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PREFACE

ALEXANDER ROBERTSON

ALEXANDER ROBERTSON, one of the band of young scholars
who fell in the Great War, was born on the 12th of January,
1882. His father, the late Robert Robertson, a distinguished
student of the University of Edinburgh, was for many years
headmaster of the Edinburgh Ladies’ College, one of the
largest secondary schools for girls in the kingdom. Alexander,
who was the elder son, was educated at George Watson’s
College, Edinburgh, where he gained, among other prizes,
the silver medal for English. Having matriculated at the
University of Edinburgh in 1gox, he won distinction in the
various classes he attended, and graduated M.A. in 1904.
Two years later he concluded his university course by taking
First Class Honours in History. After a term as assistant
anglais at the Lycée at Caen, he returned to his old school as
History Master. In the four years that followed, all his
spare time was given to strenuous study, while holidays in
France and Germany afforded him an opportunity of per-
fecting his knowledge of foreign languages. The work of a
schoolmaster, however, proved irksome to one whose interests
were primarily those of a scholar; and although he was
gradually coming to his own as a teacher, and attracting the
respect and even devotion which boys of a certain type render
to a master whom they admire, he was glad when the award
of a Carnegie Scholarship enabled him to proceed to the
University of Oxford. This Life of Sir Robert Moray, for
which he received the degree of B.Litt. in 1913, was the result
of two years’ study as a research student of New College.
A third year, during which he held a Carnegie Fellowship,
was devoted to a ‘‘ Life of Sir William Lockhart of Lee "—
another distinguished soldier and diplomatist of the seven-
teenth century—which has not yet been published.
v
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His appointment as Lecturer in History in the University
of Sheffield in January, 1914, realised his long cherished
ambition to secure an academic post ; but when, eight months
later, the war broke out, the path of honour and duty was
clear to him. With his usual conscientiousness, he refused
a commission on the ground that he did not know ‘‘ one end
of a rifle from the other,” and enlisted, in September, 1914,
as a private soldier in ‘“ A" (University) Company of the
Sheffield University and City Battalion, afterwards the 12th
(Service) Battalion of the York and Lancaster Regiment.
He was no athlete, and to a man of his nervous and sensitive
temperament, military duties were totally uncongenial.
But his indomitable will power enabled him to overcome his
aversion, and he found compensation in the friendships he
formed among his comrades of ““ A ”’ company. In December,
1915, he was ordered to Egypt, where, as the historian of the
battalion notes, many of the members of ‘“ A *’ company spent
their scanty hours of leisure in learning Italian and reading
Dante. When the battalion proceeded to France in the
following March, Robertson was detained for five weeks in
hospital at Marseilles. He rejoined his unit on the eve of the
Battle of the Somme, and fell with many of his comrades in
the attack on Serre on the 1st of July, 1916.

Like not a few of his gifted contemporaries in the trenches,
Robertson was led to give poetic expression to his thoughts
and experiences. Comrades, dated ‘‘ Somewhere in France,
May 28, 1916,” ran into three editions ; and in 1918 another
booklet was published under the title of The Last Poems of
Alexander Robertson, with an introduction by the late Pro-
fessor Hume Brown, Historiographer-Royal for Scotland.!

These poems reflect the thoughts of the author during his

1 Nos. 36 and 45 respectively of the ‘* Second Century *’ of the Vigo Cabinet
Series published by Elkin Mathews, London. The second edition of Comrades
contained a portrait of the author. Three of the poems appeared in Soldier
Poets (Erskine Macdonald, 1916), and two in The Muse in Arms, edited by
E. B. Osborn (Murray, 1917). See also For Remembrance: Soldier Poets
who have Fallen in the War, by A. St. John Adcock (Hodder and Stoughton,
second edition, 1920), pp. 214-8; and R. A. Sparling’s History of the 12th
Sevvice Battalion York and Lancaster Regiment (Sheffield, 1920), pp. 58,
73 and appendix.
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military life. In * Passing Oxford in a Troop-Train,” for
example, he meditates on the strange chance which has
brought ‘‘ The scholar’s city into view,” and

“The Cumnor Hills with Arnold’s tree
And Iffley’s ancient house of prayer
And sunlit slopes of Shotover.”

In “ A Wish: New College Library,” a copy of which now
hangs on its walls, he would fain once more

‘ Sit by the open window where the air
Comes fragrant from the garden’s blaze of flowers
And unselfconscious pass the silent hours
Of afternoon, or wander here and there
Finding quaint wisdom in old volumes rare.”

Among the many memories which crowd upon him during
the voyage through the Mediterranean Sea, ‘‘ The Pillars
of Hercules "’ recall the fabled isles, where

& .. with wistful minds they set
Beyond the guardian terror of these seas
The beauty of the hid Hesperides.”

But whether he dwells on love of Oxford days, the literary
and historical associations of the scene, or home ties and
affections, there runs through all the characteristic note of
the stern self-discipline with which he braced himself for the
ordeal of battle :—

o . keen to maintain,
Though not assuréd hope in beneficent pain,
Hope that the truth of the world is not what appears,
Hope in the triumph of man for the price of his tears.”

For those of us who knew him well, the poems are ‘‘ the vivid
presentment of the man.”” As Professor Hume Brown wrote :
“ They display all his intellectual eagerness, his consuming
desire ‘ to know the best that has been thought and said in
the world.” Everywhere the poems suggest a wide outlook
on life and the world—the result of earnest reflection and of
wide and various reading. They suggest, moreover, a mind
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that had long grappled with life’s problems and had arrived
at conclusions which sufficed for the inspiration of his own . . .
[They] are the testimony of one who spent his life in converse
with the noblest ideals, and was prepared to make the greatest
of sacrifices at the call of what he regarded as his duty.”
Robertson’s main characteristics were, indeed, a certain high
seriousness, an over-ruling sense of duty and of loyalty
to truth as he saw it, and a fastidious conscientiousness.
To the casual acquaintance he might seem reserved and even
proud. But his intimate friends were aware that the reserve
was the almost unconscious defence of one essentially shy
and not infrequently diffident of his own powers. Nor were
these qualities inconsistent with a happy wit and repartee—
““ Robertsonianisms,”’ as his set at Oxford termed them—
which made him the centre of any gathering of kindred
spirits. '

To one of Robertson’s temperament and interests, the varied
career and character of Sir Robert Moray made a strong
appeal. He thoroughly enjoyed a study which involved
researches in the libraries and archives of Oxford, London,
and Edinburgh, Yester House in Berwickshire, and Maastricht
in Holland, and which allowed him to sojourn once again in
Paris. To France, like a true ‘“ Scot Abroad,” he was
devotedly attached ; and his own brief military service in
that country now adds a touch of pathos to his account of
Sir Robert’s career as a recruiting agent for France and as
Colonel of the Scottish Guards—an aspect of Scottish history
which the unpublished material in Paris enabled him to
elucidate fully for the first time. The same thoroughness
characterises those chapters which throw fresh light on the
relations between Charles I. and the Scots, on certain problems
of the Restoration, and on the administration of Scotland
during the Lauderdale regime. That he saw his subject
‘““ steadily and saw it whole "—to adapt the words of his
favourite poet—is proved by his excellent chapter on Sir
Robert Moray and the Royal Society in which the develop-
ment of science in this country is dealt with in the light of a
general European movement. Nor can the discerning reader
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fail to realise something of the biographer’s own character
from the sympathetic care and minuteness with which the
moral and intellectual qualities of Sir Robert are set forth.

Only a few pages of the revision which Robertson had in
hand have been traced, and the work is now published sub-
stantially as he left it. In some places the narrative has been
condensed by the present writer, mainly for reasons of space,
but in the abbreviated version the language of the original
has been preserved. Another of his friends, Mr. F. P. Wilson,
Lincoln College, Oxford, has kindly read the proofs.

In the circumstances it is now impossible to record the
names of all to whom the author was indebted in the course
of his researches. Mention may be made of the late Marquess
of Tweeddale, who readily granted access to the Lauderdale
Letters preserved at Yester House; of the late Mr. David
Douglas, Edinburgh, for kind permission to utilise the
transcripts of the Kincardine Papers in his possession ; and
of the officials of the Royal Society for similar facilities.
During the progress of the work Sir Charles Firth was a
continual source of help and encouragement.

Finally, a grant from the Carnegie Trust for the Universi-
ties of Scotland, which has facilitated the publication of the
work in its present form, is gratefully acknowledged.

HenrY W. MEIKLE.


















CHAPTER 1
1608-1641

EARLY YEARS—RELATIONS WITH RICHELIEU AND THE
SCOTTISH COVENANTERS

IN the reign of David the First a Fleming called Freskin
obtained large estates in Moray and in the south of Scotland.
A descendant of his second grandson, named Walter de
Moravia, held extensive lands in Moray, and acquired,
probably by marriage, the lordship of Bothwell in Lanark-
shire. From him were descended the Morays of Bothwell.
During the War of Independence Sir Andrew Moray of
Bothwell helped to defend the national cause. His grandson,
Sir John, married (1299) Mary, only daughter of Malise, sixth
Earl of Strathearn, and thus acquired, with other lands,
those of Abercairney in that Earldom.! The fortunes of
the Morays of Abercairney from 1299 to 1574 need not be
traced. In the latter year a certain Robert Moray became
the head of the family. His third son, Sir Mungo Moray of
Craigie, in Perthshire, married a daughter of George Halkett
of Pitfirran. Their family consisted of two sons, Robert and
William, of whom the latter, as Sir William Moray, became
Master of the Works to Charles II., and the former, the future
Sir Robert Moray, was destined to a distinguished career.?

Robert, the elder of the two brothers, was born between
the roth of March, 1608, and the roth of March, 1609.® His

1 H.M.C. Reports, 111. MSS. of the Morays of Abercairney, 416.

2 Burke, Landed Gentry of Great Britain, 11th edition, 1906, 1186-87.
*Burke is an unsatisfactory authority, but he is the only one with regard to
the question of Moray’s parentage.

3 Rijks Avchieven in Limburg, Maastricht. Moray resided in Maastricht
(1657-1659) and in the archives of that town there is one document relating
to an event which happened during his stay. He appeared before the
authorities on March ioth, 1659. ‘‘On the 1oth of March, 1659, appeared Sir
Robert Moray, Knight, born in Scotland, Privy Councillor of the King of
Great Britain in Scotland, and Colonel of the Scottish Guards in the service of
His Majesty, the King of France, aged fifty years, presented by Everard,

master of the Craft of masons. He took under this craft the necessary oath,
and the right of citizenship was granted him, according to custom.”

1
B



2 THE LIFE OF SIR ROBERT MORAY

father, Sir Mungo Moray, died at some date between 1617
and 1629.! Of his education practically nothing is known.
According to Anthony Wood, “his youth was spent in good
letters, partly in the University of St. Andrews, and partly
in France’ 2; while according to John Aubrey, ‘‘ his juvenile
education was at school and the University.”® He was
certainly not a student at the University of St. Andrews*;
and it is impossible to say at which, if any, of the French
Universities or Colleges his time was spent.

With regard to the next stage of his career Aubrey states
that ““ he betook himself to military employment in the service
of Louis XIII. He was at last Lieutenant-Colonel to 2
They say he was an excellent soldier.” 8 Wood repeats these
statements,® and Burnet also mentions that ‘‘ he served in
France.”” He may have been in a French regiment, but it
is much more probable that he was in a Scottish regiment
or company. Before 1639 there was only one such regiment,?
and one such company in the French army. The latter was the
famous Compagnie de Gens d’Armes Ecossais, re-established
in 1624, and nominally composed of 100 men. An incom-
plete list of their names has been preserved, and that of
Moray does not figure in it.? On the whole, it is more likely

1 Registrum Magni Sigilli Regum Scotorum, Record Series, 1617, p. 568, no.
1575. Apud Edinburgh, 23 January . .. Test. M. Wil. Buchannane, preposito
de Methven, Quintigerno et Jacobo Murrayis fratribus germanis dicti D. Wil.
(Murray de Abercairney, militis). Reg. Mag. Sig., 1629, p. 470, no. 1388.
Apud Holyrood, 1 April. . . . Tenend. dicto Wil. juniori et heredibus masc.
ejus de corpore legitime procreandis, quibus deficientibus, Davidi M., ejus
fratri et heredibus (etc.), quibus def., Roberto M. filio seniori legit. quond.
Quintigerni M., fratris dicti D. Wil., et heredibus, etc.

2 A. Wood, Athenae Oxon., 3rd edition, London, 1813~1820, III. 725-26.

3 X}ohn Aubrey, Brief Lives, ed. A Clark, Oxford, 1898, II. 81.

¢ The Matriculation Roll of St. Andrews University contains the signatures
of all the students. Between 1612-1629 there is only one Robert Murray.

1612 : Entered at St. Leonard’s College, St. Andrews, Robertus Murray.

1615 : Graduated M.A., Robertus Moray.

Scottish University students of former times were very youthful, but to
graduate at the age of seven must have been beyond even their competence !

5 John Aubrey, op. cit., II. 81.

8 A. Wood, op. cit., 111. 725-26.

? G. Burnet, Hist. of My Own Time, ed. O. Airy, Oxford, 1897, I. 104.

8 Lettres, Instructions Diplomatiques et Papiers d'Etat du Cardinal de
Richelien, ed. Denis Avenel (Collection de Documents Inédits sur I’'Histoire de
France), Paris, 1853-1877, VI, 88-89.

9 F. Michel, Les Ecossais en France, Londr. et Bordeaux, 1862, II. 280-85.
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that he belonged to the Scottish regiment which joined the
French army under Colonel Sir John Hepburn in 1633.!

In whatever regiment he served, there seems to be little
doubt that Moray must have gained a considerable reputation.
Burnet’s statement that ‘“ he got into such a degree of favour
with Cardinal Richelieu that few strangers were ever so much
considered by him as he was "’ 2 is confirmed, to some extent,
by the independent testimony of Patrick Gordon in his
Short Abridgement of Britane’s Distemper, written probably
between 1647 and 1650, but not published till 1844.2
Gordon’s assertions as to Moray’s relations with Richelieu
are, however, much more precise than those of Burnet ; in-
deed, he is the only authority who gives a detailed account
of any of Moray’s actions before 1642. What he says is so
interesting and important that it deserves to be quoted in
full :(—

““ For how soon the Puritans began to vent their malcon-
tents against King Charles, for seeking to establish the
English form of worship in Scotland by the Service-Book,
when the French King’s darling, his minion, by whose advice
all was done, and without whom nothing could be intended
or concluded—that rich store-house of state policy—Cardinal
de Richelieu, his far-reaching projects took hold of this fit
occasion that Britain might also be a sufferer and no longer
a beholder ” [i.e., of the Thirty Years’ War]. *‘ To this end
there is an ambassador for England to capitulate with King
Charles for establishment of a new league, offensive and
defensive, with France; which the King was too wise to
yield unto, having received no injury from his neighbour
Princes, nor had Spain nor the Austrian family given him
any just occasion to break the peace already concluded with
them. Nevertheless, he promised to prove a kind and
loving friend to his brother of France, if any Prince of
Christendom encroached upon him or sought his prejudice.
Although this was all that could be looked for from so
judicious a Prince, yet could it not be satisfaction to the

1 D.N.B., IX. 609, s.w. Sir John Hepburn.

2 Burnet, 0.7 ., I. 104.

3 P. Gordon, Short Abridgement of Britane’s Distemper, Spalding Club, 1844,
5~6; D.N.B., VIII. 222, s.v. Patrick Gordon.
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Cardinal, who sought but an occasion to put fuel to that fire
which was but newly begun to burn in Britain by the head-
strong and never-pleased Puritan faction.

