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Vor. V., No. 17 OcroBer 1907

The Casket Letters

N 1905 Mr. T. F. Henderson published his book, Mary
Queen of Scors. It fell to my lot to criticise the book,
and, in a signed review,! I promised to return to Mr. Henderson’s
Appendix A.2 This Appendix is devoted to pulverising some
hypotheses of mine concerning the Casket Letters, published
in my Mpystery of Mary Stuart? and as I said that I would,
when I had leisure, consider Mr. Henderson’s arguments, and
publish the interesting circumstances of my conversion to his
opinions, if he converted me, I now ‘keep tryst’ If Mr.
Henderson and 1 had met, over our respective books and the
Lennox MSS. in the Cambridge University Library, I think
we might have converted one or the other of us to the constant
belief that we are both poor fallible mortals ; poor but honest,
even in our errors. As this conference was proposed by neither
party, I did what seemed best and fittest. I carefully examined
Mr. Henderson’s long and intricate argument; and, taking
point by point, I solemnly wrote a reply, which contained about
6500 words. Then I tore up my reply: Mr. Henaerson had
not converted me.

It is needless to go into all details minutely. In pp. 617-621,
Mr. Henderson examined the penman’s toil, the mechanical pos-
sibilities of a forger of the Casket Letters, deciding that the
task was too hard; too hard it would be if the judges were to
be modern experts, with leisure and microscopes. But the
judges were the members of the conference at Hampton Court,
meeting on the shortest day of the year. That day was occupied
with much other business, and work stopped when night drew

*In the Morning Post, 2 pp. 617-652.
8 Fourth Edition, 1904.
S.H.R. YOL. V. A



2 Andrew Lang

on. No result of the comparatio literarum is given in Cecil’s
report of the proceedings. Many members of the conference
presently advocated the marriage of Mary with the Duke of
Norfolk. In these circumstances the comparatio literarum, usually
a very weak form of evidence, is, as any barrister will admit,
entirely worthless.

As to the ‘convincing character’ of the other evidence, say
for the famous Letter II., Mr. Henderson remarks that, when
he wrote, I was ‘unable to make up my mind.’* That is
perfectly true. My book expressed, tediously, the waverings
of my judgment, my balancing of probabilities. But Mr.
Henderson represents these as, if I may say so, ‘dodges’; /e
says, in one case, ‘an ingenious maneuvre that I hope may
baffle and bewilder the enemy.’ He asks ¢what is the present
position of Mr. Lang’s belief in regard to the genuineness of
the Casket Letters? This—apparently. from strategical reasons—
he leaves us to discover.” Yet,2 he had discovered it! ¢Mr.
Lang is unable to make up his mind. . . > Quite true! My
word on the matter was this: ¢ While unable to reject the
testimony of all the circumstances to Mary’s guilty foreknow-
ledge of, and acquiescence in, the crime of her husband’s murder,
I cannot entertain any certain opinion as to the entire or partial
authenticity of the Casket Letters.’?

That was my position. Yet Mr. Henderson says that,
¢‘apparently for strategical reasons,’ I ‘leave us to discover’
what my position is. I find that, in Tke Mystery of Mary Stuart,*
I said that my opinion ‘is now more adverse to the complete
authenticity of the Casket Letters than it was, for a variety of
reasons which appear in the text.” I had, in 1904, an additional
shade of doubt. Mr. Henderson?® asks ¢ how much my adverse-
ness amounts to !’ with two other equally sagacious queries.

What questions! How can I make the quantitative estimate v

of a shade? Perhaps I may put it thus: In 1901 I would
have laid seven to five; in 1904, I would have laid seven to
four, against the complete authenticity. Later,® Mr. Henderson,
in his omniscience, explains why—he knows my motives—I
¢so readily’ (readily!) ¢undertook to show the possibility of
overcoming the supposed chronological difficulties of Letter II.
Well, I laboured sorely at that task. I took the trouble of
copying out Letter II., till 1 discovered that the difficulties of

1p. 621. 2 Jbid. 8 History of Scotland, vol. iii. p. 569, 1902.

4 Fourth Edition, 1904. 5p. 622. 5p. 636.

P wea——



The Casket Letters 3

the internal chronology ‘may be easily explained, if we suppose
Mary, on the second night, to have written by accident on
the clean side of a piece of paper, whereof the verso contained
some lines written on the previous night, but left standing by
the translators.’?

I was not glad to make this discovery, and I am not aware
that it had previously been made. My honest work Mr.
Henderson explains as part of my cunning. My motive for
my labour is exposed. I ‘really could not afford to dispense
with Letter II.,” for ¢strategical reasons,’ known to Mr.
Henderson.

On this question of my honesty as an historical critic I shall
say no more. We are all fallible, but I sincerely believe that
we are all honest, doing our best to find out the truth.

Mr. Henderson says that, in my treatment of the subject of
the Casket Letters, I “have blundered all along the line.” Not
quite that, I think, though I am happy to be corrected as to
the pace of George Douglas’s ride from Edinburgh to London,
starting on June 21, 1567, and as to the absence of Robert
Melville from that city, where Lethington expected him to be.
But it would weary the reader if I attempted to clear myself
from the charge of ¢blundering all along the line.

There are, I think, but two essential points on which Mr.
Henderson and I were at odds.

(1) T thought, and he does not, that there are traces of an
early forged letter.

(2) I inclined to think that Letter II. had been interpolated
with a large passage, really derived from Crawford’s declaration
of December 9, 1568. Mr. Henderson is of the opposite
opinion.

(1) The supposed early forged letter was noted by Mr.
Hosack. What he knew of it was derived from a statement,
by the Spanish Ambassador, de Silva, of a report made to him
by Moray, in July 1567, of a letter which had been read by
‘a man’ known to him; probably John Wood. That man
had a bad memory, or he %ad read a forged letzer. Mr. Hosack
easily showed, as against Mr. Froude, that this letter did not
tally with Letter II., but was much more explicit and poisonous.
On the essential points this is true. Mr. Henderson labours
to prove a negative.? I leave his arguments to his readers.
. They are, as far as I can judge, unconvincing. ‘

Y History of Scotland, vol. iii. p. 567. 2 pp. 639, 640.



p Andrew Lang

Again, a thing unknown to Mr. Hosack, there is a Lennox
document, printed by Mr. Henderson as THE BILL OF SUP-
PLICATION, in his Appendix II., and used by me (he cites it
as ¢Cambridge University Library, MSS. Oo. 7. 47°), which
contains a set of charges against Mary by Lennox.

I dated, and still date this document in July-August, or even
September, 1568. In the paper Lennox very closely follows
Moray’s version, not Letter II. But, on June 11, Lennox had
been working with John Wood. This is perfectly certain, for
on June 11 he wrote, or dictated, several letters to Scotland, and
they are on the same paper, and in the same hand, as letters sent
by Wood, on June 12, from Greenwich to Moray and Lethington.!
Moreover Lennox, in one of his letters, refers to Wood’s know-
ledge, through the Laird of Minto, of a confession betrayed by a
priest (later hanged, I am glad to say), and asks for information
on this head. Now Wood had with him copies of the Scots
versions of the Casket Letters, and Mr. Henderson ¢believes it
to be indisputable’ that Wood showed the letters to Lennox.?
In his Casket Letters® Mr. Henderson says, ‘the probability is that
they were not shown to any one.” If they were shown to Lennox,
why did Lennox, if he wrote the charges against Mary in the
Cambridge MS. Oo. 7. 4. f. 17. b after June 11 (I prove that
he did), follow Moray’s version of a letter, instead of following
Letter II., as he did in an indictment prepared for, but not
read to, the inchoate Commission of Inquiry at York, in October,
1568 ¢ Of this indictment we have a draft (Oo. 47. fol. 27), and
the ¢ Brief Discourse,’” put in at Westminster (Dd. 111. 66).

My hypothesis was that, in June, 1568, the Scots versions
included a forged, or partially forged, and never produced, letter
corresponding to the version of Moray, and of Lennox. Mr.
Henderson (p. 644) upsets this reasoning in a way of his own.
He says, 2 /a Sir John Coleridge at the Tichburne trial,
‘ Would Mr. Lang be surprised to learn that on May 28 (1568),
the Earl and Countess of Lennox presented to Elizabeth a Bill
of Supplication against Mary, which Bill they no doubt proceeded
to prepare as soon as they learned of Mary’s arrival in England.’
(May 16 : her arrival might be known to Lennox by May 19.)
Mr. Henderson proves the presentation of this Bill from
Chalmers,* and from a letter of Lennox to Cecil, of August 18.5

Y Maitland Miscellany, vol. iv. pp. 118, 120. 2p. 643. 8p. 29, 18go.

4 Mary Queen of Scots, ii. 289.

¢ Appendix B Mr. Henderson misquotes himself, he means Appendix E.
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Though I was unaware of this presentation of a Bill, nothing
could surprise me less, or be of less consequence to my argu-
ment. Mr. Henderson maintains that this Bill of May 28 is
the Lennox paper Oo. 7. 47. (f. 17. b), in which Lennox follows
Moray’s version, not Letter II. Consequently it was done a
fortnight before Lennox and Wood are proved to have met
(June 11), and therefore Lennox could not follow the Scots
versions if they were shown to him, later, by Wood, but rested
on a version which, in 1567, he may readily have acquired from
Moray in London. Mr. Henderson is so sure of all this
that he heads! his text of Oo. 7. 47.f 17.b Tue BiLL oF
SuppLICATION.

On seeing this heading I was staggered ; Mr. Henderson, I
thought, has found this heading of the document in the Lennox
MSS. at Cambridge. Who would not have shared this first
impression ! But, in fact, Mr. Henderson writes?: ¢ What I
venture to submit is, that the so-called “first indictment” is a
draft of The Bill of Supplication prepared in May, 1568.

Thus his bold heading of Oo. 7. 47. f. 17. b as BiLL oF
SuppLIicATION is a mere piece of playfulness, not intended to con-
vince a reader, or to alarm myself—though it had that effect.
The document Oo. 7. 47. (f. 17. b) is alone, in these papers,
in lacking a head-title or an endorsement. Mr. Henderson
might fairly have used the heading °Bill of Supplication (?).’
It is not headed Tue BiLL or SupprLicaTion. It is #or a Bill
of Supplication; there is no such document in the Lennox MSS.
It opens, “first to nott after the queens of Schotes arryvall,” and
it is a bungling, self-contradictory, and perhaps mutilated, history
of the relations between Mary and Darnley. It is so stupidly
executed that, though Lennox must have known the confessions
of Powrie, Tala, and Bowton (June-December, 1567), he cleaves
to the contradictory account of Darnley’s murder given in
Moray’s version of a letter (July, 1567). Moray sat at Bow-
ton’s examination, on December 8, 1567, but it was earlier, in
July, 1567, that he told de Silva that Mary, in her letter,
said that she would put Darnley ¢in the house where the
explosion was arranged for the night upon which one of her
servants was to be married’® Lennox must have known the

1p: 653. 2p. 646,

3 Mr. Henderson thinks that de Silva meant the house, known to all, where the
-explosion was later arranged. This is possible, but not thus did Lennox under-
stand the meaning.



6 Andrew Lang

confessions, yet he makes the murderers approach Kirk o’ Field
by ¢ the secret way,’ obviously the legendary subterranean passage
from Holyrood (p- 659). He knew the confessions, yet he says
that Kirk o’ Field ¢was already prepared with under mines and
trains of powder’ (p. 661).

There is no limit to the crass self~contradictory averments of
that crew!

The paper Oo. 7. 47. f. 17. b was not, and could not be,
written between May 16 (when Mary arrived in Elizabeth’s
power) and May 28, when the Bill of Supplication was delivered.
The proof is, as I showed, that, on June 11, Lennox wrote to
Scotland asking for ‘the sayings and reports’ of Mary’s ¢servants.’
If he asked for them on June 11 it was because he had not got
them. Any one but Mr. Henderson can see this fact. He can
see a similar fact. In his book The Casker Lesters (1890, p. xxvi.)
he writes : ‘Itis . . . absurd to suppose that Lennox, on June
11, 1568, should have written to Crawford for notes which he had
already in his own possession” Lennox did not do that: it is an
error of Mr. Henderson’s, but it is equally absurd to suppose
that, on June 11, Lennox wrote for the reports of servants which
he already possessed, and used, according to Mr. Henderson, on
May 28, 1568. Mr. Henderson’s so-called “Bill of Supplication’
is rich in reports and sayings derived from Mary’s servants.!
We even? possess a document from Scotland containing some
answers to Lennox’s request for servants’ reports. They give
private taunts of Mary to Darnley at Stirling (December, 1566),
and words of Mary’s spoken at Hermitage Castle when she
visited the wounded Bothwell. These are curious: ¢If Bothwell
died, she would not give a /ard for the face of any man m
Scotland but his only, and if she lost him she lost her right arm.’

The paper ends, ¢ further your Honour shall have advertlse-
ment of as I can find, but it is good that this matter’ (the
indictment-making), ‘be not ended, till your Honour receive
the copy of the Letter’ (Letter II.?) ‘which I shall have at your
Honour’ (send to you Honour) ‘as soon as 1 may have a trusty
bearer.” The condition of the paper proves that it has been sent
as a letter. It is one of, no doubt, several replies to Lennox’s
demands for servants’ reports and other information. If he had
them on June 11, why did he then ask for them? He had them
not. So Oo. 7.47.f 17.b is subsequent to June 11, when he
asked for the reports.

1See them in pp. 658, 659. 2MS. Oo. 7. 47. fol. 7.
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He could not send for and receive these reports, and make
his so-called ¢Bill of Supplication,” between May 19, when he
may have learned that Mary was now in Elizabeth’s power, and
May 28, when he put in the Bill of Supplication. On June 11
he was asking for these sayings and reports ; Mr. Henderson
states that he had to write again to Scotland. Indeed his letters
of June 11 were apparently intercepted. They were later in the
muniment room of his deadly foes, the Hamiltons.

Thus, certainly, Oo. 7. 47. f. 17. b was written long after
June 11, and is not work done in May 19-28. Mr. Henderson
argues against this on the ground of a confusion of my own. I
still seem to remember a yet earlier indictment than that of
Qo. 7. 47. f. 17. b; but, as it is not in the transcripts of Father
Pollen (which he has again kindly lent to me), I conceive that I
got ‘a little mixed’ (as Mr. Henderson says of de Silva)
among the papers.

Mr. Henderson writes that ‘in the so-called first indictment
there is not the slightest evidence that Lennox received replies
to his letters.” There is only the evidence of the presence in the
indictment of the ‘sayings and reports of her servants,’ for
which, in his letters, Lennox asked. That is all. Thus in
Oo. 7. 47. f. 17. b Lennox, after—according to Mr. Henderson
—he saw the Scots letters, prefers to follow Moray’s version of
Mary’s letter. That version would therefore seem to have been
in the Scots copies of the letters.

In a later indictment! Lennox alludes to Moray as ‘here
present’ with lords and gentlemen. Reference is also made to
Crawford’s presence and evidence, which were useless, except
as corroboration of Letter II. Finally (D. 111.°66), Letter
IL. is cited in ¢ A Brief Discourse’ which opens with an address
to ‘your Grace and Honours, namely the Commissioners with
Norfolk at York.

It is thus certain that, in July-August, or even later, Lennox
prepared an indictment? which shows knowledge of Moray’s
version of an impossible letter, and that we have no proof of
his knowledge of Letter II. till he addresses the Commission at
York in October. Thus room is left for the hypothesis that
Letter II. is made up by the addition of the reports of Crawford,
the greater part of which he swore (Dec. 9, 1568) he had written
down from Darnley’s instant account of his interviews with
Mary, ¢as near as he could carry it away,” and given to Lennox.

10o0. 7. 47. fol. 27. 2Qo0. 7. 47. f. 17. b,
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Mr. Henderson? urges that Lennox had ‘lost’ these notes. But
he does not say why, if so, Lennox, when asking Crawford
(June 11) for his reminiscences of his own talk with Mary, did
not also ask for reminiscences of the ‘lost’ notes of the Darnley-
Mary talks which Crawford had written out, at the moment
(January 21, 22, 1566-1567), and given to him. I asked that
question; Mr. Henderson omits notice of it, a process rather easy
than convincing.

Mr. Henderson erects? ‘a towering pyramid of impossi-
bilities’ as regards the theory of interpolation of Letter II. In
my draft for this article I replied to all of this, showing that
Mr. Henderson’s historical perspective was wrong, and that
Mary’s accusers accumulated what, to us, seem ‘impossibilities ’
in their management of a charge brought by them—accomplices
and perjured men—against their Queen. As to Crawford’s
declaration of December 9, 1568, and as to its rendering into
English, ¢ The Lords retained,” I say, ¢ Crawford’s original auto-
graph text (in Scots doubtless) “written by his own hand,”’ for
which I cite Goodall, Vol. IL. p. 88. Unluckily we have not his
autograph declaration in Scots. Mr. Henderson prints the
Lennox Draft,? I print the copy in the State Papers.

The two copies prove to me now, whatever I said before, that
Crawford’s Scots deposition was carefully made into English for
the English nobles and others. The two versions vary in
points. The Lennox Draft opens with the conversations between
Mary and Darnley, and ends with the earlier- talk between
Mary and Crawford. The States Papers version, more logically,
reverses the positions. The Draft has erasions, interlineations,
and, where the State Papers has ¢ moreover,’ has thys’ erased,
and ¢ferther’ substituted, while the State Papers version, in
place of ¢ ferther’ (which is Scots) has ¢ moreover.” As far as
I understand the position, the State Papers version is a corrected
copy of the Lennox Draft.

At this point my long written examination of and reply to
Mr. Henderson’s criticism closed. 1 was unconverted to his
views. But it occurred to me to make what I had not made
so carefully before, a close comparison between our copies of
Crawford’s declaration and the Scots version of Letter II. The
first thing obvious is that Crawford’s account of his own con-
versation with Mary, when she entered Glasgow, differs greatly
from the account in Letter II. It is longer; gives two reasons

1pp. 651. 652. 2 pp. 648-650. 8 pp. 664-668.

T ——



The Casket Letters 9

why Lennox cannot come to meet her, while Letter II. only
glves one ; and contains self-defence and compliments which are
not in Letter II. Moreover, Letter II. represents Lennox as
desiring an inquiry into certain matters wherein Mary suspected
him. Crawford has not this.

To Mary’s remark “there is no receipt against fear,” Crawford
makes himself answer with spirit; and again he reports himself
as saying that Lennox only wished that the secrets of every
creature were legible in their faces. Letter II. makes Lennox, or
Crawford, represent that she ¢answered but rudely to the doubts
that were in his letters.” Crawford makes no reference to any
letters. Letter II. says that Crawford spoke beyond his com-
mission ; about an inquiry desired by Lennox. Crawford makes
Mary ask him if he has any further commission.

These two accounts of the matter differ as much as any two
independent accounts of a conversation are likely to do. What
were the doubts in letters of Lennox’s to which, in Letter II.,
Mary ‘answered but rudely’? Probably they were passages in
letters of Lennox to Darnley, ¢at Stirling,’ says Crawford,
not so Letter II. Cunningham communicated Lennox’s doubts
to Mary, we surmise, and it was then (Letter II.) that Mary
¢spoke rude words to Cunningham.’

Certainly, in this passage, Crawford does not borrow from
Letter II., and who can believe that a forger, working on
Crawford’s version, could produce that of Letter II., and intro-
duce the reference to Lennox’s letters? If this.| Was done,
Lennox must have ¢ coached ’ the forger. The forger would ask,
¢ What was the affair of Cunningham ?* Lennox would answer,
¢Oh, he repeated to the Queen some doubts from letters
written to my son by me: my son and she were quarrelling
like wild cats at Stirling” Then the forger, as a ¢blind,” and
to vary from Crawford’s declaration, inserts the allusion to the
letters, and the other variations !

This hypothesis any one may hold who pleases, but I
cannot hold it. I believe Crawford’s and Letter II. to be,
here, independent and unborrowed versions. There follow
in Letter II. two long paragraphs (3 and 4 in my text).
Close as is the correspondence of the two versions of the
conversations, Crawford has some original points. Thus (para-
graph 6 in my text), the Scots Letter II. has ‘Gif I _may obtene
pardoun, I protest I shall never mak fault agane.’ Crawford
has ¢Yf I have made anye fayle, that ye but think a fayle,
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howe so ever it be, I crave your pardone, and protest that I
shall never fayle againe. . . .” I believe that here Crawford
writes from his original notes, dictated by Darnley.

Again, Scots Letter II. has ‘not being familiar with zow.’
Crawford has ‘ye and I not beinge as husband and wife ought
to be, a much better expression. In both versions Darnley
says that necessity compels or constrains him to keep his wrongs
in his breast, when (Scots Letter II.) ¢yat causes me to tyne
my wit for very anger.’ But Crawford has ¢that bringeth me
in such melancholy as ye see I am.” In paragraph (7) Mary
writes, ‘I answerit ay unto him, but that would be ovir lang 1o
write at length. Crawford has, < She annswered yt semed hym
she was anoyed with hys sickness, and she would find a remedye
so soon as she might.” 1 think he had this from Darnley.

Again, Scots Letter II. has ¢I askit him why he wald pas
away in the Inglis schip. He denyis it, and sweirs thair unto;
but he grantis that he spak with the men’—that, and no more.
Crawford, after his form of this, adds ‘he had spoken with the
Englishman but not of mynde to go awaye with him, and if
he had, it had not bin without cause in respect of the maner how
he was used, for he had neather to sustaine himsellf mor his ser-
vauntes, and needed not to make farder discourse thereof, for she
knew yt as well as he. On reflection, I think this addition is
part of Darnley's speech, not an obiter dictum by Crawford himself.
That 1 am right can be demonstrated, though I have never
seen the point taken. Mary, in paragraph 7 of Letter II.,
makes no reference to these brave words of Darnley’s, which
Crawford quotes; Darnley’s reproaches about his ill treatment.
But, on her second day of writing (paragraph 19 in my text),!
she returns to the matter of the English ship. ¢He spak very
braiffly, at ye beginning, as this beirer will schaw you, upon
the purpois of the Inglisman, and of his departing. But in
ye end he returnit agane to his humilitie.” No man can believe
that a forger, with Crawford’s declaration before him, took
Darnley’s brave words given by Crawford as spoken ‘in the
beginning,” and made Mary first omit them, and, later, casually
“allude to them, ‘he spoke very bravely. . . .” If no man can
believe this, then Crawford’s declaration and Letter II. have
independent sources. Letter II. is Mary’s own, the declaration
is based by Crawford on his ‘lost’ notes or on memory.

There are many points in Letter II. which could not be

1 Mystery of Mary Stuart, p. 407.
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derived from Crawford’s declaration, for Crawford says nothing
about them. Here is one, in English spelling. ¢He’ (Darnley)
¢showed, among other talk, that he knew well enough that my
brother had shown me the thing which he’ (Darnley) ‘spoke
in Stirling. Half of it’ (of his words) ‘he denies, and above
all that he’ (who?) ‘ever came into his’ (whose?) ¢chamber.’
Is the brother of Mary, here, the Earl of Moray or Lord
Robert of Holyrood, who was rather friendly to Darnley?
What did Darnley say at Stirling that a brother of Mary
reported to her? Nobody knows : Crawford says nothing. A
forger had nothing to gain by adding a paragraph which perhaps
only Mary’s brother understood. There are other such examples.
Enfin, as far as my judgment is concerned, my scepticism is
broken down—Mary wrote Letter 1I., the whole of it. I had
long believed parts of it to be almost beyond doubt genuine.

In my book I said that parts of Letter II. seemed almost
‘beyond the genius of forgery.” An example is the presence
of a set of memoranda; one of them runs ¢ Of Monsieur de
Levingstoun.” Immediately under this Mary writes: ‘I had
almost forgotten that Monsieur de Levingstoun’ said some-
thing. If this be by a forger, I wrote, “his craft seems
superhuman.” But his craft is even more beyond belief when,
after the passage about Minto and Highgate, he makes Mary
write (to the entire confusion of the internal chronology) that
not till the day after her arrival did Darnley confess his know-
ledge of the Highgait affair. Why forge this?

In my opinion, then, after a minute comparative study of
Letter II. in Scots, and of Crawford’s declaration, the differ-
ences, not the verbal resemblances, between Crawford and Letter I1.
are the important point. He is not merely using Letter II. as
a source; and Letter II. is not based on his Declaration.
The two versions differ more and more as they advance. The
verbal identities may, in some cases, be the result of Craw-
ford’s transcribing on the instant Darnley’s fresh memory of his
conversations with Mary. Crawford based his Declaration mainly,
I think, on these notes of the moment, which Lennox possessed ;
Mr. Henderson’s belief that he had lost them is purely subjective.
I do not know on what evidence he holds this opinion.

In short, the comparison of Scots Letter II. with the
English translation of Crawford’s Declaration convinces me that
my hypothesis—Letter II. partly based on Crawford—is
impossible. Mary wrote the whole letter!
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Then why, I may be asked, did Lennox not quote Letter II.
in the Lennox Charges? Perhaps because, as Mr. Henderson
used to believe, Wood did not, in June, 15§68, show him the
Letters (though he must have told Lennox that they proved
Mary’s guilt). The secret was perhaps not entrusted to Lennox
in full detail at that time, or, at least, he had not a written ¢copy
of the letter” He had only Moray’s absurd version. Later, his
Scottish correspondent (in MS. Oo. 7. 47. fol. 7.) may have sent
the promised ¢ copy of the letter’ (Letter II. 7). That may even
be the copy of Letter II. in the Lennox MSS. at Cambridge.

But I cannot imitate Mr. Henderson’s certainty of opinion. It
may even be that Lennox in Oo. 7. 47. f. 17. b quotes from
Moray’s version, out of sheer stupidity. The document (Mr. Hen-
derson’s Bill of Supplication of May 28, 1568) is rife with equally
absurd self-contradictions. Lennox probably had a written copy of
Murray’s version ; he may have thought ‘it will do well enough.’

However this point may be settled, by reason of the
differences between Letter I1. and Crawford 1 have converted
myself ; 1 have attained, on this point, to that certainty in which
Mr. Henderson abounds. But it is due to him to say that,
in a passage which I did not remark till this paper was type-
written, he gave me the clue to the labyrinth. He wrote
(p- 633) that Letter II. ©contains information independent of
Crawford’s Declaration and other Lennox sources : this, and
the convincing nature of other evidence, external and internal,
renders it impossible to doubt its genuineness.’

I believe these remarks to be true. If Mr. Henderson
had worked out his suggestion in detail, as I have done,
—then the glory of my conversion would have been, under
Providence, his own.

Indirectly it is his own. But for his Appendix A, I might
never have looked into the problem of the Casket Letters
again. 1 did so with that ‘open-mindedness’ which, he
charitably says, might possibly be better termed ¢wide-
awakeness.’! In the same not unsportsmanlike spirit I report
the result of my fresh examination of the problem. My
arguments for the authenticity of Letter II. may be over-
thrown: 1 shall then withdraw them. But now, in my
opinion, it is ¢Lombard Street to a China orange’ in favour
of the genuineness of Letter II. Aot

. Lanc.

1p. 622.
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The Templars in Scotland in the
Thirteenth Century

THE Knights-Templars are surrounded by the halo of
romance and the glamour of chivalry. Their rapid rise
from a small and insignificant beginning to great wealth and
power, their brilliant military career with its heroic deeds of
daring, and their fall at last amid persecution into dishonoured
oblivion—such a tragedy, enacted on the stage of the Christian
world in the Middle Ages, rivets attention, and calls forth
sympathy. It possesses all the fascination of the enigmatical
and mysterious. For, when all has been said, the fall of the
Templars retains elements of doubt and difficulty, which make
the solution of the problem presented by it perplexing in no
ordinary degree.

At present, we are concerned only with the later years of
the Templars’ history, and as to those years, one only requires
to get, so to speak, into intimate relations with the Knights, in
order to discover that their right to be regarded with venera-
tion and respect is questionable. Overbearing carriage and want
of tact? had caused the contemporary judgment of their conduct
to be unfavourable, and this even in an age which was certainly
not unduly sensitive. Pride, as is well known, was attributed
to them by King Richard in the twelfth century, and at the
end of the thirteenth an additional hundred years of wealth
and warfare had not weakened their besetting sin. After the
fall of Acre there was no military outlet for their energies,
which were, thereafter, used in doubtful, and often mischievous
directions. ¢He must needs go that the devil drives,” and

1The Templar of Tyre gives details of the complete want of tact shown
by Jacques de Molay in dealing with his debtor, the King of France. It
was a blunder to throw a Papal letter into the fire, especially in the presence
of the bearer, who happened to be also one of the aggrieved parties. Jacques
de Molay is reported to have done this. Vide Gestes des Chiprois (Société de
P Orient Latin), pp. 329-30.

13



14 John Edwards

the pace is seldom regulated by prudence. The Templars
hurried towards their doom, their powers of resistance to their
enemies weakened by internal dissensions, and their fame
darkened by deeds of violence and greed. Avarice, and dis-
regard of truth and justice, where the aggrandisement of their
Order was concerned, were features of the history of their
latter years.

It is, however, becoming increasingly clear that heresy was
not one of their sins. Their faults really lay in the region of
conduct, not of belief! They were not theologians, but
warriors. They made enemies not only by reason of their
deeds of violence and injustice, but also through blunders in
policy and bearing, displaying gross want of wisdom.

This estimate receives remarkable corroboration from a minute
narrative of certain doings in Midlothian at the end of the
thirteenth century, preserved in a Charter of date 1354. The
deed containing this record was first mentioned by Dr. John
Stewart in his Report to the Historical Manuscripts Commission
on the writs of Mr. Dundas of Arniston. It is now preserved
in the General Register House, Edinburgh.2 Although referred
to on more than one occasion, it has not hitherto been printed
in full® It is so extraordinary as to raise doubts at first sight
as to its being a faithful narrative, but consideration of all
the details leaves little room for hesitancy in accepting the
substantial accuracy of the facts set forth.

The first part of the story is largely concerned with events
in Scotland shortly before, and at the time of, the battle of
Falkirk, and it is to be noted that in King Edward’s host there
was a large body of Welsh mercenaries“—a subject which
does not appear to have received from Scottish historians the
attention it deserves. The difficulty the King had in raising
troops for his wars in Flanders and Scotland—both in the

1Dr. Gmelin points out that no single Templar really confessed to any
heresy as his firm conviction. There is entire absence of that dogged
adherence to opinion which is characteristic of heretics in all ages (Gmelin,
Schuld oder Unschuld des Templerordens, p. 507).

2 Calendar of Charters, vol. 1. No. 122,

3The late Mr. Robert Aitken in an article which appeared in T%e Scottish
Review for July, 1898, on The Knights Templars in Scotland, quoted considerable
portions of this Charter,

4Mr. Gough has printed documents proving that King Edward had issued
writs to raise 11,300 foot from Wales, and the neighbouring shires of Salop,
Stafford, and Chester. Scotlond in 1298, p. 63.
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The Templars in Scotland 15

same year—is well known. He would not have trusted to
these Cymric clansmen, we may be sure, could he have done
otherwise. He had no alternative, however, as the usual feudal
sources were exhausted. :

According to the Chronicler the Welsh failed him :

¢The Walsch folk that tide did nouther ille no gode,
Thei held tham all biside, upon a hille thei stode.
Ther thei stode that while, tille the bataile was don;
Was never withouten gile Walsh man no Breton.
For thei ever in weir, men so of tham told,
Whilk was best banere, with that side for to hold.
Saynt Bede sais it for lore, and I say it in ryme,
Walsh man salle never more luf Inglis man no tyme.!

By the testimony of other contemporary writers, they did
worse than stand aloof at the critical moment. Walter of
Hemingburgh, who goes into details, states that two hundred
casks of wine were brought by the King’s provision ships
and distributed throughout the army. Of these, two were
assigned to the Welsh—not many, certainly, for so large a
number of men. He says that the intention was thereby to
impart Dutch courage to these doubtful auxiliaries!? They
naturally wanted additional liquor, and as the ecclesiastics in
the Army were thought by them to have got more than their
share, in the fight which ensued, eighteen priests, we are told,
were slain, and many others wounded. Thereupon the cavalry
turned out, and before order was restored, eighty Welshmen
had been slain, and the rest of the rioters put to flight. The
Welsh were evidently undisciplined troops, and probably a
source of great anxiety to the King and his officers. A
description by an eye-witness (Louis Van Velthem) who saw
them in Flanders that same year may be quoted, he says :
“One saw the curious manners of the Welsh. In mid-winter,
they were in the habit of running about with bare legs, wearing
a red tunic. ‘They could not be warm. The money which they
received from the [English] King was spent on milk and butter.
They used to eat and drink on every occasion no matter where
they were. I never saw them wear any armour. I examined
them repeatedly and carefully, going among them in order to
ascertain what defensive weapons they made use of in the field.

! Langtoft, Chronicle (Hearne), vol. ii. p. 306.

- 2 44 reficillandas eorum animas, eo quod valde defecerant et morichantur glomeratim.
Walter of Hemingburgh (English Historical Society), vol. ii. p. 176.
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They carried as arms, bows, arrows, and swords ; they had also
javelins, and wore linen garments. They were great drinkers
(grands buveurs). They were encamped at the village of
St. Pierre [lez Gand]. They did great injury to the Flemings.!
Their pay was too small, and it was their custom to make it
up by laying hands on what did not belong to them.’?

So much for the character of King Edward’s Welsh troops.

Another point may be shortly referred to. The Charter
is granted by ¢Brother Thomas de Lindesay, Master of the
Hospital of St. John of Jerusalem within the Realm of
Scotland.” He is the eighth Scottish Master of the Hospi-
tallers whose name is known to us.

Brother Thomas de Lindesay was sent into Scotland in
1351 by the Prior of England, Philip de Thame, ‘to take
charge of the possessions and goods of the Hospital and of
the Temple there.” It will be noticed that the place of grant-
ing is not Torphichen, but Balantrodach.® He appears to
have been resident there at this time, and from the indications
of the deed itself the conclusion may be formed that he had
a difficult r6le to play. Since the battle of Durham, or
Neville’s Cross (1346), David 1I. had been a prisoner. His
nephew, the Steward, had been re-elected Guardian, but the
Scottish Government was weak, while King Edward III. was

1'The Chronicler probably means that they did this injury by their example
of want of discipline.

2Spiegel Historiaal, livre iv. chap. ii. pp. 215-16, quoted by F. Funck-
Brentano, Annales Gandenses, p. 7. The English, as well as the Welsh troops,
were unpopular in the Low Countries. The Minorite friar, author of the
Annales Gandenses, speaks in bitter terms of their conduct, and of the two
_ days’ riot between them and the Flemings of Ghent resulting from it. He
declares that ¢the English—most ungrateful of men, consuetam trahentes
caudam—tailed as wusual, were eager to pillage the town, and to put all
opponents to death. They set fire to it, therefore, at four different
points, so that the inhabitants, in their efforts to extinguish the flames at
these four separate corners, might be taken unawares, and spoiled of their
goods with comparative ease’ (Annales Gandenses, sub anno 1298).

8 Balantrodach, now the modern parish of Temple in Midlothian. Dr.
George Henderson, in a letter to the writer, gives its composition as Baile,
stead, hamlet, townland ; an the article; and #vd, quarrel, #odack, quarrel-
some. Its situation, to the south-west of the Pentland (Pictland) Hills, in
the debateable land in early times between Celt and Saxon, renders ¢Battle-
stead’ a thoroughly appropriate name. The principal preceptory of the
Knights Templars in the peaceful valley of the South Esk with the old
parish church—an interesting pre-reformation building now roofless—is now far
removed from all associations of strife, but this was not its early character.
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a strong and strenuous ruler, swift to seize upon every
opportunity for intervening, and thus strengthening his hold
upon the smaller kingdom. Hence Brother Thomas shows
an anxious desire to avoid everything savouring of injustice
and high-handed dealing, which might give ground for appeals
against his Order. He wishes manifestly to establish a character
for equity and fairness between man and man, so that, come
what might, he and they would be safe.

TRANSLATION OF CHARTER BY BROTHER THOMAS DE LINDE-
SAY MASTER OF THE HOSPITAL OF ST. JOHN OF JERUSALEM
TO ROBERT, SON OF ALEXANDER SYMPLE OF HAUKERSTOUN.

1354.

Translation. To All the sons of the Holy Mother Church to whom
these presents shall come Brother Thomas de Lindesay Master of the
Hospital of St. John of Jerusalem within the Realm of Scotland [ Wisheth]
Everlasting Salvation in the Lord Whereas Robert Symple son of
Alexander Symple of Haukerstoun in our Courts holden at ¢Blantro-
dokis’ and other public places frequently in the most earnest way possible
besought us to grant him justice, and to give him an Assize of faithful
men regarding a certain land or tenement lying within the territory of
Esperstoun which belonged to the foresaid Alexander his father, declaring
always before witnesses that if we refused to grant him full justice in
our Court, he would in that case obtain redress by means of letters
from the King’s Chancery. Accordingly we being desirous to do justice
and also fearing lest the King! or his Minister on our refusal, should
take the matter in hand, which might result in great prejudice to our
privileges, took counsel with our Brethren and legal experts first of
all, and by common assent and consent of our Chapter held in our
principal Court at ¢Blantrodokis’ on Wednesday the 3oth day of the
month of April A.p. 1354, the said Robert Symple having personally
appeared in our presence seeking justice as formerly touching his petition,
granted to him an Assize; to which Assize we did choose by ourselves
and our brethren of the Chapter the soothfast and honourable men, as
well free tenants as others underwritten, from the best and most reverend
of our whole lordship through whom the truth of the matter might
be better known, and for this purpose they touched the holy Gospels
and took the greater oath, namely William Slyeth 2 of Temple, Laurence
son of Peter, Thomas de Megeth, John de Elewoldschawe, Richard
de Yorkistoun, Adam Hoy, Richard de Esthouse, William Broun, Richard
Doune, Richard de Croshauhope, William son of Mariota, Hugh de
Haukyrstoun, and Patrick son of David Sutor of Arnaldistoun: Who
being sworn and accorded, narrating the whole progress [of title] of
the said land or holding from the beginning unto the end, in what
manner it came into the hands of the Templars and by what means

1 Edward III. 2 Bailiff of the Hospitallers at Balantrodach.
B
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it had been recovered from them, in virtue of their oath duly given
say that there was a certain man, by name Robert the Scot, who was
true lord and just possessor of the said land and died lawfully vest and
seized in the same; that he had a daughter who succeeded him as
heiress, by name Christiana, whom William son of Galfrid of Haukir-
stoun! married, and by whom the said William had three sons, vizt.
Richard Coque, William called William son of Christiana, and Brounin
his younger brother ; that the said William son of Galfrid, more
given to ease than to labour, during his life, conveyed the said land—
the patrimony of his said wife, for his lifetime, to the Templars in
return for his maintenance, seeing that he could not make a more
ample alienation of the said land ; whereby he moved it away from
his wife and not away from himself. The said William accordingly
lived in the house of the Temple and the said Christiana his wife
dwelt in a certain residence on the said property assigned to her though
barely sufficient for the support of herself and her boys, until the death
of the said William her husband. On his death, there came to the
home of the said Christiana the Master of the House of the Temple with
his followers at Esperstoun. Wishing to drive her forth from her home
and property, he said that he had bought the said land from her deceased
husband ; but this the said Christiana controverted and expressly denied,
declaring to him that her husband neither sold to him the said land
nor could in any manner do so, as that land was her property and not
her husband’s. But the foresaid Master, in no wise desisting on account
of her declarations, ordered his followers to drag her forth from her
house, and she, resisting this with all her might, closed the doors of
the house by which the brethren—followers of the said Master—had
entered, and they dragged her to the door, and when she had reached
the house-door, she put her arms in the vault of the door and thus
twining them she held on firmly so that they could not pull her forth.
Seeing this one of the followers of the Master drew out his knife and
cut off one of Christiana’s fingers, and they thus forcibly and wrong-
fully expelled her, wounded by the amputation of her finger, sobbing
and shrieking, from her home and heritage, and the Master foresaid
in this manner intruded himself by main force ‘de facto,’ seeing that
he could not do so ‘de jure” The said Christiana, thus illegally
expelled, maltreated and foully injured, approached the Royal Court
and was at length conducted into the King’s presence at Newbotill,?
and she then declared the whole facts and the injury done to her by
the mutilation of her member. The King having heard these things
was greatly moved and ordered inquiry to be made in the premises by
Writ in Chancery by which the truth was known and the said Christiana
was forthwith again infeft in her said land and lawfully and honourably
restored to the same, and thereafter remained in peaceable possession

1 Galfrid le Simple appears more than once as a messenger in the English
Wardrobe Accounts of 1299-1300 (Liber Quot. Gard., pp. 297-8).

2 Edward I. of England. He was at Newbotle on Tuesday, 5th June, 1296,
and left for Holyrood next day. Gough, Itinerary, ii. p. 280.
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thereof for a lengthened period. But afterwards war having broken out
and increasing between the Kingdoms, the gates of justice were closed
and the foresaid Master of the Temple a second time took forcible
possession of the said land, the said Christiana being illegally driven
forth as formerly ; and having thus taken possession he retained it con-
trary to justice, for some time, namely, up to the date of the Battle
of Falkirk? in which battle the said Master whose name was Brian de Jaia
took part and led from England with him a large body of Welshmen
and came to ¢Blantrodokis’ four days before the said battle and there
dwelt. Thereupon Richard Cook the above mentioned eldest son of
the said Christiana heard of the arrival of the foresaid Master and
appeared in his presence and sought of him his land, which the Master
himself retained having illegally expelled his mother. But the Master
deceitfully requested him on the morrow to come and guide the said
Welshmen to Listoun, promising to do him justice regarding his land
there; but the said Master meanwhile arranged with the Captain of
the said force to slay the said Richard, which was done; for on the
morrow as the said Richard came to guide the said Welshmen from
¢ Balintrodokis’ to Listoun they murdered the said Richard in the
Wood of Clerkyntoun? and left his body there after they had rifled it.
And thus the said land was illegally retained in the hands of the
said Templars, where it remained for some time afterwards, namely
up to the time of their destruction® which took place in the reign of
the most serene prince King Robert the Illustrious, in whose time
William son of the said Christiana and at that time heir to her and
to his brother the said murdered Richard obtained formal letters from
the King’s Chancery directed to the Sheriff and Bailies of Edinburgh
regarding his right in and to the said land which had belonged to his said
mother ; whereupon a faithful Inquisition being made with diligence by
the said Sheriff in the premises by means of the elder and more trustworthy
men of the whole neighbourhood* it was clearly ascertained that the said
land or holding was the property of the said Christiana the mother of
the said William in which she was vest and seized ; which land the said
Christiana never gave nor sold nor alienated in any way in favour of
anyone. And although William the son of Galfrid her husband before-
mentioned placed the said land in the hands of the Templars by a
certain agreement for his lifetime, it was rendered null by law, since
this agreement had and could have no force after his death, seeing that
the said land was the estate of his wife, and consequently the foresaid
Templars could have no right by virtue of such an agreement or alienation
made by her said husband in and to the said land on his death, nor
was their claim of any validity after his death: Moreover it was ascer-
tained that William son of the said Christiana was son and nearest heir

11298. 2 Now Rosebery.

3In Scotland, November, 1309. See Processus contra Templarios in Scotia
(Spottiswoode Miscellany, vol. ii. p. 7).
. 4 Patria. ‘'This term is used in a restricted sense, signifying the vicinity
outside the walls of the Religious house. #ide Raine, North Durkam, p. 124.
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of his said mother and of lawful age: And the truth of the matter
having been thus faithfully ascertained and declared in due order of law,
the said William son of Christiana obtained heritable seizin of the said
land or tenement with its pertinents which belonged to his foresaid
mother, justly and legally, and thus brought into true and peaceful
possession of the same, and freely and peacefully vest and seized, he enjoyed
for many years the said land with all its pertinents: And the said
jurors say unanimously that these things are true: And they say further
that the said William son of the foresaid Christiana afterwards in the
greatest and most urgent necessity, gave, granted, and heritably in all
time coming disponed his said land or holding with all its pertinents
to his dear kinsman Alexander Symple before-named and his heirs for
a certain sum of money which the said Alexander gave and fully paid :
Of which land or holding with its pertinents the foresaid Alexander
obtained from the Superior who at that time held the lordship of ¢ Blantro-
dokis’! heritable seizin in due form, and being lawfully put into corporal
possession of the same, remained vest and seized of the said land or tenement
with its pertinents for many years in peaceful possession: And they say
that the said Robert Symple is the son and heir of the said Alexander
his father and of lawful age: These things say the said jurors with
one accord in all the premises in virtue of their oath taken by them :
Therefore We having God before our eyes and wishing to do justice
to everyone do grant to the said Robert as son and heir of the foresaid
Alexander Symple the full infeftment lawfully due to him in the said
land or tenement with all and singular the pertinents thereof in God’s
name, and do deliver to him heritable seizin with our own hands by
common consent of our Brethren at Haukyrstoun? upon Monday on
the Feast of St. Dunstan Archbishop® in the year above mentioned,
before these Witnesses William Sleeth of Temple, Laurence son of
Peter, William Tod, John son of Roger, Laurence Squire and many
others: Nevertheless we ordain by these our letters patent Adam called
Morcell our Serjeant of ¢Blantrodokis’ to put the said Robert Symple
upon the ground of the said land or holding into corporal possession
of the same with its pertinents saving the rights of every one: Which
Adam Morcell, having cited the worthy men by virtue of our precept,
upon the ground of the said land or holding gave corporal heritable
seizin of the same with all its pertinents to the said Robert Symple
upon Tuesday on the morrow of the said feast of St. Dunstan in the
year before written in the presence of the good men witnesses to the
said seizin, vizt.: William Slieth foresaid at that time our Bailiff at
¢ Blantrodokis,” Laurence son of Peter, Adam de Hermistoun, Thomas
de Megeth, Alan de Yorkystoun, Adam de Wedale, at that time our
Forester at ¢ Blantrodocis,” John de Catkoyn, John Tod, Alan de Wedale,

1 Probably Reginald More, who had a grant from Brother Ralph de Lindesay
[1309-1333].

% Halkerstoun, prebenda in collegio de Creichioun (Reg. Mag. Sig. I. Jac. iv. No.
1784).

3 19th May.
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William son of Mariota, Richard de Yorkystoun, William Tod, William
Brown, John de Camera, Alan son of Symon de Herioth, Thomas son
of Hugh de Middletoun, Robert Morcell, Oliver Fuller, Patrick Sutor,
Patrick Morcell, John Bell de Locworward, the said Adam Morcell our
Serjeant and many others: And that all these premises may be kept
in memory, that the truth of the matter may be known in future time
we have caused these our Letters patent to be sealed with our Common
Seal : Given at ¢Blantrodocis’ on the day and year above said.

After reading this Charter one naturally asks if the Templars
were charged with instigating the murder of Richard. Strange to
say they were not, when in 1309 they were tried in Scotland.
Forty-eight witnesses, including the accused themselves, were
examined ; not one of them says a definite word about the
murder. There is a monk from Newbotle—the eighth witness
—and we turn to his evidence with expectation, for it was
at Newbotle that Christiana told her story to King Edward
thirteen years before, and subsequent developments would
surely be known to such near neighbours. But Adam of
Wedale confines himself entirely to general statements. After
concurring in the evidence of previous witnesses regarding the
secrecy observed at the meetings of the Chapters of the
Templars, he adds: ¢ The Order is defamed in manifold ways
by unjust acquisitions, for it seeks to appropriate the goods
and property of its neighbours justly and unjustly with equal
indifference, and does not cultivate hospitality except towards
the rich and powerful, for fear of dispersing its possessions in
alms.’! He evidently knows more than comes out, but is
either afraid to speak frankly and freely, or considers that in
a trial for heresy evidence of cruel oppression and homicide
would not count for much, as compared with proof of falling
away from the orthodox faith. We must remember that
heresy was looked upon as far more heinous than moral
depravity. ¢Suspected heretics had practically no legal rights,
and their capture was the highest duty of all secular officials.’2

The Templars paid dearly for their possessions and moral
delinquencies. Their pride, avarice, and cruelty brought upon
them a heavy retribution, though they were innocent of the charges
of heresy brought against them. These latter were supported
by evidence of the most flimsy kind. In fact, the case and its
issue may be very fairly summed up in the words of

Y Processus factus contra Templarios in Scotia (Spottiswoode Miscellany, vol. ii. p. 14).
2H. C. Lea, Englisk Historical Review, iii. p. 152.
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Dr. Gmelin: ¢So ist, wollen wir alles zusammenfassen, zu
sagen, dass die Unterdrickung des Templerordens ist und
bleibt ein schmachvolles, in keiner Weise zu rechtfertigendes,
Unrecht.!

Turning to the Hospitallers in Scotland in the four-
teenth century, what light does the procedure detailed in
the Charter shed upon their position? It discloses one or
two points. For instance, we see that they were in effective
possession at this date (1354) of Balantrodach, the Templars’
principal preceptory. They were administering the Barony by
their own officers—William Slyeth, Bailiff, Adam Morcell,
Serjeant, and Adam de Wedale, Forester, are all mentioned.
Their own tenants, to the number of thirteen, form the jury
who try the question of heritable right. It is thus clear that,
however uncertain their future undisturbed enjoyment of the
property may have seemed, actual possession had been ceded
to them.

As to their own preceptory at Torphichen we get no
information. Brother Thomas de Lindesay, as we have seen,
is not resident there at the date of the Charter, and the Chapter
is mentioned as being held at our principal court at Balantrodach.’
One might argue from this that the War of Independence
had compelled the Order to vacate Torphichen, and that a
Warden having been put in by Bruce they had not
recovered possession. The reference to the times of ‘the most
serene prince King Robert the Illustrious’ (the only King
mentioned by name in the deed) is very courtly, and there
seems to be a politic attempt to point out that the suppression
of the Templars in Scotland, having taken place in his reign,
responsibility for it lay upon him; the inference being that
the patriotic party were thus bound to see that the Hospitallers,
who had been solemnly declared their heirs, were put into
possession of all Temple lands throughout the realm.

Joun Epwarbps.

1Gmelin, Schuld oder Unschuld des Templerordens, p. 510. This work is
an exhaustive critical examination of the case from beginning to end. The
twenty carefully prepared Tables forming the appendix give an elaborate
analysis of the testimony of the so-called witnesses.
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TEXT OF CHARTER BY BROTHER THOMAS DE LINDESAY
MASTER OF THE HOSPITAL OF ST. JOHN OF JERUSALEM
TO ROBERT, SON OF ALEXANDER SYMPLE OF HAUKERSTOUN.

1354.

