





























PREFACE

It is nearly half a century since Napier's Life and Times
of John Graham of Claverhouse appeared. That work,
tantalising in its arrangement, provocative in its tone,
furnished a mass of material wherewith to test the
accuracy of facts which, unchallenged, had acquired a
prescriptive right of association with Claverhouse and
his career. Since Napier’s frenzied work was published
nothing has been written to displace him from his posi-
tion as the one available and exhaustive source of
information upon the subject. A single considerable
effort has been made to deal with Claverhouse’s career
and character (Clavers: The Despot's Champion, by ‘a
Southern’: Longmans, 1889), but professedly the
authoress’s aim was to rearrange Napier’s materials
rather than to offer fresh ones.

The present work is an attempt to marshal the large
amount of untouched material, bearing directly or
indirectly upon Claverhouse’s career, which has accumu-
lated. The nature and sources of it are sufficiently
indicated in the notes to this volume. But it may be
observed, that while a great proportion of it has been
published only recently, an appreciable amount of it was
available to Napier, and was overlooked by him. The
remark applies also to various MS. sources which have
been hitherto untapped. The result is, I hope, both to
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vi JOHN GRAHAM OF CLAVERHOUSE

present a rounder and completer picture of Claverhouse
than has hitherto been available, and to dissipate the
appalling number of errors which, for very lack of careful
probing, have come to be accepted as unchallengeable
facts in the record of his career.

An invitation from Sir James Balfour Paul to write the
section upon the title  Viscount of Dundee’ for his new
edition of Douglas’s Peerage has rendered it unnecessary
for me in this volume to enter minutely upon the early
history of the Grahams of Claverhouse.

In regard to the MS. sources which I have consulted,
I desire in particular to express my deep indebtedness
to Mr. J. Maitland Thomson, Curator of the Historical
Department of the General Register House, Edinburgh,
and to his profound knowledge, so freely laid at my dis-
posal, of the unpublished MSS. under his charge. I have
also to express my acknowledgments to Mrs. Graham-
Wigan for placing the Duntrune MSS. at my disposal,
and to Messrs. J. and J. Ogilvie, of Dundee, for the facili-
ties they have afforded me for consulting them; to Mr.
Henry Scrymgeour-Wedderburn of Wedderburn for per-
mission to consult the documents in the Serymgeour-
Wedderburn Charter Chest, and to Mr. Alexander
Wedderburn, K.C,, for his kind interest and help therein ;
to the Earl of Home for allowing me to consult the
Douglas MSS. in his possession, and to Mr. Robert
Strathern for the information he has afforded me there-
from; to Mr. A. H. Millar for the information derived
from the MSS. of the Town Council of Dundee; to Mr.
Kenneth MacDonald, Town Clerk of Inverness, for tran-
scripts from the MS. records of that municipality; to
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the Keeper of the Advocates’ Library for information
from the MSS. under his charge; to Mr. J. Maitland
Anderson for information from the records of the
University of St. Andrews; to the Assistant Keeper of
the Archives at the Hague for information drawn from
the Dutch Archives; to the French Ministry of War;
and to Mr. F. L. Mawdesley for placing at my disposal
a rare broadside which has enabled me to settle the
authenticity of the letter and speech attributed to
Dundee after the battle of Killiecrankie. The British
Museum MSS. have yielded one unpublished letter of
Dundee. The Scottish MS. Warrant Book in the Record
Office has furnished a mass of new and valuable
information.

Among the illustrations in this volume, I have to thank
Miss Leslie Melville, the Earl of Strathmore, and Colonel
D. M. Smythe for the portraits of Dundee and his wife,
That of Lady Dundee has been familiar hitherto only in
a rough sketch published originally in the Bannatyne
volume of Dundee’s letters. I have included a map
showing Dundee’s itinerary in the campaign of 1689, and
also a large-scale plan of the district about Killiecrankie,
to illustrate the unconventional account of the battle
which I venture to advance.

To employ Dundee’s career as the foundation for an
historical treatise upon the causes and significance of the
Revolution of 1689 is not practicable, and in this book is
not attempted. At the same time iy object has been to
connect his career as closely as possible with the develop-
ment of the policy which he was appointed to carry out,
and, as is appropriate, to display the military history both
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JOHN GRAHAM OF CLAVERHOUSE

CHAPTER I
ANCESTRY AND EARLY YEARS

TuE lands of Claverhouse lie three miles or so north-
eastward of Dundee, where the Dichty curves its narrow
channel on its journey from the Sidlaws to the sea. For
nearly three centuries, from the time of Flodden to that ot
Killiecrankie, the owners of them, and of wider acres
absorbed into the estate, were a branch of the Grahams,
whose record is notched deep on the tallies of Scotland’s
history. The Grahams of Claverhouse trace back to the
dimmer ancestry of the name through William, Lord of
Graham,! and his second wife, Lady Mary Stewart, daughter
of King Robert the Third. So, through the connecting
generations, the blood of the Stewart flowed to the
Viscount of Dundee, the House’s champion of a later time
—Uwica depulsi Gramus tutelo Stuarti? as his comrade
of the Grameid called him. The eldest son of William
of Graham and Lady Mary Stewart was Robert Graham
of Strathcarron and Fintry.® From him and his second
wife, Matilda, daughter of Sir James Scrymgeour of Dud-
hope, the Grahams of Claverhouse descend. To display

1 He is usually styled Lord of Kincardine. I adopt the style which the
Lyon has sanctioned in 7'%he Scots Peerage.

2 Philip, The Qrameid, ed. Canon Murdoch, Scot. Hist. Soc., p. 190.

3 The Forfarshire descendants of Robert Graham took the name of their
Stirlingshire home to their property near Dundee. Mains Castle is also,
though less commonly, called Fintry Castle,
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2 JOHN GRAHAM OF CLAVERHOUSE

the family tree would be tedious and profitless, save to
dislodge many inaccuracies which have nested in it.
Nor, with an exception here and there, is it other than a
record of nonentities dowered with a competence. Dundee
inherited little but a name and a property from his fore-
bears. One may traverse the prologue rapidly.

The first Graham of Claverhouse was John, the elder
son of Robert of Strathcarron and Fintry, and Matilda
Scrymgeour. How and when he acquired Claverhouse
is not clearly recorded. The neighbouring property of
Ballargus was obtained by or for him in 1481. Claver-
house was added early in the sixteenth century. His son
John, who married a sister of Cardinal Beton, had a
Crown charter of both properties on 11th November 1532.
This second John’s son, also named John, erected them
into a single tenandry under a Crown charter of 13th July
1541, and, dying unmarried or childless, passed them on
to his brother William. William’s son and successor,
Sir William Graham, was the first of the lairds of Claver-
house to leave the faintest record on their country’s
history. He was knighted, represented his county in the
Parliament of 1633, busied himself assiduously in the
local duties of his station, and incidentally expanded his
property not inconsiderably. Glenogilvie was his purchase,
and henceforward, probably, his home. His son George, a
Justice of the Peace, is also discernible, with incongruous
association, in a drunken brawl at Perth. He married
Mariot Fotheringham of Powrie, died about April 1645,
and was succeeded by his son William, the father of
the Viscount. William Graham—who is usually and in-
accurately styled Sir William—married, a few weeks
before his father’s death, Lady Magdalene Carnegie, fifth
and youngest daughter of John, Earl of Ethie, afterwards

1 T refer for authorities to my article on the title ¢ Viscount of Dundee’
in The Scots Peerage, ed. Sir James Balfour Paul.
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first Earl of Northesk.! She survived her husband for
over twenty years,? and died during her elder son’s military
service in Holland. One desires to know somewhat of the
mother of so famous a son. But inquiry is baffled. She
acted as his guardian or ‘tutrix’ during his minority, and
her signature proclaims her one whose education was
exceptional in an unrefined age.?

The children of William and Lady Magdalene Graham
numbered two sons and two daughters. John, the elder
son, though possibly not the eldest child, carried the
family’s renown to its zenith. David, the younger son,
closely associated with his brother’s military service, suc-
ceeded him as the third holder of a forfeited title, and
died unmarried# Of the daughters, the younger, Anne

1 Their marriage contract is dated 7th, 15th, and 24th February 1645
(Fraser, Carnegies of Southesk, vol. ii. p. 357). Lady Jean Carnegie,
whom Napier, Mowbray Morris, and the author of The Despot’s Champion
give as the Viscount of Dundee’s mother, was in fact his maternal aunt.
It is a coincidence that both the Viscount’s mother and Montrose’s wife
were named Magdalene Carnegie. The former, as Sir William Fraser
suggests, was named Magdalene after her mother, Magdalene Halyburton.

2 On 5th October 1675 James Graham, chamberlain of the Claverhouse
family, acknowledges the receipt from David, Earl of Northesk, of the
following articles belonging to the late Lady Magdalene Graham of
Claverhouse : ¢ Ane embroydered purs, quhairin ther is ane pear of gold
bracelleits, ane gold ring, in it a litell diamond, another smal ring of
litell worth, an litell hinger sett about with stons and sum rubies, wherof
it leaks on ston, and hath an litell pearll; which things did belong
to the leat Lady of Clawerhous, and was giuin to the Earll of Ethie in
custody, with consent of the sed Laird of Clawerhous his freinds. Butt
it is to be remembred, that ther is yitt in the custody of the sed nobell
Earll an portugall doucott, ane ear whoop, with ane peic of monnij
wyghting thrie rix dollors’ (Fraser, Carnegies of Southesk, vol. ii. p. 358).

It may be noticed that Lady Magdalene Graham died nine years before
her son the Viscount of Dundee’s marriage. The legend of her solemn
imprecation upon her daughter-in-law’s second nuptials is demonstrably
false, therefore, on the simple test of dates. For the legend, see The
Despot’s Champion, p. 162.

3 The Duntrune MSS. are my authority for both statements.

4 The suggestion that he and his brother the Viscount were twins is
disproved by the fact that in a disposition by Lady Magdalene Graham,
dated 2nd April 1653, in favour of her son John Graham, the latter is
described as ‘John Graham, my eldest son ’ (Duntrune MSS.).
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Graham, married Robert Young of Auldbar! who helped
to fill his brother-in-law’s purse in the lean days before
Killiecrankie. The elder sister, Magdalene Graham,
married Sir Robert Graham of Morphie.2 The Grahams
of Morphie were an offshoot of the old Fintry stock?
whose Stirlingshire stronghold, Graham or Fintry Castle,
stood on the bank of Endrick Water. The Youngs had
risen to be landed proprietors from the ranks of the well-
to-do merchants of Dundee.*

Like his grandfather, William Graham played a part,
though briefly, in the stirring public drama of his time.
Thrice he was appointed upon the Committee of War for
Angus?® On 9th March 1649 his name is found among
others to be mulcted in one half-year’s rent, upon the
ground that ‘dyverse persones ... have not lent any
money to the publict in the tyme of the Troubles,’ and
that ‘dyverse of them who have not lent, have beene
for the late engagement.’® William Graham was in that
category. His heart was with Hamilton at Preston, as it
surely was with his kinsman Montrose, though he left it
to his more daring son to convert passive sympathy into
active endeavour.

Early in 1653, or late in 1652, William Graham died.”
During his lairdship he had watched, aloofly, many stirring

1 General Register of Sasines, xvi. 43, 64.

2 Register of Deeds (Mackenzie), vol. xxxv., 28th Sept. 1674 ; Gen. Reg.
of Inhibitions, 8th Dec. 1673.

3 Father Richard Augustine Hay in his MS. (Advocates’ Library),
vol, iii. fol. 55, has a notice of the Morphie Grahams, whom he describes
as ‘descended of Fintre.’

4 The Despot’s Champion, p. 8. The author inaccurately gives Claver-
house another sister.

5 Acts. Parlt. Scot., vol. vi. pt. i. pp. 560, 814 ; vol. vi. pt. ii. p. 36.

8 Ibid., vol. vi. pt. ii. p. 709.

7 His son, John Graham of Claverhouse, was served general heir to his
father on 3rd February 1653 (4bbreviate of Retours, General, vol. xxi. 77).
Every endeavour to establish the precise date of William Graham’s death
has been defeated.
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events. He had shared the feelings of dismay which the
execution of Charles the First had aroused. He had
followed the second Charles’s insincere coquettings with
the Covenant. Dunbar and Worcester were within his
experience. The execution of Montrose in 1650 had been
to him the loss of both kinsman and patriot. Cromwell’s
armies he had seen surging through the land. From his
home he could have looked upon Monck’s English lines
round Dundee in 1651.! He had seen, too, the sacrifice
of Scottish independence, his country merged into the
English Commonwealth, her institutions shattered. He
died in hopeless days, when no faint hope of a Restora-
tion had arisen, with no prevision of a second Stewart
catastrophe, over whose dark record his famous son shed
a lustre, meteoric yet abiding.

It is symptomatic of the curious lacunce in the career
of one so famous, that the date of John Graham of
Claverhouse’s birth has remained a matter rather for
ingenious calculation than for precise and convincing
statement. A lawsuit in which Claverhouse was involved
in June 1687 has furnished the dry bones of the problem.?
Briefly, it proves that for seventeen of the forty years
preceding June 1687 Claverhouse was a minor.® Napier,
hastily concluding that he was a minor during the first
seventeen years after 1647, placed his birth in 16434
But in regard to the interests involved in the lawsuit
Claverhouse’s minority dated only from his father’s

! There was a residence of some sort upon the Claverhouse property,
as there was also at Ballargus, but from 1640 everything points to Glen-
ogilvie as the residence of William Graham, and that of his widow and
children. See below, Chap. ViIL

2 The case is reported in Fountainhall, Historical Notices of Scotish
Affairs, vol. ii. pp. 798, 811.

3 Fountainhall’s statement is : ¢ As for Claveris, he was 17 years of this
40 [1647-87] a minor.’

¢ Napier, vol. i. pp. 178, 183; vol. ii. p. 2. Mr. Mowbray Morris,
following Napier, animadverts upon the significance of the birth of
Claverhouse in the year of the Solemn League and Covenant.



6 JOHN GRAHAM OF CLAVERHOUSE

death! If he was for seventeen years a minor after
that event, it follows that he must have completed his
fourth year before it. As he was served heir to his
father on 8rd February 1653, he must have been born
before 8rd February 1649. One can be more precise,
however. On 24th June 1669 Claverhouse was removed
from the Commission of the Peace for Forfarshire on the
ground that he was a minor2 But on 5th August 1669
he had a precept for infefting him as his father’s heir in
the lands of Easter Brigton® These lands were held
ward of James, Marquis of Douglas, and Claverhouse’s
entry implies that he was then of age* With a narrow
margin on either side, Claverhouse’s birth may be placed
in July 1648.5 \

To picture the record of a career where authentic
facts are wanting is fascinating but futile. In regard
to Claverhouse there is barely a fact ascertainable to
lighten the darkness which veils his youthful days. His
infant memory may have retained some faint impressions
of his kinsman Montrose’s death. His father’s son can
hardly have been allowed to be ignorant of Worcester
fight, its import to the cause of Monarchy and to the
royal House. But these are conjectures. He was not

! Napier’s error was first pointed out in Z%e Despot’s Champion, p. 7.

2 Privy Council Acta (MS. Register House), vol. Nov. 1667—June
1673, fol. 227.

3 Scrymgeour- Wedderburn Charter Chest, Box vii. bundle i. No. 25.

¢ Mr. Maitland Thomson, to whom I owe this information, informs me
that the retour upon which the precept must have proceeded is not in
the Register of Retours. If discovered, it would help materially to
define the precise date of Claverhouse’s birth.

5 The conclusion is materially strengthened by the fact that Claverhouse,
who on 24th June 1669 had been removed from the Commission of the
Peace for Forfarshire as being a minor, was on 2nd September 1669
reinstated upon it (Privy Council Acta (MS. Register House), vol. Nov.
1667—June 1673, fol. 261). It may be noticed also that on 14th July 1662
the ward of the Claverhouse lands was granted to David, Lord Lour.
The date coincides with the completion of Claverhouse’s pupilage upon
attaining his fourteenth year.
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five years old when he was projected prematurely into a
domain of interests not bounded by his nursery walls.
On 3rd February 1653 he was served general heir to his
father,! and entered into possession of an estate which,
if not of considerable value, represented a fair competence
to its owner. He held it for something more than thirty-
six years.?

Appropriately, the first glimpse of him beyond the
bounds of his home life connects him with the town whence
came his title. On 22nd September 1660, soon after his
twelfth birthday, Claverhouse and his brother David
were admitted burgesses and guild-brethren of Dundee.
In the time to come the town received the elder brother
less willingly as Provost. But their future chief-magis-
trate and Constable was not yet discernible in the almost
effeminately pretty child, with frank, questioning eyes,
whom his unsuspecting brother burgesses admitted to
their ranks. Two years later, in July 1662, coincident
with his fourteenth birthday, Claverhouse was placed
under the ward of his uncle David, Lord Lour, afterwards
second Earl of Northesk.* His emancipation from petti-

1 ¢1653. F¥eb. 3. John Grahame of Claverhouse as heir in general to
William G. of Claverhouse his ¥ather’ (4bbreviate of Retours, General
(MS. Register House), vol. xxi. 77).

2 After Claverhouse’s death in 1689, a statement by David Graham of
Duntrune gives the gross income of his estate as £7739, 18s. 4d. Scots,
on which Lady Dundee held a jointure of £3333, 6s. 8d. Scots (Duntrune
MSS.). The statement tallies with another valuation of it in 1679 as
producing a rental of upwards of £600 sterling (Fraser, Red Book of

Menteith, vol. i. p. 422).
3 Millar, Eminent Burgesses of Dundee, p. 166. Their admission is

stated as ¢ by reason of their Father’s Privelege.” But William Graham’s
name is not on the Burgess Roll.

1 In the Privy Seal, English Register (MS. Register House), vol. i.
111, there is entered, under the date 14th July 1662, the gift to David,
Lord Lour, of the ward of the lands which belonged to the deceased
William Graham of Claverhouse, with the marriage of John Graham,
now of Claverhouse, son and heir of William. Upon the attainment of
his fourteenth year Claverhouse ceased to be a ¢ pupil,’ and was thence-
forth free from the control of his ¢ tutrix.” The grantee of the marriage,
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coat government was the climax to his first excursion
into the wider world outside the policies of Glenogilvie.
At St. Andrews, as was natural, Claverhouse completed
his education. But the accepted date of his matricula-
tion!is demonstrably ridiculous. According to Napier,?
he and his brother David matriculated at St. Leonard’s
College on 13th February 1665. The matriculation roll
for that date does contain the names of ‘Joannes
Grahamus’ and ‘David Grahamus,’ but it is the purest
inference that they were the brothers?® As to Claver-
house, the impossibility of the date is patent. Napier’s
failure to remark its incongruity is the more astonishing,
in that on his own dating of Claverhouse’s birth, the
youth entered college in his twenty-second year! Though
he was born five years later than Napier supposed, he
would still be in his seventeenth year at the time of his
matriculation in February 1665. At that age the average
student of the seventeenth century had left the university
behind him. Gilbert Burnet, Claverhouse’s contemporary,
has put it complacently on record: ‘I was five years at
the Colledge of New Aberdeen, and went thro the com-
mon methods of the Aristotelian Philosophy with no
small applause, and passed Master of Arts some moneths |

in this case Lord Lour, had the right to nominate his ward’s wife and to
levy the ¢avail’; single if the ward married without leave, double if he
rejected the nominee and married another.

1 See Napier, vol. i. pp. 18,179 ; vol. ii. p. 2; Mowbray Morris, Claver-
house, p. 335 The Despot’s Champion, p. 9; and Mr. T. F. Henderson’s
article, ¢ John Graham of Claverhouse,’ in the Dict. Nat. Biography.

2 It is worthy of notice that James Browne, in his History of the
Highlands (vol. ii. p. 124), a work published over twenty years before
Napier’s book, states, without giving his authority, that Claverhouse
matriculated at St. Andrews in 1660, and left the university in 1670.

3 That the ¢ David Grabamus’ of 13th February 1665 was Claverhouse’s
brother is, I think, eminently probable. If so, the university records
show that he graduated M.A. on 25th July 1668. The ¢Joannes
Grahamus’ of 1665 does not appear to have graduated. I am indebted
to Mr. J. Maitland Anderson, Librarian of the University of St.
Andrews, for my information upon this subject.
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before I was fourteen.’! Burnet matriculated, in fact,
one month before his tenth year! Jeremy Taylor was
Perse scholar of Caius College, Cambridge, in 1628, in his
fifteenth year.? Thomas Dempster, the author of Historia
Eeclesiastica Gentis Scotorum, entered Pembroke Hall,
Cambridge, in his tenth year? Claverhouse’s entry into
St. Andrews should be looked for, therefore, in the
decade preceding 1665, the year which so far has been
accepted as that of his matriculation.

In the ten years 1655-1664 the name John Graham
appears once only in the Matriculation Roll of St.
Andrews. It occurs on 29th February 1660, when John
Graham and two others were admitted to the third year’s
class in St Salvator’s College.t They had entered the
university at latest in 16585 In the autumn of 1658
Claverhouse had recently passed his tenth birthday.
The year is appropriate. But a comparison of the sig-
nature of the John Graham of 1660 with that of
Claverhouse places the matter practically beyond ques-
tion.8 The conclusion is therefore insistent, that in the

1 Supplement to Burnet’s History, ed. H. C. Foxcroft, p. 454.

2 Dict. Nat. Biography, vol. lv. p. 439. 3 Ibid., vol. xiv. p. 335,

4 Theentry bears that on this date William Dundas, Patrick Robertson,
and John Graham were admitted students in philosophy ¢in Collegio
Salvatoriano in 3tiam classem.’

$ Formal matriculation, at this period, was not compulsory. Itseemed
possible that John Graham might have migrated to St. Andrews from
some other Scottish university. An examination of their Matriculation
Rolls, however, reveals no John Graham as a first year’s student in or
about 1658. The inference is that his studies began, as they ended, at
St. Andrews.

§ For comparison, the signature of 1660 is given with an authentic
Claverhouse signature of 1676, taken from the Qrandtully Book.

=g 00

The significant point is the initial J intertwined in the capital G, almost
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autumn of 1658, soon after the completion of his tenth
year, Claverhouse entered St. Andrews, and that on
29th February 1660 he was enrolled a third year’s
philosophy student in St. Salvator’s College! If so,
his university record can be completed. On 27th July
1661 he graduated Master of Arts.? He was just entering
his fourteenth year.

Whether, like Gilbert Burnet, Claverhouse fulfilled his
university course ‘ with no small applause’ is a matter
upon which there is little satisfactory evidence. Like
old Alexander Leslie, who died in the year which saw
Claverhouse’s emancipation from the university, he has
been condemned as illiterate. ¢ I got the length of the letter
@, Leslie said once to an inquirer who was astonished at
even that modest conquest of the alphabet?® But Claver-
house had at least reached the average university standard
of his contemporaries. The test of spelling on which Scott
found him wanting is, after all, misleading. Claverhouse
spelled with rare originality, it is true, but so did many of

invariably found in Claverhouse’s signature. It will be noticed that in
the signature of 1660 the same feature is apparent, as though the writer
were unaccustomed to write his Christian name in full, and had, on this
occasion, failed to observe that he had done so.

1 There is a further fact, for which I am indebted to Mr. Maitland
Anderson, which deserves mention. At this time the students at St.
Andrews were divided into three groups, according to their rank and fee-
paying ability. They were classed as Potentiores, Potentes, and Minus
Potentes. In the Faculty Quastor’s Book, the John Graham of 1658 is
classed among the Potentes; the John Graham of 1665 among the
Potentiores. The latter, in the same record, appears as having paid his
B.A. fee in 1667, and thereafter he disappears. Lither he failed to
complete his curriculum, or having completed it, failed to proceed to
his M.A. degree. One would expect to find Claverhouse among the
Potentiores rather than the Potentes, and the fact that the John Graham
of 1665 was in that category is the only shred of evidence to identify him
with Claverhouse.

2 Mr. J. Maitland Anderson informs me that the fellow-graduates of
John Graham on 27th July 1661 were William Dundas, Patrick
Robertson, and a David Graham who had matriculated in 1658.

8 Terry, Life of Alexander Leslie, p. 12.
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his contemporaries, even among the learned professions.!
Orthography and accurate spelling, in point of fact, were
hardly yet polite accomplishments. Some indications, of
no particular value, reach us of the subjects which claimed
his interest. ¢ He had made, writes Drummond of Bal-
haldy,? ‘ a considerable progress in the Mathematics, espe-
cially in those parts of it that related to his military
capacity; and there was no part of the Belles Lettres
which he had not studyed with great care and exactness.
He was much master in the epistolary way of writeing;
for he not onely expressed himself with great ease and
plaineness, but argued well, and had a great art in giving
his thoughts in few words.” Balhaldy’s praise of Claver-
house’s letters is not misjudged. They are vigorous,
practical, and direct, the expression of a clear and masterful
mind. They have their flashes of humour, embellish-
ments of apt classical quotation, and are sufficient, if all
other evidence were wanting, to proclaim him a man of
some information and of rare practical ability. The
author of the Memoirs of 1714, distinguishing those
characteristics on which Balhaldy remarks, describes
Claverhouse as the possessor of ‘a liberal education in
humanity, and the mathematicks, in which he made a
very considerable progress’® The Rev. Thomas Morer,
adding a curious, and probably apocryphal, detail to

! Mr. Mowbray Morris (Claverhouse, p. 6) instances, particularly, Sir
George Mackenzie and the Dalrymples,

2 Memoirs of Sir Hwen Cameron of Locheill, p. 279. Elsewhere (p. 273)
Balhaldy says that Claverhouse ‘had ane education suitable to his birth
and genius.’