“Wherefore, choosing forth a man fit for his purpose amongst
a great many of the Scots gentry that haunted the French
court (for by reason of the ancient league betwixt the French
and them, they love always to breed themselves in France)
he chooses forth one, Sir Robert Moray, a man endowed with
sundry rare qualities, and a very able man for the Cardinal’s
project. After he had sounded the depth of this man’s
mind, and finding he was indifferent so as he could make a
fortune, whether it were with the King or with the mal-
contented Puritans, he finds no difficulty to persuade him
that his love to the Scots, by virtue of the ancient league,
made him extremely to lament their case; for that (their
King was now in hand with) was not, as it was pretended,
merely for religion, but the chief end both of the King and
his cabinet council was to reduce Scotland to a province,
without which he was strongly persuaded that he could
never bring the whole island to one entire monarchy; but
if the Scots, said they, will stand to their ancient freedom,
France shall not be wanting in so just a cause. In end, this
gentleman was so taken with divers favours and courtesies
which the Cardinal thrust upon him, as he takes in hand to
return home and work upon this subject. Wherein he
advanced so far, as the next year after he went back to give
an account of his endeavours, and having (as it was found by
event) bound up a secret league between the Cardinal and
Argyle, who was then the head of the Covenant, to show how
well the Cardinal was pleased, the Earl of Irvine, Argyle’s
brother, is chosen to have the leading of 2,000 men, to be
levied in Scotland, and sernt over to France, with many new
privileges, as that they should be one of the first regiments
of the Guard, and that they should have their preachers with
them and free use of their religion, with sundry other favours :
the money is sent, the regiment levied, and Sir Robert Moray
made Lieutenant-Colonel.”

It is not easy to determine how much truth there is in
this narrative. The question involves a brief consideration
of Richeliew’s attitude to the Scottish rebellions of 1639
and 1640, so far as that is known from sources other than
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Gordon’s book. If Richelieu had any relations with the
Scottish Covenanters, they must have been formed between
August, 1637, when the riot occurred in the Church of St.
Giles, and August, 1640, when the Second Bishops’ War
terminated. During most of the period, Pomponne de
Bellitvre was French Ambassador in England.?

From July, 1637, until the summer of 1638, negotiations
were being carried on between France and England, and it
was hoped that the articles of an alliance for mutual assist-
ance might be agreed on. = This fact, and many others, make
it impossible to believe in the authenticity of the correspond-
ence between Richelieu and d’Estrades (Nov., Dec., 1637),
according to which d’Estrades was sent to ask for the
neutrality of England should France and Holland attack the
Spanish Netherlands. Charles, in fact, told Belli¢vre that
he would help the allies, and yet in d’Estrades’ letter it is
said that he refused even to remain neutral, and that, in
consequence, Richelieu resolved to send his almoner, the
Abbé Chambres, to Scotland. There, along with a Lord
Gordon and a clergyman, Mobil, he was to incite the Scots
to active hostility against their King.2

Just as the Cardinal made no attempt to inflame the Scots
before the summer of 1638, so, after March, 1639, he made
no definite promises to them. With regard to the intervening
period, the matter is not so certain. By the summer of 1638
the English Government had shown that the proposed treaty
with France would not be concluded. Early in March, 1639,
Bellievre was convinced that Henrietta Maria was at the
head of a strong Spanish party in the English court. All
this must have been annoying for Richelieu, and therefore
it is rather significant that, by the 24th of March, Chambres
had arrived in England.® According to Salomon,* he either

! C. H. Firth, Notes on the Diplomatic Relations of Ewgland and France,
1603-88, Oxford, 1906, 35-36. Belliévre was recalled in Feb. 1640.

* Ranke, History of England, Oxford, 1875, V. App., 457-63.

3 Avch. des Aff. Et., 47, . 416.

i F. Salomon, Frankreichs Beziehungen zu dem Schottischen Aufstand,
Berlin, 1890, 16.
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went, or was intended to go, as far as Scotland, and the un-
known writer of a letter of April, 1640, declares that he saw
a letter from Chambres’ brother to the almoner, in which
there was the following clause :(—

‘“ That he rejoiced much at the favour his brother, the

almoner, had with his master, and that thereby he had so
obliged the nobility of Scotland, which was a great content-
ment and expectation too for them all.”’?
These words are suspicious, and Ranke, who discredited the
d’Estrades correspondence, says of Chambres: *‘ Alliances
between the Scots and Cardinal Richelieu had already been
formed ; they were carried on through his almoner.” 2

However this may be, Belli¢vre did enter into relations
with the Scots. In March he had proposed that this should
be done, and on the 7th of July he reported that he had spoken
to some Scots of the Covenanting party. They had already
left for Edinburgh in order to further his designs there.

‘ Mais cela ne suffit pas,” he continued. *‘ Il est nécessaire
de donner cette affaire a déduire 4 une ou deux personnes
d’esprit, auxquels on se puisse fier, tels que sont deux Ecossais
qui sont en cette ville, lesquels n’ont pas assez de bien pour
faire le voyage a leurs dépenses.”?

On the 8th of August Chavigny, one of the ministers employed
under Richelieu, replied that Louis XIII. had never intended
to entangle himself in the affairsof Scotland. Inany-case,the
present moment was not favourable, and, moreover, Belliévre
must indicate who were the two persons of whomhe had spoken.
On the 2nd of October Chavigny wrote again in a negative
strain.* Nevertheless, Loudoun and the Scots still main-
tained relations through Dishington with the French Ambas-
sador. They announced their intention of requesting Louis
XIII. to mediate between them and Charles if their dispute
with him was not shortly settled. If mediation should prove
impossible, they would ask the French King for protection.

1 Cal. Dom. S.P. (1640), 100-01.

? Ranke, op. cit., I1. 156.

3 Ranke, ibid., V. App., 457-63.
¢ F. Salomon, 0p. cit., 24-27, 51-53
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After Bellitvre’s recall in February, 1640, William Colvil
arrived in Paris about the 1oth of March with aletter from the
Covenanting leaders to Louis XIII.* Richelieu refused to
make any dangerous promises. Still he was anxious not to
offend the Scots, and he suggested that, if England concluded
an alliance with Spain, France would conclude one with
Scotland.?

Thus it appears that, although there is no definite proof
that Richelien had made actual arrangements with the
Scottish rebels, yet he did not refuse to encourage them with
vague hopes. In other words, he favoured a policy which
would not compromise the French Government, but which
would greatly influence the decisions of the Scottish leaders.

In the light of the facts which have been mentioned, how
far does Gordon’s story seem probable? He states that
Moray was sent to Scotland in 1639; and it is in the early
part of that year, as we have seen, that Richelieu’s actions
are open to suspicion. Moray probably was in Scotland in
1639, for, according to Anthony Wood, ‘“ he was General
of the Ordnance in Scotland when the Presbyterians there
first set up and maintained their Covenant.”® Richelieu may
have sent Moray to Scotland to levy troops for the French
service. Other Scots, such as Alexander Erskine, half-
brother of the Earl of Mar, were sent north in 1638 for this
purpose.* Or again, like many other Scottish soldiers of
fortune, he may have returned to his native country at the
beginning of the troubles. In either case Richelieu may have
requested Moray, of whom he had a high opinion, to urge
on revolt, and he may have held out indefinite hopes of French
support in certain eventualities. On the other hand, if
Moray was in Scotland as a recruiting officer at that time,
Gordon may have drawn unwarranted inferences from his
activity in that capacity. If Richelieu did send him to
Scotland to foment rebellion, it is strange that Belli¢vre

1 Cal. Dom. S.P. (1640), 103-104.

? Denis Avenel, op. cit.,, VI. 676-78.

3 A. Wood, op. cit., II1. 725-6.

¢ D. Avenel, op. cit., V. 847; Arch. des Aff. El., 47, f. 238.
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should have remained in ignorance. This appears to have
been the case: for in March, 1639, Belli¢vre proposed
French interference in Scottish affairs as something new.
Nor is it likely that Moray was one of the two ““ personnes
d’esprit”’ of whom Belli¢vre wrote in July, 1639. Richelieu
does not seem to have approved of them. Chavigny’s letter
of October, objecting to the proposal, was even more emphatic
than that of August. Yet by October he would know the
names of the persons whom the ambassador suggested for
employment. This does not accord with Burnet’s account
of the Cardinal’s opinion of Moray’s abilities. Finally, it
may be noted that Gordon’s statements are too often made
without adequate substantiation. No proof exists of “a
secret league between the Cardinal and Argyle,” and one
would like to know what were ‘‘ the divers favours and
courtesies thrust ”” upon Moray.

Yet in spite of the many arguments that may be brought
forward against the assertion that Moray was Richelieu’s
political agent, it is difficult simply to ignore the statements
in the Short Abridgement. 1t is true that no other contem-
porary royalist historian—neither Wishart the biographer
of Montrose, nor James Gordon—makes any mention of
such a relationship. But Patrick Gordon has signal merits
as an historical writer. He is not impartial, but he generally
speaks of persons with sobriety and moderation. He wrote
shortly after the events in question, and he displays consider-
able knowledge of Scottish affairs.

If his narrative is untrue, it is not likely to be deliberately
false. It is possible that Gordon had information from a
source not open to others, and that he was prevented from
substantiating his charges by the fact that their object was
alive and in Scotland when he was writing. His informant,
therefore, might not wish to be known. If this theory is
correct, Gordon’s inaccuracy may have been unintentional.
Moreover, the object which Gordon had in view in his Short
Abridgement must be kept in mind. In 1647, Wishart had
issued his work on Montrose, and Gordon considered that the
actions of the royalist, Huntly, had been placed in an un-
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favourable light.! He intended to rectify the error and, but
for his death in 1650, his Short Abridgement would have been
published at an early date.? Huntly, who was captain of the
Compagnie de Gens d’Armes Ecossais, had not served in
France since 1636 2; and by 1639 he was bitterly opposed
to that country, as he considered that he had been badly
treated by the French Government.* In 1642 Lothian tried
to make an arrangement with him as to the future command
of the Company, but Huntly proved a very difficult person
to deal with.® He was no doubt greatly annoyed at the
much more generous treatment which, he assumed, Irvine
and Moray had received (1642),° and he would be inclined to
attribute it to Argyle’s political position as a Covenanter.
Gordon evidently shared this view; and it is permissible,
therefore, to suppose that, owing to the hostility between
the families of Huntly and Argyle, Gordon drew unwarranted
inferences regarding the conduct of Argyle and Moray from
circumstances which were merely suspicious.

Obviously it is impossible to pronounce for certain what
relations, if any, there were between Moray and Richelieu in
regard to the Scottish rebellions. But the remarks in the
Short Abridgement at least imply that Moray was in Scotland in
1639, and it has been seen that Anthony Wood makes a more
definite statement to that effect. According to Gordon, he
returned to France in 1640. This may be true, but it is
unlikely that he remained there for any length of time. The
Covenanting leaders kept as many military men in Scotland
as possible. Erskine, for example, who had come from
France in 1638 in order to raise a regiment, was still in the
north in August, 1640. In that month, as well as in the
corresponding month of 1639, the leading Covenanters wrote

! J. Dunn in the Preface to the Short Abridgement.

2 According to Dunn he probably died before 1660. In the D.N.B., VIII.
222, the date 1650 is given.

3 W. Gordon, Hist. of the House of Gordon, Edin. 1726, II. 171.

4 Avch. des Aff. Et., 47, £. 545.

5 Corr. of the Earls of Ancrum and Lothian, ed. D. Lans, Edin. 1875, I. 140.

¢ As a matter of fact the French Government was not at all forward in
bestowing favours upon Irvine and Moray. See post, Chap. II.






CHAPTER 1II
1641-1645

FORMATION OF THE NEW REGIMENT OF THE SCOTTISH GUARDS
—MORAY APPOINTED LIEUTENANT-COLONEL—CAMPAIGN
UNDER D’ENGHIEN AND GUEBRIANT—IMPRISONMENT IN
BAVARIA.

SociETYy and institutions in France underwent important
changes in the course of the seventeenth century, but no
transformation was more marked than that of the army.
In times of peace the predecessors of Louis XIII. maintained
only a few regiments of infantry and some companies of
cavalry. Even if they had the wish to maintain a large army,
they were not in the position te do so. Henry IV. was
content with a peace establishment of 10,000 men. This
number increased during the minority of his successor, but
the augmentation was not very great until the fourth decade
of the century when France engaged in war against the House
of Hapsburg. By 1639 the foot-soldiers numbered 125,800
and the cavalry 22,380.2

It had been no easy matter to achieve this result, and the
task had been rendered more difficult by the conditions under
which it had to be performed. Had it been possible to
institute obligatory military service, the matter would have
been comparatively simple ; but, in the seventeenth century,
when the system of privilege was dominant, no such idea
could be entertained.? Voluntary enlistment was the only
alternative. In these circumstances Richelieu was forced to
look for soldiers outside as well as within the realm. Not
only was the supply of French volunteers inadequate ; they
were lacking in other respects.

! Lavisse, Histoire de France, V1. (ii), 317-318 ; Georges d’Avenel, Richelieu
et la Monarchie Absolue, 111. 42-5. .
2 Louis André, Michel Le Tellier et I'Organisation de I’ Aymée Monaychique,

Montpellier, 1906, 207~8.
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‘* Je suis obligé de remarquer,”” he writes, ‘“ qu’il est presque
impossible d’entreprendre avec succes de grandes guerres avec
des Frangois seuls. Les étrangers sont absolument néces-
saires pour maintenir le corps des Armées et, si la cavalerie
frangoise est bonne pour combattre, on ne peut se passer de
Iétrangeére pour faire les gardes et supporter toutes les
fatigues d’'une armée. Notre nation bouillante et ardente
aux combats n’est ni vigilante & se garder ni propre A
former des desseins ou des entreprises qui ne se peuvent
exécuter sans peine. Les armées francoises étoient toujours
composées de la moitié d’étrangers, et nous avons expérimenté
combien il est dangéreux d’en user autrement.’”’?

Moreover, the system of enlisting troops in foreign countries
was universal, and if France did not engage them, Spain would
do so, and thereby gain an advantage over her enemy.?

The French Government had, therefore, a sufficient number
of reasons for pursuing this policy. For the most part, it
was in Germany and Switzerland that such soldiers of fortune
were to be found ; but the various German States became
increasingly unwilling to permit their subjects to transfer
their services abroad. They required too many recruits
themselves. The Swiss cantons also were alarmed at the
trend of the war, and felt that at any time they might need
to fight in self-defence. Hence levies had to be sought
elsewhere, in Poland, in Italy, and among the Catalans.® Nor
was it unnatural for Richelien to direct his attention to
Scotland, not only because of the ancient relations between
the two countries, but also because of its attitude to this
question of foreign enlistments.

It is not necessary to consider here the attitude of the
authorities before 1625. Since that date there had been three
definite periods in the policy of Charles I. and the Privy
Council. Between 1625 and 1633 permission had been given
for the enlisting of about 30,000 men, most of whom were
destined for the armies of Denmark, Sweden, and the United

1 Lavisse, op. cit., VI. (ii), 318—9; Denis Avenel, Lettres de Richelieu, VI,
88-9, 138—41, 211-3, 238—40. These reveal Richelieu’s interest in levies.

* Georges d’Avenel, op. cit., III. 19-21.
2 Lavisse, op. cit.,, V1. (ii), 319.
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Provinces. The second period extends from 1633 to 1637.
During the preceding years the levies had all been intended
for Protestant Powers. They continued to be supplied to
Holland and Sweden ; but a new departure was taken in 1633
when troops were voted for Catholic France, which, however,
‘was the ally of the Protestants. Since 1638 permission had
been given to Alexander Erskine and to Lord Gray to raise
regiments for France, but there is no record of troops being
sent to other countries between that date and 1641. Hence,
although, owing to the Bishops’ War, the last two levies
had not prospered, Richelien would be encouraged by the
policy of the Scottish authorities to seek for recruits beyond
the Tweed.?

Particularly in 1641 was there every reason why he should
be anxious to obtain new regiments. From 1638 to 1640
French arms had been favoured with -almost unbroken
success, but the campaign of 1641 proved disappointing.
“In Italy and in Artois the French troops had enough to
do to hold their own. Charles of Lorraine was restored to his
Duchy, only to prove once more a traitor to his promises,
and his Duchy had to be reoccupied before the year was over.
In Germany Guébriant defeated the Imperialists at Wolfen-
biittel, but the death of Baner and other causes prevented
the allies from gaining any important results by their
success.” 2 During May and June of that year Montereul,
the French chargé d’affaires in England, reported that the
English- and Scottish armies would probably soon be dis-
banded and that various Colonels were offering their services
to France.? Thus conditions in Britain would seem to
Richelieu to be favourable to his own requirements.