Universis sancte matris ecclesie filiis ad quos presentes littere pervenerint frater
Thomas de Lindesay Magister hospitalitatis sancti Johannis de Jerusalem infra
Regnum Scocie Salutem in Domino sempiternam Cum Robertus Symple filius
Alexandri Symple de Hawkerstoun sepe in curiis nostris tentis apud Blantrodokis
et aliis locis publicis nos petebat instanter instancius et instantissime sibi
iusticiam facere ac assisam fidelem sibi dare super quadam terra seu tenemento
infra territorium de Esperstoun jacente que fuit prefati Alexandri patris sui
protestans semper coram testibus quod si iuris complementum sibi concedere
noluerimus in curia nostra in defectu nostro litteras Capelle Regie pro iusticia
habenda impetraret Nos vero iusticie inclinati necnon timentes si Rex aut
Minister eius taliter defectu nostro se intromitterent quod potuerit redundare
in preiudicium libertatum nostrarum non modicum concilio prius cum fratribus
nostris ac iure peritis habito ex communi consensu et assensu capituli nostri in
Curia nostra Capitali tenta apud Blantrodokis die Mercurii ultimo die mensis
Aprilis Anno Domini Millesimo trecentesimo quinquagesimo quarto prefato
Roberto Symple in presencia nostra personaliter constituto lusticiam petenti ut
prius super petitione sua assisam sibi concesssimus ad quam assisam per nos et
fratres nostros Capituli eligere fecimus viros fidedignos et insuspectos tam liberos
tenentes quam alios subscriptos de melioribus et antiquioribus tocius dominii
nostri per quos Rei veritas melius sciri poterat et ad hoc tactis sacrosanctis
ewangeliis maiore sacramento jurato videlicet Willelmum Slyeth de Templo
Laurencium filium Petri Thomam de Megeth Iohannem de Elewoldschawe
Ricardum de Yorkistoun Adam Hoy Ricardum de Esthous Willelmum Broun
Ricardum Donne Ricardum de Croshauhope Willelmum filium Mariote
Hugonem de Haukyrstoun et Patricium filium David Sutoris de Arnaldistoun
Qui jurati et concordati totum processum dicte terre seu tenementi recitantes a
principio usque ad finem quomodo fuit in manibus templariorum et qualiter
recuperata erat ab eisdem in virtute sacramenti sui prestiti dicunt quod fuit vir
quidam Robertus nomine Scotus qui fuit verus dominus et iustus possessor
eiusdem terre et iuste vestitus et saysitus obiit de eadem qui habuit filiam heredem
sibi succedentem nomine Cristianam quam quidem Cristianam Willelmus filius
Galfridi de Haukirstoun desponsavit et tres filios ex ea genuit scilicet Ricardum
Coqum Willelmum qui dicebatur Willelmus filius Cristiane et Brouninum fratrem
eius juniorem Dictus vero Willelmus filius Galfridi maius ocio deditus dum vixit
quam labori dictam terram hereditatem uxoris sue predicte in manibus
templariorum posuit pro sustentatione sue ad tempus vite sue cum ampliorem
alienationem de dicta terra facere non potuit Ex quo ex parte uxoris sue movebat
et non ex parte sui ipso quoque Willelmo in domo templi sic existente dicta
Cristiana uxor eius morabatur in mansione dicte terre portione quadam eiusdem
terre sibi assignata licet modica pro sustentacione sua et puerorum suorum usque
ad mortem dicti Willelmi viri sui. Eo vero mortuo venit magister domus templi

cum clientibus suis apud Esperstoun ad domum dicte Cristiane volens eam
expellere de domo et hereditate sua dixit se emisse dictam terram a marito suo
iam defuncto; prefata vero Cristiana contradixit et hoc expresse negavit
ostendens ei quod maritus eius nunquam dictam terram sic vendidit nec vendere
potuit quomodo cum illa terra fuit hereditas sua et non mariti sui ; Magister vero
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prefatus non propter allegationes suas dimittens precepit clientibus suis extrahere
eam de domo sua que pro viribus suis resistens hostia domus clausit quibus fratris
clientes dicti magistri domum intraverunt et illam usque ad hostium trahebant ;
Cumgque ipsa ad hostium domus provenisse utraque brachia in arcu hostii ponebat
Et ita ea plectendo fortiter tenebat quod illam extrahere non potuerunt; Videns
hoc unus ex clientibus magistri evaginavit cultellum suum et abcidit unum
digitum ipsius Cristiane et sic eam vulneratam digito suo amputato clamantem et
ululantem de domo et hereditate sua per vim iniuste extraxerunt, magistro
predicto sic se intrudente per potenciam suam de facto cum de iure non potuit 3
Prefata vero Cristiana sic iniuste expulsa vexata ac enormiter lesa Curiam Regiam
est executa ; ac in presencia Regis tandem deducta apud Neubotill totum factum
ac iniuriam sibi latam cum mutilacione membri sui ostendit Quibus auditis Rex
mirabiliter stupefactus fecit inquirere super premissis per litteras in forma Capelle
sue, unde  cognita veritate dicta Cristlana fuit statim in dictam terram suam
resaysita ac iuste et honorifice restituta ad eandem ; Et post in pacifica possessione
eiusdem per magnum tempus stetit ; Postea vero guerra mota et crescente inter
regna ianuis iusticie clausis, predictus magister templi iterato in dictam terram,
Cristiana prefata iniuste per vim expulsa, de facto se intrusit ut prius et sic
intrusus per aliquod tempus contra iusticiam eam detinuit videlicet videlicet (sic)
usque ad tempus belli varie capelle; ad quod bellum dictus magister nomine
Brianus de Jaia se disposuit et adduxit de Anglia secum magnam comitiam de
gente Cambrensi et venit apud Blantrodokis per quatuor dies ante dictum bellum
et ibi pernoctavit; Audiens autem Ricardus Coqus supramemoratus filius
Cristiane antedicte primogenitus adventum magistri prenominati, constitutus in
presencia eius petebat ab eo terram suam quam matre sua iniuste expulsa, ipse
magister detenuit (sic) ; Magister vero dissimulans precepit illi ut in crastino
veniret ad conducendum dictas gentes Cambrenses apud Listoun ; promittens sibi
graciam ibi facere de terra sua: Magister vero predictus interim convenit cum
capitaneo dicte gentis ut dictum Ricardum interficeret quod ita factum est
Crastino vero veniens idem Ricardus ut dictas gentes Cambrenses conduceret de
Balintrodokis versus Listoun ipsum Ricardum in Nemore de Clerkyntoun
interfecerunt, Et ibi mortuum et spoliatum relinquerunt ; Et sic dicta terra in
manibus dictorum templariorum iniuste detenta adhuc remansit per aliquod
tempus post, videlicet usque ad tempus destructionis illorum quod fuit in tempore
Serenissimi principis Regis Roberti illustris ; Tempore cuius Willelmus filius
Cristiane prenominate filius et heres tunc eiusdem ac fratris dicti Ricardi interfecti
litteras Regis in forma Capelle sue prout juris ordo expostulaverat vicecomiti et
ballivis suis de Edinburgh directas super iure suo quantum ad predictam terram
que fuit matris sue prefate impetravit ; Unde inquisitione fideli cum diligencia
facta per vicecomitem predictum super premissis per antiquiores homines
fidedigniores tocius patrie et insuspectos plane compertum fuit quod predicta terra
seu tenementum fuit hereditas dicte Cristiane matris dicti Willelmi de qua fuit
vestita et saysita quam quidem terram dicta Cristiana nunquam dedit nec vendidit
nec alicui quoquomodo alienavit ; et licet Willelmus filius Galfridi maritus suus
supramemoratus dictam terram in manibus templariorum per aliquam con-
vencionem posuit pro tempore vite sue Discussum fuit de iure, quod hec convencio
post mortem suam nullam vim habuit nec habere potuit, ex quo terra predicta
fuit hereditas uxoris sue, et per consequens templarii antedicti nullum ius causa
talis convencionis seu alienacionis per dictum maritum suum factum in dictam
terram eo mortuo habere potuerunt nec clamen illorum alicuius vigoris erat post
decessum eius Preterea compertum fuit quod Willelmus filius Cristiane predicte
fuit filius et propinquior heres eiusdem Cristiane matris sue et legitime etatis, Et
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sic rei veritate fideliter inquisita et expressata ordine iuris in omnibus servato
Idem Willelmus filius Cristiane saysinam hereditariam de dicta terra seu
tenemento quod fuit matris sue predicte cum pertinenciis iuste et legitime
optinuit et in vera ac pacifica possessione eiusdem deductus per plures annos
dictam terram cum omnibus pertinenciis suis libere et pacifice vestitus et saysitus
gaudebat, Predicti vero Iurati dicunt unanimiter ista esse vera, dicunt et ulterius
quod dictus Willelmus filius Cristiane predicte postea urgente maxima necessitate
predictam terram suam seu tenementum cum omnibus suis pertinenciis de se et
heredibus suis dilecto consanguineo suo Alexandro Symple prenominato et
heredibus suis dedit concessit ac hereditarie in perpetuum tradidit pro quadam
summa pecunie quam dictus Alexander eidem Willelmo filio Cristiane in sua
magna necessitate dedit et integraliter persolvit De qua terra seu tenemento cum
pertinenciis predictus Alexander per superiorem qui dominium de Blantrodokis
pro tunc habebat in forma qua decet saysinam hereditarie optinuit, ac in
corporalem possessionem eiusdem iuste deductus in dicta terra seu tenemento cum
pertinenciis per annos non paucos in pacifica possessione extitit vestitus et
saysitus de eadem; Dicunt etiam quod dictus Robertus Symple est filius et
heres dicti Alexandri patris sui et legitime etatis Ista dicunt predicti iurati
concordati in omnibus in virtute sacramenti sui prestiti ; Nos igitur Deum pro
oculis habentes ac volentes iusticiam facere cuilibet predicto Roberto filio et heredi
Alexandri Symple prefati plenum statum sibi de iure debitum de dicta terra seu
tenemento cum omnibus et singulis suis pertinenciis in Dei nomine concessimus ac
sibi hereditarie saysinam manibus nostris propriis per commune assensum fratrum
nostrorum tradidimus apud Haukyrstoun die Lune in festo Sancti Dunstani
archiepiscopo anno supradicto Hiis testibus Willielmo Sleeth de Templo
Laurencio filio Petri Willielmo Tod Iohanne filio Roger Laurencio armigero et
aliis pluribus ; Nichillominus precipiendo mandavimus per literas nostras patentes
Ade dicto Morcell seriando nostro de Blantrodokis quod ipse dictum Robertum
Symple super territorium dicte terre seu tenementi in corporalem possessionem
eiusdem cum pertinenciis inponeret cuiuslibet iure salvo; Qui quidem Adam
Morcell citatis fidedignis precepto nostro mediante eidem Roberto Symple de
dicta terra seu tenemento cum omnibus suis pertinenciis super territorio eiusdem
Saysinam hereditarie tradidit corporalem die Martis in Crastino dicti festi sancti
Dunstani anno prescripto in presencia bonorum virorum dictam saysinam
attestancium videlicet Willielmi Slieth predicti tunc temporis ballivi nostri de
Blantrodokis Laurencii filii Petri Ade de Hermistoun Thome de Megeth Alani de
Yorkystoun Ade de Wedale forestar nostri tunc temporis de Blantrodocis
Iohannis de Catkoyn Iohannis Tod, Alani de Wedale Willielmi filii Mariote
Ricardi de Yorkystoun, Willielmi Tod, Willielmi Broun, Iohannis de Camera,
Alani filii Symonis de Herioth Thome filii Hugonis de Middiltoun Roberti
Morcell Oliveri Fullonis Patricii Sutor Patricii Morcell Iohannis Bell de
Locworward Ade Morcell Seriandi nostri predicti et aliorum multorum; Et
ut hec omnia premissa ad memoriam possint reduci pro rei veritate cognoscenda
inposterum presentes literas sigillo nostro signatas communi fieri fecimus patentes ;
Datum apud Blantrodocis die et anno supradictis.

[Seal gone.]
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The Reign of Edward IIL, as recorded in 1356 by Sir
Thomas Gray in the ©Scalacronica, and now trans-
lated by the Right Hon. Sir Herbert Maxwell, Bart.,

continued.

At Christmastide preceding an English knight, James de
Pipe, was surprised in the tower of Epernon which he had
won from the French. He was so confident in the strength
and height of the keep that he did not set a proper watch ;
and, having caused a low window to be built up, the fortress
was lost through the said window, by the wile of a French
mason who built it up dishonestly. The said James was
taken in his bed, and also the knight Thomas de Beau-
mont, who had come to lodge the night with him as he
was travelling from one district to another on safe conduct.
Both of these, and their property, were under safe conduct
of the Regent, the king’s son. Now the said James had
not discharged his ransom for the other time that he was
captured in season before, having been taken near Graunsoures,
as he and the English knight Otis de Holland were
travelling from the King of Navarre at Evreux, when the
said Otis was wounded and died thereof. From which
former captivity the said James was rescued from the hands

us, Of the enemy by his well-wishers the English, who were in
fo. 232> garrison throughout the country. Having espied that, at a
~certain hour of the day, he was accustomed to go and ease
himself outside the castle of Auneuyle where he was detained,
they concealed themselves near at hand, found him at the
place, took him away, and declared that he was rescued.
Those who had captured him and in whose keeping he was
a prisoner maintained that this was not a proper rescue,
but contrary to his parole, inasmuch as he had assured
26
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them he would observe ward loyally without deceit, collusion
or evil design. They blamed him for this and charged
him with it openly, telling him that the said English had
arranged this ambush against the laws of loyal chivalry
[acting upon] his instigation, information, procurement, com-
mand and design. In consequence whereof they afterwards
agreed upon a sum of ransom, of which he had provided
and laid by much with him in the said tower.

In the same season about the feast of the Purification, an
English knight, Robert Herle, who was Guardian of Brittany
for the King of England, was in the field against the Welsh
Bretons! near Dowle, where there was a river between him and
his enemy; and when the English were descending, thinking
that they might find a bridge (but this was broken for there
was a great flood in the river), an English knight, Robert de
Knollys, coming on the other side [of the river] out of Brittany
[leaving] his fortress on the command of the said Guardian,
descried his friends, and with seven of his comrades, spurred
forward rashly without the rest of his people being aware of
it, judging by the descent which he saw the English making
that the said Guardian had crossed the river, and so he was
unhorsed and captured by the enemy. But without delay he
was rescued by his people when they came up, who were furious
when they perceived the mishap of their leader. They attacked
with the remainder of the force, defeated the enemy and rescued
their master.

This chronicle does not record all the military adventures
which befel the English everywhere during this war, because
of the [great] variety of them ; but [it records] only the
more notable ones. To relate everything would be too lengthy
a business.

Be it known that, in Passion week of the same season, the
said King of England marched through Beauce, where the
monasteries were almost all fortified and stocked with the pro-
vender of the country, some of which were taken by assault,
others were surrendered so soon as the siege-engines were in posi-
tion, whereby the whole army was greatly refreshed with victual.

1 Bretouns Gallows, a term applied to the Welsh or Cymric people of Brittany
to distinguish them from the French Bretons. It occurs in Froissart. *¢Si
chevaucha le Connestable premierement Bretaigne bretonnant, pourtant qu’il
la sentoit toujours plus encline au Duc Jehan de Montfort que Bretaigne
gallot.” L. i. folio 438.
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At this time the Captal de Buch® went by permission of
the said King of England to Normandy with 22 English and
ws. Gascon lances, to interview the King of Navarre to whom he
fo. 233 was well-disposed. Near Dreux he fell in suddenly with four
and twenty French men-at-arms, knights and esquires, who
were lying in ambush for other English garrisons. Both sides
dismounted and engaged smartly ; the French were defeated,
and Beéque de Villaines their leader was taken with four of

his knights, the others being taken or killed.

The said King of England took up his quarters before Paris
on Wednesday in Easter week in the year of grace 1360,
[namely] in the villages adjacent to the suburb of Saint-Cloud,
across the Seine above Paris. He remained there five days,
and in departing displayed himself in order of battle before
the King of France’s son, who was Regent of the country and
was in the city with a strong armed force. The Prince of
Wales, eldest son of the said King of England, who commanded
the advanced guard, and the Duke of Lancaster with another
column, marched close under the faubourgs from sunrise till
midday and set them on fire. The king’s other columns kept
a little further off. A French knight, Pelerin de Vadencourt,
was captured at the city barriers, where his horse, being wounded
by an arrow, had thrown him. [Certain] knights of the
Prince’s retinue, newly dubbed that day, concealed themselves
among the suburbs when the said columns marched off, and
remained there till some [knights] came out of the city, then
spurred forth and charged them. Richard de Baskerville the
younger, an English knight, was thrown to the ground, and,
springing to his feet, wounded the horses of the Frenchmen with
his sword, and defended himself gallantly till he was rescued,
with his horse, by his other comrades, who speedily drove back
into their fortress the Frenchmen who had come out.?

Then the Comte de Tankerville came out of the city
demanding to treat with the Council of the said King of
England, to whom reply was made that their said lord would
entertain any reasonable proposal at any time.

The said king marched off, spreading fire everywhere along
his route, and took up quarters near Montereau with his

1 Dusck in original.
2 Froissart gives the names of the French knights in this encounter, and

admits that they were defeated, and that ten knights were made prisoners.
[Book i. cap. ccxi.]
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army round him. On Sunday the 13th of April it became
necessary to make a very long march toward Beauce, by
reason of want of fodder for the horses. The weather was
desperately bad with rain, hail and snow, and so cold that
many weakly men and horses perished in the field. They
abandoned many vehicles and much baggage on account of the
cold, the wind and the wet, which happened to be worse
this season than any old memory could recall.

About this time the people of Monsire James d’Audley
[namely] the garrisons of Ferté and Nogent-en-Brie, escaladed
the castle of Huchi in Valois, near Sissonne, after sunrise, when g
the sentries had been reduced. This [place] was very well fo. 233®
provisioned and full of gentle ladies and some! men-at-arms,
knights and esquires.?

And eight Welsh Archers of Lord Spencer’s retinue had a
pretty encounter in Beauce when the said king’s army was
billeted in the villages. These archers, having charge of the
millers in a corn mill outside the lines near Bonneval, were
espied by the French garrisons in the neighbourhood, who came
to attack them with 26 lances and 12 French Breton archers.
Both sides dismounted and engaged smartly ; the French were
defeated, three of their men-at-arms being killed and nine made
prisoners, every man on both sides being wounded nearly to
death. Some of the said English had surrendered on parole
to the said enemy during the mellay, but were rescued by
the said Welshmen, who behaved very gallantly there.

The said King of England remained in Beauce, near Orleans,
fifteen days, for a treaty of peace which the Council of France
proposed to him, the Abbé of Cluny and Monsire Hugh de
Gentve, envoy of the Pope, being the negociators.3 The
English of the said king’s army had encounters, some with
loss and others with gain. Certain knights in the following
of the Duke of Lancaster, disguising themselves as brigands
or pillaging soldiers, without lances, rode in pretended disarray
in order to give the enemy spirit and courage to tackle them,
as several of their foragers had been taken during the preceding
days. Some of whom, the knights Edmund Pierpoint and
Baldwyn Malet, overdid the said counterfeit to such an extent

1 Undz, misprinted yndz in Maitland Club MS.

2The Maitland Club Edition gives a comma here, which makes nonsense
of the passage.

8The head of this mission was Montagu, cardinal bishop of Thérouenne.
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in running risks from the French that it could not be
otherwise than that they should come to grief; thus they
were taken and put on parole.

Sir Brian de Stapleton and other knights of the Prince’s
army and the Earl of Salisbury’s retinue, while protecting
foragers, had an affair with the French near Janville, and
defeated them, taking some [prisoners].

In reprisal for the raid which the French made upon Win-
chelsea, the admirals of the Cinque Ports and the English
northern squadron landed in the isle of Dans, attacked and
took the town of Lure and burnt it, and would have done
more had they not been stopped by command of their lord
the king on account of the truce.

People ought to know that, on the 7th day of May in the
aforesaid year, a treaty of peace was made near Chartres and
agreed to by the said King of England and his Council around
him on the one part, and by the aforesaid Regent and Council

us. of France and the commons on the other part, to the following
fo. 234 effect. All actions, claims and disputes to be extinguished and
relinquished ; the aforesaid covenants to be carried out, to wit,
that the aforesaid King of England should have the whole
Duchy of Guienne within its ancient limits, and the province
of Rouerge, the countships of Ponthieu, of Guines with its
appurtenances, Calais with the lordship adjacent, utterly, without
hindrance, conditions, appeals, evasions, demands or any sub-
jection to the crown of France, freely with all the crown
royalties for all time ; and that he should receive three millions
of gold as ransom for the King of France; and that the
aforesaid kings should be sworn under pain of excommunica-
tion as allies by common assent against all nations; and that
the action and dispute for Brittany between Montfort and
Charles de Blois should be adjudged by the discretion of the
said kings; and should this not be agreeable to the said
parties, [then] neither these kings nor their heirs should take
any part by aid or countenance. The King of France was
utterly to give up the alliance with the people of Scotland, and
the King of England was to remove his hand from the people of
Flanders, and the two kings were to be absolved by the Pope
from their oaths under the said alliance ; for the fulfilment of
which covenants it was agreed that the eldest sons of the two
kings—the Prince of Wales on one part and the Duke of
Normandy on the other—should be sworn by the souls of their
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fathers and on the body of God. And the King of Navarre
and twenty other personages of France, and the Duke of
Lancaster and twenty others of England, were to be sworn
also.

The two eldest sons of the said kings by their oaths upon
the body of our Blessed Saviour confirmed the treaty which
had been agreed to, drawn up and engrossed. The Duke of
Normandy and Regent of France, being laid up with an
imposthume, swore to it in Paris in the presence of valiant
English knights sent thither for the purpose, by whom the
said Regent transmitted to the said Prince of Wales exceed-
ingly precious relics of the most holy cross, of the crown of
thorns with which God was crowned upon the cross, with
other precious jewels, signifying that our Lord, when on the
cross with the said crown upon His head, had brought peace,
salvation and lasting tranquillity to the human race.

The said Prince of Wales took this oath in the great minster
of Louviers on the 15th day of May, in the aforesaid year,
in presence of noble French knights sent thither for that
purpose. The King of Navarre would not take the oath,
but came to speak with the King of England near Nemburgh,
whence the said King of England took his way towards Hon-
fleur, where he embarked for England, his sons and many
lords being with him, leaving the Earl of Warwick! in
Normandy as guardian of the truce.

The Duke of Lancaster and the Earl of Stafford, with
the rest of the English army crossed the Seine at Pont de
I'Arche on the way to Calais. They were partly recovered
from the grievous labours of this campaign, which had
lasted nine months, in which they had traversed as much
of France as they were able, courting combat to maintain
the right of their lord, finding nowhere encouragement in
this task, but subsisting all the time upon [the resources
of] the country, sometimes in plenty, at other times accord-
ing to what they could find in a country wasted and raided
before their coming by the above-mentioned English. So
that they had carried on the war to admiration on their
own account.

And thus the three English armies marched away? in good

1'The original has duk de Warwyk, duk being partly erased and ‘count’
written on margin in a different hand.

2 Departiz, omitted in Maitland Club Edition.

Ms.
fo. 234°
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hopes of peace, truce having been settled to last for one
year from the following Michaelmas, during which time the
pourparlers might be confirmed, and so the war be stopped
on the day and in the year aforesaid, which war had lasted
four and twenty years.

In the same season of the year of grace 1360, about the
feast of St. John,! Katharine de Mortimer, a young lady of
London, had become so intimate with Monsieur David de
Brus, who was called King by the Scots?® through the
friendship he had contracted with her while he was a prisoner,
that, in the absence of his wife, the King of England’s sister,
who at that time was residing with her brother, he could
not dispense with her [Katharine’s] presence. He rode con-
tinually with her, which display of favour was displeasing to
some of the Scottish lords. A Scottish youth,® named Richard
of Hull, at the instigation of certain great men of Scotland,
pretended to speak with the said Katharine upon the King’s
affairs as they were riding from Melrose near Soutra, and
struck her in the body with a dagger, killing her and
throwing her from her horse to the ground. Richard, being
well mounted, escaped. The deed having been done in this
manner, the said king, who was [riding] in front along the
road, returned on hearing the outcry, and made great lamen-
tation for the cruel loss he had sustained in his mistress.
He caused her to be taken to Newbottle, where he afterwards
caused her to be honourably interred.

About this time the King of Spain,® who was son of the
good King Alfonso, was ruled by the Jews. He did not
love his wife, but loved a Jewess par amours, for love of
whom he made Jews knights and companions of the Bend,
which order his father had instituted to give encourage-
ment to chivalry; for in his day none carried the Bend who
had not proved himself a [good] knight against the Saracens.
Wherefore certain Christian knights of the said order took
offence that the Jews should thus be favoured on an equality
with Christians, deeming that this was contrary to their

us. ancestral custom. They therefore told the said king that
fo. 235it was an unworthy thing that such dogs as these should
be companions of such a fair, honourable and dignified
order.
124th June. 2 Qe des Escotis fu dit roy.
3 Vn vadlet Escotois, ¢ Pedro ‘the Cruel,
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The king answered them in wrath, saying that they were
as much men as others, and not dogs, but were their equals.
“Very well,” replied the knights, ‘we are ready to test that
by our bodies at once’ ‘By God!’ exclaimed the king,
‘and so let it be. We shall see to it that you do so.’

The Christians were thirty, the Jews sixty-two [in number];
with the said king’s consent and in his presence they engaged
upon a plain with good swords, but without armour. The
Christians cut down all the Jews to death, at which the king
was most furious. He gave himself up entirely to youthful
excess, wherefore many of his people attached themselves to
his bastard brother with whom he was at war, for he had
caused his other bastard brothers to be slain.

The said King of Spain had been at war with the King
of Aragon,’ but this was composed between them by a
treaty of peace, and the King of Spain went off to his own
country and lived in a dissolute manner, so that without his
knowledge the war with Aragon was suddenly renewed more
fiercely than before.

Wherefore, albeit peace in itself is the earthly possession
most to be coveted by all reasonable natures as the sovereign
blessing of the age and the thing to be encouraged by a
ruler, yet the manner thereof gives much cause for reflection.
When the basis and motive of peace are derived honestly
from virtue and [a desire] to please God, without being
inspired, strengthened or constrained by any [other] influence,
especially by no wish for ease nor carnal desire, but virtuously
and righteously for the common weal, such peace cannot but
be profitable and good. But when there is a double motive
and the matter is undertaken in opposition to the said virtues,
there is not so much value in it, but the result of the affair
is greatly to be suspected; as when one is conscious of his
right and yet fails to maintain it through indolence and a
desire to avoid discomfort, wishing and hoping to find more
pleasure in another direction; or as when one abandons [his
right] through want of means, or through the weariness of
people’s hearts in persevering, or through growing old—this
[manner of] putting an end to a war is not often profitable
in the outcome; for many people intending only to warm
themselves set themselves on fire; and the chances of time

1 The war was between Pedro ¢the Cruel,’ of Castile, and Pedro IV. ¢the
Ceremonious,’ of Aragon.

c
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are so uncertain that, in thinking to avoid one trouble, one
involves himself in a greater one. And if it is not apparent
that war can be avoided by means of wealth, should not kings
despair of sufficiency of treasure? and, unless virtue dissuade
him [from war, what assurance has he that], failing to
obtain aid from one, he may not find others to aid him ?
That is to say—want of prudence, of hardihood and of
[means for] liberality. Want of prudence—as when one does
not inquire whether God will show him grace in advancing
his cause and does not press the same in reasonable
measure through the willing accord of his people, and with
such hardihood as shall not be daunted at a crisis by fear of
disaster or of damage to property during war; endurance of
which things in a bold way, [brings] honour, profit and cheer-
fulness, so that the hand shall be liberal in rewarding those
who deserve it, for the encouragement of others to do the
like—the one thing in the world most helpful in waging war.
Let him who seeks to stop a war otherwise than it pleases
God consider that the dice may turn against him just when
he expects to reap advantage. And if it were possible that
God would not allow that man should enjoy his blessings,
except on account of heinous sin, just as he prevented Moses
entering upon the Promised Land, because out of vain-glory
he received worship from the people of Israel,! who assigning
to his own power the miracles which God showed them at
his hands, in which he glorified himself, wherefore he forfeited
[the privilege of] the said entry [into the Promised Land],
the thing which, above all others, he desired.

Wherefore would kings do well to attribute their benefits
to God and to the good behaviour of their people, in
whose welfare consists their treasure; for God holds kings
in due governance as the executive government of their
people. For the people often suffer for the sins of kings;
wherefore they [kings] ought to take good heed lest their
actions bring about general and widespread disaster, as has
been often seen ; so that their [high] estate should be
regulated towards God by virtue and towards the people by
morality.

People ought to know that about Michaelmas in this
same year of the Incarnation 1360, the said King John of

L]} prist lmga du poeple de Israel. This strange word lnga, printed luga
in the Maitland Club Ed., appears to be a form of luange.
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France was released from his captivity by the King of
England at Calais upon conditions afore mentioned. Which
king having remained a prisoner in England for three years
—at London, at Windsor and at Somerton, payed on leaving
one million in gold, and left honourable hostages for the
fulfilment of the remaining articles in the covenant, namely,
his two sons, the Comtes d’Anjou and de Poitiers; his
brother the Duc d’Orleans ; his kinsman the Duc de
Bourbon; the Comtes de Blois, d’Alen¢on, de Saint-Pol, de
Harcourt, de Porcien, de Valentinois, de Brienne, de Wad-
demond, de Fores, and the Viscomte de Beaumont; the
Lords de Coucy, de Fiennes, de Preux, de Saint-Venant, de
Garenci¢res, de Montmorency, de Haunget, and the Dauphin
d’ Aineryne ; Messieurs Piers d’Alengon, William de Chinon,
Louis de Harcourt and John de Ligny. And in addition
it was agreed that if the sixteen prisoners taken at Poitiers
with the said King of France would remain as hostages
for the said occasion, that they should be released without
ransom under the said treaty ; and if not, that they should s
remain to be ransomed, other suitable [hostages] taking their fo. 236
places ; the names of which prisoners are Philip, Comte de
Berry, son of the said king; the Comtes de Longueville,
de Tankerville, de Joigny, de Porcien, de Saucer, de Dam-
martin, de Ventarwur, de Salebris, d’Auxerre, de Vendoéme ;
the Lords de Cynoun, d’Ervalle, the Maréchal de Oudenam
and the Lord d’Aubigny. Also it was agreed that two of
the leading burgesses of each of the best cities of France
should remain as hostages to the King of England until
the said treaty was fulfilled, that is to say, of Paris, of
Amiens, of Saint Omar, of Arras, of Tournay, of Lille,
of Douai, of Beauvois, of Rennes, of Chalons, of Troyes, of
Chartres, of Orleans, of Toulouse, of Lyons, of Tours,
of Rouen, of Caen and of Compiegne. These articles,
conditions and form of peace having been settled in due
form, were agreed to and confirmed by general assent of
the nobles of both realms, proclaimed in parliament and
ratified by the oaths of the two kings; for the execution
and fulfilment of which treaty the knight John de Chandos
was sent on the part of the King of England, fully
empowered to deliver up the castles and strongholds which
had been taken in various parts of the realm of France,
which he did faithfully as he was instructed by the King
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of England, according to the conditions agreed on. The
English who had continued this war with France on
their own account, joined forces with [men of] divers nations
and were called The Great Company. They left France by
command of the King of England, took the town of Pont
Saint-Esprit, and raised war in Provence, living wondrous
well by rapine.

Duke Henry of Lancaster died in March in the year of
grace 1361, and was buried at Leicester. This Henry was
sage, illustrious and valiant, and in his youth was enterprising
in honour and arms, becoming a right good Christian before
his death. He had two daughters as heirs; the Duke of
Bavaria, Count of Hainault, Zeeland and Holland, who became
insane, married the first; John Earl of Richmond, son of
the said King of England, married the second.

In this same year the said King of England caused a
castle to be rebuilt! in the Isle of Sheppey at the mouth
of the Thames.

In the same year aforesaid the King of Lithuania was taken
by the lords of Prussia? who surprised him by stratagem on
the departure of the Christian army from his country after
Easter, when he was pursuing them impetuously.

In this year there was a widespread mortality of people
in England, lasting in one place and another more than a
year, the second fatal pestilence which befel the people in
the reign of this Edward the Third.

On Saint Bartholemew’s day, in August of the same season,
the King of Cyprus took by storm the town of Satalie, in
Turkey, and garrisoned it with Christians.

Lionel, Earl of Ulster, in right of his wife and son of
the King of England, went to Ireland in this same season
to suppress the Irish, who were doing serious injury to the
English of the country after their manner.

In this season the King of Denmark fought hard at sea
with the Easterlings, who had retaken Scon® and much of
Sweden from the King of Norway.

10r ‘caused a new castle to be built’—fss edifier de nouel un chastel.

2The Letts or Lithuanians, a people of Indo-European race, were
Pagans in the 14th century, They remain the only European people, except
the Goidelic Celt, in whose language, as in Sanskrit, there are words beginning
with sr.

8 Schoonen.
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In this same year Edward, eldest son of the King of
England, and at that time Prince of Wales, took to wife, under
dispensation, the daughter of the Earl of Kent, his father’s
uncle. She had been married before,! and was a right
charming woman, and the wealthy heiress of her father and
of her uncle the Lord of Wake.

In the middle of January of this same year of grace 1361,
there came a storm of wind in several counties around London
which threw down churches and bell-towers, and trees in the
woods and gardens, stripping houses in an extraordinary manner.
The comet star appeared in this season.

In the same season the aforesaid King of Lithuania escaped
from prison by mining, with the collusion of a renegade
Lett who had been reared with the said lords of Prussia;
to remedy which escape the said lords in the following season
made a great naval expedition to Lithuania, besieged the
castle of Kovno on the Niemen, and took it by assault with
pretty feats of arms.

In the same season a band of the Great Company, which
had its origin during the King of England’s war, defeated
the power of France in Auvergne, most of the lords being
retaken who had formerly been prisoners of the King of
England.  Jacques de Bourbon was killed, also the Comte
de Salbrog, and many others in this affair.

In Lent of the same season, a band of Bretons, belonging
to the Great Company, were defeated at La Garer in Limousin
by William de Felton, an English Knight, at that time
seneschal of the district for the King of England.

In the following season, the year of grace 1362, a band
of Gascons belonging to the Great Company which had been
scattered in search of means to sustain themselves, were
defeated in Auvergne by the Bastard of Spain. The Governor
of Blois defeated in Berry another band of Gascons of the
same Company. A band of Englishmen under Robert Dyar
were defeated in the same season near Ho in Normandy by
Bertrand du Guesclin, a Breton.

About this time the duchy of Burgundy, with the countship
[thereof ], came to John, King of France, through inheritance
from his mother, who was sister to the duke, the offspring of
her brother being dead.

1First to William Montacute, Earl of Salisbury, and second to Thomas,
Lord Holland, Earl of Kent.
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The said King of France made terms with the Great
Company, which had disturbed his realm since the King of
ms. England’s war had been concluded, that they should quit his
fo. 237 realm on receiving a large sum of money; which they did,
betaking themselves into different countries where they found
wars ; many of them joining the King of Aragon against the

King of Spain, who were waging war against each other.

In this season the said King of England granted the duchy
of Guienne to his son Edward, Prince of Wales, to be held by
him by high seigniory, homage, jurisdiction and royal appeals.

About Michaelmas in the same year of grace, 1362, Pope
Innocent died at Avignon; after whose death arose great
dissension in the College of Cardinals about the election of
a Pope. For a long time they could come to no agreement
through jealousy [of each other], none being willing that any
of the others should become Pope. At last they chose a
black monk, a poor abbot of Saint Victor near Marseille, who
was so much astonished that he thought that the messengers
who brought him the news were making fun of him. He
was consecrated and named Urban : he made a rule that no
benefice of Holy Church should exceed one hundred pounds
in amount, except for those who had taken a degree in the
schools, and for these [the limit was] two hundred pounds;
and doctors of civil law, of decretals and of divinity should
not exceed three hundred pounds.

Joan, Queen of Scotland, and sister of the King of England,
wife of David de Brus, died in this same season, and was
buried beside her mother in the Minories of London.!

After this same Martinmas, the said King of England held a
general parliament in London, where it was ordained by
statute that the law pleas of his realm should be conducted
in English, having hitherto been so in French since the time
of William the Conqueror.

At the same Parliament the said King created his two sons
dukes—Lionel, Earl of Ulster, who was then in Ireland, being
made Duke of Clarence; the other, John, Duke of Lancaster,
[with remainder] to their heirs male. His third son,
Edmund, he made Earl of Cambridge? He fixed the wool

1She had left King David because of his infidelity, receiving Hertford
Castle from King Edward as a residence.

2Edmund was the fifth son, and was afterwards Duke of York.
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staple at Calais, where, on the same day of Saint Brice! in
the sixtieth year of his age,? he remitted of his grace to his
subjects all debts and arrears appertaining to his regality
which they owed him, abandoning all process on account of
party, treason or homicide. This [was done] in token of
temporal grace, just as every fiftieth year from the Incarnation
is the year of spiritual grace.

Before Christmastide in the same season a great battle took
place in Gascony between the Comte de Foys and the Comte
d’Armagnac. The Comte de Foys obtained the victory by
the help of many English, a band of the great Company.
The Comte d’Armagnac and the Sire de la Bret were taken,
and many of d’Armagnac’s side were killed and taken.

David, King of Scotland, in this same season besieged the
castle of Kindrummie in Mar, because of the extortions which
the Earl of Mar and his people had wrought upon the people
of the district, as was alleged against him by the king. This
castle was surrendered to him [the king] and then was
restored to the said Earl with the earldom for one thousand
pounds, to be paid to the said king at the end of five years
on pain of losing them. Which affair arose chiefly from an
appeal to [trial by] battle which William de Keith delivered
to the said earl in the said king’s court; whereupon they
appeared armed in the lists at Edinburgh, the quarrel being
settled there under the king’s hand,® who seemed more
favourable to the said William than to the said earl, albeit he
[the earl] was his near kinsman.

Soon after that, in the same season, there arose disagree-
ment between the said David, King of Scotland, and William,
Earl of Douglas, who had the sister of the Earl of Mar to
wife, because of divers matters wherein it appeared to the
said earl that the said king had not shown him such fair
lordship as he would have liked. So he [Douglas] made a
conspiracy, collected a large following, seized and garrisoned
the castle of Dirlton, which castle was under ward of the king.

The said earl, with the concurrence of the Steward of
Scotland and the Earl of March, who affixed their seals
to a petition laid before the said king, complained that

113th November. 21t should be ‘fiftieth.’
_ 3La querel illocques pr...n mayn du roi. The word pr...n is blotted and
illegible in the original. It was part of the law of trial by battle that the
king might take the quarrel into his own hand, and stop the fight.
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the said king had forced them to break! the conditions, to
which they had sworn on the body of God before the King
of England, about paying the ransom of the said king their
lord, which [ransom] had been levied by an impost on the
commonalty and squandered by evil counsel, wherefore they
demanded reparation and wiser government. For this reason
the king marched against the said earl, and when the king
was in one district the earl rode into another against those
who were of the king’s party, imprisoning the king’s people
wheresoever he could take them. He marched to Inverkeithing
by night and captured the Sheriff of Angus with a company
of armed men on their way to join the king, and sent them
to prison in various places.

The said king marched by night from Edinburgh, and very
nearly surprised the said Earl of Douglas at Lanark, where
he had lain at night, but he escaped with difficulty, some of
his people being taken.

The Steward of Scotland, without the knowledge or consent
of his allies, made his peace with his lord the king; the Earl
of Douglas did so also by himself, and the Earl of March
did likewise.

And this rising having been thus put down for the time,
the said David took to wife Margaret de Logie, a lady who
had been married already, and who had lived with him for
some time.

This marriage was made solely on account of love, which
conquers-all things.

1 Rountre : printed wountre in Maitland Club Ed.

(Concluded.)



The Teaching of Scottish History in Schools'

THOUGH some may regard it as a rash assumption, we may

perhaps venture to take it for granted that history is a
legitimate and desirable subject in a school curriculum. If,
indeed, there is a human instinct for any kind of knowledge, it
is surely the desire to know the history of our fellow-mortals.
If in the case of primitive races curiosity is first directed to the
superhuman forces that condition life, their next intellectual
interest is in the traditions of their own origin and history. At
the camp fire of the savage the deeds of his ancestors are an
unfailing theme of interest, and there is striking testimony to the
exactitude with which one generation of tribesmen hands on its
tradition to the next. Instinctively, it would appear, the rudi-
mentary society realizes that its continuous existence is dependent
on the tenacity with which it clings to its own particular past.
¢We are what you were; we shall be what you are,’ ran the
patriotic hymn of the Spartans, and the words express at once
the essence of patriotism and the essential idea of history.

Like other subjects, history may be studied from purely
intellectual curiosity, but the primary justification of our interest
in it is the original instinct that impels us to realize the past
through which we have become what we are. Except in the
case of the few for whom history is only a department of know-
ledge, it is still this original instinct that prompts to its study,
and it is to this original instinct we must appeal in the teaching
of history to the young. In the child as in the savage, there
is this natural desire to know how he came to be what he is.
¢ Children love to listen to stories about their elders,> says Charles
Lamb, and it is observable that the more remote the past, the
more it impresses their imagination and excites their interest.
Children love large measures equally in space and time, and it

1A Lecture delivered to the Glasgow Branch of the Educational Institute of

Scotland and to the Eastern Branch of the Secondary Teachers’ Association
of  Scotland.
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quickens rather than diminishes their attention, to be told of
an event that it happened a thousand and not a hundred years
ago. In teaching them history, therefore, we are ministering to
a natural desire, and in satisfying that desire we are working
along with nature in the organic development of their minds.
It can be said of history, indeed, what cannot be said of every
subject in the school curriculum,—that it expands the individual
by impressing him with the sense at once of his own insignificance
and of his own importance as the ¢ heir of all the ages” You will
remember the reply of the Carthusian monk to the question how
he had contrived to pass his life: Cogitavi dies antiquos et annos
aeternos in mente habui. Consciously or unconsciously we are
the products of the past, and the individual cannot attain to his
full stature till to the extent of his capacities he takes cognizance
of the contributory streams that are the sources of his intellectual
and moral being. :

In teaching history to the young, then, we are satisfying an
instinct which, if wisely cultivated, seems intended by nature
to become one of the chief formative influences of intellect and
character. But it is one of the disadvantages of civilization
that it is apt to deaden or distort the wholesome instincts which
were meant for the secure guidance of life. With the growing
complexity of human aims and endeavours natural promptings
are smothered, or, what is equally disastrous, they are diverted
from the channels in which they were intended to flow. In the
case of the teaching of history we easily see how misdirection
is apt to arise. For primitive societies the past is a comparatively
simple affair. A few outstanding individualities, a few prominent
events comprise their whole tradition, and, apprehended by simple
intuition, directly evoke the emotion and imagination which
create the collective consciousness of the community. In the
case of highly organized sociéties it is far otherwise. In the
tangled and many-coloured web of their past it is difficult to
find the central strands which yet give unity and cohesion to its
texture. We are bewildered by the apparent conflict of opposing
tendencies and of warring national leaders, and we lose sight
of the fact that all alike go to evolve the net product which we
call a people. Yet, if the study of history is to have its true
spiritual and intellectual profit, it is precisely from the realization
of this fact that profit must be won.

It will be seen, therefore, that in the teaching of history there
are difficulties to be faced which other subjects do not present
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in the same degree. In the case of a language or a science we
have a precise body of facts to be communicated, and the only
problem in teaching them is how these facts may be most
expeditiously conveyed to other minds. In the case of history,
on the other hand, we have first to settle the much-debated
question as to what are the significant facts to be selected so
that it may work its full effect on the mind that receives them.
As we are aware, the problem is one which has long engaged
writers on education in every country, and the manifold types
of existing historical text-books show how variously the problem
is answered. This is a difficulty which every country has to
face in the teaching of its national history, but, as we know,
in our own case another difficulty exists which we owe to the
peculiar position in which Providence has been pleased to place
us.

Two centuries ago the destinies of Scotland were linked with
those of another country greater in extent and resources than
itself, and, we may admit, more conspicuous in the world’s eye
than its remoter and less favoured yoke-fellow. At first, as we
know, the marriage was not a happy one, and one of the partners,
at least, was long convinced, and not without good reason, that
the bond had been a mistake from the beginning. But both
the ill-assorted parties were pre-eminently endowed with common
sense, and above all with the desire to have their full share of
the good things to be found in this world, and in their own
interests they gradually settled down to a tolerable understanding
regarding their mutual duties and responsibilities. In time,
comparatively friendly intercourse was established between them,
but all along there were advantages on one side which naturally
gave umbrage to the other.

On the part of Scotland the gravest objection to the Union
was the dread of her individuality being merged in that of her
more powerful neighbour, and from the day that the great
transaction was completed she has never ceased to be haunted
with this apprehension. Quite recently we have seen important
representative bodies raising their protest against what they
regard as a serious menace to Scotland’s continued existence as
a nation. The school-boards of her two chief cities, and that
most venerable of her corporate bodies—the Convention of
Royal Burghs—have directed attention to the insidious process
through which, they believe, this calamity is threatened. Scot-
land, name and thing, they report, is menaced with obliteration
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from the records of mankind. As the result of a special enquiry,
the Convention of Burghs has testified that Scottish history does
not receive its rightful measure of attention in the national
schools and that its place is unduly usurped by the history of
the sister country. What in their opinion is still more to be
reprobated, in the current school books Scottish history is not
infrequently treated from a purely English standpoint. The
history of Scotland, even befgre the Union, is represented as
that of an outlying province of England with no independent
self-subsistence of its own. In connection with the period
subsequent to the Union they find still graver ground of offence.
In direct disregard of the express terms of the Treaty of Union
the terms ¢ English > and ¢ England > are substituted for ¢ British
and ¢ Britain,> and Scotland is thus insulted in her national senti-
ment and defrauded of her due in the building-up of the British
Empire. The achievements of Scottish statesmen, soldiers, men
of science and men of letters are put down to the account of
England, with the result that in the eyes of the world England
has all the glory which in justice should be fairly proportioned
between the allied peoples. ~As a matter of fact, at least, we have
recently had a weighty testimony regarding the neglect of Scottish
history in our schools. In his school report for 1905 Mr. Struthers
has the following significant remarks: ¢ It was disappointing to
note a widespread ignorance of Scottish history even among more
picked pupils who may be supposed to represent the outcome
of the most advanced teaching. A large percentage of the
Honours candidates who wrote on Montrose confused him with
Claverhouse, while one candidate, an Edinburgh candidate, too,
went so far as to ascribe to Jeannie Deans the exploit of Jenny
Geddes.

A fussy patriotism is certainly a thing to be reprobated. It
compromises the dignity of a nation, and invites the taunt that
the nation can hardly be of much account that requires to flaunt
its existence in the eyes of the world. But that can scarcely
be called a fussy patriotism which only demands an exact use
of historical terms, and maintains that the rising generation
should have full and accurate instruction in the history of their
native country. Moreover, if we analyse the feeling that
prompts these demands, we cannot but see that it rests on rational
grounds which are its fullest justification. If the history of the
past has any educational value, it is from the history of our own
people that the richest gain is to be derived—and this for the
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simple reason that it is only the history of our own people that
we can adequately understand. It was the maxim of the greatest
of French critics that no one can speak with perfect security of
any literature but his own; what he meant being that each
literature is the expression of national idiosyncrasies which in
their totality can never be fully apprehended even by the most
gifted of aliens.

And what is true of literature, which is only one expres-
sion of the spirit of a people, must be doubly true in the
case of a collective national life. In the citizen of every
nation there is an inheritance of sentiment and emotion and
type of thought of which he cannot divest himself, and which
makes him Scot or Frenchman or German, as his destiny has
ordained. It is two hundred years since the Union, and still
to-day England is a very different place from Scotland and an
Englishman a very different being from a Scot. Between a
Scotsman wholly educated in Scotland and an Englishman wholly
educated in England there is an intellectual estrangement which
it requires an effort on the part of both to overcome. Their
differences of accent and pronunciation are but the outward signs
of an inward diversity of mental habit and tendency. If they
come to discuss a subject of any complexity, they speedily discover
that they start from different premises, apply different logical
processes, and see the governing facts in incompatible relations.
In the case of fundamental questions, such as those that bear on
human life and destiny, the opposition of the two types is
illustrated at once by history and by present experience. The
average Englishman frankly admits that his mind is unequal to
take in our theological distinctions, and the average Scot is
equally perplexed by an Englishman’s concern about ritual, which
seems to him a mere question of millinery and upholstery. And
the countries they inhabit bear on the face of them the marks
of the different national experience which they have inherited.
Apart from their different national aspects and apart from the
appearance of greater national resources in the one than in the
other, the two countries immediately suggest that two distinct
peoples have made them what they respectively are. As Hugh
Miller and Robert Louis Stevenson have vividly shown, an
adult Scot who for the first time visits England feels that he is
virtually in a foreign country. As he looks around him, he
realizes that a process of reflection is necessary before he can take
in ‘what he sees and relate it intelligibly to his previous experience.
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But all this goes to illustrate what has just been said—that
it is only our own national history that we can adequately realize
and understand in all its significance, and from which we can
derive the stimulus and instruction which the knowledge of the
past is fitted to give. 'We may have the most exact acquaintance
with the facts of other national histories, but they will always
be something external to us; something eludes us which is yet
of their very essence, and we are all the while unconscious that
we have missed it. We have but to read the best histories of
our own country by foreigners to realize how impossible it is
for them to avoid misapprehensions which excite our wrath or
our ridicule, as the case may be. The historian Taine made a
special study of England, yet, as is well known, he gravely notes
it as a proof of the respect of English boys for their parents,
that they speak of their father as ¢ the governor.’ It was quite
a natural blunder for a foreigner to make, but it is a blunder
which illustrates the fact that only a native can tread securely
outside the bare facts of his national history. It is only the
members of the household who understand the varying expres-
sions and gestures of each other which mean so much to them,
but are imperceptible even to the most intimate friend. The
inference is that the history of any people cannot be learned
from books alone. Facts may be acquired with perfect fulness
and accuracy, the chain of cause and effect in the national
development may be grasped with absolute clearness and pre-
cision, yet the insight which can only come from natural
sympathies and affinities, and which alone is truly formative,
can be acquired by no amount of study even by the most gifted
minds. It is, indeed, no paradox to say that half and perhaps
the better half of our knowledge of our national history is
unconsciously learnt, and that it is by this unconscious knowledge
we interpret what we deliberately acquire. :

But, as was already said, children in Scotland are in a peculiar
position with regard to the study of their national history. They
are born into the inheritance of their own country and nation,
but as incorporate with England and the British Empire they
are thus the inheritors of a triple tradition, which to forfeit
and ignore would be disastrous to them as individuals and
disastrous to that great community to whose building-up their
fathers have contributed no little part. To restrict the study
of history in our schools to Scottish history alone, therefore,
would be at once an individual and a corporate injury ; and this,
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it may be said, for a double reason. As a future citizen of the
British Empire, the pupil in our schools is conditioned by its
past, has a stake in its future, and he must one day share the
responsibility for the policy that shall guide and direct it.
Ignorant of its history, he at once misses a great inheritance,
and is a maimed member of that collective community in whose
destinies his own are involved—whether he will or not.

But there is another reason why the study of history in our
schools should not be restricted to that of Scotland alone. In
point of fact, the history of no one country can be understood
when isolated from that of every other. The founder of the
University Chair with which I am personally associated defined
its aim to be—the teaching of the history of Scotland and that
of other countries so far as they illustrate the history of Scotland.
Whether, indeed, we take the history of Scotland before or after
the Union of the Parliaments, it cannot be fully intelligible
without reference to the histories of England and of continental
countries. At one time or other previous to the Union every
class in the Scottish nation was affected by the corresponding
classes among other peoples. Our kings learned lessons from
the kings of France and England, our nobles from their own
class in the same countries, and our burghs from similar com-
munities in England and on the Continent. And the Union of
1707 itself is seen in its true historical perspective only when
we realize the fact that it was the natural result of political and
economical forces that were determining the development of all
the countries of Western Europe.

There can be no question, therefore, that the teaching of
Scottish history in our schools must be supplemented by the
teaching of the histories of other countries, and specifically by
the history of England and of the British Empire. But it is
from the knowledge of our own national history as a basis that
we can most adequately interpret the histories of other countries,
and this for the reason that has already been suggested,—that,
in point of fact, it is only the history of our own people which
we can ever really understand. Even to the adult, study the
histories of other countries as diligently as he may, those histories
will always be something external, and he acquires his knowledge
of them by a purely intellectual process. But if this be true
of the adult it is doubly so in the case of the school-boy. His
soul, his emotions cannot be so deeply engaged by the history
of ‘any other people as by the history of his own. What are
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Simon de Montfort, the Kingmaker, Pym, or Hampden to him
compared with Wallace and Bruce, the Good Sir James Douglas,
Montrose and Dundee? These are to him bone of his bone,
and flesh of his flesh; he has a personal interest in their fortunes,
and he admires or hates them according to his own predilections
and his family traditions. But it is only when the mind is thus
alive to any subject that something can be gained from it beyond
merely strengthening the memory and storing it with matters
of fact.

And what is this something which is to be gained from an
early acquaintance with our national history? It is the enlarge-
ment of mind and emotion and imagination which comes of the
vivid realization of a world wider than the petty one which must
be the immediate and main concern of each of us. And it is
to be noted that it is only in youth that the mind possesses the
elasticity which makes this enlargement possible. Then only
are impressions so vivid that they pass into our being and cast
the mould of our after thinking and feeling. And once gained,
this acquisition is at once a possession and a faculty. It is a
possession because this enlarged life we have once experienced
gives its tone and colour to all subsequent experience, and it
1s a faculty because we are thus enabled to apply a larger and
more genial measure equally to men and things.

According to Wordsworth, who, as we know, had pondered
deeply on the growth of the individual mind, it should be the
prime concern in education to

Nourish imagination in her growth,
And give the mind that apprehensive _power,

Whereby she is made quick to recognise
The moral properties and scope of things.

Of all the subjects that can be taught either in secondary or
elementary schools, there is none so specifically fitted to foster
imagination and apprehensive power as the study of national
history. Science opens up a world that excites curiosity and
wonder, but it cannot touch the inmost being in the same degree
as the record of the actions of our fellow-creatures. The study
of languages has its own value in the development of faculty,
but it does little for those powers which Wordsworth considered
indispensable for the richest growth of our common nature.

Literature, indeed, works in the direction towards which
Wordsworth points us, but the full effect of literature is
unattainable by the average pupil either in the primary or
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the secondary school. The kind of literature which is capable
of evoking the highest powers of mind and soul demands a
maturity of thought and experience which belongs to a later
period of development and which only time can bring. You
will remember the laudable attempt of Matthew Arnold to
introduce literature as a power into elementary schools. The
pupil in higher schools, he conceived, experienced this power
in reading the master-pieces of Greek and Roman literature
—which 1n the case of the average school-boy is open to
question. In the case of elementary schools he thought that
no access to this power existed, and for the reason that the
best English literature was so overlaid with classical traditions
that the pupil ignorant of Latin and Greek was not in a position
to take it in with intelligence. To remedy this defect he edited
his Bible-reading for Schools, consisting of the second part of
the prophecy of Isaiah—his contention bein% that every British
child was familiar with Bible ideas and Bible language and would
thus readily transport himself into a world other than his own,
and a world admirably fitted to impress him with ¢the moral
properties and scope of things’ It is difficult not to feel,
however, that Arnold misjudged the capacity of the average
school-child whom he had directly in his view. The scope of
the prophet’s ideas, the exaltation of his style, the lack of a
continuous narrative to sustain the attention, demand an experi-
ence both in life and literature for their comprehension which
we cannot look for in a pupil in an elementary school. The
educational benefit which Arnold expected from the study of his
Bible-reading was that the scholar, by taking in a great literary
whole which engaged his soul as well as his mind, ¢ gained access
to a new life,’ ¢ was lifted out of the present,’ and schooled to
live with the life of the race.” But for the attainment of these
high ends, surely desirable for every responsible human being,
the study of the history of one’s own people seems a simpler
and more effective means than that which he proposed. The
subject is one which interests the youngest child, and it can be
adapted to every stage of his development. Moreover, if the
grasp of a great whole has the educative value which Arnold
attaches to it, the history of his own country is perhaps the only
great whole which the pupil is capable of apprehending. That
he can apprehend it is, I believe, a fact of experience. His
apprehension is doubtless immature, vague, coloured by childish
fancies; but once acquired, the conception will grow with his
D



50 Professor Hume Brown

own growth in fulness and precision; it will be a possession for
life, making him conscious of the roots of his own being—of
the heritage he owes to the race from which he has sprung.

Nor will his absorption of the history of his own people blind
him to the virtues of others. Prejudice against foreign countries
is mainly due to ignorance of the history of our own. When
we know the history of our own people from the beginning, we
realize that at one time or other in the course of its development
it has manifested all the elemental impulses of human nature
which are found in the history of other peoples. It has had its
periods of frenzy, of magnanimity, of cruelty, of volatility, of
sober and steadfast enthusiasm. We think the French a fickle
and restless nation, but such impressions arise from restricting
our regard to certain periods of a nation’s history. Before its
great Revolution the French could justly boast that they had
been less prone to novelties in state and religion than any people
in Europe. In the seventeenth century the French regarded the
English as the most restless and fickle of peoples, and the history
of England during that century naturally gave rise to the
impression. 'To correct such hasty judgments, to school us to
that enlightened patriotism which, while treasuring its own
national tradition as a precious possession, does generous justice
to the traditions of other races—the true and effective means
is to know our own history as a whole. By restricting our
attention to special periods this discipline is in great measure
lost, and for the reason that in one particular period we see only
the exaggerated manifestation of one aspect of the national
character. The period of the Reformation in Scotland is doubt-
less the most momentous in our annals, but by exclusively fixing
our eyes on that period we are apt not only to misread the
national character, but to defeat the end which should be the
ultimate object of the profitable study of history. We identify
ourselves with its contentions, take sides with its leaders, and
lose sight of the all-important fact that the sixteenth century,
like every other, was only one stage in the evolution of the
Scottish people. Only by the large survey of every stage of
a nation’s history can we understand its own distinctive character-
istics, and learn to distinguish that special note which it has
contributed to what has been called ¢the great chorus of
humanity.’

From what has been said it will be seen that I am advocating
the study of our national history in schools not so much with
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the view of producing patriots as of producing fully developed
men and women. If it could be shown that the study of the
history of other countries were better fitted to effect this result,
surely every good patriot would say—by all means, then, let
him do so. But if the reasoning I have submitted to you be
sound, it is in the nature of things that the youthful mind should
derive its largest profit from acquaintance with the history to
which it alone possesses the key, which it can understand and
assimilate as it can do no other. From such an acquaintance it
acquires something far more than a multiplicity of facts; it has
entered into the life of at least one segment of the universal
mind, and has gained that permanent faculty of imaginative
sympathy which beyond every other lightens the burden of daily
experience.

The time has gone by when we can advocate any study on
petty and parochial grounds. Each nation now lives in the full
current of the universal life, and if it is to be an adequate partaker
of that life, its people must possess the discipline and the aptitudes
requisite to receive it. It is, therefore, on the grounds, not of
a narrow patriotism, but on the grounds of reason and enlightened
self-interest that I have tried to emphasize the importance of
the study of our national history in schools. At present, it is
a matter of regret among Scotsmen of all shades of opinion that
it does not receive the amount of attention it deserves. The
regret is felt mainly because national sentiment is thus impaired,
and with it the native vigour which springs from the conscious-
ness of an inspiring past. But this, as I believe, is only part,
and not even the greater part, of our loss. By neglecting to
communicate to our youth a full, an accurate, and a living
knowledge of their nation’s history we are depriving them of
a nutriment at once for soul and mind, which in the nature of
things no other secular subject can in equal measure supply.