3 Memoirs of the Lord Viscount Dundee, 1714, ed. Henry Jenner, p. 3.
Mr. Jenner conjecturally attributes the anthorship of the Memoirs to the
Rev. Charles Leslie, who in 1714 was a member of the Chevalier de St.
George’s household at Bar-le-Duc. Lord Macaulay dismissed the work as
the production of ‘a stupid and ignorant Grub Street garreteer.” (See
Macaulay’s Works, ed. 1866, vol. iii, p. 66 note.) The AMemoirs are
patently full of errors, but I am inclined to hold that their value is
greater than that Macaulay attached to them.
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the sum of Claverhouse’s experiences at St. Andrews,
states that ‘in his Minority’ there, ‘he was admired for
his Parts and Respects to Church-men, which made him
dear to the Arch-Bishop of that See, who ever after
honour'd and lov’d him.’! Sir John Dalrymple, who was
born considerably over a generation after Claverhouse’s
death, and whose Memoirs were given to the world nearly
a century after that event, follows tradition rather than
fact when he declares that ‘Dundee had inflamed his
mind from his earliest youth by the perusal of antient
poets, historians, and orators, with the love of the great
actions they praise and describe. He is reported to have
inflamed it still more, by listening to the antient songs of
the highland bards.’? The legend of Claverhouse’s interest
in Gaelic literature grew out of the event in his career
which colours the whole of it—nhis leadership of the Clans
and the devotion he inspired among them. That he did
not understand the language of those he led at Killie-
crankie is more than improbable.?

1 A Short Account of Scotland, p. 95. The author, whose work was
published in 1702, describes it as the outcome of his experiences with his
regiment in Scotland in 1689. He was chaplain to the Queen’s Regiment
of Horse (now the 1st (King’s) Dragoon Guards) in June 1685. The regi-
ment served at Sedgemoor, and Morer was still upon the roll of it in
November 1687. Sir John Lanier was its colonel, and Morer no doubt
accompanied it when it was summoned to Scotland at the time of the
Revolution. See Dalton, Hnglish Army Lists, vol. ii. pp. 5, 121.

2 Memoirs of Great Britain and Ireland, vol. i. part ii. p. 46.

3 The following statement is found in An Account of the Proceedings of
the Meeting of the Hstates in Scotland (No. 77, p. 172), under the date 3rd
December 1689 : ¢ That which gave the late Viscount of Dundee so much
credit with, and authority over them, tho he understood not their Lan-
guage, nor was of their Country, was his Name and Relation to the great
Marquis of Montross; for whose memory those Highlanders have all
imaginable respect and veneration, and believe that Fortune and Success
was entail’d on that Name of Graham.” This appreciation is introduced
by way of comment upon Cannon’s failure to lead the Highlanders after
Dundee’s death. Balhaldy, who drew upon a valuable fund of Highland
tradition, gives no ground for believing that Claverhouse understood
Gaelic, though on one occasion he attributes to him the employment of a
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From his graduation at St. Andrews to the year of his
majority there is no record of Claverhouse and his actions.!
During those eight years, it may be assumed, he remained
at Glenogilvie, and viewed the opening of the drama in
which he was later to play a leading part. The Pentland
Rising was already suppressed at Rullion Green (28th
November 1666) before the fencible men of Angus, whom
the Council on 21st November 1666 2 ordered to mobilise,
could take the field.? Claverhouse’s first appointment in the
public service came three years later. On 11th February
1669 he was appointed a Commissioner of Excise and
Justice of the Peace for Forfarshire;* but on 24th June
1669 his commission was withdrawn upon the ground
that he was still a minor® On 2nd September 1669,
having attained his majority in the interval, the cancelled
commission was restored.® For the next two years his
life was seemingly spent upon his property and in the
conduct of county affairs.”

So far Claverhouse’s interests and activities had been
exclusively parochial. He had, however, the example of

Gaelic phrage. Prince Charles in the ’45, it may be remembered, got a
good deal more out of the Clans than Claverhouse, and upon an equally
slender linguistic equipment.

1 Among the Duntrune MSS. there is a discharge by the Laird of
Balnamoon in favour of Claverhouse. It is dated at Leith on 2nd August
1662, and is signed by Claverhouse.

2 Wodrow, History of the Sufferings of the Church of Scotland, vol. ii.
p. 21.

3 It is improbable that Claverhouse joined one of the six troops of horse
which were raised at this crisis. See Kirkton, Secrer and True History of
the Church of Scotland, p. 225 ; Wodrow, History, vol. ii. p. 13.

4 Privy Council Acta (MS. Register House), vol. Nov. 1667—June 1673,
fol. 187.

5 Ibid., fol. 227. 8 Privy Council Acta, 1bid., fol. 261.

7 On 6th April 1671 the Council appointed a number of new justices for
Forfarshire in the room of persons whose names are mentioned. Claver-
house’s name does not appear, and it is a fair inference that at that time
he was still in Scotland, fulfilling the duties entailed upon him by his
commission of September 1669. The Council’s letter of 6th April 1671 is
in Privy Council Acta, fol, 478.
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his kinsman Montrose, and of his direct ancestors, to
tempt him to the Continent to learn the art of war under
the great captains of the age. In 1672 his brief service
with foreign armies probably commenced. That his first
military experience was gained in the service of France
is stated too emphatically by the earliest authorities to
admit of question. DBalhaldy asserts that Claverhouse
‘travelled into France for his further improvement, and
served ‘several years’ as ‘a volunteer in the French
army.’2 The Memoirs of 1714 also declare him to have
‘spent some time in the French service as a volunteer,
with great reputation and applause’? James Philip, his
companion in the campaign of 1689, in a passage rhetorical
rather than of literal accuracy, pictures him on the Loire
and Seine sharing the triumphs of the French arms.*

1 Charles Kirkpatrick Sharpe assumed that Claverhouse finished his
college course at St. Andrews in May 1668—nearly seven years beyond
the actual date—and that he proceeded to France soon after. He takes
him to Holland in 1672, two years before the actual date (Napier, vol. i.
p- 1M). Mowbray Morris gives the date 1668 as that in which ¢ Claver-
house is said to have left Scotland for France’ (Claverhouse, p. 8). From
page 13 above, it appears clearly that Claverhouse cannot have left Scot-
land before April 1671, A thorough search among the deeds in the
Register House has failed to give any clue to the date of Claverhouse’s
departure from Scotland.

2 Memoirs of Locheill, p. 273.

8 Memoirs of the Lord Viscount Dundee, ed. Henry Jenner, p. 3.

4 Grameid, p. 41. The passage is as follows : —

¢ quem Gallica castra
Ad Ligerim, celsas tollit qua Aurelia turres,
Sequana Parisiam quaque auctior alluit urbem,
Hostibus eversis toties videre superbum,
Saepius et saevi respersum sanguine belli.’

Canon Murdoch pertinently remarks on the passage, that Claverhouse
could not possibly have seen any active service on the Seine and Loire.
He suggests that the ¢ Gallica castra’ were probably camps of instruction.
It should be noticed, however, that the earliest published reference to
Claverhouse’s career is silent regarding his French service. In January
1683 an unknown writer, ¢ W. J.,” dedicated ¢ The Muses New Yeares Gift
and Hansell to the Right Honored Captane John Grahame of Claver-
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Since the formation of the Triple Alliance in 1668 and
the Peace of Aix-la-Chapelle, which had closed the War
of Devolution, Louis the Fourteenth had been patiently
preparing to avenge upon the Dutch the check he had
received. In 1670 the secret Treaty of Dover gained him
Charles the Second’s adhesion, and in 1672 several British
regiments were raised for service on the French estab-
lishment. Among them were the Duke of Monmouth’s
‘ Royal English, Bevil Skelton’s  New Royal English,’ and
the Earl of Roscommon’s regiments.! It is improbable
that Claverhouse sought a commission in any of them.
Nor was it necessary to look beyond his own country for
the opportunity for employment. Lord George Douglas’s
Scottish Regiment (1st Foot) was in the service of France
throughout the greater part of Charles the Second’s
reign,? and in the early part of 1673 was busily recruiting
in Scotland? In the summer of 1672 Sir William Lock-
hart’s regiment was similarly employed* It was pro-
bably in one or other of these Scottish regiments that
Claverhouse served from 1672 to 1674. One is tempted
to identify him with the John Graham who, on 25th July

howse.” It is printed in Laing (Fugitive Scotish Poetry), and has these
lines :—
¢ Himselfe does venter oer the Lyons coast,
Vnto the Allays camp he does resort.’

The lines suggest, with their context, that Claverhouse proceeded from
Scotland, and not from France, to William’s service in Holland. Morer
(Short Account of Scotland) makes no mention of Claverhouse’s French
service.

1 Dalton, Bnglish Army Lists, vol. i. p, xvi.

2 Ibid., p. xv.

8 On 12th March 1673 the Privy Council made an Order as to recruit-
ing in Scotland for Lord George Douglas’s regiment, and on 1st April
1673 the Earl of Linlithgow was empowered to issue passes for those who
should take service in it. (Privy Council Acta (MS. Register House),
vol. Nov. 1667—June 1673, fol. 691, 693.)

4 On 29th August 1672 the Privy Council gives directions regarding
recruiting for Lockhart’s regiment (Privy Council Acta (MS. Register
House), vol. Nov. 1667—June 1673, fol. 638.)
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1672, was commissioned junior lieutenant in Lockhart’s
regiment! In any case he was under the general com-
mand of the Duke of Monmouth,? and began a military
association which was resumed seven years later in
Scotland.

It would be idle to attempt to construct the record of
Claverhouse’s French service in the absence of even the
vaguest information as to his doings. He followed,
though he may not have taken part in it, the bewilder-
ingly rapid advance of the French army across the Rhine
in June 1672, an exploit which Louis’s contemporaries
lauded as stupendous, and Napoleon slighted as ‘ opéra-
tion de quatriéme ordre.” The fall of John de Witt, the
triumph of William of Orange, his heroic patriotism, and
the withdrawal of the French troops from Holland in the
winter of 1672-73, may have come more immediately
within the range of Claverhouse’s experiences. If he was
attached to Lockhart’s regiment, it is probable that he
was engaged in the siege of Maastricht in 16732 His
service in France cannot have extended far beyond that
event. In February 1674, Charles the Second, yielding
tardily to the pressure of public opinion, withdrew from
his alliance with France. Monmouth returned to England.
John Churchill, the future Duke of Marlborough, also

1 The name ‘ John Grahame ’ appears under this rank in Dalton (Znglish
Army Lists, vol. i. p. 121). Inquiries at the Bibliothéque Nationale, the
Archives Nationales, and the Ministére de la Guerre, in Paris, have failed
to elicit any information regarding Claverhouse’s French service. I am
informed by the French Ministry of War that no regimental rolls or pay-
sheets exist for the foreign regiments in the French service in the reign
of Louis the Fourteenth.

2 Monmouth, whose regiment was raised on 15th February 1672, was,
on 29th January 1673, created ¢ général de tous les sujets du roi d’Angle-
terre qui estoient ou qui viendroient en France.” On 20th May 1673 he
was appointed ‘lieutenant-général des armées du roi.’ He returned to
England in 1674. (Fieffé, Histoire des Troupes Etrangéres au Service de
France, p. 175.)

3 Dalton, English Army Lists, vol. i. p. 121,
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came home to be appointed Colonel of the Second Foot.!
Others, like Hugh Mackay of Scourie, Claverhouse’s
opponent at Killiecrankie, drifted into the service of the
United Netherlands? Claverhouse also found his way
to Holland, but whether directly from France or after
a brief visit to Scotland cannot be determined.® By July
1674, he had entered the service of the Prince against
whom he had been so recently fighting. HHe lived to
revert to the earlier antagonism.

1 Fortescue, History of the British Army, vol. i. p. 297.

2 Ferguson, Scots Brigade, vol. i. p. 470. He had been serving as
captain in the Royal Scots Regiment in France.

8 Mr. Fortescue states that out of the troops disbanded, three English
regiments were formed for the service of the Prince of Orange. He adds
that among their officers was John Graham of Claverhouse (see History
of the British Army, vol. i. p. 297). Mr. Fortescue is in error. Major
John Bernardi, in his Short History (p. 17), describes these English troops
as consisting of ten companies, who from Bois-le-Duc joined William at
Grave after the battle of Seneffe. He mentions their officers, among
them Hugh Mackay of Scourie, ¢a Scotch Gentleman very large in his
Person, and afterwards advanced to Greatness in Station.” He does not
mention Claverhouse, though he particularly gives the names of ¢those
who afterwards were rais'd to great Stations.” It may also be noticed,
that whereas this Bois-le-Duc contingent joined William shortly before
the siege of Grave in September or October 1674, Claverhouse was already
serving in William’s army in July 1674, and was present at Seneffe.



CHAPTER 11
SERVICE IN HOLLAND, 1674-1677

CLAVERHOUSE can hardly have been absent from Lock-
hart of Carnwath’s patriotic retrospect when, a quarter
of a century after Dundee’s death, he wrote of his country-
men: ‘ Those of Rank (as they still do) travelled Abroad
into foreign Countries for their Improvement, and vast
numbers, when their Country at home did not require
their Service, went into that of forreign Princes, from
whence, after they had gained immortal Honour and
Glory, they returned home.’! The armies which Alex-
ander Leslie led in the Bishops’ Wars and under the
banner of the Solemn League and Covenant had swarmed
with veterans, whose training had been in the camp of
Gustavus Adolphus. The Swedish Lion of the North
had passed to his rest; but France and Holland still
invited the activities of the Scot abroad. Condé and
Turenne offered a training under the Napoleons of that
age. Holland, whose forces had long since been stiffened
by the Scottish Brigade in her service, furnished an
employment and a cause alike congenial. Claverhouse
impartially availed himself of both opportunities for
experience in his chosen profession.

At the close of July 1674 William’s army lay round
Nivelles in Brabant. Condé was entrenched to the south
of him, behind the Piéton, not far from Charleroi? A

1 Memoirs concerning the Affairs of Scotland, p. 387.
2 The Netherland-Historian, Amsterdam, 1675, p. 499.
18
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number of English volunteers had already joined William’s
own Company of Guards. Among them were David
Colyear, afterwards first Earl of Portmore, and the young
Laird of Claverhouse.!

The Dutch war had considerably changed its character
at the moment when Claverhouse transferred himself
from the one side to the other in it. England was no
longer active, but neutral. Among her allies Holland
counted the Emperor Leopold, the Great Elector, the
Kings of Spain and Denmark, and the Dukes of Bruns-
wick and Hesse. The campaign of 1674 opened with the
invasion of Franche-Comté, conducted by the Duc de
Navailles with the brilliancy which had marked Condé’s
campaign in 1668. Condé was elsewhere, watching the
movement of the confederate army in Brabant, and
ready, as he proved at Seneffe, to strike when the
opportunity arrived.?

Condé meanwhile remaining obstinately behind his
trenches, William resolved to advance towards Binche,
designing to cut off Condé’s supplies from that quarter,
and haply to draw him out to battle. On 9th August
1674 he broke up his camp about Nivelles, lay at Seneffe
on 10th August, and on the following day (11th August),
two hours before daylight, marched from Seneffe to take
position between Binche and Mariemont. The imperial
troops led the van; the Dutch were in the centre; the
Spaniards brought up the rear2® Claverhouse and his
fellow-volunteers naturally accompanied the Prince. A

1 Carleton, Memoirs, pp. 12,13. Carleton enumerates them as follows :
¢ Clavers, who since was better known by the Title of Lord Dundee ; Mr.
Collier, now [1728] Lord Portmore ; Mr. Rooke, since Major-General ;
Mr. Hales, who lately died, and was for a long time Governor of Chelsea
Hospital ; Mr. Venner, Son of that Venner remarkable for his being one
of the Fifth-Monarchy Men ; and Mr. Boyce. The four first rose to be
very eminent ; but Fortune is not to all alike favourable.’

2 See Lavisse et Rambaud, Histoire Générale, tom. vi. p. 114,

3 The Netherland-Historian, p, 499 ; Carleton, Memoirs, p, 13.
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special baggage-wagon carried their effects! Towards
midday® on 11th August Condé fell suddenly upon
William’s Spanish rearguard® He routed it after  a long
and sharp Dispute,” and threw himself upon the baggage-
train between William’s Dutch troops and the Spaniards.
Confusion followed his onslaught. The baggage-wagons
drove madly for safety, or were captured. Carleton lost
‘every Thing but Life’ Claverhouse was in no better
plight. Late at night Condé called off the attack, leaving
‘lighted Matches hanging in the Hedges, and waving
with the Air, to conceal it [his retreat] from the Con-
federate Army.’ ¢

In Claverhouse’s career, the battle of Seneffe has a
particular interest. The earliest reference to his conduct

1 Carleton, Memoirs, p. 13.

% Sir Richard Bulstrode reports to the Earl of Arlington that Condé’s
attack was described by fugitives as having taken place ¢ upon Saturday
about Eleven at Noon’ (Original Letters, p. 88).

3 Major John Bernardi (Life, p. 15), who was in the engagement, gives
the following account of it : ¢ Condé, who lay with the French Army at
no great Distance, made an expeditious Detatchment of Twenty Thousand
Men or upwards, and attack’d the Rear of the Dutch Army upon their
March ; his Highness was soon in Action himself, but the Front and Rear
of his Army being at a League and a half distance, it was impossible to
bring the advanced Part to the Assistance of the Rear, Time enough to
save the Baggage, most of which was lost. Some Thousands of Men
being kill’d on both sides, the French march’d off in as much Haste as
they came on, it being near Night, and the Dutch Army having had a
long and wet March that Day, made it impracticable to pursue the
Enemy, his Highness contenting himself with Encamping on his design’d
Ground, near the Field of Battle.’

4 Carleton, Memoirs, pp. 14-16. Claverhouse’s experience may be
inferred from Carleton’s statement : ¢ The English Voluntiers had their
Share of this ill Fortune with the rest ; their Waggon appointed them
being among those intercepted by the Enemy ; and I, for my Part, lost

every Thing but Life . . . The Baggage, as I have said, being cut off,
and at the Mercy of the Enemy, every one endeavour’d to escape through,
or over the Hedges . . . for they were all cut to Pieces that could not

get over.” On the day following the battle a number of baggage-wagons
arrived at Brussels from the army, among them one of Sir Walter Vane’s
and two of Lord Clare’s. Nine of Vane’s wagons had fallen to the
enemy (Bulstrode, Original Letters, p. 88). For the ruse under which
Condé drew off his army, see Firth, Cromwell’s Army, p. 85.
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in it is in an ode addressed to him by an anonymous
admirer in January 1683 which describes his prowess in
general but laudatory terms, The lines run thus:—

¢TI saw the man who at St. Neff did sie
His conduct, prowess, martiall gallantrie.
He wore a white plumash that day, not on
Of Belgians wore a white but him alone.’

Eight years later, Philip of Almerieclose, whose manu-
script is dated 1691, adds an embellishment to the story,
in Claverhouse’s soliloquy :—

¢ Nonne ego cum lasso per Belgica stagna caballo
Agmina liligeri fugeres victricia Galli,
Ipse mei impositum dorso salientis equi te
Hostibus eripui, salvumque in castra reduxi?’2

Philip’s statement, categorical as to the nature of the
service rendered to William, is indefinite as to the occa-
sion of it. Twenty-three years later, in the Memoirs of
1714, Claverhouse’s rescue of William is for the first time
attached to Seneffe: ¢At the battle of St. Nuff, 1674,
when the Prince of Orange was dismounted, and in great
danger of being taken, he [Claverhouse] rescued him, and
brought him off upon his own horse’® Balhaldy’s
Memoirs of Locheill* and Dalrymple 5 repeat the state-
ment.®

1 ¢The Muses New Yeares Gift and Hansell, to the Right Honored
Captane John Graham of Claverhowse, January 1683,” in Laing, Fugitive
Scotish Poetry ; principally of the Seventeenth Century.

2 Qrameid, p. 202. Canon Murdoch gives the following translation :
¢Did not I, when thou [William of Orange] fleddest on wearied steed
through Belgic marsh from the conquering troops of lily-bearing France
—did not I myself snatch thee from the enemy, and mount thee on the
back of my fresh steed, and restore thee safe to the camp ?’

3 Memoirs of Dundee, ed. Jenner, p. 3.

4 Memoirs of Locheill, p. 274. The Memoirs were completed by 1737.

5 Memoirs of Great Britain and Ireland, vol. i. pt. ii. p. 46.

6 Napier (vol. i. p. 10) states quite inaccurately that the Grameid con-
firms the Memoirs of 1714. The former, as has already been pointed out,
does not mention Seneffe. The author of The Despot’s Champion, p. 18,
discusses the point with characteristic care, and is inclined to hold that
¢ William’s momentary peril and rescue . . . may have occurred at any
other conjuncture during the three years spent by Clavers in Holland.’
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In every tradition there is probably a substratum of
truth, and in the present case it is to be found in the ode
of 1683 and the Grameid, rather than in Balhaldy and the
Memoirs of 1714. Had Claverhouse’s rescue of William
occurred at Seneffe, it is inconceivable that his panegyrists,
writing in 1683 and 1691, should have failed to attach it
to that battle. The less contemporary statements of
Balhaldy and of the Memoirs are therefore, apart from
other disproving evidence, under suspicion as the sum of
two facts true in themselves, but as a compound-fact
inaccurate. That conclusion is strengthened by subjecting
the story to another test. Had William at Seneffe been
in such peril as Balhaldy and the Memoirs of 1714 declare,
it is incredible that some record of it should have
failed to appear in contemporary accounts of the battle.
Evidence is not wanting, that William’s bravery, or the
sudden onslaught of the enemy, placed him in a position
of jeopardy! But neither among the Dutch traditions
nor in their records is there a shred of evidence to support
the necessity for Claverhouse’s opportune rescue of him.2

The facts of the case suggest themselves as follows:
That Claverhouse fought at Seneffe is established, though

1 ¢ The Prince of Orange, whose Valour and Vigour having led him
into the Middle of the Enemy, and being then sensible of his Error, by
a Peculiar Presence of Mind, gave the Word of Command in French,
which he spoke perfectly well. But the French Soldiers, who took him
for one of their own Generals, making Answer, that their Powder was
all spent, it afforded Matter of Instruction to him to persist in his Attack ;
at the same Time, that it gave him a Lesson of Caution, to withdraw
himself, as soon as he could, to his own Troops’ (Carleton, Memoirs,
p. 18).

In The Netherland-Historian (p. 505) it is admitted, that ¢ perhaps his
[William’s] zeal might have carryed him to farre.” William’s despatch,
describing the battle, is silent upon any particular danger to which he
himself had been exposed. It is printed in The Netherland-Historian,
pPp. 505-9.

2 T am indebted to the Assistant Keeper of the State Archives at the
Hague for having verified my conclusions upon this point. There is no
record whatever of Claverhouse in the Dutch Archives before 24th
November 1676.
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the distinction attributed to him in the ode of 1683 is
barely substantiated. That in the course of his Dutch
campaigns he rendered some service to William which, in
his own mind, constituted a claim upon the Prince may
also be allowed. That the nature of the obligation under
which William lay to him was as the Grameid states it,
must also be granted. Philip, who bivouacked with
Claverhouse round many camp fires in 1689, must have
had the story from his hero’s mouth; and Claverhouse
was too strong a man to play the braggart. But that it
happened at Seneffe, and inspired, since it was unrequited,
Claverhouse’s withdrawal from William’s service, must be
dismissed as the addenda of a later period. Macaulay’s
scepticism stands fully justified.!

From Seneffe William fell back south-westward to
Quaregnon and St. Ghislain. There he encamped, await-
ing supplies from Brussels. On 81st August 1674, the
necessary equipment having reached him, William

1 ¢About the early relation between William and Dundee some Jacobite
[in the Memoirs of 1714], many years after they were both dead, invented
a story which by successive embellishments was at last improved into a
romance, which it seems strange that even a child shounld believe to be
true. The last edition [in Balhaldy’s Memoirs of Lochkeill] runs thus :
William’s horse was killed under him [Balhaldy does not say so] at
Seneff, and his life was in imminent danger. Dundee, then Captain
Graham [a statement wholly inaccurate], mounted His Highness again.
William promised to reward this service with promotion, but broke his
word, and gave to another the commission which Graham had been led
to expect.” Macaulay proceeds to detail Balhaldy’s account of Claver-
house’s withdrawal from William’s service, though he dates the event
inaccurately in 1674 instead of 1677, and concludes: ¢ This legend, of
which I have not been able to discover the slightest trace in the volu-
minous Jacobite literature of William’s reign, seems to have originated
about a quarter of a century after Dundee’s death [i.e. in the Memoirs
of 1714], and to have attained its full absurdity in another quarter of
a century [i.e. in Balhaldy].” See Macaulay, Works, ed. 1855, vol. iii.
p. 269.