In July, 1641, therefore, Jacques d'Etampes, Marquis de
la Ferté-Imbault, was sent to England as ambassador in

1 R.P.C. of Scot. 2nd Series (1625-1643). 1. ed. D. Masson; II-VII, ed.
P. Hume Brown. See Indexes under ‘‘ Soldiers.”’

2 R. Lodge, Richelieu, Foreign Statesmen Series, 1908, 207-8.
3 Arch. des Aff. Et., 48, £f. 368, 382, 389.
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ordinary.! Amongst his other duties he was instructed to
do his utmost to obtain troops for France in England, in
Ireland, and in Scotland. He was also to thwart similar
endeavours on the part of Spanish agents in London. With
his activities in regard to English and Irish recruits we are
not concerned, nor even (at least directly) with his relations
to Scottish officers such as Douglas, Fullerton, Lundy and
Gray, whose names occur frequently in his correspondence.
It is sufficient to note that the regiment of the Scottish
Guards was only one of many which he endeavoured to raise.

He arrived in London on the 18th of July, and the events
of the following autumn exercised an important influence
upon the course of his negotiations. On the roth of August
the English Parliament concluded a definite settlement
with the Scots,2 and on the same day Charles left London
for Edinburgh,® which he reached a few days later. His
departure was looked upon with grave misgivings by the
Commons of England, and it was only certain parties in
Scotland who welcomed his arrival. Charles believed that
with the support of the “ Incendiaries "’ and the * Plotters ”
he might be able to utilise Scotland against the English Parlia-
ment, which by its actions in 1641 had so mortally offended
him. He found, however, that the Covenanting party,
headed by Argyle, was dominant in Parliament and the
country. In these circumstances Charles granted to the
Estates all that was demanded of him. But in return for all
his concessions he did not obtain what he had hoped for.
The effort of the Royalists to overthrow Argyle proved abor-
tive (October 12, 1641). The power of the Covenanters was
in fact increased; and Charles tried to gratify them by
creating Leslie and Loudoun Earls and by making Argyle a
Marquis. On the 28th of October he announced to the Parlia-
ment that he had received news of the Rebellionin Ireland, and

L C, H. Firth, Notes on the Diplomatic Relations between France and England
1603-1688, Oxford, 1906, 36.

2P, Hume Brown, History of Scotland, Cambridge Hist. Series, 1902,
II. 321.

3 Political History of England, VII, (Montague), 247.
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on the 18thof November heleft for London. Afterhisdeparture
from that city the Houses had adjourned, but on the 20th of
October they had reassembled ; and the anxiety with which they
had contemplated his journey to the north was augmented by
the tidings which came from Ireland. From the time of the
King’s return until August, 1642, events were gradually
drifting towards civil war.

On the 3rd of October La Ferté wrote to Sublet de Noyers,
the Minister of War :

“ Le Comte de Argyle m’a écrit et fait écrire par le Lieu-
tenant-Colonel du Baron de Londy qu’on serait bien aise en
Ecosse que le Roi voullit avoir un régiment écossais qui
portat le titre de Régiment des Gardes écossaises. Le Comte
de Argyle qui est celui qui gouverne tout en Ecosse offre de
le faire faire &4 son frére, de 4000 hommes, si ’'on veut.””?
He wrote in a hopeful strain, but many months were to pass
before everything was definitely settled, and the Ambassador
frequently despaired of a successful termination to his efforts.

Before following their course, it is necessary to consider
what were the obstacles to a more speedy conclusion. Argyle
and La Ferté might wish such a regiment to be raised, but it
was necessary to satisfy Charles, the Scottish Privy Council,?
and the French Government of its desirability before any-
thing could be effected. There were difficulties with each
of the three parties. The King was not anxious to show
unnecessary favours to Argyle, the extent of whose power in
Scotland he had seen only too clearly. Much more important
was the fact that, if he granted La Ferté’s request, he would
annoy the Spanish party, which was still fairly strong at
the Court.? With the Scottish Privy Council the difficulties
were even more numerous. It is true that, save for three
regiments of foot and one of horse, the army had been
disbanded.* Yet before it rose the Scottish Parliament had
declared that no recruits were to be raised or sent abroad

1 Avch, des Aff. Et., 48, £. 431.

2 The Estates rose on Nov. 17, 1641.

3 Arch. des Aff. Et., 49, ff. 152, 160.
44.P.S., V. 662b.
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until an answer had been returned from the Diet at Ratisbon
about the affairs of the Prince Palatine. On the 12th of
November it voted that 10,000 foot soldiers should be sent to
Germany to assist him.2 These troops were not sent, but this
was only because of the outbreak of the Irish Rebellion. The
Scottish nation wasasinterested in its progress as the English.
There were many Scotsin Ireland, and Charles was suspected of
complicity in the affair. Hence when the English Parliament
voted troops for the suppression of the revolt and expressed
the hope that Scotland would come to its assistance, 10,000
men were offered for that purpose.? It proved no easy matter
to fulfil the promise. Nor could the Council during the early
months of 1642 fail to see that civil war appeared inevitable
in England, and that in that war Scotland might ultimately
be involved.* To permit recruits to be raised for France
might offend the English Parliament, for the question of the
levies was connected with a proposal to renew the old Franco-
Scottish alliance on an even stronger basis.> Finally, there
were the jealousies among the leading Scottish statesmen,
which had been so obvious to Charles during his stay in
Edinburgh, and which made some of them anxious to prevent
an arrangement so favourable to the interests of Argyle.S
Even the French Government displayed hesitation and re-
luctance. It had, indeed, commissioned La Ferté to under-
take such a task, but it was not willing to accept troops on
conditions which it considered disadvantageous and onerous.
Yet precisely because of the obstacles which the Ambassador
met with, he was inclined to grant very favourable terms to
Kintyre, the brother of Argyle.”

Fortunately, however, there were weighty reasons to impel
the King, the Privy Council, and the French Government to
acquiesce. Charles might hope by yielding to gain the

1 Ibid., V. 349.

2 Ibid., V. 385.

3 R.P.C. of Scot., 2nd Series, VII. ed. P. Hume Brown, xxii~ix.

4 Aych. des Aff. Et., 40, f. 9. Jan. 16, 1642.

5 Ibid., f. 35. Feb. 13, 1642. La Ferté on English fears regarding Franco-
Scottish Alliance.

8 Ibid., f. 19. Jan. 30, 1642.
7Ibid., f. 17. Jan. 23, 1642; f. 19. Jan. 30, 1642.
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Scottish Covenanters to his side. If they refused to assist
him, even after this further proof of his good intentions, he
would at least have got rid of possible enemies. The greater
the number of recruits the better for him. This was a point
of view which Richelieu had suggested some years before to
Belli¢vre.l To the Privy Council it must have been obvious
that if Scotland were eventually involved in the approaching
civil war, French help might be very valuable. It would be
inexpedient, therefore, to disoblige the Government of
France. Even if the future proved less clouded than their
fears anticipated, Richelieu would be more inclined to restore
the ancient privileges of Scots in France if his wishes as to
recruits received favourable consideration.? Moreover, the
existence of such a regiment would provide honourable
occupation for the sons of noble houses, and it would enable
the Council to expatriate some of the numerous vagabonds
who constituted a danger to the public peace.®? To the French
Government La Ferté pointed out that as the sons of the
nobles would take positions as captains and lieutenants in the
regiment, there would be little difficulty in obtaining recruits
for it in the future. The captains of the various companies
would receive an excellent training so as to become capable
of higher commands should France wish to raise fresh regi-
ments in Scotland at some later time.*

The course of the prolonged negotiations of the French
ambassador may now be briefly traced. In reply to Argyle’s
letter La Ferté wrote on the 21st of November, begging him to
send either Kintyre, his brother, or a nobleman who was with
him and who was known to the Ambassador. With Argyle’s
envoy he would be able to discuss the whole question in detail.s
Before the end of the year he heard that in answer to his
request Kintyre and Lundy were to be sent to London

! Denis Avenel, Lettres, efc., de Richelieu, V1, 211-13.

2 R.P.C. of Scot., 2nd Series, VII. Introd. Ixiii-Ixv.

3 Ibid., 330, 417.

L Arch. des Aff. Et., 40, . 19.

S Ibid., 48, f. 492. Argyle had written before October 3. La Ferté’s
delay in replying was due to the political circumstances of Scotland and
Ireland in October and November.

C
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(December 26, 1641).! In addition a certain number of
Deputies were coming from Edinburgh to confer with the
English Parliament concerning the Irish Rebellion and the
means to be taken for its suppression.?2. One of them was to
be Lothian, and Argyle had commissioned them all, but
Lothian in particular, to enter into negotiations with La
Ferté both as to the levies and as to a renewal of the old
alliance.® On the 23rd of January the Ambassador was able
to announce to Sublet de Noyers that after a long conference
with Lothian and Lundy an agreement had been come to
about the Scottish Guards.* Kintyre had not accompanied
them, and Imbault sent a courier to Scotland in Lundy’s
company to obtain a ratification of the treaty.®> The Deputies
also sent an account of their resolutions to Edinburgh.
Their attitude had been extremely encouraging, for they
virtually promised that troops would be supplied whether the
King gave his consent or not.® Before the 13th of February
word came to London that the matter was progressing
favourably in the Scottish capital and that Kintyre was
coming south. He arrived before the end of the month, and
the capitulation was signed by him and the Ambassador on
the 27th.”  After all, Charles proved friendly to the desires of
France, and on the 2nd of March his consent was given,® much
to the delight of the leading men in Scotland.? On the 22nd
of March La Ferté wrote to Noyers that the levies were
progressing.10

He was indeed hopeful that his treaty would find favour
with the authorities in Paris. Nevertheless, he was less
sanguine in March than he had been in the previous December.

1 Ibid., £. 502.

2 Ibid., f. 499. Dec, 4, 1641 R.P.C. of Scot., 2nd Series, VII. Introd.
xxiii,

3 Avch. des Aff. Et., 40, 1.

4 Ibid., f. I7ff 4 o

8 Ibid., f. 19.

¢ Ibid., . 17

g Dépdt de la Guerre MSS., 71, Expéditions de I’Année 1642. Feb. 27,
1642. See post, Appendix B.

8 R.P.C. of Scot., znd Series, VII. 247-48

® Avch. des Aff. Et., 49, £. 56.

10 1bid., f. 66,
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He had kept the Minister of War in close touch with the
development of affairs, and in January he had sent him a
copy of the treaty which Lothian and he had agreed upon.!
But no response had been given to the numerous letters
which he wrote asking for Noyers’ decision, and requesting
that, if it was favourable, commissions and money might be
forwarded.? This prolonged silence was not easy to interpret,
but it did not seem to imply much enthusiasm. In spite of
this, La Ferté had signed the treaty along with Kintyre.?
The dispositions of Scottish statesmen were far from being
constant, and he felt that a temporary delay might ruin his
enterprise. It would be unfortunate if Louis XIII. and
Richelieu objected to his treaty, but it would be still worse
if their consent came too late.

Noyers’ letter at length arrived, and the ambassador replied
to it onthe27th of March.* He had been greatly embarrassed
byits injunctions. The Minister of War announced that there
were four articles of the treaty which neither the King nor
the Cardinal was willing to accept. He seemed to be under
the impression that the other regiments could be raised and
that the treaty as to the Guards might be refused. La Ferté
made it clear that this was to misunderstand the whole situa-
tion. Not a single man would be transported from Scotland
if Argyle, Leslie, and the Chancellor did not grant their
permission. To offend Argyle would put a stop to all the
levies, and the Marquis was not the person speedily to forget
such a slight. Louis and Richelieu thought that undue
liberties in the exercise of the Protestant religion had been
granted to the Guards, and they did not approve of the
power given to the Colonel to appoint the Captains of the
companies. La Ferté was not ready to admit that in
granting such privileges he had conceded more than was usual
in the case of foreign Colonels. Nevertheless, if the Govern-
ment would agree to the other conditions, he would try to

1 Avch. des Aff. Et 49, f. 17.  Jan. 23, 1642.
¢ Ibid., £. 35, £. 6

3 Ibid,, £. 35. Feb 13, 1642,

4 Ibiq,, £. 68,
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realise their wishes in regard to the two in question. He
would make a verbal promise to the Scots about their re-
ligious privileges, and he would endeavour to obtain for the
French King the power to dispose of the companies.

The task to which he now addressed himself was not a
pleasant one. It was three days before he could resolve to
approach Kintyre and the Scottish Deputies on the subject.
After a six days’ discussion he persuaded Kintyre to agree to
the requisite changes.! 'As it was, he felt that if the diffi-
culties had been made at the commencement of the negotia-
tions, no treaty would have been signed. The Privy Council,
however, on the 24th of April, authorised the levying of men
for the Guards.?2 By this time La Ferté was again impatient
at the silence of Sublet de Noyers, who had not yet sent his
approval of the treaty. Kintyre, now Earl of Irvine,? did
not wait for its arrival, but proceeded to Scotland along with
Lundy. At last, after more than a month, came the official
permission, and commissions were sent for various officers
(June 5, 1642).4 Without these commissions the officers
would not embark any of their soldiers, and the delay in
transmitting them had been another source of irritation to
the French ambassador.

The terms of the treaty thus agreed upon seem to have
been considered sufficiently favourable by the authorities in
Scotland. What position in the French army did they secure
to the Scottish Guards? The answer to this question in-
volves a consideration of the position of French and foreign

1 Avch. des Aff. Et., 49, 1. 81. April 10, 1642.

2 R.P.C. of Scot., 2nd Series, VIIL. 147-8. Presumably it was aware of the
fact that Irvine had agreed to changes in the original treaty. For Argyle,
writing on May 8 to * Les Seigneurs d’Ecosse,”” says : ‘‘ Ayant su que le Roi de
France 'entretiendrait avec tous les honneurs, priviléges, et bénéfices que les
Gardes francaises et suisses ont, comme aussi avec le pouvoir et plein exercice
de leur religion sans empéchement.” . . . Now the commanders of the ““ Gardes
francaises et suisses *’ had #of the power to nominate captains. The sentence
about religion seems to imply ignorance of the changes on which Imbault
had successfully insisted, but Argyle may have been content with the verbal
assurance in this connection. (A7ch. des Aff. Et., 49, f. 113.)

8 Kintyre had been created Earl of Irvine on March 28, 1642. See Corr.
of the Earls of Ancrum and Lothian, Edin. 1875. I. 138-9; Scofs Peerage, ed.
Balfour Paul, Edin. 1908, I. 350.

4 Aych, des Aff. Et., 49, f. 130, June 5, 1642.
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troops with respect to the four following points:—(x) pay, arms,
~ clothing, and food ; (2) powers granted to officers in command
of regiments; (3) supervision exercised by the State over
officers in command of regiments; (4) rank of regiments.

(r) A “Mestre de Camp” * received from 500 to 600 livres
at each “ montre,” 2 and often (in theory) an additional pen-
sion of from 2,000 to 3,000 livres a year. A colonel® ob-
tained 500 livres a ‘‘ monire,”” and the lieut.-colonel the half
of that sum. A captain, whether in a French or a foreign
regiment, was paid 300 livres a ‘‘ monire,” a lieutenant a
third of that amount. The common soldier, Frenchman or
foreigner, received generally 12 livres a month. The ‘ prime
d’engagement”’ (the money given to each man, officer or
soldier, at the time of levying), was, for French troops, 12
livres. The members of the Gardes Francaises obtained 2o
livres. Foreign volunteers sometimes received as much as
18, but in general they were treated like French soldiers.
The Swiss Guards were in the same position as the French
Guards. For French troops the number of *‘ monires’’ had
been reduced first from ten to eight annually ; and towards
the close of I.ouis XIII.s reign, it was common to give
payment only four or five times a year. A certain amount
was struck off the annual total ‘‘ sous prétexte des ausmosnes.”
But the capitulations of foreign colonels included the stipula-
tion that there should be no such ‘‘ rabats,” and the promise
to pay every 36 days was generally one of the treaty articles.

Commanders of French regiments had to furnish arms and
clothing out of the pay of the soldiers. The latter paid for
their food also, with the exception of the “ pain de munition”
which was provided by the State. Colonels did not supply
their regiments with arms, but on the other hand the State
did not provide foreign volunteers with ‘“ pain de munition.”

(2) In general, French regiments were of two kinds:
a few of ancient standing, permanent, and of considerable

! ““ Mestre de Camp "’ was the title for the commanding officer of a French
regiment.