P. Hume Brown.



The Constitutional Necessity for the
Union of 1707

ALL great movements that control the destinies of nations
have their roots in constitutional phenomena. To this
rule, the union of Scotland and England forms no exception.
Towards the close of the seventeenth century there were forces
at work which rendered a change in the relations of the two
kingdoms inevitable, and which clearly indicated the direction
such change must take, if a solution at once satisfactory and
permanent was to be attained. The events of William’s reign
had made the continuance of the sttus guo impossible. The
relations of the Scottish Parliament to a king of Scotland, who
was also king of England and was fast becoming the bond-
servant of the English Parliament, had proved fatal to the
independence of the smaller nation. Scotland might still fondly
cling to the tradition of her separate existence as a free and
equal kingdom, but she found herself forced in practice to
allow her national policy to be controlled in the interests of a
foreign nation—a nation that had shown itself unsympathetic
and contemptuous and had proved the most bitter and the
most successful of trade-rivals. The key to the relations of
the two kingdoms must thus be sought in the nature of the
bonds uniting their two separate legislatures to a common
executive head—a head so potent to thwart the weaker, so
powerless to resist the stronger. Mutual sympathy and a
feeling of interests and traditions in common might have
minimized the evils resultant from defective constitutional
machinery ; but in 1707 the sentiment of nationality was not
a bond of union but rather a knife that cut the island sharply
into two hostile units. The political atmosphere was surcharged
with feelings of jealousy, mutual repulsion, and illwill.

The causes of Scottish discontent thus lay deeper than any
trivial or temporary misunderstanding, deeper than the memories
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of Glencoe and Darien, bitter as these memories were. The
discontent was the logical outcome of the constitutional neces-
sities of a critical situation; and, before the close of the seven-
teenth century, the bond, in its existing form, had become
intolerable to Scotsmen. The principles at stake, when properly
understood, present themselves in a graphic and even dramatic
form, well calculated to appeal to the imagination of loyal
Scotsmen and to arrest the attention of their English fellow-
citizens even after an interval of two centuries. It is the more
remarkable that the bi-centenary of the Union of 1707, an
event that created a powerful nation destined to play a leading
part in the politics of the old world and in the colonization
of the new, should have aroused only languid interest in
Scotland, while meeting with almost cynical apathy in England.
The tepid enthusiasm excited in Northern Britain in 1907 is
the more conspicuous when contrasted with the warm and
wide-spread rejoicings called forth in the previous year by so
comparatively unimportant an occasion as the quater-centenary
of George Buchanan’s birth.

The contrast may be explained in part by the readiness of
generous minds to respond to the personal appeal which the
achievements of great men, dead or alive, always make to
their affections, combined with the public’s lack of interest in
abstract questions. Other causes contributing to the neglect
of the bi-centenary of the Union might perhaps be found, on
one side of the Tweed, in the complacent parochialism of a
section of English public opinion, and, on the other side, in
a lingering feeling that the loss of nominal independence suffered
in 1707 by the older and prouder monarchy calls for oblivion
or sorrow rather than for noisy celebrations.

Yet all such considerations are inadequate to account fully
for the strange and chilling apathy with which the mass of
Britons, on both sides of the Border, have responded to the
gallant attempts made by a few learned historians to arouse
interest in the circumstances under which, exactly two hundred
years ago, Great Britain took its birth. A partial explanation,
it is here suggested, lies in the fact that the discussions of the
subject have ignored the broad constitutional problems involved,
dwelling instead on subordinate side issues or on comparatively
trivial matters of detail. Much has been said about plots and
intrigues, about the influence of individuals and the position
of parties prior to 1707, about differences of opinion on questions
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of religion, politics, and finance during the negotiations, and
about the ultimate effects of the Union on Scottish trade,
society, and literature ; but nothing, or next to nothing, has been
said on the relations of the Scottish Parliament to the Scottish
king and, through him, to the English ministers and the English
Parliament. The instructive volume before us, so admirable
in many ways, the outcome of the patriotic enterprise of the
Editor of the Glasgow Herald, forms no real exception to the
general rule. In its pages, every aspect of the Union is
discussed, except the most essential! Here, the history of
the Scottish Parliament from 1307 is outlined by Mr. R. S.
Rait in a few bright and lucid pages. ¢The End of an Auld
Sang’—an oft-told tale—is told once more by Mr. Andrew
Lang, who in a second essay makes, upon slender and
inconclusive evidence, a serious charge against the Covenanters
of the western shires. The debates on the Act of Security
are outlined by Dr. James Mackinnon. Some of the
ecclesiastical and personal aspects of the Scottish Union,
and a few points of comparison with the Irish Union, are
discussed by Mr. Law Mathieson. The industrial aspects
fall to Mr. W. R. Scott and the literary aspects to Mr. J. H.
Millar. Some topics of special local interest for Glasgow and
Edinburgh respectively are treated by Mr. Renwick and Dr.
James Colville (who between them represent Glasgow historical
scholarship in this enterprise due to Glasgow initiative). Two
papers of unusual interest on ¢The English Standpoint’
are contributed by Professor Lodge ; while the text of the Articles
of Union (to which the ¢ Act for securing the Protestant religion
and Presbyterian Church government’ ought to have been
appended) concludes the volume. The result of the independent
labours of so many experts, each writing to a prescribed theme
on which he is well qualified to speak, thus lies before us in
the form of a collection of disconnected essays, lacking unity
because no attempt has been made to connect the various
subordinate topics with the great central constitutional movement.
Yet the frame-work of government forms the skeleton of the body
politic ; and it is impossible for the political pathologist, without
some knowledge of the anatomy of the figure, to understand
what parts are diseased or out of joint.

L The Union of 1707 ¢ 4 Survey of Events, by various writers, with an Introduction
by P. Hume Brown, and the Text of the Articles of Union : Glasgow, George
Outram & Co. Ltd. 1907. Pp. vii and 205.
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Professor Hume Brown, searching in his introductory chapter
for ground not already occupied by other contributors, might
have found his opportunity in this omission; but he has
endeavoured to show instead how the Union of the Parliaments
has restored Scotland to the place of weight in European
politics which she enjoyed previous to 1603, but lost at the
Union of the Crowns. In what way, other than as an organic
part of Great Britain, Scotland has, since 1707, exercised an
influence over international affairs it is not easy to understand ;
but her impotence in the councils of Europe at the close of
the seventeenth century may be accepted as an undoubted
fact. If Professor Hume Brown had proceeded to lay bare
the causes of this impotence—a task which perhaps no one
in Scotland was better fitted by historical insight and equip-
ment to accomplish—he would inevitably have been led to a
discussion of those constitutional phenomena which lay at the
root of the movement. He has not done so, however, and
has explained neither the nature of the nexus between the
English Parliament and the common monarch, nor the im-
possibility of Scotland, deprived as she was of a separate
executive head, pursuing any foreign policy of her own. As
these constitutional relations seem essential to a right under-
standing of the Union of the Parliaments, alike as to its
antecedents and its far-reaching results, this article proposes to
proceed to a short analysis of their leading features.

With the results of the Revolution of 1688, an event which
secured to the English Whigs the final triumph of the principles
of government they had long struggled for, Scotland was bitterly
disappointed. Why ? Briefly, because William might be com-
pelled to serve one, but not two masters; and the more
helpless he found himself to defy the wishes of the wealthier
and stronger nation, the more completely was the weaker
nation entangled in his chains and dragged with him at the
heels of the English Parliament. The growth of parliamentary
government in England crushed out all possibility of parlia-
mentary government in Scotland. Such a result had not been
dreamed of by the patriots of either country in the period
between 1660 and 1688, when a consciousness of common
aims and interests, as well as a sense of common dangers, had
still united them in their struggles against a common enemy.
If Charles II. had too often regulated his policy on lines that
opposed the aspirations of patriotic Scotland, he had as frequently
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offended his English subjects ; if James II. had persecuted the
Presbyterians of the north, he had also plotted to overthrow
Episcopacy in the south. Both kingdoms had suffered from
the same divine-right monarchy, and expected to benefit equally
from its overthrow.

When the Bill of Rights became law the English constitu-
tionalists, indeed, entered their promised land. Yet, with
public opinion unsettled at home and an invasion of Ireland
pending, their position was insecure so long as Scotland delayed
to acquiesce in the settlement of the Crown upon William
and Mary ; and the Scots Estates might selfishly have dictated
the price of their consent, demanding exemption from the
operation of the Navigation Acts, or a closer union on terms
of their own prescribing. The leaders at Edinburgh showed
that they were not ignorant of the grave issues at stake when
they passed, on 23rd April, 1689, an Act authorising the
appointment of commissioners to treat of union. On the
following day the Scottish Crown was offered to William and
Mary on the conditions embodied in the Claim of Right. The
letter which made this offer expressed a desire ‘that as both
kingdoms are united in one head and sovereign, so they may
become one body politic, one nation, to be represented in one
Parliament.’! The Parliament at Westminster, however, its
immediate object now secured, took no steps to meet these
advances—advances, it must be owned, of a somewhat half-
hearted kind, since the course suggested by Scottish prudence
was repugnant to Scottish pride. The golden opportunity had
thus been lost; and the events of the next two decades made
it clear that the Estates at Edinburgh, whether through pride,
ignorance, or credulity, had committed a tactical blunder in
accepting the new ruler of England’s choice without first
safeguarding Scottish interests. The patriots of the north who
had shared the sufferings and the strivings of their political
friends across the Border reaped no share of the spoils of
victory. William of Orange, against his better judgment, was
forced to trample underfoot the liberties and aspirations of the
subjects of his northern kingdom ; and the key to his conduct
towards Scotland must be sought in English constitutional
phenomena. William’s reign is notable, in the eyes of students
of political science, for the laying of the foundations of that
modern cabinet system, which is the practical guarantee of

1Defoe, History of the Union, p. 311,
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liberty in most of the free countries and self-governing colonies
of the modern world. Politicians of the days of William and
Anne, it is true, were far from understanding the essential
features involved ; and what they understood, displeased them.
All the same, a distinct advance was being made throughout
these years towards the evolution of the essentials of cabinet
government, as we find them in the British constitution of
to-day—towards the control, that is, of the royal prerogative
by a small band of ministers united in adherence to a definite
political creed, owning the authority of a common leader, each
jointly responsible for the political acts of his fellows, and all
brought by the operation of the potent principle of ministerial
responsibility beneath the domination of the House of
Commons.

Macaulay has recounted, once for all, the gradual steps by
which Parliament enslaved the king; how the Commons
adopted a niggardly policy of annual doles, enforced by a
rigorous appropriation of supplies, and audit of accounts ; how
the leaders of the various parliamentary factions, disunited in
all else, were™ yet united in their determination to curtail the
prerogatives of the Crown; how William found it impossible
to procure funds for his French campaigns without the support
of the leading Whigs; how to please them he was forced
to form his famous Junto Ministry, the earliest unambiguous
anticipation of a modern cabinet; how gradually the financial
drain of the long-continued war, combined with William’s
attempts at independent action in concluding the Partition
Treaties, produced a Tory reaction that compelled him, in
1698, to dismiss Somers and other leading Whigs, and fill
their places from the ranks of the party he disliked. With
William’s personal feelings and bitter humiliation this article
has no immediate concern, except in their bearing on Scots
affairs. It is evident, however, that if the king had at
Parliament’s dictation to choose his ministers from among men
he distrusted and disliked ; if he was powerless to carry out
his most dearly-cherished schemes, or even at times to protect
himself from indignities and insults; if he was compelled by
insular prejudice to repay, with conspicuous ingratitude, the
deep obligations that bound him to his faithful Dutch troops;
in such circumstances, the wishes of his Scottish subjects could
not long prevail against the prejudices of his English ministers.

+ It is true that a logical distinction might be drawn between
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the separate prerogatives of the two Crowns; but in the field
of politics logical subtleties give way to practical requirements ;
and it was the English House of Commons, not the Scots
Estates, that regulated- all matters De Jure Regni apud Scotos.
It is further true that the northern country possessed separate
ministers of her own. Even in its best days, however, the
Scots Privy Council had never rivalled the powers of its English
counterpart ; while in the two decades that preceded the Union,
no appreciable influence was exercised over the destiny of
Scotland by the decisions of the Scots Privy Council as a
whole, or of any inner circle of that body sitting at Edinburgh.
Where William’s ministers were indifferent, his attitude towards
northern affairs was directed by Carstares or such other states-
man as had gained the royal ear, while in all matters of
international importance the king of Scotland was compelled
to regulate Scots affairs according to the exigencies of English
party politics. Thus, under William of Orange, the ancient
kingdom whose independence had survived the attacks of
Edward Plantagenet and Oliver Cromwell, while still nominally
free and independent, was practically in a worse position than
any British self-governing colony at the present day. The
real centre of the political life of the Dominion of Canada
lies at Ottawa, and that of the Commonwealth of Australia
at Melbourne. The legislatures which meet at these colonial
capitals are much more than mere law-making assemblies, for
they exercise an active control over the colonial cabinets,
the selection of which is dictated by the lower chamber, and
the members of which are subject to the doctrine of
ministerial responsibility. Scotland, on the contrary, prior to
1707, was in matters of importance governed from London,
not from Edinburgh; while such powers as remained to the
Scots Privy Council were by no means subject to the parlia-
mentary control of the Estates. North, as well as south of
the Tweed, ministerial responsibility meant the same thing—
responsibility to the Parliament that sat at Westminster. Even
in the Transvaal, politically dominated by the Boers, recently
in rebellion against British suzerainty, the earlier constitution
framed by Mr. Lyttleton, which conferred representative
institutions without responsible government, has been condemned
and superseded as not sufficiently liberal. Yet Scotland between
1660 and 1707, had to endure an executive government which
admitted no responsibility to the national legislative assembly.
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It would be absurd, of course, to criticise the institutions of
the seventeenth century by the standards of the twentieth.
Yet such comparisons are instructive ; and it was specially galling
to Scotsmen that the seat of the executive authority should
be gradually transferred to a foreign capital at the very time
when the principles of self-government were taking firm root
in England. In two respects at least, defective constitutional
liberty was a greater hardship to pre-union Scotland than it
would be to a modern British colony. While, at the present
day, the policy of the mother country towards its colonies is
always sympathetic, the English ministers of William and Anne
were hostile and contemptuous of Scottish prejudices. The
very proximity of the two kingdoms, on the other hand, in that
intolerant age, made it seem the more impossible to statesmen
south of the Tweed to allow independence of action to a
neighbour steeped in hostile traditions and with leanings towards
the exiled Stuart race. Seton of Pitmedden rightly said : ¢ Two
kingdoms subject to one Sovereign, having different interests,
the nearer these are one to another the greater jealousy and
emulation will be betwixt them.’?

That the rage of Scotland was, to a great extent, blind and
unreasoning rage affords no cause for wonder ; for many irritating
symptoms diverted attention from the true seat of the disease.
The Scottish lion, blind with fury, knowing it was wounded,
but realizing neither the nature nor location of the wound,
attacked such victims as chance flung in its path—Captain Green
and his unfortunate messmates of the /orcester among the
number. The root-causes of the discontent, if imperfectly diag-
nosed in 1707, seem clear enough to-day ;‘there may have been
other subordinate causes rendering an ultimate union likely, but
all other necessities flowed from the constitutional necessity.
Scotland, it is true, after 1660, as a foreign land, was excluded
from free trade with England and the plantations. The incidence
of the Navigation Acts had been cruelly feltipy the merchants
of Leith and Aberdeen in the reign of Charles II. Yet, if
Scotsmen had remained as completely aliens in England, as were
the French or Dutch, they could not have reasonably complained.
It was different when they found themselves constitutionally
bound to their supercilious rivals, who were using the accumulated
weight of the two crowns to prevent Scotland making treaties for
war or commerce with other European powers. The friends of

1 Defoe, p. 313.
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the Darien scheme may have been selfish and unwise in the
policy they expected William to adopt. Yet, whether they were
reasonable or the reverse was not the point; but rather whether
the national will or the king’s will should prevail in Scots
affairs.  If, south of the Tweed, the Whigs had put in practice
the doctrine that sovereigns exist to serve the community, why
should Scotland be burdened with a king who (as in his dealings
with the Hamburg merchants) thwarted her dearest aspirations ?
Scotland, like the American colonies before the war of inde-
pendence, was treated in some respects as though it were a
dependency not of the British Crown, but of the English
Parliament.! The status gquo had become intolerable, and the
only question at the commencement of Queen Anne’s reign was
as to the form the inevitable change should take.

What new solutions were possible? Seton of Pitmedden in
his famous speech of 2nd November, 1706,2 clearly explained
“the three different ways proposed for retrieving the languishing
condition of this nation; which are, That we continue under
the same sovereign with England, with limitations on his pre-
rogative as king of Scotland; that the two kingdoms be incor-
porated into one; or that they be entirely separated.” To these
three he subsequently added a fourth solution: the words
‘Federal Union, he explained, had ¢become very fashionable,
and may be handsomely fitted to delude unthinking people.’*
To a brief discussion of these various solutions we may now
proceed.

(1) Complete separation, in these days of Jacobite activity
and acute trade rivalries, would have resulted in constant or
intermittent warfare between the kingdoms, if not in the conquest
of the smaller by the larger—alternatives equally repugnant to
Scottish patriotism ;—while from England’s point of view, it
would have seemed intolerable to allow a hostile Scotland,
probably in alliance, as of old, with France, to remain uncon-
quered as a constant menace to her northern frontier. Surely,
to bring back the old unhappy days of the Anglo-Scottish wars
was an impossible solution.

"~ (2) The scheme known as ‘the Limitations,” pressed by

1The grievance in 1660-1707 was not, of course, that the Parliament of
Westminster claimed to impose taxes on or to legislate for Scotland ; but merely
that that Parliament controlled the monarch in the exercise of executive authority,
and in the use made of the right to refuse consent to Acts of the Scots Estates.

2 Defoe, p. 312. 315id. p. 315.
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Fletcher of Saltoun, in season and out of season, upon the
Estates, while conferring the empty title of King of Scotland
on the new sovereigns called to the English throne by the Act
of Settlement, sought to reduce their independent powers to
zero in all vital questions. On its purely theoretic side, this
arrangement had much to recommend it. No one of his con-
temporaries, indeed, has shown so clear an insight into the real
nature of the evil as Fletcher did, when he declared, in one
of his fiery outbursts : ‘It is not the prerogatives of a king of
Scotland I would diminish, but the prerogatives of English
ministers over this nation.” His suggested remedy, however,
was open to serious practical objections. So far as ¢the Limita-
tions” would have really secured an effective control by the
Estates over the royal prerogative, this would have amounted
to a transference of ¢ sovereignty’ from the king to the Scottish
Parliament, and would have destroyed to that extent the bond
of unity with England. In so far, on the other hand, as the
control of the Estates proved incomplete, Scotland would have
remained exposed, as formerly, to the interference of foreigners
in her affairs, with the added evils and confusions consequent
upon a divided ¢sovereignty.” The position of the monarch
under such a scheme, upon either alternative, would have been
so full of danger and humiliation that no self-respecting prince
would have accepted it. Finally, England would never willingly
have acquiesced in an arrangement which brought added responsi-
bilities without adequate return.

(3) In explaining the disadvantages of a federal union, Seton
of Pitmedden, in the speech already quoted, showed astounding
penetration.  After asking, among other searching questions,
‘whether there can be any sure guarantee projected for the
observance of the articles of a federal compact, stipulated betwixt
two nations, whereof the one is much superior to the other in
riches, numbers of people, and an extended commerce?’ he
proceeds to show from history how the weaker of the two
kingdoms, united by such a compact, has invariably repudiated
the connection with the stronger, ‘unless prevented by open
force, or secret influence on its government.’! To his two
examples of Spain and Portugal, Sweden and Denmark, it is
now possible to make several striking additions. Four important
systems of government have been based, in modern times, upon
a federal or quasi-federal principle—those of the United States of

1Defoe, p. 315.
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America; Switzerland ; Austria-Hungary; Norway and Sweden.!
In the two first named, the federal tie is generally admitted
to have proved successful ; in the two latter it has failed
conspicuously. Norway, rebelling against a burden that had
grown intolerable, renounced in 1904 her allegiance to a
monarch she respected, in order to free herself from the hated
supremacy of Sweden. Hungarian patriots, while grinding
beneath their heels Croatians, Serbs, Roumanians, and Slovaks,
chafe unceasingly against Austrian supremacy, complaining that
Hungarian interests and political ideals are systematically sub-
ordinated to those of their uncongenial political yoke-fellows.

To which of these groups would a federal Anglo-Scotia, in
1707, have corresponded the more closely? Would it have
resembled a more or less numerous group of cantons or states
like the Republics of Switzerland and North America—united
under a federal legislature in which the interest of each of
the original members is so small as to be easily neutralised by
a combination of the others? Or would it rather have resembled
the dual monarchies, where a common executive head in one
case still compels, and in another has failed to compel, a smaller
nation to submit to the continuance of a hated tie? Such
historical parallels, conclusive as they are, are hardly needed to
prove that in 1707, a federal union, would have kept alive
all the evils of the previous régime, leaving Scotland powerless
in the hands of English ministers. By a process of exhaustion,
it has thus been shown that the only possible solution of the
pressing constitutional problem, consistent both with national
interests and national pride, lay in such a complete fusion of
the two nations on terms of equality, as would secure for
Scotsmen a fair share of influence in the organic life of the
new nation ; and make, at the same time, adequate provison for
preserving—so far as human ingenuity could preserve them—
her national church, administrative machinery, and separate legal
system. It is possible to ask, however, whether in truth all
these objects have been successfully and permanently obtained.

It must be admitted, at least, that the mere fact of Scottish
birth has not prevented individuals from holding high office
in every department under the British Constitution, the office of
Prime Minister not excepted ; while the most sanguine antici-

11t is not necessary for our present purpose to fix the criteria of a federal state,

or the exact difference, so much discussed among Germans, Magyars and Czechs,
between a federal union and a confederacy.
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pations of commercial advantages to be gained by Scotland
from freedom of trade with England have been surpassed. It
may still be asked, however, to what extent the guarantees
of the Scottish Church and of the peculiar legal system, so
jealously regarded in the Union debates, have stood the test
of time. If an affirmative answer is here impossible, it is no
slight on the statesmanship of the framers of the Treaty of
Union to say that they failed to achieve what was logically
impossible. A federal union, if adopted, might (like “the law
of the Medes and Persians which altereth not’) have permanently
guaranteed existing institutions against attempts at legislative
interference ; but in the debates in the Cockpit and subsequently
at Edinburgh, all idea of a union thus restricted was deliberately
abandoned. The fundamental postulate on which the entire
Treaty was built was that the Union should be absolute,
complete, and irreducible, and that both existing Parliaments
must surrender all their powers to a new Parliament, possessing
legislative ‘sovereignty’ equally over the laws and institutions of
both kingdoms. To attempt to combine with this postulate
a legal (as opposed to a moral) guarantee that the Presbyterian
Church or any of the peculiar laws and institutions of Scotland
should remain perpetually unchanged, was like attempting to
reconcile the contradiction in terms underlying the mathematical
quibble which inquires what would happen if an irresistible force
should meet an immoveable mass? The new Parliament having
been declared irresistible, it followed that nothing could be
inviolable ; while if any existing institution had been rendered
legally unchangeable, it would have followed that as respects that
institution at least, the Parliament was not supreme. There
might be and there was a moral obligation upon the new
legislature to respect the conditions of the Treaty, but such
obligation could not have been made legally binding, without
fundamentally altering the nature of the British Parliament as a
sovereign legislative body. It is true that in the years following
the Union, Scotland bitterly lamented the absence of legal
guarantees, and had good reason to charge the overwhelming
English majorities at Westminster with breach of faith in violating
the spirit of the Treaty. It is true, further, that the Union would
never have been effected, if the waverers at Edinburgh had
suspected for one moment, when the crucial votes were taken, that
the stipulated terms would not be scrupulously observed down
to the minutest item.
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It is necessary in this connection, however, to distinguish
between those national institutions which the Act of Union
deliberately left to the operation of the legislative supremacy
of the British Parliament, and those others which it attempted,
however illogically, to render permanent and inviolable. (1)
Scotland stipulated to preserve her separate system of juris-
prudence ; but here there was no thought to stereotype the entire
body of the existing laws. That would have been to turn a
progressive Scotland into a second China. By the 18th Article
all laws not inconsistent with the Treaty, were to remain in force
¢‘but alterable by the Parliament of Great Britain.” Well mean-
ing directions were added—possessing, of course, no legally
binding authority—as to the way in which that Parliament ought
to use these powers. Laws concerning ¢public right, policy,
and civil government’ should be uniform throughout the realm,
while those concerning private right’ should be altered only
for the utility of the subjects of Scotland. The continuance of a
separate Privy Council for Scotland was left entirely to the
discretion of Queen Anne and her successors in Parliament
by the 19th Article, the terms of which rather suggest that
its discontinuance would be the more natural course. It was,
therefore, no hardship that an Act was passed in the very year of
the Union, exercising these powers of abolition. Nor was it
a breach of faith that the House of Lords should hear appeals
from the Court of Session and the Court of Justiciary, since in
the Union debates the Upper House was systematically described
as “the only sovereign judicature of Britain,” with equal authority
over both kingdoms.! It was a grievance, however, although not
a legal one, that this right of review was sometimes influenced
by political bias as it undoubtedly was in Greenshield’s case,
the fate of which was really determined by the Tory triumph,
consequent upon the trial of Dr. Sacheverell.

(2) In two important matters at least, when the Scots commis-
sioners consented to the Union, they intended that Scottish
institutions should remain inviolable for ever. The Presbyterian
Church was to remain intact both under the original Articles
of Union and also in terms of the special Act passed for its
protection ; while in Defoe’s words, ¢ The Courts of Justice,
and the general form of administration, such as session, justiciary,
and all other Courts, were to remain in force for ever.’2 The
judicial system, thus secured by a law that was to be incapable

1 Defoe, p. 159. 2 Defoe, 151.
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of repeal, included the various heritable jurisdictions, which
chained Scotland to the feudal past. Defoe, with his usual
prescience, regretted that the continued existence of these last
had not been left for Parliament to determine.! That was not
done, however ; and it is therefore clear that the Act abolishing
military tenures, which swept these anomalies away in 1747, was,
however desirable, a deliberate breach of the terms of Union.

A more emphatic example of the incompatibility of parlia-
mentary sovereignty with the stipulations of the Treaty of
Union had been already afforded by three laws passed in 1712.
The Toleration Act, the Act Restoring Patronage, and the
Christmas Observance Act, whether wise or unwise in them-
selves, showed that the national sentiment of Scotland was subject
to the over-ruling power of Westminster, and that this power
might sometimes be exercised in a manner that was purely
vexatious. It was bitterly realized that bigoted Episcopalian
majorities in both Houses of Parliament had the legal power,
if they chose to exercise it, of overturning the Presbyterian
form of church government in Scotland in spite of express
stipulations to the contrary in the Treaty itself, and in the Act
specially passed for its protection.

Such incidents illustrate the inadequacy of the precautions
taken in 1707 considered as legal guarantees of the permanency
of existing institutions. They fall far short, however, of proving
the Union a mistake. The incorporation of the two nations with
each other, if accepted at all, had to be accepted by both sides,
with all the faults inherent in the qualities of the measure.
Scotland could not reasonably expect to retain all the advantages
of separation while gaining in addition those attendant upon
union. She surrendered her independence exactly as England
did. In one respect, however, she found herself in worse case
than England, since she accepted the domination of a legislative
assembly in which her own representatives would have found
themselves in a hopeless minority, if divisions had taken place
on national as opposed to party lines. This was the risk she
had to run—the price she paid for the Union. With the passage
of two centuries these dangers and defects have disappeared
from view, while the compensating advantages have become the
more conspicuous. The recurrence of undue interference on
the part of English majorities with exclusively Scottish affairs
has been minimized, if not entirely obviated, with the growth

1 Defoe, 152.
E
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of a tolerant spirit in politics and religion ; while a feeling of
mutual participation in the new and wider nationality—not
incompatible with a sincere Scottish or local English patriotism—
has done much towards consolidating the Union.

Time, then, has justified the framers of the Treaty. Scottish
national institutions were protected in so far as was possible or
desirable, and the successful termination of the negotiations in
1707 must be viewed as a triumph of Scottish diplomacy. At
a time when Englishmen looked upon Scotland and Scotsmen
with hatred and contempt, or at least with a half-contemptuous
indifference—at a time when the mass of Englishmen were
apathetic or antagonistic to the question of a closer union—it
was surely a triumph for Scotland first to awaken English
statesmen to a due sense of the urgency of the problem by
passing the Act of Security—*that masterpiece of policy,’” as
Defoe aptly terms it,! and then to extort terms of perfect equality
on lines which were strictly fair, if not generous, and which
entirely satisfied the quick pride of reasonable Scotsmen, by
ensuring the construction of a stable basis on which national
prosperity, to an extent undreamed of at the time, was afterwards
to be built.

If Scotland, in 1707, renounced for ever her ancient consti-
tution along with her continued existence as an independent
state—an apparent blessing which pressure of circumstances had
turned to an actual curse—she gained in return an honourable
share in the life of Great Britain, and the right to exercise her
fair measure of control in shaping the destinies of the British
Empire—a right of which her sons have not been slow to take
advantage.

Wwnm. S. McKecHNIE.

1 Union, p. 96. Swift maintained in 1714 that England would never have
consented to the Union, but for the danger of leaving ‘a poor, fierce, northern
people at liberty to put themselves under a different king.’
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EIDELBERG, the most ancient University in Germany, was
founded in 1386, and between 1386 and 1662 the names of
thirty-one Scotsmen are to be found on its matriculation register.

After the latter date there is a gap of about thirty years in the records,
which suffered in the general devastation of Heidelberg wrought by
the French invaders towards the close of the seventeenth century.

We shall take the names in the order of time. Where nothing has
been discovered by the present writer in regard to any of them, they
will simply be indicated as they occur in the Heidelberg register, with
the date of their matriculation.

1. Johannes Maluil de Scocia, 20th Dec., 1423.
II. Duncanus de Lythonn, s5th May, 1434.

The appended description, ¢cler. dyot.,” and the further note, ¢primus
diocesanus Abberdonensis,” are not clear to the writer. Some reference is
manifestly involved to the bishopric of Aberdeen.

I11. Johannes Menteyt, Scotus, 15th March, 1568,

IV. Gulielmus Silvius, Scotus, Cal. Aprilis, 1570.
A Latinised form of ¢William Wood.’

V. Olwarius Colt, Scotus, Cal. Apr., 1570.

This name was introduced into Scotland by a fugitive Huguenot
called ¢Blais-Coult,” who obtained a professorship in St. Andrews. He
is the ancestor of the Colts of Auldhame in Haddingtonshire and Gart-
sherrie in Lanarkshire.!

V1. Johannes Jonstonus, Scotus, 13th April, 1587, gratis.

A further note contains the name of this John Johnston, viz. ¢18th
Feb. 1589—6 people were sent forward for the degree of M.A. promotore
M. Joannes Jonsthono, Scoto, regente Contubernij.” He was probably
a member of the family of Johnston of Crimond, and thus a relative
of the Arthur Johnston to be later referred to.

He was born about 1570 and educated at King’s College, Aberdeen.
He is said to have studied subsequently at various places on the Con-
tinent besides Heidelberg, viz. at Helmstadt, Geneva, and Rostock.
About 1593 this John Johnston obtained the Chair of Divinity in
St. Andrews, and remained professor there till his death in 1611.

1The above student may have been this professor’s son, Oliver Colt, who was a
lawyer in the time of Queen Mary.
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He was eminent as a Latin poet and scholar. His chief works are:
Inscriptiones Historicae Regnum Scotorum, which consists of epigrammatic
addresses to Scottish kings from Fergus I. to James VI. This book
was printed at Amsterdam in 1602-3 ; Heroes ex omni Historia Scotica
Lectissimiy, Leyden, 1603. This is a series of epigrams similar to the
above in honour of Scottish heroes of the same period. He also wrote
epigrams on the principal towns of Scotland, which are inserted in
Camden’s Britannia.

This John Johnston being, as we see, a man of considerable scholar-
ship, is much more likely to have been the student at Heidelberg than
another John Johnston (the eldest brother of Arthur Johnston before
mentioned), who was Sheriff of Aberdeen in 1630. Apart from his
literary eminence, he was in Germany, as we know from other sources,
at the time specified.

VIL Jacobus Robertson, Edinburgensis, Scotus, 17th April, 1589.
VIII. Robert Uimierus, Scotus, 22nd Feb., 1593.

Otherwise Vinieus, Vimeus, Mag. Artium, exul et pauper.

The annals of the University have a further note regarding this
Robert Hume or Wemyss (either of which might have been his name
in Scotch), stating that he had ¢taken up in the year 1593 the position
which had been assigned to him as regent in the Collegium Casimirianum
—a principe Buloneo ad philosophiae professionem invitatus’ [A. U.
xvi. 130].

IX. Thomas Moravius, Scotus, 22nd Febr., 1593.
X. M. Alexander Arbuthnot, Scotus, 30th July, 1594.

A further note says: Arbudnot (al. Arbudgnot) rec. ad Stipendium
quoddam in Contubernio Sept., 1595. Still held the same in July,
1599. Attended ¢lectiones historicas et politicas.’

In all probability this was the son of Alexander Arbuthnot, who
became the first Protestant Principal of King’s College, Aberdeen, in
1569, and who was described by Andrew Melville as ¢patriae lux
oculusque,’ and by James Melville as ¢one of the three learnedest men
in Europe,” and ¢a man of singular gifts of learning, wesdome, godliness,
and sweitnes of nature’ Indeed he was of too gentle and refined a
disposition for the stormy times in which he lived, and he died at the
early age of forty-five, broken-hearted, as it appears, by the wayward
opposition of a generation which fell so far short of his high ideals.
He has recorded his feelings in a poem called ¢The Miseries of a
pure (poor) Scolar,” which is really autobiographical. The following is
one of the verses:

¢I think the world sa wrappit in mischief

That gude is yll and yll is callit gude.

All thing I see does bot augment my grief;

I feel the wo and can nocht se relief.

The Lordis plaig throuchout the warld is went
Quhat marvel is thoch I murne and lament?’
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XI1. M. Thomas Landelus, Glascoviensis, Scotus, 23rd Dec., 1596, gratis.

The following note is appended :

¢Die 15 Decembris 1596 ex Senatus consulto M. Thomas Landelus,
Glascoviensis, Scotus (iam quadragenarius et pauper) testimonium habens
a senioribus et ministro ecclesiae zu Pfaltzburg et nominatim com-
mendatus a quadam de lenitate in curandis aegrotis, receptus fuit per
hyemem in domum Casimirianum, hac lege ne faciat medicinam (in
urbe) sed theologia det operam (i.e. ut instituta studia theologia perse-
quatur).’

This ¢Collegium Casimirianum’ suffered destruction by fire in the
year 1693. Its site is now occupied by the University buildings, within
which there is a tablet recording the former presence of the ¢Casimir-
janum.’

XII. David Duramenus, Bacholdensis, Scotus, 27th January, 1597, gratis.

The only place in Scotland, known to the writer, the name of which
bears a resemblance to Bacholdensis, is Badcaul, in the parish of
Eddrachillis, Sutherlandshire.

¢David Durham’ is most likely the basis of the Latin surname.
The name ¢Durie’ was generally rendered in Latin by ¢Duraeus.
During his sojourn in Heidelberg a pestilence raged, which, from a
contemporary surgeon’s account referring to ‘ulcera bubones et anthraces,’
appears to have been of an Eastern type. A prorector had, shabbily
enough, been appointed as an interim ¢during the continuance of the
plague,” while many of his colleagues had fled from the town, and in
a letter he complains of the action of those who desert their posts in
time of danger, and entrust them to men such as he, sixty years old,
‘in qua aetate constitos ut ad rempublicam gerendam ineptos de ponte
deiicere solebant veteres Romani !’

X1, M. Gwalterus Donaltsonus, Aberdonensis, Scotus, 11th Sept., 1599.

This Walter Donaldson belonged, as stated, to Aberdeen. He was
a member of the retinue of Bishop Cunningham of Aberdeen, and
Peter Junius, Grand Almoner of Scotland, when on an embassy from
James VI. to the Court of Denmark and the Princes of Germany. He
subsequently returned to the Continent, and, probably when a student
in Heidelberg, delivered at the latter place a series of lectures on moral
philosophy, which were later published, from student’s notes, both in
Germany and Britain, under the title of Synopsis Moralis P hilosophiae.
He afterwards became Professor of Physics, Ethics and Greek at the
University of Sedan, and acted at the same time as Principal. He
remained there for sixteen years. He also published Ethica Oeconomica
and Loci Communes from Diogenes Laertius.

XIV. M. Arturus Jonstonus, Abredonensis, Scotus, 11th Sept., 1599.

A further note states that M. Arturus Jonstonus, Scotus, matriculated
as a student of theology under ¢Doctor Tossanus, ¢in meo decanatu’

(4th Oct.).
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We have here almost certainly the eminent Latin poet and physician,
Arthur Johnston, who flourished in the first half of the seventeenth
century. He was born in 1587(f) at Caskieben, Aberdeenshire, the
seat of his ancestors for many generations, and was the fifth son of
George Johnston of Caskieben and Christian, daughter of William,
Lord Forbes. After travelling through Germany, Denmark, Holland
and England he settled in France, and his rapid development is marked
by the fact that he was ‘crowned’ at Paris as ‘poet laureate’ in the
twentieth year of his age. He remained twenty years in France.

His fame as a Latin poet chiefly rests on his Latin version of the
Psalms, which has been held by many to rival that of Buchanan.
Three editions of his Psalms were published at the expense of the
Englishman Benson (one of the most ardent supporters of Johnston’s
superiority to Buchanan), with an elegant life of the translator. One
of these was published in 1741, with a fine portrait of Johnston by
Vertue after Jamesone.

Johnston had received the M.D. of Padua in 1610. He returned
to Scotland in 1632. In 1637 he became Principal of King’s College,
Aberdeen, and received the appointment of Physician-in-Ordinary to
Charles I. He died in Oxford in 1641, while on a visit to a daughter

who was married to a clergyman of the Church of England; hence
the lament :

¢Scotia moesta dole tanti viduata sepulcro
Vatis : is Angligenis contigit altus honos.’

His chief works are: Psalmorum Davidis paraphrasis poetica, Aberdeen
and London, 1637, and Middelburg, 1642, also at Amsterdam (by
David Hoogstratanus) in 1706 ; Canticum Salomonis paraphrasi elegiaca,
London, 1633, and along with the Psalms at Amsterdam, 1706 ;
Libri Jobi paraphrasis poetica; Parerga et Epigrammata.

He also edited at Amsterdam in 1637 Delitiae poetarum Scotorum
hujus aevi illustrium, in which many pieces of his own appear.

It must be admitted that the date of this Arthur Johnston’s birth,
as given, would necessitate his being at Heidelberg when under thirteen
years of age. Allowing this date to be correct, however, the remarkable
precocity of the youth, already referred to, would relieve the difficulty
somewhat, while it is to be remembered that in those days students were
often little more than boys.

XV. Gulielmus Jonstonus, Scotus, Magister artium, gratis, 26th Feb., 1603.

In all probability a younger brother of the foregoing, and also a
gifted Latin scholar.

He was educated at Marischal College, Aberdeen, and thereafter
proceeded to the University of Sedan, where he lectured on philosophy.
In 1626 he was appointed the first Professor of Mathematics in
Marischal College. He died in 1640. He is spoken of as ‘weall seen
both in the mathematics and the medicine.’
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XVI. M. Andreas Aidius, Abredianus, Scotus, 4th May, 1603.

This Andrew Aidie was later Professor of Philosophy at Danzig.
He published, probably while at the latter place, Disputationes Logicas
Meorales, and in this work incurred (at least on the Continent) the
suspicion of plagiarism.

He also wrote in 1614 Clavem Philosophiae Moralis. In 1615 he
was made Principal of Marischal College. This position, however, he
resigned in the year 1619, as a result of difficulties in which he became
involved with Bishop Alexander Forbes of Aberdeen, who, as we shall
see presently, was a fellow-student of Aidie’s in Heidelberg.

XVII. Alexander Forbosius, Scotus, iniuratus, 11th June, 1603.

We are doubtless correct in identifying this Alexander Forbes with
the Bishop Alexander Forbes just mentioned. The latter was of the
house of Ardmurdo, and was appointed to the Bishopric of Aberdeen
in the year 1616. He died, however, not long afterwards, in the year
1618, being succeeded in his office by Bishop Patrick Forbes, the
eminent prelate (born 1564).

XVIIL. Patricius Lyndesius, Scotus, 21st January, 1603.

Very probably to be identified with Patrick Lindsay, Archbishop of
Glasgow. He was born in 1566, and educated at St. Andrews.
Associating himself with the Episcopal schemes of James I., he became
Bishop of Ross in 1613. In the year 1615 he was appointed Privy-
Councillor of Scotland, and in 1633 obtained the Archbishopric of
Glasgow. He was deposed by the General Assembly of 1638, and
died in 1644.

XIX. Alexander Andersonus, Scotus, Abrepdonensis, 20th April, 1605.

There was an Alexander Anderson who was Principal of King’s
College from 1553 to 1569. The Alexander Anderson we have here
is most likely to have been the son of this Principal Anderson. He
went to Paris early in life as a teacher or professor of mathematics, in
which subject he attained great fame. He published the valuable MSS.
of Vieta, Master of Requests at Paris, who died in 1603.

XX. Patritius Kymerina, Germanensis, Scotus, 12th June, 1605, gratis.

This Patrick Cameron, which name, as we may best suppose, is
represented in the Latin version, had evidently, either by naturalisation
or otherwise, some close connection with Germany.

XXI1. Alexander Ramsaeus, Scotus, Baronis de Bamff filius tertiogenitus,
8th Nov., 1606.

This Alexander Ramsay was clearly the son of George Ramsay of
Bamff, the latter, in turn, being a descendant of Adam de Ramsay of
Bamff who, among other Scottish Barons, swore fealty to Edward I. in
1296. He was Physician to James I. and Charles I. Sir James Ramsay,
the present representative of the family, informs me that he has a portrait
of this Alexander Ramsay at Bamff, which is dated about 1666.
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XXII. Patricius Dunaeus, Scotus, gth May, 1607.

To be identified, in all likelihood, with Dr. Patrick Dun, who was
¢mediciner’ at King’s College, and, for the period 1621-1649, Principal
of Marischal College, Aberdeen. In this connection we may note that
medicine was only officially added to the curriculum in 1700, while
not until 1823 were any lectures delivered on the subject.

He was the author of a treatise on medicine, and as a physician he
had a widespread reputation. When he accepted office it was accord-
ingly agreed that ¢quhen he salbe burdenit be nobill men in the cuntrie
in tyme of their seiknes to repair towardis thame as phisiciane, he may
lesumlie do the same without imputatioun of offence or bruck of dewtie
on his pairt.’

This same Patrick Dun refounded the Grammar School of New
Aberdeen.

XXIII. Joannes Camero, Scotus, 2nd Dec., 1607.

A further note states that he was ¢Praeceptor of the three co-
matriculated, Alexander, Abel and Franciscus a Caligno, Gratianopolitani
nobiles Galli, fratres,” and among the matriculated students of theology
in 1608 he appears as ¢Johannes Camero, Scotus, a Burdegalensi
ecclesia vocatus, cui nunc in ministerio servit.

This John Cameron, a representative of the Reformed religion, was
a native of Glasgow, and was born, as we are told, ‘of respectable
parents.” He taught Greek in the University there for a year, and
thereafter went to the Continent. After being engaged for some time
teaching Latin and Greek at Bergerac he was appointed by the Duc
de Bouillon Professor of Philosophy at Sedan. Remaining there for
two years he proceeded to Heidelberg in charge of three sons of
Calignon, Chancellor of Navarre. Heidelberg claimed him for a year.
On the 4th of Aprily 1608, he maintained there a series of theses,
De triplicc Dei cum homine foedere, which is printed among his works.
Thereafter he took up ministerial work at Bordeaux, and, following
this, was Professor of Theology at Saumur. Leaving France as a result
of the religious war raging at this time, he lectured privately on theology
in London, and later, in 1622, was Professor of Theology and Principal
in Glasgow University. Being disliked there on account of his attach-
ment to Episcopacy, he remained only a year, and we find him again
lecturing privately in Saumur, and subsequently Professor of Theology
in Montauban, While holding this latter position he was attacked by
some ill-disposed person—probably a Catholic zealot—and died, as a
result of his wounds, in the year 1625, at the age of forty-six. He
was famed as a fluent Greek scholar.

His chief theological writings are: Praclectiones in selectiora quaedam
loca Novi Testamenti una cum Tractatu de ecclesia et nonnullis miscellaniis
opusculis, Saumur, 1626-28 ; Myrothecium Evangelicum in quo aliquot loca
N.T. explicantur, etc., Geneva, 16325 Of the Sovereign Judge of Con-
troversies in matters of Religion, Oxford, 1628.
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He also wrote a treatise, De Gratia et libero Arbitrio, in regard to
which subject he had a controversy with Tileno. This treatise, along
with other of his writings, was published in 1642 at Frankfort, and in
1659 at Geneva.

XXIV. David Nerneus, Andreapolitanus, Scotus, 31st July, 1609.

This student was enrolled at St. Andrews in 1596, signing himself
¢ David Nairn.’

XXV. Thomas Sincerf, Scotus, 10th July, 1609.

The surname appears in Scottish biography as Sydserff, and is, of
course, derived from ¢St. Serf.

This Thomas Sydserff was born in 1581, and took the degree of
M.A. at Edinburgh in 1602. He played an important part in the
introduction of the English Prayer-Book in 1633, and, having at one
time been Bishop of Brechin, he was appointed Bishop of Galloway by
Laud in the year 1635. While holding office at the latter place he
suffered violence at the hands of the mob, and was deposed by the
authority of the General Assembly of 1638, and, at the same time,
excommunicated. At the Restoration he was reinstalled as Bishop of
Orkney, being the only surviving bishop of the Scottish Episcopal
Church at that time. He died three years later.

XXVI. Johannes Hogesius, Scotus, gratis, 8th Oct., 1611.
¢ John Hodge’ or ¢ John Hogg.’
XXVII. Joannes Forbesius, Scoto. Bryttanus, Nobilis, 24th May, 1613.

John Forbes was the second son of Bishop Patrick Forbes of Aber-
deen (who succeeded to the see in 1617), and was born on the 2nd of
May, 1593. After studying philosophy and divinity at King’s College
in his native city, he proceeded to Heidelberg, where he attended the
lectures of the famous Paraeus. While on the Continent he main-
tained in the year 1618 a public disputation against the Archbishop
and the Lutherans at Upsala in Sweden. He was known in- Germany
as ‘Fabricius 4 Corse,” the latter being the name of the family estate
to which he succeeded on the death of his brother. After visiting
several of the other Universities in Germany he returned to Scotland,
and was appointed in 1620, at the age of twenty-six, to the Chair
of Divinity and Church History in King’s College, Aberdeen, which
his father had been instrumental in founding.

In the hopes of securing a bishopric he attached himself to the
Episcopal schemes of James I. and Charles I., and with other ¢Aber-
deen Doctors’ he opposed the Commissioners of the Covenant when
they visited Aberdeen. As a result of his refusal to sign this document
he was ejected from the Chair by a Committee of the General Assembly
in 1640. Sentence was deferred for a year, the reason, as recorded by
Baillie, the Covenanting writer, being : "¢ Dr. Forbes’s ingenuitie pleased
us so well that we have given him yet tyme for advysement.” On
the 20th April, 1641, however, he was finally deposed, ¢because he
refuisit to subscrive and swear our Covenant’ ‘Thereafter he sought
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refuge from the ecclesiastical unrest by spending two years in Holland,
where he worked at his Institutiones Historico-Theologicae, an unfinished
treatise which has received high praise. In 1646 he returned to his
estate of Corse, where he died on the 29th of April, 1648.

He had attempted to reconcile the religious sects in a treatise entitled
Irenicum Amatoribus veritatus ac pacis in ecclesia Scoticana.

Among his other works are: Vitae Interioris Idea; Diss. de Visione
Beatifica; Theologiae Moralis Libri X.; Liber de Cura et Residentia
Pastorali. They were published in two volumes by Nic. Girtlern in
Amsterdam in 1703, with a sketch of the author’s life by Dr. George
Garden.

XXVIII. Thomas Knoxius, Ramberlaeus, Scotus, 23rd Sept., 1613.

A further note states that ¢Thomas Knoxius Ramfelreus, Scotus,
matriculated as a student of theology on 24th Sept.,, 1613.

In 1606 Andrew Knox, a younger son of John Knox of Ranfurly,
Renfrewshire, was Bishop of the Isles, and in 1622 he was translated
to the see of Raphoe in Ireland. He was succeeded in the office of
Bishop of the Isles by his son Thomas Knox, in whom we doubtless
have the above-mentioned student at Heidelberg. The male line of
this family failed in the person of Andrew Knox’s grandnephew, viz.
Uchter Knox of Ranfurly, who had one daughter. The latter sold
the estate to the first Earl of Dundonald.

With regard to John Knox’s connection with this family, two
sources are in favour of it. One of these is David Buchanan’s Memoirs
of Knox prefixed to the edition of the Historie in 1644, where it is
stated that his ¢father was brother’s son of the house of Ranferlie.’
The second source is a genealogical account of John Knox’s family,
which was in the possession of the late James Knox, Minister of Scone,
where occurs the record that his (John Knox’s) ¢father was a brother
of the family of Ranfurlie, and proprietor of the estate of Gifford in
Haddingtonshire” Dr. M‘Crie argues, on the other hand, that the
family appear to have been in East Lothian in the time of Knox’s
greatgrandfather, adducing the conversation of Knox with Bothwell to
be found in the Historie of the Reformation, ed. 1732, p. 306: ‘My
lord, my greatgrandfather, gudeshir, and father have served your lord-
ship’s predecessors, and some of them have dyed under their standards.’
If the Bothwell estates included lands in Renfrewshire, the latter argu-
ment would, of course, be invalidated.

XXIX. Thomas Meluinus, Disartius, Scoto. Brittanus, 25th Nov., 1613.
Some Thomas Melvin, apparently, from Dysart.

XXX, Thomas Cumingius, Belga. Scotus, i.. Belga parentibus Scotus,
28th May, 1614.
A further note states that ¢Thomas Cuminius, Belga, matriculated as

a student of theology.’
¢Belga parentibus Scotus’ evidently means that he was of Scotch
parents, resident, however, in Belgium.

R T T Imgm——
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XXXI. Rodericus Maclennan, Scoto. Britannus, 30th April, 1660.

With this Roderick Maclennan our list closes.

As indicated in the description of his nationality, we may surmise
that (with, as we have seen, one or two others of these Scottish students in
Heidelberg) he gloried at once in the name of ¢Scotchman’ and ¢Briton.’
The Maclennans are associated with the district of Kintail in Ross-shire.

When we consider the fact illustrated that so many Scotsmen attained
to positions of academic importance on the Continent, both as lecturers
and debaters, the question would arise as to how the difficulties of
variety in language were got over, did we not remember that, in
mediaeval times, Latin was a medium as widespread as literary culture,
and formed the Academic language of Europe.

As will be noticed, a considerable number of the Scotsmen treated
of were Episcopalians, a fact which may not be without significance,
the literary interests of Scotland in those days having been largely
represented by this body.

In his investigations the writer has made accuracy his aim. As will
be readily supposed, however, the materials gathered and sources con-
sulted have been more or less limited, and the writer should prefer
that the notes be regarded by those interested in any of the names,
more as points of departure for further inquiry than as final statements.

Foremost among those to whom thanks are due is Professor Adolf
Deissmann of Heidelberg University, who first suggested the inquiry to
the writer, and gave him the benefit, indeed, of the list of names and
a few notes regarding them which he had himself gathered with a
view to publication in some Scottish periodical. Professor Deissmann is
not a stranger to Scotland, having received in September, 1906, the
honorary degree of D.D. from Aberdeen University, in recognition of
his well-known scholarship in the sphere of New Testament and
kindred Greek.

The writer would like also to record his indebtedness to Mr.
Maitland Anderson, Librarian of St. Andrews University, for his courtesy
in reading over the article previous to publication, and making several
suggestions and emendations,

Among the books which he has used as sources he would specially
mention : History of the University of Aberdeen, by John Malcolm
Bulloch, London, 1895, and The Unwwversities of Aberdeen: a bistory,
by Robert Sangster Rait, Aberdeen, 1895.

W. Carp TavLOR.



The Bishops of Glasgow

From the Restoration of the See by Earl David to the
Reformation : Notes chiefly Chronological

AS was observed by the writer of the present article, when

dealing with the Bishops of Dunkeld prior to the
Reformation (Scortish Historical Review, Jan. 1904), the large
amount of historical material that has become available since
the publication of Bishop Keith’s meritorious work, the Cazalogne
of Scotrish Bishops (1755), makes it imperative to review again
in the light of such new information the lists of the bishops of
the several Scottish sees. An attempt is here made to readjust
the chronology of the bishops of the important see of Glasgow,
a see second only to St. Andrews in wealth and influence.

For the earlier bishops dealt with in the present number
Eubel’'s recently published work, Hierarchia Catholica Medii
Aevi (tom. i., 1898 ; tom. ii., 1901) is not available. Down
to the year 1318 Eubel relies on Gams. In subsequent
numbers his dates from the Papal Archives will be recorded.
The value of Theiner’s Monumenta has long been recognized.
As will be seen, his labours have been carefully utilised in the
present enquiry. And it need scarcely be said that the Calendar
of Papal Registers, published under direction of the Master of
the Rolls, has been employed down to the issue of the latest
volume.

In an enquiry at once so extensive in range and so minute
in detail it is scarcely possible that errors have been wholly
avoided ; and the writer will be grateful to historical students
who may be so good as to inform him of any mistakes which
they have detected.

In citing authorities the following abbreviations are used : A.P.=The
Acts of the Parliaments of Scotland (Record edit.); B.C.=Calendar of
Documents relating to Scotland, preserved in the Public Record Office,
edited by Joseph Bain ; C.P.R.:Caéendar of Papal Registers (Master of
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the Rolls series) ; E.=Eubel’s work referred to above ; Extr.= Extracta
¢ wariis Cronicis Scocie (Edinburgh, 1842); K.= Historical Catalogue
of the Scottish Bishops, by the Right Rev. Robert Keith (Russel’s edit.
Edinburgh, 1824); M.=Chronica de Mailros (Bannatyne Club edit.
1835); Mas Latrie=Trésor de Chronologie d’bistoire, etc., par M. le
Cte De Mas Latrie, folio, Paris;, 1889 ; R.M.=Registrum Episcopatus
Moraviensis (Bannatyne Club edit. 1837); R.G.=Registrum Episcopatus
Glasguensis (Bannatyne Club edit. 1843) ; R.P.S.A. = Registrum Prioratus
§. Andree (Bannatyne Club edit. 1841); Sc.=Scotichronicon Joannis de
Fordun cum supplementis et continuatione Walteri Boweri (Goodall’s edit.
Edinburgi, 1759); T.=Vetera Monumenta Hibernorum et Scotorum
historiam illustrantia: A. Theiner (Romae, 1864). The Chartularies of
religious houses are cited by their English names, thus ¢Kelso’ for Liber
S. Marie de Calchou, and ¢ Holyrood’ for Liber Cartarum Sancte Crucis de
Edwinesburg, etc.