Napier and later biographers of Claverhouse have attemptod to contro-
vert Macaulay by stating that authority contemporary with Claverhouse
supports the authorities whom Macaulay impugned. So faras the Seneffe
episode is concerned, I have shown that they do not, in fact, do so.
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marched northward to lay siege to Ath. The garrison
was opportunely reinforced, and William returned to his
old quarters! A fortnight later, on 14th September, his
heavy siege-train having joined him, he marched to
Oudenarde, and on 16th September invested it. On 21st
September Condé appeared. William urged a general
action while Condé’s troops were fatigued by their rapid
march. But failing to convince his allies of the wisdom
of the proposal, he abandoned the siege, and leaving
Waldeck in command at Ghent, whither his army retired,
he rode on to Dendermonde with a guard of fifty men, of
whom Claverhouse may have been one, with the intention
of returning to Holland. William, in fact, faced the diffi-
culties which confronted Marlborough in a later campaign
over the same.ground. Reflection convinced him that
little was to be gained by irritability. On 27th September
he returned to the camp at Ghent.? Thence he moved to
the siege of Grave, on the Maas, which had been in
progress throughout the summer. On 28th October the
town capitulated, and by 9th November 1674 William
had returned to the Hague on the conclusion of the
campaign.?

The siege of Grave probably dated for Claverhouse

! The Netherland-Historian, pp. 515-16; Carleton, Memoirs, p. 18.
Carleton appears to have been encamped at Valenciennes between the
battle of Seneffe and the advance to Ath. If so, Claverhouse was pre-
sumably there also.

2 The Netherland-Historian, pp. 516-18.

3 Ibid., pp. 518, 527-28; Carleton, Memoirs, p. 21. Before William
marched from Ghent to the siege of Grave, ¢ his Highness having Notice
that ten Companies of the English Subjects at Bois-le-Due [s’ Herto-
genbosch] (but seven Leagues from the Grave) were compleat, well
armed and fit for Service, sent them Orders to march and joyn the Army
with all Expedition, which they performed in Two Days Time, and were
in Two Days after commanded into the Trenches.” Bernardi, who en-
listed in one of these companies, mentions among their captains, Sir
Henry Bellasize, Captain Thomas Monk, Captain John Morgan, Captain
Philip Savage, and Hugh Mackay of Scourie. He gives the date of the
capitulation of Grave as 29th October (Bernardi, Life, pp. 17, 20).
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the commencement of a rivalry which Killiecrankie,
fifteen years later, tardily adjusted. That Claverhouse
ultimately left the Dutch service because his claims for
promotion were inadequately recognised is stated by Bal-
haldy and by the Memoirs of 1714. That his complaint
had reference to the preference shown to a particular
rival is also the assertion of both. His rival, according
to Balhaldy, was ¢Mr. Collier, a son of the Karl of
Portmore,’ who disappointed Claverhouse of the command
of one of the Scottish regiments in the Dutch service.!
The Memoirs of 1714 do not mention the name of the
officer whose promotion Claverhouse so highly resented, nor
do they embroider the story with Balhaldy’s picturesque
detail, but the ground-fact, that Claverhouse withdrew
from William’s service because he failed to obtain the
high command he sought, is identical.2

Balhaldy’s story is interesting fiction. Macaulay dis-
missed it with the comment that the Palace of Loo,
where Claverhouse’s breach of discipline? is said to have
occurred, was not then built; and that the author of the

1 His promotion is called the result of an ¢intrigue,” and Balhaldy
adds that Claverhouse, upon learning Colyear’s appointment, gave him
some blows with his cane’ in the royal precincts. William sent for
him and demanded an explanation. ¢The Captain answered, that he was
indeed in the wrong, since it was more his Highness his business to
have resented that quarrel than his; because Mr. Collier had less injured
him in dissappointing him of the regiment, than he had done his Highness
in making him breck his word. Then replyed the Prince, in ane angry
tone, ‘I make yow full reparation, for I bestow on yow what is more
valuable than a regiment, when I give yow your right arm!” The
Captain subjoyned, that since his Highness had the goodness to give him
his liberty, he resolved to employ himself elsewhere, for he would not serve
a Prince longer that had brock his Word ’ (Memoirs of Locheill, p. 275).

2 ¢One of the Scotch regiments in Holland becoming vacant, his interest
with the Court of England’ [which so far was certainly non-existent],
‘and the Prince of Orange’s promises for services performed, encouraged
him to stand candidate for the regiment, which a Dutch interest carried
against him. He resented this affront so highly, as to leave the Dutch
service, and return to Scotland 1677’ (Memoirs of Dundee, ed. Jenner,
p- 3). 3 See note 1 above.
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story appeared to be under the impression that the
regulations against brawling within the royal precincts,
under Henry the Eighth’s statute, were equally valid in
Holland.! Neither objection conclusively damns the story.
Its disproof rests upon more direct evidence. Accord-
ing to Balhaldy, Claverhouse’s Jacob was ¢ Mr. Collier, a
son of the Earl of Portmore’ David Colyear, later the
first Earl of Portmore, entered William’s service with
Claverhouse in July 1674. Yet Claverhouse’s rival was
this man’s son! Assuming, however, that Balhaldy re-
ferred to David Colyear himself, disproof of his story is
positive. David Colyear did not receive a lieutenant-
coloneley in William’s service until 1683—five years after
Claverhouse had left Holland !2

In another category is the tradition that Claverhouse’s
successful rival was his antagonist of later days, Hugh
Mackay of Scourie? Mackay was in the Bois-le-Duc con-
tingent summoned by William to the siege of Grave. In
the course of the siege Sir William Ballantine, a lieutenant-
colonel of the Scots Brigade, was killed,* and on 19th
March 1675 Mackay received the vacant commission.’
Two years later he obtained further promotion.® Possibly
on both occasions Claverhouse was Mackay’s competitor.
But that his rival’s success inspired no personal rancour
may be inferred from the fact that the Grameid has no

1 Macaulay, Works, vol. iii. p. 269.

2 For Colyear’s commission, see Ferguson, Scots Brigade in Holland,
vol. i. p. 505. Obviously Claverhouse could not have placed himself in
competition with Sir Alexander Colyear, the Prince’s Scottish Audjutant-
General, Sir Alexander, in 1675, was given the command of a new
regiment formed at Bois-le-Duc (ibid., vol. i. p. 473).

8 See Robert Mackay, House and Clan of Mackay, p. 388,

¢ See Ferguson, Scots Brigade, vol. i. p. 581.

5 His commission was dated from 12th October 1674 (Ferguson, Scots
Brigade, vol. 1. p. 470).

6 See below, p. 2. Mr. Ferguson remarks: ¢ There seems no doubt
that on one of these occasions the preference so sharply avenged at Killie-
crankie took place ’ (Scots Brigade, vol. i. p. 471).
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word upon it; though, had it existed, the relation of the
two men in 1689 could hardly have failed to elicit it.
Nor did the preference shown to Mackay impel Claver-
house to renounce the service of an ungrateful Prince.
He did not withdraw from it until nearly three years
after Mackay’s first commission ; until four months or
more after the second. In the interval he even accepted
a commission of lower rank than that to which he is
asserted to have aspired.

The campaign of 1675 was indecisive. Limburg was
besieged by the French, and William marched to its
relief from his camp near Louvain. At Roermond he
learned that the place had surrendered, and returned to
Brabant.! The demolition of the walls of Maubeuge,
Enghien, and Nivelles, completed the campaign? At its
conclusion, or in the course of it, Claverhouse returned to
Scotland. He came home, it may be assumed, upon a
summons to his mother’s death-bed? and remained in
Scotland until the spring of the following year. Early in
March 1676 he was in Edinburgh, and thence he wrote to
Thomas Steuart, younger of Grandtully :—

- EpinBurGH, March the 7, 1676.

Sir,—I think no wonder that a poor lad like yow should
prig thus for five pound with your good friend, who will may
be never have the occasion to ask another favour of yow. Send
but your horse here, and if he be wholl and sound, it shall not
be so litell a business shall keep us from a bargon. Give orders
to Jhon Steuart or Colin, to recaive my obligation. If ther be
any thing wher in I can serve you, either here or els wher, you

know hou friely you may comand me. I have always been, and
shall still be, as much as I really am,

Dear Sir, your most humble servant,
J. GRAHAME.

I have got four of the best grou hounds of Scotland now, and

! Carleton, Memoirs, p. 22.

2 Bernardi, Life, p. 23. He writes ‘Newell,’ which I take to be
Nivelles. 3 See above, p. 3.
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you be a good fellow you will send me a setting dogue, and then
I would be a prince.}

Horse and hound were sent to him. Claverhouse wrote
again to young Grandtully a few days later to express his
thanks for both,2 and on 30th March 1676 he sailed for
Holland.® The chief incident of this year's campaign was
the siege of Maastricht. On 1st July William invested
the town. In response to their petition, he formed the
English volunteers into a single brigade under Sir John
Fenwick, and placed them in the lines next to his own
Guards.* Ten or twelve days passed before the arrival of
William’s heavy artillery. In the interval lines of circum-
vallation were thrown up. Trenches were then opened
towards a detached fort called ‘The Dauphin.’5 The
latter operation was commenced upon 18th July, and the
execution of it was entrusted to William’s Guards and
others, under the command of the Rhinegrave® At
the end of July William’s Guards, with other regi-
ments, were ordered to assault ‘The Dauphin, and
did so with the loss of three captains and other

! Fraser, Red Book of Grandtully, vol. ii. p. 229.

2 Ibid., vol. ii. p. 230. The letter is undated.

3 On 4th April 1676, James Graham, Claverhouse’s chamberlain, writes
to young Grandtully from Dundee: ¢The Laird off Clawerhous hid his
service presented to yow, and did intend till haw wreittin to yow himsellf,
but was much strained with tym, for hie intended not till haw sailed till
Munonday last, but was forsed to seall upon Saterday [30th March], and
went alitell in heast. But I hop this day hie is in Holland. Sir, your
hors giws him good satisfaction at present, and I hop the longer he keeps
him the better. Sir, Clawerbous commanded me to intreitt yow if ye
culd help Colonell Graham with any men who wold go to Holland with
him willingly, hie wold tak it as a fawor dun to himself. Hie [Colonel
Graham] is heir for the present’ (Red Book of Grandtully, vol. i. p. cxl).

4 William Carr, A Particular Account of the Present Siege of Mastricht,
Pp- 2, 3. The account is in the form of a letter, dated from the Hague on
5th September 1676, new style. Carr describes Fenwick’s brigade as
‘next his Highnesses own Guards on the Boss-port-side.’

5 Bernardi, Life, p. 29.

8 Carr, 4 Particular Account, etc., p. 4.



SERVICE IN HOLLAND 29

officers.!  On 4th August the English brigade carried the
bastion, and held it until the springing of three mines in
the captured outwork threw the victors into confusion, and
cnabled the garrison to retake it.2 The approach of the
French compelled William to raise the siege, and on 28th
August he withdrew.® His losses had been enormous.*
To the wide gaps which the siege of Maastricht had
made among the officers engaged in it, rather than to any
exceptional services which he had so far rendered, Claver-
house probably owed his first promotion in William’s
service. On 24th November 1676 he received a com-
mission as ritmeester, or captain of horse, in the regiment
commanded by Major Cabeljauw.? He held it for little
more than a year® Hugh Mackay of Scourie, however,
kept ahead of him in the competition, if it existed, for
promotion. On 27th August 1677 Mackay was com-
missioned colonel of one of the Scottish regiments in the
Dutch service, in the room of Colonel Henry Graham,

1 Carr, 4 Particular Account, etc., p. 7. Bernardi (Life, p. 30) describes
the assault as conducted by ¢ the Prince of Orange’s Blue Guards.’

2 Bernardi, Life, p. 30. According to Carr’s 4 ccount (p. 8), ¢ the Guards
of the Prince ’ were under orders to second the English brigade in the
event of the latter failing in the assault on 4th August.

3 Carr, A Particular Account, ete., p. 16:

4 ¢ Eleven Thousand of his Highness’s Army were killed and wounded ;
three Colonels of the English Brigade also lost their Lives, viz. Colonel
Widderington, Brother to the late Lord of that Name, Colonel Doleman
[? Thomas Dolman], and one of the Scotch Colonels [?Henry Graham].
Sir John Fenwick was wounded, and near one Half of the other Officers
and private Soldiers of every Regiment was killed and wounded’ (Ber-
nardi, Life, p. 32).

5 For this hitherto unrecorded fact in Claverhouses’s career I am in-
debted to the Assistant Keeper of the Duteh Archives, who was so good
as to direct a search of the records for references to Claverhouse’s Dutch
service. In the commission of 24th November 1676 Claverhouse is
described as ¢ baron de Claverhous.” Further investigation of the Dutch
Archives has unfortunately failed to elicit any information as to the ser-
vice of Major Cabeljauw’s regiment, or to Claverhouse’s conduct in it.

6 See below, p. 31.

7 Ferguson, Scots Brigade, vol. i. p. 470. Mackay’s commission was
dated from 28th April 1677.
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who had probably been killed in the course of the siege.t
Claverhouse’s recent promotion, and the fact that the
vacant regiment had been commanded by his namesake,
may alike have prompted him to become a candidate in
opposition to Mackay. DBut there is no evidence that he
did so. Certainly he was not impelled by a sense of un-
requited service to resign the commission he had so
recently gained.

The campaign of 1677 was the last which Claverhouse
served under William of Orange. KEarly in the spring of
the year the Duc d’Orléans laid siege to St. Omer.
Without waiting for ‘the majestick Motions of the
Spaniards,” his allies, William marched to the relief of
the town. At Cassel, whilst traversing difficult ground,
he was attacked by Orléans.? The battle gave the French
one of the notable victories of the war. William retreated
and left St. Omer to its fate. After an interval of six
weeks he invested Charleroi. Condé drew near, however,
and getting between Charleroi and Brussels, whence
William’s siege artillery was expected, compelled the
besieging army to draw off. The siege of Charleroi was
abandoned, and a few weeks later William marched to
Enghien® Leaving his army encamped there, he pro-
ceeded to England, and in November 1677 married the
Princess Mary, daughter of James, Duke of York.

Simultaneously, so tradition would haveit, Claverhouse,
mortified and disappointed, flung himself free from an
ungrateful master. That the tradition is wholly unreliable
in its incidents has already been shown. It is equally so
in the general impression it conveys. The ascertained

1 See Bernardi, Life, p. 32.

2 Carleton, Memoirs, p. 31. According to Carleton, William was
marching ¢ over a Morass,’ and his troops were not able, by the Strait-
ness of the Passage, to engage all at once.” He adds that the French
attacked before half of William’s army was over.

3 Qarleton, Memoirs, p. 34 ; Bernardi, Life, pp. 37 et seq.
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facts are two: On 9th December 1677 Claverhouse’s suc-
cessor as ritmeester in the regiment of Major Cabeljauw
received his commission.! By that date, therefore, Claver-
house had decisively left the Dutch service. On the
following 19th February 1678 the Marquis of Montrose
was able to refer to his kinsman of Claverhouse as
strongly recommended to him for a commission by the
Duke of York.? It is impossible to escape the conclusion
that Claverhouse owed to William his introduction to
James’s notice? William’s recommendation of Claver-
house to James must be accounted for upon one of two
grounds. Either his good offices were spontaneous, in
which case the obligation under which he lay to Claver-
house was something beyond that of a comnmander to a
subordinate. Or, on the other hand, William’s recommen-
dation was solicited by Claverhouse. Both suppositions
equally veto the motive of his resignation as given by
Balhaldy and the Memoirs of 1714. For, in the one case,
it is inconceivable that William should have foisted on to
the shoulders of another obligations binding on himself.
In the other, it is equally impossible to believe that
Claverhouse should have condescended to beg for the
mediation of one who had refused, as Balhaldy asserts,
to pay his own debt of honour.

To disentangle fact from fiction in this crisis of Claver-
house’s career: He had entered William’s service in
1674 as a volunteer, and served in that rank till 1676,
when he received his captaincy. Balhaldy and the
Memoirs of 1714 detail an unauthenticated and im-

1 State Archives at the Hague. 2 See below, p. 35.

3 Balhaldy states that William is said to have recommended Claver-
house as ¢a fine gentleman, and a brave officer, fitt for any office, civil or
military.” William was indeed generous, if the rest of Balhaldy’s story
is correct (Memoirs of Locheill, p. 2715). Morer writes : ¢ At his [Claver-
house’s] Return [to England], however, the Prince gave him a Letter of
Recommendation, directed to the Duke of York, with a Request to pro-
vide for him’ (Short Account, p. 95).
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probable tradition in ascribing to him William’s rescue at
Seneffe. If further disproof of the legend than that
already advanced is needed, it is found in the fact that
Claverhouse waited for over two years before promotion
rewarded a service which, if rendered at all at that
period, would assuredly have been immediately recog-
nised. On the other hand, that Claverhouse established
some claim upon William’s notice beyond that of mere
service under him may be accepted upon the authority of
the Gramerd. Taking it as established that Claverhouse
did render some signal service to William, the occasion of
it is rather to be looked for in the campaigns of 1676 or
1677. Claverhouse’s commission as ritmeester in Novem-
ber 1676 suggests, though far from conclusively, that the
campaign of that year had made William his debtor.
But the balance of probability inclines to the campaign
of 1677. The battle of Cassel and the operations round
Charleroi furnished a better opportunity for the asserted
rescue of William than the campaigns of the preceding
years,! and more naturally fall in with William’s immediate
recommendation of Claverhouse to James.

Nor is it necessary to postulate wounded pride, unre-
quited service, or disappointed ambition, in explanation of
Claverhouse’s resignation of his Dutch commission. He
had conclusively adopted the profession of arms, but that
he contemplated an indefinitely prolonged service abroad
is improbable. He had proceeded to Holland, as he had
earlier to France, to acquire the best training in the
science of his profession. Having acquired it, inclination
drew him homeward to apply it. His mother’s recent
death, duty to his estate, clamoured equally for his

1 When William withdrew from the siege of Charleroi, he again
traversed the field of Seneffe (see Carleton, Memoirs, p. 33). One is
tempted to hazard the conjecture that the scene of Claverhouse’s service

to William may have been on the battlefield, though not at the battle of
Seneffe.
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return. That he did not remain in Scotland upon his
brief visit in 1675-76 was certainly due to his desire to
secure in William’s service such a rank as should com-
mend him for employment in his native land. By
November 1676 he had obtained his captaincy. A service
of some value to William increased his claim for con-
sideration. William’s visit to England gave him oppor-
tunity to press it. William did so with happiest result.
His good word proved the first step in a career of almost
breathless advancement.



CHAPTER III
DRUMCLOG

By 9th December 1677 Claverhouse had resigned his
commission in the Dutch service.! The hope of employ-
ment drew him to Scotland, where a narrow-minded but
conscientious peasantry was being surely driven to revolt.
His interest was with the Duke of York, and to London
bhe perhaps made his way. Possibly he accompanied
William of Orange thither. Whatever his passport—
William’s recommendation of him, his military service,
his distinguished bearing, a decisiveness of character
and suggestion of masterful ability—Claverhouse faced
homewards assured of the good-will of a Prince whose
friendship he more than requited. He waited no long
time for proof of its existence.

In February 1678 a new regiment, ¢ His Royal Highness’
Regiment of Horse,’ was raised for servicein Flanders. Its
colonel was Henry Mordaunt, second Earl of Peterborough.
The young Marquis of Montrose received a troop in it.2
The regiment was commissioned on 16th February? and

1 State Archives at the Hague.

2 8, P. Domestic Entry Book, No. 29, fol. 254. The regiment was
disbanded in January and March 1679 (Dalton, English Army Lists, vol.
i. p. 202). On 19th January 1679 Barillon writes from London to
Louis x1v. : ‘Le régiment de cavalerie de M. le Duc d’York fut cassé
hier. J’apprends cependant qu’il a rencontré de grandes difficultés a
tirer des orphévres I'argent que la cour espérait en avoir. Cela n’est pas
d’un médiocre embarras, car il en faut pour licencier les troupes et pour
les faire subsister’ (Campana de Cavelli, Les derniers Stuarts ¢ Saint-
Germain en Eaye, vol. i. p. 243).

3 Domestic Entry Book, ibid.

34
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three days later (19th February) Montrose wrote to his
kinsman of Claverhouse to offer, with apology to one who
so recently had held a higher rank, the lieutenancy of his
troop. ‘I pretend that non bot gentlemen should ride
in it the Marquis explained.! Montrose was clearly
anxious to enlist his kinsman’s service and experience.
He wrote to Graham of Monorgan on the same date to
urge him to influence Claverhouse. The Duke of York,
he stated, ‘has a very good opinion of Claverhouse, and he
bid me endeavour by all means to get him for my
Lieutenant. Therefore, I most earnestly beg that you
would be pleased to represent to him the advantages he
may have by being near the Duke, and by making him-
self better known to him. And withal assure him from
me, that if he will embrace this offer, he shall also share
with me in my advancement and better fortune.’?

That Claverhouse accepted Montrose’s offer is generally
asserted by his biographers® That he should have
rejected it in face of the Duke of York’s recommendation

1 Smythe, Letters of John Grahame of Claverhouse, Bann. Club,
p. 87.

2 Quoted in Napier, vol. i. p. 184.

3 My predecessors have fallen into a bewilderment of error upon this
point, and upon Claverhouse’s early military service in Scotland. Mr.
Morris (Claverhouse, p. 44), who misunderstands the nature of Mon-
trose’s commission, asserts that Claverhouse accepted the lieutenancy,
and that ‘ promotion was not long delayed.” Claverhouse, in fact, never
held a lower commission than that of captain in Scotland. The author
of The Despot’s Champior also confuses the Duke of York’s Regiment,
commissioned in February 1678, with the three independent troops of
horse raised in Scotland later in the year, to the command of one of
which Claverhouse was appointed. Mr. Henderson in his article in
the Dict. Nat. Biog. falls into the same error as the author of 7he
Despot’s Champion. There is no evidence, he says, when Claverhouse
obtained his lientenant’s commission, but he obtained his captaincy when
Montrose succeeded to a command. Montrose, in fact, was on 26th
October 1678 commissioned Captain of the Life Guard of Horse in Scot-
land in room of the Marquis of Atholl ( Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. v.
fol. 34). Not only had Claverhouse no connection whatever with the
Life Guards, but his commission as captain of his own independent
troop was senior to Montrose’s by more than a month.
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of him may appear strange. That he did reject it cannot
be questioned, for one Patrick Graham was commissioned
to the lieutenancy! On what grounds Claverhouse re-
fused his kinsman’s invitation can only be conjectured.
If a desire to return home had weighed in his so recent
resignation of his Dutch commission, his unwillingness
to undertake a further period of foreign service is intel-
ligible. Possibly the proffered lieutenancy, even in a
troop of gentlemen riders, seemed barely to measure his
deserts. Whatever the reason, His Royal Highness’s
Regiment of Horse went to Flanders without him.
Claverhouse’s biographer flounders in a dull sea of con-
jecture in ‘this early period of his hero’s career. In
September 1678 the young laird was in the saddle, and
his unenviable task of Whig-harrying had begun. But
up to that point his movements are hard to trace. On
Montrose’s offer he had turned his back. Perhaps he
never received it—at least, in time to say Yes or No
to it. Montrose had written from London on 19th
February. A week later, 27th February 1678, Claver-
house had the Privy Council’s permission ‘to goe aff the
Kingdome.’? Why he went and whither he went are
mysteries soluble conjecturally merely. One imagines
that his recent departure from Holland had been sudden.
The resignation of his Dutch commission may have been
made from England, and withheld until he was assured

! Oddly enough, a John Graham was commissioned cornet in Mon-
trose’s troop (Dalton, Znglish Army Lists, vol. i. p. 202). As to this
Cornet John Graham, the Privy Council on 2nd May 1678, gave permission
toleave the kingdom to ¢ John Grahame, post-master Generall, Represent-
ing that he being called to abroad with the Marquis of Montrose, his
cheiffe, for his Majesties present service’ (Privy Council Acta, June 1673
—Aug. 1678, fol. 698). See Cal. State Papers, Dom., 1673-75, p. 92.