2 The review at which the payments were made.

3 The title of the commander of a foreign regiment.
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size; a great many of recent creation, temporary, and of
varying size. The powers of the ‘“ Mestres de Camp’’ in the
two classes were rather different. Those of the latter class
were able to appoint their captains and other officers, but the
King could demand that fit men should receive the posts.
Appointments in the former class were in the power of the
crown. The civil authorities were gradually encroaching
on the judicial privileges of military officials, and those the
latter still possessed were subject to the control of the
Colonel-General of the Infantry. The Gardes Francaises
appear to have been an exception to this rule. Foreign
colonels, on the other hand, had extensive powers of justice ;
but there were certain cases which they were not competent
to deal with, and there were certain crimes which it was not
in their choice to leave unpunished. They could nominate
the captains of their companies, but thereafter the names
were submitted to the Government which issued the necessary
commissions.

(3) The frauds which were practised on the State by
“ Mestres de Camp’ and captains were numerous. A
*“ Mestre de Camp,”’for example, might receive the * prime
for a greater number of men than he had levied, and those
whom he did recruit might be very inferior and practically
useless. Sometimes he paid men less than the Government
allowance, and by presenting at the ‘‘ montres”’ pretended
or borrowed soldiers, he would obtain for the payment of
his troops an excessive sum of money, The State was
bound, therefore, in self-defence to adopt various means of
supervision. The sum total necessary for the * prime”
was handed over only after the arrival of the recruits at the
appointed rendezvous, and the ‘“ Commissaire & la conduite '
could refuse to accept the physically unfit. The payment of
the troops came to be entrusted, first, to the *“ Commissaires
des Guerres *’ and then to the ‘ Intendants d’ Armée.” Foreign
Colonels were subjected to practically the same supervision as
the “ Mestres de Camp.”

(4) In the hierarchy of regiments the first places were
occupied by the French and the Swiss Guards. The former
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was a large regiment of 30 companies, each containing 200
men. Then came the four old regiments which had existed
for a hundred years—Picardy, Piémont, Champagne, and
Navarre. Next to these privileged troops were classed the
regiments “ entre-tenus a conduite,”” later named ‘‘ les petits
vieux,” Normandie, Ile-de-France, and seven others. The
““ Régiments de Province 4 Drapeaux blancs”’ occupied a
position between *‘ les petits vieux,” and the large number of
recent creations of various sizes which were at the base of the
scale. Foreign regiments had no place of honour allotted
to them unless the same was stipulated in the capitulation or
granted later as the reward for distinguished service.!

It will be seen from this analysis that in regard to the first
and second points the advantage lay, on the whole, with the
foreign regiments ; as to the third, French and foreign officers
were on an equal footing ; while in respect of rank the honours
lay with the home regiments. The Scottish Guards were to
receive the same pay as other foreign troops, except that, as
in the French and Swiss Guards, the ‘ prime”’ was to be
20 livres for each man. Besides, payment was to be made
in Scotland, and the Colonel was to give sufficient caution
for reimbursement if he failed to transport the stipulated
number of men. He was not to have the power to nominate
captains because this privilege was not accorded to the most
important French regiments. His men were to enjoy cer-
tain religious privileges, although this was only verbally
promised. The Scottish Guards would be maintained in
times of peace as well as of war, and were thus to be treated
like the chief French regiments. The place assigned to

1 Sources of information are :—

(1) Georges d’Avenel, Richelieu et la Monarchie Absolue, I111. 7, 13, 69-70,
71, 73, 84-5, 127~-30,; L. André, Michel Le Tellier et I'Organisation de
UArmée Monarchique, 221-4, 271-80, 331, 350; Lavisse, op. cit.,
V1. (ii), 322-3.

(2) Georges d’Avenel, op. cit., IIL. 6, 12, 30-1, 33—4, 60-63, 110-11; L.
André, op. cit., 221—4 ; Dépot de la Guerve MSS., 14, . 49, Capitulation
with Sir J. Hepburn, Mar. 6, 1633.

(3) Georges d’Avenel, op. cit., II1. 8, 12, 32, 55-6, 145-7; L. André, op. cit.,
326-8 ; Lavisse, op. cit., V1. (ii), 327, 324.

(4) Georges d’Avenel, op. cit., III. 30-4; Dépdt de la Guerre MSS., 14,
f. 171, rank given to Hepburn’s regiment, July 25, 1637.
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them in the hierarchy was an eminent one, as they were to
march after the French and Swiss Guards. Whatever honours
these two regiments enjoyed were to be shared by the Scots.
One company would always be about the person of the King,
and the regiment would have the right to wear a uniform.?

As we have seen, Irvine started for Scotland and proceeded
with the levying even before the arrival of Noyers’ consent to
the treaty, and it was not until after the beginning of June,
1642, that the officers received their legal nomination. Moray
was appointed Lieut.-Colonel, probably on account of his past
record in the French service.? Argyle displayed considerable
zeal in furthering thelevies. Hewrote to the Lordsof Scotland
on the 8th of May and solicited their help for Irvine and his
officers.® In June he addressed a letter to the Laird of Kil-
ravock, from whom he hoped for recruits for the company of
his son, Lord Lorne.* But the process of levying proved
slower than La Ferté could have wished. Early in July he
was told that the greater part of the Guards would be in
France before the end of the month, and that all would have
arrived by the last day of August.® By this date, however,
only 1,500 men had been embarked.® What number eventu-
ally did reach their destination it is impossible to state. La
Ferté left England in September, and onthe 23rd of October, in
a letter to Lothian, he referred to the necessity of obtaining
permission in Scotland ‘‘ de faire passer les six compagnies

L Dépét de la Guerre MSS., 71. Expéditions de ’Année 1642, Feb. 27, 1642.
Capitulation between La Ferté and Kintyre. See post, App. B.

2 Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland, March, 1859. A
French bond of April, 1643, signed by some of the officers. The list may be
incomplete :—** Jacques, Comte de Yrwin; Le Chevalier Robert Moray,
Lieutenant-Colonel ; Le Chevalier Bannatyne, premier capitaine; Sergent
Major, le milord Lorne, le milord Kelpont, le milord Salton, le Milord Sintcolme;
les Chevaliers Keith G. Hamilton, Grahaime, Jacques Hamilton, Blaicketer,
Jean Trail, Guillaume Moray, Robert Hacquet ; les chevaliers Colin Campbell,
Jos. Douglas, G. Currer; Colin Campbell, Gui. Stuart, G. Gordon, Jacques
MacMath, Jean Lesley; le Milord Sinclair; estans tous capitaines du dict
régiment écossais.”’

3 Arch. des Aff. Et., 49, f. 113.

4 J. Willcock, The Great Marquess, Edin., 1903, Appendix.

S Arch. des Aff. Et., 49, 1. 152, f. 160. July 4 and 10, 1642.

¢ Ibid., ff. 176, 177.
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restantes.”” 1 The regiment was ‘‘ en assez mauvais éiat,”” 600
or 700 men being scattered over Champagne. Sir Richard
Brown, British Ambassador at Paris, writing to Nicholas on
January 13/23, 1643, stated that only 2,000 of the Guards
had arrived, whereas 4,500 was the intended number. In
the other Scottish regiments also there was a large deficit.?
An order of the Privy Council of the 29th of March implies
that recruiting was still going on ; ® and this is in harmony
with the fact that on the 1st of April only 22 captains seem
to have been in France.t By that time, however, both the
Colonel and Moray, the Lieut.-Colonel, had arrived. The
latter had been knighted by Charles I. in Oxford on the roth
of January.5

Not only were the numbers deficient, but the type of men
who were being enlisted was not such as a modern State
would want to recruit.® The Lords of the Council gave
warrant ‘‘ to all sheriffs, stewards, baillies of regalities, and
their deputies, provosts and baillies of burghs, and others
his Majesty’s officers and ministers of his laws to burgh and
land to take and apprehend all such idle persons and vaga-
bonds as shall be given up to be of that quality by the
ministers and kirk-sessions and magistrates of burghs within
their several jurisdictions.” (Sept. 29, 1642.)

The difficulty which seems to have been experienced by
the recruiting officers was probably greatly increased by the

1 Corr. of the Earls of Ancrum and Lothian, 1. 138—9.

2 Diary and Corrvespondence of John Evelyn, ed. H. Wheatley, 1906, IV,
331-2.

3 R.P.C. of Scot,, 2nd Series, VII. 417.

4 Cf. ante, p. 24, n. 2.

®W. Shaw, Knights of England, 1906, II. 215. There was a Robert Moray
knighted on that day who was probably the subject of this biography. He
was a Chevalier in 1645 before he left the Continent to return to Britain.
The R. Murray mentioned in the Acts of the Parl. of Scot., Nov. 5, 1641, was
not a knight, but he was probably Moray. Between 1641-1645 there does
not appear to have been any Moray knighted other than the one who received
the honour on Jan. 10, 1643. As Kintyre had been made Earl of Irvine, it is
very likely that the Lieut.-Colonel was also honoured. So many of the
Captains were Lords or Knights that it was clearly desirable for the Lieut.-
Colonel to have some title.

¢ R.P.C. of Scot., 2nd Series, VII. 330.
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trend of events both in England and Scotland from August
1642 onwards. On the 22nd of August the Civil War began,
and the Scottish nation had to decide on its course of action.
In November the English Parliament sought the help of the
northern country, and in December the King made a similar
request. The Privy Council on the whole favoured the King ;
but neither the Commissioners of the General Assembly nor
the Committee of the Estates were of the same inclination.
Early in 1643 it was clear that Scotland was likely to interfere
actively on the side which so far had proved the weaker.l

During June, July and August, 1642, La Ferté had re-
peatedly impressed upon the French Government the neces-
sity of treating the Scots well as they arrived at Dieppe. If
his advice was not followed the enthusiasm of the Scots for
the French service would be greatly lessened.? But the
Ambassador’s counsels and warnings were disregarded. As
early as the 31st of October, 1642, he had to reassure Lothian
that the French Government would adhere toits engagements.3
It is very improbable that the authorities in France were
annoyed at the type of men who were being transported.
French recruiting officers were not very careful as to whom
they engaged. Escaped criminals were taken if they had the
necessary physical qualities, sturdy bodies and good eyes.
The soldiers, often unpaid, lived by begging and robbing,
and this kind of life practically required that they should be
coarse-grained and devoid of conscience.r Noyers would
lay much more stress on the fact that numerically the levies
were deficient. But this is neither a sufficient explanation
of the treatment of the Guards nor an adequate excuse for it.
It was only too common for the French Government to fall
short of its promises, and even before La Ferté left England
he had deceived Irvine.® Moreover, if the recruits arrived

1 P. Hume Brown, Hist. of Scot., I1. 326-8.

2 Aych. des Aff. Et., 49, ff. 152, 164

8 Corr. of Earls of Ancrum and Lothian, 1. 139-140.

* Lavisse, op. czt VI. (ii), 317-29.

S Avch. des Aff. Et., 40, f. 130. June 5, 1642. ‘‘ Je ne mande point au
Comte de Kin‘cyre le changement que vous avez fait dans son traité, me
promettant qu’avant qu’il parte, je le verrai et lui ferai consentir pour ce que
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slowly, this may have been partly due to rumours of ill-
treatment by the officials in France.!

The two chief complaints of the officers of the Scottish
Guards were that they and their men were not being paid,
and that the regiment had not received its due rank. There
is adequate proof that both complaints were amply justified.
The bond of the 1st of April, to which allusion hasalready been
made,? was a promise to repay a Scottish merchant in Paris
money which the officers had been forced to borrow because
their pay was in arrears. It is noteworthy that a Swiss
regiment was in a similar plight at the same time.3 Before he
left England, La Ferté had requested Sublet de Noyers to
send Irvine a brevet assuring him of the rank of his regiment,
seeing that the capitulation had been signed only by Kintyre
and the Ambassador.t If Irvine felt uncertain about the
matter his fears were in accordance with what actually
happened. For at some date anterior to the 14th of April,
1643, the King ordered that the Scottish Guards should
march after the regiment of Picardy.? It is very doubtful
also whether the promise that one of the companies should
be in attendance on the King was ever fulfilled. According
to Daniel : “ Le titre de Régiment des Gardes qu’on donna a
ce régiment fut, je crois, purement un titre d’honneur; car
je ne trouve nulle part qu’il en ait exercé les fonctions ordin-
aires ni qu'il se fat jamais fait aucun réglement a cet égard.” ¢

The course which the officers followed in order to obtain
their rights was not, however, one which can be justified.
According to the letters of the Duc d’Enghien, the commander
of the army of Picardy, and therefore of the Scottish Guards,

vous m'écrivez dans la vétre touchant son état-major; je n’ai pas cru lui
devoir mander, appréhendant que cela ne peust donner quelque dégoht &
cette nation, leur faisant voir que I'on veut retrancher quelque chose de ce
que 'on leur a promis.’’

! Ibid. ' f. 144. June 19, 1642.

2 See ante, p. 24, . 2.

3 Duc d’Aumale, Histoire des Princes de Condé, Paris, 1886, IV. 482-5.

* Arch. des Aff. Et., 49, f. 160. July 10, 1642.

% Duc d’Aumale, o0p. cit., IV. 472, 484.

¢ Gabriel Daniel, Histoive de la Milice Frangaise, Paris, 1721, I, 327-9.
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they left Amiens, their ““ lieu d’assembléde,”” and made for the
capital, without having obtained leave to go. They arrived
in Paris before the middle of April. They stated that if
their grievances were not redressed they would request per-
mission to quit the service. The Swiss officers were also in
Paris demanding arrears of pay. Both Scots and Swiss
declared that the death of Louis XIII. would free them from
their oath of obedience and service.! By some means or
other they were deterred from an extreme course of action,
for the Regiment of the Guards took part in the campaign
of 1643, although it was August before the officers obtained
satisfaction.?

In the earlier part of the campaign of 1643 the Scottish
Guards served under the Duc d’Enghien,® later known as
‘“ The Great Condé,” one of the greatest generals of the
century, and took part in important and successful encounters.
They formed part of the second line of the French centre at the
battle of Rocroy where, on the 18th of May, the Duke inflicted
a crushing defeat on Don Francisco Melo, the Governor of the
Spanish Netherlands.* They were present at the attack on
Thionvillein the following month,suffered in the first attempt to
carry the outer works by storm,® and shared in the protracted
siege of the town which did not fall until the roth of August.
In the later stages of the campaign, under less distinguished
chiefs, they met with disaster. The French army operating
in Western Germany under Guébriant had been driven across
the Rhine, and Mazarin, Richelieu’s successor, at length

1 Duc d’Aumale, op. cit., IV. 39, 472, 485.

2 Dépét de la Guerre MSS., 79, ff. 646, Aug. 2, 1643. On August 14, 1643,
La Ferté-Imbault, formerly French Ambassador in England, was appointed
Colonel-General of the Scottish Regiments by Le Tellier, the new War-Minister
(Ibid., f. 178). There was already a Colonel-General for the Swiss, and the
office was considered useful as a means of obtaining an indirect hold upon the
foreign troops whose motive for fighting was self-interest alone.

3 His appointment at the age of twenty-two as commander of the army in
Picardy was one of the last acts of Richelieu, who died on December 4, 1642.
By the death of his father in December, 1646, he became Prince de Condé,.

¢ Duc. d’Aumale, op. cit.,, IV. 81-3; Le Mercure de France, XXV. (i), 8-17.

5 Le Mercure de France, XXV. (i), 34. ‘‘ Le capitaine Toul *’ (sic), *“ écossais,
fut tué d’une mousquetade en cette occasion avec quatre soldats des gardes
écossaises, dont le Major fut blessé d’un éclat de bombe.”