The names of bishops elect, but not consecrated, are printed in italic
capitals.

MICHAEL, Although the bishop first named in this list is unknown in
Scottish record, it would be improper to pass him over in silence. Ralph,
archbishop of Canterbury, writing in 1119 to P. Calixtus IL,, states that
Thomas (who was archbishop of York from 1109, June 27, to 1114,
Feb. 24) “quemdam Britonem Glasguensi ecclesiae ordinavit episcopum
(see Twysden, Decem Script. coll. 1743, 1746). Now this bishop cannot be
identified (as by Keith, and by Grub, Ec/. Hist. i. 220) with John (see
next entry), because not only their names differed, but also because the
consecrator of each was different. The York historian, Thomas Stubs, in
the second half of the fourteenth century, states that Thomas, archbishop
of York, at the request of Earl David, ordained a holy man, Michael by
name, for the see of Glasgow, who gave a profession of canonical obedience
to York in writing (4cta Pontif. Ebor.; Twysden, Decem Script. col.
1713). According to the same authority, Michael, by command of the
archbishop of York, dedicated churches in the diocese of York, and con-
ferred orders (ordines fecit) in the church of Morlonnd [in Westmoreland],
in which church he was afterwards buried. How much of T. Stubs’
statement is to be believed? Such competent judges as Haddan and W,
Stubbs apparently think it may all be believed (Councils, 11.1. 14). Michael’s
conduct is like that of the nominal York-Orkney bishops ; he acted as an
assistant-bishop of York. His not appearing in Scottish record may perhaps
be accounted for either because his death (as may be supposed) followed
soon after his consecration, or Earl David may have resented Michael’s
having professed canonical obedience to York. There can be little doubt,
I think, of the existence of this bishop bearing the title ¢ of Glasgow,’ even
if we regard him as only titular, and no doubt, if he existed, that he
was a different person from John.

I JOHN. A monk (vir religiosus, R.G. i. 4), formerly tutor to Earl
David (i6.). He was consecrated, though reluctant, by P. Paschal II. (who
was elected in August, 1099, and died 21 Jan. 1118) (/5.), and among other
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authorities for Paschal being the consecrator of John, see the letter of
P. Innocent II. to John, printed in Dugdale’s Monasticon, vi. 1187.

‘The earliest charter evidence which I have found is his witnessing the
foundation charter of the abbey of Selkirk by Earl David, that is, at latest,
before 23 April, 1124, when Earl David succeeded to the throne (Kelso,
No. 1).

For) the attempts of successive popes to induce John to render obedience
to the see of York, see Lawrie’s Early Scottish Charters, pp. 40, 41, 81.

John, bishop of Glasgow, was consulted by Eadmer in his difficulties at
St. Andrews in the year 1120 or 1121 (see Eadmer, Historia Novorum).

The writer, evidently not contemporary, who has penned the notes on
Earl David’s Inquisitio represents John as having been elected by Earl
David consilio clericorum (R.G. i. 4). In a letter of Calixtus II. to John,
15 Jan, [1122], the Pope says that John had been elected iz capituls of the
church of York, as a suffragan of that church, and had been consecrated by
Pope Paschal postulatione ecclesie Eboracensis (Reg. Alb. Ebor.: see Lawrie’s
Early Scottish Charters, No. xliv.). On 26 Aug. [1122] Calixtus wrote
again to John requiring him to render obedience to the archbishop of York
within 30 days (z6. No. xIv.). I do not think there is sufficient ground for
seriously doubting the genuineness of these two papal letters. It is evident
from the material before us that we cannot be very precise as to the date
of John’s consecration.

In 1122 John set out to visit Rome and Jerusalem, and was compelled in
the following year to return to his see (M.). He went to Rome in 1125
to endeavour to obtain the pall for St. Andrews. We find him at Rox-
burgh, 17 July, 1127 (Nat. MSS. of Scotland, i. No. 27) ; but he seems to
have been again absent from his diocese, to which he was recalled by
Alberic, the Legate in 1138 (Richard of Hexham, s.2. 1138). We find
him witnessing at Edinburgh, 1 Nov. 1140 (Newbottle, 4), and in 1144
granting Lesmahago to Kelso (Kelso, 149). On 3 May, 1147, he was
with King David at Coldingham (Raine’s North Durham, Appendix,
No. 41). He must have died very soon after (see next entry).

He died in 1147 (M.). John of Hexham gives the year of his death as
1148. But Cosmo Innes remarks that the chronology of John of Hexham
is a year too late after 1140, which year he divides into two. He was
buried in the monastery of Jedwod (Jedburgh);—Sc. viii. 3, which
authority makes John die in the 28th year of his episcopate. John
was for a time chancellor (Dunfermline, No. 12). I have not traced
the authority for John’s death being on 29 May, 1147 (K); but it is
a not improbable date. The statement in Sc. that John died in the
28th year of his episcopate is not consistent with his being consecrated
by Paschal.

II. HERBERT (Hubert). Third abbot of Selkirk and first of Kelso, on
the transfer of the monks of Selkirk to Kelso. We find him elect of
Glasgow (Cambuskenneth, 72 ; A.P. i. 359), but the date cannot be very
closely determined, at least from the witnesses. We have the authority of
M. (and of John of Hexham sas to the place) for his being consecrated on
St. Bartholomew’s day [24 Aug.], 1147, by P. Eugenius IIL, at Auxerre.

o ——
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We know from other sources that Eugenius, having to fly from Rome, was
in France in that year. Indeed Eugenius seems to have been at Auxerre
from the middle of July to 25 August (Mas Latrie). He was at Auxerre
on 29 Aug. (Camb. No. 23). Herbert made the church of Govan a pre-
bend of his Cathedral (R.G. 11). He gave benediction to John, abbot of
Kelso, in 1160 (Sc. vi. 35). The date of his consecration, compared with
the date of his predecessor’s death, enables us to fix within narrow limits
the undated charter of King David to the church of St. Mary of Stirling,
witnessed by Herbert, elect of Glasgow (Cambusk. No. 51). Herbert died
in 1164 (M. and Hoveden, i. 224); and for the time of the year we can
gather something from the date of his successor’s election.

III. INGELRAM (Engelram, Ingeram, Ingeran, Engeram). Arch-
deacon of Glasgow: only in deacon’s orders: had been chancellor of
K. Malcolm (Sc. viii. 15). There was an Engelram who was archdeacon
of Teviotdale when Arnold was bishop of St. Andrews (original charter
in the charter chest of Fletcher of Salton ; MS. note in Joseph Robert-
son’s copy of Keith in the Advocates’ Library). We can, by a comparison
of the statements of M. and Sc,, fix the date of his election. It was on
Sunday, 20 Sept. 1164. He was ordained priest on the following Saturday,
26 Sept., and consecrated on the g4oth day (correctly the 39th) after his
election (Sc. viii. 15) on Oct. 28, the feast of SS. Simon and Jude (M.),
which in that year fell on Wednesday. He was consecrated by P.
Alexander III. at Sens (apud Senonensem civitatem, M.) ; not at Sienna, as
C. Innes. (R.G.i. 22.) Alexander, after laying the foundation-stone of
Notre-Dame at Paris, retired to Sens, 30 Sept. 1163, and remained there
for a year and a half. Alexander, in his letter, dated Sens, 1 Nov., to the
dean and chapter of Glasgow, states that Engelram, then elect, now their
bishop, had come to him with letters of commendation from King Malcolm ;
that he had also received expostulations from the envoys of the archbishop
of York. He, Alexander, however, desiring to defer to the wishes of the
king, had consecrated Engelram, and with his own hands (R.G. i. 18).

On 22 May, 1171, Ingelram, together with four abbots, opened the
tomb of Waldeve, second abbot of Melrose, and found the body entire and
the vestments intact (M.).

Ingelram died on the feast of the Purification of the B.V.M. (2 Feb.),
1174 (M.).

He witnessed the foundation charter of Paisley, and confirmed all the
gifts to that monastery made by Walter Fitz-Alan (Paisl. 6, 115). There
is no use in citing other charter evidence.

Il)l%elram had been chancellor under Malcolm (Sc. viii. 15; R.P.S.A,
202).

IV. JOSCELIN (Goscelin). Fourth abbot of Melrose, who ‘had been
advanced from prior to abbot, 22 April, 1170 (M.). He was elected to

1T have to call the attention of the learned to a serious difficulty presented by
a charter of King William (Cambusk. 132). William came to the throne 9 Dec.
1165 (Dunbar’s Scottish Kings, 77). Among the witnesses is ¢ Engelramo electo
de Glasgu.” T shall not attempt a solution.
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Glasgow, ‘unanimiter,” ¢concorditer’ (R.G. i. 33, 34) by the clergy, ¢the
people requesting, and the king assenting,’ at Perth on 23 May, 1174 (M.).
The place of the election is well worth noting. Like the election of Roger
to St. Andrews (1189) at Perth ; of Reinald to Ross (1195) at Dunferm-
line ; and of Malvoisine to St. Andrews (1202) at Scone ; it seems to point
to the desire to exercise the influence of the king on the election. Compare
the requirement which for a time prevailed in England that the election of
bishops should take place in the chapel royal. P. Alexander III. confirmed
the election 16 Dec. [1174], and commanded that consecration should be
given him, if it was extremely difficult (intolerabile) for him to appear in
the Pope’s presence (R.G. i. 35).

Jocelin was consecrated at Clairvaux by Eskil, Archbishop of Lund,
Primate of Denmark, and Papal Legate, in 1175 (M., Sc. viii. 24). On
I June, according to K., who does not give his authority.

The Chronicle of Melrose gives the date of Jocelin consecrating his new
cathedral as July 6, 1197, “anno episcopatus sui xxiiij.” This is an error
unless we count from the date of election.

Attention may here be called to a bull of Alexander III., printed in
Regist. Episcop. Glasg. (i. 30~32), and dated ¢ij. Kal. Maii, Indictione vj.
anno mclxxiiij. Incarnationis dominicae,’ addressed to Jocelin and his
successors. It is obvious that the year must be wrong. 1 would offer the
conjecture that the original reading was ¢ij. Kal. Mart.,” which would
make the year of the pontificate, viz. ‘anno xvi.,” correct, and the year of
our Lord, 1175. But the indiction, viz. ¢vj.,” would still be wrong. The
error, one may suspect, was due to the transcriber. No dates are more
frequently in error than the number of the indiction.

Jocelin was one of the six Scottish bishops present at the Council of
Northampton in 1176 (Wilkins, Concilia, i. 483).

In 1182 Jocelin returned from a visit to Rome, bringing to K. William
a golden rose from Lucius III. (M.).

In 1197 the cathedral, a new building begun by Bp. Herbert, was con-
secrated by Jocelin, two other bishops assisting (R.G. 611). The date as
given by Wyntoun (Book vii. line 2140) was ¢the ferd day off July.

Charter evidence is abundant for Jocelin’s episcopate.

Jocelin died at Melrose, 17 March, 1199 (M.), and was buried in the
monks’ choir in the north of Melrose Abbey Church. Hoveden (iv. 85),
more particularly, says he died on 2 Wednesday, being St. Patrick’s Day.
This notice of the day of the week is not unimportant, because it shows
that the year was 1198-99. We find him alive after 24 August, 1198, in
the year of the nativity of Alexander IL. (Aréroath Vet. Reg. 103). He had
a brother, Helias by name, who gave the church of Dunsyer to Kelso

(Kelso, 285).

V. HUGH DE ROXBURGH. Chancellor of Scotland. He
succeeded Jocelin as bishop (Sc. viii. 60); but as he died 10 July, 1199,
less than four months after the death of Jocelin, it is not probable that he
was consecrated. And as much is implied by Hoveden (iv. 97), who
writes ¢ eodem anno [1199] obiit Hugo Glascuensis ecclesiae electus sexto
idus Julii’ From the same authority we learn that he was buried at
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Geddewrde (Jedburgh) in the north part of the monks’ choir. The
Chronicle of Melrose takes no notice of his election, but merely states
¢Obiit Hugo cancellarius vj. idus Julii’ (s.a. 1199).

VI. WILLIAM MALVOISINE (Malevicinus) : Chancellor of the king,
in deacon’s orders, archdeacon of St. Andrews.

He had been one of the clerici regis, and archdeacon of St. Andrews, and
was made chancellor of Scotland 8 Sept. 1199 (M.).

1."‘=|h, \

SEAL OF JOCELINE, A.D. I175-9Q. SEAL OF FLORENCE, A.D. I202-7.

COUNTER SEAL OF JOCELINE. COUNTER SEAL OF FLORENCE.

Elected in Oct. 1199 (Hoveden, iv. 97).

Consecrated at Lyons by the archbishop of Lyons [Reginald de Forez]
at the command of Innocent IIL, Sunday, Sept. 24, 1200; having been
ordained priest on the day preceding, being Saturday in Ember Week
(Hoveden, iv. 139). Postulated and translated to St. Andrews 20 Sept. 1202.!

! If we accept the above statements we can assign the year to a charter of King
William (R.M. 13) which gives only the day of the month (26 Dec.). It is
F
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VII. FLORENCE (Florentius). Nephew of K. William, being son of
his sister Ada and Florence III., Count of Holland, to whom she was
married in 1161.!

Elect apparently in 1202. There is a blank space at the end of the year
1202 in the original MS. of M., and in the margin is written in red ink,
¢ Florentius electus Glasguensis.” He was elect and chancellor of the king
in 1203 (Holyrood, 36). Charters in which he appears as elect and
chancellor will be found in R.G. (i. 85) and Arbr. (i. 50); and as elect
in Melrose (i. 37, 117) and Paisl. (109, 113).

Under the year 1207 we find in M., ¢Florence, elect of Glasgow, by
leave of our lord, the Pope, resigned his cure.” See also Sc. viii. 66.
That he was never consecrated and that he resigned, before Dec. 1207
(see next entry), is certain; and a confirmation of his never having been
consecrated is found in a bull of P. Innocent III.) in which he refers to
¢ Florentio quondam Glasguensi electo.” This bull is dated 15 May, in the
tenth year of the pontificate, that is, 15 May, 1208.

We are ignorant why Florence remained unconsecrated for five years,
and why he resigned.

VIII. WALTER. Chaplain of the king. Elected 9 Dec. 1207 (M.).
Consecrated at Glasgow by leave of the Pope on the day of the commem-
oration of faithful souls (2 Nov.) 1208 (M. and Sc. viii. 68). Note that
All Souls’ Day fell in 1208 on a Sunday. He went to Rome in 1215 to
the fourth Lateran Council and returned ¢in the third year’ (M.). P.
Honorius IIL. sent a mandate (6 June, 1218) to the chapter of Glasgow
and clergy to recognise as their bishop and pastor the bishop of Glasgow,
who in the time of the wars between England and Scotland had so acted
as to be excommunicated, he having now been absolved by the Pope
(C.P.R.i. 55). Serious charges against the bishop were made by Master
William, apparently one of the canons (de gremio Glasguensis ecclesiae) ;
and Honorius IIL, on 7 Dec. 1219, wrote to the legate Pandulf, elect of
Norwich, to investigate them. It was alleged that when the bishop was
chaplain to the king he gave Philip de Valone, chamberlain of the king,
100 merks, and promised a larger sum to the queen, that they might
induce the king to give him the bishopric of Glasgow; and that
accordingly he was promoted without canonical election. Various other
charges against him of corruption, and nepotism, and of his allowing his
household to live immoral lives were added ; and Pandulf was directed
to commission discreet men in Scotland to investigate the charges and to
report to the Pope (T. No. 29). Presumably the charges were found to
be unproved, for we hear no more of them.

He died in 1232 (M.). His death must have been after 19 May, 1232,
for on that day he granted a charter (Kelso, 229, 333) and a confirmation

witnessed by ¢ Willelmo electo Glasguensi, cancellario meo.” The year must be
1199, and not 1200 as given by Cosmo Innes in the Tabula, p. iv (R.M.).

1 Florence II1., in 118, followed the Emperor Frederick in the Crusade. He
exhibited great gallantry at the siege of Damietta. He died at Antioch, 1 Aug.
1190.

s
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(Dryburgh, 40). The feast of St. Potenciana and the feast of St. Dunstan
both fell on the same day, the 19 May, so that though the style of the
drafting is different, the date of the two charters is the same.

The bishop had a brother Simon (R.G. i. 73).

Charter evidence is abundant for Walter.

SEAL OF WALTER, A.D. 1208-32. COUNTER SEAL OF WALTER.

IX. WILLIAM DE BONDINGTON. (By an error of transcription,
¢Hondyngton’ in the MS. of Fordun, in the Library of the University
of Edinburgh. Sc. vol. ii. p. 59.) Chancellor of the king, to which office
he had been appointed in 1231 (Sc. ix. 48). He had formerly been clerk
of Thomas the Chancellor (:6.). He had been rector of Eddleston, pre-
bendary of Glasgow, and archdeacon of Lothian (K.).

He was elected to Glasgow in 1232 (M.) and after 19 May (see last
entry). He is still elect in Jan. and June, 1233 (Kelso, 309), and in July,
1233 (Arbr. 75), and in August, 1233 (Melrose, 204).

He was consecrated in the cathedral of Glasgow on Sunday, 11 Sept.
1233, by the bp. of Moray, Andrew de Moravia (M.). Hence the Sunday
after the feast of the Exaltation of the Cross (14 Sept.), 1245, is in the
13th year of his episcopate, not, as stated in Kelso (231), the 12th.

In 1240 William and David, bishop of St. Andrews, were summoned by
P. Gregory IX. to attend a Council at Rome in the following year. They
set out in December ; but, together with many prelates of England and

France, they were compelled to return home (1241) by the Emperor
Frederick II. (M. Sc. ix. 56).
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In 1244, June 7, he witnessed a charter of Alexander II., and is styled
¢ camerarius noster’ (Blackfriars, Perth, 4). Is this an error for ¢cancel-
larius’?

On 20 Sept. 1255 he was removed from the king’s council (A.P. i. 419).

William granted a charter dated, Ancrum, the morrow of St. Laurence
(e. 11 Aug), 1258 (R.G.i. 166), and on St. Leonard’s Day, 6 Nov. 1258;
also at Ancrum, he, with consent of the chapter, granted the privileges and
customs of Sarum to the cathedral of Glasgow (R.G.). Four days later he
was dead. He died on the vigil of St. Martin (i.e. 10 Nov.), 1258, and was
buried at Melrose on St. Brice’s Day (13 Nov.) near the great altar (M.).
Sc. (x. 11) concurs as to the year, but is silent as to the day.

SEAL OF WILLIAM DE BONDINGTON, COUNTER SEAL OF
A.D. 1233-58. WILLIAM DE BONDINGTON.

He? appears frequently in charters. He is described as wir dapsilis et
liberalis in omnibus (Sc.x. 11). His buildings at his cathedral are said to be
miro artificio lapideo (ib.). He was a liberal benefactor of his cathedral.

A few other particulars from the Vatican records may be added.

1235, May 25. P. Gregory IX. grants the bishop of Glasgow and his
successors an indult that neither they nor their clerks should, against their
will, be summoned out of Scotland by apostolic letters, unless such letters
make mention of this indult (T. No. 79).

1238, July 21. The same Pope grants an indult to the bishop of
Glasgow that he shall not be summoned by papal letters beyond the realm
of Scotland to appear before judges, a previous indult to this effect being
evaded by his adversaries (C.P.R. i. 175).
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1255, May 15. P. Alexander IV. commissions the prior of the Preach-
ing Friars of Glasgow to dispense the bishop of Glasgow of a vow he had
made not to eat flesh in his own house. On account of old age and weak-
ness the vow is to be commuted into alms and other works of mercy
(T. No. 175).

Bondington and the bishop of St. Andrews, summoned by Gregory IX.
(9 Aug. 1240) to attend a General Council (C.P.R. i. 195) and, as we
have seen, forced to return home, sent proctors to the Pope to explain the
situation (Sc. ix. 56).

X. NICHOLAS DE MOFFAT (Muffet): Archdeacon of Teviot-
dale, to which office he had been appointed in 1245 (Lanercost, 53).

He must have been elected, or perhaps, to speak more strictly, ¢ postulated,’
(see B.C. i. No. 2158) soon after the death of his predecessor, for after, that
is, soon after, 2 Feb. 1258-509, he set out to the Apostolic See for confirma-
tion. This he failed to secure, as well because he was unwilling to pay the
money demanded of him by the Pope and cardinals, as because those of the
canons who had gone with him to support his claim turned against him,
more particularly R[obert] elect of Dunblane, who thought that if the
election of Nicholas was quashed, he could easily obtain the bishopric
of Glasgow. Nicholas returned to Scotland in 1259 (M.; Sc. x. 11).

As regards the temporality, the see of Glasgow was void at Martinmas,
1259, and at Whitsunday, 1260 (Exch. Rolls, i. 6). But before the latter
date Cheyam had been appointed by the Pope.

XI. JOHN DE CHEYAM (Chiham, Chyum, Cheam): Archdeacon of
Bath (B.C. i. No. 2158) and papal chaplain (T. No. 225). ‘Vir de
australi Anglia oriundus, sed Angliae nimis infestus’ (Lanercost, 65). *Vir
exemie scientie’ (Extr. 109).

Appointed by the Pope at least as early as 13 June, 1259 (B.C. i
No. 1259). There was no election by the chapter after the Pope’s
quashing Moffat’s election. He was consecrated apparently at the Roman
court (M. ; see also Lanercost, 65, Extr. 103, and B.C. i. 2180).

The appointment was disagreeable to the king, and rendered more
disagreeable in consequence of the letters for the execution of Cheyam’s
provision having been addressed to the bishops of Lincoln and Bath.
The king represented his wishes to the Pope, probably early in 1260, for
Pope Alexander IV. writes to the king (21 May, 1260) refusing to consent
to the petition of the king that he would revoke the provision of ¢ John
de Cheam, bishop of Glasgow.” The Pope adds that he did not desire to
do anything contrary to the custom of the kingdom in regard to the
temporality, and asks for a safe-conduct for Cheam that he may take the
oath of fealty to the king, and obtain the temporality (T. No. 225).
Among the documents found in the castle of Edinburgh in 1282 was a
bull of the Pope directing John de Chiham to render fealty to the king
before receiving the temporality (A.P, i. 108).

Lanercost, which is written by a friend of Moffat, tells a story, the point
of which is that John, bishop of Glasgow, always preached piety, but never
practised it (p. 53).
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Cheyam came to Scotland by leave of the king, and is enthroned, 1260 (M.).

On 26 Oct. 1262, the Pope commands Master Albert de Parma, papal
writer, to induce the bishop of Glasgow to pay 200 marks, due by the
bishop to the College of Cardinals, and apparently to cause him to be ex-
communicated if payment was not made (C.P.R. i. 380). These 200
marks made the balance of 800 marks, of which 600 had been paid by
the bishop to the Pope before 9 Feb. 1262, when the threat of ex-
communication had been held over him (id. 384).

John was employed by King Alexander to reconcile his mother Marie
de Coucy with her second husband, Jean de Brienne, called ¢d’Acre,’ son of
John, ¢king of Jerusalem,” from whom she had fled to Scotland (Sc. x. 25).

John is at Ancrum in Oct. 1264 (Kelso, 275). He witnessed the
treaty made at Perth, 2 July, 1266, between Alexander III. and Magnus,
king of Norway (A.P. i. 421).

Cheyam not being in happy relations with the canons of his cathedral,
who resented his intrusion, retired abroad in 1267 (Sc. x. 24). He died at
Meaux, and there was buried in 1268 (M.). His death was after St.
Barnabas’ Day (June 11), on which day, 1268, he granted at Tournay a
charter conveying land for the support of three chaplains in the cathedral

at Glasgow (R.G. i. 178-g).

XII. NICHOLAS DE MOFFAT. See above. On the death of
John he is elected for the second time, in the year 1268 (Sc. x. 25). He
died unconsecrated in 1270 (ib. 27). He is represented as bearing himself
¢ nimis proterve’ towards the monks and other ecclesiastical persons (Sc.).
But a somewhat more favourable account is given by the writer of this
part of the Chronicle of Lanercost, who says that as archdeacon he was
one ‘qui semper rixaretur et nunquam irasceretur.’” The writer says that
he officiated at his funeral, which took place in the archdeacon’s church of
Tinigham (sic). (Lanercost, 53.)

X1 WILLIAM WISCHARD (Wiscard, Wiseheart, Wisheart and
other variants) : Archdeacon of St. Andrews, and Chancellor of the king,
and holder of 22 benefices (Sc. x. 27). Elected, ¢ad instanciam regis,” on
the death of Moffat. He was still ‘elect of Glasgow’ when on 2 June,
1271, he was elected to St. Andrews (M.). Consecrated 15 Oct. 1273.

XIV. ROBERT WISCHARD. Nephew (nepos) of William Wischard
(M.). Cousin (consanguineus) of William Wischard (Sc. x. 29): Arch-
deacon of Lothian, ¢juvenis actate sed moribus senior’ (i4.).” Elected,
apparently, in 1271 ; but not consecrated till Sunday before the feast of
the Purification, 1273, that is, on Sunday, Jan. 29. The consecration was
at Aberdeen by the bishops of Dunblane, Aberdeen, and Moray (Sc. x. 30).
We have a precept of ‘R. by divine mercy humble servant of the church
of Glasgow, dated 28 Nov. 1273 (R.G. i. 186).

1There are some notices of the early story of John de Cheam (presumably our
bishop) in his early days in England in C.P.R. (i, 274, 279). Master John de
Cheam, rector of Raikeull (or Rukeull) in the diocese of Lincoln, value 20 marks,
is allowed by Pope Innocent IV. (21 Aug. 1251) to hold an additional benefice.
He is a papal chaplain on 29 Aug. 1252,
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The important and stirring part played by this prelate in public affairs
after the death of Alexander III., and more particularly in the contest with
Edward 1. of England, gives him a prominent place in the history of his
time. On 11 April, 1286, he was chosen, at Scone, as one of the six
guardians of the realm (Sc. xi. 1, 3). He was one of the three guardians
who served in settling the treaty with the plenipotentiaries of Eric, king of
Norway, at Melrose, 3 Oct. 1289 (Rymer, ii. 431). He was a leading
figure at Brigham (a village on the north bank of the Tweed between

(No. 1.) (No. 2.)
SEALS OF ROBERT WISHART, A.D. 1272-1316.

Kelso and Coldstream) on the occasion of the framing of the treaty with
England, 17 March, 1289-9o, and 18 July, 1290 (A.P. i. 85; Rymer ii.
482 sq.). After the death of the Maid of Norway he appears, like so
many others, in the position of one frequently making oaths of fealty to
Edward 1, and frequently breaking his oaths (see Palgrave’s Documents
and Records Illustrating the History of Scotland ; Stevenson’s Historical
Documents lllustrative of the History of Scotland, 1286-1306, and Rymer’s
Federa). He joined the armed rising of William Wallace in 1297 ; yet
on 9 July, 1297, he became surety for the loyalty and good behaviour
of Bruce (Rymer, ii. 774, 775; Palgrave, 199). He surrendered himself
at Roxburgh, a prisoner to Edward, in the same year (Hemingford, i. 125).
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On 27 June, 1299, Boniface VIII. wrote to Edward, saying that he had
heard that he had imprisoned and harshly treated Robert bishop of
Glasgow, Mark bishop of Sodor, and other ecclesiastics, and urges their
release (Sc. xi. 38). How long Robert continued a hostage is not very
clear, but his release was before he took, in the most solemn manner, for
the fourth time, the oath of allegiance to Edward, 7 Oct. 1300, at
Holmcultram (Rymer, ii. 867; Palgrave, 344). Soon after he again
joined Bruce and Wallace with an armed force. Pope Boniface VIIL,
now taking the side of Edward, wrote to Robert bishop of Glasgow
rebuking him for his opposition to the king of England and bidding him
repent, 13 Aug. 1302 (T. No. 372).

On the defeat of the Scots, Robert bishop of Glasgow came to Edward
at Cambuskenneth and prayed for forgiveness, again took the oath of
fealty, and received from Edward the temporality of Glasgow, which he
had forfeited, 5 March, 1303-04 (Palgrave 345). At the following Easter
he for the sixth time swore fealty to Edward at the high altar of
St. Andrews Cathedral. It was Robert who, within eight days, absolved
Bruce for the murder of Comyn (10 Feb. 1305-06). And he went
heartily with the party of Bruce when he was crowned at Scone
(27 March, 1306). He supplied from his own wardrobe the vesture
in which Bruce was attired at his coronation. Soon after the battle of
Methven (19 July, 1306) the castle of Cupar in Fife fell into the hands
of Edward’s troops, and among those captured was Robert bishop of
Glasgow. He was sent in his coat of mail to Newcastle-on-Tyne, and
thence to the Castle of Nottingham. Edward I. gave orders (7 Aug.
1306) that he should be kept in chains at Porchester Castle (Hampshire).
He remained a captive in England till after the battle of Bannockburn,
although Pope Clement V. petitioned the king for his release (g9th April,
1308). Edward II. besought the Pope (1 Feb. 1311) to arrange that
Robert should never return to Glasgow. On 20 Nov. 1313 Edward 1I.
ordered that Robert should be imprisoned and kept at his own cost in
the convent of Ely. After Bannockburn, Edward, at York, ordered
Robert to be brought to him. Robert was exchanged for Humphrey de
Bohun, Earl of Hertford, the king ordering Robert (2 Oct. 1314) to be
conveyed to Carlisle. Barbour (285) says that the bishop was now blind.

Robert is at Glasgow 30 June, 1315 (Melrose, 393), and on the Friday
after St. Mark’s Day (25 April), 1316 (R.G. No. 263).

He died 26 Nov. 1316 (Spottiswood, i. 222). What early authority ?

He was buried in his cathedral between the altars of St. Peter and

St. Andrew (i6.). J. Dowpen.

(To be continued.)

10n 11 May, 1306, Pope Clement V. sent a mandate to the archbishop of
York to cite Robert bishop of Glasgow, suspended from spirituals and temporals,
to set out for Rome within a2 month. On 13 May the Pope wrote to the arch-
bishop to seize Robert and keep him in custody, obtaining for him, if he desire it,
a safe-conduct from the king. The like letter was sent to Anthony bishop of
Durham (C.P.R. ii. 6, 7).
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Notes on the
¢Scottish Trial by Combat Charter of 1167

Contributed by the Rev. Dr. James WirLsoN to the Scortish Historical
Review, July 1907.

T should be borne in mind that we are discussing a very poor copy of
the charter ascribed to King William the Lion (S.H.R. iv. 481).
Errors incidental to transcription, perhaps repeated transcription, are

abundant and may be ignored, as we are not dealing with the original
writing.  If the textual imperfections, all of them obvious, may be set down
to the transmission of the copy, there does not seem to be a single point
which can be regarded by itself as fatal, though a series of doubtful and
unusual phrases is enough to cause hesitation. Had it been proved, for
instance, that one of the witnesses, say David Olifard, was dead in 1167,
the whole aspect of the matter would be changed. In my opinion the
names mentioned in the charter are its strongest defence. The forger,
so far as I can see, has not shown his hand in principals or witnesses.
How he could have collected all these names to bolster up an imposture
passes my comprehension: they are not all prominent men: in fact
some of them are obscure. But is there a single historical blunder in
the charter? The date, about which he might easily have slipped, has
been skilfully chosen, if we remember the death of Gospatric of
Dunbar in the previous year, its international consequences, and the
policy of Henry IL. to keep the young Lion of Scotland in a good
humour.

Must a charter be spurious because its contents do not fit in with
our notions about the formalities of the duel or the jurisdiction of the
Marshal of England, as they are supposed to have existed in the middle
of the twelfth century? In matters of institutional history at so early
a date, the mountain does not always choose to come to Mahomet :
in some instances Mahomet has been known to accommodate himself
to the rigidity of the mountain. On points of law as affected by this
charter, one would like to suspend judgment.

From a study of the text and its contents I hesitate to pronounce the
writing fraudulent. My doubts are suggested entirely by its connexion
with the Lambert pedigree. The history of this compilation and the
character of the compiler would bring any document under grave suspicion.
Of John Lambert, who flourished in the first half of the sixteenth

89



90 Scottish Trial by Combat

century, I will make a quotation from Whitaker, the Yorkshire historian,
and leave it as a clue to those who desire to probe this matter to the
bottom : ¢ This person, whose name occurs so frequently in the history of
Kirkby Malghdale, was born to the inheritance of a small estate at
Skipton and bred to the law. He was Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster, steward of the courts of the Prior of Bolton, and in favour with
the commissioners for the dissolution of the religious houses . . . in
short, he was the founder of the family’ (History of Craven, p. 257, ed.
Morant, 1878).

Of the man’s character Whitaker continues on p. 260: ¢With
respect to the two charters on which some persons have grounded
their opinion of the early consequence of this family, I have already
given several reasons, not one of which has been refuted, to prove that
they are forgeries. I think so still, and in place of a very long investiga-
tion (longer by far than the subject deserved) shall content myself with
saying that one of them, to a critical eye, manifestly appears to be written
on an erasure: and that from the Roll of Thomas Lord Clifford, 15th
Henry VI. [1436-7], it may be proved that Winterwell Hall itself, the
possession of which first brought the Lamberts to Skipton, was then,
and not before, granted out to one Joan (the surname is worn out in
the MS.). Since the first edition of this work was published, I have
met with some charters drawn by John Lambert, who in his earlier days
was a scrivener, in which he availed himself of his antiquarian knowledge
to copy the formulae of more ancient times. What he is known to
have done in the course of business he was able to do out of vanity
or whim : and it may be some consolation to his friends that whatever
such a forgery detracts from his honesty is to be added to his skill.”

It cannot be said that the charter of King William is found in good
company. But it is difficult to believe that a masterpiece like this could
have been manufactured by the foolish and clumsy performer who con-
cocted the amusing letters of Henry VIIL. to this self~same John Lambert,
which Trevelyan has printed from the Lambert pedigree in the Archaeologia
Aeliana. The pedigree of Lambert, as given by Whitaker, starts with
Sir Thomas Lambert of Skipton, temp. Henry III.

James WiLson.

This deed was communicated by Mr. Trevelyan of Wallington to
the Yorkshire Archaeological Society in 1832, and was published in
Archacologia Aeliana, ii. 103-104.

Mr. Trevelyan must have seen the original, because he states that
part of ‘the seal in white wax’ remained, bearing ‘a man armed on
horseback,” and on the copy in the British Museum, it is added that a
few letters of the legend were visible on the seal. It may still be in
the charter room at Belsay.

The copy by Mr. Trevelyan, printed in the Archacologia Aeliana,
and that given by him to the British Museum, printed by Mr. Wilson,
are nearly identical. The former has ‘Ecclie,” littre,” ¢in presentiam
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mea, Thome de Maundeville,” ¢de Colevill, the latter has ecclesie,’
¢litre,” ¢in presentia mea,” ¢ Thoma de Maundeville,” ¢de Colvill.’

It is said that this deed was part of a pedigree of the family of Lambart
attested by Camden, W. Legar (Garter), R. St. George (Norroy),
R. Tresswell (Somerset), who were in the Herald’s College between
1603-1623. Their attestation of the pedigree is of little importance in
the question whether the deed be a genuine document of the twelfth
century. It shows that, if forged, it was forged before 1623.

It is admitted that, in the deed, there are abundant errors and many
textual imperfections; it is fair to assume that Mr. Trevelyan made
a correct copy; and must we not deal with this, not as a repeatedly
transcribed copy, but as a correct version of the original ?

The Latin seems to me to be of later date than the twelfth century: it
is different from the old charter Latin, it is more like the composition of
one translating later ideas and later English rather than of an official
accustomed to the Latin of that age.

I had noted as an objection to the genuineness of the deed that
the king styled himself W. Rex Scotie. In the majority of King
William’s charters he states that he is King ¢Dei gratia’; Mr. Maitland
Thomson, however, tells me that in the early years of the king’s reign,
when Nicholas was chancellor, the majority of the royal charters omit
the ¢Dei gratia,” that in 73 charters witnessed by Nicholas the chancellor,
12 insert ¢Dei gratia,” 61 omit the words.

So the omission tends to credit, not to discredit the document.

Universis in Christo ecclesie fidelibus. Can ‘In Christo’ be right?
The faithful in the church of Christ and not of the church in Christ.
Such an address was used by ecclesiastics but not by a king who addressed
his subjects, whether generally ¢omnibus probis hominibus totius terrae
suae,’ or specially ¢ Episcopis, Abbatibus, Comitibus.’

Ad quos litterae iste pervenerint. ¢Ad quos’ is unusual. hae litterae,’
not ¢ istae.’

Anno 1167. King William’s charters are seldom dated, and this date
1167 seems to me to be a year in which the events could not have
occurred. King William was still a young man of about 24, and though
he had been in France with King Henry in 1166, he had left the
king on not the best of terms. King Henry II. went to Normandy
in 1166, and did not return to England for four years. In 1166
the Assize of Clarendon had limited the sphere of trial by battle
in England.

Venerabilium virorum. If this were a genuine document would not
the names of some at least have been given ?

Compositio. The Latin suggests that the whole proceedings were
arranged beforehand, that though the combatants came armed, they
were prepared to yield to a prearranged entreaty by King William,
that they should shake hands and be friends. Why should they be sent
to Scotland to abandon accusations which they had arranged to with-
draw? The Latin seems to exclude the reading that they were sent
to fight, and that the king at the last moment intervened.
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Legatum ab Anglia cannot mean that Lambart was an ambassador
and legate. Does it mean ‘sent,” ‘missum’?

Alexander de Olifard.  'The Olifards were not de Olifard. They
wrote David Olifard, Walter Olifard, but never David de Olifard, etc.
I know of no record of any Alexander de Olifard.

Fiendum is suggested by Mr. Wilson. Would not ¢faciendum’ be
better ?

Henricus Rex Anglie. He was in France in 1167,

In causa duelli ipsis concessi. Mr. Wilson values the document
because of the reference to the connection of the Marshal of England
with trial by combat.

Dr. George Neilson can deal with that; he had discovered no such
connection when he published his book. If the deed be genuine it is
remarkable that it does not describe the Marshal by name nor title;
in 1167 the Marshal of England was Richard, Earl of Pembroke
(Strongbow) ; he was Marshal in 1154 at the coronation of King
Henry II. It is likely that he was with King Henry in Normandy in
1167. He died in 1176.

The phrase duellii ipsis concessi seems ' clumsy. ¢When battle was
waged’ ; battle there must have been, unless by consent of the judge,
to whom in such an event a heavy fine, called a concord, was payable
(see Neilson’s Trial by Combat). Nothing in this document is said
about a fine to King William.

The witnesses do not discredit the deed, they support it, because
Ingelram, Bishop of Glasgow, Nicholas the Chancellor, Richard the
Chaplain, and other witnesses were in Scotland with King William in
1167. It is true that David Olifard was never called de Olifard. I
think it is probable that old David Olifard died before 1167, but it
is not of much importance whether the witness was the first David
Olifard, King David’s friend—or that David’s son.

William Dolepen was a witness to some of King William’s charters.
Fantosme calls him ¢ Friar William Dolepen,” and describes his mission to
King Henry in 1170.

The witnesses Thomas de Maundevile and William Latimer were
not Scottish men, but they may have accompanied Lambert from
England. Peter de Colville. None of the family in Scotland in that
age was called Peter. Barnard son of Brian was a witness in King
William’s time. Roger the Chamberlain, Wydo the Marshal, and
Alexander de Nevill are not known to me.

A serious objection to this deed is that it is vague. If it were genuine
it would have stated what the dispute between the combatants was,
whether it was civil or criminal; it purports to be a decisive decree,
ending strife, but his document records nothing of the dispute. Does it
not look like the work of a forger who desired to make evidence
of the existence of a Lambart in the twelfth century, but who could
not trust his knowledge to state of what crime Lambart either had
accused Olifard or was accused by him? The deed is similar to the
later forgery (also relating to a “duellum’) first printed by Lord Hailes
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(Annals Misc. Occ. sub. 1312), reprinted with comments by Dr. George
Neilson in Trial by Combat, pp. 207-208, and which Dr. Neilson
rightly says must be branded as a fraud.

A. C. Lawriz

The Lambart charter is an exceedingly ingenious document and
we are all indebted to Dr. Wilson for transcribing its text and
ventilating the problem of its authenticity. Taking up Sir Archibald
Lawrie’s hint I venture to state certain points as regards the bearing
of the charter on the generally accredited canons of Trial by Combat
in Britain. The charter contains at least four distinct features which
puzzled me, and which on full consideration I find difficult to reconcile
with authenticity. (1) The Marshal is exhibited exercising a jurisdiction
not only in an unprecedented form but at an unprecedentedly early
date. (2) There is grave reason to suspect that the charter makes
precisely the error of the Elizabethan lawyers and also of Shakespeare,
viz. that of confusing the duel of law with the duel of chivalry. In
the duel of law the judge had no authority to stop the battle. The
duel of chivalry did not become an institution in England or in
Scotland until 2 much later time, and it will be impossible to parallel
the features of the Lambart instance in the records of either the duel
of law or the duel of chivalry. (3) The reference to ‘dignity’ savours
much more of the spacious days of the sixteenth century than of the
simpler twelfth century. (4) The ceremony of reconciliation in a form
stereotyped in the sixteenth century, and uncommon before, is another
tell-tale voucher of date.

These elements converge towards the inference that the document
grossly antedates the historical duel of chivalry. It contains too many
contradictions of the understood canons of the evolution of the duel.
While I admire the daring and wit of the invention and should for
its picturesqueness have been happy to find it not spurious, I confess
that (although I have been slow to conclude) the weight of objection
seems to me to grow with examination.

Geo. NEILsON.

Having been allowed to peruse Sir Archibald Lawrie’s note on the
Lambart Deed, I am glad to find myself in general agreement with
hin}.d To me also both the law and the phraseology savour of a later
perioa. 3

At the same time it might well be argued that if the terms of the
preamble are unusual, they are not more so than the purport of the
document : such a certificate was a priori likely to be differenced from
an ordinary charter.

Some of the points objected to may be due to the copyist; e.g. the
insertion of de before Olifard, which is never found in any original
writ. But we have ¢ Willelmo de Olifard’ in a notarial copy of a not
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otherwise suspicious charter of Alexander II. (Hist. of Carnegies, Earls
of Southesk, ii. 478).

In the objection taken to the use of lterz istz instead of he litere,
I do not concur,

If the Deed is a forgery, the forger has chosen his witnesses well.
All the names known to Scottish record are those of men living, and
likely to have been at King William’s court, in 1167. The others
must be set down as Englishmen,

But this brings me to a grave objection not stated by Sir Archibald ;
viz. that arising from the application of the words Scotis et Anglis. King
William was still addressing his subjects as ¢Franci Angli et Scotti,’
or ‘Franci et Angli, Scotti et Galwelenses’ (see Facsimiles of National
MSS. i. Nos. xxxvi. and xxxviii). By Angli et Scotti he of course
meant Saxons and Celts. In this Deed the words are obviously meant
to bear the modern sense. This cannot be laid to the account of the
the transcriber ; if such a phrase in such a sense in 1167 is an anachronism
(as I venture to think), then the document which contains it cannot

be genuine.
J. MarrLanp THoMsoN.



Reviews of Books

Scaracronica: THE RewNs oF Epwarp I, Epwarp II., anp
Epwarp IIl., as recorded by Sir Thomas Gray, and now trans-
lated by the Right Hon. Sir Herbert Maxwell, Bart. Pp. xix,
195. Cr. 8vo. With 102 heraldic shields in colour. Glasgow :
James MacLehose & Sons. 1907. 24s. net.

Not a century before this book was written St. Louis of France is
reported to have said to his son, during an illness he had at Fontaine-
bleau, ¢Fair son, I pray thee win the love of the people of thy king-
dom. For truly I would rather that a Scot should come out of Scotland
and rule the people of the kingdom well and justly than that thou
shouldest govern them ill-advisedly.” From which utterance of a
usually gentle-speaking and fair-minded monarch it would appear that,
although it was not beyond the bounds of possibility that a Scot might
rule justly and well, yet it was extremely unlikely that any good thing
could come out of the Nazareth of such a northern and barbarous
kingdom. But really, in reading the pages of the gallant old author
of the Scalachronica, one cannot but come to the conclusion that the
Scottish knights were very like their neighbours, in no way inferior
to them in bravery, and 1if they were rough, they were not rougher
than King Louis’s own chevaliers, some of whose deeds during their
ill-fated crusades are not very pretty reading. Certainly Sir Thomas
Gray has no word to say against the Scots. He writes about them
and others with a singularly even pen and dispassionate mind. If he
had only known it, he had reason to thank the Earl of March that
summer day in 1355 when he ambuscaded him in front of Norham
Castle, and carried him off a prisoner to Edinburgh, for he gave him
an immortality which he would never have had if he had remained
the brave but obscure constable of a Border keep.

For two weary years was Sir Thomas kept in the Castle waiting
for that ransom which was so difficult to raise. Like a sensible man,
however, he did not spend his time in fretting, but, finding there was
a library in the place, he set himself to master its contents, and as a
result resolved to write not merely the history of the wars in which
he had been personally engaged, but a history of the world from the
Creation down to the time of writing. He must have been a very
diligent student, and evidently became fascinated with the work, as the
ancient MSS., some of which at all events had probably been copied
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in the scriptorium at Holyrood Abbey, yielded up their secrets to him.
It must have been a great labour for him, for his is not the pen of a
ready or practised writer. He plods along, a little confusedly at times,
but he gets safely to the end of the incident he is narrating, and not
without some graphic touches here and there. He has not the word-
painting power of Froissart or Villani; but if he is to be compared
with any foreign chronicler, he is more on a level with Jean de
Joinville, the doughty Seneschal of Champagne, though he does not
come up to his realistic vividness of detail. Still Gray 1s far from dull,
and what is more important he is useful and interesting, giving us
information which is to be found in no other writer. One naturally
looks to the account of the battle of Bannockburn, and it is quite
worth reading. After the first day’s skirmishing, which ended in favour
of the Scots, and in which the father of our author was taken prisoner,
the English army is found ‘upon a plain near the Water of Forth
beyond Bannockburn, an evil, deep, wet marsh.” Here they remained
all night rather sick at heart through the reverses of the day before.
The Scots, on the other hand, were quite satisfied with what they
had done, and did not think of following up their success, but were
on the point of marching off during the night into the Lennox
country. But Sir Alexander de Seton, who was in the English service,
came across secretly to Bruce and said to him: ¢Sir, this is the time
if ever you intend to undertake to conquer Scotland. The English
have lost heart and are discouraged, and expect nothing but a sudden,
open attack.” His advice was taken, with brilliant result. We catch
a glimpse of the flying Edward, beating down with his mace any
who tried to stop him; and last, we have the noble speech of Sir
Giles d’Argentin, as he contemptuously dropped the king’s bridle when
he led him out of the field: ¢Sir, your rein was committed to me:
you are now in safety: there is your castle, where your person may
be safe. I am not accustomed to fly, nor am I going to begin now.
I commend you to God.” Did Edward go with burning cheeks, as he
saw his foreign knight spur back to the battle to find his death in
the mellay ?

There is a lively account of the battle of Dupplin, though the
unpractised author rather spoils it by the indiscriminate use of the word
‘enemy,’ sometimes meaning one side and sometimes the other. The
whole affair was sadly bungled, and what should have been an easy
victory for the Scots was turned into a reverse. During the previous
night the English, or at all events their followers and horses, had been
so chased about that not forty of them were left together. ¢But by
the light of a house which was set on fire they drew together again
like partridges” The next day the tables were completely turned, and
the English, taking advantage of an error in the attack, fell upon their
opponents so fiercely ¢that they fell back one upon the other, so that
in a short time you might see a heap of men’s bodies growing as the
strangers surrounded them.’

The latter part of the book contains some interesting details about
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the fighting which went on in the north of France during the course
of the long war with that country. But the record is more one of
isolated feats of arms than the history of a campaign. And the English
engaged in it seem to have been fighting not so much from a sense
of patriotic duty as for personal gain and love of excitement. We get
quaint little peeps behind the scenes occasionally, which go far to show
that in those mediaeval days war was not always conducted in so
chivalrous a manner as is generally supposed. The great object of most
warriors seems to have been to capture an opponent of sufficient
importance to ensure a good ransom. There is rather a squalid tale of
how the captain of an invested garrison ‘came out and surrendered to
the pennon of one of the English commanders, whereat one and
another of the English took offence, wrangling for a share of his
ransom, so that in the strife he was murdered among them.

It is perhaps satisfactory to be told that the knight to whom the
surrender was originally made went off in a rage, and the beleaguered
garrison, plucking up spirit, made a desperate sally, with much shouting
of war-cries and clashing of shields, and discomfited their enemies with
considerable loss.

Many similar incidents are recorded, though differing in detail. We
seem to feel that the whole war was regarded by the inhabitants more
as a rough game, which might be to their pecuniary advantage, than
anything else. The people who really did suffer were the unfortunate
inhabitants of the country, who were probably pillaged indiscriminately
by both sides. But the whole story is very engrossing, though, as
might be expected, without much literary style: but the author is
simple, natural, and to the point. There is as much incident in his
pages as would serve a modern newspaper to expand into hundreds of
columns of journalese.” Sir Herbert Maxwell is to be congratulated
on the very readable translation he has given of this interesting book.
It flows along with ease, and has not lost character in its English
dress. While the different reigns are given separate sections, it might
have been a concession to popular weakness had the work been divided
into chapters, as there is no doubt the average reader likes resting-
places, clearly defined stops where he may breathe apace before tackling
the next portion of the narrative.

Not the least attractive part of the volume lies in the illustrations,
no less than upwards of a hundred coats-of-arms being shown in colour.
As these are from the practised hand of Mr. Graham Johnston, it is
needless to say that they are admirably executed, and it is gratifying to
see that the temptation to use real metals in the emblazonment has
been wisely shunned, with the result that the shields look much more
effective with the gold rendered by yellow and the silver left in the
natural white. The arms borne are probably correctly enough given
in the main; there can be no doubt, for instance, of the Chandos
pile or the Percy lion; but whether Sir William Wallace bore the
white lion surrounded by a bordure compony is a more questionable
matter ; and surely the orle of the Umphravilles was composed of
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crosses patée, not of cross crosslets fitchée. But details like these do
not detract from the pleasure with which the reader peruses a book
like this, which both editor and publishers have done so much, and so
successfully, to issue in an attractive form.

JamEes Barrour Paul.

THe ITINERARY OF JoHN LELAND IN OR ABOUT THE YEARs 1535-
1543. Parts i. to iii. Edited by Lucy Toulmin Smith. Pp. xliii
352. With engraved portrait and two maps. Foolscap 4to. Lon-
don: George Bell & Sons. 1907. 18s. nett.

Miss Lucy TouLmin SmrTH has placed students of local history and
economics under obligation by her completion of the first section of
the famous [ltinerary of John Leland in England, which has not been
reprinted since the editions, bearing the name of Thomas Hearne,
Bodley’s librarian, were issued in the eighteenth century. It is not easy
to give a satisfactory explanation why a new edition should not have
been called for sooner. Hearne, it is true, had done his work well,
and much of Leland’s text had been embodied in the older county
histories. In recent years, however, topographical writers have been
crying out for a handier edition, which should provide a continuous
text, free from Hearne’s peculiarities and easy to consult. There can
be no doubt that Hearne had made the most of the opportunities at
his disposal, but many things have happened since the beginning of the
eighteenth century. New conceptions of the duty of an editor, fresh
manuscripts, subsidiary aids to the right interpretation of an author’s
notes, identification of places, maps of probable routes, and indexes of
names and places, call for a new edition and make it welcome when it
appears.

It is too late in the day to criticise the value of Leland’s topographi-
cal notes and observations made during the years 1535-1543. Miss
Toulmin Smith rightly calls him ¢the father of English topography,’
though few of his successors in the same field were able to make use
of his work till Hearne made it accessible in 1710. Camden was the
favoured patron of local writers in the seventeenth century. But the
Itinerary has another value in addition to its topographical descriptions.
Leland often noted the economic condition of the districts through
which he passed, occasionally stopping to mention wastes, inclosed
land, bridges, meadows, forests, and parks. These stray observations are
sometimes as valuable as his descriptions of castles, towns, and churches.
The results of his laborious travels he had intended to embody in a
continuous narrative, which was to be, as he told Henry VIIL, ‘a
description of your realm in writing,” had not an unfortunate illness
overtaken him, from which he never recovered. It was Bishop Gibson,
the learned editor of Camden, who said that what Leland did was
faithful and what he designed was glorious.

The editor’s work in this edition leaves nothing to be desired.
There is a full and interesting introduction, with a life of Leland so
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far as it is known, a bibliography of his writings, a critical discussion
of the manuscripts of the [tinerary, and some notes on the author’s
methods, all of which are excellent. The volume, embracing Parts i,
ii. and iii. of the ltinerary, deals with the north-eastern and central
portions of England, with the counties of Somerset, Devon and Corn-
wall, and contains some of the best narrative of the whole work.
Good indexes and two maps, on which the routes followed by the
antiquary are delineated, add much to the value of what must be
called an indispensable book of reference. It is to be hoped that the
talented editor, whose name is justly revered by English students of
topography and parochial history, will see her way to undertake a new
edition of Leland’s Collectanea, as soon as her labours on the Itinerary
are completed. Such service would confer a fresh obligation on a not
unimportant class of local writers.

The present edition will be completed in five volumes, limited to
500 copies, of which the Itinerary in Wales, already issued, will form
the third. The volume before us is well printed on hand-made paper,
with wide margins, suitable for annotations, and it is bound in a way
that makes consultation easy and agreeable.

James WiLson.

CanoN Pietro Casora’s PILGRIMAGE TO JERUSALEM IN THE YEAR
1494. Edited with Introduction and Notes by M. Margaret
Newett, B.A. (No. 5 in the Historical Series of the Publications of
the University of Manchester). Pp. vi, 427. Demy 8vo. Manchester :
University Press. 1907. 7s. 6d. nett.

Miss NewkeTT’s edition of Canon Pietro Casola’s description of his
pilgrimage from Milan to the Holy Land in the year 1494 is a
note-worthy addition to our knowledge of the intercourse between
Europe and Palestine in medieval times. Germany, France, Italy
and England, during the last half-century, have vied with each other
in collecting and publishing information about the stream of pilgrims
who for centuries journeyed from all parts of Europe to see and
worship at the places which witnessed the beginnings of the Christian
religion. Germany has given us the Deutsche Pilgerreisen nach dem
Heiligen Lande (2nd and enlarged edition in 1900) and Réhricht’s
invaluable Regesta Regni  Hierosolymitani (1097-1291).  France has,
through the Société de I’Orient Latin, published the Itineraires Frangais
and the ltineraires Russes en Orient, as well as one or two descriptions
of voyages to the East. England has had its Palestine Pilgrims’ Text
Society. The Italian Geographical Society has published various details
about voyagers to Palestine, and the texts of many pilgrim journeys have
been issued from Italian presses. Miss Newett’s work is by no means
the least interesting and is as carefully edited as any of the others.
Pietro Casola was a canon of the Cathedral of Milan. He had
desired to go on pilgrimage to Jerusalem many years before he was
able to accomplish it, and had suffered many disappointments. At
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last he received the pilgrim’s emblems—the cross, the staff, and the
wallet—from the hands of his Archbishop and was solemnly blessed by
him from the high altar of the Cathedral, in presence of a crowd of
people. Casola had read carefully the account which a fellow-citizen,
the Cavalier Santo Brasca, had written about his journey to Jerusalem
in 1480. The two descriptions are almost complementary.