2 Privy Council Acta, June 1673—Aug. 1678, fol. 619. The Council, on
3rd January 1678, in consideration of the great disorders latly com-
mitted in some westerne and other shires,” had forbidden noblemen,
heritors, magistrates of burghs, and others, to leave the Kingdom (bid.,
fol. 554).
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of York’s patronage. If so, Holland might call him
for the adjustment of business, and a good-bye to old
comrades. His visit, to Holland or elsewhere, was of
no long duration. By the middle of June, there is
ground for believing, he was again in Scotland.! On
10th July he was appointed by the Estates to act as
a commissioner for raising ‘a new and voluntar offer’
of £180,000.2

With the autumn of 1678 Claverhouse’s career merges
into the history of Scotland. To-elaborate the mise-en-
scéne is happily unnecessary. The setting is familiar.
Briefly, eighteen years had shattered the hopes of 1660,
the annus mirabilis. To the restored monarchy the
Covenant was frankly anathema. But the extravagances
of Laud were avoidable and avoided, and the tenets of
Calvin had freedom under Episcopal direction. The
hybrid satisfied or disturbed Scotland unequally. In the
North, Presbyterianism was adaptive, though reluctant.
In the South-West it stood at bay, resolute and
defiant.

The standing military establishment in Scotland in
1678, at the moment when Claverhouse entered it, con-
sisted of His Majesty’s Horse and Foot Guards, the Earl
of Mar’s infantry regiment, two companies of Highlanders
under Colonel James Menzies and the Earl of Caithness,
and three companies of dragoons under the Viscount
Kingston, Captain John Strachan, and Captain John
Inglis® In September 1678 this establishment was
increased by three independent troops of horse, to the
captaincy of which the Earl of Airlie, the Earl of Home,

! On 18th June 1678 he was served heir to his grandfather and great-
great-grandfather in certain lands (Services of Heirs, vol. i. Forfar,
Nos. 475, 476), and to his father in the Glen or Barony of Ogilvie
(Serymgeour- Wedderburn Charter-Chest, Box iv., bundle iii., No. 7).

2 Acts Parlt. Scot., vol. viii. p. 228.

3 Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. v. No. 94,
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and Claverhouse were respectively commissioned on 23rd
September 1678.1

Undoubtedly Claverhouse owed his commission to the
Duke of York’s favour and personal interest with the
King. For his troop there must have been many suitors,
and, as the disposal of the other commands shows, of
higher rank than himself. There is no reason to doubt
Thomas Morer’s statement, that while Home and Airlie
received their commissions on Lauderdale’s nomination,
the King withdrew the third from the minister’s patronage.?
From the troop to which royal favour had appointed him,
Claverhouse was not severed during his service in Scot-
land. As captain of it, and ultimately as colonel of the
regiment of which the three troops formed the nucleus,
his men learned to know him a brave, resolute, and
inspiriting leader, and to yield him a devotion which drew
a band of the shattered regiment round him in his supreme
moment at Killiecrankie.

Within a few weeks of his commission Claverhouse was
on active duty, of a type barely satisfying, one imagines,
to one who knew military service in another form. In
the South-West disaffection was rife. On 14th May 1678
the Privy Council had informed the King of ‘numerous

v Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. iv. fol. 419-421. Each troop consisted
of a captain, lieutenant, cornet, quartermaster, three corporals, two
trumpets, and sixty rank and file. The captain’s pay was 14s. per day,
including an allowance of 4s. for two horses. On 27th September 1678,
Robert Graham (who was killed at Drumeclog), and James Graham, were
commissioned to the cornetcy and quartermastership of Claverhouse’s
troop (¢bid., vol. iv. fol. 452-53). Upon the death of the latter, Claver-
house’s brother, David, was on 3rd March 1680 commissioned to the
vacant quartermastership (¢béd., vol. v. fol. 437). There is in the Register
House a set of vouchers for the pay of Claverhouse’s troop, dating from
28th November 167S.

2 Short Account of Scotland, p. 95. Morer writes : ¢ And ’twas a par-
ticular Testimony of the King’s Favour; for tho’ he allowed Duke
Lauderdale to dispose of the other Commissions as he thought good, yet
he excepted Mr. Graham’s, and ’twas the only Exception on that Occa-
sion.’
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field-conventicles kept in several places of the kingdom,
who, with armed men, have in many places resisted your
authority, and . . . seeing these insolences are daily iter-
ated, and are still upon the growing hand,’ they urged
the despatch of troops, ¢ whose constant employment may
be for dissipating and interrupting those rendezvouses of
rebellion.’! To what extent frequenters of the forbidden
conventicles already contemplated a resort to arms, is
difficult to determine.? The Government had done little
to convince them that passive measures were likely to
obtain ‘consideration and tolerant dealing. With fresh
forces raised to coerce them, and the soldiery quartered
in their midst, Drumclog and Bothwell Bridge were
inevitable.

Dumfriesshire and Annandale were assigned to Claver-
house and his troop. Captain John Inglis and a com-
pany of dragoons were at his disposal. On 27th December
1678 he was at Moffat, and on the morrow, on the point of
marching to Dumfries, sent his first despatch to the Earl
of Linlithgow, Commander-in-Chief. He had already
learned, he told his chief, ‘that this contry has been
very loose” In the past week theré had been ‘grate field
conventikles just by here, with great contempt of the
reguler clergy, who complain extreamly, when I tell them
I have no orders to aprehend any for past misdemainers.’
A more pressing difficulty faced him. ¢ They tell me, he
wrote, ‘ that the one end of the bridge of Dumbfrich is in

! Quoted in Napier, vol. ii. p. 185.

2 Speaking of the rising of 1679, Wodrow declares : ¢ There was no pre-
concert, nor any formed design laid down; but the oppressed people
gradually fell into the rising, by a chain of things making it some way
necessary to them’ (History, vol. iii. p. 62). On the other hand, one
Robert Smith, formerly of the parish of Dunscore, Dumfries, gave
evidence a few years later, to the effect that ¢for near two years before
the Rebellion, in the year 1679,” preparations for a rising were being
made (4 True Account and Declaration of the horrid Conspiracy against
the Late King, his present Majesty, and the Qovernment. London, 1685).
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Galaua.” The Nith, in fact, bounded his commission.
Hence, he complained, ¢ they may hold conventicles at
our nose, [and] we not dare to disspat them, seing our
orders confines us to Dumfriche and Anandell. Such ane
insult as that would not please me,” he added, ‘and on
the other hand, I am unwilling to exceed orders, so that
I expect from your Lordship orders how to cary in such
cases.’ !

To picture Claverhouse indifferent to instructions is
at variance with every known fact regarding him. His
reluctance to exceed orders was not the timidity of in-
experience. ‘I must acknowledge that till now in any
service I have been in, I never inquyred further in the
lawes then the orders of my superiour officers,” he wrote
to Linlithgow a few days later from Dumfries (6th January
1679). Linlithgow had assured him that his scrupulous
limiting of his activities to within the bounds of Dumfries
and Annandale was ‘ frivolous.” Meanwhile he had begun
to execute his orders within his immediate province. At
Castlemilk, in Annandale, a conventicle had been built
‘upon the expence of the comon purse of the disaffected.’
In its internal fittings it masqueraded as a cow-byre. On
3rd January 1679, Claverhouse with a squad of his troop
superintended its destruction. So perished the charity
of many ladys,” he wrote to Linlithgow, by way of epitaph.?

Meanwhile the Government was intent upon a measure
which considerably enlarged the powers already vested in
Claverhouse. On 9th January 1679, the Committee for
Public Affairs drew up a memorandum for the King’s

1 Smythe, Letters, p. 1.

2 Ibid., p. 3. The following passage from his letter illustrates
Claverhouse’s character: ‘Mr. Cuper, who is here baily and stewart
for my Lord Stormont, offered to aprehend Bel, that built the meeting
house, if I would concur ; I sayd to him that it would be acceptable,
but that the order from the Counsell did only bear the taken up the
names of persones accessory to the building of it.’
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approval. It pointed to the threatened subversion of
the protestant religion, as well as the peace of the
kingdom, owing to ‘the dangerous and pernicious prin-
ciples instilled into the minds of unwary people, by
seditious preachers in their scandalous conventicles.” It
drew attention to the difficulty of coping with the danger
from a distance, and recommended that the Council
should be empowered to nominate sheriffs-depute or
bailies-depute ‘where the council shall find sheriff-
deputes and other deputes. . . have been remiss.” The new
officials would be empowered ‘to put the laws in execu-
tion only against withdrawers from public ordinances,
keepers of conventicles, such as are guilty of disorderly
baptisms and marriages, resetting and communing with
fugitive and intercommuned persons, and other vagrant
preachers’! On 18th January the King approved of the
Committee’s recommendation,? and ten days later (28th
January) the Council resolved to proceed to the crea-
tion of sheriffs-depute within the disturbed areal? Its
purpose was to combine civil powers with the military
authority of officers on whom it could depend for a more
rigorous prosecution of the law than the heritable sheriffs
and their deputes had so far shown. Accordingly on 27th
February, Claverhouse and his lieutenant, Andrew Bruce
of Earlshall, were nominated Sheriffs-depute of Dumfries,
Annandale, Wigton, and Kirkcudbright. Sir Robert
Grierson of Lag was associated with them in Wigton, and
Captain John Paterson in Kirkcudbright.t

! Wodrow, vol. iii. pp. 11-12. 2 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 13.

3 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 13. The districts were, the shires of Lanark, Ren-
frew, Ayr, Wigton, Perth, Dumfries, Dumbarton, Linlithgow, Fife and
Kinross, Stirling, Haddington, Berwick, Roxburgh, and the stewartries
of Kirkcudbright and Annandale.

4 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 20. The new deputes, though nominated by the
Council, received their deputation from the heritable sheriff or steward.
The Earl of Queensberry’s deputation (undated) to Claverhouse and Earls-
hall is printed in Napier, vol. i. p. 253.
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At the age of thirty, and little more than a year since
his withdrawal from Holland, Claverhouse found himself
closely involved in one of the most pitiable chapters of
his country’s history. That he whole-heartedly approved
of the policy which he was commissioned to carry out
is attested by his letters, and is not to his discredit.
To imagine that those whose fear and hatred he earned
were persecuted solely as irreconcilables in religion is
as far from the truth as to picture their religious ex-
travagances representative of an ideal which the country
generally was anxious to endorse. Conventicleism was
in its general aspect undoubtedly revolutionary,in that
it presented itself as a political manifestation against an
authority established and otherwise generally acquiesced
in. Howie speaks of the notorious David Hackston of
Rathillet, one of the Archbishop’s murderers, as ‘ declared
a rebel to the King, though no rebel to Zion’s King.’*
The sentence affords some vindication of the Govern-
ment’s attitude. No civil authority—at least in the
seventeenth century, when religious profession and civil
duty were inextricably mingled—could allow a consider-
able and active section of its subjects to contract or

covenant itself outside its legal and natural allegiance,
~ or to impose qualifications upon its submission to that
authority. Political necessity was at the root of religious
intolerance in the seventeenth century in Scotland as in
England. To speculate upon the more practical wisdom
of milder treatment of dissentients, or to judge the
authorities upon their failure to adopt it, is to confuse
the character of the period. Persecutors and persecuted
alike were the product of their environment, and
share in not unequal proportions its narrowness and
its bigotry.?

1 Scots Worthies, vol. i. p. 375.
2 Speaking of the Cameronian position as consisting in ¢ disowning all



DRUMCLOG 43

Throughout January and February 1679, Claverhouse’s
headquarters were at Dumfries. Of his promised weekly
letters to his Chief but few are extant. On 7th February
he sent intelligence that a batch of prisoners was on its
way to Edinburgh.! On the following day he wrote again
(8th February). He was far from satisfied with the
quartering of his troops and with the arrangements made
by the Commissioners of Supply. With characteristic
decisiveness he added: ‘What to doe in this case your
Lordship can best tell ; for my pairt, if my troup com to
want hay and straw, I will goe to any of the comissioners
lands that ar adjacent, and taik it, offering the rats [rates],
and think I doe nothing but what I may answer for,
thogh I be very unwilling to disoblidge any gentlemen.’
He broached another grievance: ‘ My Lord, good intelli-
gence is the thing we want most here. Mr. Welch 2 and
others preach securly with in twenty or thretty myles of
us, but we can doe nothing for want of spays [spies]; if
the counsell and your Lordship thoght fit, there should
be so many intertined for every quarter, which would be
of great use”3 On 24th February he recurred to the
same subject. He had received an order to seize six
persons in Galloway. He had obeyed it at once, and after
riding forty miles, ¢ which is the most can be riden in one
night,” had found two only of those he was in search of.
The wives of two of his quarry he had found ¢ laying above

temporal authority, which did not flow from and through the Solemn
League and Covenant,” Sir Walter Scott remarks: ¢ This doctrine . . .
is in theory, and would be in practice, inconsistent with the safety of any
well-regulated government, because the Covenanters deny to their
governors that toleration, which was iniquitously refused to themselves.
In many respects, therefore, we cannot be surprised at the anxiety and
rigour with which the Cameronians were persecuted, although we may
be of opinion, that milder means would have induced a melioration of
their principles’ (Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border, Poetical Works,
vol. ii. p. 226).

1 Smythe, Letters, p. 9. 2 John Welch, minister of Irongray.

8 Smythe, Letters, p. 11.
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the clothes in the bed, and great candles lighted,” expect-
ing his arrival. Those whom he caught, the women told
him, had none to blame but themselves, since they < would
not contribut for intelligence.” So completely were his
movements anticipated, Claverhouse complained, that
“ther is almost no body lays in ther bed, that knowes
themselfs any ways guilty, with in fourty milles of us,
and with in a few days I shall be upon them three scor
of mylles of at on bout, for seasing on the others contined
in the order.” The stretch of country committed to him
was, in fact, more than he could adequately police;! he
put its range at < above a hondred myles” The proximity
of the coast was another difficulty; ¢for all those rogues
run over to Yrland’ Portpatrick and Ballantrae he
proposed to secure. He asked that similar vigilance
might be exercised in the Ayrshire ports.2

To a young commander whose striking power was
already ineffective within a forty-miles radius, added
responsibilities were honourable but distracting. On 27th
February 1679 the Council framed their commission to
Claverhouse and the other newly-nominated sheriffs-
depute. They were instructed to dissipate conventicles,
to apprehend their frequenters, and also all vagrant
ministers, intercommuned persons, and others declared
fugitive by the Council or courts, or whose apprehension
might be ordered by the Council. They were empowered
to cite before them persons frequenting conventicles or
performing illegal marriages or baptisms; to ‘unlaw’ such
as refused to appear when cited, and to impound the
movables of such as failed to pay fines, ¢ forbearing always

1 An Act of Council of 13th February 1679 partly met Claverhouse’s
complaint. One company of foot, one troop of Horse Guards, and one
company of dragoons were allocated to Galloway, and were directed to
¢ oversee > Wigtonshire and Kirkcudbright (Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 16).

2 Smythe, Letters, p. 13. Another letter to Linlithgow, undated, but
presumably written in February or March 1679, is in ¢bid., p. 15, but is
of no particular importance.
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labouring oxen or horse from the last of October to the
last of May for labouring.” At the desire of the parish
minister they were licensed to apprehend ‘any person
who shall contemptuously disobey the discipline and
censures of the church,’ and to imprison them until they
found surety for their good behaviour; to prosecute such
as withdrew from the services of their parish church,
and to report to the Council the names and particulars of
those they apprehended. Their work was to be paid by
results: ‘You are to apply the whole fines of all the
persons who are not landed men to yourself, and the other
sheriff-deputes who concur mutually with you at each
respective sentence and proceeding, and to their members
of court, and collectors; and the fines of all landed men,
and their wives and children, the one half to the com-
missioners appointed within their jurisdiction, the other
half to be forthcoming to the king, which the commis-
sioners are appointed to uplift, and be countable for the
one half’ The deputes were to hold their courts ‘once
every week at least, and oftener as you shall think fit.’?
Amid the calls of public service Claverhouse found
leisure to enter upon a correspondence of a personal
bearing. It is too indicative of his purposeful character,
his abounding self-confidence, and resolution to push his
interests in every inviting channel, to hold over to its
more natural and later context. The Earldom of Menteith
was in 1679 in the hands of its eighth holder, William
Graham. His health was bad, he was separated from his
wife, he was childless, and his estates were deeply encum-
bered. His heiress—his titles excepted—was his cousin,
Helen Graham, the daughter of his uncle, Sir James
Graham. On whose initiative is not clear, Claverhouse
! Wodrow, vol. iii. pp. 21-23. The commission was probably not im-
mediately operative. The order to Queensberry to appoint Claverhouse

and Earlshall as his deputes gave him until 2nd April 1679 to do so
(Napier, vol. ii. p. 196).
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threw himself into a pretty scheme which promised
greatly to his advantage. He proposed to marry Helen
Graham, whom probably he had never seen; to make the
much encumbered Earl his pensioner, and eventually, if
the necessary authority could be obtained, to succeed to
the Earldom. At about the time when he received his
troop, he visited Menteith and found him sympathetic.
Montrose also, who was consulted as head of the family,
seemed ‘very well satisfyed, though he played for his
own hand later. Shortly after, Claverhouse despatched a
delightfully ingenuous communiecation to Menteith:—

‘MY DEAR LORD,

Since I pairted with you, I waited on my Lord
Montrose at Sterling, and from thence to Comernad, and so to
his owen house. I told him all that had passed betuixt your
Lordship and me; he scemes to be very well satisfyed, and
assurs me that he will com to Edinbourg when ever I shall
advertise him. I would apoint no daye till I akquainted your
Lordship with it. So, my Lord, if you contineu your resolution
in it, I shall wait for your comands with this bearer.

My Lord, as your friend and servant, I doe tak the liberty to
give you on advise, which is that ther can be nothing so ad-
vantagious for you as to setle your affaires, and establish your
successor in tyme, for it can doe you no prejudice if youcom to
have any childring of your owen body, and will be much for
your quyet and comfort if yoe have non; for who ever you mak
choyse of will be in place of a sonne. You knou that Julius
Caesar had no need to regrait the want of isseu, having adopted
Augustus, for he kneu certenly that he had secured to himself
a thankfull and usefull friend, as well as a wyse successor,
neither of which he could have promised himself by having
childring; for nobody knous whether they begit wyse men or
fooles, beseids that the tays of gratitud and friendship ar
stronger in generous mynds than those of natur. My Lord, I
may, without being suspected of self interest, offer some raisons
to reneu to you the advantage of that resolution you have taken
in my faveurs. First, that there is nobody of my estat out

1 Red Book of Menieith, vol. ii. p. 170. The letter is undated.
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of your nam would confound there famly in yours, and
nobody in the nam is able to give you those conditions, nor
bring in to you so considerable an interest, besids that I will
easier obtine your cusin german ! then any other, which brings
in a great interest, and contineus your family in the right lyne.
And then, my Lord, I may say without vanity that I will doe
your family no dishonor, seing there is nobody you could mak
choyse of has toyld so much for honor as I have don, thogh
it has been my misfortun to atteen but a small shear. And
then, my Lord, for my respect and gratitud to your Lordship,
you will have no raison to dout of it, if you consider with what
a francness and easiness I lieve with all my friends. But, my
Lord, after all this, if thes raisons cannot perswad you that it is
your interest to pitch on me, and if you ean think on any body
that can be mor proper to restor your family, and contribut mor
to your confort and satisfaction, mak frankly choyse of him, for
without that you can never think of geating any thing don for
your famly : it will be for your honor that the world see you
never had thoghts of alienating your family, then they will
look no mor upon you as the last of so noble a race, but will
consider you raither as the restorer then the ruiner, and your
family raither as rysing than falling; which, as it will be the
joy of our friends and relations, so it will be the confusion of
our enimys.—I am, my dearest Lord,
Your most humble and most faithfull servant,
J. GRAHAME.

For all his deprecation of any taint of self-interest, diffi-
dence is not a characteristic of Claverhouse’s letter. An
amusing and precocious sententiousness, confident reliance
upon himself, and little shrinking from self-appraisement,
are writ large over it. They were qualities which the
holder of a fading title could appreciate in one who aspired
to restore its fortunes. Menteith therefore wrote to his
uncle, Sir James. He described Claverhouse as ¢ a person
exceeding ueel accomplished as any I knou, uith natur
gifts, for all thats noble and verteus may be seen in him,
and as uee say, he is ueel to live, for he hes a free esteat

1 Helen Graham.
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upuards of six hundir pund starling yearly of good payable
rent, neir by Dundie” He would give his consent, he
added, to Helen Graham’s marriage to no one but his
protégél  Claverhouse hastened to formally propose him-
self for Helen Graham’s hand. Military duty prevented
him from proceeding to Ireland, where she and her parents
were living. He wrote to Sir James, however, and on
14th February 1679 was anxiously awaiting his mes-
senger’s return. ‘I begin to despair of his coming,’ he
tells Menteith, and ‘ of the success of that voyage” Mon-
trose had sent him a disturbing and, as it proved, prema-
ture rumour, that ‘ ane Yrish gentleman has caryed away
the Lady.” ‘Houever, my Lord,” Claverhouse added, ‘it
shall never alter the course of our friendship; for if, my
Lord, either in history or romance, either in natur or the
fancy, man ther be any stronger names or rairer exemples
of friendship then these your Lordship does me the honor
to name in your kynd and generous letter, I am resolved
not onlly to equall them but surpass them.’? So the
prologue ended. Drumclog and Bothwell Bridge were
events of the past, and the name of the unknown captain
of horse had gained some notoriety, before Claverhouse
had opportunity to press his suit in person.

Throughout March and April 1679 Claverhouse was
busily employed. In the middle of March he was in ‘the
utmost parts of Galloway.’® Queensberry was not easy to
work with, and provender for the troops was not readily
obtained. For reasons not hard to guess, also, Claverhouse
refused to act with Queensberry’s own nominated depute.*
But these were trifles. The attitude of the persecuted
Whigs was becoming increasingly threatening. On 30th
March a small party of dragoons, which had been sent
from Lanark to disperse a conventicle at Lesmahagow,

1 Red Book of Menteith, vol. i. p. 422. 2 Ibid., vol. i. p. 172.
3 Smythe, Letters, p. 16. 4 See Napier, vol. i. pp. 254-57.
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met the fate of Claverhouse at Drumclog two months
later. The dragoons, less than twenty strong, rode down
upon a prayer-meeting, and stumbled upon an army. The
lieutenant bade those present disperse. They refused,
fired a volley, and the lieutenant fell mortally wounded.
Seven of the dragoons were made prisoners; the remain-
ing seven and their ensign fled back to Lanark! The
result was heartening to the Whigs. On 21st April
Claverhouse writes to Linlithgow from Dumfries: ‘I fynd
Mr. Welch is acustoming both ends of the contry to face
the Kings forces, and certenly intends to brak out in ane
open rebellion.” He reported the holding in the district
of ‘the teriblest convencle that has been yet heard of
and warned Linlithgow that ‘ the armes of militia in this
shyr, as well as in that of Wigton, and Annandelle, ar in
the hands of the contry people, thogh very disaffected. 2
May 1679 opened ominously. On the 3rd the Arch-
bishop, James Sharp, was foully done to death on Magus
Muir, near St. Andrews.? No word of the tragedy had
reached Claverhouse at Dumfries when three days later
(6th May) he wrote to Linlithgow. He had been beating
up conventicles with little success. ‘If I gate them not
here, I shall goe and visit them in Tiviotdalle or Carak,
wher, they say, they dar look honest men in the face,” he
added.* His opportunity was nearer than he suspected.
On 29th May he writes from Falkirk. He had arrived
there the previous night, ‘with the horse and dragoons
and munition in good pass’ He had information—it
proved passably accurate—‘ that aighteen parishes shall
meet Sonday nixt [1st June] in Kilbryd moor with in
four myles of Glascow.” He was sceptical of the truth of

! Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 162. 2 Smythe, Letters, p. 18.

3 For accounts of the tragedy see Kirkton, Secret and True History of
the Church of Scotland, pp. 408 et seq., 483 ; Maidment, Analecta Scotica,
second series, p. 388. ¢ Smythe, Letters, p. 24.

D
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the report, but intended to inform Lord Ross at Glasgow,
‘so that with our joint force we may attaque them.! He
had left Dumfries with no warning of the serious business
in which he was shortly to be engaged.? Before his letter
had reached its destination the rebellion was proclaimed.
Since the affair at Lesmahagow the Whigs had
increased in numbers and in spirit. It was therefore
resolved, says Wodrow, to make ‘a testimony against the
iniquity of the times.” Robert Hamilton and a party of
three or four score horse ® were appointed to proceed to
some public place for the purpose. The 29th May 1679
was the date selected. It was the King’s birthday and
the date of his restoration; its public observance had
been enjoined. As the occasion for a protest against an
uncovenanted monarchy it was appropriate. It was at
first intended, so Wodrow had reason to believe, to make
the demonstration at Glasgow.* But as Lord Ross®and

! Smythe, Letters, p. 27. So far as can be judged from the scanty cor-
respondence, Claverhouse had evacuated Dumfries and his own particular
district in obedience to orders which had reached him from Linlithgow
on 5th May. See his letter of 6th May in ¢bid., p. 24.

