of a conversion which would lead to a rapid dissolution of the League.”  Mark Greengrass, France in the Age of Henri IV: The Struggle for Stability, (New York, 1995), p. 99.


� “. . . nothing  could stop the steady stream of desertions to the royal camp.” Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p. 31.


“Thus once the sovereign was of the same religion as most of his subjects, patriotism and the longing for peace joined with royalism in his behalf.”  Perez Zagorin, Rebels and Rulers, (Cambridge, 1982), p. 84.


“The collapse of the Leaguer estates-general was also brought about by the conversion of the king.” J.H. Salmon, Society in Crisis: France in the Sixteenth Century, (London, 1975), p. 269.


� “. . . the readiness of Leaguer noble governors to sell their allegiance for pensions and honours facilitated the process.”  Ibid., p. 271.


� Whether the King’s conversion was sincere or not will never be known, although it was no light matter to undertake such a conversion and Henri made great efforts to demonstrate his good faith.


� “It was . . . pre-eminently a Politique solution and represented the triumph of secular expediency.” Ibid., p. 297.


� The 1570 Edict of Saint-Germain, the Peace of Monsieur and the Edict of Bergerac had all granted toleration to a greater or lesser extent, along with places de sûreté


� For Salmon, see previous footnote.  “The edict was unpopular with everyone, accepted merely as an unpleasant necessity by Catholics and Protestants alike.” Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p. 33.


�  “. . . a politique party soon emerged, as a group seeking a negotiated settlement including some element of toleration.”  Robin Briggs, Early Modern France 1560-1715, (Oxford, 1977), p. 24.


� “. . . the epithet was intended as a term of derision indicating a lack of religious zeal and piety.” Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, (Cambridge, 1995), p. 168.


� First President of the Parlement of Paris.


� Also a parlementaire.


� Ibid., pp. 168-9.


� The Parlement of Rouen held out until 1609.
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