Like almost all Palestine pilgrims in the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries the canon started from Venice, and was a passenger in one
of the ¢pilgrim galleys’ dispatched by the Republic to Jaffa, under
strict rules framed by the Senate for the regulation of the pilgrim
trafficc. He seems to have been what we should call a ‘first-class’
passenger, and paid ‘sixty gold ducats of the mint of Venice’ for his
passage—thirty of which were given in advance. (The second-class
fare was forty-five ducats.) For this he was entitled to passage and
board—the latter at the Captain’s table—by land and by sea to
Jerusalem, and beyond it to the river Jordan.

Casola was evidently a shrewd, observant man, with a kindly heart,
and not without humour. He tells us that every traveller to the
¢Sepulchre of our Lord’ must provide himself with three sacks—a
sack of patience, a sack of money, and a sack of faith. The two first
he had to open constantly on the voyage; the third came into use as
soon as he landed at Jaffa.

The greater portion of his book describes the journey out and
homeward. He has a great deal to say about Venice, the towns on
the Dalmatian coast, Corfu, Rhodes, etc., etc. Compelled to wait long
at Venice ere the ship sailed, he describes the town, its churches and
its palaces. Like many a modern tourist he was surprised to find that
every part of a city built on the waters could be reached on foot.
He got on board the galley, which lay at the entrance of the Lido
channel on the 4th of June. The vessel reached Jaffa on the 17th
of July. There the unfortunate pilgrims, in sight of the country
they had endured so much to visit, were compelled to remain ten
days on board before the authorities would allow them to land. Once
on shore their lives were made a burden to them by the exactions
and insolence of the Moslems. The pilgrims reached Jerusalem ¢almost
dead of heat and thirst’ on August 4th. They visited the brook
Cedron, and a monument which they were told had been erected in
memory of Absalom, but which the canon thought ¢was more probably
that of Helena, Queen of Adiabone, because so he had read in
Josephus’ Wars of the Jews” They were conducted somewhat hastily
to the Mount of Olives, the valley of Jehosaphat—‘a small valley’
says the canon, ‘nevertheless it is said that it will be the place of the
Last Judgment of Our Lord Jesus Christ’—the Holy Sepulchre, the
house of Pilate, and the pools of Siloam and of Bethesda. ¢Many of
the pilgrims drank the water. When I saw the filth, I left it alone;
it was enough for me to wash my hands there.’

The visits made within . Jerusalem were generally occasions of
Turkish extortion. The pilgrims were duly conducted to the Jordan,
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to Jericho, and the fountain of Elisha. A special excursion was made
to Bethany. The expeditions made in troops, with guides who expounded,
and hurried the pilgrims from one sight to another, had a singularly
“tourist’ flavour about them, but in modern days there is more comfort
and less danger. On one occasion, indeed, almost all the pilgrims
were arrested and were set free with great difficulty and after many
exactions.

The account of the journey to and from Jaffa, and of the travel and
troubles when once within the Turkish dominions, is singularly graphic
and intensely interesting. The canon had his share of what he calls
¢the tribulation due to the sea’; he was in two great storms: he
experienced the terrors of an earthquake; and once he was almost
shipwrecked.

Miss Newett’s introduction is an admirable bit of work. She has
studied carefully what the archives of Venice have to say about
pilgrim ships and shipping laws, and her pages are a mine of information
on such subjects. For one thing, she has told us how closely
passengers packed in the fifteenth century. Every man was by law
to have a sleeping-place 18 inches wide and as long as himself. In
the days of St. Louis, crusaders had to content themselves with half
that amount of accommodation; for they were made to lie, two in
a berth ‘each with his feet toward the head of the other.’ The
inmates of the berth must have experienced a great deal of discomfort
all throughout the voyage, and one does not like to think of the
unfortunates who suffered from ¢the tribulation due to the sea’

Taomas M. Linpsay.

THe Scors Peerace. Edited by Sir James Balfour Paul, Lyon
King of Arms. Vol. IIL, pp. vi, 617; Vol. IV., pp. vi, 597.
Ry. 8vo. Edinburgh: David Douglas. 1906-07. 25s. nett per vol.

SiNcE we last poticed this important work two more volumes have
appeared, and it is now about half done, and that not merely in the
proverbial sense that it is well begun.

We wish that its successful production (for we gladly learn that its
success is not confined to the quality of the book, but includes the
demand for its acquisition) would stimulate someone to deal on similar
lines with the peerage of Ireland, of which the accounts are now far
behind both those of England and Scotland.

We called attention in our last review to the importance of giving
the double year date in mentioning events occurring in the spring, and
we regret that there is still much room for improvement in this respect
in the volumes before us, even in the case of dates antecedent to the
change of style in Scotland, although, as we have argued, the double
date should be given until the new style was adopted also in England.

Let one instance serve for all. In vol. iv. p. 279, lines 11 and
12, this sentence occurs: ¢ This marriage appears to have been dissolved
between March, 1501, and March, 1508.” Here the dates should have
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been 1500/1 and 1508/9, and it will be seen that Rothesay Herald has
used the new style in the first date and the old in the second! To
show that the double dates were easily ascertainable, it is only necessary
to refer to Windsor Herald’s article on the Earls of Crawford, vol.
iil. pp. 23, 24, where they are given.

One of the good features of the book is the large number of mar-
riage contracts that are given for the first time, and in genealogical
work, if there is one thing more important than another, it is proof
of marriage, although the light-hearted way in which the old-time Scots
nobility entered into marriage contracts which they did not fulfil, and
got rid of wives when they saw their way to a more profitable or
attractive match, greatly increases the difficulty of giving satisfactory
account of them.

Mr. John Anderson is responsible for several of the articles, and the
are as scholarly and accurate as was to be expected. We hope he wiﬂ
not think us carping if we say that to state (vol. iii. p. 209, line 6)
that Lord Duffus ‘admitted the authorship of the letter’ is an odd
way of conveying the fact that the letter was not written by Lord
Duffus, but by somebody else. The work of the same writer in vol.
iv. on the ancient lords of Galloway is also highly meritorious, and it
seems almost ungrateful to remark that these old chieftains, though
very important people, have really no business in a peerage, as they
were no more peers than Adonizedek and the other petty kings of
whom Joshua made short work. We observe that in vol. iii. p. 448,
note 7, he writes of ¢James Montgomerie, styled Lord Lyle’; as this
was not a case of a courtesy title, but of a wrongful assumption, we
think ¢claiming to be’ or ‘calling himself” would be a happier phrase
than styled.’

Before leaving Mr. Anderson’s part of the work, we must not omit
to mention that his able account of the Dukes of Hamilton is, as far
as we know, the only place where the wives of James, 2nd Lord
Hamilton, are correctly given. In treating of this James’ son and
successor in the Earldom of Arran, he mentions the grant to him of
the Duchy of Chatellherault in Poictou, in 1548/, and refers to the
late Mr. Stodart’s able article thereon, but he does not touch on the
vexed question of whether any French peerage dignity was so conferred
on him. We think not; and even if any such dignity was then
created, we entirely agree with Mr. Turnbull, writing in 1843, ¢that
His Grace of Hamilton, being neither heir male nor heir of line, has
as much right to it as he has to the throne of China.” It is interesting
to note that G. E. C. should have expressed ¢some misgivings’ about
following Riddell, Nisbet, Bain, and other distinguished writers in treating
the fifth feudal Lord of Hamilton as the first peer of Parliament,
instead of his son James, who married Princess Mary of Scotland ; and
that ‘the testimony of charter evidence unknown apparently to those
writers’ points to the ‘misgivings’ having been well founded.

Perhaps the most noticeable thing in these volumes occurs also in
the Hamilton article, namely, the full account of the supposed first
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marriage of Lord Anne Hamilton with Mary, the wealthy heiress of
Francis Edwards, which hitherto has been merely a matter of gossip.
Evidence is given which raises a strong presumption that such a mar-
riage did take place, though, curiously enough, the fact was denied by
the lady who had borne him a son, in or shortly before 1733, of whom
the present Earl of Gainsborough is heir male of the body, whilst the
present Duke of Hamilton only descends from a son born in 1747, of
Lord Anne, by Anna Powell whom he married during the lifetime
of Mary Edwards. Accordingly the matter would have a practical as
well as a genealogical interest, if the match could be established, for
in that case the said Earl would be, as is pointed out, ¢nearest heir
male to the Dukedom of Hamilton.’

The editor and Mr. Anderson have combined to produce the
Huntly article, and though G. E. C.,, following Riddell (generally a
safe guide), alleges that the Setons, who later adopted the name of
Gordon, were first ennobled about 1435 by the creation of the Barony
of Gordon, we are inclined to agree with the arguments advanced and
the conclusion adopted in the volume before us, viz., ¢ The creation of
the title of Lord Gordon appears to be doubtful, and the title of Earl
[of Huntly] was probably the first in the family.” Indeed, the whole of
the early part of the Huntly article deserves special praise, as it really
represents the sanest and most generally accepted version of the much-
disputed descent of the ¢Jocks and Tams.’

The puzzling problems involved in the various marriages of the
uxorious 2nd Earl of Huntly, and the question as to which wife was
mother of his son and successor, are also ably dealt with. Personally
we incline to take G. E. C.’s view, that the 3rd Earl was son of the
Princess Annabella, for if he was son of Elizabeth Hay, and was born
in wedlock, it cannot have been before May, 1472, and he would
then have sat in Parliament and been one of the Lords of the Articles
in 1485, when aged 13, which seems incredible.

In his treatise on the Earls of Eglinton, Mr. Anderson follows the
ordinary peerage accounts with regard to the parentage of the first wife
of the thirteenth earl, making her to be daughter of Charles Newcomen
of Clonahard, but this is not the fact ; she was one of the eight illegitimate
children of Thomas (Gleadowe-Newcomen), second and last Viscount
Newcomen [I.] by Harriet Holland. We are indebted to that indefatigable
genealogist, Mir. G. D. Burtchaell, for the ability to make this correction.

Lyon King has himself undertaken the” difficult task of dealing
with Halyburton of Dirletoun, and has been successful in making a
great advance on all previous accounts, which are confused and inac-
curate, though even now more definite information would be very
welcome concerning the early holders of this obscure peerage. No one
knows, within nine or ten years, when it was created, what was the
precise title, nor with certainty whether Sir Walter or his son John
was the first holder. We think the evidence which Lyon advances
justifies him in dispossessing Sir Walter of the distinction he has hitherto
enjoyed as first peer, and giving it to his son; but why, having done
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so, does he speak at the bottom of p. 334 of ¢Walter, first Lord
Halyburton’ ?

We take the liberty of suggesting to him that, where the daughters
of Scots Peers themselves married Scots Peers, the accounts of them
under their fathers should be of the shortest possible, so as to avoid
swelling bulk by needless repetition, for they must be fully dealt with
under their husbands, ¢g. in the case of Christina Halyburton (p. 335)
we should omit all discussion about the divorce, and merely put
¢married George, Earl of Rothes (see that title).’

The editor is also to be congratulated on having given the correct
parentage of John Ramsay, 1st Viscount of Haddington, (afterwards
created Earl of Holderness in England), who has always been confused by
Peerage writers with his namesake, the younger brother of the first
Lord Ramsay of Dalhousie.

Colonel Allardyce contributes an excellent article on ¢ Forbes,” which
not only corrects the error in Wood’s Douglas as to the date of the
creation, but gives much precise fresh and useful information. He has
allowed one or two slips or printer’s errors to escape correction. On
p- 51 the 3rd Lord is said to have succeeded iz July, 1462, but all
we learn as to the 2nd Lord’s death on p. 50 is that it was between
September, 1460, and July, 1462. Again, the 3rd Lord is said to have
sat in Parliament until 1488, and a few lines later to have died before
1483. From such little blemishes, however, volumes iii. and iv. are
singularly free.

In conclusion it must be said that, it is a real pleasure to comment
on the production of a work so capably, thoroughly, and conscientiously

7 ,
executed as is ‘the Scots Peerage. Viciss Coikba

THE EnxcLisH IN AMERIcA. By J. A. Doyle. Vol. IV. Tue MipbDLE
Coronies. Pp. xvi, 563. Med. 8vo. Vol. V. THE CoLoONIES
uNDER THE House oF HanNover. Pp. xvi, 629. Med. 8vo.
London: Longmans, Green & Co. 1907. 1I4s. nett per vol.

THESE two volumes—together with three preceding ones—(1) Virginia,
Maryland, and the Carolinas, 1882 ; (2 and 3) The Puritan Colonies—
constitute Mr. Doyle’s comprehensive account of the English in
Anmerica, which he was able to complete although he did not survive to
enjoy fully the recognition by scholars of his long labour in furtherance
of sound learning. In these as in their predecessors, which deal with the
plantations successively made by Englishmen on the North American
continent, he avoids tediousness by restricting the scale upon which he
depicts the complex scenes of early colonial life. He has probably given
as detailed an account in his volume on New York, New Jersey and
Pennsylvania as the general reader—in Britain at least—can persuade
himself to read. When contrasted with the bald and meaningless
epitome supplied by the Cambridge History, Mr. Doyle’s volumes are
encyclopaedic and minute. His grouping of cognate facts and tendencies
common to several colonies, achieved more especially in the last volume,

-
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gives to his work a unity and an effectiveness which cannot be attained
by any group of monographs, such as the otherwise admirable ¢Com-
monwealth’ Series, published in America. This noticeable excellence is
enhanced by the fact that he brings the whole story of American
institutions down, not to the War of Independence, but to the final
achievement of the Conquest of Canada.

The events subsequent to the Conquest of Canada, Mr. Doyle rightly
regards as outside of his domain, because just at this point distinctively
American history begins. Only when a line of separation is drawn at
this point can the early history of the American Colonies take its
place as a part of the imperial experience of Britain. A prevailing
point of view with Mr. Doyle leads him to hint at lessons from failures
and half successes in the planting of America for the enlightenment of
contemporary Colonial Secretaries. This is done in a spirit of judicial
impartiality. Indeed the distinctively Puritan point of view finds more
sympathy at the hands of Mr. Doyle than is quite agreeable to the tone
of sentiment now prevailing in the Middle West of the United States.

Turning to The Middle Colonies, we find Mr. Doyle improving to
the full the great opportunity afforded by the history of the Dutch
planting of New Netherlands. The obvious inefficiency of Dutch aims
and methods comes out at every turn, and the superiority of English
ways is dwelt upon with much temperateness of language ; but New
England bulks so largely in early America that it is important to bear
in mind that some of the best points in the English character were
made of little or no account in the Puritan philosophy by which New
England was guided. Mr. Doyle apparently recognizes this when he
speaks (p. 5), 4 propos of Gilbert, of those conceptions of chivalry
which formed the better side of the English Renaissance’; and he
rightly no doubt credits Usselinx with similarly generous impulses.
This is borne out where our author says (p. 67): ¢The one inestimable
benefit which New York owed to its Dutch founders, a benefit shared
by the whole body of English-speaking colonists, was the secure alliance
of the Five Nations.” This boon was only gained by some sacrifice,
and the reverse side of the medal is shown by the fact dwelt on in
this volume that, in the history of the New Netherlands, there was
nothing like ¢that solid and effective progress” with which New
England stretched ¢her robust grasp over the wilderness.” The robust-
ness of the grasp was undoubted ; but had it not been for the loving-
kindness with which Roger Williams, the most recalcitrant of Puritans,
met the Narragansett tribes—to the great scandal of Massachusetts,
which gained everything by Williams’ peace-loving ministrations—New
England would have overreached herself, and might not have prevailed
unscathed against the powers of the wilderness.

At certain points in Mr. Doyle’s vast conspectus of complicated
events he has not clearly conceived all the facts. This appears in his
account (p. 100 f.) of the massacre on the borderland between Connecti-
cut and New York of the widowed Mrs. Anne Hutchinson, who took
refuge there with her family—excepting Captain Edward Hutchinson,
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who, be it remembered, was slain by the Nipmucks, ambushed near
Marlboro’, Mass. ‘She only escaped from her Christian persecutors,’
says Mr. Doyle, ‘to fall a victim to the savage.” This is misleading,
since Mrs. Hutchinson, with her husband and her son Edward, were
of those who founded Portsmouth, Rhode Island. Mrs. Hutchinson’s
whole participation in the planting of Rhode Island is ignored, and
her massacre is seriously antedated. Again, in the curious episode
(p. 199 ff) of the indictment and arrest of William Dyer, Mr. Doyle is
imperfectly informed when he says: ¢On Dyer’s reaching England the
case was brought before the Privy Council, and after, as it would seem,
a perfunctory inquiry, was suffered to drop.” Documents easily available
at the Record Office show that William Dyer—a son of the William
Dyer for whom Dyre’s Island was named—waited for more than a
year in order that his prosecutor might appear. There was no appear-
ance whatever, and Dyer was sent back to New York with enlarged
powers., These were however annulled by the Revolution after which
he retired to Pennsylvania. Errors in detail such as these are not
lacking, but will doubtless admit of emendation in a second edition,
which these volumes richly deserve to attain.

Although the bulk of the volume on the Middle Colonies is given
to New York, the settlements on the Delaware come in episodically,
and two chapters are given to New Jersey. Indeed, it is not always
easy to keep the story of these two adjacent plantations apart. The
single chapter which closes the book and deals with Pennsylvania is
not quite adequate.

In the second of the two volumes, The Colonies under the House of
Hanover, Mr. Doyle gathers together the scattered threads of narrative
running through the four volumes preceding. Here are seven chapters
dealing with general conditions of colonial life in America—population,
administration, slavery, wealth, religion, education and literature. Some
of these are very slight, notably that on ethnography and that on
literature, but all are thoughtful and originally conceived. Mr. Doyle’s
chapter on Georgia and Oglethorpe is an achievement upon which he
merits the heartiest of congratulations. It is the clearest and most
telling account in print of what is, in many ways, the noblest of
English colonizing ventures—the most high-minded, and also one of
the most successful. A point especially well made (p. 438 ff.) has
especial interest for Scottish antiquarians and historians, and that is, the
inauguration by Oglethorpe and his Trustees of that policy which was
carried out on a large scale by Pitt. Advertisements setting forth the
tempting points of (eorgia were inserted in the Scotch newspapers, and
a hundred-and-thirty Highlanders were enlisted, especially to form a
military colony on the southern frontier. Unterrified by the tragedy of
Darien, these Scotchmen, with whom went a Macleod as ghostly
ministrant, named their Georgian domain Darien, and declared that, if
the Spaniards attacked them, they would ¢beat them out of these parts
and have their houses ready built to dwell in.’ Such at least is the

report of them given by Oglethorpe to his trustees. Eonie Ovns
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ScorrisH Kings: A Scorrisu History From 1005 TO 1625. With
Notices of the Principal Events, Regnal Years, Pedigrees, Tables,
Calendars, Maps, etc. By Sir Archibald H. Dunbar, Bart. Second
edition. Pp. xix, 440. Demy 8vo. Edinburgh: David Douglas.
1906. 12s. 6d. nett.

WHEN Sir Archibald Dunbar’s Scottish Kings was published in 1899 it was
at once recognized as a valuable contribution to history. A second edition
was issued a few months ago. There are a very few corrections or
additions, and the fact that the author has not found it necessary to
retract nor to correct shows how carefully his task was originally
performed.

That task was ‘an endeavour to settle as far as possible the exact
date of the noteworthy events of Scottish history during six centuries,
from the accession of Malcolm II. in 1005 to the death of James VI.
in 1625.

As Sir Archibald Dunbar observes, ¢ Unfortunately there are many note-
worthy events in the early history of Scotland to which it is impossible to
assign an exact date.

Malcolm II., Duncan, Macbeth, Lulach are almost prehistoric person-
ages, and so imperfect is the record that we do not know the years of the
births of Malcolm Canmore, Donald Bane, Edgar, Alexander 1., David L.,
nor of John Balliol nor Robert III.

It is well nigh impossible to give exact dates to any events before the
middle of the twelfth century, even the period between 1150-1250 is in
comparative darkness.

Sir Archibald Dunbar has, however, done ¢ more useful work than to fix
the exact date’ of great events; he has collected, with infinite care and
accuracy, references to the passages in the works of all writers who can
be called authorities. Unfortunately only a few were contemporary, but
others who wrote later may have had access to writings which have
perished or may have heard traditions which were sufficiently recent to
be trustworthy.

To each statement in his text Sir Archibald has appended a note of the
authorities. These notes fill nearly half of each page; they are not mere
dry references : the difference between the statements of one chronicle and
another, the mistakes which they made, are so noted that it is plain that the
completeness of the collecting and collating was due to the learning and
the knowledge of the compiler.

If it be not ungracious, in accepting this great gift, I would say that
the gift would have been greater had Sir Archibald, from time to time,
discriminated between the worth of the chronicles he cited. Some of
them did no more than to copy from their predecessors, and as copyists
they have no independent value. So in many cases, though the list be a
long one, the statement in the text rests on only one of the books.

In dealing with the events of six centuries, the Scortish Kings is exposed
to the criticism of those who have made part of that time a special study.
Each student of the history of a century or of a reign will regret the
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omission of some event, will doubt the accuracy of some statements, will
wonder why what seems to him very doubtful is treated as certain.

There are omissions and curious assertions as to events prior to the
accession of Alexander II. in 1214 which I desiderate and with which I
cannot agree. L'his is not the proper occasion for a minute criticism
and for doubt or disagreement as to details. In common with all who
have consulted Sir Archibald Dunbar’s volume, I give unstinted praise and
thanks for the full references to the authorities ; his notes will greatly help
all future workers in Scottish history.

Some of the Tables and Calendars are admirable, others are of less use.
For instance, the ¢Scottish Calendar,” pp. 364-387, seems to me unworthy
of a place in the volume. Many of the entries are irrelevant. Under
2 January, ‘The earliest known instance of impaled arms in Scotland,
1351-2°; 8 January. Prince Albert Victor, Duke of Clarence, born
1864°; €24 January. H.R.H. Albert, Prince Consort, naturalized 1840,
and so on.

The ¢ Church Calendar,” pp. 343-355, is not particularly interesting to
Scotsmen. The ¢Notes on Eras, Calendars, etc’, is by no means ex-
haustive. Though the Act of Parliament, 17 Dec. 1599, ordained that the
New Year should commence on the st of January instead of on the 25th
of March, it is certain that the Parliament did not so much make a change
as give official sanction to a custom which had been common for many

ears.

% A careful examination of George Buchanan’s history shows that he,
when dealing with an event as early as the murder of James I. in February,
1436-37, gives the year as 1437, calculating the year as beginning on the 1st
of January, so following the usage of many Popes. The uncertainty as to
whether an event which took place between 1 January and 25 March
should be dated the one year or the other requires some care before a
decision is arrived at. Sometimes the answer is obvious; for example,
the queen of Alexander III. was present at the coronation of Edward I. on
19 August, 1274 ; she died in February following ; it would be misleading
to put her death in 1274, though the year did not end till 25 March.
Similarly, Alexander III. was married to his second wife on 14 Oct. 1285,
was thrown from his horse and died on the 19th of March following ; that,
of course, was in 1286 ; but there are many cases in which it is not clear
in which year the event occurred.

Let me express again how valuable Sir A. Dunbar’s work is, though
those in search of the minutiae of history may sometimes be disappointed
because the work does not give an itinerary of our kings. Materials for
making a diary of the earlier kings is wanting, but in the reign of Robert
Bruce and afterwards a fairly complete itinerary diary might be framed
which would assist in fixing the dates of charters; but that was not
Sir Archibald Dunbar’s object : the object of his book was to fix as far as
possible the date of the principal events of Scottish history, and that object
has been admirably attained.

A. C. LAwRIE.
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Tue Poems oF WiLLiam Dunsar. With Introduction, Notes and
Glossary. By H. Bellyse Baildon. Pp. xlii, 396. Cr. 8vo. London :
The Cambridge University Press. 1907. 6s. nett.

THE want of convenient text-books has been hitherto a serious obstacle
to the study of Scottish literature. In the case of Dunbar specially, the
outstanding poet of an outstanding age, there is no edition suitable to the
student’s needs. The three volumes of Laing are out of date, and also a
bibliographical rarity ; the several parts by the several editors for the
Scottish Text Society, and the unwieldy quarto of Dr. Schipper are too
cumbrous, and are also difficult to procure. So Dr. Baildon deserves the
thanks of all those who desire to have the old poetry of Scotland brought
within easy reach. The editor is to be congratulated on the scholarly and
sensible manner in which he has carried out his undertaking. He has
acted wisely in selecting the complete text of the Vienna edition as the
basis of his work. Small’s text is constructed on too conservative lines for
practical use, and, on the other hand, Dr. Schipper has so classified the
poems as to make them correspond with the different periods of Dunbar’s
life. The arrangement may not be perfect, for want of sufficient data,
but it illuminates wonderfully the darkness of previous editions. The text
is very correctly printed ; in fact, in the course of an extensive comparison
of many passages, only a very few mistakes have been discovered, and all of
them belong to the source of origin ; none is due to the present editor, who
however might have reduced their number if he had consulted the list of
¢ Additions and Corrections’ at the end of Dr. Schipper’s volume. The
Glossary is practically the same as in the Vienna edition, with a few
alterations, insufficient at times, to make it fit with the different plan of
editing. It was no easy task to select from the superabundant wealth
of annotation and illustration accumulated by the zeal of previous scholars ;
the task has been judiciously performed. The editor has also added many
remarks of his own, the responsibility of which he boldly assumes by the
novel and commendable addition of a special editorial mark. _

It would be out of place to discuss any of the many cruces still abounding
in Dunbar in spite of his numerous commentators, but attention may be
called to one or two points of some interest historically. ¢Calicut’ is
the place meant in 53, 62, as Dr. Gregor explained, and not ¢ Calcutta’,
as Dr. Schipper emphatically asserts, and as the present editor repeats.
Calcutta did not come into existence till the end of the seventeenth century;
on the other hand, Calicut must have been famous in Dunbar’s time as
the place where Vasco da Gama first landed in India in 1498, not long
before the poem was written. Stewart d’Aubigny, the French ambas-
sador, is called in the title of a2 poem dedicated to him ¢Erle of Beaumont
(le) Roger and Bonaffre.” Dr. Gregor, on the suggestion of a distinguished
French authority on the history of that period, identified the latter place
with Bouafles (misread Bonafles by Dr. Schipper, and Bonafleo here), a
village in Normandy. The true explanation is quite different, as appears
from the ¢Chronique de Jean d’Anton’ (Soc. Hist. de Fr.): ¢Or (aolt
1501) s’en alla ledit sire d’Aulbigny en la conté de Benaffre, prés de
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Cappe, laquelle conté lui avoit donnée le Roy, et la fut par l’espace de
six semaines.” Vol. ii. p. 98. That is to say d’Aubigny was created earl
of Benaffre by Louis XII in 1501 during the Naples expedition. The
Italian name is Venafro, a small town between Rome and Naples, the
Venafrum of Horace.

F. J. Amours.

THE Lanp 1N THE MouNTAINs, being an account of the past and
present of T'yrol, its people and its castles. By W. A. Baillie-Grohmann.
Pp. xxxi, 288. Illustrated with 82 plates, and maps of Modern Tyrol
and Ancient Raetia. Demy 8vo. London: Simpkin Marshall & Co.
1907. 12s. 6d. nett.

MR. BAILLIE-GROHMANN, who many years ago published a charming
work on Tyrol and the Tyrolese, has compiled in this interesting volume
much valuable if miscellaneous information regarding the past and
present of that fascinating country. He deserves all credit for his
labour of love since no other English book on Tyrol contains a
like amount of historical information drawn from printed and even
unpublished records. Two long chapters give an outline of its history
from Roman times (when the ancient province of Raetia was important
as possessing in the Brenner the lowest and oldest pass over the
Alps) through the Middle Ages, when it saw some of the fiercest
fighting and held the richest silver mines in Europe, down to the
Napoleonic era, when Andreas Hofer, ‘der Sandwirt im Passeyer,’
waged his famous guerilla warfare against Napoleon’s Bavarian troops
in defence of his country and the Empire. The mediaeval history is
remote enough from our present interests, and yet the country was twice
connected with our own, first in 1448, when Sigismund, Duke of
Tyrol (excited, it is said, by the description brought home by his tutor
Aeneas Silvius of the beauty of the daughters of the Scottish Royal
house), married, at Innsbruck, the Princess Eleanore, daughter of James I.,
and again in 1554, when Mary of England married Philip IL, by which
union Tyrol came to figure in the great seal of England. The Duchess
(whose bedroom is still shown in the Burg at Meran, with a beautiful
coat-of-arms of Scotland over the door) must have found the court for
which she exchanged the semi-barbarism of Scotland an agreeable change,
for it was one of the gayest and pleasantest in Europe, the vast mineral
wealth of the Unter Innthal having just been discovered, to produce
untold riches for her husband and herself.:

Other chapters give an interesting account of the Tyrolese castles
past and present, of which the country, though but twice the size of
Yorkshire, possessed an incredible number. No less than 1250 aristocratic
seats have been counted by a friend of the author’s. Numbers of them
have disappeared, but of some 600 the sites at least are known, and many
have been restored. Of these Schloss Tyrol, Tratsberg, Sigmundskron,
and Matzen, which is in the author’s possession, are the best known. The
art treasures which these castles once contained were of priceless value,
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forming as they did part of the booty which the Tyrolese mercenaries
brought back from the wars. But information as to these riches comes
to one now several years after the fair, for the dealer in antiques has
already descended on the land and bled it white.

As his earlier book showed, Mr. Grohmann has an unrivalled know-
ledge of the peasantry past and present, and he makes some interesting
observations on the effect at the present day of compulsory military
service on the economic conditions of a country which is the most
conservative of ancient customs and habits in Europe. The young men
who leave their mountain farms to serve in the towns will not go back
to the land, and the frugal Italian field-labourer, to whom even the
hard life of a Tyrolese farm-servant is economic advancement, is gradually
supplanting the old peasantry in possession of their lands. The process
is helped by the law of succession, which gives each of the children a
pro indrviso share of their ancestor’s estate, forming a burden on the income
of the person who works the farm.

Not the least interesting part of the book are the chapters dealing
with topics only remotely connected with the principal theme. Thus
there is a fascinating account of the rise of the house of Fugger,
that astonishing Augsburg family which, beginning as simple weavers
of fustian, became in three generations the Rothschilds of the seven-
teenth century, ‘the dear and faithful sons’ of Popes, ¢the honoured
and trusty friends’ of Emperors, and left as many descendants as
there are days in the year. It is only because they worked the silver
mines in the Unter Innthal and held Schloss Matzen, the author’s castle,
from 1589 to 1657 that this family comes into the picture. We are
told also of famous Tyrolese knights, and especially of the heroic giant
Georg von Frundsberg, Maximilian’s lieutenant, the founder of the first
body of drilled mercenaries in Europe ; the inventor of fire-tactics, and
victor (under Lonnay) of the battle of Pavia with his Landsknechte.
It is interesting to note that Mindelheim, the seat of this Renaissance
soldier, formed part of the reward presented to the victor of Blenheim at
the end of the Spanish War of Succession, and remained in Marlborough’s
hands until the peace of Radstadt.

A great charm of the book is the illustrations, which are very numerous
and uniformly interesting, many of them representing famous scenes in
the Tyrol, others objects of vertu and art from its castles, others again
views of the Schloss Matzen, in which the author has naturally so great
an interest. ‘They must arouse Heimweh in any reader who has visited
Tyrol.

The author writes with a careless ease that does not disdain colloquialism,
and now and then his sentences are not under command. Of the intro-
duction—a kind of obituary notice of the author, from the hand of an
American admirer—the less said the better.

A. H. CHARTERIs.
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THE SEIGNIORIAL SysTEM IN CANADA: A StuDY IN FrRENCH CoLONIAL
Poricy. By William Bennett Munro, Ph.D., LL.B., Assistant
Professor of Government in Harvard University. Harvard Historical
Studies. Vol. XIII. Pp. xiv, 296. 8vo. New York: Longmans,
Green & Co. London and Bombay. 1907. 8s. nett.

TH1s volume, which is thirteenth in the series of Harvard Historical
Studies, published under the direction of the Department of History
and Government from the income of the Henry Warren Torrey Fund,
is in no way behind any of its predecessors in careful and compre-
hensive treatment. As a sketch of Canadian feudalism, it was first
presented as a thesis for the doctor’s degree at the University of Har-
vard, and was afterwards awarded the Toppan Prize in 1900. In the
seventeenth century France transplanted into her North-American
territories whatever survivals of the feudal system she then possessed,
and in the new environment, when the feudal lords or seigniors were
brought into closer relations with their dependants, it acquired to some
extent a new vitality. Under favourable conditions in French Canada
the system grew and flourished long after its decay in the mother land.
When the colony passed to the dominion of England in 1760, the
administration of the seigniorial system of land tenure was thrown into
unsympathetic hands. There was little chance that the new masters
should look with favour on a system they had deliberately abolished a
century before as burdensome, grievous, and prejudicial to their own
country. Owing, however, to the articles of capitulation, the traditional
customs of the conquered race were respected and the system was
continued till 1854, when it was abolished, with the concurrence of
the people, as unsuitable to the new social and economic conditions of
the state. The student of English and Scottish feudalism will find
many points of interest and instruction in this study of its latest
manifestation in the New World, where, it may be noted, the sur-
vivals were ‘more prolonged than in any other territory controlled by
a European state or peopled by men of European stock.’ It need
scarcely be said that Dr. Munro, in his clear and well-arranged essay,
has had recourse to trustworthy materials. In addition to a long list
of printed books which he has consulted, much has been gathered,
both on the legal and economic aspects of his subject, from the
Canadian archives, inaccessible to most students, and from Government
publications not within easy reach of the general reader.

James WiLson.

His GrRACE THE STEwWARD AND TRriaL oF Peers. By L. W. Vernon
Harcourt. Pp. xii, 500. Demy 8vo. London: Longmans, Green
& Co. 1907. 16s. nett.

For thoroughness of workmanship, adequate equipment, sound method,
and penetrating criticism, this work, by an unknown author, asserts its
right to a place in the front rank of English historical scholarship. All
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available authorities in print and manuscript bearing on the topics discussed
have been subjected to an exhaustive analysis; every conclusion arrived
at, or conjecture hazarded, is supported by an array of excerpts from the
original authorities, enabling the reader to formulate judgments for himself,
while the entire work is written in a style that is trenchant, lucid, and
pleasant to read.

Mr. Harcourt’s main conclusion is that the Court of the Lord High
Steward was in its origin ‘a fraudulent device for the degradation of the
nobility generally ; it was intended to supersede and altogether deprive
them of trial in Parliament’ (p. 442). This famous court, if we interpret
our author aright, had never been heard of prior to 1499, but was invented
in that year by Henry VIL in order to clothe the judicial murder of the
Earl of Warwick with some slight show of legality and decency, when the
Court of Chivalry was prevented by a technical defect of jurisdiction from
acting as the instrument of his tyranny, while Parliament could not be
absolutely trusted to supply the necessary pro forma condemnation. Pre-
cedents of some sort had to be furbished up for this extraordinary innova-
tion. One such was found by the Crown lawyers in the ambiguous
circumstances of a trial that had taken place in 1415 before a commission
of peers presided over by the Duke of Clarence, who happened to be Lord
Steward at the time. Henry VIL failed to find a second precedent, even
of this doubtful kind, and thereupon, if we may believe Mr. Harcourt,
deliberately forged one. Finding that in the first year of Henry IV. the
Earl of Huntingdon had been done to death at Pleshy, uncondemned, at
the hands of a mob under somewhat obscure circumstances, Henry, with
Tudor-like anxiety scrupulously to observe the letter of the law, thought it
feasible and prudent to instruct the deliberate falsification of the records of
that year by the insertion of a fictitious narrative of legal proceedings
against the Earl, that had never taken place. Such is the astounding
explanation given by our author of the appearance in the Year Book for
1400 of what purports to be the judicial record of the indictment and
judgment of the Earl of Warwick by eighteen of his fellow peers, presided
over by a Steward of England appointed pro hac wice. If we can bring
ourselves to believe that Henry VII. executed this extraordinary forgery
without detection, we may well agree with Mr. Harcourt when he says:
¢It is, I think, quite the most interesting fraud in the whole legal history
of England’ (p. 399).

The most valuable parts of this treatise, however, lie in the chapters
introductory to the main theme. Many valuable discussions will be found
there upon topics of interest to the constitutional historian, such as the
early history of the offices of dapifer and seneschal in England and
elsewhere, John Lackland and the peers of France, the successful claim
made by the Earls of Leicester to act as sole hereditary Stewards, and the
rise of the Court of Chivalry. Chapter VIL. contains an important
contribution to the controversial literature that surrounds the 3gth
chapter of Magna Carta, which protects freemen from John’s interference
with their life, liberty, or property nisi per legale judicium parium suorum vel
per legem terrae.  Our author, while declaring in his hearty way that all

: H
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writers who have suggested free translations of these words ¢have grievously
blundered,” attempts no rendering of his own, falling back (wisely no
doubt) on the old literal translation, which evades all difficulties by leaving
them unexplained. On two points, however, he is definite enough: ¢/ex
terrae’ he holds to be used here in a loose popular sense like the modern
¢law of the land,” not in the technical sense of ordeal or other test or
¢trial > ; while €2/’ is used in its ordinary disjunctive sense of ‘or,” and
not (as it has been the tendency of recent commentators to maintain) as
practically equivalent to ¢¢.” So far his meaning is clear ; but it is a little
difficult to reconcile the sharp antithesis drawn on p. 281, that ¢the king
must proceed by the law of the land; or, if that fails him, then by
judgment of the peers,” with the admission on p. 276 that these two things
‘are treated as being in many respects coextensive.” If it is true, as our
author informs us on p. 236, that after a critical examination of the
whole original document there can be no reasonable doubt as to the true
meaning of this chapter,” he has not been specially happy in explaining
that meaning unambiguously to his readers. He complains elsewhere
(p. 216) that ¢the leading modern authorities have ultimately arrived at
contradictory and wholly inconclusive conclusions.” If it is unfair to blame
Mr. Harcourt, on the argument ad hominem, for bringing a not wholly
conclusive conclusion of his own to contradict the others, he ought at
least to avoid every appearance of contradicting himself. His penetrating
arguments, however, on the interpretation of this passage of the Charter,
together with the carefully collected evidence on which he supports them,
are worthy of respectful consideration, although we are not so thoroughly
convinced as Mr. Harcourt is, that he is entirely in the right and all
previous commentators entirely in the wrong. In particular, his failure to
discuss the meaning of “/ex’ in the 38th chapter of Magna Carta
materially weakens the force of his reasoning as to the meaning of the
same word in chapter 39.

We are unwilling to take leave of this valuable and delightful work with
any note of disapproval ; but the author, it must be owned, shows more
gusto in exposing the errors of his fellow-workers than in acknowledging
points of agreement. From cover to cover there occurs no word of
gratitude to earlier writers, while condemnation is frequent and heartily
administered. ¢This is quite a mistake’ is the curt phrase in which
Bishop Stubbs is corrected (p. 392 n.). Judge Littleton (p. 393) is
¢grievously in error.” Statements made by Judge Foss (p. 129) and the
Complete Peerage (p. 135) are ‘quite untrue” Sir R. Cotton (p. 175)
shows ¢a magnificent disregard for chronology.” Mr. Pike (p. 343) is
¢a blind leader of the blind.” MTr. Round and Professor Prothero (p. 130),
Sir James Ramsay (p. 394), and Mr. Gardiner (p. 434) are equally
censured. *So inaccurate and unscholarly a work as the Foedera’ (p. 137)
is the phrase in which the three editions of Rymer are dismissed. Three
of the leading historians of modern France, MM. Charles Bémont, Petit-
Dutaillis, and Guilhiermoz, meet with equally cavalier treatment. ‘I
cannot pretend to appreciate the ratiocination of these eminent French
publicists” (p. 265) he says of two of them, and afterwards apologises
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to his readers for ‘attempting a serious reply to so frivolous an argument.’
On the question under discussion he concludes characteristically: ¢In my
opinion the problem has been entirely misconceived, and the facts are as I
have stated them’ (p. 269). Such war-whoops are entirely out of place in
a book which demands, on its solid merits, a hearty welcome from all
serious students of English institutions. Historians will await with interest
further treatises from a writer who has shown himself endowed with all
the qualities of a scholar—with one exception.

Wwm. S. McKEcHNIE.

GeorGe BucHaNaN, A MEeMoRIAL, 1506-1906. Contributions by
various writers compiled and edited by D. A. Millar on behalf of
the Executive of the Students’ Representative Council of St.
Andrews University. Pp. xix., 490. Demy 8vo. St. Andrews:
W. C. Henderson & Son, University Press. London: David Nutt.
1907. 7s. 6d. nett.

Two Scottish Universities were dutifully occupied last year in com-
memorating the greatest of the Scottish Humanists—St. Andrews,
which boasts him as her alumnus, of right taking the precedence; and
Glasgow following suit on the ground at once of his birth in her
near neighbourhood, of the life-long interest he took in her welfare,
and the tokens of the same which she still possesses—the valuable
books he bestowed upon her Library, and the Latin Prayer, of his
composition, it is said, with which to this day she opens her Graduation
ceremonies. In the course of both commemorations exhibitions were
held of portraits of Buchanan, of books that had belonged to him,
and of certain minor relics; and papers were read and addresses given
dealing with various aspects of his life and works. And each of the
two commemorations has found an appropriate record and memento
in the shape of a handsome volume. Both these books were decidedly
worth printing. We agree with the Athenaeum in giving the palm
for thoroughness of work to Glasgow’s contribution. This from St.
Andrews suffers, as a book, from the restrictions of 2 rule which was
no doubt very suitable to the actual festivities—the extremely short
space allotted to the several articles; for subjects of the kind cannot be
dealt with in a series of snippets. We notice, moreover, that, brief
as these papers are, they are not free from errors, To call David
Beaton the first Scottish cardinal may indeed be justified on the plea
that Clement VIL, who in 1381 bestowed the red hat on Walter
Wardlaw, Bishop of Glasgow, was not the legitimate pontiff; though
Scotland did not stand alone in owning him. But we hardly expected
this line to be taken in a volume emanating from a University which
owes the bull of its foundation to a Pope of no better title, Benedict
XIII. (Peter de Luna). A good many of the articles are too slight
to be of any use. Others are marred by an excess of hero-worship,
or by the omission of any reference to certain of the more questionable
actions of the poet; while, to mention but a single instance, the
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discussion here of the question whether the seventeenth century
translation of Buchanan’s ¢Baptistes’ was, or was not, the work of
John Milton, looks very thin when compared with Mr. J. T. Brown’s
masterly treatment of the same theme in the Glasgow volume. At
the same time there is not a little in this book that deserves the
attention of the serious scholar—we may mention, as an example, Mr.
Maitland Anderson’s learned paper on ¢The Writings of Buchanan’;
and there is also much likely to interest the casual reader. Moreover,
the book, besides fulfilling its immediate purpose as a memorial of a
successful celebration, supplies a pleasing proof that, even in these
days of all-absorbing Science, the Literae Humaniores still count many
loving devotees in our oldest University.

The ¢get up’ of the book is more suggestive of the drawing-room
than of the study, for which the absence of a proper title on the back
is a real disqualification; and among the wealth of its illustrations,
if there are several of real interest, there are others whose connexion
with the theme is not very apparent. One of them has much interest
for the ecclesiologist: it shews the ancient gateway—of which the stones
had been carefully preserved—restored to its proper place in front of
St. Salvador’s College.

James CooPERr.

East Loruian. By Charles E. Green. 398 pp. Edinburgh: William
Green & Sons. 1907. 10s. nett.

It is a real pleasure to read this pleasant book, which points out the
places of interest in the county of Haddington, ¢the Garden of Scotland,’
and describes their history in a very attractive manner. Mr. Green has
divided his work into three parts—the coast parishes, the Lammermoor
or hill parishes, and the central or agricultural parishes, which contain,
as R. L. Stevenson said, ¢the fat farms of East Lothian.” As the soil
of Haddington was very rich, it was settled early, and was soon covered
with fine churches, abbeys, castles, and mansions, the remains of many
of which are depicted in the 186 illustrations with which this volume
is decorated. The county, however, suffered constantly from the
depredations and ravages of the English. In 1216 and 1244 Haddington
was destroyed by them. Under Edward III. they burned the church
called ¢the Lamp of Lothian,” which ¢was the singular solace of the
pious of that part,” and during the invasions of Surrey and Hertford the
fields were ¢salted down’ with “the bones of thousands slain in battle.
But the wealth of the county caused the lands always to be resettled
soon and the destroyed buildings to be restored or rebuilt. Mr. Green
leads us through East Lothian, parish by parish, and describes it, as he
says, seeking ¢ what seemed most interesting to himself,” and he has made
an admirable selection from his knowledge of its history and traditions.
He cites among its worthies Black Agnes of Dunbar, John Major, Knox,
Sir David Lyndsay of the Mount, Mr. Secretary Lethington (by the
way, the Duchess of Lennox from whom Lethington changed its name
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to Lennoxlove was not daughter, but granddaughter to Lord Blantyre),
Bishop Burnet, the patriot Fletcher of Salton, the historian Robertson,
and Jane Welsh Carlyle. He forgets, among his varied information
and quaint county-lore, neither the Pilgrimage of ZAfneas Sylvius
(Pope Pius IL) to Whitekirk in 1435, nor the foundation of the
¢ cheap magazine’ in 1813. He narrates the sufferings of the Covenanters
imprisoned on the Bass, and recalls the fact that at Spott the last witch
is said to have been burned. He recounts the nefarious doings of the
pious custom-house officer Nimmo, and the retorts of the song writer
Adam Skirving, and he gives an account of the unfortunate colliers
of Tranent, serfs liberated from bondage only in 1775. The castles
and towers of Elphinstone, which, according to tradition, ¢ cracked ’ when
George Wishart was imprisoned in it, Tantallon, Bothwell, Hailes,
Saltcoats, and Redhouse still exist, and are all figured in this book as
East Lothian fortresses, and also Winton House and Nunraw, both
famous for their decorated ceilings. Among the older churches, S. Bothans,
Whitekirk, Dunglass, Prestonkirk and Seton are described, and this book
will cause many pilgrimages to be made to these places of old renown.
This sumptuous work is evidently the result of a labour of love, and to
make it complete as well as delightful the author has added a modern
map of the county and Bleau’s Map of East Lothian in 1654.

A. FRrRANCIS STEUART.

A Historicar GeoGrapHYy oF THE BririsH Coronies. Vol VI
Avustrarasia. By J. D. Rogers, Barrister-at-Law. Formerly
Stowell Fellow of University College, Oxford. Part I. Historical.
Part II. Geographical. With Maps. Oxford, Clarendon Press. 1907.

THis is a thoroughly good book and may be recommended not only
to teachers, for whom it is a necessity, but also to the rapidly increasing
number of those who, without having a professional interest in the
subject, are intelligently curious about our Antipodal fellow-citizens
and their country. The volume is in two parts, historical and geo-
graphical, and both are written with fulness of knowledge and
considerable vivacity of style. But the quite unusual liveliness of
expression, unusual, that is to say, in a book of this kind, is here
consistent with painstaking care, and the student will be glad to have
the many references that are embodied in the footnotes. The history
will be gratefully received by many whose access to the sources is
barred, and who will be stimulated in their reading by such pungent
sentences as this, describing E. G. Wakefield : ¢His philosophy was
shallow, his knowledge limited, his self-confidence profound, and his
zeal illimitable.” The geographical description is often vividly picturesque,
although at times the grammar is not beyond cavil, as in this about
coral islands: ‘Coming from the sea the ruins look like tiaras of
silver “inlaid with emerald, for the eye only sees white breakers and
white coral sand surmounted by coco-nuts.’ There is a good deal of
such writing in this interesting book. A. M. WILLIAMS
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History oF ScoTLaND FROM THE RomanN OccupaTioN. By Andrew
Lang. Vol. IV. Pp. xvi, 621. Demy 8vo. Edinburgh: Black-
wood & Sons. 1907. 20s. nett,

¢WrrH this volume ends my History of Scotland,” says its author. It
begins with the death of Dundee and concludes with ¢the last armed
attempt to make Scotland once more an independent and a separate
nation.” May we indulge in the hope that Mr. Lang will reconsider
the matter, and add yet another volume to those which have come before.
For he is not one of those who consider that the history of Scotland
ended in 1745: he only leaves to the ‘energy of some other hand’ the
story of subsequent events. Scottish history may at least be continued
up to 1832, when our country at last secured a rational constitution.
During the intervening period we have the overthrow of territorial power,
a great stride in the march of civilisation, the gradual disappearance of
the tyranny of the Kirk, forced to witness the existence of tolerated
dissent, and the rise of schools of independent thought, the whole history
of Scottish philosophy, and the creation of a Scottish literature. If
Culloden was the last of our battles, it was not the last of our struggles,
nor did our roll of martyrs cease so long as we had judges of the
Braxfield type.

The period included in the present volume is not only one of great
interest, but one with which Mr. Lang is peculiarly fitted, both by
his individual tastes and a long and careful study, to deal. The two
most attractive, because most romantic, characters of Scottish history,
Mary Stuart and her descendant, Prince Charles Edward, may be said
to have, for years back, fascinated our author: he is always dealing
with either one or other, and the materials for his history overflow and
form separate works. In these recent days much light has been thrown
upon Prince Charles and his rising. Mr. Lang himself, in his Pickle
the Spy, has dealt with the darker and more hidden events; the valuable
literature of The Lyon in Mourning has been rescued from the
obscurity of MS.; every day of the Prince’s Scottish visit has been
accounted for by the [tinerary of Mr. Blaikie; while in the Elkho
Memoir we have the narrative of a participator in the movement,
the close companion of its hero, whose estimate of his character may
perhaps be set against the extravagance of popular and still current
sentiment,

A glance at the contents of this volume is sufficient to show how
attractive they are, not only to the student of politics, who will turn
with interest to the Glencoe incident or to the great crises of the
Union and the Rebellions, but to all, indeed, who are fond of studying
the emancipation, long delayed, of this country from barbarism and
intolerance, having for its result the altered standard by which matters
came to be judged, superstition and fanaticism sinking into the background
and giving way to some measure of secular common sense.

As was to be expected, Mr. Lang lingers long and lovingly in the
bye-paths of the subject. The history of Scotland during this period,
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although not quite so domestic and social in its character as it after-
wards became, nevertheless abounds, as indeed has all Scottish history
since the Reformation down, certainly to 1904, in quaint theological
disputes and strange bickerings of sects, the fighting always the keener
the smaller the body. The dark shadow of witchcraft, so closely” con-
nected with theology, was only beginning to be dispelled when the
seventeenth century closed, and still continued to influence society until
the eighteenth was well advanced. Mr. Lang approaches such subjects
somewhat in the spirit of Gibbon, but throws a thinner veil over his satire.

Mr. Lang has again revived the miserable tragedy of Thomas Aiken-
head, hanged for alleged blasphemy in 1697. This case, which theological
historians have most conveniently ignored, was brought into fresh light
by Macaulay, who was attacked at the time for inaccuracy by the
Edinburgh Witness. It is a sad tale, and one worthy to rank with that of
Servetus. Aikenhead did die for his opinions upon religious questions,
which, strictly speaking, the Covenanters of Scotland—the popular
martyrs—never really did, although the politics for which they suffered
had, no doubt, their root in their religious beliefs. The unhappy youth,
it seems, attributed a post-Exilian date to the Pentateuch, and some such
view, curiously enough, has in these latter days been advocated by Pro-
fessors of the very Church whose organ attacked Macaulay.

The Presbyterian Church of Scotland, at the dawn of the eighteenth
century, was intolerant, and bid fair to become intolerable. Men might
be neither rationalists nor prelatists. In so far as Episcopacy was con-
cerned, the persecution of its adherents was an easy matter, as they
were chiefly rebels; but the case of Greenshields, in 1711, clearly
shows that the Presbyterians aimed at its suppression, apart from any
political considerations. For Greenshields had taken the oath and
officiated in a chapel with which the non-juring Bishop had nothing
to do. Nevertheless, ¢ He was summoned before the Presbytery, handed
over to the secular arm and imprisoned.” He owed his ultimate triumph,
as did in our day the modern representatives of his persecutors, to the
British House of Lords. As the Church grew cold and formal, she
took to prosecuting the warm Evangelical section known as ¢The
Marrow Men,” whose doctrines were founded upon a long forgotten
book imported from England, as much of the theology of Scotland
has been. Mr. Lang enters into the controversy with much interest
and at some length. His sympathy seems rather with the majority of
the Church upon the matter, and he considers the Neonomian less
dangerous than the Antinomian.

The revival of patronage under Anne had laid the seeds of secession,
as possibly some of its promoters hoped it would. Its result in secessions,
carrying off with them the extreme men, was ultimately to bring about
that easy-going tolerance which accompanies lightly held convictions.
Probably the ever increasing intercourse with England had also to do with
this. Scottish divines began to dread the reputation of eccentric pro-

vincialism. But the actual reign of the Moderates belongs to that period
with which Mr. Lang refuses to deal.
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The quarrels of the Presbyterians are well known. It is curious to find
that the small body of Episcopalians, the suffering remnant of a church
once established and powerful, was at an early date convulsed by its own
little controversies. In the latter part of the seventeenth century
Established Episcopacy, out of motives of policy, was a2 mere name.
In doctrines and form of worship it was identical with Presbyterianism.
It bad no form of liturgy, no vestments, and upon the majority of its
ministers no Episcopal hands had been laid. But after the Revolution the
Scottish Episcopalians were drawn by natural ties to the non-jurors ot
England, for were not they all supporters of the same exiled king? The
non-jurors were High Churchmen, and their northern brethren caught
the infection. Questions which had fallen asleep in the days of Laud
were revived. These disputes were not without their political bearing.
Lockhart of Carnwath seems to have thought them of sufficient importance
to report to James. The disturbances arose over what were known as the
¢ Usages,’ and the king had to interpose in the interests of peace and unity.
A compromise was arrived at: the Church might have adopted ¢ High’
views, but it was still essentially, as became its origin, Erastian. ¢It is to
be feared,” says Mr. Lang, ‘that these men were less earnest than the
Seceders, since a noble opportunity for protests and excommunications and
schisms was neglected by them.” Mr. Lang, however, overlooks the fact
that the tendency of Episcopacy makes for unity just as that of Presby-
terianism is towards schism. ¢To your tents, O Israel !” has ever been the
cry of the Presbyterian who does not get his own way. For this chapter
of Scottish History we refer our readers to page 326 of the present
volume.