? Montrose, who met him at Mugdock on 30th May, informed Menteith
that Claverhouse ‘is sent with his troop, and a troop of dragoons, to
guard some arms and ammunition transported to this countrey’ (Red Book
of Menteith, vol. ii. p. 173). Wodrow, speaking of the events of this
month, says that Claverhouse had lately surprised a conventicle at Gala-
shiels (History, vol. iii. p. 61). Galashiels was so completely out of
Claverhouse's quarter that the circumstance possibly took place during
his march from Dumf{ries.

3 Wodrow gives their number as about eighty. Montrose gives them as
‘about three score hors’ (Red Book of Menteith, vol. ii. p. 173).

4 Wodrow is probably misinformed on this point. The Privy Council,
in a letter to Lauderdale on 3rd June 1679, state more probably, that
after the demonstration at Rutherglen Hamilton’s party ¢intended to
have done the same at Glasgow, had not Claverhouse his unexpected
arrival there, with his troop and company of dragoons, luckily prevented
them’ (Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 82).

5 George, Lord Ross of Hawkhead was a lieutenant - colonel of the
Guards on the Scottish establishment. Like Claverhouse, he married one
of the Cochranes of Dundonald. His son William, Lord Ross served under
Claverhouse in the latter’s regiment.



DRUMCLOG 51

some troops were quartered there, Rutherglen was chosen
for the purpose. On the afternoon of 29th May Hamilton
and his party rode into the town, extinguished the bon-
fires, burned the Acts which had established and sup-
ported Episcopacy since 1661, and affixed to the Market
Cross their own Declaration or Testimony.! Their work
accomplished, the party withdrew southward towards the
vale of Avon and Newmilns.?

News of the proceedings at Rutherglen reached Claver-
house late on the afternoon of 29th May 1679. His
letter to Linlithgow from Falkirk that morning shows
that he contemplated a junction with Ross at Glasgow.
He must have been already some distance on his way
thither. Despatching a part of his troop in ineffectual
pursuit of Hamilton’s party, he hastened towards Glas-
gow. On the 30th Montrose received him at Mugdock
Castle, his seat near Milngavie? Within a few hours
he had joined Ross at Glasgow.

Claverhouse’s appearance with his troop and dragoons
brought welcome reinforcement to Glasgow. In relation
to its proximity to the area of disturbance, its garrison
was not considerable. Ross had at his disposal four
companies of foot, and one troop of Montrose’s Life
Guards. Two companies of foot and fifty dragoons were
distributed in the shires of Renfrew and Lanark.* Late
on 31st May 1679 Claverhouse set out from Glasgow to
follow Hamilton’s trail® At Hamilton he made a few
prisoners, the preacher John King among them. There
he gained important intelligence. On the following day,
Sunday, 1st June, a large conventicle was to meet near

1 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 66.

2 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 68. Wodrow writes ¢ Evandale.’

$ Red Book of Menteith, vol. ii. p. 173. According to Montrose,
Hamilton was ‘pursued by a party of that [Claverhouse’s] troop till
midnight, tho’ in vain.’

4 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 16. 5 Ibid., vol. iii. p, 82.
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Loudoun Hill, not far distant. At Hamilton Claverhouse
called a halt, and rested his force for the inglorious
morrow.!

On the morning of 1st June 1679 Claverhouse was
early astir. By six o’clock he was at Strathaven with
his prisoners? He breakfasted at the Tower Inn, kept
by one James or ‘ Scribbie’ Young? and then, ‘ thinking
that wee might mak a litle tour to see if we could fall
upon a conventicle,’ rode on towards Loudoun Hill, some
six miles south-westward of Strathaven, where the con-
venticle was said to be.*

Breasting the hill at Drumeclog, Claverhouse came into
view of the Whigs, a half-mile or so to the northward
of him, heavy land and a narrow bog intervening.s

1 Wodrow, vol. iii. pp. 68, 69. Wodrow makes the statement, of obvious
parentage: ‘I am told he [Claverhouse] was dissuaded, by some of his
friends, from going thither, and assured there would be a good many
resolute men in arms there, yet trusting to his own troop, and some
others of horse and dragoons he had with him, he would go.’

2 His despatch to Linlithgow (Stowe MSS., 142, fol. 95) is consonant
with the view that Claverhouse rested at Strathaven on the night of 31st
May. Wodrow (vol. iii. p. 69), however, states: ‘¢ Upon the Sabbath
morning, June 1st, he marched very early from Hamilton to Strathaven
town, about five miles south, and carried his prisoners with him.’

3 Aiton, History of the Rencounter at Drumclog, p. 52. Aiton’s infor-
mation was derived from his grandfather, who was contemporary with
the events he describes.

4 Wodrow (vol. iii. p. 69) confirms Claverhouse’s despatch as to his
having ridden straight to Loudoun Hill from Strathaven. Aiton (p. 52)
states, however, that after breakfast at Strathaven, Claverhouse heard
that the conventicle was not to meet that day ; that he thereupon rode
back towards Glasgow ; that about a mile north of Strathaven he got
certain information regarding the conventicle, and turning about, rode
towards Loudoun Hill by way of Letham House and Crewburn.

% Claverhouse describes the enemy as ¢ drauen up in batell upon a most
advantagious ground to which there was no coming but throgh moses.’
Aiton (p. 93) remarks : “The ground on the north side of the bog where
the Covenanters made their stand, was rather steeper than that occupied
by the military, but was also fair lying arable land, with a declivity of
abouta footin twenty. The marshy ground between these arable fields was
only a few yards broad . . . and there is now no vestige of a bog in that
place.” Had Claverhouse known the ground, Aiton says elsewhere
(p. 54), ‘he could easily have avoided the marsh, and passed the end of
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Warning of his coming had preceded him. The preacher,
James Douglas, had finished his sermon ; non-combatants
had fallen to the rear.! Placing his prisoners under
guard? Claverhouse reconnoitred the enemy.? He
reckoned them at four battalions of foot and three
squadrons of horse.t In numbers they easily surpassed
him5 It is averred by Creichton that Claverhouse

it by a public road, only about two or three hundred yards to the west-
ward.” James Russell describes the bog as ¢ a great gutter like a stank ;
being no way to get about it’ (Kirkton, Secret and True History, p. 442).

1 They ¢ went forward, and drew up all in a body, and then prayed and
sang,’ says James Russell (:bid., p. 442). Thomas Brownlee of Torfoot,
who was present, gives a picturesque account (Howie, Scots Worthies,
vol. i. pp. 587 et seq.), which is probably accurate in the main. He says:
¢ The venerable Douglas had commenced the solemnities of the day. He
was expatiating on the execrable evils of tyranny. . . . In this moment
of intense feeling, our watchman, posted on the neighbouring height,
fired his carabine, and ran toward the Congregation. He announced the
approach of the enemy. We raised our eyes to the Minister. ‘I have
done,” said Douglas, with his usual firmness.—‘“You have got the
theory,—now for the practice; you know your duty; self-defence is
always lawful. But the enemy approaches.” He raised his eyes to
heaven and uttered a prayer—brief and emphatic—like the prayer of
Richard Cameron, ‘‘Lord, spare the green, and take the ripe.” . . . Our
aged men, our females and children retired . . . to the rising ground in
the rear of our host. The aged men walked with their bonnets in hand.
Their long grey locks waved in the breeze. They sang a cheerful psalm.
The music was that of the well-known tune of 7he Martyrs; and the
sentiment breathed defiance.’

2 In ¢ the farm-yard of North-Drumclog’ (Aiton, p. 53).

3 ¢We could see him,’ says Torfoot, ¢ view our position with great
care. His officers came around him’ (Howie, 2bid. ).

4 The foot, he reported to Linlithgow (Stowe MSS.), were ‘all well
armed with fusese and pitchforks.’

5 Claverhouse took into action his own troop of horse and a company
of at least sixty dragoons, according to his despatch to Linlithgow. A
similar strength is assigned to him in 4 true Account of the Rising of the
Rebels in the West of Scotland, Lond. 1679. (Brit. Mus. 600 e. 32). The
strength of Claverhouse’s own troop, including officers, was under
seventy. His total force was certainly under one hundred and fifty.
Creichton gives him about one hundred and eighty ( Works of Swijt, ed.
Scott, vol. x. p. 127). The strength of the Whigs cannot so easily be
established, as a great proportion of them wasnon-combatant. Creichton
(¢bid.) puts them at eight or nine thousand; the Memoirs of 1714, at
three thousand ; 4 ¢rue Account (see above), at ‘14 or 1500 men well
armed and in good order.” Their combatant force is probably under-
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marched to Drumclog under sealed orders.! The infer-
ence is, obviously, the compulsion of engagement against
odds. Nothing can be further from the facts. Claver-
house was at Drumclog on his own initiative.? Superiority
of numbers in the enemy would weigh little with one
whose training taught him to gauge military effectiveness
in discipline, smartness, and equipment. But common
prudence—it was his first chance to prove himself other
than an efficient policeman — and military ritual de-
manded that he should first summon his enemy and
declare the consequences of resistance. He sent forward
a flag and demanded a parley. The conditions he offered
are conjecturable. ~Whatever their nature, they were
contemptuously rejected.® Battle was to resolve the
issue.

estimated by James Russell, who puts it at ‘about 50 horse and about
as many guns, and about 150 with forks and halberts’ (Kirkton, p. 441).
By Wodrow (vol. iii. p. 69) they are given as ‘ about 40 horse, and 150 or
200 foot.” Among modern writers, Mowbray Morris (Claverhouse, p. 67)
and the author of The Despot’s Champion (p. 45) both overestimate
Claverhouse’s force at about two hundred and fifty men. Mr. Henderson
in the Dict. Nat. Biog. supposes the Whigs to have outnumbered Claver-
house by about four to one.

L Swift’s Works, ed. Scott, vol. x. p. 126.

2 His despatch to Linlithgow makes it quite clear that with the capture
of King and the Rutherglen demonstrators his particular mission was
accomplished.

3 Scott (0ld Mortality, chap. xvi.) most unwarrantably allowed himself
to represent Claverhouse’s cornet as shot by Balfour while parleying with
the Whigs. The author of 7he Despot’s Champion (p. 49) very properly
condemns Sir Walter’s unlicensed addendum to history. But her state-
ment that ¢ No flag of truce was sent at Drumeclog’ is, I think, untenable.
The Laird of Torfoot gives the following account (Howie, vol. i. p. 588),
which, stripped of its adornments, leaves the main fact established, since
there was no motive to introduce it, picturesque or depreciatory, unless
it did actually occur: ¢ We soon learned that he wished to treat with us
. . . His flag approached the edge of the bog. Sir Robert [Hamilton]
. . . demanded the purpose for which he came. ‘I come,”’said he, ‘‘in
the name of his sacred Majesty, and of Colonel [sic] Grahame, to offer you
a pardon, on condition that you lay down your arms, and deliver up your
ringleaders.” ¢‘Tell your officer,” said Sir Robert, ‘. . . that we shall
lay down our arms to treat, provided that he also lay down his. Thou
hast my answer.”’ Russell does not mention the incident.
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The superior numbers of the enemy, the apparent
inaccessibility of their position, and the consequences of
defeat alike preached caution. ‘The ruffle of an incon-
siderable party of the King’s troops will raise a formidable
rebellion,’ old Tom Dalziel remarked at a later time.! It
was so now. But Claverhouse took the risk, light-
heartedly, and with disastrous result. Throwing out a
skirmishing party of horse towards the swamp, Claver-
house invited an engagement.? The Whigs detached as
many foot from their main body, and at pistol-shot
distance in advance of it3 A few volleys were fired
with little effect* Both parties then pushed forward
a section of their main body—dismounted dragoons on
the one side, William Cleland with a motley force of
guns, pitchforks, and pikes on the other5 Further
volleys were exchanged across the morass, and Cleland

The asserted ‘ No quarters’ order issued by Claverhouse before the
engagement rests on the authority of James Russell (Kirkton, p. 442) and
Torfoot (Howie, vol. i. p. 589). Claverhouse’s orders, if Wodrow (vol.
iii. p. 69) transcribes them correctly, gave him power ¢ to kill and destroy
all he found in arms, at any field-meeting, [and] to deal with them as
traitors.” Claverhouse may have received such instructions from his
military superior. But to employ the fact to represent in him a measure
of ferocity beyond that of his opponents is ingenuous. See the matter
discussed in T'he Despot’s Champion, p. 50 ; Napier, vol. ii. p. 228.

1 Quoted in Napier, vol. ii. p. 227.

2 For the engagement we have Claverhouse’s own account, brief, clear,
and straightforward, in his despatch to Linlithgow; and also, on the
other side, that of James Russell (printed in Kirkton, p. 441). The two
correspond exactly in the main incidents of the fight. Torfoot’s account
is of no value for accurate detail.

3 According to Russell, both skirmishing parties numbered twelve.
Russell himself was one of them.

4 Claverhouse says shortly of this preliminary skirmishing: ¢ they [the
Whigs] run for it.” From Russell’s account it appears that Claverhouse
sent three separate skirmishing parties, one of whom was wounded, the
only casualty on either side. After the first volley, he admits, ®the
honest party retired back to the body.” So also did Claverhouse’s skir-
mishers, he asserts.

% Claverhouse calls his dragoons ¢ three score”’ : the Whigs he describes
as a ‘ bataillon.” According to Russell the battalion consisted of no more
than from thirty-two to forty men.
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was driven back in some confusion.! Claverhouse chose
the moment to advance. A fusillade or two might thin
the enemy’s ranks, induce a stampede, and open a punish-
ing pursuit. A hand-to-hand scuffle he could hardly
contemplate. The nature of the ground, the equipment
of the enemy, seemed to forbid it. Aligning the marsh,
his troops ‘fired desperately” On the other side were
but few guns to answer. Pitchforks and pikes clamoured
for close-quarters. ‘For the Lord’s sake go on! and
immediately they ran violently forward, and Clavers was
tooming the shot all the time on them.2? The foot
threaded the treacherous marsh; the horse followed,
treading paths obscured to the royal troops. Cleland
and his following were over first, flanking Claverhouse
on his left. Their main body threw themselves on his
centre. Desperation alone could have nerved a charge so
perilous. Their fire wrought havoc, though their own death-
roll was heavy. Claverhouse’s cornet, Robert Graham,?

1 Claverhouse says the dragoons ‘mad them run again shamfully.’
Russell admits that the Whigs were ¢ very confused in the coming off of
the last [Cleland’s] party.’

2 Such is Russell’s vivid account. Claverhouse writes tersely: ‘and
they percaiving that we had the better of them in skirmish, they resolved
a general ingadgement, and imediately advanced with there foot, the
horse folouing.’

3 His death has been made the subject of needlessly sceptical inquiry.
Napier (vol. i. p. 334) found a Cornet William Graham of Claverhouse’s
regiment surviving in 1684 ; gratuitously assumed that he was the cornet
of Drumclog, and therefore had not died there. He also (vol. ii. p. 223)
ventured to quote Claverhouse to prove his assertion. Claverhouse’s
comma-less despatch mentions the loss of ‘the coronet Mr Crafford and
Captain Bleith.” On the strength of this Napier asserts that the cornet’s
name was not Graham. The motive of this laboured argument was to
disprove Sir Walter Scott’s story of Claverhouse at Bothwell Bridge
calling to his men to remember the fate of his kinsman and cornet and
to give no quarter. The answer to this is complete. On 27th September
1678 Robert Graham was commissioned cornet in Claverhouse’s troop
( Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. iv. fol. 452). On 3rd March 1680 William
Graham was commissioned to the cornetcy ‘in place of the deceased
Robert Graham ’ (ibid., vol. v. fol. 436). As Claverhouse’s troop had only
one cornet attached to it, and as Claverhouse’s despatch mentions him as
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his Corporal Crawford,' and a Captain Blythe, fell. At
close-quarters sword, pitchfork, and pike came into play.
The troopers, clogged by the heavy ground, reeled before
the strange onslaught. Claverhouse, his horse horribly

killed, there can be no manner of doubt that Cornet Robert Graham was
killed at Drumclog.

In Scott’s Old Mortality the dead cornet is called Rickard Graham, He
is described as the son of Claverhouse’s brother David, and the heir of
the former, who describes himself in the novel as married and childless
in 1679. In fact, Claverhouse was unmarried in 1679, and his brother
David never married at all !

The Whig apologists, equally with Napier, have had a motive for
disproving the death of Robert Graham at Drumeclog. Creichton ( Works
of Swift, vol. x. p. 128) alleges that ‘The rebels, finding the cornet’s
body, and supposing it to be that of Clavers, because the name Graham
was wrought in the shirt neck, treated it with the utmost inhumanity,
cutting off the nose, picking out the eyes, and stabbing it through in a
hundred places.” The Memoirs of 1714 (p. 6) declare: ‘imagining him
to be Clavers, they barbarously thrust many swords into his dead body,
and beat his head into a jelly.” Guild’s Bellum Bothuellianum (quoted in
Scott’s Minstrelsy, Poetical Works, vol. ii. p. 219) refers thus to the

cornet’s death :
‘hic signifer, eheu !
Trajectus globulo, Greemus, quo fortior alter,
Inter Scotigenas fuerat, nec justior ullus ;
Hunc manibus rapuere feris, faciemque virilem
Feedarunt, lingua, auriculis, manibusque resectis,
Aspera diffuso spargentes saxa cerebro.’

The tradition is no doubt wholly fictitious. Such mutilation as the
cornet’s body was subjected to was certainly due to the horses riding
over it in the fight. Equally absurd is the Whig version of his death
detailed by Russell (Kirkton, p. 442) : ¢ One Grahame, that same morning
in Strevan his dog was leaping upon him for meat, and he said he would
give him noue, but he should fill himself of the whigs’ blood and flesh or
night ; but instead of that, his dog was seen eating his own thrapple (for
he was killed) by several; and particularly James Russell, after the
pursuit.’

In The Ballad of Loudon Hill (Scott, Poetical Works, vol. ii. p. 223)
the cornet is pictured in favourable contrast to Claverhouse, and as
deprecating his commander’s savage resolution to fight.

Aiton (Rencounter at Drumclog, p. 60) records a tradition, which he
regarded as reliable, that the relatives or friends of the dead cornet,
unable to identify his body, left the coffin they had brought at High
Drumclog, where it remained in a cart-shed for many years, until it was
used for the burying of a vagrant beggar.

1 Claverhouse calls him ¢ Mr. Crafford.” There is little doubt that he
was the Corporal Crawford to whom he refers in his letter to Linlithgow
of 7th February 1679. See Smythe, Letters, p. 9.
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gored, was carried off the field by the maddened beast.!
His men abode no longer.?

Claverhouse rode headlong from his defeat. His
prisoners, King and the rest, were unheeded, and found
unlooked - for liberty. At Strathaven, where he had
breakfasted, he ran the gauntlet of enemies heartened

1 Claverhouse’s account runs : ¢ With a pitchfork they made such an
opening in my sorre[l] horses belly that his guts hung out half an elle
and yet he caryed me af an myl, which so disin[cJoroged our men that
they sustined not the shok but fell into disorder.” In the Memoirs of
1714 (p. 7) the wound is said to have been caused by a scythe. There
can be no question that the wound was inflicted during the engagement.
Aiton, however (p. 57), states that a man named Finlay, of Lesmahagow,
came up with Claverhouse at Capernaum, near Coldwakening, ¢ and would
probably have killed that Officer, had not another of the Covenanters
called to Finlay to strike at the horse, and thereby secure both it and
the rider.’

2 The mortality of the fight was chiefly on the side of the royal troops.
The Whig losses are no doubt underestimated by Russell (Kirkton, p.
444) at three killed and as many wounded. Claverhouse, he says, lost
thirty-six killed. That number roughly tallies with the best accounts.
Claverhouse reported three officers killed or wounded, eight or ten of his
troop killed, and ‘many mor’ of the dragoons. He lost a dozen men
during the pursuit through Strathaven. Sergeant James Nisbet, whose
father boasted of having killed seven of the troopers at Drumclog, puts
Claverhouse’s losses at thirty or thirty-five killed (Memoirs of Mr.
William Veitch, ed. M*Crie, p. 519). The complete casualty list is
probably given in A true Account of the Rising of the Rebels in the West of
Scotland, at three officers, about eight troopers, and twenty dragoons,
in addition to ten or twelve killed during the pursuit.

‘I saved the standarts,” Claverhouse reported to Linlithgow. Russell
(Kirkton, p. 444) asserts that Thomas Weir took one of the standards
and was mortally wounded, probably in the endeavour. A note on a
banner said to have been used by the Whigs at Drumclog and Bothwell
Bridge is in Proc. Soc. Antiquaries Scot., vol. iii. pp. 253-2568. But Dr.
Hay Fleming (Six Saints of the Covenant, ed. Hay Fleming, vol. ii. p. 216)
is very sceptical of the claim of the ‘Bluidy Banner’ to have been present
at either fight. Aiton (p. 109) thinks it improbable that the Whigs
raised any banner at Drumclog.

The credit for the Covenanters’ success seems to have been shared
between Robert Hamilton and William Cleland (see Wodrow, vol. iii.
p. 70). Veitch describes Cleland (Memoirs of Mr. William Veitch, ed.
M-*Crie, p. 107) as ‘a youth extraordinary in warlike affairs and promis-
ing, a great philosopher, physician and divine, very sober and pious.’
He became lieutenant-colonel of the Angus regiment, and was killed at
Dunkeld in 1689. His poems were posthumously published in 1697.



DRUMCLOG 59

to action, and twelve saddles were emptied ere he gained
the open! Three or four miles from Glasgow, Ross? met
him, bringing reinforcements. Both concluded an imme-
diate attack on the city as probable, and returned thither.
Before nightfall Claverhouse was penning his despatch
to Linlithgow. ¢This may be counted the beginning of
the rebellion,” was his comment on the day’s tussle.

1 ‘The toun of Streuen dreu up as we was making our retrait and
thoght at a pass to cut us of, but we took couradge and fell to them,
made them run, leaving a dousain on the place’ (Claverhouse’s despatch
to Linlithgow). According to Aiton (p. 59) the people of Strathaven
attacked Claverhouse in a lane called the ¢ Hole-closs.’

The pursuit of Claverhouse by the Whigs from Drumclog is said by
Aiton (p. 57) to have extended to Calder Water. The graves of two
of his dragoons, who were shot near Hillhead, were visible near there
until 1750. Defoe (Memoirs of the Church of Scotland, p. 197) asserts
that William Cleland ¢laid Hands on the Bridle of Claverhouse’s Horse,
and had certainly taken him Prisoner, if he had been well seconded,’
after Claverhouse’s flight from the field. According to Russell (Kirkton,
p. 444): ‘The honest party pursued as long as their horse would trot,
being upward of two miles.’

2 Ross had received a despatch from Claverhouse, about two or three
in the afternoon, desiring assistance. He marched with reinforcements
about five o’clock (Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 167). Aiton (p. 59)
mentions Cathkin, northward of East Kilbride, as the spot where Claver-
house met the reinforcements.



CHAPTER IV
BOTHWELL BRIDGE

It was past one o’clock on the morning of 2nd June 1679,
and the city was asleep, when a post-boy, his horn wind-
ing, galloped into Edinburgh and roused Linlithgow.
He bore a despatch from Ross to his Chief, briefly
announcing his intention to barricade Glasgow against
the enemy’s expected assault.? Prompt measures were
imperative. An urgent summons was sent to the members
of Council. Within an hour they met, and resolved to
call the scattered forces together from Teviotdale, Dumfries,
and Fife. Linlithgow proposed to march westward with
them early on 4th June® Twenty-four hours after its
predecessor, a second despatch arrived from Ross. It
was dated ‘6 acloke at night’ (2nd June), and reported
the rebels’ attack upon Glasgow.* A second time the
Privy Councillors were summoned from their beds. They
met ‘very early’ on 3rd June. Claverhouse’s Drumclog
despatch was also before them. In the light of it and
of Ross’s latest report they issued a proclamation declar-
ing ‘the said insurrection to be an open, manifest, and
horrid rebellion, and high treason,’ and summoned the
rebels to surrender their arms within twenty-four hours.®
Meanwhile Claverhouse’s anticipations had been realised

1 Memoirs of Mr. William Veitch, ed. M‘Crie, p. 108.
2 Louderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 167.
3 Council’s letter of 3rd June 1679 to Lauderdale, in Wodrow, vol. iii.
p. 82. 4 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 166.
® Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 72.
60
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with startling suddenness. Premeditated or not, Drum-
clog was the prologue to rebellion. No sooner was the
pursuit of Claverhouse abandoned than Hamilton and
his fellows resolved ‘to continue and abide together in
arms.” To do so was their only chance. That the Govern-
ment would exert its fullest strength against them was
certain. Should they disband, ‘the soldiers would be
upon them one by one, and destroy them.! So, on the
afternoon of their victory, the Covenanters marched to
Strathaven. There they obtained refreshment. Hamilton
was reached ere nightfall? Glasgow, where Claverhouse
and his troops stood to arms through the night? was but
ten miles distant.