8 E. Charvériat, Histoire de la Guerre de Trente Ans, Paris, 1878, II. 473-5.
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yielded to the General’s appeal for reinforcements. As the
campaign was regarded with aversion by French troops, it
was resolved that the greater part of the reinforcements
should be foreign soldiers.! Among them were the Scottish
Guards, who joined Guébriant’s army towards the end of
October.2 Thus reinforced, Guébriant crossed the Rhine on
the 1st of November, and captured the town of Rottweil,
which commanded the communications between the Rhine
and the Danube. Guébriant, however, was mortally
wounded during the siege, and the march towards Tiitt-
lingen, a small town on the right bank of the Danube, was
carried out under Rantzau, a German of extreme insolence
and boastfulness, whose advancement to the position of
Lieut.-General the older leaders could hardly tolerate.?
Unknown to the French, the Imperial forces under Mercy
had been joined by those of the Duke of Lorraine. On
the 24th of November the combined armies issued un-
expectedly from the forests surrounding Tiittlingen and
fell upon the French, who were completely defeated. In all,
8 generals, 9 mestres de camp and colonels, 12 staff officers,
and 7,000 men were taken prisoners, while 4,000 were killed
or wounded. Of the Scottish Guards Sir Robert Moray, the
Lieut.-Colonel, two captains, two lieutenants and three minor
officers were captured,* and conducted to Ingolstadt in
Bavaria. A portion, at least, of Sir Robert’s period of im-
prisonment was spent in this town, not unpleasantly, it would
appear. He was the favourite of a Jesuit who lent him
Kircherus’ book on Magnetism, and he had some correspond-
ence with the author.’

1 Duc d’Aumale, op. cit.,, IV. 230; P.R.O., Foreign S.P., France, No. CXI.
Nov. 6, 1643. ‘‘ The most part of these succours is composed of strangers,
the cause whereof I take to be a natural aversion the French have to go into
Germany *’ (Sir R. Brown).

2 P.R.O., Foreign S.P., France, No. CXI. Dec. 15/25, 1643.

3 Ducd’Aumale, op. cit., IV. 236—243 ; J. Le Laboureur, Histoire du Maréchal
de Guébriant, folio, Paris, 1657, VII. 684 et seq.

4 J. Heilmann, Die Feldziige von Bayern in 1643-5, Leipzig, 1851, 76.
Cf.M.C., 1I. 564.

5 Kincavdine Papers (Douglas Transcripts) : Moray to Kincardine, Ap.
5/15,1658. For Kircherus see post, Chap. VIII.
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There seemed little prospect of him regaining his freedom.
France either could not or would not agree to an exchange
of prisoners, and the condition of the finances made it im-
possible for Le Tellier to advance money for the ransom of
captive officers. But the unexpected happened, and Moray
was at liberty before the 28th of April, 1645.1 His ransom,
£16,500 (Scots), was paid by a Robert Murray who was a
merchant in Paris.2 The Lieut.-Colonel bound himself to
repay the money before the 1st of July, “ with annual rent
during the not payment.”” John, Earl of Crawford-Lindsay,
‘“did with the advice of the Earls Cassilis, Lauderdale,
Lanark, and of the Lords Balmerino and Burghlie, engage
himself for payment of the foresaid sum.” 3

It is not quite certain why Sir Robert was liberated at
this time.* He was never again on active service for France.
But his connection with the army of that country was not yet
ended, and even the diplomatic work on which he was soon
to engage would, if it were successful, subserve her military
aims.

1 Other prisoners were less fortunate. Cf. Mémoires de la Vie de Claude

de Letouf, Baron de Sivot, Paris, 1683, II. 71, 118-29; Mémoires du Sieur de
Pontis, Paris, 1837, 2nd ser. VI. 633-650.

3 Later Sir Robert Murray of Cameron and Priestfield (see post, Chap. VII,,
p. 127, n. 1). See also Transactions of the Society of Antiquaries of Scot.,
March 1859,.

3 4.P.S., VI (i), 597.

¢ Cf. post, Chap. 111, pp. 32—3.



CHAPTER III
1645-1651
DIPLOMACY AND POLITICS

WHEN Moray left for France in the spring of 1643, it was
evident that the Scots were tending towards an alliance with
the English Parliament. Within a year the Solemn League
and Covenant was made between the two parties, and the
Scottish army began to enter England on the 1gth of January,
1644. Solong as the Civil War lasted the alliance proved use-
ful to the English Parliament. But with the defeat of Charles
at Naseby (June 13, 1645), the need of harmony diminished,
and the English Parliament began to show its hostility to the
conditions upon which the Scots had given assistance. The
Independents did not wish the establishment of the Presby-
terian system in England, and even the English Presbyterians
were not quite in agreement with the Scots as to the kind of
Presbyterianism to be set up.

Such relations between the victorious allies were calculated
to improve the position of the King. Mazarin, the chief
French Minister, was no less anxious than Charles to make use
of this new turn of affairs. He was considerably alarmed at
the success of the English Parliament, and he feared the
establishment of a Republic in England. The monarchy
must be preserved, and yet it must not be too powerful.
Charles, therefore, must be induced to come to terms with the
Scots and with the English Presbyterians. One party
would have to yield in regard to religion, or both would require
to enter into a compromise; which of these courses was
followed the Cardinal did not care.

Sabran, the French Ambassador in England, had proved
his inability to conduct a difficult negotiation. Mazarin,
therefore, chose a fresh mind for the new task, and dispatched

31
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Montereul to England at the end of July, 1645. He was sent
nominally as an agent to the Scottish Government and its
Commissioners in London ; his real business could not be
made public.? ?

Soon after his arrival he entered into relations with Sir
Robert Moray, who was to play a very important part in the
subsequent negotiations. It has been seen that Sir Robert was
atliberty by the 28th of April, 1645; 2 butitisratherdifficult to
determine the relation between his deliverance from captivity
and the work to which he gave his attention on regaining
his freedom. Was his ransom paid in order that he might be
useful to the Scottish Commissioners in probable negotiations ?
During the summer and autumn of 1644 Sabran had tried to
dissociate the Scots from the English Parliament, but he
had failed as they would not abandon the Covenant? Yet
in October, 1644, Sir Thomas Dishington was in Paris, pro-
posing to save the King by means of the old Franco-Scottish
alliance.* *‘ He wishes ’’ wrote Du Bosc to the Cardinal, ““ to
obtain the release of Sir Robert Moray . . . prisoner of the
Duke of Bavaria, who will be of great service.”’® Dishington’s
proposals seem incompatible with the contemporary attitude
of the Scottish Commissioners in London to the suggestions
of Sabran, and it is impossible to say on whose authority he
made them. But during the winter of 1644—45 the Scots in
London may have become corscious of the probability of

1 S. R. Gardiner, Hist. of the Great Civil War, 1898 edn., I1. 339.

Jean de Montereul had been in England before. He was Secretary to
Belli¢vre during the years when the latter was French Ambassador in England
(Sept. 1638—Feb. 1640), and he remained in the country until June 27, 1641.
Before his second visit to England, as also before his first one, he acted as
Secretary to French ambassadorsin Rome. Through the influence of Cardinal
Antoine whom he met there, he was named a Canon of Toul, a cathedral city
in Lorraine, From the autumn of 1645 till the autumn of 1648 he lived
mostly in Britain, as French agent to the Scottish Government. After his
return to Paris, he became Secretary to the Prince de Conti, and a member of
the French Academy (1649). He played a part of some note in the Fronde,
but before that movement was over he died on April 27, 1651, at the age
of thirty-seven. (See J. Fotheringham : Introd. to Montereul Correspon-
dence, xvii-xxvi ; Scot. Hist. Socy., 1898.)

2 See ante, Chapter II, p. 3o0.

3 Ranke, History of England, II. 455-57, V. App., 472-79.

“M.C., xiv., xV.
s M.C., IL 564.
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future trouble with their allies, and Moray’s release may have
been due to this foresight on their part.

In any case, he was in London early in the autumn of 1645,
in close touch and in high favour with Montereul. The French
Agent had not been three months in London before he had
come to an understanding with the Scottish Commissioners.
It is unlikely that he would have been so fortunate but for
the supposed actions of the Independents and the real doings
of the English Parliament. The Scots, like Lord Holland, a
leader of the English Presbyterians, believed that the Inde-
pendents were negotiating with the King, and they dreaded
the results of such a union. The House of Commons * treated
Leven’s troops as hired auxiliaries, who were expected to
obey orders without question.” They complained of the
devastations which the Scots had committed in the northern
counties, forgetting their own neglect to send pay to Leven’s
army. Finally, they did not manifest any keen desire for
agreement about peace propositions to be sent to the King.}?

Hence, on the 17th of October, Montereul received the condi-
tions upon which the Scottish Commissioners were willing to
make peace with theirsovereign. Charles was to agree toestab-
lish ecclesiastical affairs according to what would beresolved on
in the Parliaments and Assemblies of the two kingdoms, and
according to the practice of the other Reformed Churches.
In that case Loudoun and Balmerino believed that the Scots
and the well-intentioned among the English would act
together. They would take every care to secure that the
King should have the nomination of half of those to whom
the charge of the Militia would be confided. As to delin-
quents, none of them would suffer any serious inconvenience ;
five or six would have to withdraw from the country for some
time. The arrangement of all other civil affairs of England,
Ireland, and Scotland, would be left to the King and the
Parliaments of the two realms. If the King should agree to
the above scheme, he was to send a message to both Parlia-
ments offering to make peace. Then the Scots would try to

1 Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 1-3.

D
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secure the agreement of the English Parliament, and, if they
failed, they would employ the promptest means to obtain
peace and the preservation of the King.?

After Montereul and Moray had made ciphered copies of
the paper which contained these terms, they returned the
original to Balmerino and Loudoun, who feared the possi-
bility of exposure.? They had acted on their own initiative
in the matter, and the Scottish Parliament was not implicated
by what they had done. Loudoun appears to have expressed
the conviction that the Estates would approve of the pro-
posals and to have suggested that he would soon journey to
Edinburgh to make sure about the point.? This was not
promised, however, in the paper which Montereul received.

Thus it was the King who would have to yield to the Scots
in the matter of religion. Hence the Commissioners felt that
the support of Henrietta Maria ought to be gained for their
plan before it was submitted to Charles.* The Queen Regent
of France would also be asked to act as surety to the con-
tracting parties for their mutual good faith. Either Mon-
tereul or Moray could undertake this business, but for various
reasons it was the latter who was chosen. If Montereul left
for France suspicion might be aroused, but this would not be
so likely if Moray went. Irvine, the Colonel of the Scottish
Guards, had recently died; and if Sir Robert journeyed to
Paris it would be supposed that he went to look after his
personal interests. The Countess of Devonshire had recom-
mended him ‘‘ as one capable of conducting a transaction such
as we have in hand,” and the Scottish Commissioners had
‘““ the greatest confidence in him.” 5

On arriving in Paris, the Scottish envoy requested Mazarin
to persuade the Queen Regent to become surety to Charles
for the fulfilment by the Scots of their promises, as well as to

1M.C., II. 571-2.

2 Montereul and Moray tried to give a certain authenticity to the copies
(see M.C.,, I. 36). But Mazarin’s instructions to Belliévre (June, 1646)
make it clear that they did not succeed. (Ranke, op. cit., V. 487-88.)

3M.C., II. 570.

¢ Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 4.

"M.C., 1 13-17.
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the Scots for the performance by Charles of his engagements.?
The chief difficulty of his mission was to obtain the consent
of the English Queen to the Scottish terms. At first matters
seemed to be promising: Jermyn agreed that it was high
time for Charles to think of separating his interests from his
hopes regarding the Bishops, and Mazarin was also satisfied
about the termsrelating toreligion.? Bythe 27th of November,
however, Moray had to report to the Commissioners in a less
jubilant strain. Henrietta had not agreed to the Scottish
suggestions about religion. There was a project to settle
that difficulty by means of an Assembly of the clergy be-
longing to all the Churches of Europe. Therefore, he would
probably return with unsatisfactory replies and awkward
counter-demands. But he hoped to achieve something, and
if the bad news about the royal cause which had come from
England had its proper effect on the Queen, he might yet be
completely successful. If she remained obdurate, it would
not be for lack of persuasion on the Cardinal’s part.?

Nine days later Moray arrived in London, but his news
was disappointing.* In point of fact, however, the Queen
had been more pliable than he was aware. She had yielded
to Mazarin’s persuasion, and had agreed to write to Charles.
She would bid him accept the Scottish demands, ‘“ when it
would be seen to be impossible to agree without giving them
this satisfaction.”” He was even to be advised to consent
to the retirement for a time of three or four persons, Montrose
excepted. Mazarin had not informed Moray of this, because
Henrietta Maria had forbidden him to do so. But he told
Montereul in a letter of the 1st of December, and headded that
the French envoy was to try to reduce the Scottish demands as
much as he could. This was the Queen’s wish, and she also
desired him to go to Oxford, where he would deliver her
letters to Charles. The Cardinal ended with an eulogy on
Moray’s character and abilities.®

1 Ranke, op. cit., V. 487.

*M.C., II. 573-4.

3 Ibid.

4 Gardmer, G.CWwW., III 19.
sM.C., 11 577-80
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During the absence of Sir Robert, the Independent section
of the House of Commons had been greatly strengthened.
By the end of October the Houses had learned from the
captured correspondence of Lord Digby that Charles had
made overtures to the Scottish army.! Moreover, by agree-
ing to the establishment of an Erastian type of Presbyterian-
ism, the Independent leaders had conciliated many who
were hostile to the toleration of sectaries. This improve-
ment in the position of the Independent party was a subject
oflament among the Scotsin London. Onthe 24th of November
the Commissioners pressed for supplies, for a settlement of
the religious question, and that terms of peace should receive
immediate consideration. To the last request the Commons
agreed, but the propositions which they prepared were such
as the King would certainly reject. Clearly, their zeal was
purely fictitious. But if the Independents were not anxious
for peace on the basis of Presbyterianism, they were willing
to enter into negotiations with Charles on their own terms;
and both Montereul and the Scots were aware of this by the
middle of November.? The news was alarming, and Moray’s
return was eagerly awaited. Montereul, indeed, became im-
patient ; 3 he was not to leave for Oxford before Sir Robert’s
arrival, and yet the sooner he was there the better, if the King
was to be prevented from coming to terms with the Inde-
pendents.*

But the arrival of Moray was not to be immediately
followed by the departure of Montereul. On hearing the
report of the Scottish envoy, Balmerino, one of the Scottish
Commissioners, was so irritated that it seemed as if the whole
negotiation might terminate. It was not until the end of
the year that he was willing to permit Montereul to proceed
to Oxford.® To Sir Robert had fallen the task of pacifying

1 Gardiner, G.C.W., 11I1. 5.

2 Ibid., II1. 11-12.

3M.C., 1. 73-6.

4 Some peculiar incident must have delayed Moray’s return. Cf. Arck. des
Aff. Et., 50, {. 132, where Mazarin writes of ‘ le malheur qui lui est survenu’’,
““la disgrdce qui lui est arrivée”, and expresses his joy that Sir Robert ‘‘ en

soit sorti A si bon marché.”
sM.C., 1. 83-5.
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the Commissioner, while Montereul had contented himself
with seconding his endeavours.! But Holland, Lauderdale,
and Moray were in agreement with Balmerino as to certain
changes in the proposals which were to be submitted to the
King? They felt that it was now necessary to be more
exacting. The House of Commons and the Scottish Parlia-
ment were in no mood for compromise,® and the eventual
consent of the Estates would be essential to the success of the
scheme. On receiving a passport from the House of Lords
to proceed to Oxford, Montereul spent a day in consultation
with Holland and Moray. He tried to obtain their adherence
to the original terms, but it was he himself who ultimately
yielded. He was to persuade the King to agree to the three
Uxbridge Propositions, and he was to counsel him thereafter
to join the Scottish army as quickly as possible. The King
ought not to wait for a formal declaration in his favour by
the Scottish Parliament.! Moray, however, assured Mon-
tereul that Balmerino was writing a letter to Loudoun, in
which he would urge him ‘‘ to dispose the Estates to accept
what will be proposed to them by the King.” 5

On arriving at Oxford on the 2nd of January, Montereul
found that he had left London with exaggerated hopes. The
King was willing to join the Scottish army if the Scots would
engage themselves for his safety. He would have nothing
to do with the Uxbridge Propositions in so far as they related
to religion. If he agreed to them, he would practically
establish Presbytery in England. He did not believe that
the Scots desired this for conscientious reasons. They
wished the security of the bishops’ lands for payment of their
own arrears, and they feared that, if Episcopacy was permitted
in England, it would ultimately be forced on Scotland. He
suggested means of satisfying them on these two points, and
he stated that Presbytery would be tolerated in England.