Another theological matter into which our author enters with a
ps;;chological interest is the share taken by Whitefield in the Scottish
religious work of his day, and the conflict between him and the more
extreme Seceders over the revivals. The Seceders called Whitefield ¢a
limb of Antichrist, a boar, and a wild beast” The great preacher may to
modern ideas seem to have been unduly obsequious in his dealings with
titled folk, but it is hardly fair of Mr. Lang to write of him thus,
¢ Whitefield suffered the attacks on him unconcernedly. He was strong
in the knowledge that he bhad been brought acquainted with three
noblemen and several ladies of quality.” The temptation to satire in
dealing with such subjects may be great, but Mr. Lang should resist it.

Mr. Lang has but a poor opinion of the Revolution Government, with
whose doings this volume begins. ¢It was a bungling Government,’” saved
by the ¢death of Dundee, the tenacity of the Cameronians, the imbecility
of Cannon, and the courage and conduct of Mackay’ The leading
politicians of Scotland displayed ¢every vice of treachery and greed which
Thucydides ascribes to the influence of Revolution.” It would have been
remarkable had it been otherwise. ‘The misgovernment of the past
generation, however conducive to the development of heroes and martyrs,
afforded no training for independent and upright statesmen. Government
of any sort was difficult : the whole country was in a state of upheaval :
those hitherto oppressed had now become the oppressors. Many had, or
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thought they had, claims for redress, which they were not slow to press.
Those who were or felt neglected had always the threat of falling back
upon James, whose emissaries were ever ready with fair promises and
bribes. Crawford, President in Parliament, ¢ was very poor—very Presby-
terian.” ¢ Office and the spoils of office were what he desired.” Polwarth
was ¢pragmatic’; Stair ‘the most unpopular if the most scrupulously
serviceable’ of the Ministers. The Constitution stood in sore need of
reform, and a national creed had to be fixed. Many a storm raged round
the Lords of the Articles, who had hitherto, after a summary fashion, done
the work of Parliament. Were they to be ended or mended? Ended
they were in 1690, and for seventeen years Scotland experienced the
development of constitutional government in training for the Union.

This volume begins with stormy scenes, and closes a history that has
been little but a record of wars and rumours of wars—of civil and
ecclesiastical strife—the story of a country which, in addition to suffering
from great physical difficulties due to climate and soil, has had its
civilisation retarded by the eccentricities of its inhabitants, and the per-
sistent enmity of its nearest and more prosperous neighbour.

Mr. Lang has done his work faithfully and with much ability. He
expects criticism. Indeed, he pictures to himself the specialist joyfully
detecting errors. Doubtless they will be found. The satire to which
reference has been made, with which certain religious and kindred subjects
have been treated, will to a certainty offend. He nevertheless impresses us
with the character of an honest, careful inquirer. But has not Scott
taught us that ¢if the Scots do not prefer Scotland to truth, they certainly
prefer Scotland to inquiry’? W. G. ScorT-MONCRIEFF.

Dusrin: A HistoricAL AND TOPOGRAPHICAL ACCOUNT OF THE
Crry. Written by Samuel A. Ossory Fitzpatrick ; illustrated by
W. Curtis Green. Pp. xv, 360. Crown 8vo. London: Methuen,
1907. 4s. 6d. nett.

Tue Story oF Dusrin. By D. A. Chart, M.A.; illustrated by

Henry J. Howard. Pp. xvi, 355. 8vo. London: J. M. Dent &
Co., 1907. 4s. 6d. nett.

It is a curious circumstance that in this age of popular handbooks
Dublin should have so long escaped the attention of the projectors of
the various series of topographical histories, But it is even more
curious that the Irish capital, hitherto neglected in this regard, should
simultaneously be made the subject of two similar but quite independent
works. Both have indeed been long announced as in preparation. But
in both cases the publication has obviously been accelerated with the
very natural object of catching the special market provided by the
Dublin Exhibition of this year. This business-like expedition has not
been to the advantage of the authors. In the case of Mr. Fitzpatrick’s
work it is plain that those responsible for his volume have yielded
to the temptation of converting what ought to be a history into
something not very easily to be distinguished from a guide book. In a
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series entitled ‘Ancient Cities,” it is surely somewhat incongruous to
find an appendix taken up with so modern a convenience as the Dublin
Tramways.

Even the plea of haste can scarcely excuse such errors as those
with which Mr. Fitzpatrick has disfigured his otherwise agreeable pages;
and in a series directed by so competent a general editor as Dr.
Windle we have a right to expect a higher standard of accuracy.
The following examples, taken almost at random, are only a few out
of many instances of the carelessness which mars the book throughout.
At p. 324 Sir John Gilbert, the well-known author of the best-known
history of Dublin, is cited as Sir James. At p. 171 the statue of §ir
James Whiteside is mentioned: Chief Justice Whiteside was never
knighted. On the same page the familiar name of Richard Lalor Sheil,
the orator, is misspelt Shiel. At p. 158 we read of Lord Clare’s house,
5 Ely Place ; at p. 323 the same house is described as No. 6. Edmund,
not Edward Dwyer Gray is the correct name of the well-known
Lord Mayor mentioned at p. 242. Simpson’s Hospital (p. 181) is in
Great Britain Street, not Jervis Street; and Sir P. Dun’s is in Grand
Canal Street, not Denzille Street. More serious historical inaccuracies
are those which illustrate the lawless condition of Dublin after the
Restoration by an outrage which took place in London (see p. 90),
and the attribution to Henry V. of a visit to Ireland which he never
paid in the character of a monarch. The Sir John Temple mentioned
at p. 329 was an ancestor of the Viscounts Palmerston, but never held
that title himself ; Sir William Petty (p. 146) was never Earl of Shel-
burne ; and the Earl of Arran referred to at p. 95 was the son, not
the grandson, of the 1st Duke of Ormond. Orthographical errors, such
as Atherlee for Atherdee (p. 100), Middleton for Midleton (p. 109),
are equally numerous, and the familiar name of Mr. W. B. Yeats,
the poet, is given as Yeates. Enough has been said to show that
whatever merits Mr. Fitzpatrick’s work possesses it has not the merit of
accuracy ; and it is much to be regretted that a book for which there was
abundant room has been marred by defects which make it impossible to
accept the author as a trustworthy expositor of the history of Dublin.

Mr. Chart has, however, supplied in his Story of Dublin a very admirable
alternative to Mr. Fitzpatrick’s decidedly disappointing performance. In
lightness of touch and in its just sense of proportion, this little book is
a model of what a topographical sketch ought to be. The book is not
entirely free from errors, which show some of the writer’s limitations.
Thus it is ecclesiastically and historically incorrect to speak of the bishopric
of Londonderry. The see of "Derry dates back to a far earlier century
than that which witnessed the plantation of Ulster and the peopling
of the ancient city upon the Foyle by a colony of Londoners, But
we have observed singularly few errors of fact in Mr. Chart’s pages,
which are fully worthy of the series to which they are contributed,
and may be read with pleasure and advantage by all who wish to make
acquaintance in an easy and agreeable way with the historical associations
of Dublin. C. LirroN FALKINER.
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Orp Houses iN EpiNBurGH. Drawn by Bruce J. Home. Fol. in 2 vols.
54 plates. 24s. nett. Edinburgh: William J. Hay.

THE second series of Mr. Bruce J. Home’s O/d Houses in Edinburgh
has now been issued and worthily maintains the quality of the earlier
portion of the work. The illustrations reproduced from pencil drawings
done on the spot, with two exceptions, are technically accurate and pleasing,
though in some instances they lack softness and atmosphere. It is a
pathetic record bearing testimony to the wholesale demolition of pic-
turesque landmarks that has taken place in this ancient city within the
most recent times, for though many of Mr. Home’s illustrations bear dates
of only a few years back, the stranger may now look in vain for some of
the subjects of them. It is hoped that the publication of these sketches
may arouse the citizens of Edinburgh from their apathy to prevent any
unnecessary destruction of the few remaining memorials in stone and lime

of their historic past.
A. O. Curie.

A History oF DiproMacy IN THE INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF
Eurore. Vol. II. ¢THE EsTaABLISHMENT OF TERRITCRIAL SOVE-
ReIGNTY.” By David Jayne Hill, LL.D. Pp. xxv, 663. Dy. 8vo.
With four maps. London : Longmans, Green & Co. 1906. 18s. nett.

THrs substantial volume, covering the period from 1313 to 1648, forms
a second instalment of Dr. Hill’s ambitious and comprehensive work,
the first part of which, under the sub-title ¢ The Struggle for Universal
Empire,’ treating of the years that separate B.c. 30 from A.D. 1313,
appeared in 1905. ‘The conception of the uses of history which has
guided the author in this arduous undertaking, seems to us a sound one.
If the sifting of original materials constitutes the highest form of the
historian’s craft—a proposition that has not always been pressed so
uncompromisingly as it is at the present day—there is room also for
those who desire to build with the materials provided by others. Dr.
Hill’s method has been to read widely, to select whatever had a bearing
on his chosen theme, and thus to focus as much light as possible upon
one limited and specific subject. His performance, however, has not
entirely realized his own ideals. He has, perhaps, allowed himself
too wide an interpretation of his theme. ¢A History of Diplomacy,’
as he states in the preface to Vol I., ¢properly includes not only an
account of the progress of international intercourse, but an exposition
of the motives by which it has been inspired and the results which it
has accomplished,” and also ‘a consideration of the genesis of the entire
international system and of its progress through the successive stages
of its development.’

We sympathize with this refusal to accept too narrow a definition
of ¢diplomacy’; but such breadth of view brings with it dangers of its
own. These volumes, admirable as they are in many ways, contain
a history, not so much of diplomacy itself as of all the important matters
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that have ever been made the subjects of diplomacy. That is to say,
they form contributions to the general history of the periods of which they
treat ; and it is doubtful whether a student of the methods, as opposed
to the results of diplomacy, will find here the information he desires,
more explicitly than in any of the ordinary books on European history.

The title of the work is thus, to some extent, a misnomer, although
we may accept the claim made in the preface to Vol. II, that ¢the
emphasis is laid upon diplomatic policy and action rather than upon
military operations.” Considered as an accurate, orderly and interesting
epitome of European history, these volumes may be warmly welcomed.
In view of the wide and complicated field they cover, they are remarkably
free from errors, both major and minor. A sense of proportion and a
special aptitude for the methodical treatment of intricate subjects form
pleasing features of the whole. The author’s conclusions are expressed
in language that is dignified and well chosen, and in a style conspicuous
for lucidity and sobriety ; while the admirable apparatus, consisting of
Tables of Popes, Emperors and Kings, Lists of Treaties, Maps and
Authorities, together with a comprehensive Index, enhances the value of
both volumes as convenient and trustworthy works of reference.

Wmwm. S. McKEcHNIE.

Tue Prost Works oF JonaTHAN SwiFt, D.D. Edited by Temple
Scott. Vol. XI. Literary Essays. Pp. ix, 440. Cr. 8vo. London:
George Bell & Sons. 1907. 5s.

IT is always interesting to read again the essays of a bygone generation,
and it is peculiarly refreshing to read those of Swift. Much of Swift’s
condemnation of his contemporaries might with justice be repeated in
our own day, and some of his maxims in the ¢Treatise on Good
Manners’ are for all time.

The first essay in the volume is a letter to the Earl of Oxford,
€A Proposal for correcting, improving, and ascertaining the English
Tongue,” which he suggested should be undertaken by a society of
learned and cultured persons, in order to bring the language up to a
standard of perfection and prevent its rapid deterioration. He talked
scornfully of the ¢dunces of figure, who had credit enough to give
rise to some new word, and propagate it in most conversations, though
it had neither humour nor significancy.” Have we not suffered severely
from this very thing of late years? and also from the habit of using
what he described as ¢manglings and abbreviations,” of which he gave
what seem to us now very mild instances. @We wonder what words
Swift would have found strong enough to denounce such horrors of
mutilation as bike, ’phone, and others of the same sort in daily use.
Unlike Mr. Roosevelt, Swift thought language had been maimed by
¢a foolish opinion, advanced of late years, that we ought to spell
exactly as we speak ; which, beside the obvious inconvenience of utterly
destroying our etymology, would be a thing we should never see an
end of, each county and town having its own way of pronouncing
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the same word, ¢all which reduced to writing would entirely confound
orthography.’

The longest papers in the volume are the ¢Polite Conversation’ and
the ¢Directions to Servants’” An interesting feature of this volume is
the publication, for the first time, from Swift’s autograph manuscript,
of the ‘Holyhead Journal,’ with its pathetic account of the Dean’s some-
what comic distresses while detained by stress of weather, or private
reasons of the Captain’s, at Holyhead; and also the ¢Fragment of
Autobiography,” printed from the text prepared by Mr. John Forster for
his Life of Swift.

Mr. Temple Scott furnishes the valuable notes to the essays. An
engraving from an excellent and characteristic bust of Swift by Cun-
ningham is prefixed to the volume.

Tue Earry Diary ofF Frances Burney, 1768-1778; wItH A
SELECTION FROM HER CORRESPONDENCE, AND FROM THE JOURNALS
OF HER SISTERS, SUsAN AND CHARLOTTE Burnev. Edited by Annie
Raine Ellis. Two Vols. Vol. L, pp. xcii, 338; Vol. IL, 381. Cr.
8vo. London: George Bell & Sons. 1907. 3s. 6d. per volume.

ArL who love their ‘Evelina’ and her creator will welcome this new
edition of Fanny Burney’s Early Diary. The two compact volumes
are substantially a reprint of Mrs. Raine Ellis’s edition, published in
1889. The type is good and clear, and there is a wuseful index.
Certain alterations have been made with the object of restoring the
text, as far as possible, to its original condition before Mme. D’Arblay
herself, in her old age, altered and amended it, fifty years after the
Diaries were written. The preface gives an account of all the circum-
stances and surroundings among which the Diaries had their origin, and
in a most helpful list of ¢Persons of the Drama,” we have all the
members of the Burney family who are mentioned. To one cousin,
Edward Francis the painter, we owe the portrait that is prefixed to
the Diaries. How grateful we are as we turn over these pages that
Daddy Crisp’s ¢shy, silent and demure’ Fannikin ¢never pretended to
be so superior a being as to be above having and indulging a Hobby
Horse,” and so contrived to bequeath to generations after her these
inimitable records, which contain a mine of valuable information about
the manners and habits of the eighteenth century.

The letters of Susan and Charlotte Ann Burney, which are
appended, fill in the gaps left in their sister’s narrative. It is difficult to
say which is the better raconteuse, but the lights of Sukey and Charlotte
are almost extinguished by that more brilliant luminary—Fanny.

History oF THE LaNGoBARDs. By Paul the Deacon. Translated by
William Dudley Foulke, LL.D. 437 pp. Longmans, Green & Co.,
New York. 1907.

THis translation is published by the Department of History of the
University of Pennsylvania, and has been made to supply a want, as until
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now there has been no complete English version of Paul the Deacon’s
history, though Mommsen called it the stepping-stone from the culture
of the ancient to that of the modern world. Waitz’s text has been
used, and the translator has done his work well and presented a useful
and copiously annotated work. He furnishes appendices containing an
elaborate examination of the sources of the history, Frankish, Langobard,
and Roman, he gives a life of Paul the Deacon, and among his writings,
a poem in honour of St. Benedict, and he prints also an interesting
enquiry into the perplexing ethnological status of the Langobards, where
the rival theories that they were Suevi or Ingvzones is discussed.

Messrs. George Bell & Sons have just issued some delightful additions
to their York Library, which contains in a clear type and a handy
form a number of books which are not easily accessible, and some
well-known classics, which can be had in this pretty and handy form.
Among the recent additions to this Library are: Lectures and Notes on
Shakespeare, by Samuel Taylor Coleridge (564 pages, 2s. nett); Zadig
and Other Tales, by Voltaire (483 pages, 2s. nett); An Egyptian
Princess, by George Ebers, translated by E. S. Buchheim (480 pages,
2s. nett); and a reprint, with maps, of Hooper’s History of the Waterlo
Campaign (356 pages, 2s. nett).

The Viking Club is printing much good matter for Norse and
Scottish history. Thus the July issue of Orkney and Shetland Old Lore
contains besides some Orcadian pictures a Shetland legend from the
Fljotsdaela Saga translated by Mr. W. G. Collingwood and a calendar
of Orkney and Shetland sasines of 1624-25 by Mr. Henry Paton.

Among the recent contents of the Annales de PEst et du Nord may
be noted (from the April number) an instructive bibliographical note on
the historical theses for the faculty of law in Lorraine. Some account is
given of several important examples of a form of legal study much needed
but unheard of in this country. The customary law of the fiefs in
Lorraine, the justiciary institutions of the province, burghal customals,
the widow’s rights (gains de survie de la veuve), wills historically traced
with their formalities, discussion of the source of origin of the famous
Formulary of Marculfus, enquiry into the office of notary ¢seriously
documented ’—these are specimens of theses from which beyond doubt
much gain is to be expected regarding the history of law. Monsieur
Gavet has good ground for his inference from them that year by year
the value of such treatises will increase. A centre of interest is the
degree to which under various conditions the law of Lorraine has kept
the Roman tradition on the one hand or has exhibited ¢deromanisation’
on the other. /

The Rutland Magazine (April) has a well illustrated paper on the
bell gables of the county. Cum woco venite is a recurrent bell motto,
temp. James L.
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In Notes and Queries for Somerset and Dorset for April one subject
is Thomas Coryat, author of the Crudities. An extract is printed from
the books of St. Mary’s Church, Westonzoyland, Somerset, recording
the battle of Sedgemoor, fought in the vicinity on 6th July, 168s.
This contemporary note says that after the battle about 500 prisoners
were ¢brought into our church, of which there was 79 wounded, and 5
of them died of their wounds in our church’ A subsequent fumigation
of the building is attested by the following financial item: ¢Paid for
ffranckemsense and peitch and ressom and other things to burn in the
church after ye prissoners was gon out, 5s. 8d’ Macaulay probably
had access to this note in some direct or indirect form, as his state-
ment tallies so exactly.

The Genealogist is quarter by quarter invaluable as a collection of
pedigree and heraldic facts, presented by skilled hands, and documented
with care. Licenses to pass from England beyond the seas during the
year 1632 are indexed in the April and July issues. A number of Scottish
persons occur on the list. Among these are Henrie Nisbitt, going to
Dieppe ; George Oustend, going to Rouen ; James Calvin, his brother
Thomas Calvin, and his four servants, William Alexander, Andrew
Ramsay, James Bunting, and Robert Abercrombie, ¢all borne in Scotland,
who are to passe to Paris’; James Scott, Walter Scott, John Rea,
Andrew More, and James Robertson, also going to Paris; James
Richardson, going to Nancy; George Hadden, going to Rotterdam ;
Andrew Dunlop (27) and Robert Downey (46), ‘Scots resident in
Rotterdam,’ going to Rotterdam. Mr. Gerald Fothergill edits the list
of these licenses, which are often tantalising in their reticence, yet many a
time throw out little significant facts about the persons concerned and their
occasion to travel.

The Revue Historigue (July-August) prints some striking documents
regarding Freemasonry and its progress on the Continent, especially in
regard to the frauds of Count Cagliostro, that ¢liar of the first magnitude,’
as Carlyle called him. Apocryphal oaths and curious correspondence—
the documentary part of M. Bourgin’s article—are drastically commented
upon for their bearing on the network of imposition.

Sources from which genius has drawn inspiration increasingly receive
attention from the critics in spite of classic prejudices. In the Modern
Language Review (July), while Margaret de G. Verrall seeks traces of
Plotinus in In Memoriam, Mr. Arthur Tilley examines the voyages in
Rabelais by the help of the cartographers and navigators whose works were
published from 1500 until 1533, and proves that as often as not the good
Pantagruel sailed by the card. We may remember that in like fashion
Gulliver professed acquaintance and friendship with Herman Moll.
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DEDICATIONS TO ST. JOHN. In pre-Reformation documents,
in references to ecclesiastical buildings dedicated to St. John the
Evangelist or St. John the Baptist, there is sometimes nothing to
distinguish the one from the other. Can ethnology guide one in
determining whether the Evangelist or the Baptist was the patron ?
In Scandinavian districts was it usually the latter?

J. M. MackiInLay.

ST. MARIOTA AND HER PROVOSTRY IN EAST
LOTHIAN. Bishop Forbes in his Kalendars of Scottish Saints (p. 392)
says: ¢Of Mariota we know nothing beyond the following notice in
the Retours: Francis Kinloch of Gilmerton, Nov. 8, 1569, is retoured
heir “in terris de Markle cum molendino et praepositura et Capella
Sanctae Mariotae et prebendariorum ad eandem pertinentium > (Retours,
Haddington, 388).” Has antiquarian research since the publication of
Bishop Forbes’ work in 1872 thrown any light on the identity of the
Saint? Mariot was not unknown in Scotland as a female Christian
name. The Provostry in question is styled a monastery in the article
on Prestonkirk parish in the New Statistical Account of Scotland, where
we read, ¢ The only other ruin in the parish (besides Hailes Castle) is
an old religious house on the farm of Markle, the property of Sir
David Kinloch of Gilmerton. It appears that a monastery was early
established here, and continued till the Reformation; but it is testified
in the Parliamentary records that, in 1606, a considerable part of the
land originally belonging to the monastery was resumed by the Crown,
and annexed to the Chapel Royal of Stirling. That the whole lands
were not resumed is manifest, because the park in which the ruin is
situated, and another adjoining to it, still called the Provost’s Park,
have for more than a century and a half belonged to the proprietors
of the barony.” Is the date of the foundation of the Provostry
known ?

J. M. MackiNtay,
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SOME FURTHER OBSERVATIONS UPON OLD SCOT-
TISH BOOK-STAMPS (S.H.R. iv. 430). Mr. Gordon Duff’s
interesting paper in the July number of the Scottish Historical Review
suggests a few supplementary remarks.

1. As to Bishop Robert Reid’s collection of books, we learn from
Ferrerius that he established at the monastery of Kinloss a considerable
library in all kinds of literature (satis copiosam in omni disciplinarum
genere bibliothecam) ; and that at Kinloss he built for its reception a
very beautiful structure of dressed stone. We still possess books of
Bishop Reid exhibiting three different book-stamps (or, at least, im-
pressed marks of ownership) on their covers. The simplest of these
shows the lettering

N R
Y EP1SCOPVS (ad ) ORCHADEN (

on the one side on the other.

The lettering is in gold, cased by a single line of gold. One may
suspect that this was not, strictly speaking, a book-stamp, but was
produced by the bookbinder’s tool and the impression of separate
letters. This mode of marking Bishop Reid’s books is pictured in
Rev. J. B. Craven’s History of the Church in Orkney from the intro-
duction of Christianity to 1558 (Kirkwall: 1gor). It appears on the
cover of two folio volumes of the Commentarii Joannis Arborei (Parisiis:
1553), which formerly belonged to the writer of these lines, but which
are now in the library of Mr. Craven.

The second of Reid’s stamps is circular, and consists of a floral
device, surrounded by two concentric circles, while within the space
between the circles are the letters ‘*RR * EPs * OR*’ on the one stamp,
and on the other the word ¢MopErAaTE.” This stamp appears on the
covers of an octavo volume of Duns Scotus on the Sentences (Lug-
dunum : 1520). The book is in the custody of Mr. Craven, and he
has pictured the stamp in his History of the Church in Orkney, referred
to above. I would suggest that these marks may have been produced
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by the binder, with the help of his ornaments and letters, and without
separately cut book-stamps.

The third of Reid’s book-stamps is that described by Mr. Gordon
Duff. It is pictured, as Mr. Gordon Duff has observed, in Dr. John
Stuart’s Records of the Monastery of Kinloss (Preface, p. lv). By the
gift of Miss Stuart, daughter of the late Dr. John Stuart, a folio
volume, in which is bound (a) Dn. Georgii Wicelii Postilla (Coloniae:
1553) and (8) Quadragesimales Wicelii Conciones (Coloniae: 1555), bearing
this stamp on both covers, is the property of the Library of St. Mary’s
Cathedral (Palmerston Place), Edinburgh, and is exhibited in a glass-
case in the Chapter House. I may add that the volume possesses the
interest attaching to the former ownership (beside that of Reid) of two
well-known Scottish ecclesiastics of the pre-Reformation Church, John

Lesley, Bishop of Ross, and William Gordon, Bishop of Aberdeen. It
bears on the title-page, in contemporary handwriting, ¢Lib. Reverendi
Patris Wilhelmj gordonij epicopj abd. Ex Dono Johannis episcopj rossen
modernj.’

In K]/Iarch, 1884, in view of the approaching tercentenary of the
University of Edinburgh, I presented to the University Library a little
octavo volume bearing this stamp. I thought it might be regarded as
interesting in consideration of Bishop Reid’s bequest for founding a
college in Ediburgh. The little book contains some helps for preachers,
entitled D. Eustachii Fidensae episcopi  Albanensis. . . . Autoritatum
Sanctarum libri quatuor . . . together with Antonii Brockiveg a Konigstein
Evangeliorum Monotessaron (Coloniae: 1542).

A few other books which had belonged to Bishop R. Reid are
recorded in Mr. Craven’s work already noticed. There are, doubtless,
other volumes of Bishop Reid’s library scattered throughout the country.
It would be interesting if their owners would record the titles of such
books in the pages of the Scottish Historical Review.

2. I have now to call attention to a book-stamp which, so far as I
know, has never been described. It appears in gold on one cover, and
in blind on the other cover, of De sacris Ecclesiae Ministeriis ac
Beneficiis Libri VIIIL . . . Authore Francisco Duareno Iureconsulto
(Parisiis: 1557). Within an oval border of two lines is the legend,
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* ALEXANDER * BETOVN ° ARCHIDIACONVS * LAVDONLE * 1556. Inside the
border is a shield bearing arms, quarterly, 1 and 4, a fess between three
mascles: 2 and 3 on a chevron, an otter’s head erased. Underneath,
on a ribbon, is the motto svi simiris. The cover is simply a parch-
ment wrapper, which apparently had once been stiffened by boards.
This Alexander Betoun was a son of the Cardinal by Marion, daughter
of Lord Ogilvy of Airly. The book is in the possession of the writer.

3. In addition to what Mr. Gordon Duff has said about the stamp
of Andrew Durie, bishop of Galloway, it may be observed that the
metal stamp is still in existence and is preserved in the museum of the
Antiquaries of Perth. Jorn Dowben.

[The Editor is indebted to the Rev. J. B. Craven, Kirkwall, for his kindness
in having lent the blocks which illustrate this note.—Ep. §.H.R.]

GEORGE BUCHANAN. Professor Hume Brown in his recent
little book on George Buchanan and his Times (Edinburgh, 19o6) says
(p- 48), ¢Another thing that Buchanan did, made the Catholics still
more angry with him. One of his friends was lying very ill, but
would not eat meat on Fridays and Sundays because he said it was
forbidden by his religion. Buchanan told him how foolish this was,
and that it was quite right that he should eat meat on these days for
the good of his health, and to encourage him he ate meat himself on
the Fridays and Sundays, though he had not the excuse of being ill.’
As is known to Catholics, fasting, or abstinence from flesh, is not en-
joined on Sundays. It seemed probable that Professor Hume Brown
had written Sunday instead of Saturday. The recent publication of the
work by Guilherme J. C. Henriques, entitled George Buchanan in the
Lisbon Inquisition, Lisbon, 1906, sets at rest the question raised.
George Buchanan’s own words run as follows: ¢Per idem tempus
amicus quidam meus gravissimo morbo laborabat: neque in extremo
periculo carnem attingere audebat diebus veneris ac sabbati. Ego non
solum hortatus sum illum ut carnem ederet, sed etiam, quo libentius id
faceret, una cum illo edi idque simpliciter, ac bona fide adhuc actum est.”

The thanks of historical students are due to Mr. Henriques for the
publication of the original documents, recounting the several examinations
of Buchanan before the Inquisition. But the editing of the record is
very far from being ideal in merit,

A QUAKER WEDDING IN OLD ABERDEEN IN 1737. At
Aberdeen the Twenty ninth day of December 1™ vii® and thirty seven
years In presence of William Forbes Esquire Sherriff depute of Aberdeen

The said day Compeared James Gray Gardener and Merchant in Old
Aberdeen As also Barbara Bannerman lawfull Daughter to the deceast
George Bannerman in Baldevinn and represented that they hade agreed
some time agoe to enter togither into the Bond of Marriage and
that in order to execute their said purpose orderly and decently they
hade applyed in the usuall manner to both the Ministers of the parish
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of Old Machar within which both partys have resided more than
year and day and doe presently reside for Proclamation of Banns as
the custom is and as the law directs But that they were Refused
that priviledge by the said Ministers for no other Reason Except
that one of the partys vizt the said James Gray was Quaker by
profession whereas the other was protestant And to verafy their said
Representation They produced a Prory.! wrote on Stamped paper Signed
by both partys before witnesses to Patrick Milne Writer in Aberdeen
dated the tenth of December instant Authorizeing him to repair the
then nixt Sabath day to the parish Church of Old Machar and at the
usual time to make publick intimation in the usuall form of their
said purpose of marriage And Also authorizing the said Patrick Milne
to doe so on the two nixt succeeding Sabaaths Whereof the Tenor
follows? As also produced a written Instrument of Requisition under
the hand of Andrew Cassie Nottar Publick of the same date with
the forsaid Prorie.! Bearing the said Patrick Milne as Pror. forsaid to
have Gone to the personall presence of the forsaid two Ministers of
Old Machar and to have required them to cause their Precentors
Proclaim the above parties in the ordinary way and manner concluding
that if that was refused the saids Partys might not be deemed Trans-
gressors of the law or of Good order if the nixt best method they
could think of was taken for their being proclaimed and that the said
Patrick Mill as pror. forsaid conform to the powers Granted to him
by the said Prorie. would proclaim them himself in presence of a
Nottar Publick and witnesses in case they were Refused Which
desire the Ministers refused for the causes sett furth in the Instrument
itself Whereof the Tenor follows? and Sicklike produced ane Instru-
ment under the hand of the said Andrew Cassie Nottar publick
bearing the sd. Patrick Milne to have past to the Cathedrall Church
of Old Machar upon the Eliventh Eighteenth and twenty fifth days
of December instant Being Sabaaths or Lords days Respectively &
successively after others and there in presence of the said Andrew
Cassie & witnesses mentioned in the said Protest and Congregation
conveened for the time betwixt the Ringing of the second & last
Bell That he the said Patrick Milne as Pror. forsaid did proclaim
the Bands or purpose of Marriage of the said James Gray &
Barbara Bannerman after the due and legall manner as the said Instru-
ment Bears Whereof the Tenor follows? And Sicklike produced ane
Instrument of Requisition under the hand of the said Andrew Cassie
Nottar Publick Bearing the saids James Gray and Barbara Bannerman
To have passed to the personall presence of Both the saids Ministers
of Old Aberdeen upon the twenty sixth day of December instant and
there to have represented that seeing they the Ministers hade refused
to cause proclaim their Bands of Marriage after the ordinary way and

1 Procuratory.
2 Neither the Procuratory nor the Notarial Instruments were copied into the
Diet Book of Court.
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that the said Patrick Milne as Pror. for them and as having their
Commission for that effect hade the three successive Sabaaths or Lords
days preceeding duely and lawfully proclaimed the said James Gray
and Barbara Bannerman their Bands of Marriage after the legall &
ordinary way In presence of the Congregation Conveened for the
Time Therefor they required the saids Ministers to Marry them in
the due and ordinary manner Which they refused to doe for the
reasons sett furth in the above mentioned Instrument of which the
Tenor follows! And farther the said James Gray & Barbara Banner-
man craved that seeing they intended no Disrespect to the established
legall order anent Marriage the Sherriff would be pleased to receive
the above mentioned Instruments and vouchers and appoint them to
be lodged with the Clerk and cause to be recorded this present applica-
tion made by them to the Sherriff And that he the said James Gray
and she the said Barbara Bannerman might be from this time Repute
and hereafter considered as married persons and the said Barbara Banner-
man declared judicially she could not write.

(Signed) William Forbes (Signed) James Gray.

Thereafter the Sherriff Interrogate the said James Gray upon his
Parents being alive and if they consented to his present design
Answered by him that they were both dead And he was farther
Interrogate if there was any Blood relation or nearness in consanguinity
betwixt him and the said Barbara Bannerman Which he judicially
declared there was not And Sicklike the said Barbara Bannerman
was interrogate upon the above Questions and gave the same Answers
Except that her Mother was yet alive and gave her consent to her
marrying the said James Gray And they both declared themselves to
be above the Age of Twenty one years

¢(Signed) William Forbes.”

The Sherriff having considered the foregoing Representation & desire
made by the said James Gray & Barbara Bannerman to him and
there appearing no objection from any Person to their present Intended
Purpose of marrying together and living hereafter as becomes married
persons Therefor the Sherriff for himself considers them the said James
Gray and Barbara Bannerman to be married persons and Recommends
to all whom it may concern to consider and look upon them as such
hereafter and ordains the severall papers above deduced to be lodged
in the Clerks hands and Extracts thereof and of this present judiciall
Act to be Given out to both partys as demanded Whereupon the
saids Partys took Instruments

(Signed) William Forbes.

[The Editor of the S.H.R. has to thank Mr, David Littlejohn, LL.D.,

Aberdeen, for this communication.]

! Neither the Procuratory nor the Notarial Instruments were copied into the
Diet Book of Court.
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THE HISTORICAL MANUSCRIPTS COMMISSION. Sir
James Balfour Paul, Lyon King of Arms, has received a communi-
cation from the Secretary of the Historical MSS. Commission in
answer to the petition (§.H.R. iv. 359) sent to the Commission by the
Scottish Record Society, of which Sir James Balfour Paul is Chairman.
The reply is as follows:

¢With reference to your letter of 8th of March last accompanying
the petition of the Scottish Record Society, I have now to inform you
that this petition was laid before the Historical Manuscripts Com-
missioners at their meeting on the gth July, and duly considered. The
Commissioners observed that the information furnished to the Society,
to the effect that “in future as a general rule no charters or other
ancient documents of a kindred nature are to be reported upon or
calendared in their reports,” is hardly in accordance with the facts, as
will be seen from the enclosed copy of the instructions sent to an
inspector in Scotland in March, 1900, after careful consideration by
the Commissioners.

‘I am to add that the subject was again fully discussed, and that it
was the unanimous opinion of the Commissioners that, in view of the
small amount annually voted by Parliament, they should not depart
from the position already laid down, but leave the more detailed treat-
ment of deeds and charters to local societies.

¢I am also to enclose an extract from the ¢ Instructions to Inspectors,’
issued by the Commissioners to show within what limits reports upon
local deeds are in general to be confined.’

The instructions sent to an inspector in Scotland in 19oo were as
follows :

¢The Commissioners do not at all agree with you in the opinion
that there is a lack of historical letters in the Scottish muniment rooms,
and two or three collections were at once named as likely to prove on
inspection very rich in such material, though not medieval. . . . More-
over, even though there was a scarcity of such letters, the Commissioners
consider that they ought not as a rule to spend their grant for Scotland
on charters so long as there is matter of more general interest, and
therefore falling more within the scope of the Commission in other
parts of the United Kingdom.

¢ The Commissioners resolved, therefore, that you should be informed
that, while it was not desired that Scottish charters should be altogether
disregarded in future—indeed those of very early date, say the twelfth
century or even the thirteenth, might always be described at length—
preference should in all cases be given to such collections as are chiefly
rich in letters and papers illustrative of history and biography, as
distinguished from genealogy and topography.’

The following is the extract from the ¢ Instructions to Inspectors’ to
which the Secretary refers :

ITII. The following classes of documents are often found in local
collections, and should be treated as a rule in the manner indicated,
namely :
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a. Letters Patent: Quictuses from the Exchequer : Not to be noticed
singly, as there are enrolments of them in the Public Record
Office.

Except Royal Charters of earlier reigns than Henry IIL

b. Deeds prior to the end of the 12th century: Should be copied in
extenso or abstracted fully, and the names of the witnesses given.

c. Ordinary conveyances of land, etc., of the 13th, 14th, and 15th
centuries: Not to be noticed separately, unless they give
genealogical details of families of importance or throw light
on philological or economic questions. As a rule it will
suffice to say that there is a series of deeds relating to a
particular person or place.

A SILVER MAP OF THE WORLD (S.H.R. iii. §519).
Sir John Evans, K.C.B., has reprinted from the Numismatic Chronicle,
vol. vi., Fourth Series, his paper on ¢The Silver Medal or Map of Sir
Francis Drake,” with ¢Supplemental Remarks.” In the first paper Sir
John Evans describes the medal, of which three or at most four examples
are known to exist, and of these the best is in his collection; he also
sketches shortly Sir Francis Drake’s life and the voyage of circum-
navigation as shown on the medal, a reproduction of which is also
given. In the ¢Supplemental Remarks’ Sir John draws attention to
Purchas’ reference to the silver map which was noted in the Scottish
Historical Review (vol. iii. p. 519). Purchas’ explicit statement, at
second-hand certainly, that the map was ‘cut in silver by a Dutchman,
Michael Mercator,” seems to have puzzled the cartographers, who had
come to the conclusion that the silver map was engraved by ‘F. G’
the engraver of the well-known map of the New World in Peter
Martyr’s De Orbe Nove. Sir John suggests an ingenious solution of
the difficulty—that Michael Mercator was the actual cartographer and
¢F. G. the actual engraver of the map. A short biographical note on
Michael Mercator concludes the reprint.

THE LATE MR. ROMILLY ALLEN. By the death on s5th
July of Mr. John Romilly Allen, editor of the Religuary, archaeology
has lost an exponent of the highest talent and distinction. Born
in London in 1847, he became an engineer, and was an authority
in his profession on such subjects as the construction of dock walls.
But it is as an archaeologist that he achieved his chief celebrity.
For many years he studied the ancient monuments of Great Britain,
and his industry in research, combined with his practical grasp of
their structural and artistic characteristics, soon gave him an acknow-
ledged place as a leading scholar in the field which in Scotland has been
so remarkably filled by Dr. Joseph Anderson. His archaeological writings
comprise Christian Symbolism in Great Britain and the Monumental History
of the Early British Church, besides many contributions to periodicals,
including specially the Religuary, which under his guidance became a
repository of rare excellence for an infinite variety of things of beauty
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and antiquarian interest as well as for their scientific classification and
description. Rhind Lecturer in 1886 and Yates Lecturer in Archaeology
at London University in 1898, he did not fail to have his unique accom-
plishments recognised. The Society of Antiquaries of Scotland elected
him an honorary Fellow, and under the Gunning Fellowship he was for
a number of years engaged in the preparation of the materials for the
volume published by that Society in 1903. A long cherished design of:
the Society was carried out with great success by that massive tome, The
Early Christian Monuments of Scotland (reviewed, §.H.R. i. 58), which
represented not merely the ripe product of Romilly Allen’s labours in .
detailed description, artistic analysis, and archaeological classification, but
also the consummation.of the finest work of Joseph Anderson and of the
policy which, largely on his initiative and under his influence and
direction, the roiety of Antiquaries had so persistently pursued. This
great work was Romilly Allen’s signal service to Scotland, and it will
always honourably, and indeed monumentally, associate his memory with
a triumphant advance of Scottish archaeology upon the dark confine of
history, where art, though far from rude, is inarticulate, and record has
scarcely begun.

3y
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Allan Cameron’s Narrative, February-April,
1716

THE END OF THE ’15

THE MS. of the following narrative is in the possession of

Mrs. Cameron Lucy of Callart, and by her kind permission
is printed for the first time. The manuscript was clearly
intended as a report upon events in Scotland after the
departure of James and Mar from Montrose on February 4,
1716. The writer speaks of Achnacarry as ¢ my brother’s
dwelling,” of young Balhaldie as ‘my nephew,” and without
question is Colonel Allan Cameron, the veteran Sir Ewen’s
third son. He had been closely concerned in the nego-
tiations between Bolingbroke, Mar, and Ormonde in the
spring and summer of 171§, and had accompanied James
to Scotland in the following December. After his endeavour,
told in the narrative, to organise continued resistance to the
Government, he escaped to France in July, 1716. The
present document was possibly among several, ¢all in
Cameron’s own hand, and in a very indigested method,
and not fit to be exposed to critics,’ which were sent to
Mar at his request in September, 1716 It supplies a valu-
able note upon the last phase of the'’rg, and supplements
the materials recently provided by the Windsor Stuar: Papers
Eearing upon a chapter of the rising which has been obscure
itherto.

: Y Calendar of the Stuart Papers, vol. ii. p. 437.
S.H.R. VOL. V. K
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ALLAN CAMERON’S NARRATIVE.

The army being arriv’d the second day after we march’d
from Montrose at Aberdeen?® in very good order, Generall
Gordon® calld a meeting of the nobility, officers and most of
the gentry to the Earle Marishals house,* where the Kings
Letter and his majestys Commission to him as Commander in
Chief were Publickly read.’

The Generall afterwards call'd the heads of Clans who were
present by themselves and ask’d what they thought fitt to be
done. They all agreed to march in a Body to Huntleys Lands
and to take their measures ther how to proceed after Huntley
and his frindes had been discours’d. At the same time on
M~ Farquarson, Brother to Inverey, who had been sent north
with Letters to the Marquess Seaforth and to My Lord
Glenaircha and frindes in Kathness, mett us ther with account
that the marquess Seaforth hade all his men in readiness to
march, and that frindes in Kathness both horse and foot were
likewise so, and added that my Lord Huntleys frindes were all
preparing themselves to march, whatever part Huntley himself
would act; but when M* Farquarson was return’d with this
answer frindes in the north could know nothing of the Kings
going off from Montrose nor of our retreat to Aberdeen.®

That night great numbers of the gentlemen who serv’d in
the horse dispers’d, being extreamly discouraged : some went
to seaport Towns to gett shiping, and others chuse raither to
lurk in the Contry. All the Irish officers went to Peterhead
in order to embark. My Lord Marishall, Marquess Tilliberdin,

11 have reproduced the original spelling, but have supplied a modern
punctuation.

2 James and Mar sailed from Montrose for France on February 4, 1716.
Ignorant of their flight the army marched the same night from Montrose and
reached Aberdeen about noon on February 6 (Szxart Papers, vol. ii. p. 110).

8 Lieut.-General Alexander Gordon of Auchintoul.

4¢The 6th . . . at two o’clock a meeting of the noblemen, general officers,
and chiefs of clans was appointed to be kept at Marishall’s Hall, which was
punctually observed’ (Clanranald to Mar, 11/22, 1716, Ibid. p. 110).

5 Both documents are dated February 4, 1716. The former, endorsed ¢ Letter
of Adieu to the Scotch,’ is printed in Stwart Papers, vol. i. pp. 505-7.

6 Gordon produced to the meeting a letter from Huntly ¢full of loyal pro-
testations.”  Farquharson, no doubt, was the bearer of it. Cf. Ibid. vol. ii.
p- 149. Huntly supposed Gordon to be still at Perth (I&id. p. 111).
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my Lord Lithgow, my Lord Southesk, my Lord Killsyth, Lord
Edward Drumond, M* James Keith, M* Charles Flimin,! Sir
John Forrester, and severall other Gentlemen went along with
the army. The Irish officers with severall other Gentlemen
being dissapointed at Peterhead went to Frasersburgh, where
when they were ready to embark, having gote two ships ther
for that purpose, an English man of war came up to the
harbours mouth, which oblidg’d them to leav that place and
to follow the army.?

It was determin’d at Keith, after General Gordon and my
Lord Marishall return’d from Huntley, they having gone to
Gordon Castle to know his last resolution,® that we should hold
straight to Badonick through the Hills, which prov’d a very
seveer march, considering the great snow that lay on the
mountains and the bad weather which came on.t

As soon as we arriv’d at Rivan Badonick® there was a Letter
writ to Ardgyle to know what tearms could be hade, with an
Intreaty to Ardgyle to interceed for them. Some would not
signe it, but it was sign’d by the General, some of the nobility,
and some of the Clans, and I doe not learn that there was
any return made to it.°

After the Letter was writ and sign’d the Generall call’d all
the heads of Clans who were ther by themselves,” and I hade
likewise the Honor to be call’d, having the Command and charge
of my Brothers® men on that march. He ask’d what they
thought best to be done, and how and where these officers

1 Fleming.

2 They rejoined at Rhynie on the 1oth. Cf. Stuart Papers, vol. ii. pp. 56, 112.

3The army marched from Aberdeen on Feb. 7 and arrived at Keith on
the gth (l4id. p. 111),

4The march was resumed from Rhynie on Feb. 11 to Strathdon and thence
to Strathspey and Badenoch (éid. p. 112).

5 Part of the army reached Ruthven in Badenoch on February 12 (Zid. p. 112).

6'The meeting was convened on the 14th, at which it was agreed to approach
Argyll (lbid. p. 112). The letter, dated Feb. 15, is printed in I4id. vol. i.
p- 512. It was signed by General Gordon, Linlithgow, Southesk, Robertson
of Struan, Clanranald, James Ogilvie of Boyne, T. and C. Macdonald, Alexander
Mackenzie, and ]J. Dougal. According to Southesk (I4id. vol. ii. p. 149),
Ogilvie and Struan were ©the great promoters of it.’

7 Presumably at Cluny Macpherson’s house, which Gordon made his head-
quarters (lbid. vol. ii. p. 112).

8j.e. Lochiel.
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could live in safty, since the Clans were to seperat at that
juncture and goe to their severall dwellings, ther not being
money nor provision to subsist them so as to keep them in a
Body together.! The nobility hade determin’d to goe to the
Isles as the safest place for their retreat, so it was agreed that
the officers should goe thither likewise, the Isles being at a
greater distance from the enimie then the main Land, and
that probably the first ships from France would come in
ther.

Sir Donald, Clanronald, Apine, &c. were desyrouse to enter
into a concert amongst themselves in case they should get to
arms again,” or whatever might hapen, that they should keep
a closse correspondance. This I urg’d as much as I could,
and therefore, seing my Brother was not present, it was agreed
they should meet at his house and take their measures ther,
where they arriv’d in two dayes. My Brother (who hade then
begun his march with his men, he being ordered from Pearth
to bring with all expedition his own recruits and those of the
other Clans to the army, which would make in all about 14 or
1500 men, and afterwards hade a second order to march north
towards Inverness and there to joine Seaforth and Huntly in
order to reduce that place) was within twelve myles of us and
only the night before hade account that the army was thus
dispers’d. So he came to us, but Glengary would not enter
into any concert, on the Contrary apear’d as if he design’d to
act a seperat part from all the rest. [ propos’d that they should
not leav Badonick the same day, and that they should devyde
so as the one half might goe by Glengary and the other by my
Brothers to facilitate their march. But Glengary would not
countenance nor give them any maner of encouragement or
assistance to hold his way: on the contrary Coll. Fitsymons,
Capt. Colliar, M~ Strickland, and about twenty more of the
Irish officers who attempted it were forc’d to return. This
oblidg’d the nobility and all the officers and other gentry, with
such of the Clans as went to the Isles, to march all by my
Brothers at the same tyme, which so Crowded them by the

1¢All the Athole and Breadalbine men having left us, some at Aberdeen,
some at Inverury, the clans, who till now kept in a body together, from hence
(Ruthven) went by different routes to their respective countries.’—Clanranald
to Mar (léid. vol. ii. p. 112).

2 A loyal letter to James signed by Sir Donald Macdonald, Clanranald, and
J. Macdougal, dated April 11, 1716, is in I4id. vol. ii. p. 114.
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Badness of the weather and roads that there march prov’d
very troublesome.!

The nobility, with the officers, Sir Donald, and Clanronald
went all to the Isles together.? Generall Gordon and Brigadier
Ogilbie stay’d in Badonick,® and Brigadier Campbell for some
dayes, but afterwards Brigadier Campbell* went to Mull and
from thence to Ulist.

All continued prittie quiet untill towards the later end of
March that we hade account of Cadogans making preparation
to march with any [sic] army into the Highlands.® But having
no account what measures my Lord Seaforth was to take after
Huntley hade surrendred and given himself up prisoner and
ordered his men to give up their arms,’® which was the first
example of that kinde, I went to Kintail to wait on my Lord
Seaforth and to know his resolution. This hapen’d a litle
after Capt. Tulloch came to my Lord Seaforths Contry with
a shipe wherin there was some officers and a litle money.”
His Lop. gave me a deal of satisfaction and say’d he was
willing to goe into any measures with the rest of the Clans
for his majestys service.

How soon I return’d I sent express to Generall Gordon to
Badonick to aquent him of my Lord Seaforths ansuer, and went
myself to Glengary after I hade given my Brother likewise
account of what my Lord Seaforth hade determin’d. Glengary
apear’d then very hearty and seem’d to make preparation in
order to defend his house. My Brother was oblidg’d to be

1The march appears to have begun on Feb. 16, and to have been delayed
by bad weather (/4id. vol. ii. p. 112).

?They arrived at Ormaclett on March 25 ¢after incredible fatigues’
(1bid. p. 149).

3With Cluny Macpherson.

4Colin Campbell of Ormidale. He was afterwards captured.

5General William Cadogan, whom Lovat was supplying with information,
was at Blair Atholl. He proposed to march towards Badenoch on April 1,
and to reach Ruthven on April 4. Major-General Wightman, the victor at
Glenshiel in 1719, was at Inverness (I4id. p. 75).

6On February 18 (I4id. vol. i. p. 516).

7Captain Tulloch in the Robert or Speedwell, who had sailed from Havre
on Jan. 17 (new style), returned from the Lewis on March 3, having left
Seaforth 400 lbs. of powder and some money, which he gave up ¢half force
and half good will.” The officers Tulloch had with him (except two) returned
to France, finding the rising at an end (Z4id. vol. ii. p. 40).
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every night on his guard for fear of being surprys’d by the
garison at InverLochy, which is within eight or nine myles of
his house, it being no wayes strong.

General Gordon having account that Cadogan was come with
his army, which then consisted of about 3500 foot and Dragoons,
the length of Blair in Athole,! being the nixt Contry to Badonick,
he came straight to Glengarys house, where I mett him. That
night we hade account that one Coll. Cleyton? hade entered
Apines Lands with 5oo foot, and that Apines men hade begun
to take protections and to deliver some arms,® and that the said
Cleyton was on his march to InverLochy on the one hand,
whyle Cadogan was marching towards that Contry by Badonich
on the other, this was the more surprysing because Apine hade
sent us no account of this party nor march. The Generall on
this advertisment sent straight to my Brother and to Kepoch
desyring them to meet him nixt day, they being the nearest to
him of the Clans, half way betwixt my Brothers house and
Glengarys, where accordingly the Generall, Glengary, my Brother,
Brigadier Ogilvie, Kepock and I met. This was Fryday 3oth
March. It was agreed that my Brother, Glengary and Kepock
should Rendevouz each of them at their own houses what men
they could get together thursday or fryday nixt thereafter,* and
in the mean tyme the General should goe to meet my Lord
Seaforth so as to know what number of men he could expect
from his Lop. and to get what Capt. Tulloch left in his hands
of the Kings money. It was also concerted that the General
should return so as to be at Glengarys or my Brothers against
the day apointed for the Rendevouze, and at the same tyme
the General wrote to those in the Isles and to the rest of the
Clans that they might march their men with all expedition to
Lochaber in order to opose the enimie who were near that
Contry on their march, and to bring with them what provision
they could, the Contry being very skairse at that juncture, and
it not being possible to provyde themselves from any part which
the enimie posess’d untill there was once a Body form’d.

Nixt day after the General came to Glengarys house,’ one of
my Brothers frindes, who serv’d as Capt. in his Regement,

1Cadogan reached Blair Atholl about March 30 (I4id. vol. ii. p. 75).
2 Colonel Jasper Clayton.

8 Appin arrived in Paris on October 1, 1716 (I4id. vol. iii. p. 15).
4je. April 5 or 6, 5ie. March 31.
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interiented a Leutenant going from Cadogan to the Governor
of InverLochy with Letters, who was then at Blair in Athole,
who told us there was a gentleman on the road from the Duke
to Glengary, who accordingly came that very night with some
message from Athole to Glengary. This gave us some ground
of jealousy, but Glengary having then asur’d the Generall that
he would stand it out to the last extreamity remov’d the
Generalls fears.

At our return to Glengarys house from the meeting with my
Brother and Kepoch, Glengary entreated of the Generall to set
this Leutenant of Cadogans at Liberty and to let him goe on
to InverLochy. Brigadier Ogilvie and I was not for it, but
the General, tho with some reluctancy, condescended, being in
Glengarys house at the tyme.

When this Leutenant Hardy (so they call him) and the other
gentlemen went away, Glengary walk’d out with them and was
very seriouse and sent his footman with the Leutenant to Inver-
Lochy, who conducted the sd. officer neer the bounds of Badonich
in his way to Cadogan, otherwayes the Contry would have seiz’d
him over again, but seing Glengarys footman with him they did
not think it needfull.

Nixt morning, being munday the 2d. of Apryle, the Generall
made ready to goe to Kintail to meet my Lord Seaforth, and
desyred I would goe along with him, by reasone that I hade
been a litle tyme before with his Lop. when he gave such
good encouragement.

As we were ready to goe off there came an expresse from
my Brother to the General shawing that he hade gote certent
account that Coll. Cleyton was to march from the Garisone of
InverLochy nixt day, being Twesday," with 8 or 9oo? men
to my Brothers house in order to attack him. He likewise
sent a Letter which a frinde from InverLochy wrote to
advertise him, that upon the representation made by the
officer who was prisoner at Invergary, Cleyton hade deter-
min’d to march to my Brothers house, which he could doe in
three or four hours tyme the Generall did read this Letter.
The Letter likewise mentiond that it was believ’d for certent
at InverLochy that Glengary hade setled affaires with Atholl
and Cadogan, so as they were sure he would not draw a sword
against them. This we were all loath to believe.

1 April 3.

2The number is elsewhere given as 600 (Stmart Papers, vol. ii. p. 133).
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My Brother wrote to Glengary likewise that he was very well
inform’d that he was to be attackt nixt day by a strong party
from InverLochy, that he hade not tyme to get a suffitient
number on such short advertisment to opose them, therfore
hop’d he would come with what he could get together of his men
to his assistance, seing he (Glengary) nor his Contry was not in
any danger nor to be troubled untill they did his business first, my
Brother and his Contry being betwixt Glengary and the Garison.

Upon this account I entreated of the Generall to allow me
to goe back to my Brother that I might be assisting in rysing
his men and to witness whatever might follow. But Glengary
pressd the Generalls going off to my Lord Seaforth and
that I should by all means goe along, to that degree that the
Generall would have me either goe or otherwayes that I might
own I wrong’d the Kings service. I thought myself oblidg’d
to obey, so could not help it. When I press'd very earnestly
to return, Glengary sayd, you need not be so uneasy, for you
will return tyme enough to get your share; for, sayd he, we
will not medle without we have a good advantage, and perhaps
they will not fall in blood for some dayes. At the same tyme he
told us that he was to order his men to bring each of them three
dayes provision on that account : besydes, said he, I can hardly
think the party will come out so soon as your Brother is told.

This being on munday the 2d of Apryle, the Generall,
Brigadier Ogilvie and I persued our journey to Kintail. But
nixt day the Party under Cleyton actualy march’d, as my Brother
was inform’d, straight to his dwelling house: but those of his
men who live on the road betwixt the Garisone and his house
took up all that fornoon to put their Catle out of the Partys
way, and those who were fardest off in Morvine and Swinart®
hade only tyme to be with him against fryday,” which was the
day apointed for the Rendevouze, so that very few join’d him
untill it was night.