Ross had made preparations to resist the threatened
attack. Glasgow’s four main arteries were barricaded.
Musketeers and dragoons were placed at points of vantage.*
At sunrise on Monday, 2nd June, a scouting party was
sent out to observe the enemy, and Claverhouse joined
it. A few hours later the Whigs came in sight. As they
approached their force divided. Part made towards the
Gallowgate, the rest towards the High Kirk and College.s
Robert Hamilton led the former, not without questioning
of his courage and competence® About eleven’ the
rash and ill-judged assault was made. From behind the
barricades the troops covered their assailants with re-

1 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 70.

2 Kirkton, p. 447 ; Wilson, 4 true and impartiol Relation, p. 75.

8 Creichton’s Memoirs, in Swift, vol. x. p. 129.

4 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 166.

% Creichton’s Memoirs, in Swift, vol. x. p. 129. Creichton asserts that
the Gallowgate party, having a shorter distance to traverse, attacked before
the other, and so enabled the defenders to deal with each attack separ-
ately. Ross (Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 166) confirms Creichton.

8 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 71.

7 Wodrow (ibid.) says: ¢ About ten of the clock the country men came
to Glasgow.” Russell (Kirkton, p. 447) gives the time as ‘about 12 hours
of the day.’ Ross, in his despatch to Linlithgow (Lauderdale Papers,
vol. iii. p. 166), times the assault at ‘abowt eleven aclock.’
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morseless fire. The streets were strewn with dead and
dying.! Sullenly the Whigs withdrew.2 Eastward of the
town they rallied? These were of the ‘honest’ party, or
irreconcilables; for the day’s repulse had driven a cleaving
wedge into ranks already bursting to division. A second
body drew aloof on Tolleross Moor# Ross sent out
his horse and dragoons to follow their retreat towards
Hamilton.®? At six o’clock in the evening he was penning
his despatch to Linlithgow. ‘I know not what Jwdgment
to give of this afaire,’ was his comment, ‘bot I am swre
thes wes the warmest day I saw the yeare.’¢

The confidence displayed by the Whigs, and reports

1 Rusgell says the assailants lost ‘ four or five men only,” and that the
troops lost ¢ thrice as many.” Rossreported to Linlithgow : ¢the number
of thes that are killed I.can not condescend wpon as yet, the town’s
people hurled ther dead bodies so quickly of the streit; we have taken
a great many of ther wownded men and [are] still taking mor owt of ther
howses they fled to. I blise god non of owr officers hes resaved any
hurte, some few of owr sowldiers ar ill wownded, two of which onlly I
think shall dye.” Creichton is therefore confirmed in his statement, that
¢ the king’s party lost not so much as one man.” Wodrow (vol. iii. p. 71),
while affecting to disbelieve the legend that the bodies of the dead (seven)
Whigs were allowed to lie on the street and were prohibited burial,
repeats that ‘the seven dead bodies lay upon the street from eleven of
the clock till night came on’; that the women at length took them up
and dressed them for burial, and that the soldiers then ¢ turned the bodies
out of their dead clothes, and went off with the linens.’

2 Creichton, who dictated his reminiscences to Swift at a time when
Claverhouse was a hero and Ross forgotten, represents Claverhouse as
active in the repulse of the Gallowgate attack. It isclear, however, from
Ross’s despatch to Linlithgow, that Claverhouse’s and the Earl of Home'’s
troops were held in reserve in the Market Place, to act in case the
barricades were rushed.

3 Creichton describes the spot as a field behind the high church, where
they stayed until five in the afternoon.” Russell gives the spot as ¢ be-east
the town about a mile.’

4 ¢ Many left the honest party,’ says Russell, ‘but drew up on Towecross
moor.’

5 Ross and Creichton both make this statement. Russell states that
the ¢ honest’ party prepared to fight, but the troops withdrew. Wilson
(4 true and impartial Relation, p. 76) confirms him. Wodrow, however,
states that ¢ they waited some time in the open fields without any appear-
ance of a visit from the soldiers.’

8 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 166.
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of their increasing numbers, were alike alarming to the
authorities. Linlithgow’s earliest plan had been to con-
centrate the small force at his disposal at Glasgow, Stirling,
and Edinburgh.! He now resolved to draw his forces
together at Stirling, and thence to march to the West.
On 4th June he set out from Edinburgh. Ross and
Claverhouse were instructed to evacuate Glasgow and to
fall back on Stirling.? On 3rd June they marched to
Kilsyth. The next day (4th June) found them near
Falkirk, where fresh orders reached them.? They were
bidden by Linlithgow, who lay at Falkirk on the night
of the 4th, to join him next morning at Bonnybridge,*
and to return with him towards Glasgow. Its evacuation,
as must have been foreseen, had laid it at the mercy
of the rebels. Linlithgow’s strategy, in fact, is open to
criticism. To concentrate at Stirling, and thereby to
denude both Edinburgh and Glasgow of their troops,
sacrificed the latter, and exposed the former to danger
should the enemy repeat the tactics of the Pentland
rising®? Linlithgow was wise not to risk the safety of his
scattered units, but his choice of Stirling for concentration
is unintelligible, save upon the score of over-timidity.

On the morning of 5th June Linlithgow effected a junec-
tion with Ross, Claverhouse, and the Stirling troops at
Bonnybridge. He found himself with about eighteen

.

! Loauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 167.

2 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 168. Linlithgow had no artillery, and his equipment
was otherwise incomplete. See tbid., vol. iii. p. 170.

3 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 83.

4 In his narrative of the rebellion Linlithgow calls it ¢a place called
Larbour some two miles from flalkirk’ (Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii.
p- 168). In his letter to the Chancellor (quoted in Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 83)
he gives the ‘bridge of Bonny’ as the rendezvous.

® In his letter to the Chancellor, Linlithgow gives the danger to Edin-
burgh as the ground for his change of plans. In his narrative of the
rebellion he dwells upon his desire to anticipate the rebels at Glasgow
as his chief object. Both contingencies should certainly have been
foreseen,
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hundred horse, dragoons, and foot.! That night his force
lay at Kilsyth. - A communication from the Glasgow
magistrates met him there. They reported the Whigs
to be still about Bothwell Bridge and Hamilton, in
number about seven thousand. A couple of soldiers
whom Linlithgow sent out to gain intelligence brought
similar information. Sending out a party of the Horse
Guards to reconnoitre, Linlithgow ventured to make a
further and final step forward? By midday on 6th June
he was at Kirkintilloch. His reconnoitring party had re-
turned, and reported that Glasgow was already occupied.
The rumoured strength of the rebels increased in steady
crescendo. Linlithgow believed that eight thousand horse
and foot, ‘if not more,’ faced him. To engage ‘mad
zealots,” as he called them, on unequal terms was to court
disaster. Assuming the inequality, he was undoubtedly
wise. On the other hand, to retreat might entail results
hardly less dangerous than defeat. The position was
difficult, and Linlithgow sought the advice of his officers.
If not unanimous, at least the majority counselled with-
drawal. Early in the afternoon of 6th June Linlithgow
announced his intention to fall back upon Stirling.? On
the same date the Council ordered him to return to Edin-
burgh* Drumclog was only five days old, and Claver-
house’s interpretation of it fully confirmed. The rebellion
was already out of hand.

1 Lauderdale Papers, vol, iii. p. 168.

2 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 168, and Linlithgow’s letter of 6th June 1679 to the
Chancellor, in Wodrow, vol, iii. p. 83.

3 Linlithgow’s despatch from Kirkintilloch declares that ¢ the whole
officers’ counselled him to retreat. In his narrative of the rebellion he
states that ‘three or four’ were of another opinion. There is probably
the nucleus of a fact in the statement of the AMemoirs of 1714 (p. 8),
that Claverhouse strongly opposed Linlithgow’s retreat, and °offered,
with a thousand horse and foot, to disperse the rebels, or never to return
himself alive.’

4 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 84. Linlithgow reccived the order early on the
morning of 7th June (Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 169).
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Meanwhile Glasgow and the country surrounding it lay
at the mercy of an army growing in numbers, but leader-
less and divided. But for the grimness of the issue, the
tragedy of Bothwell Bridge has an aspect of comedy
which the author of Old Mortality has barely exaggerated.
A mob of devoted souls, prating of ‘testimonies, but
divided as to the character of them; a part of them
blinded by their earliest success into resolution to
continue; part of them, more discerning, intent upon
negotiation as the prologue to hard blows and an ulti-
mately certain defeat; acceptors of the Indulgence, re-
jectors of it, rubbing shoulders on the march, swaying
round rival pulpits at sermon; and poised above all,
military incompetence sufficient to damn the cause of
archangels.

The morrow (3rd June) of their repulse at Glasgow
found the Whigs two miles or so to the south of Hamil-
ton.! In council they debated their defeat and its cause.
The presence of Achan was feared and detected. One
Thomas Greenridge, who had served under Dalziel at
Rullion Green, was expelled the camp. Thence the host
passed, purified, to Strathaven.? On the 4th, upon some
alarm, occasioned probably by the exodus of the troops
from Glasgow, the Whigs sought the shelter of Kypes Rig,
but, the alarm proving false, drew back through Strath-
aven, and quartered at nightfall towards Kilbride.3 On
the 5th the evacuation of Glasgow was known, and
rumour of Linlithgow’s ultra-cautious march towards
Stirling may have reached them. That night they en-
camped at Kilbride* On the 6th they cautiously
approached Glasgow, sending forward Captain Brown and
a party of near two hundred to search for arms. The

1 Kirkton, p. 448.
? Wilson, 4 true and impartial Relation, p. 76. See Kirkton, p. 447.
3 Kirkton, p. 451. 4 Wilson, p. 77.

E
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royal troops were, however, reported in the neighbour-
hood. Brown feared an ambush, and called a halt. Five
volunteers ventured in and found Glasgow defenceless.
By nightfall the host was quartered in and about the city.!

A fortnight of wrangling and indecision followed the
Covenanters’ entry into Glasgow. On 8th June, the
octave of Drumclog, a ‘ very great convention’ was held
at Rutherglen? The occasion served for the < honest’ or
non-Indulgence officers to meet apart. A resolution to
hold aloof from Welch and the moderates, until the
latter had declared ‘ against all the defections and apos-
tacies of the times,’® was the outcome of their meeting.
The next day, 9th June, found the leaders again in Glas-
gow.t The rival factions met face to face in council.
Both agreed upon the necessity for a public declaration
of their position and aims. Neither could accept the
other’s drafting of it.5 Truce was cried for a few hours.
On 10th June no council of war was held, but the two
parties ‘had a hot disputation, particularly concerning
the indulgence’ At night the main body moved to
Tollcross Moor.8 Welech and his party appear to have

1 Wilson, p. 78. Brown was clearly alarmed by Linlithgow’s recon-
noitring party of Horse Guards (see above, p. 64). Russell (Kirkton,
p. 451) gives the Whig strength on 6th June as ‘near six thousand.” An
obviously exaggerated account of the behaviour of the Whigs in Glasgow is
given in A4 true Relation of the inhuman Cruelties lately acted by the Rebels
in Scotland. With the Manner of their Taking of Glascough. Being the
Substance of a Letter sent to a Person of Quality. London. Printed by
A. M. and R, R. 1679 (Brit. Mus. G. 5016). Napier (vol. ii. p. 229)
fearlessly quotes its statements as authoritative.

2 James Ure of Shargarton’s narrative, in Memoirs of William Veitch,
p- 456. Ure’s story is enhanced in interest by the annotations of Robert
Hamilton. 8 Wilson, p. 80.

4 Memoirs of William Veiich, p. 458. 5 Wilson, p. 82.

6 Ibid., pp. 83, 84. On the 10th they buried at Glasgow the heads of
those who had been executed for taking part in the Pentland rising. See
A further Account of the Proceedings against the Rebels in Scotland since
the Arrival of His Grace the Duke of Monmouth. Communicated in a
Letter to a Person of Quality. IFrom Edenburgh. Dated the 19¢th of this
instant June 1679 (Brit. Museum. T. 3* 70).
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remained in Glasgow. On the 11th some of the ¢ honest’
officers rode in, as from Balak to Balaam, to invite a
curse upon the hated Indulgence, but without success.
The next day, 12th June, the council of war was sum-
moned to Hamilton. Its session was stormy. The neces-
sity for a public Declaration was admitted, for recruits
would not flock to a vague watchword. Each side pro-
duced a draft to its wishes. But there unanimity ceased.?
The debate was continued on the morrow, 18th June. An
alarm, that their outposts at Bothwell Bridge were in
menace, enabled Welch to snatch a victory, ‘upon per-
suasion of some that pressed much for peace’ At Hamil-
ton Cross he affixed a Declaration, inadequate, the < honest’
party deemed, in all save its condemnation of prelacy.?
The same night the distracted host marched to Old
Monkland.* On the 14th the officers met. The alarm of
yesterday had pointed the need of union. It was the
eve of the Sabbath, and Welch and his associates were
entreated ‘to preach against all the sins of the time,
particularly the indulgence.” Welch protested the liberty
and inspiration of the pulpit and rejected lay interfer-
ence’ The next day, Sunday, 15th June, contention
reached its height. Hamilton’s party sought to gag the
ministers, ‘and told them, if they did not preach, name
and sirname, against the indulgence, they should preach
none.’® Rival Boanerges struggled for the pulpits, ¢ the
people pleading a power to call what ministers they
pleased ; so when the day was far spent they preached at

1 Wilson, p. 85.

2 Kirkton, p. 457. Hamilton’s party, also, clearly designed to remove
the officers of the Welch faction from their commands. See Memoirs of
William Veitch, p. 461.

# Kirkton, p. 457. The Declaration was also published at Glasgow.
See Wodrow, vol. iii. p, 94 ; Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 464 ; Wilson,
p. 89.

4 Wilson, p. 90. 5 Kirkton, p. 459.

8 Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 466 ; Wilson, p. 90.
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several places where they pleased’! On the same day
Monmouth set out from London to quell the rebellion.?
His task cannot be said to have promised much difficulty.

Monmouth’s departure from London marked the com-
pletion of anxious preparations by the Government. On the
date of Linlithgow’s recall to Edinburgh (6th June) the
Scottish Council had urged Lauderdale that fresh troops
were necessary if the rebellion was to be stemmed.? They
had already (5th June) called out the militia, and on the
8th directed them to rendezvous at Leith and Stirling.
Freemen and heritors were similarly summoned on the
7th.® On the 9th the Earl of Mar received orders to secure
the passages of the Forth, and to seize all persons in arms
passing over it.® On the 11th Lauderdale sent welcome
intelligence to the anxious Council. He announced that
a regiment of foot, with cannon and ammunition, was
ordered to Berwick by sea. Two more foot regiments,
three regiments of horse, eight hundred dragoons, and
three troops of grenadiers were also to be despatched.
The Duke of Monmouth had been appointed to command
in chief? On the 15th the army about Edinburgh was
of sufficient strength to justify an immediate advance.

1 Kirkton, p. 459.

2 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 99. Fountainhall (Historical Observes, p. 111)
records a rumour that the sending of Monmouth to Scotland ‘was ane
artifice and stratagem of York’s to draw him under the premunire of ane
English Act of Parliament, made in 1643, and yet standing unrepealed,
declaring it hy treason to invade the Kingdome of Scotland without the
authority of the Parliament of England, and to shun which Monmouth
then took a remission.’

3 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 84.

4 Ibid., vol. iii. pp. 73, 84. 5 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 74.

6 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 85. The Whigs were moving to their rendezvous in
another direction also. On 10th June the Master of Ross encountered a
party at Gala Water (Napier, vol. i. p. 280). The Memoirs of 1714 (p. 7)
call the spot ¢ Beuly Bog,’ and give the sole credit of the achievement to
Claverhouse, who may have been present.

7 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 86. Monmouth’s commission, dated 12th June

1679, and his instructions, dated 14th June 1679, ave iu the Warrant
Book, Scotland, vol. v. fol, 158, 159.
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Besides the standing forces, there were present the shire
levies of Fife, Berwick, East and Mid Lothian, and Edin-
burgh. The Angus militia and one of the Perthshire
regiments were expected at Edinburgh; the other had
proceeded to Stirling to join the Stirlingshire force.!
Heavy rains and the incompleteness of the artillery
equipment delayed the advance until the morning of the
17th.2 That night Linlithgow encamped in Kirkhill park,
near Broxburn. On the 18th the more distant shire levies
were to join him at Blackburn. His total force he put at
about five thousand.?

Monmouth reached Edinburgh on 18th June} and was
at once sworn of the Council® On the 19th he joined the
army at Blackburn, and assumed the command® He
advanced on the 20th to Muirhead, near Kirk of Shotts,
where Cromwell had lain nearly a generation before.
The Council had a despatch from him from there. He
intended, he declared, ¢ to be within a mile of the enemy’
the next day.” On the evening of the 21st he advanced
upon Bothwell Bridge. Major Oglethorp, with five troops
of dragoons and Lord Home’s troop of horse, led the van.
Monmouth followed with the rest of the cavalry—Claver-

1 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 87.

2 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 170.

8 Wodrow, vol. iii. pp. 99, 100. Linlithgow appears to have had eight
militia regiments—those, namely, of East Lothian, the Merse (Berwick),
two Perthshire, two Fifeshire, Angus, and Edinburgh.

4 The London Gazette, No. 1418.

5 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 99.

8 The London Gazette, No. 1419 ; A further Account of the Proceedings
against the Rebels in Scotland since the Arrival of His Grace the Duke of
Monmouth. Communicated in a Letter to a Person of Quality from Eden-
burgh. Dated the 19th of this instant June. Another account has: ¢ His
Grace the Duke of Monmouth came up to the Kings Army on Thursday
the 19th day of June, which then lay at Moorhead beyond Blackborne’
(An exact Relation of the Defeat of the Rebels at Bothwell-Bridge. Pub-
lished by Authority. In the Savoy: Printed by Tho. Newcomb, 1679.
Brit. Museum T. 3*). Muirhead is some six miles W. by 8. of Black-

burn.
7 Wodrow, vol. iii. pp. 100, 101,
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house’s troop among them—and three hundred com-
manded foot. Linlithgow led the infantry.!

The preparation to avenge Drumeclog has been dis-
played. What of those whom it threatened? The
advance of the army found the Whig divisions accent-
uated. On 16th, 17th, and 18th June their force lay on
Shawhead Moor, and its officers met in frequent and
acrimonious debate? The Hamilton faction desired ‘a
day of humiliation” Welch and his party protested.
‘The whole army was put in confusion,’ and at nightfall
on the 18th drew back through Airdrie, crossed Bothwell
Bridge, and encamped on Hamilton Moor2 The 19th
brought rumour of Monmouth’s advance,* but the wrang-
ling continued. On the 20th reinforcements arrived from
Galloway. Favourers of the Indulgence, they strength-
ened Welch and his adherents. Hamilton received and
rejected a written statement of their desires. Its tenor
was, a joint undertaking to stand by Welch’s Hamilton
Declaration (13th June), and to postpone consideration of
their differences until a free Parliament and Assembly
should be summoned.® The urgent need for agreement
had immediate emphasis. In the early hours of the 21st
the Whig outpost at the ford eastward of Hamilton was
attacked. James Cleland was shot in the thigh, and died
of the wound.® A few hours later the two factions met in

1 An exact Relation of the Defeat of the Rebels. The Memoirs of 1714
(p. 8) state that Monmouth marched ‘on Saturday at night, or rather
Sunday [22nd June] morning.’

Oglethorp, who led the van, was Major Theophilus Oglethorp, com-
missioned on 11th June 1679 to the Earl of Feversham’s Royal Regiment
of Dragoons (Dalton, English Army Lists, vol. i. p. 255).

2 See Memoirs of William Veitch, pp. 469, 470 ; Wilson, pp. 92, 93 ;
Kirkton, p. 460.

3 Kirkton, p. 462 ; Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 469.

4 Wilson, p. 96.

5 Kirkton, p. 462 ; Wilson, p. 96 ; Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 472.

-6 Kirkton, p. 463 ; Wilson, p. 97. Monmouth, on his arrival at Black-
burn on 19th June, had sent forward Major Oglethorp with a detachment
of horse and dragoons (London Qazette, No. 1419).
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final council. The one was anxious to purge the army of
its Erastian elements. The other refused to fight under
the officers chosen before the arrival of the Galloway men
had given the moderates a preponderance. The debate
was heated. Hamilton and his party withdrew. The
moderates sat on to frame a petition to Monmouth. Its
terms did not satisfy the other side. After much negotia-
tion—* a hot debate and a new separating '—it was agreed
that the framing of it should be entrusted to a few repre-
sentatives of both sides.! Within a few hours the host,
leaderless,? distracted, unprepared, blundered into battle.
The narrative of one of their number is eloquent: ¢ Our
men, with our divisions, slipped away still from us; for it
was our common discourse that we could do no good. . . .
We were not concerned with an enemy, as if there had
not been one within 1000 miles of us. There were none
went through the army to see if we wanted powder
or ball. I do really think there were few or none that
had both powder and ball in all the army to shoot twice.’
¢ A little before day,” adds Ure of Shargarton, ¢ we saw the
enemy kindling their matches a great way off.’3

To an army of sound moral and effective equipment the
position which the Covenanters held might have given
victory, even against superiof numbers. Success at

1 Kirkton, p. 463 ; Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 473 ; Wilson, p. 97.

2 According to the information of Robert Smith of Dunscore (4 true
Account and Declaration of the horrid Conspiracy against the late King,
p. 119), the election of officers was postponed till the following day, but
was prevented by Monmouth’s early attack. The officers had been chosen
on 17th June before the Galloway contingent arrived (Wilson, p. 93). It
is clear from all the accounts that no fresh election was made on the
20th, and that the Galloway men rejected those already chosen. See
Howie, Scots Worthies, vol. i. p. 583.

3 Ure of Shargarton’s narrative, in Memoirs of William Veitck, p. 474.
James Nimmo, who joined the army before Bothwell Bridge, writes:
‘But when I came I was not halfe ane hour there untill I feared the Lord
was not with them, seeing no Authoretie in discipline . . . [and] percav-
ing much devision among thos that should have guided the rest’ (Narra-
tive of Mr. James Nimmo, p. 12).
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Drumclog they owed to the difficulty of frontal attack,
and the impossibility of a flanking or enveloping move-
ment. In the coming fight the conditions were repeated.
The Clyde ringed them in on the east, whence Monmouth
approached them. On their front they were similarly
protected, save for the narrow bridge which spanned the
Clyde at Bothwell.!

About three o’clock in the morning of 22nd June Mon-
mouth’s advanced guard swung into view round Bothwell
Church and drew down towards the bridge. The main
body was still about a mile in the rear.? At the earliest
alarm the Whigs took position between Hamilton and
the bridge, in two bodies. Their main body drew up on
the height of the valley, near the Little Park. A smaller
body, half a mile or so in advance, kept the bridge.?
Throughout the night it had been held by two companies
of foot and three troops of horset When Monmouth’s
advanced party was sighted, a request for reinforcements
was sent to the rear. The Stirling, Glasgow, Lennox, and
Galloway foot went forward. A troop of the Galloway

1 According to Creichton (Works of Swift, vol. x. p. 132), Monmouth’s
resolution to force Bothwell Bridge was contrary to the opinion of his
officers, who suggested crossing the river ¢by easy fords.’ Sir Walter
Scott, in a note to the passage, remarks that there were no easy fords in
the neighbourhood, though the river in parts was fordable. Creichton’s
condemnation of Monmouth’s plan as ¢ a preposterous and absurd resolu-
tion ’ seems uncalled for, but is quite in keeping with the general tone of
his memoirs. Monmouth had to get his guns over the river.

2 Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 476. Ure of Shargarton describes this
advanced party as ‘ four companies of dragoons, and the king’s troup of
the guard, and the duke William’s troop.” The main body, he says, was
observed ‘marching north-west, for they came about because of their
cannon which was with them.’

3 ‘The Rebels were drawn up in two Lines, or Bodies rather, half a
Mile one from the other ; one near the Bridge, which was the weakest in
number ; the other near their Camp, as high as the Little Park’ (London
Qazette, No. 1420).

4 Wilson, p. 102. Hackston of Rathillet, Henry Hall of Haugh-head,
and Andrew Turnbull commanded the troops of horse. The two com-
panies of foot were commanded by John Fowler and Alexander Ross.
See Kirkton, p. 465.
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horse formed in their rear, and the single effective piece
of ordnance they possessed was dragged down to command
the bridge-way.!

By seven o’clock in the morning? Monmouth and his
main body faced their opponents; the bridge, guarded
and barricaded, intervening. Some desultory shots had
already been fired, with casualties on both sides? before
Monmouth rode forward to reconnoitre. On his way to
Oglethorp’s advanced post ‘within Pistol-shot’ of the
bridge, he was informed that the enemy desired to parley.*
Both factions were at length unanimous in desiring to
approach Monmouth,’ though Hamilton’s assent was given
reluctantly, and at the last moment.® Monmouth could
do no less than accept a parley. He signified his willing-
ness, and hostilities were meanwhile delayed.