Montereul’s last interview with the King took place on the

:fg:g‘ III 7g.pp 5773 1., 83-5, 89-01

$ Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 25-6. '

tM.C., I. 102-10.
5 Ibid., 1. 83-5.
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sthof January,and with the royal answer hereturned to West-
minster. He did not anticipate that it would be welcomed,
but the disfavour with which it was received exceeded his
expectations.! The Scots in London were not the only
people who were dissatisfied. The English Presbyterians
were equally annoyed at his obstinacy, and they were on the
point of coming to terms with the Independents. If this
happened, the task of the Scots would become all the more
difficult, and Montereul set himself to regain their support.
His endeavours were attended with success, but he admitted
that this result was due largely to the assistance of Holland
and Moray, the Countess of Devonshire, and Lady Carlisle.?

Charles might still be persuaded, if Henrietta Maria were
to write to him, and if William Murray, Sir Robert’s cousin,
were allowed to visit him. The Queen sent Murray to Charles
‘“ instructed with her mind about the negotiation,” ®* and
she also addressed to Montereul an important letter which
Murray was to take to the King.* He, however, was arrested
at Canterbury on the 5th of February:® for the English
Parliament had learned from a man called Wright, and from
letters by the Queen and Jermyn, captured at Dartmouth on
the 26th of January, that negotiations were proceeding
between the Scottish Commissioners and the King.® The
Commissioners had denied the truth of Wright’s charges on
the 24th of January, but their denial was in vain.?

Montereul wished to take to Oxford the letter which had
reached him from Henrietta Maria. But the King knew

1 M.C., 1. 102-10.

2 Ibid., 1. 116-18.

3 Gardiner, G.C.W., II1. 62-3.

¢ Ibid., I11. 0.

s Ibid., I11. 69.

6 Ibid., I11. 62-3.

7 Ibid., 111 45.

Montereul and Moray seem not to have known the exact extent of the
information which the English Parliament had acquired. They wished Wm.
Murray to know that Henrietta Maria’s letter for the King had reached Mon-
tereul safely ; otherwise, he might reveal to the English Parliamentinformation
still unknown to it. Sir Robert succeeded in seeing his cousin, although the
attempt was attended by considerable risk. By Feb. 19, he and Montereul

learned that the English Parliament knew more than they had suspected.
(See Gardiner, G.C.W., IIIL. 70; M.C., 1. 139-43.)
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from other sources that his wife was now anxious for an
agreement with the Scots. He was still hostile to the terms
which they wished him to grant. Early in March he tried to
enter into relations with the Independent leaders, while at
the same time he was planning for aid from the Catholics.
Montereul, meantime, had not been able to leave London.
The Houses of Parliament suspected the object of his visit
to Oxford, and delayed his departure as long as possible.
He was not idle during his compulsory sojourn in London,
but occupied his time in trying to reduce the demands of the
Scottish Commissioners.

In the first place, he tried to obtain from them a written
pledge of the conditions upon which they would make peace
with the King, but this they refused to give him. If such a
pledge were captured, those who had signed it would incur
considerable risks, and the English Parliament would be
able to reproach them with breach of faith. There had been
too little secrecy already on the part of some who were under
oath not to disclose information. Sir Robert Moray offered
to affix his name to a written pledge on behalf of the Com-
missioners, and with this Montereul had to rest content.?
Obviously this pledge would not inculpate anyone but the
person who signed it. Montereul found an equal unwilling-
ness to yield in regard to the question of the conditions to be
put in writing. Charles must agree to the Uxbridge Propo-
sitions in respect of the Church, Ireland, and the Militia, and
either before or after joining the army he must sign the
Covenant. In that case, he would be received in the Scottish
army with honour and respect. The Scots would intercede
effectually with the English Parliament in favour of the
King’s followers, although five or six might have to absent
themselves temporarily from the country. Should Charles
agree to these terms, he must write two letters to signify
this, one to the English Parliament and the Scottish Com-
missioners in London, and one to the Committee of Estates
at Edinburgh (Feb. 26, 1646).2

1 Gardiner, G.C.W., 11I. 70-72. 1 M.C., L. 150-4.
3 Bib. Nat. MSS., 16002, {. 28 ; Gardiner, G.C.W ,III., 73.
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Montereul felt that these terms were foredoomed to rejec-
tion, and as Loudoun arrived from Scotland “ with large
powers”’ ! from the Parliament, he sought to induce the
Scots to revert to the proposals which Moray had carried to
-Paris in October. In this task he was aided by Sir Robert
Moray, ‘ who acted in this negotiation with the greatest
possible tact and prudence, and with a care that cannot be
expressed.”’ 2

The Frenchman certainly obtained considerable modifica-
tions. By the second assurance, to which Moray’s name was
affixed on the 16th of March, it was stipulated that the King
would be received in the Scottish army with honour and
remain there in security. So also would the Princes Rupert
and Maurice, the Secretary Nicholas, and Ashburnham. The
Scots would intercede effectually for the other followers of
the King, but three or four must live at a distance for some
time. Charles, however, must first write to the English
Parliament and the Scottish Commissioners in London as
well as to the Committees of Estates in Scotland and at
Newark. He must declare his agreement with the Uxbridge
Proposition regarding the Militia, and promise that he would
consent to the establishment of ecclesiastical affairs in the
manner already agreed upon, or to be agreed upon, by the
Parliaments and Assemblies of the two realms. Then the
Scots would act so as to secure the King’s reception by
the English Parliament, and his restoration to his dignity
and authority.® The important point of the assurance was
that Charles was asked neither to sign the Covenant nor to
approve of it.%

Before leaving for Oxford on the 17th of March, Montereul
arranged that, when the King had decided to go to Newark,

! For the exact meaning of this phrase, see Correspondence of the Scots
Commissioners in London, 1644-1646, ed. H. W, Meikle, Roxburghe Club,
1917. Introd. xxvi. Cf. Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 74.

2 M.C., 1. 160-73.

3 Bib. Nat. MSS., 16002, f. 29 ; Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 75.

¢ Although this necessity was not expressed, it may have been understood.
Cf. Bruce, Letters of King Charles I. 1n 1646, Camden Socy., 72. ** Sir R.
Moray told me five days ago that in the Scots’ Treaty with you, the Covenant,
although not mentioned, was meant : it was assumed that it would be under-
stood as necessary.”” Charles I. to Henrietta Maria. Oct. 24, 1646.
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he would acquaint the Scottish Commissioners with the fact.
One of them would go to the Scottish army with this news.
He was informed that the General and the Committee at
Newark had been told of the design formed at London. A
detachment of troops would advance to meet the King on
receiving notice of his departure from Oxford.! He was also
given to understand that all depended on the King. If
Charles would but consent to the conditions of the second
assurance, the City, the English Presbyterians, and the
majority of the Lords would support the Scots.?

On arriving at Oxford on the 17th of March, Montereul
found that the increasing weakness of his position had not
made the King more pliable. He tried to persuade Charles
that his wife desired him to sacrifice the peace of Ireland and
that the temporary banishment of Montrose and some other
friends did not amount to his forsaking them. To the King
this seemed mere ‘‘juggling”’?; and in his anger against the
Scots he dispatched to the English Parliament a request
for permission to return to Westminster (March 23, 1646).
An Act of Oblivion would need to be passed and all sequestra-
tions taken off the property of his supporters.* The sending
of this letter ‘“ made Montereul open his pack”’®; and, fearing
an understanding between Charles and the Independents, he
resolved to support the King in an attempt to reduce still
further the Scottish terms. On the same day, therefore,
Charles wrote to the Scots in London. If they would promise
to him security both in conscience and honour, and if they
would receive those who accompanied him, then he;would go
to Newark. The Scots must facilitate his journey from
Oxford, and they must not object to a junction with the forces
of Montrose. The Marquis himself would be sent as Ambas-
sador to France. As to Church Government, the King would
give full contentment on his arrival in London if he could be

iM.C, 1. 171-2,

’Gardmer G.C.W., 111, 76.

3 Bruce, Letters of Charles 1. in 1646, 27.
4 Ga.rdmer, G.C.w., III. 83.

S Bruce, 0p. cit., 30
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persuaded ‘that this would not be against his conscience.!
Next day he added a few lines to his letter. If he heard from
Montereul that his letter of the 23rd had taken effect, he
would send an order to the Governor of Newark to deliver
the town. This would enable the Scots to secure the King’s
passage from Oxford.2 On the 27th of March Montereul,
by the royal command, sent to the Scottish Commissioners
in London a request for a speedy answer.?

These communications were not received by Moray until
the 2nd of April,* but Montereul did not wait for a reply from
London.® He feared the dangers of delay, and relying upon
the passionate devotion of the Scots to their King, he pro-
mised to Charles in the name of Louis and the Queen Regent
that he would be received at Newark ““ in all freedom of his
conscience and honour.”

““ All such of his subjects and servants as shall-be there with
him shall be safely and honourably protected in their persons ;
the Scots shall really and effectually join with the King of
Great Britain, and also receive all such persons as shall come
in unto him, and join with them for His Majesty’s preserva-
tion ; and they shall employ all their armies and forces to
assist His Majesty in the procuring of a happy and well-
grounded peace.”’®

On the same day (April 1, 1646), Charles promised on his
part that only his two nephews and Ashburnham would
accompany him to Newark. All his servants were to be
saved from ruin. On arriving in the Scottish army he would
willingly receive instruction in the Presbyterian Government,
and, in general, he would satisfy the Scots so far as he con-
scientiously could.”

The French Agent had thus made an engagement for which,
by his own confession, he had no authority from the Scottish

1 Egevton MSS., Brit. Mus. Add. MSS., 2545, f. 41.

2 Ibid., March 24, 1646.

8 Ibid., March 27, 1646.

4 Arch. des Aff. Et., 52, f. 219. See post, Appendix C.

5 Egerton MSS., Brit. Mus. Add. MSS., 2545, ff. 73, 74. A draft of Mon-
tereul’s engagement.

¢ Ibid,, f. 43.
* Ibid., f. 42.
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Commissioners. They, however, on receipt of the letter sent
by Montereul on the 27th of March, permitted Sir Robert
Moray to affix his name on the 2nd of April to a third
assurance.

‘ Messieurs les Députés d’Ecosse m’ont autorisé, comme
auparavant, pour assurer Sa Majesté trés Chrétienne et Votre
Excellence, que le Roi de la Grande Bretagne étant en I’armée
écossaise, ils ne désireront rien de lui que ce qui est pour le
bien et la conservation de sa personne, son autorité, et son
honneur, et de sa posterité, sans forcer sa conscience, ne
doutant point que Sa Majesté ne fasse franchement et de
bon gré tout ce qui est requis pour I’établissement de la
religion, ce qui est le seul moyen pour procurer une paix
honorable, la conservation de sa personne et I'union de ses
royaumes.”’!

This document does not reveal what would be the future
relations between the King’s followers and the Royalist
forces on the one hand and the Scots on the other. It is
impossible to say what Charles was intended to conclude
from the omission of all reference to this important matter.
Such as it was, the assurance would be sent to Oxford, and
it is probable that it arrived there before Montereul’s de-
parture for Newark. He was to have left on the 2nd of April,
but he did not go until the 3rd.2 He may have waited for the
reply from London. Moray certainly expected that it would
be received in time, for in a letter to Mazarin of the gth
he said that Montereul would take to Newark an order
for the surrender of the town.® The French Agent did take
with him such an order.t This may have been due, however,
to the fact that on the 1st of April he had personally promised
to Charles the support of the Scots on his own terms. Before
his departure he made another unwarranted concession to
the King. Charles could tell his council about his negotiation

! Bib. Nat. MSS., 16002, ff. 29-30. Copies of three assurances, to which
Moray’s name is attached by order of the Scottish Commissioners, are placed
together in this volume,

2 Letters of Charles I. in 1646, 31.

3 Avch. des Aff. Et., 52, f. 219. See post App. C.

‘M.C, 1. 181.
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with the Scots, so that, if he miscarried by the way, the
Independents would be acquainted with the facts, and an
irreconcilable hatred established between them and their
Scottish allies.! Moray and the Commissioners had been
very anxious that Charles should not disclose his intentions to
his council.?

If Montereul had already quitted Oxford before the third
assurance reached the city, he would learn about its contents
from Balmerino, who was dispatched to Newark about the
3rd of April® The Frenchman was the first to reach his
destination, and his reception by the Scottish leaders was
not such as he had anticipated. According to his own
account, they had not received the slightest intimation of
what had been decided upon. Balmerino’s delay was due to
his zeal as a sabbatarian, and Montereul visited him at a
place 13 miles distant. The emissary from London said that
the Army Commissioners would act according to the instruc-
tions which he was bringing. ‘ Yet” wrote Montereul,
‘“ all was refused me of which I had the most formal assur-
ance from Sir Robert Moray.” They would neither send a
detachment of troops to meet the King, nor would they
supply the French Agent with the means of preventing
Charles from leaving Oxford.*

The news of these events was not long in reaching the
Commissioners in London, and the Scottish Chancellor pro-
ceeded to Royston where a Conference was held with Dun-

1 Letters of Charles I. in 1646, 32.

2 M.C,, 1. 169-73.

3 Avch. des Aff. Et., 52, f. 219. See post, App. C.

¢+ M. C., I 180, 185-6.

Montereul evidently believed that the Scottish Commissioners had lied to
him in March when they said that the Army Commissioners had been informed
of the plan. (See p. 41.) He was probably quite mistaken. The army
leaders knew early in the year that negotiations were on foot. (Letters of
CharlesI.in 1646, 13.) They might have been willing to fulfil the terms of the
second assurance. There had not been time to acquaint them from London
of the existence of a third assurance; that was to have been Balmerino’s
duty. On the 23rd of April, Moray admitted to Mazarin that they had not
been ‘“ well informed of the state of affairs by those here’’ until after the
arrival of Montereul at Newark. The fact that they showed hostility to the
French Agent does not imply that he arrived in Newark without

having heard of Moray’s latest reply. Even Balmerino could not induce them
to do what the Frenchman desired, and he knew of the third assurance,
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fermline and Balcarres.! In a letter to Nicholas of the 16th
of April, Montereul explained to what extent it had been
fruitful in good results. The Scots refused to permit any
of the Royalist forces to join their army ; the two Princes
and Ashburnham could come with the King, but if the
English Parliament demanded them, they must effect their
escape from Britain. Montrose was to go as ambassador
neither to France nor to any other country. They could not
come to a rupture with the English Parliament about the
King’s following, but they would employ means to obtain
good terms for them. Finally, if Charles came to Newark,
he was to grant Presbyterianism as soon as possible. Mon-
tereul was not satisfied, and he advised the King to join the
Scots only as a last resort.?

Charles got word of the Royston conference from London
as well as from Newark.? Moreover, on the 16th of April, a
letter was written (probably by Moray) which seems to have
been intended for the King through Montereul.# The Com-
missioners in London authorised the writer to state that the
King’s conscience would not be forced. This was also in-
cluded in a letter which Sir Robert wrote to Mazarin on the
23rd of April.

“ Apreés que Messieurs les Députés d’Ecosse qui résident A
Parmée ont été bien informés de I'état des affaires par ceux
d’ici, ils ont accordé a M. de Montereul tout ce qui a été
promis . . . c’est & dire que le Roi de la Grande Bretagne
serait recu en I’armée avec toute sorte d’honneur et demeure-
rait en sfireté, et qu'on ne forcerait point sa conscience, et
qui plus est ne I'ont obligé & quoi que ce soit, seulement
d’avoir promis & M. de Montereul d’écrire ici une lettre devant
que de partir de Oxford, qui mettrait les Indépendants dans
leur tort, et unirait ceux de son parti pour étre plus capable
de le servir.”’s

It is rather difficult to reconcile this account of what

L Aych. des Aff. Et., 52, ff. 231, 233. See post, App. C. M.C, 1. 180.
:M.C, 1. 181,

3 Avch. des Aff. Et., 52, 1. 233. See post, App. C.

¢ Egerton MSS., Brit. Mus. Add. MSS., 2545. April 16, 1646.

8 Arch, des Aff. Et., 52, 1. 231, See post, App. C.
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happened at Royston with that which Montereul sent to
Nicholas. It is certain that the French Agent counted as a
breach of promise the refusal of the Scots to accept proposals
which he had made to the King on his own responsibility.
No one but he had ever definitely said that the Scots would
join with the Royalist forces; no one but he had ever ex-
plicitly agreed that Montrose should go as ambassador to
France. On the other hand, Moray was not justified in
telling Mazarin that the promise of the 2nd of April was to be
observed. The Scots had made their wishes about religion
so much more definite that from the point of view of the King
these wishes could be said to have varied.