Glengary came to my Brother only about half an hour before
the party apear’d, with a hundred men or therabouts. Its true
betwixt what they both hade they were not in a condition that
day to attack the Party, they not having the fourth part of their
number. Some of my Brothers and of Glengarys men offer’d
to fyre at them at a pass, but Glengary would not allow it;
for, say’d he, we will but lose our men to no purpose. My
Brother did not press it either, seing there was so few of his

1 Sunart. 2 April 6.
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men ther that night, but say’d to Glengary, that he hop'd he
would keep his men together nixt day, since he, my Brother,
doubted not but he would have a suffitient number of his men
together then, which with Glengarys men might very well attack
the party. They parted so that night, and nixt day, when those
of my Brothers men came to him who were nearest and who were
puting their Catle out of the way, he sent to Glengary to aquent
him therof and withal that he expected to have his men
together, but gote no return.

This was on wednesday, and on thursday!® night my nephew
young Balhaldy? came express from my Brothers frindes who
live in Morvine and Swinart signifying that they were on their
march and would be with him tomorrow, being Fryday, as he
apointed. Upon which my Brother went early in the morning
to Glengarys and at the same tynre he thought to finde the
Generall and others ther, as had been concerted. But finding
none but Glengary and his own frindes he stay’d that night,
both to wait the Generalls coming and know Glengarys last
resolution. Wherfore he told Glengary that his men were come
against the day of the Rendevouze, so that iff he would joine
his men with them they were in a condition to beat Clayton.
My Brother added that the Enimies being at his house signifyed
nothing, for that none suffer’d by that but himself, and that
otherwayes it was an advantage, they having no way to retreat,
for that they were encamp’d and lay in their Tents, as not-
thinking his house any defence at all for them, and that only
the officers lay in it.

Glengary ansuer’d in plain tearms, that he hade determin’d
to deliver his house and himself up to Cadogan, that nixt night
he expected a party to take posession of the house, and that in a
day therafter he would goe to Cadogan and afterwards to Athole,*
and added that his advyce to my Brother was to doe the same.*

1April 3.

2William Macgregor (or Drummond) of Balhaldie. His mother was a
daughter of Sir Ewen Cameron of Lochiel. He played a leading part in the-
intrigues which brought Prince Charles from Italy to France in 1744.

8Glengarry was at Perth on April 21, after visiting the Duke at Blair-
(Stuart Papers, vol. ii. p. 133).

% Glengarry’s motives were variously interpreted. Whatever they may have
been he did not lose James’s favour. His name appears in November, 1716,
in a list of chiefs deserving distinction, and on December 9, 1716, a warrant
was issued for a patent creating him ¢a lord and peer of Parliament of Scotland,.
by the title of Lord McDonald’ (/4id. vol. iii. pp. 303, 572).
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This ansuer of Glengarys suprys’d my Brother extreamly,
who told Glengary that in the first place he would not take
his advyce, and secondly that he ought to have told his designe
sooner to the Generall and to him and his other nighbours,
and that there was People in the Goverment who made offer
of doing all the good offices in their Power to him when the
army dispers’d, to whom he return’d ansuer that he design’d
to doe nothing but in concert with other worthy Persones who
were equaly engag’d in the same cause.

When my Brother was inform’d at first that the party was
to come out in order to attack him, he wrote to Kepoch like-
wise desyring his assistance, who sent him a Letter in return
a day after the party came the length of my Brothers dwelling.!

My Brother finding that Glengary hade left him thus and
hade given up his house to be garison’d by the enimie, and
considering that that house lyes in the passe betwixt Inverness
and my Brothers, that a Party of nine hundred men lay now
at his house, which is half way betwixt Glengary and Inver-
Lochy, that the Garisone of InverLochy is in the center of
his estate and frindes, and no account from the Isles nor of
any maner of succour, concluded that it was to no purpose for
him to act alone, that it would end in the intyre destruction
of his men and Contry and not in the least advance the Kings
service, Therefore he ordered part of his men to disperse and
take protections as others hade done to save their goods and
familys in hopes they might as yet have an oportunity to serve
their King and Contry. Never were men more uneasy then
they were upon their being oblidg’d to return without having
done something against the Enimie.

The Generall could know nothing of these particulars, my
Brother not thinking it needfull to write to him till the day
of the Rendevouze, against which tyme he expected himself
back as was concerted, and likewise untill he knew Glengarys
last resolution. However, as soon as we arriv’d at Kintail, the
Marquess of Seaforth told the General that there was some
money left in his hands when Captain Tulloch came to his
Contry, but that it was not possible for him to get at it then,
the enimie being in possession of the place where it was con-

1Writing to Mar on April 11, 1716, Clanranald remarks: ¢Keppoch is
suspected to follow Huntly’s measures, whose vassal he is’ (Stuarr Papers,
vol. ii. p. 113). Keppoch, in fact, escaped to France with Allan Cameron

(lbid. p. 322).
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ceal'd, and at the same tyme say’d he would order his men
to be in a readiness to march how soon others would draw
to a head.

Nixt morning there came a Letter from Glengary to the
Generall, which he wrote wednesday morning,! showing that
no body would joine. This Letter, which my Brother knew
not of, made no mention of Glengarys being ready to deliver
himself and his house in the enimies hands. At the same
tyme my Lord Seaforth hade account that there was a ship
arriv’d from France in the Isle of Sky with necessares for the
Highlanders, and others say’d it was come to cary away the
nobility and officers who were then in Wist,®> upon which
the Generall and Brigadier Ogilbie resolv’d to stay with my
Lord Seaforth untill he hade certent account what ship this
was and her Cargo, and that in the mean tyme I should return
straight to Glengary and my Brother with account of this, and
to encourage them the best I could, which accordingly I did.

The Generall wrote a Letter, which he gave me open, adress’d
for Glengary and my Brother, aquenting them of the arrivall
of this ship and of my Lord Seaforths ansuer, and that how
soon he understood what the said ship carried he would let them
know.? He ordered me to send the Letter to the one and to

1 April 4.

20n April 5§ Captain Owen O’Sheridan arrived at South Uist on board the
Marie Therése from Morlaix. He sailed again on April 18 and reached Roscoff
in Brittany on May 10 (new style), having on board the Earl Marischal,
Southesk, Tullibardine, Linlithgow, Kilsyth, Lord Edward Drummond, Lord
George Murray, and other Jacobite refugees, besides the Irish officers (Szuart
Papers, vol. ii. pp. 74, 109, 142, 148).

8The following extracts from letters of Clanranald and Southesk to Mar
vividly represent the relations between those who escaped to France, and Gordon
who held himself still bound to act militantly in James’s behalf. Clanranald
writes to Mar: ¢Mr Sheridan arrived here [Uist] upon Thursday the [5th]
instant, and after delivering me your Grace’s letter to General Gordon, and
another for myself . . . the nobility and gentry that were here at the time
seeming to have an inclination to know what might be in them that concerned
the King’s service, I thought that things of that kind was not to be kept a
secret from them who had already suffered so much for it. Therefore I thought
fit to communicate to those of the first rank what my letter imported, and
though I would not take upon me to break open General Gordon’s letter, there
was amongst them who did, and accordingly it was broke up and the contents
read in presence only of a few of the nobility and myself. The contents agree-
ing in the main with what your Grace had suggested in mine, and M Sheridan’s
instructions from your Grace being of a piece with both as to what concerned
the ship and cargo, I proposed to conform myself in all things to your Grace’s
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goe myself to the other, wherfore I sent the Letter to my
Brother and went on straight to Glengary. Mean tyme I sent
one before me who could march very hard the nearest way
over the hills with the contents of the Letter in write, who
delivered it some hours before I arrivd. My Brother had
been with Glengary that night at his own house, as I have
already mention’d with Glengarys ansuer to him, yet Glengary
told him nothing of the Letter he receiv’d from me, and before
I came to Glengary nixt morning my Brother was gone back.
I must own that tho I was doubtfull all along that Glengary
was acting under hand with Athole, of which I told the Generall,
yet 1 was mightily suprys’d to finde him just ready to goe off
for Inverness to Cadogan, and his house Immediatly to be
delivered up to be garison’d by the enimie. I found Gordon
of Glenbucket with him. It would be too tediouse to insert
hear all that pass’d betwixt Glengary and me. I imediatly went
to my Brother, who had only return’d from Glengary a litle
before I arriv’d. He told me all that pass’d betwixt him and
Glengary, upon which he hade ordered his men of Swinart and
Morvine to disperse, they being in Ardgyleshyre and conse-
quently their familys would be ruin’d in their absence, since ther
was none then on their march and in arms but themselves.
How soon I gave my Brother account that ther was such a
ship arriv’d and that it was the reasone which detaind the
Generall from coming straight back, he ordered his men not
to take protections for some dayes, for at that tyme there was

commands, which was to secure the ship and cargo, and without delay to forward
General Gordon’s letter to himself. This was first agreed to by the most part
that were present, but it was afterwards thought dangerous to lose much time
here . . . [and] though I objected that it appeared plainly from what your
Grace had writ in your letters that a return from General [Gordon] would be
absolutely necessary before the ship should depart, I added besides, it was but
just that the clans, who were the only body of men now in the nation that
made any appearance for the King . . . might be allowed some reasonable time,
that they might lay the state of their condition before his Majesty. Notwith-
stand of this objection, it was resolved next morning to call a council of the
lords and general officers, to vote which was most for the King’s service, the ship
to wait, or to be immediately unloaded and dispatched. All the votes except-
ing a few was for the latter’ (Stuart Papers, vol. ii. p. 109). Southesk says that
he was against that course. He adds that between April 13-18 ¢there came
an express from General Gordon ordering the ship, I must say in a very uncivil
manner, to stay till his further orders . . . for in sending that order he never
so much as writ to one of us, and at the same time he writ for volunteers
to come up, as my Lord Marischal says, and join him, for that the Highlanders
would still stand to the last man and never deliver up their arms’ (Z4id. p. 149).
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only a few of those who were most exposd to the Garison of
InverLochie who hade given in any arms and hade gote pro-
tections. My Brother wrote that minute to the Generall, which
I sent off by express to Kintail, and wrote myself at the same
tyme to know what he would have done.

I having account that my Brothers men of Swinart and
Morvine were within twelve myles of me after they hade gote
orders to goe home, I went with all expedition after them in
hopes to be with them before they dispers’d, with a resolution
iff I gote them together to attack Cleyton with them and with
what other men would joine me.

When I came to the head of Locheill, where they hade been
waiting my Brothers orders, I found the most of them were
dispers’d according to the message my Brother had sent them
on his return from Glengary, but I overtook severall of the
Gentlemen who commanded them and some of the comon
men. The Gentlemen asur’d me iff I thought fitt they would
convine a good party in a few dayes in order to attack Cleyton
or any other party of the enimie I pleas’d. Upon which I
sent another express to Generall Gordon to Kintail to aquent
him of all this, and that iff he gave me orders with any
encouragement, that I was getting so many of my Brothers
men and some of the Moidart men who hade promis’d to
joine me in a meeting I hade with them some dayes before,
and likewise part of Apines men and of Glengarys men, tho
he hade surrendred himself, together, as I would undertake to
attack Cleytons party or some other party of the enimie and
doubted not of success.

After I sent off this express I kept the most of the gentle-
men with me, and dispers’d the comon men into different places
near me for want of provision to keep y™ together, so as they
might be ready on some hours advertisement. In the mean
tyme Cadogan having gote posession of Glengarys house, by
which the passe betwixt Inverness and InverLochy was open’d
to him, especialy since Cleyton lay at Achnacary with his party
betwixt Glengary and InverLochy about half way, he was therby
encouraged to alter his march, and in place of going from
Badonich by the braes of Lochaber towards InverLochy with
his army, he countermanded the Troops who lay at Inverness,
whome he hade formerly ordered to joine him in Badonich,
and marched straight to Inverness with his army, and came up
to the Castle of Invergary himself with a Convoy of a few
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horse, and as hard as he could ryde came under night to
Achnacary, my Brothers dwelling, where Cleyton lay, but gave
out the night before that he was to return to Inverness. Nixt
morning he sett off early for InverLochy, which is not above
an hour and halfs ryding, the road being good.

1 being at some myles distance had only account nixt morning
that he had pass’d, but I resolved without waiting any orders
from the Generall to attack him as he return’d, for which I
prepar’d myself and gote a suffitient number of prittie young
fellowse together under night without making much noise, with
whom I march’d that night over hills, which I was oblidg’d
to doe for fear Cleyton should get notice, having march’d near
the place where he was encamp’d, so as to be ready to attack
Cadogan at a pass about half way betwixt InverLochy and
Invergary. I hade the missfortune to miss him very nairrowly.
Never any man rode with greater expedition then he did, and
so gote by the passe before I came up. Iff I had effectuated
this designe, whatever might have been the event, it would
have confounded their measures a litle, he having all the orders
concerning Scots affaires in his breast at that juncture.

After this I waited Impatiently sometyme fJor the Generalls
return. The first account I hade was from a Gentleman who
came from Kintail, that the Generall was gone for Wist in
order to embarck for France in Shirradines® ship, which suprys’d
me mightily, not having receav’d any word from him directly
or indirectly. But I had this account, however, from such good
hands that I must believe it. Upon this I went straight after
him, Leaving all those gentlemen and sojers in suspence untill
I would aquent them from the Isles with what they were to
doe. As I was on my way to the Isle of Sky I mett on of
the expresses whom I sent to the Generall, who told me that
the Generall was certontly gone, but that he could not learn
any word he left for me at Kintail.? C. Saxrorp TERRY.

1Gordon, in fact, did not embark in O’Sheridan’s ship. See the following
note.

2 Here abruptly ends Allan Cameron’s MS. He himself, Gordon, Seaforth,
Lochiel, the stalwarts, were convinced by now that to continue the insur-
rection was futile in face of Cadogan’s activity and the defection of the other
leaders. On April 7 (new style) Captain Tulloch again sailed from Havre, in the
Vendime. The vessel was captured off the Long lsle, but Tulloch seized a
barque, and with Seaforth, Gordon, Ogilvie of Boyne, Lochiel, Keppoch,
Campbell of Glenderule, and Allan Cameron himself, arrived at Roscoff at the
end of July, 1716 (Stuart Papers, vol. ii. pp. 74, 203, 218, 322).

—————



The Relations of Mary Stuart with William
Maitland of Lethington

THE most brilliant and patriotic statesman of his time, the

personality of William Maitland of Lethington has none
the less ever failed to awaken any sentiment of enthusiasm
amid the great bulk of his fellow-countrymen.

The entire absence of fervour in his composition ; the
ironical bent of his mind; the subterranean methods of his
diplomacy, and the seeming inconsistencies of his career
have combined in varying degrees to alienate affection and
substitute for it what is at best a reluctant and grudging
admiration.

Virulent and clumsy daub as the Chamacleon of Buchanan
undeniably is, its title at least served the purpose of that
hired literary janissary, and, in conjunction with the ¢ Michael
Wylie’ of Richard Bannatyne, invested the name of Maitland
with sinister associations that adhered to it for a good three
centuries. The grotesque rendering into Lowland Scotch of
the appellation of Machiavelli, detracted to only a very limited
extent from the full measure of its significance. Of the
cold-blooded indifference which distinguished the great Florentine,
Maitland was perfectly incapable, and any attempt to establish
a parallel between men of so dissimilar a temperament is
necessarily doomed to failure. Both indeed were patriots and
both were Secretarys, but here all resemblance ends. There
was but little of the philosopher in Lethington’s composition.
He was a practical politician who took things as they were
and endeavoured to make the best of them from his own
standpoint. Abstractions possessed no interest for him. Yet
the suspicion that in some undefined form, he was the counter-
part of the Italian philosopher whom the Florentines themselves
treated at last as a criminal, took a profound root in the
Scottish mind, and even now has been hardly eradicated.

151
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Fascinating and picturesque as are the volumes in which
Sir John Skelton has vindicated the character of Maitland, it
can none the less hardly be denied that, not content with giving
the ¢Secretar’ full credit for possessing the wisdom of the
serpent, he has endowed him somewhat over-liberally with the
harmlessness of the dove. Modern as in many aspects of
his character Maitland appears, he was yet essentially a man
of his time, and the humanitarian ethics of to-day found no
place in either his moral or political outlook. Infractions of
the sixth commandment were in his eyes but venial trans-
gressions. Throughout the entire period of the Reformation,
Gordian knots of whatsoever description were usually cut by
the knife of the assassin. Even when not actively practised,
murder was connived at by the leaders of every political
Scottish faction—Knox and the preachers not excepted.

The charge of faithlessness to his mistress brought against
Maitland by Buchanan, Lesly, Camden, and, in our own day,
Mr. ‘Andrew Lang, remains, however, a wholly different matter.
Heavy as the indictment may at first sight appear, it rests
upon no substantial basis, and when Lethington’s career is
regarded as a whole, and not subjected in portions to a
distorted analysis, breaks down altogether.

The first count against the ¢flower of the Scottish wits’—
as Elizabeth described him—which is the betrayal, not of
Mary but of her mother, demands little in the way of
refutation. ,

Entering the service of the Dowager at an early age,
Maitland continued in it until her ultimate determination to
convert Scotland into an oversea province of France rendered
his position, alike from a religious and a patriotic standpoint,
utterly intolerable. Convinced from the very outset of his
career that the true interests of his country lay in a union
with England, it was impossible for him to remain in Leith
as the instrument of a policy which he believed to be
fundamentally wrong. With the Bible at his finger-ends,
controversy with the doctors of the Sorbonne was inevitable,
and as resignation in those days was an unheard-of thing,
there was no door open to him but flight to the Lords of
the Congregation. Maitland’s very life was in jeopardy, and
as the whole aspect of affairs had altered since his first
employment by Mary of Guise, no blame can possibly be
attached to him on account of his desertion of her.

1

3
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It is the opinion of so unbiassed an authority as Mr. T. L.
Henderson that ¢in securing the triumph of the Reformation
Maitland is entitled to rank alongside of Knox.” His singular
power of persuasion undoubtedly won over to that cause
many of the nobility to whom the great Reformer was absolutely
antipathetic. The detachment of Huntly from the party of
the Dowager was due to his revelations and instrumentality.
It is in the highest degree improbable that any other envoy
except Lethington could have allayed the suspicion with which
Elizabeth regarded the growth of the Scottish democratic
theocracy, and procured from her the military and naval
assistance without which the cause of Protestantism must
temporarily at least have been shipwrecked.

As Secretary of State, it cannot be deemed surprising that,
serving under the 7égime he did, and with the construction
which could be placed upon the abandonment of the Dowager
present to his mind, Maitland at its first mooting should
have viewed the arrival of the Queen with some apprehension.
Though perceiving with characteristic prescience, that, in his
own language, ‘her coming might cause wonderful tragedies,
he none the less recognized clearly that it was inevitable, and
strove to make the best of the situation, unpromising as it
was.

In the matter of the English succession, Maitland left no
artifice untried to secure its reversion for his mistress, but,
against the fixed determination of Elizabeth, all the wiles
of diplomacy were vain. No blandishments upon earth could
have melted her obduracy, and if Lethington failed to achieve
the impossible, it was through no fault or failing of his
own.

During the comparatively peaceful and prosperous period
which followed immediately upon Mary’s return, Maitland
did his utmost to mitigate the hardships of her position, and
by doing so forfeited entirely the confidence of the Knoxian
party. He was almost unceasingly at controversial war with
the preachers on her behalf, and in him they found, so far
as fence of tongue was concerned, their only formidable
opponent. So far indeed did the Secretary carry his regard
for the Queen’s susceptibilities, that he contrived to recast
a supplication addressed by the fourth General Assembly to
their sovereign in such a fashion that it became wholly

unintelligible. Couched in its original shape after the manner
L
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of the prophet Isaiah, whom the divines maintained ¢ had used
such a manner of speaking,” the document on its final
presentation to Mary proved merely bewildering, and she
turned away from it, remarking only that ‘here are manie
faire words, but I cannot tell what the hearts meane.” Thus,
indignantly adds the worthy Calderwood, were the °brethren
turned into flatterers and dissemblers.’

In judging of Lethington’s debates with Knox, it cannot
be borne too steadily in mind that the relation of these conflicts
has been left entirely in the hands of one of the combatants.
It would be unfair to accuse the great apostle of the Reformation
of any deliberate intention to distort or suppress facts, but,
believing as he did that the mantle of the Hebrew prophets
had descended upon him, it was not to be expected that his
spiritual arrogance would permit of any admission of defeat.
The victory which he obtained over Maitland in regard to
the question of acquiescence in the mass—to cite but a single
instance—was certainly one of a most Pyrrhic description. To
the believer in the verbal infallibility of Holy Writ, the
vanquishing of Paul and James along with Lethington must
surely have seemed an astounding triumph. So far as it was
possible to avenge the insults offered to his mistress, the
Secretary shrank from no effort. Upon one occasion only did
Knox bring himself within reach of the jurisdiction of the
ordinary law, and, idol of the Edinburgh populace as he was,
Maitland pushed matters against him to the uttermost length
that the safety of the Court warranted.

As to the part played by Lethington in the murder of
Rizzio, it is still to a considerable extent shrouded in mystery.
That he should have resented the encroachments of a Savoyard
musician upon his own political domain was inevitable. The
restoration of the Earl of Moray—then an exile—was a matter
upon which he had avowedly set his heart, and the only way
to it lay through the sacrifice of one whom all at Court
regarded in the light of a low-born, foreign, and Papist
upstart. Rizzio was undoubtedly leading the Queen away
from his pet project of the English alliance and into political
relations of which every Protestant disapproved.

The extent and nature of Rizzio’s ascendancy over Mary
has never been absolutely defined. Vehemently as her apologists
have resented the aspersion, they were certainly currently held
to be something more than Platonic. Darnley undoubtedly
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disbelieved in their innocence. When Henry IV. of France
remarked of James the First’s claims to sagacity that the ¢ only
resemblance which he possessed to Solomon consisted in his
being the son of David who played upon the harp,” he
merely gave expression to what at least was a widely
disseminated suspicion. In our own day, Mr. Swinburne, with
habitual energy of expression, has explained the character of
James VI. by the light of this unedifying supposition, and
Maitland could not have been otherwise than aware that
scandal, whether justly or wunjustly, was busy with the
reputation of the Queen.

Viewed from every standpoint, the Italian was a danger to
all that the Secretary valued, and it must be frankly admitted
that it is more than likely that he took a hand in the disposal
of this impediment to his plans. There is practically only
one construction to be placed upon the passage in his
correspondence with Cecil, where he speaks of the necessity
of ¢chopping at the root,” and all the indirect evidence that
can be garnered points in the same direction.

Of the clumsy butchery in the Queen’s apartments at
Holyrood, Maitland, it may safely be assumed, knew nothing.
At the time of its perpetration he was in another portion of
the palace among the Queen’s partisans, and a shambles was
in no way likely to be a thing of his organizing. The
conspiracy had, in all probability, passed into the hands of
the extremists, and was carried through without the knowledge
of the milder or more statesmanlike section.

That Mary suspected Maitland of complicity in the murder
of her favourite, seems clear from the discredit into which he
fell throughout the period that immediately followed the
Holyrood tragedy. FEre long, however, he was reinstated in
the full enjoyment of his office, and, to all appearance, in the
confidence of his sovereign.

After a prolonged betrothal, Lethington wedded in January,
1567, the ‘flower of the Queen’s Maries’—Mary Fleming.
It has been generally assumed that his matrimonial relations
must be taken into account in judging the later phases of
Maitland’s political conduct, but it 1s difficult to trace throughout
them any evidence of wifely interference. The Flemings of
Cumbernauld had ever been closely allied with the house of
Lennox, and it was anticipated that, in the words of Randolph—
the. English ambassador—‘he will bear much with the
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Lennox Stuarts for the love he bears to Mary Fleming.’ So
far, however, from this turning out to be the case, Maitland
is found not long after his nuptials engaged up to the hilt
in the intrigues for the removal of Darnley. Mary herself
has affirmed that at the Craigmillar conference he suggested
the murder of her husband, though she omitted at the same
time to point out that this was only done in tentative fashion,
and followed as a result of her own declaration that a divorce
was an impossibility. In view of the Secretary’s further
assurance that Moray would ‘look through his fingers thereto,
and will behold our doings saying nothing to the same,’ it
seems perfectly evident that the Queen could not be ignorant
of what was intended. Failing divorce, there was no other
alternative, and of that Mary must have been fully aware.

The truth was that, in modern parlance, Darnley was a
hopeless Degenerate, and all Scotland longed to get rid of him.
No prejudice was in these days entertained as to means, and
so far as Maitland acted as the original mover in the matter
he was only, as a practised orator, the mouth-piece of both
the Court parties. Of responsibility for the manner of the
deed, he was at least innocent, and there exists no recorded
instance of any European politician who, during the various
crises of the Reformation, shrunk from the employment of
murder upon either moral or religious grounds.

The connection of Maitland with Bothwell can hardly be
viewed from any other light than that of impairing the credit
for super-subtlety in statecraft, which the Secretary possessed
in the estimation of the whole diplomatic world. The defects
of that ‘glorious, rash and hazardous’ personage seem obvious
enough, and in addition he resented bitterly the grant to
Maitland of the abbey-lands of Haddington that the Queen
had conferred upon her minister. Even upon Lethington
itself, he was reputed to cast covetous eyes, and, alike in their
interests and their temperament, the two men were from the
first singularly opposed.

The probability is that Maitland failed until too late to
fathom the depths of the Queen’s infatuation for Bothwell.
Even after the murder of Darnley he conducted the cor-
respondence on Mary’s behalf, and did his utmost to throw
dust in the eyes of Europe regarding its real character.

He refused, however, to subscribe the Ainslie bond, and
by that time had doubtless realised the extent of Bothwell’s
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influence over Mary and the true nature of his designs.
Incurring, by this declinature and his general attitude, the
animosity of the would-be husband of his sovereign, the position
of Maitland became one of extreme danger. Seized along
with Mary at the abduction of Almond Bridge, he was carried
off along with her and Sir James Melville to Dunbar Castle,
where Bothwell was upon the point of taking his life. It
seems to have been only by the intervention of Mary, who
flung herself in front of Lethington, that this amiable intention
was frustrated. After such an experience, it can hardly be
deemed surprising that Maitland should have abandoned the
Queen to the fate she courted, and fled to the Lords.

After the surrender at Carberry Hill, Lethington was the
first man whom the Queen asked for, and this certainly goes
far to prove that her confidence in him remained unshaken
by whatever had previously occurred.

The intractability of Mary in regard to the abandonment of
Bothwell, placed her well-wishers in a position of extreme
difficulty. With the chief nobles, the populace, and the
preachers in the mood they were, imprisonment seemed the
wisest course in the Queen’s own interests, and it was for
the sake of securing her personal safety that Maitland advocated
it. No other choice indeed was open to him. In his own
words, used to Craig when describing the memorable interview
held with Mary in her High Street lodging, ¢1 myself made
the offer to her that, if she would abandon my Lord Bothwell,
she should have as thankful obedience as ever she had since
she came to Scotland. But no ways would she consent to
leave my Lord Bothwell.’

During the confinement of the Queen in Loch Leven, the
behaviour of Maitland was somewhat ambiguous. There is
a general concurrence of testimony, including that of Du
Croc, the French ambassador, that he sent her a gold
ornament with the emblem of the mouse delivering the lion
taken in the nets enamelled upon it, as a hint of the means
by which her escape might be most easily accomplished.
Buchanan maintained that ‘he tarried with the Regent only
to keep a colour of honesty,” and Calderwood gives equally
strong expression to the same view.

None the less at the Battle of Langside, Lethington was
found fighting among the enemies of Mary. It is equally
certain, however, that he was regarded with the profoundest



158 Thomas Duncan

mistrust by everyone round about him. Equivocal as his
attitude appears, there was no disloyalty to his mistress
involved in it. Suspecting the Hamiltons, and considering
that the time was not ‘ripe’ for a restoration, he had probably
arrived at the conclusion that he could render more effectual
service to the Marian cause amid the ranks of its foes than
among its pretended friends.

Passing under the nickname of the ¢ necessary evil,” Maitland
continued to be a sore thorn in the flesh of Moray and his
friends. He was taken as a Commissioner to York, °not
because they wanted him, but because they were afraid to
leave him behind.” Prior to the assembling of the Conference,
he fully justified whatever misgivings might have been felt
towards him by sending on to the Queen private copies of
the charges against her, made by Mary Fleming. He was in
communication with his captive mistress throughout its entire
progress, and when despatched to the subsequent conclave at
Westminster, he was accompanied by Mr. James Macgill of
Rankeillour, whose mission it was ‘not to assist but to watch
over him.” As Skelton justly says, ‘all Scotland knew that
Maitland was Mary’s friend.” Yet had he come bull-headed
into the open, as his modern literary assailants apparently
consider that he should, it would have been impossible for
him to extricate Mary from the snares that encompassed her
in the fashion that he most desired.

The project of the Norfolk marriage was entirely the
handiwork of Maitland, and, notwithstanding its disastrous
termination, the scheme—granted a share of good fortune—was
one admirably designed to retrieve the fallen fortunes of the
Queen.

The gaining-over of Kirkcaldy of Grange was another
triumph of persuasion on the part of Lethington which very
nearly turned the balances in the final struggle between the
parties of the Queen and her infant son. Even prior to his
arrest by Moray and liberation by Grange, he was admitted
on all hands to be the life and soul of the Marian cause.
His house was, therefore, says Knox, ‘called the school and
himself the schoolmaster.’

Semi-paralysed in body but undaunted in spirit, it was as
much by the infection of Maitland’s determination as by
Kirkcaldy’s military skill that the standard of Mary was kept
floating over the walls of Edinburgh Castle for the years
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which it did. The confidence inspired among the adherents of
the Queen by their ¢Greit God the Secretar’ failed only in
the very end when the English cannon was shattering the
fortifications of their last stronghold, and Huntly, despairing of
success, had come to terms with Morton.

The death of Lethington a few weeks after the surrender
was entirely attributable to the disease from which he was
suffering. He had been dying by inches long before the
capitulation of the castle, and the theory of his quitting the
world in the Roman fashion rests upon no foundation except
that of scandal. Yet, so notoriously was he the mainstay of
the defence, that had it been protracted any longer the
garrison would have hanged him over the ramparts.

In the end, the ‘crafty head and the fell tongue’ of which
Randolph stood so much in dread seems to have done little
for its owner, but it was the impossibilities of Mary’s character
that brought to ruin the career of her Secretary. Though she
herself doubtless preferred the blind fidelity of a Seton or a
Fleming, Maitland was incomparably the best friend that she
ever possessed. Loyalty ran in his very blood, but to save
the Queen from the consequences of her disastrous impulses
was a task beyond his or anyone else’s powers. The only
smooth passage in Mary’s tempest-tossed life was achieved
under Lethington’s guidance, but, with the advent of Rizzio
and subsequently that of Bothwell, it was converted into a
monotonous tragedy. The infatuation for the Byronic moss-
trooper Earl was the first stage in the downward slope leading
to Fotheringay, and from that point the culmination was
inevitable.

In treating of Maitland it is impossible to ignore the
attitude recently adopted by Mr. Andrew Lang towards
certain phases of his career. In his hands, indeed, the Mystery
of Mary Stuart becomes infinitely less of an enigma than the
Mystery of William Maitland of Lethington. Mr. Lang
generally contrives to put a sinister construction upon even
the simplest proceedings of the Secretary, and his main
contention, that Maitland was driven into support of the
Queen’s cause through fear of unknown relations to which she
held the key, seems singularly untenable. Such disclosures as
lay within the compass of her knowledge could have related
only to the Darnley murder, and of that he was never accused
by any of the Confederate Lords ¢so long as he was a pillar
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to maintain their unjust authority, nor would he ever have
been.’

The charge against Lethington of vamping-up the ©Casket
Letters’ is not new, and such force as attaches to it is derived
merely from its re-statement by so distinguished an authority
as Mr. Lang. He is in entire disagreement on the subject
with Mr. Henderson, who has dealt with it in so conclusive
a fashion that it is impossible to enter upon further adverse
discussion of this contention without a recapitulation of his
arguments. According to Mr. Lang, whoever held the pen
of the forgers, Lethington must have directed the scheme.’
In this connection, it would be peculiarly interesting to know
the circumstances attending the discovery of this most
ingenious of all the members of his tribe, as to many minds
the strongest argument in favour of the genuineness of the
¢ Casket Letters’ lies in the incredibility of anyone existing at
that period in Scotland being capable of such an achievement
as their forgery.

The gist of Mr. Lang’s indictment of Lethington is
summed up in the narrative of Claude Nau, Mary’s Secretary.
It was not published until after the death of Maitland, and he
had no opportunity of refuting it. To what extent the
manuscript embodies the opinions of Mary, or the distortions
of Nau, is virtually the point at issue. Notwithstanding
Mr. Lang’s acceptance of the former wversion, it must be
borne in mind that whatever view may be held of Maitland’s
attitude towards Mary, no doubt whatever can exist of her
betrayal by Nau. Though in her Testament, the Queen laid
it down that Nau was to have the pension formerly bequeathed
to him if he could be proved innocent, she certainly held
uncompromisingly that he was the cause of her death. Nau—
to employ her own words—*had many peculiarities, likings, and
intentions that I cannot mention in public, but which I much
regret, for he does me great injustice.” In none, there is every
reason to believe, did he do her greater injustice than in
regard to Maitland.

Tromas Duncan.
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Mr. Lang and the Casket Letters

MR. LANG’S disposement of my examination of his Casket

Letter theory is somewhat peculiar. His Morning Post
promise was that, if convinced I was right, he would announce
his conversion to my opinions. We are now told why that
announcement has not appeared, and never will appear there,
and why another announcement has appeared in the pages of
this Review. In one way matters have turned out as he seemed
to expect ; in another they have not. After he had, so he states,
in solemn silence refuted me, he proceeded to convert himself
to an important portion of my conclusions. He proved, to
his own satisfaction, that while my arguments were wrong, my
conclusions were correct, and that while his arguments were
pretty immaculate, his conclusions were wrong. As I understand,
he refuted me and tore up his reply, before he had converted
himself.

Mr. Lang, without any kind of announcement, might have
refuted me privately. If, as in the Morning Post, he lets it
be known publicly that should he find himself able to demolish
my arguments he will probably do so privately, then his pose
assumes a certain singularity; and if again he announces that
he has written a reply to me ‘ point by point,” and unanswerable,
but private and confidential, then he need not be taken at
his own wvaluation. ¢Simple allegation’ is, in the words of
Byron, ¢no proof’; and historical allegation, unbacked b
reasons, is worth nobody’s attention. Had Mr. Lang, while
announcing his conversion to a portion of my opinions, wholly
ignored my argument, then I should have ignored both his
announcement and his assertions. It is because of his mingled
avoidance and recognition of my argument that I venture to
express an opinion both on his main and most interesting
announcement, and on the categorical affirmations and casual
and perfunctory references to my argument, with which that
announcement is bedecked.

161
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Mr. Lang’s discovery—that notwithstanding his specious argu-
ments to the contrary, no part of Letter II. is based on Crawf%rd
—is all the more notable in that, unlike the majority of sinners,
he can claim the, as he proudly puts it, ‘glory’ of his own
conversion. As for his soft impeachment that I had aspirations
towards that happy achievement, I beg humbly to deprecate
and even disown it. His arguments, which were so plausible
that they deceived himself—those remarkable arguments I did
hope that I might, ‘under providence,” and with patient toil,
be able to refute: the possibility of converting the author of
them never occurred to me in my most blessed dreams. Why?
Simply because, while the arguments seemed to be less convincing
than strange and subtle, their strangeness and subtlety I regarded
as mainly an indication of his passionate predilection for his own
pet ¢blood-thirsty’ theory. His prodigious efforts on behalf of
that wonderful theory did not, in my case, tend to produce
conviction, and therefore they merely multiplied my wonder:
surprise at their ingenious cleverness never ceased to be
blended with amazement—amazement that he should spend such
stupendous skill and toil in, unconsciously, seeking to erect such
a ‘towering pyramid of impossibilities.” To all of this Mr.
Lang now tells us that he, ‘point by point,’ replied—replied
so effectively that he actually zre up his reply, and tore it up
not only once, but, it would seem, twice: once before he had
made his great discovery, and again, when resurrected in a
¢draft for this article.’

Now those paper-rending performances of Mr. Lang have
interested more than they have impressed me. Some of the
readers of this Review may have thought, could anything be
more convincing! And possibly others may have ventured to
conclude that nothing could be less so. As for myself, my
interest in this form of Mr. Lang’s destructiveness arose more
from its bearing on his own historical condition than from its
bearing on my arguments. And this reminds me that I ought
here to remove a misunderstanding that has evidently given
Mr. Lang pain. Never for a moment did I doubt either the
honesty of his historical convictions, or the sincerity of his
historical struggles. No more should I dream of doubting the
honesty of his historical convictions than of doubting the honesty
of the theological and ecclesiastical convictions of the ¢ Wee
Frees, who are quite untroubled by mental struggles. No
more did I doubt the sincerity of his arguments than the
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sincerity of his convictions. Who, for example, can doubt
the even passionate sincerity of this [S.HA.R., vol. v. p. 6]:
¢There is no limit to the crass self-contradictory averments
of that crew!’ In the Mystery of Mary Stuart we behold him
in the very throes of his sincere struggles against the sincere,
but, as he now admits, wrong, historical prepossessions, which
belong to human frailty : as he puts it, it expresses the waverings
of his judgment, his balancing of probabilities.

But had this unique book been put forth as a mere psycho-
logical revelation it could hardly have produced on many minds
the historical effect—the effect against Mary’s accusers—that it
did ; and it ought not to have been dealt with as I endeavoured
to deal with it. It is much more than a record of honest doubt.
While it expresses very manifest waverings of judgment, etc.
it has all the while a very definite, and even remarkable aim.
That, as stated in the fourth edition, is to show ¢that the
methods of her [Mary’s] accusers—some of them, if she was
guilty, her accomplices—were so clumsy, and so manifesily
perfidious, that they all but defeat the object of the prosecution.’
Here it will be observed that Mr. Lang slumps all Mary’s
accusers together—Lennox as well as Maitland, Moray as well
as Morton, to name but these—as to be proved ¢manifestly
perfidious.” In what way could this most effectually be done?
In what way could it be done with any effect at all, more
particularly in the case of Lennox? By seeking to prove that
they either tampered with Letter II. or contemplated the
production of a ¢ Blood-thirsty’ Forgery. Be it observed, it was
absolutely necessary that, in this matter, the simple-minded
Lennox—who ingenuously expressed to Moray on June 11th,
1568, his belief in the genuineness of the Letters—should be
deemed as bad as the others, for unless he is so regarded,
they cannot be deemed as bad as they are assumed to have
been. And by what methods does Mr. Lang seek to establish
his strong conclusion? <My book,’ he says, ©expresses
tediously the waverings of my judgment, my balancing of
probabilities.”  If, therefore, certain playful similes of mine,
borrowed from the military, the forensic, or other arts, have
seemed to Mr. Lang to have been too suggestive—more sug-
gestive than I intended—I can only plead the exceptional
difficulty I had in expounding clearly the character of a
very exceptional book, a book the plausibility of which
~depended mainly on a skilful blending of dubious certainties
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and uncertain doubts, and its hot denunciation largely on
speculation.

Mr. Lang is particularly surprised, and even offended, at my
inability to make head or tail of his statement in the Preface
to The Mpystery: ‘The author’s opinion is now more adverse
to the complete authenticity of the Casket Letters than it was,
for a variety of reasons which appear in the text. I observed
that, unhappily he refrained from stating (1) how much his
adverseness now amounted to, (2) how little it formerly amounted
to, and (3) when and where he stated how little it amounted to.
In answer to this, he now refers us to a statement in his History
of Scotland (1901): ‘I cannot entertain any certain opinion as
to the entire or partial authenticity of the Casket Letters.’
Now I cannot entertain any certain opinion as to what that
means. It is not even clear whether he is uncertain both about
the entire and partial authenticity, or only about the entire
authenticity. But he goes on: ‘I had in 1904 an additional
shade of doubt. Mr. Henderson asks how much my adverseness
amounts to, with two other equally sagacious queries. What
questions! How can I make the quantitative estimate of a
shade? Perhaps 1 may put it thus. In 1901 I would have
laid seven to five; in 1904 I would have laid seven to four
against the complete authenticity.” Now, I submit that my
“sagacious queries,” as Mr. Lang jocularly terms them, were
quite natural and quite fair; and they are more than justified
by his explanation. His first edition of Tke Mystery was published
before the second volume of the Hisiwory. If between the
publication of the first and fourth editions of The Mpystery he
had discovered ¢various reasons’ for a more adverse opinion
against the Letters, it would have been handier had he stated
what they were. If they are in the text, they are not easily
discernible. Indeed they could hardly be discernible if they
are reasons for such a minute shade of adverseness. If then
he deemed it incumbent to make special reference to this
additional shade of adverseness, he surely ought to have done
so in less imposing terms. He might, for example, have put
. it thus: ¢ Though the quantitative estimate of a shade is very
difficult to make, the author thinks it proper to state that instead
of being, as in the first edition, perhaps seven to five, his opinion
is now perhaps seven to four against the complete authenticity
of the Casket Letters, for reasons which, slight though they
unhappily are and must be, he hopes the reader will appreciate,
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after he succeeds in the inevitably difficult task of discovering
them, in which he cordially wishes him all success.’” Had he
informed his readers of the change in his opinions, in terms
which would have enabled them to discern its insignificant
character, I might bhave been surprised at his taking the trouble
to do so; I should not have been puzzled as to what he
meant.

Disregarding details—which in such a matter are all-important
—Mr. Lang supplies a kind of bald summary, or indefinite
indication of the character of his private refutation of certain
isolated points of my argument. I shall here mention the
first, returning to the others, after a reference to Mr. Lang’s
conversion of himself. The first has to do with the mechanical
task of forging Letter II. Here Mr. Lang replies by, unhappily,
evading the point at issue, and refuting an argument I never
advanced. In order to show how astonishingly easy it was
to imitate Mary’s ‘large Italian hand,” he took the trouble to
publish certain lithographed forged specimens of her handwriting,
which, it so happened—quite undesignedly—were particularly
easy to forge. This must have greatly impressed many clever
people, who could not tell the real specimens from the forged ;
and amongst those whom it did immensely impress was Mr.
Lang himself, who expressed doubt as to whether, even if the
original Casket Letters were discovered, we should be able to
tell whether they were forged or not. To remove this impres-
sion I showed in detail that the mechanical task of forging
Letter II. would be exceptionally difficult, and that therefore
Mr. Lang’s illustrations, instead of being enlightening, were
misleading. Mr. Lang now admits the ¢hardness,” but who
would suppose, from his manner of doing so, that he had
published special illustrations to prove the contrary? More
than this; what he mainly conveys is that I had argued that
therefore Letter II., if forged, could not at Hampton Court have
escaped detection. I did nothing of the kind. What I wrote
was that ‘so far from there being any presumptive evidence
against the genuineness of the Casket Letters, on account of
the ease with which Mary’s hand could be imitated, the
presumption, owing to the peculiar character of Letter IIL., is
all the other way.” I never either said or supposed that it
was in itself decisive of the whole matter, or that the whole
question turned on the difficulty of the forgery. So far from
this, I pointed out that, owing to the overwhelming character
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of the other evidence, the question of the ease or difficulty
of the forgery might be a minor one; and I, in effect, argued
that in this case it was so. Thus if this example, specially selected
by himself, be a fair specimen of Mr. Lang’s method of meeting
my argument ¢ point by point,’ it quite fails to indicate the cogent
character of his defunct reply.

As regards Mr. Lang’s reference to his solution of the
supposed internal difficulties of Letter II. I may state: (1) he
exaggerated the difficulties, representing them as impossible,
which they could not be, since he said later that they depended
on a statement of Paris; (2) his discovery, which he was ¢not
glad to make,’ he had almost no faith in, for it depended on
a supposition ‘which does not seem probable’; and (3) had
he regarded it as a discovery, he ought to have mentioned
that it would more particularly prove the genuineness of those
portions of the letter specially under dispute; but he did not
do so; he used it merely as a balanced probability, and as a
contribution to his general balancing of probabilities. Havin
now, however, convinced himself that the whole of Letter II.
is genuine, his former possible, if improbable, solution becomes
an unqualified discovery; no ‘dim sadness’ now attaches to its
possibilities, and he is not aware that the discovery had
‘previously been made.” May I be excused for expressing
the modest opinion that Mr. Lang’s earlier estimate of his
¢ discovery’ is, possibly, more correct than his later one. I
am unable to convince myself either (1) that it is a correct
solution, or (2) that another solution is not possible, or (3)
that a likely supposition is not that Paris (whose evidence,
by the way, was not before the English commissioners)
told a lie, for the absence of Bothwell from Edinburgh best
accounts for Mary’s lack of an answer, as indicated in Letter
I., which properly should be letter II.

But the matters that specially concern Letter II. are no longer
points of vital dispute between me and Mr. Lang; for he is
now convinced of its complete genuineness. On this point he
has ‘attained to that certainty in which Mr. Henderson
abounds.” He did previously abound in a kind of certainty—
the certainty of uncertainty. He now abounds in my kind;
but he has not been infected by mine; his is a quite spontaneous
outbreak. While, however, it is evident that Mr. Lang has
been convinced of his errors by new arguments of his own, I
should have liked had he gratified us by giving some inkling
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as to the state of the odds, just before, or immediately after,
he wre up his reply. Had I really produced no impression on
him either way? Perhaps he did not himself know; but I
infer that he was now so—unconsciously or not—convinced
of the unauthenticity, that he, rashly, resolved to dare all
hazards, and make a quite different kind of experiment. He
tells us that he did not make the comparison between Crawford’s
statements and Letter II. so carefully before. Why did he
not? There must have been a cause; but I see no evidence
that he did not. His remarks in The Mystery (pp. 253-8)
indicate a very minute comparison. He, then, noted as much
as he notes now; but he noted it with a quite opposite result.
He also, on this point, abounded as much in certainty as he
does now. He had very little doubt that Crawford told the
truth ; and if that were so, he was certain that Letter II. was
borrowed from Crawford, or, if not, then the Lords employed
in Crawford a deliberately perjured witness, who took his facts
stupidly, because verbally, from Letter II. In his converted
state he is certain that Letter II. is not borrowed from Craw-
ford, and he is at the same time convinced that in Crawford
we have not a deliberately perjured witness. His former im-
possibilities have become not merely a possibility but a certainty.
It seems advisable to press this point, for a special reason.
Some may say that it detracts from the value of his new
arguments. I do not: on the contrary I think it enhances
their value ; for the rooting out of old opinions is a very
difficult process.

I who, otherwise, had convinced myself that Letter II. is
genuine, may, or may not, be biassed in favour of Mr. Lang’s
special arguments, but I venture to give my opinion on them
for what 1t is worth. I agree that the most cogent of them
are the two on which he lays special stress : the one concerning
the affair of Cunningham, and the one concerning Darnley’s
references to the English ship. Those two arguments are put
in a very convincing way. But are they, in themselves,
absolutely convincing ; and are they either the only convincing,
or the most convincing arguments in favour of the complete
authenticity of Letter II.? I neither think that they are the
only convincing, nor the most convincing, nor, in themselves—
at least on Mr. Lang’s conditions—perfectly convincing. The
would be more convincing on my terms, for I think it impossible
that Crawford or Lennox, or both, could, knowingly, be concerned
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in concocting the forgery. But Mr. Lang has to contend with
more than a probability of an opposite character; and I, for
my part, am not prepared to maintain that the wickedly clever
Maitland of Mr. Lang’s imagination, could not, with the direct
help of Lennox, or Crawford, or both, have done what Mr.
Lang now deems impossible. Besides, the soundness or value
of that kind of internal evidence which depends not on facts
but on opinion, is very difficult to estimate. If the balance
of the external evidence seems to be against it, then we cannot
be so certain of its soundness; and this was Mr. Lang’s case.
He now politely appropriates a condensed remark of mine
as a true, if undetailed, definition of the combined force of
the arguments ; but his politeness resembles that of the courteous
highwayman : he has not the slightest right to these external
arguments : he must earn external arguments for himself!
With some of Mr. Lang’s other new arguments—of less
moment—I do not quite agree: they are indecisive; they
might be used either way. If Crawford’s ©original points’
do not, as Mr. Lang originally sought to show, almost necessarily
point to forgery, they, in themselves, and, apart from other
evidence, point rather to forgery than authenticity ; and, again,
they may be explained, not as Mr. Lang explains them, but
simply by the desire of Crawford and Lennox to put Darnley’s
case in the best possible light. This might even explain the
better expression for ¢familiar with zow’; but here Mr.
Lang has failed to note the stronger internal proof that ¢ familiar
with zow’ is a French idiom. Other French idioms, in the
Crawford portion of the Letter and not in Crawford, are cited
by me in Casker Leners (pp. 77-8). Other internal proofs
are also referred to there (pp. 76-7). Some do not quite meet
the later arguments; one or two are not altogether cogent ;
but among the majority that are, is, ‘other conversations with
Darnley in regard even to matters not mentioned by Crawford.’
Mr. Lang is now convinced that the differences, not the verbal
resemblances berween Crawford and Letter 11., arve the important
matter. ‘'This is quite in the teeth of his previous conviction.
Formerly he elaborated the coincidences: they were the extra-
ordinary thing; now he elaborates the differences: they are
the main conclusive matter. But is this not again to be ¢ pleased
too much,” though pleased to quite a different tune? Were
they, then, groundless—those old objections on which he and
others laid such tremendous stress, those objections which
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seemed so fatally to bar the way against the acceptance of
Letter II.? Have those verbal coincidences vanished, or have
they all but vanished, at the touch of this new alchemy of
Mr. Lang ? Not at all. They never were quite so extraordinary
as it was sought to make out; but they are still, palpably,
there; though they can be transformed—not by Mr. Lang’s
alchemy, but, as I sought to show, by the alchemy of the
Draft Deposition—into one of the strongest proofs of the
complete authenticity—a more reliable proof than that now
elaborated by Mr. Lang, for it has to do with definite facts,
not with mere opinion.

Whether Lennox had lost Crawford’s notes is not a vital
question ; but I think he had lost them. He had, of course,
no notes of Crawford’s conversation with Mary, and none of
his conversation with Darnley about his going to Craigmillar.
Originally the Deposition (see Appendix C of my Mary Queen
of Scots) was in three divisions, the middle one being, ¢The
words which the King spake unto me at hys departinge for the
of Glasco’ (sic). Moray’s List of the Papers handed in (Goodall
II. 88) does not favour Mr. Lang’s supposition that Lennox
preserved his notes. The whole Deposition, originally in three
divisions, is referred to as °the declaration of Thomas Crawford,
alsua spokin by his awin mouth and writtin with his hand’;
he is not represented as getting any of it from Lennox.
The notes of Lennox, if he had them, ought to have been
handed in separately, from the other two declarations of
Crawford.

Mr. Lang’s theory about the original autograph text of the
notes being retained by the Lords is quite untenable; for only
one document is mentioned as handed 1n, and it must have been
that in two divisions. Crawford must have copied the final text
as representing what he remembered. Or does Mr. Lang mean
actually to suggest that the copy handed in was earlier than the
draft (Appendix C)! This impossibility he must mean, if he
is to retain belief in his theory.

As for the supposition that Lennox, on June 11th, 1568,
should have written for notes which he had already in his
possession, Mr. Lang says, ¢it is an error of Mr. Henderson’s.’
Mr. Lang might easily have misunderstood me, but I was
here pointing out (Casker Letters, p. xxvi) the contradictory
character of Mr. Philippson’s hypothesis. The substance of what
Lennox wrote is stated by me on p. 8s.

M



170 T. F. Henderson

My old belief as to Wood not showing the letters to Lennox
was a mere probability, and there was not then quite the same
evidence available ; in the new circumstances I at once recognised
the cogency of Mr. Lang’s statement, backed up by an additional
proof of my own (see Appendix D). But this conclusion is
more needful for Mr. Lang than for me. I can afford to do
without it; he cannot (see Mary Queen of Scors, p. 642).
And this brings me to the question of the evidence for the
¢Blood-thirsty > Forgery.

In ‘a not unsportsman-like spirit’ Mr. Lang has told us much.
But what about the ¢ Blood-thirsty’ Forgery 7 Why leave us in
the dark about this? If he has ceased to believe in its possibility,
why not say so? If he still thinks it possible, why not say
so? Or if he be merely wishful to show that 7 did not dispose
of its possibility, why not say so? Its existence cannot now
affect the authenticity of Letter II., but then how does the
authenticity of Letter II. affect this startling creation of Mr.
Lang’s historic fancy ? Is he still consoled by this fond day-
dream ? Or does it now live only in his memory, and is he
merely wishful to excuse himself for ever having entertained
it? This, for whatever reasons, he leaves us to discover.

Only the possibility of this theory stood—placed there by
Mr. Lang—between the acceptance of the full authenticity of
Letter II. Wherever it now is, it does not stand there; but
for Mr. Lang, the possibility is, whatever he may think, in a
sense—if not absolutely—as important as ever ; for without it
he can hardly but admit the general cogency of my argument.
This argument, he says, was ‘long and intricate’; but it was
so, simply because it had to pursue the intricate windings of
his own ‘waverings’: or, as it might be otherwise put, I had
to expose the trail of his red herring. The question, in itself,
is a simple one; it seemed not to be so, merely because, in
the course of his waverings,’” Mr. Lang had amassed a large
collection of what he supposed were probabilities. These I
sought to show were impossibilities ; and I further maintained
that when massed together they formed a towering pyramid
which no human intellect could scale. To all this Mr. Lang
now affirms he replied in his ¢draft for this article.” He tells
us only vaguely how he did it, but so far as I can gather, it
was by putting all the accusers of Mary into one boat, and
—after adding to them the Lords of the Articles, the members
of the Scottish Parliament, and a large percentage of the Scottish
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public—shipping them off, figuratively, to Botany Bay, whereas
their destination, clearly, ought to have been a quite different
sort of settlement.

My impression from this strange procedure of Mr. Lang, as
well as from his deeds of derring-do in behalf of an imaginary
¢ First Indictment,’ is that he has still a strong trust in the theory
of the ¢Blood-thirsty’ Forgery ; but ¢you never can tell ’—until
you are told by Mr. Lang. That my change in the heading
of the document caused him alarm I deeply regret, but in the
case of history it is not quite safe to imitate the habit of the
too sentimentally-curious lady novel-reader. As he very soon
discovered—when he took the proper means to do so—I had
no intention of seeking to convince by a mere heading. I was,
in fact, only giving Mr. Lang ‘tit for tat.” He was absolutely
convinced—he said it could ‘easily be proved '—that the docu-
ment was prepared for an English Court of Justice ; and, because
there could be no English Court of Justice before Lennox saw
Wood, he was absolutely confident that it was prepared after
that event. His whole argument depended, and depends, upon
his heading this document, ¢ The First Indictment.” Part of my
reply was to point out that a Bill of Supplication against Mary
was presented by Lennox and his wife shortly after Mary’s
arrival in England, and that this disposed of Mr. Lang’s argu-
ment that the document could not have been prepared before
Lennox saw Wood. Since also, as I showed, his theory was
self-contradictory, he was, on his own terms, bound to accept
my conclusion ; but, nevertheless, absolute confidence in the
Supplication theory was not so necessary to me as absolute
confidence in the Indictment theory was to him.