1 Ure of Shargarton, who brought up the earliest reinforcements to the
bridge, says: ‘I drew up hard upon the water-side against the west end
of the bridge. Glasgow, when they came down, drew up on my right
hand, and Lennox on my left ; there came also down about 200 Galloway
foot : they had no other arms but pikes and halberts, with four pair of
colours, and took ground on our right hand farthest from our enemy.
There came one troop of their horse and drew up behind us, and then our
cannon was drawn down, being a field piece and two muskets of found
unmounted [7.e. without supporting frames], so these were not made use
of ’ (Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 475).

As to the Whigs’ artillery, Russell (Kirkton, p. 467) confirms Ure in
his statement that it consisted of a single gun, ¢a brazen piece.” John
Blackader (Memoirs, p. 244), who was not present at the battle, gives the
Whigs ¢ only one cannon or two at most.” A letter from Edinburgh, of
24th June 1679 (A4 further and more particular Account of the total Defeat
of the Rebels in Scotland), states: ¢ The Rebels had 4 pieces of Canon, one
of which they threw into the River of Clyd, the other 3 were taken.” In
the well-known picture of the battle (Kirkton, p. 468) the Whigs are
represented with only one gun.

2 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 171.

3 Kirkton, p. 466 ; Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 476.

4 An exact Relation of the Defeat of the Rebels at Bothwell-Bridge.
Published by Authority.

5 Kirkton, p. 467.

8 Wilson, p. 102. Hamilton (Michael Shields, Faithful Contendings
displayed, p. 195) states that he signed the petition without reading
it, believing that Donald Cargill had drawn it up.
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To the disappointment of Hamilton and the extremists!
the petition was carried to Monmouth by two of the
moderate party —David Hume and a Galloway laird
named ‘Murdoch.? The petition itself, a statement of
grievances addressed to one ‘ off whois princely clemency
and naturall aversione from shedding of christiane blood
we have had so savorie a report, merely desired Mon-
mouth’s leave to send ‘some of our number to adress
them selfs to your grace To lay oppine our heart in this
mater.’® Tt is not easy to understand what practical and
beneficial result was anticipated from the opportunity
they sought* There was an obvious condition which

1 According to Russell (Kirkton, p. 466) they had chosen two of their
number for the purpose, ‘but their going was prevented by Mr. [David]
Hume ; and a Galloway laird, Murdoch, sent a drummer to desire hearing,
which was granted.” He adds, that his party, before the departure of the
deputation, endeavoured to force hostilities.

2 Robert Smith of Dunscore (A4 true Account, ete., p. 119) gives the
name of David Hume’s colleague as ¢ Captain Mackeculloch.” Wodrow
(vol. iii. p. 106) calls him ‘laird of Kaitloch,’ i.e. William Fergusson.

3 The petition, bearing Robert Hamilton’s signature, is printed in
Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 260.

4 Monmouth obviously could not.go beyond the letter of his instruc-
tions. Those instructions were unknown to Wodrow, who, while ad-
mitting (vol. iii. p. 99) that he had never seen them, ventured to describe
them as ‘not altogether unfavourable to presbyterians.’ I extract the
following passages from Monmouth’s instructions in the Warrant Book,
Scotland (vol. v. fol. 159) :—

¢3. By your Commission you are authorised to Grant Pardons to all or
ag many of the Rebells as are now in Armes against us, without any
limitation. And seing this Rebellion was openly declared at Rugland
upon the 29t day of May last past, you may as you think fit give absolute
Pardon to any person or persons for all that was done there or any Act of
Rebellion occurring thereafter ; Excepting only such as were legally
forfeited for Crimes before that time, as also excepting those who were
guilty of the late horrid murther of the Arch-Bishop of St. Andrews,

‘4. You shall cause execute Martiall Law, even unto Death or other
punishments conforme to the Articles of Warre Signed by us the 26th
ffebry 1674 and thereafter printed & published, and againe authorised &
reprinted by our Warrant dated the 11tb Jany 167 by which our Militia
fforces & others called to our assistance are expresly Subjected to those
Articles. ;

¢5. And as you have power to reclaime such as you find capable of our
mergy, conforme to our 34 Instruction, So you shall pursue the obstinate
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must have been foreseen, and Monmouth named it: With
rebels he could hold no communication. As a prelimin-
ary he required them to lay down their arms! With this
answer Hume and his colleague returned across the
bridge.? ‘And hang next, was Hamilton’s commentary
when Monmouth’s order to surrender their arms was
reported to him.3

Monmouth did not await a reply to his ultimatum
before completing his arrangements for attack. His
cannon were brought into position to command the
bridge. Hardly were they placed when the enemy beat a
second parley. Major Maine was sent to learn their
resolution. Monmouth, they opined, had brought ‘terms
of accommodation from England.’ They desired to know
their purport. Maine carried Monmouth’s refusal. Hume

Rebells who shall remaine in Armes, with ffire & Sword, and all the
extremities of Warre, untill you shall absolutely reduce them.’

1 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 172; Kirkton, p. 466.

With little measure of truth, so far ag can be gathered, Monmouth is
represented by later writers as either offering gentler terms, or as having
been influenced to harshness by others. Charles James Fox (History of
James the Second, p. 114) says that he carried sealed orders not to treat
with the rebels, ‘lest the generous mildness of his nature should prevail.’
The Memoirs of 1714 state absurdly (p. 9) that Monmouth, ‘by his
Majesty’s special commission, offered them every third church in the
kingdom, with many other privileges, providing they would lay down
their arms, and return home to their respective dwellings, and live
quietly under the Government.” Blackader, who was not present at the
battle, states that Monmouth inclined to give ¢ a more favourable answer.
But several Scots noblemen did so stir up and instigate the duke, that
they dissuaded him from hearkening, or granting them any cessation, but
presently to fall on with force, unless they should cast down their
arms’ (Memoirs, p. 245). Scott in Old Mortality has carelessly adopted
Blackader’s statement. He represents Monmouth’s sinister advisers as
Claverhouse, whose military rank he misrepresents, and Dalziel, who
was not present at the battle.

2 Wodrow (vol. iii. p. 106) interpolates the absurd story that the Whig
envoys approached Monmouth ‘in disguise,” but Claverhouse ¢having
some jealousy [suspicion] of them, watched them upon their return, and
having got some hint of them, saluted them by their names.” Scott has
adopted this episode in Claverhouse’s recognition of and conversation
with Henry Morton.

3 Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 471.
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and his colleague withdrew, and Monmouth gave orders
to engage.!

A brief artillery duel opened the battle.2 Despite their
inferiority the issue of it was encouraging to the Whigs.
Monmouth’s gunners were driven from their guns?
Quickly rallying, they again opened fire on the bridge,
while Major Oglethorp and a storming party had orders
to entrench until the guns had effected a breach. The
entrenchment was not complete when the defenders of
the bridge were observed in confusion.* Oglethorp and
his dragoons were at once sent forward, and after ¢a brief

1 An exact Relation of the Defeat of the Rebels, which adds that Mon-
mouth had refused to grant a cessation of preparations during negotia-
tions, but promised that whenever he should hear their drum bringing
him their proposals in writing he would stop the fight. Russell (Kirkton,
p- 466) says that in the interval between the two deputations Monmouth
had signified by an English trumpeter his intention to give them half an
hour to make their preparations. John Blackader (Memoirs, p. 245)
states that Monmouth gave them  the space of half an hour, or an hour
at most,’ in which to lay down their arms.

2 In this account of the battle I follow 4n exact Relation of the Defeat
of the Rebels at Bothwell-Bridge. Published by Authority.

3 Russell (Kirkton, p. 467) declares, that had not the bridge been
‘ stopt with an baracade for defence,” Monmouth’s abandoned guns might
have been taken. He adds that the gunners were rallied by David Leslie
with the cry, ¢ Would they fleg for country fellows ?’ Ure of Shargarton
(Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 477)says that Monmouth’s troops retreated,
¢ both horse and foot, near five pair of butts.’

4 Blackader (Memoirs, p. 246) writes: ‘It was resolved, as is said, by
Robert Hamilton, that the party should be called back from the bridge,
and join with the body, that the enemy might come over and give them
battle on the fair field.” A similar statement appears in Robert Law’s
Memorialls, p. 151. Russell gives no hint of any order to retire, and
from the Hxzact Relation it is clear that the defenders of the bridge yielded
to superior force, and contested its possession hand to hand with the
advancing troops. In the Privy Council’s narrative to Lauderdale
(Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 172) it is also stated, that after the play
of the artillery, ¢a party attackt the bridge, and after some short dispute
caryd it.” Here, as elsewhere, truth is obliterated beneath the jealousy
and recriminations of the two factions. Hamilton’s incompetency may
be allowed, but accusations of cowardice (see Memoirs of John Blackader,
p. 247, and Robert Law, Memorialls, p. 151) are probably exaggerated.
A similar and unfounded charge is brought against Monmouth by
Creichton ( Works of Swift, vol. x. p. 133).
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dispute’ ! the bridge was gained. Oglethorp’s orders were
not to advance beyond the bridge. But in the heat of
pursuit the order was disobeyed, and the victors pressed
‘up some part of the rising ground’ towards the Whigs’
main body. They found themselves in some jeopardy.
Perceiving their pursuers small in number, and unsup-
ported, the Whigs rallied. Oglethorp was driven back
‘ to the houses at the foot of the Bridge.” Reinforcements
were hurried to his support—Linlithgow’s son, Lord
Livingstone, and three hundred foot. Once more the
Whigs were driven back upon their main body.? There-
upon Monmouth himself crossed the bridge at the head
of Linlithgow’s regiment of Guards, and of his own troop.
With the troops already over he advanced to the ridge of
the valley and halted, awaiting the rest of his force. The
armies faced each other, ¢ but two carabine’s shot asunder,’ 3
A haphazard and leaderless effort was made by the Whigs
to retrieve the day. Monmouth’s position seemed assail-
able on his right, where his artillery was placed, and some
‘hollow ground’ offered advantage. Posting a body of
the Atholl Highlanders on the ‘ hollow ground,” supported
by five troops of English dragoons, Monmouth was still
forming his second line when the Highlanders on his
right found themselves engaged.* Driven back upon the
dragoons, their position was relieved by the artillery,
which opened fire on the Whig left. A round or two

! Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 172. According to Creichton ( Works
of Swift, vol. x. p. 134), it took five hours for the army to cross the bridge.

2 Ure of Shargarton’s narrative (Memoirs of Williom Veitch, p. 478)
describes this movement shortly : ¢ My Lord Lithgow’s son came down to
the bridge with about 500 of red coats too, and we still fired on both
sides.” The “houses at the foot of the Bridge ’ appear very clearly in the
picture of the battle.

3 Memoirs of William Veitch, p. 480.

4 Russell’s account (Kirkton, p. 468) states that the attack was directed
chiefly against Monmouth’s artillery. Thomas Weir of Greenridge is

represented as its leader. Possibly he was the Thomas Greenridge already
alluded to (see above, p. 63).
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threw it into confusion. Their horse on that quarter rode
headlong from the field. Those on the right soon followed
them.! The foot joined the stampede, and the rout was
complete.  Ordering Oglethorp, Claverhouse, and the
cavalry to follow in hot pursuit, Monmouth followed with
the foot, and halted about a mile towards Hamilton. It
was about ten in the morning when a messenger was de-
spatched to Edinburgh, bearing news of the victory.2
Sober history competes unequally with romance, and
the Claverhouse of Bothwell Bridge is, perhaps irrevo-
cably, the Claverhouse of 0ld Mortality. His features are
familiar, to the confounding of fact. Unknown as he was,
so far, to the majority of his countrymen, with but eight
months’ undistinguished service in Scotland behind him,
he appears proleptically in the character which the Killing

1 Ure of Shargarton writes: My men fired on the dragoons, and they
at them, and their cannons played; the foot, hearing this, and being
troubled a little with the horse, fled ; and so they all fled, and not a man
was standing on all the left hand. I cried to my men to make away.
The right hand stood a little, but not so long as to put on a pair of gloves ;
so they all fled, and I turned with all my speed’ (Memoirs of William
Veitch, p. 481).

2 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 172. The Whig losses are given by
the Exact Relation as between seven and eight hundred killed, and over
twelve hundred prisoners. On 24th June the Council were without exact
details, but believed the rebels had lost eight hundred killed and over
eleven hundred prisoners (Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 114). Creichton (Works
of Swift, vol. x. p. 134) puts their loss at seven or eight hundred killed,
and fifteen hundred prisoners. The Memoirs of 1714 (p. 9) declare that
about fifteen hundred were made prisoners and a larger number killed.
Among their own writers estimates vary more widely. Blackader
(Memoirs, p. 249) speaks of about four hundred killed and above twelve
hundred prisoners. Law (Memorialls, p. 151) gives them eight hundred
killed and three hundred prisoners. Wodrow (vol. iii. p. 108) mentions
about four hundred killed and twelve hundred prisoners. The most
reliable contemporary accounts on both sides put their total strength at
between six and seven thousand. It may be safely asserted that their
loss was nearly one-third of that number.

Accounts of the battle, which I have not seen, are calendared among
the Hamilton MSS. in Hist. MSS. Comm. Rept. xi., App. pt. vi. p. 162,
No. 98. The laird of Torfoot’s narrative is in Howie, Scots Worthies,
vol. i. pp. 594-97. It displays the egotistical and verbose qualities of his
account of Drumclog.
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Time, fairly or unfairly, gave him six years later, He,
plain captain of horse until the end of 1682, is styled
colonel in the fight, and is promoted general on the
morrow of it. He and old Tom Dalziel—who was not
even present at the battle '—are named as those appointed
to check Monmouth’s assumed inclination to treat with
the rebels. Finally, impelled by desire to avenge his
cornet’s death and his own defeat at Drumclog, Claver-
house, in flagrant disobedience to his commander’s orders,
and with the cry, < Kill, kill I’ urges his troop through the
flying and helpless ranks of the enemy, greedy for blood
and relentless. Such is Scott’s picture of him.

Had Claverhouse ended his career at Bothwell Bridge,
history would have recorded little concerning him, and,
recording little, would have added nought. But he lived
to epitomise two tragic crises sharply cleaving his country-
men’s sympathy; and inevitably, the career and character
of him in the making are focussed to the conflicting and
completed record he left. At Bothwell Bridge he was
a plain captain of horse; a subordinate, whose duty it was
to execute orders, unprivileged to inspire or control the
policy which directed them. In the contemporary and

! Dalziel’s stern reproof of Monmouth after the battle is familiar to
readers of Old Mortality. Its foundation rests upon a passage in Creich-
ton’s most unreliable narrative, some of whose inaccuracies Scott himself
corrected in his edition of Swift (vol. x. p. 137). The real facts as to
Dalziel and his relation to Monmouth are as follows: On 15th June 1679,
upon receiving news of Monmouth’s appointment to command in chief,
the Scots Privy Council, at Linlithgow’s suggestion, proposed Dalziel’s
name to Lauderdale for appointment as lieutenant-general (Wodrow,
vol. iii. p. 87). On 19th June Dalziel’s commission as lieutenant-general
was dated (Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. v. fol. 168). On 22nd June,
the date of Bothwell fight, it reached Edinburgh by flying packet (Wod-
row, vol. iii. p. 101). On the same date, and after the news of the
victory had reached Edinburgh, his commission was handed to Dalziel by
the Chancellor (Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 173). On 1st November
1679, Monmouth’s commission having expired, Dalziel’s succession to the
command was intimated to the Council ( Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. v.
fol. 314).
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authoritative accounts of the battle it is not even pos-
sible to determine the position of his troop. In the
Exact Relation, published ‘by authority, his name is
but once mentioned, and only as one of several officers
ordered to pursue the rebel rout. Neither Russell nor
Ure of Shargarton singles him out for distinctive execra-
tion. The only hint of his position in the fight is
Creichton’s statement that he led the cavalry on the right,
when Monmouth was over the bridge, and the last phase
of the fight was imminent! Of distinctive achievement,
other than his resolute pursuit, a newsletter of 24th June
1679 records the capture, ‘with his own hands,’ of two
standards.”? That is the sum of the facts.

The conditions of the fight at Bothwell Bridge denied
the cavalry the chance of service until the precipitate
flight of the enemy unloosed them in pursuit. Claver-
house’s energetic participation in it is generally recorded.?

1 Works of Swift, vol. x. p. 134. Claverhouse was not in command.

2 A further and more particular Account of the total Defeat of the
Rebels in Scotland.

8 The ballads, in particular, single him out. The following illustrations
may serve. In the ¢ Battell of Bodwell-Bridge, or, the Kings Cavilleers
Trump ’ (Laing, Fugitive Scotish Poetry, 2nd series, No. 35) Claverhouse is
thus alluded to:

¢ And when the Whig sojors began for to flee,
The good Captain Clavers after them would be,
And no man with him but his own Companie,
‘When they ran from the Battell of Bodwell.’

Sir Walter Scott (Poetical Works, vol. ii. pp. 233, 240) quotes from
Wilson’s ¢ Clyde’ :
‘ But fierce Dundee, inflamed with deadly hate,
In vengeance for the great Montrose’s fate,

Let loose the sword, and to the hero’s shade,
A barbarous hecatomb of victims paid.’

And from ¢ The Battle of Bothwell Bridge’:

¢ ¢¢0Q hold your hand,” then Monmouth cry’d,
¢ (fie quarters to yon men for me !"”—
But wicked Claver’se swore an oath,
His Cornet’s death revenged sud be.
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He was still smarting under his recent reverse. It would
be foolish to imagine that the keenness of his pursuit was
not whetted thereby. The point is, however: Was he
acting under orders, or, as in the picture of him that Scott
presents, did he wantonly exceed them? In other words,
did Monmouth connive at the escape of his routed enemy
by forbidding pursuit? That he did so is a tradition
which persistent iteration has crystallised to a fact.! But
there is not a shred of evidence in support of it. It is
specifically stated in the official account of the battle, that
so soon as the Whig horse began to run, Monmouth
ordered Oglethorp and his dragoons, Claverhouse and
Major Maine with their troops, and the Earl of Eglinton
with his troop of volunteers, to pursue, ¢ whilst he [Mon-
mouth] followed himself with the rest of the Army so
fast as not to be put in disorder’? The messenger who
brought news of the victory to Edinburgh carried with
him not a hint of any backwardness on Monmouth’s part,

¢ O hold your hand,” then Mormouth cry’d,
¢“If onything you’ll do for me;

Hold up your hand, you cursed Graeme,
Else a rebel to your King ye 1l be.”’

The earliest reference to Claverhouse’s energy in pursuit is in the Edin-
burgh newsletter of 24th June 1679 (A further and more particular
Account, etc.), which states that his troop, ‘remembring the slanghter
the Rebels made amongst them on the 29th of May (sic), resolved now to
have full satisfaction, and therefore utterly refused either to give or
take Quarter.’

1 Creichton (Works of Swift, vol. x. p. 134) and Robert Smith of
Dunscore (4 true Account and Declaration of the horrid Conspiracy,
p- 119) both affirm it. Neither is a reliable witness, Blackader
(Memoirs, p. 247), whose knowledge of the battle was at second-hand,
also states that Claverhouse disobeyed orders, and that he was compelled
to desist by the Life Guards. The Memoirs of 1714 (p. 9) by implication
convey a similar fact.

2 An exact Relation, ete. It will be observed that Monmouth did not
employ the whole of his cavalry in the pursuit. Those mentioned were
probably on his right wing. This, combined with the further fact, that
Monmouth halted the rest of his army—that part of it which was not
pursuing—after advancing about a mile, may possibly have conveyed an
immediate impression which time and tradition have expanded,

F
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or of unwillingness to push his victory home. Upon the
information he conveyed, the Council, within a few hours
of the battle, wrote to Lauderdale: ‘Our army is still in
persute of the rebells when Lundin came away.'! Claver-
house’s asserted disregard of orders may fitly rest with the
story of the Whig gallows? in the limbo of historical
fictions.

The bubble blown at Rutherglen burst with Bothwell
rout. While the survivors of the Whigs scattered for
safety, Monmouth led his army through the district in
which the enemy had so recently roamed at will. On
24th June he was near Strathaven.? Reconnoitring parties
were sent beyond Douglas and Newmilns, and confirmed
the conclusion that the rebels would make no further
head. On the 25th Monmouth found it possible to dis-
miss the militia levies, and requested the Council to recall
others on their way to join him.* On the 26th he returned
to Edinburgh, and had the Council’s thanks for his con-
duct of the brief campaign.® On 3rd July he was treated

1 Lauderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 172.

2 The most preposterous account of the gallows which the Whigs
are supposed to have erected in their camp for the execution of their
prisoners is in the newsletter of 24th June 1679 (4 further and more
particular Account): ‘I must not forget to inform you, that there were
likewise taken two pair of Gallows, which they carried along with them ;
One was like our ordinary Tools of that kinde, and this was for the
poorer sort. But the other, being intended for the Gentry, was of a
mode wholly new, and so curiously contrived, that I know not well
how to describe it ; *Tis one streight piece of Wood with a Screw, having
12 or 15 branches which screwed up to the top, where there was a cross
piece of wood full of long Iron Spikes, on which the Heads of Persons
of Quality were to be fixt; and each of the aforesaid Branches had an
Tron Hook at the end, to hang people on.” That a gallows did stand
in or near the Whig camp is affirmed by Creichton ( Works of Swift. vol. x.
p. 136) and Blackader (Memoirs, p. 249), both of whom state that the
captured Whigs were guarded near it. Whether it was the ordinary
ward gallows or not, it may be safely asserted that the Whigs had not
erected it with the motive ascribed to them.

3 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 114.

4 Ibid. The militia levies from beyond the Forth were ordered home
on 27th June (ibid., vol. iii. p. 116). 5 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 116.
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‘at a very noble Collation of Meats and Fruits; after
which the Lord Provost presented his Grace with the
Freedom of this [Edinburgh] City, the Letters being in a
large Gold Box.’* Three days later (6th July) the Duke
took leave of the Council and departed for London.?
Monmouth’s withdrawal from the army left to his
subordinates the completion of the task he had begun.
On 26th June 1679 the Council proclaimed the leaders of
the rebellion, forbade any from harbouring them or others
concerned in it, and commanded the pursuit of them as
traitors.® Claverhouse was early and late in the saddle.
On 24th June news of his engagement with a party of
fugitive rebels at Ayr reached Edinburgh.* (The Council’s
proclamation of 26th June sanctioned a systematic search
for those who so lately had menaced the State.) Wodrow
follows the track of him in Ayrshire, Galloway, Nithsdale,
and Dumfries® On 6th July he was hard on the heels of

1 The London Gazette, No. 1423.

2 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 117. The termination of Monmouth’s com-
mission may be briefly sketched here. A reaction at Court in York’s
favour brought about his disgrace, though there is certainly considerable
exaggeration in the statement in James’s memoirs (Life of James the
Second, ed. J. 8. Clarke, vol. i. p. 568), that Monmouth was found to have
‘managed those fanatticks [in Scotland], as if he rather intended to put
himself at the head of their forces, than repell them, and as if he had more
inclination to court their friendshipp, than punish their rebellion.” On
12th September 1679 The London Gazette (No. 1442) announced: ¢ The
King has thought fit to take from the Duke of Monmouth his Commission
of General, His Majesty at present not thinking that Command neces-
sary.” On 13th September 1679 Dalziel and the members of the army in
Scotland were ordered to be informed of it ( Warrant Book, Scotland, vol.
v. fol. 276). On 18th September 1679 intimation of the withdrawal of
Monmouth’s commission was received by the Scottish Council (Wodrow,
vol. iii. p. 154).

8 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 114.

4 A further and more particular Account of the total Defeat of the Rebels.

5 See Wodrow, vol. iii. pp. 120-122. In A Cloud of Witnesses for the
royul Prerogatives of Jesus Christ (p. 394) the following inscription is
recorded as appearing upon a headstone in the churchyard of Galston,
Ayrshire :—

‘Here lies Andrew Richmond, who was killed by bloody Graham of
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John Balfour, Sharp’s murderer, and others, near Minni-
gaff, in Kirkcudbright. On 8th July he was still on their
track as they fled towards Carrick.! A fortnight later
his service was suddenly interrupted. With the Council’s
permission he set out for London on 25th July. Lin-
lithgow accompanied him. The Chancellor, the Earl of
Rothes, followed a few days later? Whether leave of
absence was solicited by Claverhouse cannot be established.
But that his advice and experience were desired in regard
to the recent crisis seems clear. Popular tradition of a
later time came to associate his visit with the disgrace of
Monmouth.
¢ Then he’s awa’ to London town ;
Aye ¢’en as fast as he can dree,
Fause witnesses he has wi’ him ta’en,
And ta’en Monmouth’s head frae his body.’ 2

The couplet is an illustration of popular mis-association
of facts. The Scottish administration was approaching a
crisis, and out of it the Duke of York emerged victorious.
Claverhouse watched and certainly could not as yet guide
these movements of high policy. But the change was
wholly to his interest.*

Claverhouse, 1679 ; for his adherence to the word of God, and Scotland’s
Covenanted work of Reformation.” Wodrow does not mention Galston
among the places visited by Claverhouse.

1 Kirkton, p. 473.

2 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 172.