Charles, at any rate, was furious on receiving the French-
man’s account. The Scots, he said, were ‘ abominable
relapsed rogues.” ! This was on the 21st of April, and
next day he tried to induce Ireton to make an agreement.
Ireton refused, and Colonel Rainsborough, who was attacking
Woodstock, did not reply to a similar request made to him
three days later.?

The last resort had become necessary. By the 2oth of
April Montereul had probably received the unsigned letter
sent to him from London on the 16th ;® for on that day he
informed the King by letter that ‘‘ the disposition of the
Scottish commanders was all that could be desired.” They
were beginning to send troops to Burton. The Governor of
Newark was of opinion that Charles ought to join the Scots,
for if he was caught in Oxford he would be lost. Fairfax,
indeed, was rapidly approaching, and Charles, after telling
his council that he was going to London, left Oxford with
Ashburnham and Hudson on the 27th.4

Probably he had not yet decided what he was going to do.
On the 1st of May he was ““ in a place whence he can go to
France, Scotland, or Denmark.”5 Already, on the 28th of
April, Hudson had been dispatched to Southwell where

1 Letters of Charles I. in 1646, 36.
2 Gardiner, GC w., II1. 95-6.

3 See ante, p. 4

4 Gardiner, G. C W II1. 97.
sM.C., L 188,
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Montereul was quartered. The French Agent was to try to
get from the Scots a written assurance of favourable condi-
tions. This proved impossible. They gave, however, a
verbal assent to a written form drawn up by Montereul.
They would secure the King in his person and honour, and
they would not press him to do anything contrary to his
conscience. Ashburnham and Hudson would be protected.
If the English Parliament refused, upon a message from
Charles, to restore him to his rights, the Scots would declare
for him, and take all his friends into their protection. If
the Parliament did agree to restore the King, then only four
of his friends would suffer banishment. Having received
from Hudson this last assurance, Charles resolved to make
for Newark, and he reached Southwell on the morning of the
5th of May.!

Thus neither Moray nor the Commissioners in London had
any direct share in the last stage of the negotiations. But
there is no doubt that they approved of the verbal agreement
which the Army Commissioners gave to Montereul’s four
promises. Neither Charles, nor Montereul, nor Moray and
the Scottish Commissioners were quite honest in their pro-
ceedings. Charles wished the Scots to suppose that he might
be argued into a belief in Presbyterianism, and he never
refused to write the letters mentioned in the second assurance.
He did not believe that they had conscientious objections to
Episcopacy, and he hoped to win them to his side on his own
terms. Montereul promised that, if the Scots broke faith,
the French Government would force them to adhere to their
engagements ; but he knew quite well that the European
situation would make this impossible. The Scots, on their
part, did not wish the Independents to get possession of the
King; and there is no doubt that they allured him to their
camp with words which meant one thing to them and some-
thing very different to him. In Moray’s third assurance,
Charles was told that his conscience would not be forced, but
that he was expected to do “ what was required "’ for the
establishment of religion. Charles certainly did not think

1 Gardiner, G.C.W., I11. gg-102, ‘
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that Presbyterianism was required ; the Scots, on the other
hand, doubtless intended to interpret the phrase in relation to
the terms of the second assurance.. At Royston a more
definite note was sounded. But after that conference was
over, Moray still wrote to Mazarin about freedom of conscience,
as if it was compatible with the writing of a letter, ** qui met-
trait les Indépendants dans leur tort”’ The four promises
delivered by Hudson to the King contain the same combina-
tion of contradictories. If this position was a true one, why
should Charles, after receipt of the second assurance, have
asked for a stipulation that his conscience would not be
forced ? ' The King's request was made precisely because
he could not conscientiously write the letter demanded of
him in the second assurance. On the other hand, just as
Charles did not believe that the Scots would always demand
the abolition of Episcopacy in England, so the Scots did not
suppose that Charles would permanently insist upon Epis-
copacy. He had expressed to them a willingness to be
instructed, and the Scottish Commissioners, no doubt,
thought that reason was on their side, and that reason
would ultimately prevail. It is hardly credible that they
would have enticed the King to Newark unless they had
cherished this hope. They were well aware that the Scottish
Parliament would certainly not support the cause of the King
on any other condition.

When Charles arrived at Newark the Scots treated him in
a manner which greatly incensed Montereul.? Lothian had
told the King that he must sign the Covenant, order the
establishment of Presbyterianism in England and Ireland,
and direct Montrose to lay down his arms.® Charles refused
and ordered Montereul to summon Loudoun and Moray from

1 Moray seems to have thought that the process of persuading the King would
be a rather tedious one. This seems to be the inference from a letter to
Mazarin by Du Bosc of the 3rd of May. He stated that he had received a
letter from Sir Robert (presumably that of April 15) and that Montereul
would probably not be able to leave the Scottish army for a long time (Arch.
des Aff. Et., 52, f. 246). Du Bosc may have come to this conclusion after a
perusal of Moray’s letter. (Ibid., f. 233.)

IM.C., I 192-5.

3 Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 103.
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London.! He hoped that after their arrival he would be
less importuned; but Montereul probably did not share his
opinion, for by this time he had lost faith in Sir Robert and
the Scottish Commissioners.?

Before the 7th of May, however, he had done what the
King desired ;® but as Moray had sprained his ankle it was
not until the 14th of May that he began his journey.* Before
this date the Scottish Commissioners in the Army had written
to the English Parliament expressing their surprise at the
King’s arrival,® handed over Newark to the English Com-
missioners, and ordered a march to Newcastle. This town
was reached on the 13th of May® Moray had joined the
army before the zoth, but he had not been able to change the
behaviour of his countrymen. He requested Montereul,
however, not to report their actions to Mazarin, and led him
to hope that all would be put right, and that the Scots would
yet come and ‘‘ ask excuses for all.”’? In reality, Moray did
not take such a serious view of the actions of the Scots as
Montereul suggested in his letter to Mazarin. ‘‘ Some of the
Scots ”’ he wrote to Du Bosc, ‘‘ have been a little uncivil, and
the harm was increased by the manner in which he ” [Mon-
tereul] ‘‘ resented their conduct” (May 28).8 Sir Robert
added that if the King would yield to their wishes, the Scots
would reinstate him on his throne either by joint consent or
by force.

Even before Montereul’s letters reached Mazarin, the
Cardinal had heard unpleasant rumours about the attitude

tM.C, 1. 194.

2 Ibid., 1. 192.

3 Ibid., 11. App. 581.

1 Aych. des Aff. Et., 52, f. 268.

8 Lords’ Jowrnal, VIIL. 305-6. Cf. S. R. Gardiner, Hamilton Papers,
Camden Society, 1880, 141-2. Moray to Hamilton, Dec. 29, 1646. ‘ He”
[Charles] ** debated with me the strange boldness of a declaration that hath
been made among you, that the army knew nothing of his coming. I only
argued a difference between knowing a thing and hearing tell of it, when it

was not believed.” This argument obviously was not based upon the facts
of the case.

¢ Gardiner, G.C.W., IIL. 104.

“"M.C, 1. 200-1.

8 Ibid., 11. 582.

E



50 THE LIFE OF SIR ROBERT MORAY

of the Scots to Charles.! He hoped that they would prove
false, but the letters from his Agent confirmed them. Nordid
Moray’s explanation of what had happened satisfy him. He
was astonished that Sir Robert did not cry out against the
proceedings of his countrymen,® and he expressed to him
frankly his surprise and annoyance. Moray, however, had
suggested that Charles need only agree to the wishes of the
Scots in order to gain their support. Therefore, the Cardinal
himself, Henrietta Maria, and, above all, Belli¢vre, who had
returned to England as Ambassador after an absence of six
years, would do what they could to induce the King to yield.
But Moray, who was “ plus engagé que nul autre en cette
occasion,” was requested to do his part among the Scottish
leaders. ‘‘ Vous solliciterez vivement ceux qui ont la direc-
tion des affaires de prendre un parti qui sera toujours le plus
honnéte et le plus utile pour eux ” (June 21, 1646).2 The
Cardinal evidently hoped that the Scots would revert to the
terms of the third assurance.

Moray can hardly fail to have been amused at Mazarin’s
adoption of this lofty ethical strain. Personally, he would
willingly have spared the King the necessity of signing or
imposing the Covenant.* But the bulk of Scottish opinion
was against him, and he was too shrewd not to know it.
Moreover, he was not to play a very prominent or influential
part either during the King’s stay at Newcastle or during the
eighteen months which succeeded the departure of Charles
for Holmby.5

Y Aych. des Aff. Et., 50, . 153.

2 Ibid., 52, f. 322.

3 Arch. des Aff. Et., 52, f. 340.

4 Gardiner, Hamilton Papers, 123-26. Nov. 14, 1646, to Hamilton :—
““ If by any means possible and consistent with religion and the public good,
waive the imposing of the Covenant by a law.” ‘° Whether it be to be
expected that Scotland shall ever reap any benefit from their brethren’s
observing of it” [the Covenant]. p. 133. Moray to Hamilton. Dec. 2,
1646.

® It is true that Burnet uses words which give another impression. Moray
‘“ at that time was known to His Majesty ; and he, discovering in him those
great parts and excellent qualities that recommended him to the love and
esteem of all virtuous persons that knew him, honoured him with a great deal
of freedom ; and it was believed few were more in his favour than he was.”
(Lives of the Hamiltons, 1852 edn., 356.) This is not borne out by the Letters
of Charles I. The King scarcely mentions Sir Robert, and heincludes the Scots
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Nevertheless, the somewhat meagre record of his actions
during that period seems to warrant the conclusion that
he regretted the policy of union with the English Parliament
whiﬂj the Scots tended more and more to follow from July,
1640, to January, 1647. He did what he could to prevent
its consummation, and, after the Scots had recrossed the
Tweed, he was ready to side with whatever party inclined
to war with England. In other words, he was labouring
first to prevent and then to undo the consequences of his
action in enticing Charles to Newark. If he did not adopt
this course until the month of July, this does not mean that
he was impelled to it by Mazarin’s reproaches. It was only
in July that an agreement between the King and the Scots
on the Scottish terms began definitely to appear improbable.?

Sir Robert cannot have received the Cardinal’s letter until
the end of June. By that time much had happened since
the King’s arrival at Newcastle. Charles had been playing
equally with the English Parliament and the Scots. On the
18th of May he wrote to the two Houses and to the Committee
of Estates in terms which seemed to indicate an intention of
compliance. In reality, he both hoped and planned for aid
from France and Rome. His request for enlightenment from
Henderson was granted. Charles only sought to gain time,
although he doubtless enjoyed his theological combats with
around him in a general condemnation. ‘‘ All who come about me are knaves
or fools; all have a tincture at least of falsehood.” (p. 44.) In a sense,
of course, both sources of information may be reconciled. Moray may have
been one of the least suspected. His own letters to Hamilton (Gardiner’s
Hamilton Papers, 106-147 passim) prove beyond doubt that he was much
about the King’s person, and that he was well acquainted with what was
goingon. Indeed, they afford a very interesting picture of Charles’ demeanour
during the months at Newcastle. What chiefly struck Moray was the King’s
tranquil insouciance amid events of evil import for his interests. At the most,
these sources only prove that Sir Robert may have had some influence over
the King : they do not affect the question of his influence among his country-
men.

1 This view of his activities is quite compatible with the fact that Moray,
during the latter half of 1646, did his best to induce Charles to yield to the
Scottish demands. Nor is it rendered untenable by the fact that in October
he wrote to Mazarin defending the Scots. He would not desire the Cardinal
to know that he was no longer at one with them. The general drift of his

policy seems to bear out the conclusion adopted in the text. (For his letter
to Mazarin, see Arch. des Aff. Et., 52, f. 630.)



52 THE LIFE OF SIR ROBERT MORAY

the most prominent Scottish minister of the time.! The
weeks of June passed thus in purely academic discussion, but
the English Parliament was now both impatient and distrust-
ful. On the 8th of June, the King’s intercepted letter to
Ormonde was read in Parliament, and it became certain that
the Scots had negotiated with the King before he came to
Newark. The Commissioners in London denied this; but
Hudson’s confession of the 18th of June increased the anger -
against the Scots. Argyle saw clearly that the English
Parliament must be conciliated, and that if Presbyterianism
was to be established in England, it was from the English
Parliament and not from Charles that this concession must
be obtained. On the 25th of June he addressed the Com-
mittees of the two Houses, and concluded by accepting the
peace propositions which they had spent so many months in
preparing.?

More than a month elapsed before the English Commis-
sioners reached Newcastle and besought the King’s assent
to their terms. Belli¢vre, Argyle and Hamilton, the last of
whom had been set at liberty by Fairfax, all begged him to
accept Presbyterianism. On other than ecclesiastical matters
the Scottish Commissioners at Newcastle were willing to
moderate their demands. They would be content with
what Moray had proposed in Paris. The King refused the
Scottish terms, and to the English Commissioners he handed
on the 1st of August a letter requesting more time to decide
and permission to come to London to discuss matters.?

Sir Robert thought that the Scots had not yielded
sufficiently. He made this clear in a letter which he wrote
to Lauderdale at the command of Charles, and which Burnet
inserted in the Lives of the Hamiltons. He had talked with

1 G. Burnet, Lives of the Hamiltons, 356—7. Moray’s part in this affair is
thus related : “ Him therefore did His Majesty employ in that exchange of
papers, being all written with his own hand, and in much less time than
Mr. Henderson did his. They were given by His Majesty to Sir Robert
Moray to transcribe, the copies under Sir R. Moray’s hand were by him
delivered to Mr. Henderson, and Mr. Henderson’s hand not being so legible
as his, he, by the King’s appointment, transcribed them for His Majesty.”

2 Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 117.

3 Ibid., III. 133—4.
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the King about the propositions, to see how far he could be
induced to yield to them. The King, he found, was willing to
treat on the following grounds. Until he received further
enlightenment he could consent to the establishment of
Presbyterianism for three years with toleration for Anglicans.
He would grant the Parliament power over the militia for
ten years. There ought to be a general pardon of delinquents.
Holders of office could be appointed by the Houses * for this
time ”’ ; future vacancies would be filled in the former manner.
Finally, the King could not abandon Ireland. Moray con-
cluded that on these terms peace would almost certainly be
obtained, and * if it should fail on our part for our not hearing
of our Sovereign, it would be an unparalleled misfortune, not
without infamy.” ! These words are interesting because
they are the first illustration of his new political tendency, of
his desire that the Scots should yield somewhat to the King.

Hamilton, in his opinion, was the Scottish statesman from
whom the King could most reasonably hope for moderate
terms. The Duke, by his influence, might also induce his
countrymen to be less uncompromising. During the month
of August Hamilton did attempt to persuade the Scots to
make concessions.? They were so far from thinking of this
that they sent him as one of their Commissioners to Newcastle
to urge the King to give way (Sept. 4).® Much against his
will the Duke proceeded to Newcastle ; but, as he failed to
persuade the King, he spoke of retiring from public life.
Moray did not approve of this intention, but Charles per-
mitted Hamilton to do as he chose. According to Sir Robert,
the King was very grieved, and felt that the Duke’s enemies
would attribute his resolution to unworthy motives. Moray
convinced him that Hamilton’s decision was not unchange-
able, and, at his instigation, the King wrote a letter which
persuaded the Duke to reconsider it.4 Sir Robert may have

1 G. Burnet, Lives of the Hamiltons, 364.

2 Ibid., 366.

3 Gardiner, G.C.W., 11I. 140.

4 Gardiner, Hamilton Papers, 117-8; Burnet, Lives of the Hamilions,

372-3.
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imagined that he had thus done the King a considerable
service. But probably Hamilton did not really intend to
retire from public life. Besides, it is quite certain that
Charles had a much lower estimate of his loyalty and useful-
ness than Moray, and it is beyond doubt that his judgment
in this particular was the truer one.!