Mr. Lang now affirms: ¢Nothing [than my argument]
could be of less consequence’ to his argumeént. - Could, then,
the document not have been a draft for the Bill of Supplication ?
‘No,’ says Mr. Lang: ‘It is not a Bill of Supplication, there
is no such document in the Lennox MSS. Is it then the
First Indictment? ¢No,” I might reply: ¢There is no such
document in the Lennox MSS. But, says Mr. Lang, the
document ‘¢is a bungling, self-contradictory, and perhaps muti-
lated history of the relations between Mary and Darnley :’ there-
fore it could not have been a draft for the Bill of Supplication ;
it must have been prepared for an English Court of Justice!
‘I insist,” so, in effect, he addresses the poor document, ¢I insist
that you are, or ought to be, an indictment, prepared for an
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English Court of Justice after your stupid and crassly self-
contradictory author saw Wood.” But though, figuratively,
he proceeds to shake and belabour and abuse it, and to twist
it this way and that, the stubborn, wicked thing refuses to be
what it is not.

Mr. Lang now admits a ‘confusion’ of his in regard to this
document, and vaguely attributes the confusion to a vague
remembrance of an ‘earlier document’ [actually another ¢In-
dictment’!] not now to be found. But there are no signs in
The Mystery (pp. 182-190) that this was the character of his
‘confusion’; and my exposure of the ¢confusion’—that is
contradiction—did not depend upon his having imagined the
existence of another document (see Mary Queen of Scoss, p. 645).
It is as applicable to what he affirms of this document now,
as it is to what he affirmed then.

Affirming that Lennox must have known the confessions of
Powrie, Tala and Bowton, Mr. Lang’s comment is: ¢ There is
no limit to the crass self-contradictory averments of that
crew!’ ¢That crew’ must here be supposed to be self-con-
tradictory in order to save Mr. Lang from being proved to
be so; but there is not a shadow of evidence that Lennox
knew of these confessions before he saw Wood. The presumption
is the other way. After Moray accepted the regency, Lennox
ceased to have official connection with Scotland; and not only
so: since Moray and his associates did not wish to bring
Mary to trial in Scotland, they would avoid sending evidence
of her guilt to Lennox. The self-contradiction is thus merely
a creation of Mr. Lang’s imagination: the absence from the
document of information in these confessions only proves that
the document cannot be what Mr. Lang supposes it to be.

Further, Mr. Lang affirms that this document is ‘rich in
reports and sayings derived from Mary’s servants.” It is not
(see Mary Queen of Scots, pp. 658-9). Most of Mr. Lang’s
supposed ‘servants’’ reports must have been merely those of
Darnley. Even that about what was said at Jedburgh might
have been Darnley’s; and in any case, since it was openly
- spoken,” Lennox could very well have heard of it before
he left Scotland.

Finally, Mr. Lang says: ¢We even possess a document from
Scotland containing some answers to Lennox’s requests for
servants’ reports,” and after giving samples he concludes with
the categorical assertion : ¢So Oo. 7. 47. f. 17. b is subsequent to
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June 11, when he asked for the reports.” Now it may be asked,
are any of the ‘answers,” which this paper contains, embodied
in the ‘First Indictment?’ None whatever. This I can vouch
for, as I possess a copy of the paper : and therefore the paper
tends not to establish Mr. Lang’s conclusion, but an exactly
opposite one ; it tends to show that the ‘document’ was pre-
pared defore, not after Lennox received the ¢paper.’

Lately it has been not unusual to belittle the Casket Letter
controversy as a mere side issue—as concerned rather with an
antiquarian puzzle than a vital historical problem. Even
Professor Hume Brown, in his History of Scotland (II. 131),
expresses himself thus: ¢Whether Mary wrote the Casket
Letters, therefore, can hardly be considered a historical question.’
On the contrary, is there a question more vitally historical, so
far, at least, as history has to do with historic personalities ?
More than this: is there in the Scottish history of the six-
teenth century a much more momentous event than that lucky,
or unlucky, find in the squalid garret of the Potterrow ? The
artificial mists of dubiety that, in the course of centuries, gradually
gathered round the authenticity of the Letters, have prevented
many from realizing the enormous political effect produced not
in Scotland merely, but in Europe, by their discovery. What-
ever the doubts of the pamphleteers, who were not behind
the scenes, we may be sure that in the sixteenth century, no
doubt of their authenticity was entertained by the chief European
politicians—including even the Pope himself. The Guises evidently
had none, nor the French sovereign and ministers, nor Elizabeth
and Cecil, nor Mary’s accusers, nor her defenders, nor herself.
The discovery broke for a time Mary’s own spirit ; it paralysed
the efforts of her friends both in Scotland and abroad ; it was
a very Godsend to her enemies; it tied the political hands
of France ; it immensely strengthened the hands of Elizabeth ;
it foiled the policy of Rome; it gave a new impetus to the
Scottish Reformation; it remained a suspended sword over
Mary’s own head ; it induced her to consent to her own deposi-
tion ; it practically sealed her fate both in Scotland and England.

But here I confine myself to the bearing of the question on
the conduct of her accusers. Professor Hume Brown is, for
example, persuaded of the truly brotherly conduct of Moray
towards his sister. But this, whether otherwise maintainable
or not, cannot be maintained so long as there rests on him the
dark shadow of a possible connection with such a base political
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forgery against her. Again, to the late Sir John Skelton belongs,
so 1 humbly think, the credit of being the first adequately to
appreciate the character, abilities and motives of Maitland ; but
this spirited attempt to draw a consistent portrait of that notable
man ended in lamentable failure, because of Sir John’s belief
in the forgery of the Letters. Mor. Lang again, unlike the two
historians now mentioned, has not failed to recognise the vital
bearing of the question on the character of Mary’s accusers.
To give a semblance of credibility to his theories, he had to
depict the Maitland of Sir John Skelton’s admiration as perhaps
the meanest political villain in all history. Is he still of opinion
that Maitland—for the one forgery, if not for the other—was
the object of Mary’s direst hate ¢ Or what now is his opinion of
Maitland ? To render sufficiently plausible his version of the
tragedy, he had to crowd his piece with villains, to jumble their
motives together, and to double-dye them in hues too deeply and
monotonously dark. Should he get quit of his remaining theory,
he may be able to discover that some of the supposed villains—
as Lennox and Maitland—were, in their conduct towards Mary,
no villains at all, and that none of the others were quite so black
as he has sought to paint them, T. F. HenpEerson.

[The Editor has received the following note from Mr. Andrew
Lang : I have to thank Mr. Henderson for his assurance that
he did not doubt “the sincerity of my historical convictions.” I
quoted, in my recent article, those passages of his which, to myself,
appeared to impeach my homesty ; to attribute to me the purpose of
misleading my readers. To reply in detail to Mr. Henderson's
long paper would demand more space than I like to ask from “ The
Scottish Historical Review.”’ Ed §.H.R.]

s



The Market Cross of Aberdeen

THE market cross of Aberdeen, the finest and best preserved
of all the seventeenth century market crosses of Scotland,
occupies a site in the Castlegate of the city on which a market
cross has stood since, at least, the days of Robert the Bruce.
Like other towns—Elgin, for example, at the present day—
Aberdeen once had two crosses. One was the *fish cross,
in the east end of the Castlegate, round which the fisher folk
displayed their wares until the removal of the fish cross in
1742. The other, situated at the western end of the spacious
market place, was known as the €flesh cross,” from the cir-
cumstance that the booths of fleshers stood near it for many
years in times when flesh meat was allowed to be sold on only
certain days of the week.

The present market cross dates from the year 1686. About
the previous crosses very little is known with certainty, apart
from the fact that at the Reformation the ¢crucifix’ on the
market cross of Aberdeen was so much a stone of offence to
the zealous Reformers that they ¢dang it doun,” as they did
also the sacred symbol on the market cross of Old Aberdeen.
But while little 1s known of those earlier crosses themselves,
we know them as the centre of many notable events in local
and national history.

The celebrations most familiarly associated with our earlier
market crosses were the rejoicings on the occasions of a royal
visit, royal birthdays, coronations, and such like. We are
often told how, on such occasions, as William Dunbar tells of
a visit of Queen Margaret to Aberdeen in 1511, that

¢The Croce aboundantlie ran wyne.

It was a form of celebration that subsisted for a very long
period of time, and it is curious that when the present cross
of Aberdeen was moved from its former to its present site in
1842, a pipe was found running up the centre column, from
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which it was supposed wine flowed on some occasions of the
kind.

The supply of wine, however, that ran on such occasions
was not quite so plentiful as is popularly supposed. No doubt,
at the coronation of Charles II., when the whole country made
extravagantly merry, no less than ¢twa punsheoners of wyne,
with spycerie in great aboundance,” was dealt out at the market
cross of Aberdeen. But that seems to have been exceptional.
On the birth of a prince to James VI., the amount of wine
distributed at the cross was five gallons, and when a royal Duke
was made a burgess of the town in 1594, the only expense
incurred was [£4 Scots ‘for a galon of wyne spent at the
croce.” It was often the case that only a very limited number
of persons partook of the wine that flowed at the market cross.
Thus, amid the great popular rejoicings that took place in
Aberdeen at the absolving of the Earls of Huntly and Errol,
after their rebellion in 1595, only eighteen persons drank of
the wine at the market cross, who followed the practice, still
indulged in sometimes, of breaking their glasses when they
had finished.

The market cross, as the centre of burghal life, was naturally
often the scene of punishments when it was desired to make a
public example of any specially gross offender, or any specially
heinous offence. In 1563 two Flemings were ordered by the
Magistrates of Aberdeen to be taken to the market cross and
have their right hands struck off, for cutting the cable of a ship
in the harbour and stealing the ¢cutt’; but the punishment was
remitted by the Town Council on the culprits appearing at the
cross and bringing the cut cable with them, and by holding
up their right hand and giving praise to God and thanks to
the Council for the favour that had been shown them.

Twenty years later, two persons convicted of adultery were
sentenced to be bound and exposed at the market cross for three
hours, thereafter to be burned with a hot iron on the cheeks and
banished from the town. In 1617 a person was pilloried at the
cross and banished from the town for insulting one of the baillies ;
and in 1640 a female, for unbecoming behaviour, was sentenced
to be scourged at the cross, to be drawn in a cart through the
streets, bearing a paper crown on her head, the bellman going
before proclaiming her offence, and her banishment from the
town.

Proclamation at the market cross was at one time held to
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be an essential element in the promulgation of a new law.
Indeed, we find the Scots Parliament in 1581 solemnly dis-
cussing the question of how far the public were bound to
observe Acts of Parliament unless they had been proclaimed at
the market crosses of the chief burghs throughout the country.
And in order to remove all doubt, an Act was passed that in
future all statutes should be proclaimed at the cross of Edinburgh
only, which publication was held to be ¢als valiabill and suffi-
cient’ as if the publication had been made at the market crosses
of all the shires within the realm.

Notwithstanding this Act of 1581, practically all national
proclamations continued to be made at the market cross of
Aberdeen—and in the other larger towns as well. One of the
most singular was made only two years afterwards, 1483, when
the national authorities were taking alarm at the use being made
of the new printing press for the issue of anonymous political
squibs in the form of ballads and other publications. Proclama-
tion was made of an Act of the Privy Council that ¢ Na prenter
sall presume or tak upoun hand to prent any buikis, ballettis,
sangis, rymes, or tragedeis, ather in Latine or Inglis tounge,
unto the tyme the same be sene, vewit, and examinat be wise and
discreit personis depute thairto.’

One of the earliest proclamations of which there is a record in
Aberdeen has some resemblance to the Act anent undesirable
aliens of a few years ago. It was in 1348, and embodied an
Act of Parliament then passed prohibiting Flemings—mariners
excepted—from resorting to Scotch towns for business purposes
and so depriving Scotch merchants of legitimate trade in Flanders.
The original proclamation is one of numerous ancient documents
still preserved in the charter room of the Aberdeen Town House,
with its seal in white wax still entire.

Before the old cross of Aberdeen was removed, a very
interesting and solemn ceremony took place there, which recalled
the exploits of the great Montrose. The execution of Montrose
took place at the market cross of Edinburgh on 21st May,
1650. He was captured in the end of April, and was
ordered by the Estates to be hanged at the cross. Says a
contemporary record: ‘This sentence wes punctuallie execute
upon him at the Mercat Croce of Edinburgh upon Tysday,
the 21st day of May, 1650, and he hangit upon ane high
gallows, maid for the view of the pepill more than ordinar,
with his buikis and declarationnis bund upon his bak. He
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hang full thrie houris; thaireftir cut doun, falling upon his
face, nane to continance him bot the executioner and his men.
His heid, twa leggis, and twa airmes tane frae his body with
ane aix, and sent away and affixit at the places appoyntit
thairfoir, his body cassin in to ane lytill schoirt kist, and
takin to the burrow muir of Edinburgh, and bureyed thair
amang malefactouris. His heid was spiket on the Tolbooth.’

About a dozen years after Montrose’s death, his son and
successor petitioned the Town Council of Aberdeen—as of other
places where the Marquis’s limbs had been exhibited—to restore
for decent interment one of the dismembered limbs of the
Marquis, which had been exposed on the Justice Port of the
town and afterwards buried in St. Nicholas Churchyard. The
Council agreed not only to restore the dismembered limb, but
to make some measure of public atonement in the doing of
it. Accordingly, guns belonging to the town were brought up
to the market cross, and were discharged while a procession
of the Town Council and inhabitants of Aberdeen, carrying
the recovered limb in a coffin, marched from St. Nicholas
Church to the Town House, where the remains lay in semi-
state till arrangements were made for their transport to
Edinburgh for interment in Holyrood. The town suffered
much from Montrose both when he was a Covenanter and
when he became a Royalist, but by 1661 popular opinion
had given him that martyr’s crown which has remained with
him ever since.

It was shortly after this, in 1664, that the Town Council
of Aberdeen felt the necessity of providing a more imposing
market cross. ¢Taking to consideratioun,” says the register of
their proceedings, ¢that notwithstanding this burgh is ane of
the most antient royall burghs of this kingdome, the mercat
croce thairof, which should be ane ornament thairin is farr
inferior to many meaner burghs; therfor ordanes the dean of
gild to caus mak up the mercat croce of the said burgh in
the west end of the Castellgait with hewin and cut stanes,
according to the stane and forme of the mercat croce of the
burgh of Edinburgh, and to caus bring home stanes, and to
do everie thing thair anent.

The new cross was not actually begun till 1686, but in
that year John Montgomery, of the rural Aberdeenshire parish
of Old Rayne, who had, however, formerly been a prominent
member of the mason craft in the burgh, contracted with the
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Council to provide this fine new cross for the sum of f1oco
sterling, with £7 14s. additional for the making of a wooden
model. It was to be strictly according to the design of the
then existing market cross of Edinburgh, ¢with chops under-
neath.’

The only cross that can now compare with the market cross
of Aberdeen is the cross of Preston, Haddingtonshire—a county
rich in interesting market crosses; but although Preston cross
is sixty years older, having been erected in 1617, it lacks the
grace of the Aberdeen cross, with its open arcade, and the
latter is unique in having sculptured on its octagonal sides,
above the arches, portraits of Scottish monarchs, with the royal
arms and the arms of the city. From an architectural point
of view the cross is not pure, but reflects the mingling of the
¢styles’ that went on all over the country in the Jacobean
period.

Like the Preston cross, as also the ancient and long since
demolished market crosses of Edinburgh, Dundee, and Perth,
the cross of Aberdeen was built of solid masonry underneath
the arches, and ¢chops’ were located there (it once accommo-
dated the Aberdeen Post Office), from which a needy Town
Council drew a modest revenue for a century and a half. In
1842, as already stated, the cross was removed to a more
eastward site on the Castlegate, and on its being rebuilt on its
present site the arches were left open, and the graceful
appearance of the structure was thereby very much enhanced.

This was, it may be said, the second rebuilding of the
cross. In 1821 the Magistrates ordered it to be thoroughly
cleaned and repaired. After operations were begun, it was
found necessary to take down the whole structure, and re-
erect it from the foundation. Although great care was taken,
the beautifully floriated Corinthian column which rises from the
centre of it unfortunately fell, and was broken in three parts.
It still stands, however, and the careful mending of 1821 is
easily discernible. At that time a singular discovery was made
in regard to the unicorn which surmounts the central column.
When the cleaning operations began the whole structure was
black with the grime of years, and seemed to be made entirely
of sandstone, as had been agreed upon, but as the cleaning
went on the unicorn began to assume a whitish tint, and it
was then found that it was made of pure white statuary
marble.
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We have already noted some of the punishments that were
inflicted at the market cross. The most curious episode of
this kind is said to have taken place soon after the new cross
of 1686 was erected. It is told of Peter Gibb, father of
James Gibb (or Gibbs, as he came to be called), the noted
Aberdeen architect, designer of the Churches of St. Mary-le-
Strand, St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields ; the Senate House, Cambridge
Radcliffe Library, Oxford, and other well-known buildings,
that, being a Roman Catholic, and something of a wag, he
wished to cast some ridicule on his Protestant fellow-townsmen,
and so named one of his two terriers Calvin, and the other
Luther. The Magistrates are said to have publicly reproved
- him, and sagaciously ordered the two dogs to be hanged at
the market cross.

The public records of Aberdeen contain no reference to this,
but they do make mention of an incident which happened at
the market cross in 1745. When the Jacobites possessed
themselves of Aberdeen in that year, they obtained the keys
of the market cross, from which they proclaimed Charles
Edward king. Meantime, a party of them had seized Provost
Morison, whom they dragged to the cross, but they completely
failed to make him drink the health of the new sovereign,
and had to be satisfied with pouring the wine down his breast.
From the resistance he made, Provost Morison—who was the
father of Dr. James Morison, originator of the Strathpeffer
Spa—was afterwards known as ¢ Provost Positive.’

The Aberdeen market cross narrowly escaped complete
destruction in the early years of last century, when many,
even of the leading citizens, looked upon it merely as
an obstruction on the street. Fortunately, it was saved. It
is now cherished as perhaps the most interesting of the older
structures in the whole neighbourhood. Within the last few
months, by order of the Magistrates and Town Council, it
has undergone a process of repair and cleaning, and the milk-
white unicorn once more keeps guard over the grim portraits
of the Scottish kings.

G. M. Fraser,




Henry Ker of Graden

ENRY KER of Graden,! perhaps the most picturesque,
if one of the least known, figures in the ’45, came of
a warlike stock. In Border annals the Graden-Kers play,
as moss troopers, an important part, and the site of their
moated keep is still pointed out at the upper end of the
parish of Linton in Teviotdale. Owing to the destruction of
their early muniments by the English, let alone the sasines
<lacerate and destroyed by rats,” and the confusion arising
from the existence of another Graden in the Merse, also
<owning the rule of Ker,” the family history is hard to unroll;
still, enough is known to establish their tenure of lands and
a Tower in Teviotdale prior to the Reformation.

In later days, the family politics were strongly Cavalier.
Thus, when Montrose was on Tweedside, in the autumn
of 1645, we find Andrew Ker of Graden closeted with
the Marquis at Kelso, and carrying despatches about the
country. After Philiphaugh, he and his retainers turned their
nags’ heads for Graden Peel, and seven Sundays, in sackcloth,
at the door of his Parish Church was the penalty Andrew
Ker paid for ‘correspondence with excommunicate James
~ Graham.’? In the summer of 1648, Ker of Graden joined the

army of the Engagement, under Hamilton, crossing the Border
as ¢Lieutenant Colonell to an English Regiment of Horse.’
Along with him rode his two sons, °Captain Harrie’ and
¢Coronet Andrew.” Thirty years later ¢Captain Harrie’ re-
appears, a Justice of the Peace for Teviotdale busy suppressing
conventicles. In short, what with English marriages, disputed
rights of sepulture, and qualms of conscience about taking the

1In addition to Church records, private papers, and the MS. Collections at
the Public Record Office and British Museum, the writer is mainly indebted
to the Graden Forfeited Estate Papers, preserved at the Edinburgh Register
House.

2Kelso Presb. Reg.
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Covenant, the family during many generations had ¢murdered
sleep’ for the civil and ecclesiastical authorities. Towards the
dawn of the eighteenth century, they settled down into prosaic
law-abiding husbandmen, financially somewhat out at elbows.
Under a wadset, Pringle of Crichton claimed the oldest corner
of their estate in 1688, when the family settled across the
valley at Wester-Hoselaw, which they renamed Place-Graden,!
and here, about the year 1698 apparently, Henry Ker the
Jacobite first saw the sun.

‘Born,” to use his own words,2 ¢‘in the shire of Teviotdale
in Scotland,’ and having ¢had the misfortune to lose his
father,” Archibald Ker of Graden, while still a child, Henry
was reared under the guardianship of his mother Helenor, a
daughter of Sir James St. Clair of Roslin, who ¢ brought him
up a Roman Catholick, and sent him early into the Spanish
Service.’

That Lady Graden should select the Spanish army for her
son was natural enough, since she had kinsmen in that service,
while her youngest brother, Thomas St. Clair, went shortly after
to live in the Peninsula, where he had come in for a windfall
of doubloons on ¢the death of his brother-in-law, Captain
Wachup.”® Thomas St. Clair was a ¢St. Germains bird’ and
as a Jacobite go-between unequalled. Lockhart of Carnwath
commends him, in that capacity, to the old Chevalier at
Avignon, as ‘the cliverest fellow in Europe. . . . He knows
all the ports in most countries, he has wayes peculiar to
himself (of which he gave good proofs at Perth, 1715) in
going about such errands; he’s zealouslie honest and as closs
as a stone.’*

Oddly enough the name of Ker, about this period, in
Spanish diplomatic circles, was almost a household word. In

1 New, or Place-Graden, had been in the possession of the family since 1528
when Hugh Lord Somerville granted the lands of Wester-Hoselaw, formerly
belonging to Mark Ker of Dolphinston, to Andrew Ker of Graden, by charter,
the duty being two white roses at the Feast of the Nativity of Saint John-
Baptist, if asked.

28. P. Dom., Geo. II. 86.

3 According to Father Hay, Helenor St. Clair was born on 15th March,
1670, but he is at fault in describing her as ¢Lady Gredane in the Mers’
Thomas St. Clair, born 4th March, 1676, married Elizabeth, daughter of
Captain Wauchope, a brother of Niddrie, vid. Geneslogie of the Sainteclaires of
Rosslyn, p. 165.

4 Lockhart Papers, ii. 390.
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the cypher correspondence of Ormond and Cardinal Alberoni
for instance, ¢Ker's House’ spelt Spain, while ‘ Mr. and Mrs.
Ker’ were cant names for the King and Queen.

As regards Henry Ker’s fifteen years’ sojourn in the
Peninsula, ‘ever since 1722, when a little above twenty years
of age, he had been a Captain in the Service of the Crown
of Spain. First, in the Regiment of Limerick, as appears
from the Register with Counto Doria, Principal of Valentia,
and afterwards by order of Don Lucas de Espinola, Director-
General of Foot, he was removed in 1728 to the Regiment
of Irlanda.’! This latter Regiment was founded by Philip III.
for those Irish Catholics. who emigrated to Spain after the
suppression of Tyrone’s Rebellion, and a glance at its muster-
roll reveals the fact that Henry Ker must already have made
the acquaintance of Stapleton, and others, who afterwards served
with him in Scotland. On quitting the Spanish Service, Henry
Ker came home to till his patrimonial acres in Teviotdale,
and in 1738, as ‘grandnephew and heir of line to the last
Lord Rutherfurd,’® he appears in an action for reduction before
the Court of Session at Edinburgh. ¢Soldiers in peace,” says
Herbert, ¢are like chimneys in summer,” but, as landlord and
country gentleman, Henry Ker found ample vent for his
energies, and took an active interest in parochial affairs.
Years before, possibly to launch him in life and purchase his
first uniform, Walter Douglas, the then parish clergyman, had
lent Henry Ker £700 on bond, and in the summer before
the ‘rising’ we find the laird of Graden presiding over a
conclave of heritors deep in school fees, pauper doles, and the
recovery of two years stipend, which it was alleged, apparently
without foundation, had been annexed by Lord Haining, the patron.

When, and where, Henry Ker joined the Highland army
is uncertain. He first comes into view ‘two or three miles
to the westward of Edinburgh,” the night before the Jacobite
entry, ¢wearing a white cockade, a broadsword by his side,
and a pair of pistols before him as he rode” Home’s?®

1 Henry Ker’s Memorial and Petition, docketed 4th Oct., 1746.

ZThrough the marriage of his grandfather, Henry Ker of Graden, with
Lilias, sister of Robert, 4th Lord Rutherfurd. The marriage contract is dated at
Holyrood House, 1. December, 1666, This Henry was no doubt the ¢ Laird
Gredden-Kar,” who appears as a Juror at the trial of Argyll in December, 1681.
vid. Tke Scotch Mist Cleared Up.

8 History of Rebellion, p. 111.



184 J. F. Leishman

description of Ker of Graden reconnoitring in the meadows
below Tranent, on the eve of Prestonpans, is valuable, as the
work of an eye-witness: ‘He came down from the Highland
Army, alone; he was mounted upon a little white poney; and
with the greatest deliberation rode between the two armies,
looking at the ground on each hand of him. Several shot
were fired at him as he went along; when he came to a
dry stone dyke that was in his way, he dismounted, and,
pulling down a piece of the dyke, led his horse over it. He
then returned to Lord George Murray and assured him that
it was impossible to get through the morass, and attack the
enemy in front, without receiving several fires.’

In England, Henry Ker’s most notable exploit was the
capture, at a village tavern in Staffordshire, of Captain Weir,
Cumberland’s ¢Principal Spy.” Nominally Colonel Ker’s post
was that of Aide-de-Camp, and, ‘whenever there was a
halt anywhere,, he was ‘always waiting at the Prince’s
quarters for orders’; but he played many parts, and had
the reputation of being the ‘most vigilant and active man
in the rebel army.” So active was he, indeed, that his move-
ments are hard to follow. But, whether raising a redoubt on
the quay at Alloa, paying his cess to the ¢Chevally’s Col-
lector’ at Jedburgh, scouting towards Wooler to amuse the
enemy while the Prince lay at a house belonging to Sunlaws
in Kelso, attending to the comfort of the men on march,
riding through the fields at Clifton under fire, €as if it had
been a review,’” in the drawing-room at Holyrood House or
at Culloden, with his sword drawn, ¢endeavouring to rally the
rebels after they began to run away,’—his services to the expedi-
tion were many and varied. O’Sullivan bore the title, but to
all practical intents Ker of Graden did the work of Quarter-
master-General in the ’45.

Schooled as a tactician in one of the first armies of Europe,
he had evidently little patience with the clansmen’s guerilla mode
of warfare. The contempt of the old regular for the militia-
man, mingled perhaps with a touch of the racial disdain of
the Lowlander for the Celt, leaks out at times, and on one
occasion gave umbrage to Lochgarry: ¢As to Mr. Ker’s
writing on this subject he must be but ignorant concerning
our clans so I cant see what he can say on that head. . . .
All T know about him is that he is very brave,’ and Locl}-
garry adds that ¢if the whole aid du camps had minded their
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duty on the day o’ Falkirk’ (as Ker did) ¢the affair would

have been otherwise.’!

Throughout the expedition Henry Ker was ‘much in the
company of Lord George Murray,” who counted him ¢an
excellent officer,” and, when blows were imminent, he was
almost invariably sent on ahead to reconnoitre, and °choose
the properest ground to come to action” At Drummossie, his
opinion was, we know, overruled, for Lord George quotes
Henry Ker as voting with himself against ¢the plain muir,’
and in favour of the rough ground across the Nairn, which
Ker and Brigadier Stapleton had just examined. Only to
gratify the Irish party, ‘too unhardy to enjoy a hill warfare,’
Culloden Moor was chosen.

After attending the fruitless rendezvous at Ruthven in
Badenoch, Henry Ker set his face for the Braes of Angus.
Three weeks later he was taken, by a party of the King’s
troops, near Forfar, and lodged in Perth Tolbooth. Here he
found a hundred and thirty Jacobite prisoners ; among others,
Lady Strathallan, Stormonth of Pitscandlie, Sir James Kinloch
and his two brothers. The following account of his examination
before Sheriff Miller on the 6th of May we found in a small
green chest, full of Jacobite and other papers, preserved in the
Municipal Archives at Perth: ¢Examined if, or not, he did
bear arms in the Pretender’s eldest son’s army, Mr. Ker
answered that he refuses everything. The Sheriff having
askt him if he is a Protestant, he answered in the negative
and says he 1s Roman Catholick or Popish. Then the Sheriff
required Mr. Ker to subscribe what is above written which
he refused to do, and what passed between the Sheriff and him
is in open court, in presence of several gentlemen of honour.’

Transported to Inverness in the end of May, Henry Ker
along with many others was put aboard a Government tender
bound for the Thames. If one may credit the accounts? given
in Jacobite Memoirs, the treatment of the captives, during
their three weeks’ voyage, was worthy a slave dhow in the
Middle Passage, and official reports survive to prove the
Government vessels ‘very unhealthy, and the prisoners very
sickly.” On Saturday, the 21st June, the ships came up the
river. Landed doubtless at the cluster of quays beneath Old
London Bridge, Henry Ker and his companions were marched,

Y [tinerary of Prince Charles Edward Stuart, Scottisk History Society, p. 126.

2Vid. Lyon in Mourning, Scottish History Society, iii. 1§7.

N
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through a scowling and curious mob, to the New Gaol,
Southwark. This building, in which he spent the next two
years, although styled by courtesy the New Gaol, was in
reality one of the oldest! in London.

A hold of debtors and felons, what with ©dirt, vermin, and
Gaol fever,” the Scots officers must have found it a sorry
residence. Thirty years later, when Howard? visited the place,
he found ¢no chapel, no infirmary, when sick felons lay on
the floor, no bedding, not even straw,” while the prison
fare, apart from Nell Gwynn’s loaves, consisted of ¢three
ha’porth of bread a day.” Granted ‘pen, ink and paper to
draw Petitions,” Henry Ker’s first care was to send the fol-
lowing letter® to ¢ Mr. William Ker, writer and town clerk
of Kelso.”* The forerunner of many similar epistles, duly
docketed by the receiver, ¢Gradon calling for’—money :

‘Southwark, New Gaol ye 24th. of June 1746. Dr Sir, as
I have the misfortune to be involved in the almost general
calamity. Money is a thing absolutely necessary here, for
which pray send me twenty pound with all diligence. I doe
not doubt but creditors have done all for their own security.
I presume that they can have no access till affairs be decided
here, so that I think that I have access to the current rents
which you’ll apply no other way but to the support of my
sister (who I hope you will not let want) and myself. As
I have had a violent fever, my head is very confus’d but

1'The White Lion Prison, or New Gaol, which stood hard by the Old
Marshalsea, immortalised in Lit#tle Dorrit, originally formed part of the
religious house of S. Mary Overies, annexed by Henry VIII. It was pulled
down in 1879.

2State of the Prisons, p. 233.
3 Forfeited Estate Papers, Edinburgh Register House.

4From an old Diet Book it appears that William Ker was Clerk to the Duke
of Roxburghe’s Baron Baillie Court. In August, 1745, he became Clerk to
the Justices of the Peace for Roxburghshire. In that capacity he writes to the

Lord Justice Clerk : ¢Kelso. 10 o’clock before noone . . . a party of 40 rebels
arrived here last night. Six Highlanders arrived this morning with an order
from Kilmarnock. . . . We are all here in utmost confusion.” Kilmarnock’s

letter is dated, at Blackbaronney, 3rd Nov., 1745, and orders the Provost to
¢ provide billets and provisions for 4000 men, and 1000 horse, tomorrow night.
This you are to do at your peril” William Ker, it may be noted, was still
alive in Sir Walter’s youth, and may well have furnished him with the prototype
of ¢Provost Crosbie” in Redgauntlet, as his Quaker neighbours, the Waldies of
Henderside, undoubtedly suggested ¢ Joshua Geddes of Mount Sharon.” Vid.
Sc. S. P. Geo. II. and Lockhart’s Lifz, i. 118.
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hope in my next to be more distinct. . . . P.S.—Andrew
Moir will give you his brother’s address here, to whose care
you'll please direct to me. Adieu. H. K/’

The address given was that of ¢ Mr. Wm. Moor, attourney
at law near Wapping Church.” This Wapping attorney, not
improbably the ‘council’ who defended Graden at his trial,
was a Scotsman, and brother of Andrew Moir of Otterburn
in Teviotdale, who had ¢married a daughter of the family of
Graden.” Mrs. Jean Ker, the sister referred to in this letter,
had been reduced to penury by the rising.” From her place
of retirement in Edinburgh, on 1gth February, she thus writes:*

¢To Mr. Wilam Ker, Clark in Kelsay. Sir, I received
yours yesterday with the § pound for which I am veray much
obleged to you for I thought to have sen my brother bifor
this team. I heard last wick that he was well. As for what
pepars you want, send me word, and you shall heve them, for
my brother order me to give you what pepars you cal’d for.
I wish you were in toun and you would tak eany you heave
ockeson for. They are just now out of the hous, for my
hous at present is not safe for them. The Puris® pays to
mi 2 ston of buter and 2 ges. The ges I got, not the
buter. They sent me some.’

¢Sundry witnesses’ from Graden had been ¢called to London
about the tryal,” and on 26th June, Henry Ker made his first
appearance in the Court House on St. Margaret’s Hill
At the final trial on 6th November he rested his defence
solely on the fact that he was a Spanish officer, and ¢Spain
being at war with England he could not be guilty of treason
in obeying his master, whom he served.” But ‘offering no
evidence that he was born out of the Kingdom, or pretending
that he was so,” his commission moreover having been ¢lost,
with great part of his baggage, at the battle of Culloden,’ ®
the court would not admit this evidence; and having no
other, he was found guilty, and condemned to die, on 28th
November. The actual death warrant lies before us, a suffi-
ciently gruesome document. Happily, however, Henry Ker

! Forfeited Estate Papers, Edinburgh Register House.

2George and William Purves were tenants of Place-Graden, and their
rent was payable partly in kind, viz. ‘2 stone of cows butter on 1
November, and 2 fatt geese at Christmas.’

3S. P. Dom., Geo. II. g2.
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had powerful friends. ¢Don Pedro de la Mare, his Catholick
Majesty’s Ambassador at the Hague,” had already been ¢ordered
to signifie to the Court of London,” through Mr. Trevor, the
British Ambassador, that ‘Henry Ker was a Spanish Officer,
and hoped he would be treated as a prisoner of war.’

Early in summer the Duke of Roxburghe had written,
begging a pardon for Henry Ker, whom he describes as ¢a
entleman related to my family.”! Fortunately also the case
of James Hay, a French officer, reprieved at Carlisle, could
be quoted as a legal precedent, with the result that three
days before the date of execution a reprieve for two months
was granted, and, after some delay, a pardon. The pardon,
however, was ‘stopped at the Privy Seal, and Henry Ker
lingered on in gaol. No doubt one fruit of that winter in
Southwark was ¢Colonel Ker of Gradyne, his Account’?
of Culloden. Better at his sword than his pen, writing in
the third person, and occupying himself mainly with military
details, the personal note is rarely struck; hence ¢Gradyne’s
Account’ may appear to the modern mind rather a dull
document. By his own generation, however, it was eagerly
devoured. It crept north to Edinburgh. Bishop Keith had
a copy, and, down in the Canongate, we find elect dames like
the Countess of Dundonald and Lady Mary Cochrane poring
over its pages in their closets.

Many letters passed that winter betwixt Henry Ker and
the town clerk of Kelso, who kept him in touch with his
tenantry. Thus, on 31st January, 1747, the prisoner sends
minute instructions regarding the renewal of a lease: ‘If you
have not Laidlaw’s tack desire my sister to send it you, and
in writeing the new one take care to insert the clause about
the houses which, in compairing his copy and mine, you'll find
was overlook’d, in one of them, in the transcribeing.’

Laidlaw was an ancient tenant who for fifty-three years had
occupied the now vanished holding of Hoselaw-hill. ¢ During
which time’ (so he tells the Barons of Exchequer) ¢he had
endeavoured to maintain a good character in the worst of
times, and remained unshaken in his duty and allegiance to
the Government.” Regular in paying his rent to ¢Graden

1The Duke’s letter is unaddressed. It is dated from ¢Braywick, July 19,
1746 Vid. Brit. Mus. Add. MS,, No. 32707, f. 435.

2Vid. Lyon in Mourning, Scottish History Society, i. 355.
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himself,” as appears from a book of receipts, commencing in
1725, he was slow to swell the Hanoverian Exchequer. After
the Forfeiture, it is evident that Graden’s old tenants did
not take kindly to the new regime, although William Ramsay
of Templehall, the Crown Factor, at his first coming, laid out
some Government gold, in *recommending their new master.
After much bickering and some litigation, several were ¢ thrust
out, among them William Laidlaw. One act for which
posterity will scarce thank the Crown Factor was the taking
down of the old Tower! of Graden, a nest of mosstroopers
since Flodden.

The same summer which saw Henry Ker emerge from
Southwark, witnessed the death at Richmond of his famous
countryman, James Thomson, the ¢Scottish Virgil” Whether
poet and soldier ever met is uncertain. As Thomson’s small
ancestral estate of Widehope lay upon a spur of the Cheviots,
not many miles from Graden Tower, they can hardly have
been unknown to each other by name. They had at least
one friend in common, since it was to Sir Andrew Mitchell,
the Prussian Secretary, Thomson’s Executor, that Henry Ker
owed his release from Southwark.

The warrant for his removal to the house of William
Ward, King’s Messenger, bears date 6th April, 1748, and on
toth June he is still ‘in the custody of Mr. Ward.” At this
point Henry Ker disappears. In an official “list of rebels
pardoned on condition of Transportation for life’ his name
occurs, indeed, but with this note appended: ¢Pardoned on
condition of remaining in such place in England, as shall be
appointed.”? Whether the place was never named, or whether
the Government winked at his escape, we have been unable to
learn. At any rate he got off, oversea, for, when the curtain
rises on the last act three years later, we find him back at
his old trade, soldiering in sunny Andalusia, the garden and
granary of Spain.

Despite Cervantes, who makes San Lucar a den of rogues,
Ker of Graden might, by all accounts, have lighted on many
a less pleasant spot in which to end his days. San Lucar
was a garrison town, the residence, since 1645, of the Captain-

1The contract is dated 28th June, 1760, and runs: ‘To taking down the
old house, and winning out of ye old Tower £2-155” By November 24th
the work is reported as done.

28. P. Dom., Geo. II., vol. 10q.
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General of Andalusia. From the battlements of its Moorish
Castle he might see daily the glittering spires of Cadiz, the
scattered pastures across the river, which furnished the bull-
rings of Seville, and the woods of Medina Sidonia, rich in
game. One likes to picture the old Jacobite, easily recog-
nisable by ¢the flesh mark upon one of his cheeks,” hunting
with his brother officers in the coto, at the British Consulate
with Mark Pringle,! or in garrison, after mess, fighting his
battles over again. When conversation flagged round the
charcoal brazier, we may be sure the exile’s thoughts would
often turn to his old neighbours and tenants in Teviotdale,
his grey Peel on the dry marches, where

¢ Cheviot listens to the Northern blast,

and the little kirk, crowning ¢Linton’s hallowed mound,’
where, under the choir pavement, moulder the bones of many
generations of Graden-Kers.

It was decreed, however, that the last of that race should
sleep elsewhere, for Henry Ker died at San Lucar, a Lieutenant-
Colonel in the Spanish service, on Wednesday, the 22nd of
December, 1751.

J. F. Leisuman.

1Vid. S. P. Dom., Geo. II., for Petition from Mark Pringle to the Duke of
Newcastle, dated Edinburgh, 30 September, 1746, begging his Grace to ‘use
his influence with the King to continue him in the Consulship of Seville and
San Lucar.” According to the Roya/ Calendar, he still held that post in 1753.



The Green Island’

IN the Hebrides, there are traditions of an Island away in

the West, submerged by enchantments, in which the inhabi-
tants continue to live as formerly, and which will yet become
visible and accessible. Traditions regarding its position vary,
each locality placing it near itself, and the tales are of interest
as showing the direction popular imagination has taken on
such a topic. It would be strange if men, placed on the
margin of a boundless sea, and in whose evening entertain-
ments song and poem occupied a prominent part, did not
people the cloudy distance with inhabited islands.

The Sgialachds, or winter evening tales, often make mention
of the ¢congealed sea’ (muir-teuchd or m. tiachd), the name
now commonly given to jelly-fish. It was supposed to be
the region where sea and sky meet. The water there is like
jelly-fish, and boats cannot move through it from its con-
sistency. This fancy very likely originated in vague rumours
of the Polar ice. Before arriving at this distant region lay
¢The Green Island in the uttermost bounds of the world’
(an t-Eilein Uaine an iomall an domhain tur),” which is at
present invisible from being under enchantments (fo gheasaibh).

In the same ancient lore about giants, Lochlin, the kings
of Ireland, and distant voyages, Tiree figures as the ¢ Remote
Island” (an t-Eilein lomallach), and the cave, in which,
according to one of the tales, Sir Olave O’Corn killed the
giant, is the Big Cave in Kennavara hill, at its western
extremity. It was also known as ¢ Kingdom Tops-under-waves’
(Rioghachd Bharrai-fo-thuinn), there being a current belief
that it is lower than the surrounding sea. The extremely

1 This paper was written about twenty years ago by the late Rev. J. Gregorson
Campbell of Tiree, author of Superstitions of the Highlands and Islands of Scotland.
It is now published for the first time.—Ep. §.H.R.

\2Others say, ‘an domkain damhair, but can give no explanation of what
damhair means.
191
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level character of the island is so much in contrast with the
rest of the Hebrides that such a belief might naturally arise.
During a heavy surf, the sea is seen in several places right
across the Island, from the one shore, breaking in foam upon
the other. A fisherman in the west end said there could be
no doubt on this point, as the boats always took longer going
out to the banks than coming in again. In the latter case
they were coming down an incline!® There was also a
tradition that the Island was at one time separated from Barra
only by a narrow sound. A woman, milking a cow in Tiree,
could throw the cow-shackle (buarach) across to another in
Barra. Probably the tradition has originated from the existence
of peat-mosses under the sandy beaches of the island and the
neighbouring sea. After heavy storms, large pieces of peat
are cast ashore. These are known as moine thilgte (i.e. cast
peat), and are dried and used as fuel.

According to the Barra people, there is an Island away to
the north-west of themselves, at present submerged, but to re-
appear in the time of ¢Roderick of the three Rodericks’
(ri linn Ruaraidh nan tri Ruaraidhean), a chief of the M‘Neills
of Barra. Others say, the man prophesying with a shoulder-
blade said, that in the time of the last of seven Rodericks,
every one of whom was to have a black spot on his shoulder
(ball dubh air a shlinnein), and of the miller with three thumbs
(muilleir nan tri 6rdag), Réca Barra would appear, or (as the
expression may also be explained) a heavy burden was to
come on Barra (thig Réc air Barra). The name of the
imaginary island is Roca Barra, and it is alleged to be the
property of the ancient family of the MacNeills of Barra. It
was sunk by an earthquake at the time a great part of Tiree
sank, and its inhabitants every year put past the rent in the
eye of a limekiln (siil ath) till a chief of the MacNeills
comes to claim it. The Island is not large, but is very
beautiful, and, according to the Barra people, is the real
¢Green Island’ of old tales. Barra itself has been sold by the
M-*Neills, and the fourth Roderick in a direct line has been
chief, but Roca Barra has not yet been seen.

It was said in Tiree the Green Island was attached to itself,
as Roca Barra was to Barra. There was even a popular saying,

11t is quite true, that it takes a longer time to go to the fishing banks on

the west of the Island than to return again, but the reason is, that the ¢set’
or swell of the sea is always from the west.
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that it was mentioned in the charters of the Island. The
following will suffice as specimens of the tales told of it and
Roca Barra:

A stranger came to Mull and asked to be ferried across to
the Green Island. The boatmen said they did not know
where that place was. He said it was near Tiree, and he
himself would guide them to it. On arriving at the place,
he took them up to his house for refreshments. The only
person in was an old woman, who was busy eating. In reply
to the inquiries of the man, with whom the boatmen had
come, she said her appetite was failing, but she could still
take ‘seven little cod, and seven large cod, one from off the
embers, a drink of juice, and three bannocks.’* The Mullmen
were seen safe on board this boat, and when they looked about,
after setting sail, no island was to be seen, nor has the Green
Island been seen since.

A native of the Green Island stayed long in Barra, married,
and had a large family. Whenever he brought home peats,
he was in the habit of leaving a creelful on Ben Tangavel,
the highest hill in the place, till the heap at last was very
large. When very old, he asked to be taken out fishing.
He told those who remained at home the night was to be
very dark, and if the boat was not home before nightfall they
were to set fire to the pile of peats on the hill. He made
his companions row far out to sea, farther than they had ever
been before. They began to fish, and caught immensely large
fish. At last the boat was observed to be on dry ground that
formed the shore of an island. At the old man’s desire, the
fishermen left her, and accompanied him through the island.
They found only one house, and an old woman within. In
a while the old man told them it was time to return. He
went with them to the boat. When they went on board, a
heavy mist came on, the bank on which the boat rested
disappeared, and the old man along with it. The boat
returned home, guided by the blazing fire on Ben Tangavel.

A Tiree version of the same story runs thus: An old
blind man asked to be taken out to fish on the banks to the
north-west of the island. The fishers had previously met with
little success. He said this was owing to their not findin
the right place. After going a long distance, he asked them

18eachd truisg bheaga, ’s seachd truisg mhora, fear far na griosaich, deoch
an t-sigh, ’s tr1 bonnaich.
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how they saw Tiree, and, not satisfied with their answers,
made them still row on. At last, when they said they saw
Tiree like two islands, he told them to cast anchor and'begin
to fish. He asked for the first fish caught, and on feeling
it over with his hands said, they were not yet in the right
lace. Refreshed by the rest, the men rowed further out to
sea, till at last they could row no further. Again the same
thing occurred, and thrice the anchor was cast and raised.
Then the old man asked if anything was in sight. The men
said they saw an island. He told them to row towards it,
and not to take their eyes off till they landed. They did
this, and on reaching jumped out and made fast the boat.
The old man was left in charge, and the rest went up through
the island. They fell in with no one, but an old woman in
a solitary house. She had a creelful of potatoes (pintat’ air
craoileig) before her, and was busy eating. She said never a
word, and paid no attention to the intruders, but continued
eating. When they returned to the boat, the old man asked
them what they had seen. They told, and he said, ‘Aye,
Big Sense has got her appetite yet’ By his advice they
made ready to return, and went into the boat, leaving the
old man on the shore. They bent down to get ready the
oars, and when they looked about again the island had
disappeared, and the old man along with it. Neither have
since been seen. Had the old man, or anything belonging
to the island, been taken away, or had the men even kept
their eyes upon it, the mysterious island would not have
disappeared.

A native of Barra was one day fishing in the Western
Ocean, and feeling a weight (trom) on his line, pulled it in
and found a man entangled upon it. He took the strange
fish home, and kept him for seven years. During that time
his captive never said a word, but on three different occasions
was heard to laugh. He ate whatever was set before him,
but was never heard to speak. The occasions on which he
laughed were, on hearing the servant man abusing a pair of
new shoes, on seeing his host pulling some barley beards off
his wife’s clothes, and on seeing a young woman weeping
bitterly. At the end of the seven years, a beautiful day
occurred in the middle of tempestuous winter weather. Such
days may be calculated on in the Hebrides, and are taken
advantage of for thatching houses, straw being at the time in

o
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greatest abundance. The man from the submarine land
remarked, that this was a very fine day for thatching the
houses in the place he came from. The conversation being
followed up, his host promised to let him down where he had
been fished up and restore him to his own country, if he
would tell the cause of his laughter on the three occasions
mentioned. On the first occasion, when he heard the servant
man abusing the new shoes for being too thin, he laughed
to think that the man would never wear them. It was a
case of

¢ New shoes little valued,
And no one knowing who was to wear them.’ !

The servant man died soon after, and another wore the shoes.
On the second occasion he saw his host’s wife coming in with
barley beards on the back of her clothes. He laughed to see
her husband pulling them off, as her too great intimacy with
the servant-man in the barn was the cause of their being there.
He laughed at the young woman weeping, because he knew
she was weeping for her laughter of last year. Others say
one of the occasions of the laughter was hearing people rating
the two dogs belonging to the house, in ignorance that the
animals were barking at robbers coming to plunder the house.

Exactly the same story is told in Tiree of a man fished up
near Biesta, on the north-west of the island. The tradition
has now almost become extinct, but old men averred, in proof
of its truth, that the fishing placed called ‘The Place of the
House’ (aite 'n tighe) near Port Biesta derives its name from
the mysterious man having been fished there. His name was
MacKelloch (MacCeallaich), and in his own country he was a
Prior or sort of judge. This became known when he was
lowered down, according to promise. The people below were
heard heartily welcoming him, and saying, ‘Have you come,
Prior ? Your life and health, Prior,” etc. (an d’ thaineadh tu,
Bhritheir ? Do bheatha ’s do shlainte, a Bhritheir). He is
also called the Fair-haired Prior (am Britheir Ban).

It is said that in Hamilton Moore’s Book of Navigation the
latitude and longitude of Roca is given. Tradition says a
ship once called there, and its crew was very hospitably enter-
tained by the islanders. When leaving the sailors were

1Brog thana ’s i gun mheas
Gun fhios co chaitheas i.
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accompanied to the shore and made to leave their shoes.
Whenever they left the shore the island disappeared. If they
had kept their shoes, and anything belonging to the island,
even a particle of its dust, had adhered to them, Roca Barra
would be still visible.

A native of Barra found a dun cow (mart odhar) on the
shore, and on being taken home it remained with him like
one of his other cows. Its calves were kept, till at last the
man’s stock consisted nearly all of that breed. When the dun
cow was getting old, and, as he thought, not profitable to keep
any longer, he spoke of killing it. Unfortunately this was
done in the hearing of the cow itself. Before next morning
the cow and all its progeny disappeared. No one saw or heard
them going, or could say where they had gone. It was supposed
the cow came originally from Roca Barra.

On another occasion a reddish and speckled calf (laogh breac
ruadh) was found on the shore. It became a most excellent
milch-cow, but whenever its calving time came it disappeared
mysteriously for a time, and none of its calves were ever seen.
It always, however, came back itself. It also was believed to
have come from the Green Island.

In the following ballad an account (though only in outline)
is given of the expedition of Sir Olave O’Corn to some island
in the remote west to fetch a wife for the King of Britain. In
the prose tales, Sir Olave is said to have been a sister’s son
of Kinarthur Maclvor, a king i# Ireland, and to have gone to
the Remote Island for a wife to the King of Ireland. The
ballad is probably not old. This copy was got from three
different individuals, who did not get their version from a
common source, at least within the present generation. The
name of the hero is given by some as Sir Callovaich.

SIR OLAVE O’CORN.

The King of Britain dreamt in his sleep
Of the fairest woman beneath the sun;
Sir Olave spoke generously,
I will go to seek the wife;
Myself, my servant, and my dog,
We will go, we three alone.
For five weeks and nine months
We were wearied traversing the ocean,
Before we saw land or soil
Or place where ship could rest.
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In the outskirt of the rough ocean,
Was seen a fresh grey-blue building,
Glass windows on its gable,
More numerous were dogs there than deer;
On a day when sailing close by it,
A chain was seen descending.
I caught it without awe or fear,
And swiftly up I made my way.
A woman of fresh white teeth was seen,
Sitting inside in the tower,
A mirror of glass on her two knees,
And I blessed her fair face.
¢Youth, who hast come across the sea,
Woretched is thy welcome to my house !
When the master of the house is come,
He asks not whether thou art strong or weak.’
¢As to thy lament, kind dame,
Alike to me are his love and hate.
Sir Olave was placed in hiding,
And the big man came in,
¢ Darling, delight, and love,
Great is my care for thee;
Rest thy head on my knee,
And I will play to thee on the harp.
The harping of the fair young woman,
Of bluest eye and whitest tooth !
They stole the sword from his belt,
And unawares took off his head.
And rather would he fall by her,
Than in combat with an equal foe.

Another tale, connected with some unknown remote western
land, is that of Screuchag (i.e. a shrill-voiced female), who was
speechless for seven years. It seems to have been at one
time well known in Argyllshire, though now rare. Verses of
it have been got in Tiree, at Loch Awe side, and from a
native of Morven. The expressions in the original are
remarkably smooth and graceful, and it would confer a boon
on students of Gaelic if the composition, of which the follow-
ing verses are but fragments were rescued from oblivion.

The Tiree story is, that 2 man found a young and beautiful
woman sleeping on a hillock. When wakened she would not
speak. He took her home, and, though apparently deaf and
| dumb, married her. He had three children by her. For
seven years she never uttered a word. At the end of that
| time his mother said she would make her speak. On the



198 J. Gregorson Campbell

occasion of a cow being killed, she put her on the other
side of a fire placed on the floor, with a ‘grey candle’
(coinneal ghlas), ze. a candle in which the cloth that serves
for a wick is wrapped round the tallow. The house was
filled with smoke, and the candle was dripping on her hands.
At last she spoke, and her mother-in-law followed up the
conversation :

¢By my dignity, black candle,

Though my hand is black beneath thy smoke,
Methinks that was not my wonted work,

In the great house of my father or mother.

¢ Cheerful lark, wonderful bird,

That came from the land of wild birds,
Thou hast called with stately cry

At the end of thy seventh year.

‘I know how it fared with you

When you chanced to be in your father’s house ;
A lean cow, blind of an eye, and with three teats,
A blind man and four of a company.

¢That is a lie,

For like we were there,

Silken banners raised on high,

A silken shirt on every man,

And the brown wine gurgling there.

A hundred young dames, of loftiest looks,
Were there with brown steeds and their bridles ;
Seven team were ploughing,

Making bread for my father’s house,
There were yew wands and neck wands,
And ornaments of gold and silver,

And nine chains of twisted gold,

In the house of my magnanimous big king,
In the house of King Sionnach ;

In the big house of lofty battlements,

On its roof-tree lies no root ;

Not of holly is it,

Nor of ivy,

Nor the alder,

Full of knobs,

But the wild fig, spear-like, full of sap, ()
With hosts around, and lofty smoke.

A mounted youth, of whitest limbs,

At speed over land and over waves,

And a brown maid with narrow eyebrows
Making sweet music in a rounded hillock.’

R ——
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It is, perhaps, mere conjecture to look in these idle tales
for a foundation of fact, or any reference to the distant lands
of the Western Hemisphere. At the same time, the manner
in which popular tales originate makes such a supposition
tenable. Frequently tales owe their origin and tenor to some
real occurrence, though just as frequently they are overlaid
and coloured by the unrestrained imagination to such an extent
that the original truth is lost sight of, and for historical uses
they are best treated as fictions. Independent records, the
Icelandic sagas, create a probability that in this case the tales
may have a slight historical value.

[celand was first discovered by the Norwegians in a.p. 860,
and was colonized by them in 874. About a century afterwards,
in a.0. 982, Greenland was discovered by the Norsemen from
Iceland, an<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>