3 Scott, Poetical Works, vol. ii. p. 240.

4 The author of The Despot’s Champion (pp. 72-74) suggests that
Claverhouse was in a position to testify to private bargaining between
Monmouth and the Whig deputation to him at Bothwell. But there is
really no ground for taking seriously the couplet quoted above, and the
author’s attempt to find a ground-fact of truth in it is ingenious but
superfluous.



CHAPTER V
HELEN GRAHAM

FroM the suppression of the rebellion of 1679 to the
commencement of 1682 there is a lull in Claverhouse’s
military activities. Few facts are recoverable concerning
him in those eighteen months. His correspondence is
scanty. Only six letters of his are extant, and they
relate to his projected marriage to Helen Graham. In
the course of the period he paid two visits to London,
and, through the greater part of it, was seemingly in close
attendance upon his patron, the Duke of York. That
relationship is the key to his life in the few years that
remained to him.

Unswerving loyalty to the Monarchy bound Claverhouse
to his patron. The Covenant he discerned as a conflict-
ing political creed, and gave his resolute service against
it. Not even the flagrant misrule of James’s reign could
lessen the call upon his allegiance. That the interests of
the Monarchy involved the maintenance of episcopacy in
Scotland, Claverhouse accepted among other tenets of
Stewartism. A ‘fiery and skilful Episcopalian Jacobite ’
is Ranke’s summary of him! But that his religious con-
victions were loosely rooted, the accident of his political
sympathies, cannot be admitted. Neither self-interest
nor the example of his friends availed to entice him from
the Protestant fold. Few men have drawn upon them-
selves a fuller measure of execration. Not one of his

1 History of England, vol. iv, p. 550.
86
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accusers, while lashing him as the persecutor of the
‘honest, ventures to challenge him as irreligious, or to
suggest that his zeal was that of the mercenary, colour-
less and devoid of principle. Even the Devil's elegy on
Grierson of Lag credits Claverhouse with devotion to his
interests!! John Dick, in a hysterical passage, is fain to
single out Claverhouse’s love of horse-flesh for distinctive
characterisation.? Unchallenged by his enemies, the testi-
mony of his friends to the seriousness of his religious con-
victions gains in credibility. Balhaldy records his practice
of holding family prayers, adding that a disposition so
unexpected weighed with a Presbyterian observer of it
to the climax of marriage with ‘a high-flyeing church-

1 The following lines appear in ¢ An Elegy in Memory of that Valiant
Champion, Sir R. Grierson, late Laird of Lag, who died December 23rd,
1733. Wherein the Prince of Darkness commends many of his best
Friends, who were the chief Managers of the late Persecution’:—

¢ Brave Clavers flourish’d in his day ;
And many lives did take away,

He to his utmost did contrive,

How he might make my kingdom thrive,
And how he might bring down all those,
That did my government oppose.

He was made Viscount of Dundee,
For venturing his all for me.

This honour he enjoy’d not long,
Soon after this he was ta’en home:
By sudden fate at last he fell,

At Killicrankie near Dunkel.

No longer he could serve me here ;
But Lag survived for many a year.’

2 ¢ And for that Blood Thirsty Wretch Claver-House, how thinks he to
Shelter himself that Day? Is it Possible the Pitiful thing can be so
Mad as to think to Secure himself by the Fleetness of his Horse (a
Creature hie has so much Respect for, that he Regarded more the loss of
his Horse at Drumclog, than all the Men that fell there, aud Sure on
either Party there fell Prettier Men than himself) ; no Sure, though he
could fall upon a Chymist that could Extract the Spirits out of all the
Horse in the World, and Infuse them in his one, though he were on that
Horse Back never so well Mounted, he need not Dream of Escaping’
(John Dick, A Testimony to the Doctrine, Worship, Discipline, and
Qovernment of the Church of Scotland, 1684).
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man’!? To Thomas Morer, the army chaplain, Claver-
house was ‘a gentleman fix’d in his Religion,” and ¢ a great
admirer of the Church-of-England-Worship’; his watch-
word, ‘ Conscience and Loyalty.’ 2

When Claverhouse arrived in London in the mid-
summer of 1679 the Duke of York was still an exile in
Holland. Monmouth’s popularity and position seemed
secure and unassailable. Before he left Scotland the
Privy Council had issued (29th June 1679) a proclama-
tion partially suspending the laws against conventicles?
It is possible that the administration, trembling, as in
1666, at the magnitude of the danger it had withstood,
oscillated to moderation. Or, it may be, the moment
was chosen, when the Whigs were cloven asunder, to
throw another apple of discord among them, and under
the guise of toleration to isolate the irreconcilables from
their less resolute, and now embittered, colleagues.
Whatever the motive, on 27th July 1679, the Scottish
Council received the draft of a royal proclamation of
Indemnity. It offered pardon to all concerned in the two
rebellions, and generally to religious dissidents, provided
that within a reasonable period—18th September 1679
for those in the country, and 13th November 1679 for
those out of it—they took oath not to resort again to
arms. On 14th August 1679 the proclamation was pub-
lished.* On the same date the Council issued a royal
proclamation instituting two circuit Courts for proceed-
ing against ‘the persons who were engaged in the said
rebellion, and have not accepted, or shall not accept, the
benefit of our indemnity.’5

1 Memoirs of Lochetll, p. 278. 2 Short Account of Scotland, p. 98.

3 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 149. 4 Tbid., p. 118.

5 Ibid., p. 140, It may be noticed that the execution of this commis-
sion in Dumfries and Kirkcudbright was entrusted to the sheriffs-
principal, the Earls of Queensberry and Nithsdale, who had so recently
been compelled to accept Claverhouse as their depute.



88 JOHN GRAHAM OF CLAVERHOUSE

The two proclamations were barely issued before an
unforeseeable event wholly changed the situation. The
King was attacked by fever. York came back at an
urgent summons. Monmouth’s brief ascendency ended
with his return. His relations to English nonconformity
were well known. His Scottish anabasis and the
measures that had followed it weighed lightly against the
fact that he posed as York’s rival in the succession.
Within a fortnight of York’s return his disgrace was
decreed, his commission withdrawn! In Scotland the
change of masters was instantly felt. On 19th September
1679 Dalziel, who could be relied on to eschew the
delicate tread of Agag, had a warrant to employ the
troops against those who had not accepted the recent
Indemnity.?2 On 13th November 1679 further minatory
proclamations were issued, though the time for submission
to the Indemnity was extended to 1st January 1680.2 The
new policy was in train. On 24th November 1679 York

1 See above, p. 83.

2 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 154. On lst November 1679 a royal letter in-
timated to the Scottish Council that, upon the withdrawal of Mon-
mouth’s commission, ¢ Wee looke upon our Lieutenant Generall [Dalziel]
to be the Commander in chiefe of all our said fforces’ ( Warrant Book,
Scotland, vol. v. fol. 314). Fountainhall (Historical Notices of Scotish
Affairs, vol. i. p. 243) commenting on the fact that Dalziel’s commission,
received at Edinburgh on 6th November 1679, empowered him ‘only to
be liable and accountable to, and judgeable by, his Majesty himselfe,’
adds that Dalziel ‘would not accept it otherwayes.” Dalrymple
(Memoirs of Great Britain and Ireland, vol. i. pt. i. p. 76) tells the fol-
lowing characteristic story of Dalziel at this time : ¢ When the Dutchess
of York came first to Scotland, she one day observed three covers upon
the dining-table. She asked the Duke for whom the third cover was
intended ? He answered, For General Dalziel, whom he had asked to
dine with him. The Dutchess refused to permit a private gentleman to
sit at table with her. Dalziel, who had been in the imperial service,
entered the room in the mean time ; and, hearing the scruples of the
Dutchess, told her, he had dined at a table where her father had stood at
his back; alluding to the Duke of Modena’s being a vassal of the
Emperor. The Dutchess felt the reproof, and advised her husband not
to offend the pride of proud men.’

3 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 157.
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himself arrived at Edinburgh to superintend its applica-
tion! Claverhouse undoubtedly accompanied him.? On
4th December 1679 the Duke took his seat at the Privy
Council.?

With York in the Council, and Dalziel in command of
the troops, ‘a new scene of suffering, in Wodrow’s
phrase,* opened upon the harassed Whigs. The Indul-
gence had done its cleaving work. Their ranks had been
winnowed. The stalwarts, the followers of Cameron,
Cargill, and Hamilton, alone remained a menacing force,
fugitive, and scattered. The events of 1679 were re-
peated. On 22nd June 1680, the anniversary of Both-
well Bridge, the Sanquhar Declaration disowned Charles
Stewart as King® A month later, 22nd July, at Airds
Moss, in Auchinleck, Ayrshire, the Cameronian remnant
was surprised by Bruce of Earlshall® Cameron was
slain : Hackston of Rathillet was made prisoner.” Cargill
for the moment escaped.

In the punitive measures of 1680 Claverhouse took
but a moderate share. On 6th January he was ordered
to act in his old districts—Dumfries, Wigton, Kirkcud-
bright, and Annandale—to hunt down those who had re-

1 The London Qazette, No, 1465. With the Duchess of York he had
set out from London on 27th October (ibid., No. 1455).

2 Either in 1679, or upon his return to London in 1680, Claverhouse
had his portrait painted by Sir Peter Lely. The picture is in the pos-
session of the Earl of Strathmore at Glamis Castle. Napier (vol. ii.
Preface, p. xxi) would assign the picture to Kneller at a later year. But
tradition and expert opinion concur in attributing it to Lely, who died
in 1680.

3 Louderdale Papers, vol. iii. p. 186. 4 Vol. iii., p. 176.

5 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 213.

¢ For accounts of the engagement see Creichton’s in Works of Swift,
vol. x. p. 145; Law, Memorialls, p. 155; Hackston of Rathillet’s in
Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 219; Alexander Shields, The History of Scotch-
Presbytery, p. 38.

On 30th July 1680 he was executed ‘in a most severe manner’
(Fountainhall, Historical Notices, vol. i. p. 270). His trial is recorded
in Complete Collection of State Trials, vol. x. pp. 791 et seq. .
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Jected the offer of indemnity, and to procure witnesses
against them.! An interruption to that service occurred
in February. On the 10th of the month he was ordered
to bring to Edinburgh a prisoner from Dunbar? His
absence from his own district seems clearly connected
with York’s return to England on 16th February3 That
he accompanied James is probable. At least he followed
him to London. With the Duke at his back leave of
absence would not be difficult. His brother David, who
on 3rd March 1680 was commissioned quartermaster of
his troop,* was available to watch his interests in Scot-
land.®

Claverhouse’s anxiety to return to London was bred of
desire to bring to a conclusion the project already mooted
to Menteith—his marriage to Helen Graham, and his
eventual succession to the Menteith Earldom. York’s
friendship promised to remove difficulties. But it rested
with Helen Graham to give him wife and title: and Helen
Graham, or her parents, had other ambitions. She had
made no runaway match with an Irishman, as Claverhouse
had been led to fear. None the less his suit and Men-
teith’s recommendation of him had alike been rejected.
Menteith had adapted himself easily to the new position.

1 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 182. 2 Ibid., p. 191.

3 The London Qazette, No. 1488. 4 See above, p. 38.

5 Wodrow (vol. iii. p. 190) supports the view that Claverhouse was not
in Scotland in March and April 1680. He says that Claverhouse ‘ had
the gift of what belonged to the fugitives in Nithsdale and other places
in the south,’ and that he constituted his brother ‘and another of his
name’—Cornet William Graham, presumably—his ¢donators.” In
Galloway, where Claverhouse had also license ¢ to uplift the moveables of
all such . . . as had been at Bothwell, or were fugitate,” Wodrow says
that his brother ¢ was employed by him ; and by himself or some deputed
by him, he went through every parish there, and prosecuted his business
with the utmost severity.” On the other hand the Council on 30th June
1680 ordered the troops to the South-West, and Wodrow’s comment sug-
gests that Claverhouse was with them (vol. iii. p. 217). But as he was
certainly in London on 3rd July 1680, Wodrow’s statement must be read
as applying to Claverhouse’s troop only.
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‘Seeing yo was not pleased to accept of the Laird of
Claverhows to match with that young lady your daughter,
he wrote (18th November 1679) with eupeptic buoyancy
to Helen’s father, then in London; ‘I have now weell
grounded and serious thoughts of a very honourable and
noble persone in this kingdome.’! The ‘noble persone’
was the young Marquis of Montrose, who so recently had
encouraged Claverhouse. But Menteith had either failed
to measure Montrose’s inclinations, or Montrose, attracted
elsewhere, changed his mind. Lady Graham wrote
indignantly to Menteith, who, on 27th May 1680, took
Montrose to task for having visited the Grahams ‘bot
tuyse this month.’ Hint of his attentions in another
quarter wasinterjected. Montrose was bidden to play the
game.?

At this point Claverhouse again entered the lists. On
3rd July 1680 he wrote from London to Menteith.2 The
postscript, ¢ Excuse this scribling, for I am in heast, going to
Windsor, suggests the social atmosphere in which already
he was living. His letter took Menteith mildly to task
for having pinned his hopes on Montrose rather than on
himself. “So soon as I cam’ to London, he proceeded, ‘I
told Sir James ¢ hou much he was obliged to you, and hou
sincer your desseins wer for the standing of your family;
withall I told him that my Lord Montrose was certenly
ingadged to you to mary his dochter, but that from good
hands I had raison to suspect he had no dessein to per-
form it; and indeed my Lord Montrose seemed to mak
no adress there at all in the begining” Claverhouse’s
appearance in London, his favour with York, and the
chance of losing the devolution of the Menteith Earldom,
spurred Montrose to more serious wooing. ‘Hearing that

! Red Book of Menieith, vol. ii. p. 176, 2 Ibid., p. 180.
$ Ibid., p. 183.
4 Sir James Graham, Helen Graham’s father.
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I went somtymes’ to visit the Grahams, Claverhouse con-
tinues, Montrose ‘feared that I might gate ane interest
with the father, for the dochter never apeared, so observent
they wer to my Lord Montrose, and he thoght that if I
should com to mak any friendship there, that when he cam
to be discovered, I might com to be acceptable, and that
your Lordship might turn the cheass upon him. Wherfor
he went there, and entred in terms to amuse them till I
should be gon, for then I was thinking evry day of going
away, and had been gon, had I not fallen seek.’” Montrose
comes badly out of the business. A hitch in the pro-
ceedings which were to establish him Menteith’s successor
suggested an understanding with Claverhouse, whose in-
fluence with York he suspected as the cause of it. <My
Lord Montrose, Claverhouse continues, ‘leat me knou
that our differences proceeded from mistakes, and that
if we mate we might com to understand on another, upon
which I went to him. After I had satisfyed him of som
things he complained of, he told me that the title was
stoped, and asked me if I had no hand in it; for he
thoght it could be no other way, seing Sir James con-
cured. I asseured him I had not medled in it, as befor
God 1 had not” Montrose made a strange proposal. He
would settle the Menteith title on Claverhouse if the
latter would aid in removing the check which barred its
immediate settlement upon himself. Claverhouse objected,
that without the hand of Helen Graham he had ‘never
any mynd for the title’ ‘He answered me,’ Claverhouse
continued, ‘I might have Sir James’ dochter and all’
What of Montrose’s pretensions? Claverhouse inquired.
Thus challenged, Montrose admitted that he had ‘given
comission to speak to my Lady Rothes about her dochter,
and she had recaived it kyndly’ Helen Graham was
still in the market. Montrose offered Claverhouse his
good offices with her parents. ‘He thoght to mak me
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serve him in his desseins, was Claverhouse’s comment,
‘and brak me with Sir James and his Laidy.’ Montrose,
in fact, insinuated to them that Claverhouse ‘had a
dessein upon their dochter, and was carying it on
under hand.” Claverhouse at once ‘told my Lady Graham
all’ Montrose followed on his heels and gave his own
story. The Grahams accepted it. Soon the royal assent
to the devolution of the Menteith earldom was granted.
But Montrose held back, and ‘asheamed of his cariadge,’
wrote Claverhouse, ‘went away without taking lieve of
them, which was to finish his triks with contemp.” Indeed,
Claverhouse added angrily, Montrose ‘and som of his
friends indevored to ruin that yong laidy’s reputation
to gate an excuse for his cariadge, and broght in my
name. But I mad them quikly quyt those desseins, for
there was no shadew of ground for it’! Smarting under
Montrose’s treatment, Claverhouse assured Menteith, Sir
James would prove pliable if the Earl would come to
London to second his first protégé. He added a hasty
reference to general affairs: ‘Things fly very high here,
the indytments apear frequently against the honest Deuk’
of York. ¢Asseur yourself, he concluded, ‘if ever ther
be baricades in Glascou again, you shall not want a call;
and, my Lord, I bespeak ane imployment under you,
which is to be your lievtenent generall, and I will asseur
you we will mak the world talk of us. And therfor

1 Tt is usually stated by his biographers that Claverhouse lived a clean
life in a vicious age. The authority for the statement is Patrick Walker’s
remark in his life of Walter Smith (Siz Saints of the Covenant, ed. Hay
Fleming, vol. ii. p. 64): ¢ The hell wicked-witted, bloodthirsty Graham
of Claverhouse, who hated to spend his time with wine and women, which
made him more active in violent unheard of persecution.” Claverhouse
may or may not have lived a clean life, but it is perfectly clear that the
motive of Walker’s remark was not to testify to Claverhouse’s purity,
but to suggest that what wine and women were to others, persecution
and lust for blood were to him. The only reflection upon Claverhouse’s
moral character is in a satire quoted by C. K. Sharpe in Kirkton, p. 389.
It does not appear in the smallest degree authoritative.
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provyd me treues, as you promised, and a good bleu
bonet, and I will asseur you there shall be no treuse
trustier then myn. My Lord, dispond not for this dis-
apointment, but shou resolution in all you doe. When
my affaires goe wrong, I remember that saying of Loucan,
Tam mala Pompeii quam prospera mundus adoret. On
has ocasion to shou ther vigeur after a wrong stape to
make a nimble recovery. . . . My Lord, I have both at
hom and abroad sustained the caracter of an honest
and franc man, and defys the world to reproach me of
anything.’

Claverhouse’s reliant insistence upon his integrity and
frank outspokenness is justified by his life. It is not
incompatible with an obvious resolution to succeed in
any effort in which his material interests were involved.
That Montrose had behaved badly is clear, though his
statement of the case is not available. His return to
Scotland threatened an influence upon Menteith sinister
to Claverhouse, and the latter was the more anxious to
expose Montrose’s perfidy, and judiciously to suggest to
Menteith his already influential position at Court. On
8th July 1680, without awaiting Menteith’s reply, he wrote
again:! ‘Speaking with the Deuk the other day, I took
ocasion to tell the Deuk that your Lordship’s case was
very hard, and mad him understand a litle the business,
as far as could be don without wronging my Lord
Montrose reputation too much, which I should be un-
willing to doe, whatever he doe by me. The Deuk sheuk
his head, and said it was not ryght. I said nothing,
seing I had no comission, and that it was only by way
of discours”’ ‘I am going,’ he added, ‘for oght I knou,
to Dunkerk with the envoyes to see the Court of France.
I am only to be away eight days, so your Lordship may
lay your comands on me.’

1 Red Book of Menteith, vol. ii. p. 188.



HELEN GRAHAM 95

More than a month elapsed before Claverhouse re-
sumed his correspondence with his kinsman. His visit
to France had probably taken place. On 24th August
1680 he wrote to Menteith from London.! He had heard
from the Earl that his interests ‘went ill in Scotland,’
intelligence discounted, he was able to reply, by informa-
tion ‘from on who has the direction of all my affaires’—
his brother David, probably—¢who asseured me they wer
never in better order, both the affaires of my estate and
troup.” He had long been a stranger to both, and his
visit to London was further prolonged by another matter
which touched him—the forfeiture of the estate of Mac-
dougall of Freuch.? His postscript added: ‘My Lord,
your cousin has been seek these ten days of the small
poks, but in all apearance will recover, tho’ she has them
mighty ill. I will have the honor to see your Lordship
shortly.’

Claverhouse’s anticipated meeting with Menteith pro-
bably did not take place® There was, in truth, little
hope of occupation in Scotland to tempt him thither.
Cameron’s death, followed a year later (12th July 1681)
by Cargill’s apprehension,* extinguished the last flicker of
active revolt. Claverhouse, one may assume, remained at
his patron’s side during the stormy Exclusion debates in
the Parliaments of 1680 and 1681, until York came safely
to harbour upon the flood of Tory reaction. InJune 1681
the Duke was in Edinburgh’ and on 28th July 1681,

1 Red Book of Menteith, vol. ii. p. 189. 2 See below, p. 96.

3 There is no actual proof of Claverhouse’s presence in Scotland before
7th October 1681.

4 Fountainhall, Historical Observes, p. 45.
. % Fountainhall, Historical Notices, vol. i. p. 300. A peculiar band of
fanatics, the ‘Sweet Singers’ were ‘so rude as to throw out broken
chandlers, and other trash, at the Duke of York’s coatch, as it passed
by the Canongate prison’ on 23rd June 1681. For this ‘company of dis-
tracted men and women,’ as Fountainhall calls them, see his Historical
Observes, p. 29 ; Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 350; Law, Memorialls, p. 186.
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as High Commissioner, opened a memorable Parliament.
His succession to the throne, assailed in England, was
secured in Scotland by an Act. Allegiance to the
future King was safeguarded by a Test, compulsory
upon all office-holders, and comprehensive to the verge
of contradiction.

Claverhouse probably accompanied York to Edinburgh.
The proceedings of the Estates had for him a particular
interest. Among those who had been prominent in the
late rebellion was Patrick Macdougall, a Galloway laird,
whose estate of Freuch, or Galdinoch, with other holdings,
lay in and round the parish of Stoneykirk, in the Rhinns
of Galloway, upon the coast of Wigtonshire! So early as
18th February 1679 he had been proclaimed a frequenter
of conventicles and a resetter of intercommuned persons.?
He had taken part in the rebellion, and was specifically
excepted from the Indemnity of the following July?
Early in February 1680 a process of forfeiture was in-
stituted against him, and his goods and property were
declared forfeit to the Crown.* Macdougall’s estate was
of not inconsiderable value’ and on 21st April 1680 a
charter was granted for its erection into a barony in
favour of Claverhouse® The operation of the charter,
however, was delayed” On 3rd February 1681 a royal

1 These details appear in the Reg. Mag. Sig. (MS.), vol. 1xviii. No. 261.

2 Wodrow, vol. iii. p. 4 3 Ibid., vol. iii. p. 180.

4 Fountainhall, Historical Notices, vol. 1. p. 252. Macdougall was, in
fact, still at large.

5 In the charter of it to Claverhouse, the ward and relief were fixed at
£363 and the marriage at £726 (Reg. Mag. Sig. (MS.), vol. Ixviii. No. 261).

8 Ibid. ; Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. v. fol. 464.

7 In his letter to Menteith of 24th August 1680 Claverhouse writes:
‘ My affaires . . . wer never in better order, . . . only ther was a stop
in the passing my signatur of the forfitur, and I stayed here a purpos
for to secur it, which nou, I think, I have don, tho’ I never had raison to
fear it, notwithstanding all oposition I had, and the King and Deuk my
frends’ (Red Book of Menieith, vol. ii. p. 189). The cause of the ‘stop’
was Claverhouse’s asserted failure to account for the fines he had levied.
See The Despot’s Champion, p, 124,
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letter to the Commissioners of the Treasury ordered the
necessary steps to be taken to enable Claverhouse to be
legally possessed of the forfeited estate.! Concurrently
with these favours Claverhouse obtained another. He
had inherited—his great-grandfather had acquired the
property in 16402—the Glen or Barony of Ogilvie in
Glamis parish. On 11th May 1680 a royal letter to the
Exchequer ordered the conversion of his tenure of the
property from simple to taxed ward, ‘in consideration of
his Loyalty, and of severall good and acceptable Services
done by him unto Us, especially in the time of the late
Rebellion’? On 6th September 1681 he had a ratifica-
tion of both concessions by the Estates.*

Claverhouse’s movements in this period of his career
are followed with difficulty. Inference rather than facts
avails to trace them. If he had accompanied York to
Scotland, he returned once more to London. Helen
Graham, or rather the more friendly bearing of her
parents, drew him thither. A letter from Lady Graham
to Menteith on 15th July 1681 offers a clue to this
feverish coming and going. Lady Graham at length
expressed her willingness, since Claverhouse had ‘prest
it so much,’ to entertain the Earl’s proposal regarding
him, and to ‘wave the propositiones’ of two other
suitors for her daughter’s hand, until she had learned
from the Earl what he proposed to do in the ‘setlement
of the honour of your ancestors, and the recouering of such
landes as formerly belonged to them.” Unless some satis-
factory arrangement could be made upon these points,

Y Warrant Book, Scotland, vol. vi. fol. 263. Claverhouse was re-
quired to pay a sum not exceeding two years’ rental of the estate as a
proportional payment towards the sum of £14,325, at which the expenses
of the suppr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>