Even if Hamilton was more loyal than Charles supposed, he
was unable to prevent the Scottish Parliament from coming
to an agreement with the English Parliament which was
fatal to the King’s hopes. Charles, in fact, had exhausted
the patience of every party in Great Britain. He had made
offers which no one would accept, and offers had been made
to him which he had rejected. On the 16th of December the
arrangements for the departure of the Scots were concluded.
A week later (Dec. 24), the Commons voted that the King
should be brought to Holmby House. The Scottish Parlia-
ment had drawn up conditions of agreement which the King
would certainly refuse. Of these terms the Scottish army
leaders heard on the 22nd of December. They considered
them harsh, and implored Charles to agree to the establish-
ment of Presbyterianism in England. If he would do this,
they would fight for him against both Parliaments. But
the King refused even this offer.2

Charles had still two expedients in mind, neither of which
he carried out. There was the plan of escaping to the Con-
tinent.

“ The design "’ says Burnet, ‘“ was thus laid : Mr. Murray
had provided a vessel at Tinmouth, and Sir Robert Moray
was to have conveyed the King thither in a disguise; and it
proceeded so far that the King put himself in the disguise
and went down the back stairs with Sir R. Moray. But his
Majesty, apprehending it was scarce possible to pass through
all the guards without being discovered, and judging it
hugely indecent to be caught in such a condition, changed his

! Gardiner, Hamilton Papers, 117-9; cf. Letters of Charles I. in 1646,

65, 8s.
2 Gardiner, G.C.W., III. 186.
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resolution and went back; as Sir R. Moray informed the
writer.”” (Dec. 24.)!

The Scots at Newcastle heard of this affair and kept a
close watch on the King’s movements. The news also
reached London, and W. Murray was summoned by the House
of Commons on the 11th of January, 1647.2 On the same
date, the Lords issued an order to the Governor of Newcastle
to ““ keep Sir R. Moray and W. Murray in safe custody,” and
then hand them over to the Gentleman Usher of the Lords.?
But neither of the two cousins was molested by the Scots,
from which Montereul seems to have concluded that the plan
had never been serious.? But this was not a necessary
inference. There must have been many at Newcastle who
approved of the attempt. It would have been foolish to
irritate them by punishing Sir Robert and his cousin;
to take no measures would not lead to a rupture with the
English Parliament.

It was to bring about such a rupture that Charles now
inclined. He thought of disclosing the conditions upon
which he had joined the Scottish army.®? But the idea was
not carried out because, if Montereul is to be believed, Sir
Robert Moray ‘‘ had offered to repair what is past by some
signal service, and had promised to deliver him from Holmby
House if he had the honour of going with him there.”
Charles was certainly told by the Scottish Commissioners,
and by Moray and his cousin, that he would gain nothing by
his proposed action. He would only “ get into trouble two
or three people who had tried to serve him.” ¢ Thus nothing
was disclosed, and no rupture took place. On the contrary,
the Scots quitted the King on the 30th of January, and a
fortnight later they had all crossed the Border. ‘‘ The news

! Burnet, Lives of the Hamiltons, 391. Burnet says that he does not know
where the King intended to go on escaping. This seems curious. Gardiner,
G.C.W., II1. 186.

2 Commons’ Journals, V. 49.

3 Lords’ Journals, VIII. 664.

4M.C., I 4017, 412.

® Gardiner, Hamilton Papers, 141-2, Dec. 29, 1646.

SM.C., 1. 401~7, 4156, 423-6.
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that one can communicate to you is so sad ’ wrote Moray to
Du Bosc on the 2gth, ““ that I have not courage enough to
relate it to you in detail. In one word, before Saturday
next, the King of Great Britain will be in the hands of the
English. Permit me then to add nothing further.” ! These
words in themselves do not imply disapproval of+the trans-
action which the Scots were about to conclude; they may
express merely regret at the inevitable. But taken in
conjunction with his actions during the previous six months
and the subsequent eighteen, it is possible that they contain
a certain amount of censure.? It is difficult to justify such
disapproval. The Scots, as a nation, had never promised
to fight for Charles on his own terms. If they took him
with them to Scotland, they would only encourage a move-
ment among the Scottish Royalists. To let him escape to
the Continent would be to run the risk of foreign invasion.
If there was no danger of foreign invasion, there would be the
active hostility of England. But Moray’s position was
different from that of his countrymen. Like the Scottish
Commissioners he had allured Charles to Newark with
equivocal words. He had done so in the hope that the King
would yield to their demands, but his hopes had proved false.
In such circumstances it would have been dishonourable not
to regret the unexpected but disastrous result of his actions.
Regret of this kind might insensibly pass into annoyance at
the policy of his countrymen, however justifiable it
might be.

Whether he disapproved of or merely regretted the action
of the Scots, Moray henceforth sided with the Argyles or with
the Hamiltons according to their attitude to the question of
armed intervention in England. After the arrival of Charles
at Holmby, the quarrel between the English Presbyterians and
the Independents became acute. By the month of May, even
before the King’s abduction, the former in agreement with

1 Ibid., I1. App. 588.
_ 2 Montereul, it is true, speaks of Moray as if at this moment he were on the
side of the Scottish Parliament (M.C., 1. 423-6) ; but his insinuations about
Sir Robert are so frequent and gratuitous that he cannot be relied on.
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the Scots dispatched Dunfermline to France. There he was
to persuade Henrietta Maria to send the Prince of Wales to
Scotland.!

During the months of June and July, it was the Argyle and
clerical party which was anxious for war with the Inde-
pendents.? Moray approved of the scheme to bring the Prince
to Scotland. His presence would help to unite all parties in
a common service of the King. Hamilton was hostile to the
idea of intervention, because the Argyle party would dominate
in the invading army. Sir Robert spoke to him on the sub-
ject of the Prince’s coming, and the Duke professed his readi-
ness to serve him on his arrival ; but he refused to co-operate
with Argyle.?

Early in August Argyle began to waver in his attitude to
intervention. This was a sufficient reason for the Hamiltons
to change theirs. The Committee of Estates empowered
them to send Lanark and Loudoun as commissioners to the
King.* Military movements would be postponed for a year ;
by that time they hoped to command a majority in Parlia-
ment. Moray now joined the Hamilton party, doubtless
with more readiness than he had joined the Argyle faction,
for the Hamiltons were willing to be lenient to the King in
regard to religion.® They adhered to the plan of inviting the
Prince to Scotland. Traquair left for London before the
26th of October; he was commissioned to persuade the
King to agree to the proposal. Montereul believed that Sir
Robert was to leave soon for France in connection with the
same matter,® but it was not until the following summer that
he sailed from Scotland.”

During the winter of 1647-48 his relations with Argyle
were such that Montereul believed him to be one of his

1 Gardiner, G.C.W., 111. 278.

2 Ibid., I11. 300.

3M.C., II. 188-190, 193-5.

4 Gardiner, G.C.W., II1. 359-60.
i M.C, 11 240.

¢ Ibid., 11. 294~5, 298-300.

7 Ibid., 11. 466.
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followers.! But when carefully examined they do not sup-
port that conclusion. Before the 30th of November Argyle
proposed to Montereul that he should become Colonel of the
Scottish Guards in place of Moray, who was willing to act
as Lieut.-Colonel.2  The regiment would be increased from
2,000 to 4,500. During the next three months Sir Robert
often spoke to the French Agent about this scheme.? It is
natural to demand why one who was to become an Engager
should have approved of Argyle’s plan. In the summer of
1647 the Marquis had been hostile to the transport of troops
to France, because he was anxious for war with England.
The Hamilton party now held this point of view, and Moray
shared it with them. On the other hand, Argyle would be
able to raise some thousands from among his own vassals,
and Sir Robert may have felt that, for the success of the
Engagement, they would be better out of the way. By the
beginning of May, 1648, the Engagement policy had
triumphed. But a large section of the clergy was hostile to
it, and Argyle, probably hoping to organise resistance, said
nothing more about his former proposal. On the 3rd of May,
therefore, Sir Robert left for France, where his duties as
Colonel would claim part of his attention. But his departure
was also connected with the plan for the coming of the Prince
to Scotland.

Henrietta Maria and Jermyn were, in fact, anxious for a
coalition with the Presbyterians, and, in the absence of Hyde,
the Prince was very dependent on their advice. Before the
end of June he had been formally invited to join Hamilton’s
army, but he had not agreed to do so. The terms which
Sir William Fleming had conveyed to him were not acceptable.
Instead of going to Scotland he left Paris on the 25th of
June in order to join at Helvoetsluys that portion of the
English fleet which had declared for the King.# In July, the

1 Ibid., 11. 337~9, 32I.

2 Moray was appointed Colonel of the Scottish Guards in 1645. Between that
date and 1650 he was busy recruiting troops for France. Seepost, ChapterIV.

3M.C., II. 337—9, 407-10.

¢ Eva Scott, The King in Exile, London, 1905, 48-50.
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Committee of Estates commissioned Lauderdale to visit the
Prince and to induce him to come to Scotland by offering
more favourable terms. In addition, Lauderdale was to
visit both France and Holland, and to obtain, if possible,
money, arms, and ammunition from the authorities in these
countries. If he was not able to carry out in person the
second part of his instructions, he was to appoint the fittest
Scottish gentleman as his substitute.!

Lauderdale reached the Downs on the 1oth of August;
six days later he had persuaded the Prince to join the Duke’s
army. He then acquainted him with his mission to Holland
and France.

“ He was very well pleased with it, and thought it might be
of very good use, but he would upon no terms consent that I
should leave him. He thought it might be of good use in
Holland, and was very well pleased that Sir Robert Moray
was to go into France in case I went not : but because there
is so much to do in settling this fleet, those hours that the
Prince stays here, he commanded Sir Robert Moray to go
alone to Holland, from whence he is to be dispatched ”’
(August 19.2)

A few days later Lauderdale heard of the disaster at Preston,
and the news would render Sir Robert Moray’s task useless.

In espousing the cause of the Engagers, Sir Robert Moray
had taken part in an effort foredoomed to failure. Between
a King like Charles and a people with the theological notions
of the Scots, no agreement could be made. Thus when Moray,
among others, induced Charles to come to Newark with words
of doubtful meaning, he had committed an action which was
bound to lead to the surrender of the King by the Scots. He
had taken a step which, from the strictly ethical standpoint,
could not be justified. On the other hand, he was not ** the
cunning man "’ whom Clarendon distrusted,® nor the unprin-
cipled intriguer at whom Montereul was pleased to sneer.
He had really hoped for a reconciliation of Charles and the

1 Gardiner, Hamilton Papers, 236.

2 Gardiner, Hamilton Papers, 245-6.

3 Clarendon, History of the Rebellion, ed. W. D. Macray, 1888, IV. Bk. ix.
175.
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Scots, and he did not cynically repudiate responsibility for
the results of his action. His connection with the affairs of
Charles was unfortunate, but it was at least loyal. It ended
in the summer of 1648, but at the same time his relations with
the future Charles the Second began. During the young
King’s exile, Moray was to help his perishing cause in Scot-
land ; after the Restoration he was an honoured friend. It
is impossible to doubt his faithfulness to the son, and therefore
it is difficult to discredit his loyalty to the father.

The notices of Sir Robert’s political activities from August,
1648, to September, 1651, are so scanty that it is impossible
to make a connected narrative of them. He had returned
to Scotland by March, 1649.1 As an Engager, his position
would not have been pleasant, had he not been friendly with
Argyle2 To be on good terms with the Marquis was cer-
tainly the sole means by which Moray could obtain recruits
for his regiment, but the cause of Charles II. could not dis-
pense with the support of Argyle and his party. Hence Sir
Robert’s intimacy with him was perhaps only one more
proof of his indifference to factions, except in so far as they
were inclined to further the royal cause. It is probable that
Lanark and Lauderdale had also come to terms with the
Marquis, and the former at least had disavowed the Engage-
ment.® Moray had certainly not done this by the 18th of
May, 1650. On that date ““ the Commission of the General
Assembly appointed the Presbytery of St. Andrews to take
special trial of the carriage of Sir Robert Moray in relation
tothe public cause, especially his accession to the late unlawful
Engagement, and, if they find any guiltiness, to censure him
accordingly and to make report of their diligence the next
meeting of the Commission.””* What he said to the Pres-
bytery of St. Andrews does not appear. After the battle

3 Harieian MSS. (Brit. Mus.), 4551, March 27, 1649.

2 Ibid., March 26/April 5, 1650.

3 Gardiner, History of the Commonwealth and Protectorate, I. 18-19.

4 Proceedings of the Commissioners of the Gemeral Assembly, Scot. Hist.
Socy., I1. 397.
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of Dunbar the Scottish Parliament began to show an
inclination to admit Engagers and even Royalists to civil
and military offices, on condition of formal repentance.
This tendency became more manifest in the early months
of 1651, and Moray must have shared in the general hypo-
crisy of declaring repentance. Otherwise, he would not have
been appointed Justice-Clerk (March 21, 1651), a Privy
Councillor (March 29), and a Lord of Session (June 6).2
He was at the time in financial difficulties,® but his tenure
of these offices was to be very brief.# Hence he cannot
have gained greatly by his acceptance of them, which would
change once more the character of his political relations to
Argyle.

The only other allusion to Moray as a politician during this
period occurs in John Livingstone’s Account of the Treaty
with the King at Breda.® ‘‘ Lothian ”’ he says, ‘“ was many
ways involved with the Marquis of Argyle, who for a long
time had been very entire with W. Murray and Sir Robert
Moray, negotiators for the King, and who, it is thought, put
him in hopes that the King might marry his daughter.”
There are many indications in the State Papers of the time
that W. Murray was a negotiator for the King, but there are
none to give this impression about his cousin. Livingstone
is extremely vague about the proposed marriage between
Charles II. and Anne Campbell. Little indeed is known
about it. It is uncertain when the proposal was first
seriously made, and whose idea it originally was.® That Sir
Robert Moray may have had something to do with it is all
that can be said.

1 Gardiner, op. cit., 1. 383-7.

2 4.P.S., V1. (ii), 648b, 653b, 656b, 686b.

3 Cf. post, Ch. 1V, p. 73, and also post, Ch. VI. p. 99.

¢ Brunton and Haig, Senators of the College of Justice, s.v. Sir R. Moray.

8 Select Biographies, Wodrow Socy., 170.

¢ See Hillier, King Charles in the Isle of Wight, 325~31 ; Clarendon, op. cit.,
V. Bk. xiii. 50; Burnet, 0.T., 1. 101, #. 1; Gardiner, Hist. of the Common-

wealth and Protectorate, 1. 387-93; Eva Scott, The King in Exile, Lond.
1905, 139, 168, 197; J. Willcock, The Great Marquess, Edin. 1903, 263-9.



CHAPTER 1V
1645-1650
COLONEL OF THE SCOTTISH GUARDS—THE RECRUITING OF
SOLDIERS FOR FRANCE

WHEN Mazarin sent Montereul to London in the autumn of
1645, it was not only that he might effect an understanding
between the Scots and their King. He was also commissioned
to obtain from Scotland as many recruits as possible for the
French service.! In 1644 negotiations had been entered into
at Munster which were ultimately to result in the Peace of
Westphalia (1648). But so successful an issue was not at
all certain in 1645. The war might continue yet for many
years, and in that case soldiers from abroad would be as
necessary as ever. The enemy would be all the more ready
to conclude a treaty when it was seen that France could
obtain foreign troops.? The more of them France had the
better would be the conditions which she could exact at the
negotiations.® As Mazarin was about to help the Scots to
come to terms with Charles, it was reasonable to hope that
they would aid him in his difficulties.

- New regiments might be raised, but primarily the Cardinal
wished recruits for the regiment of the Scottish Guards and
for the Douglas Regiment, formerly called Hepburn’s.
Owing probably to the disastrous defeat at Tiittlingen (Nov.
1643), the Guards had been reduced to 400 men.* The
Douglas Regiment had not been in Guébriant’s unfortunate
army, but its ranks had been thinned by various causes, and

1 See Montereul’s letter of credence in Correspondence of the Scots Com-
missioners in London, 1644-1646, ed. H. W. Meikle, Roxburghe Club, 1917,
App.
3 Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, Ancién St. Germain, 16002,1.181. Dec. 14, 1646.
3 Chéruel, Lettres du Cardinal Mazarin, 11. 274—5. Dec. 30, 1646.

4 Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, Ancien St. Germain, 16002, f. 300. Mar. 12,
1647.
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it now contained only 800 soldiers.! Moreover, the Colonel
of the Guards, the Earl of Irvine, died in September, 1645,2
while the Lord James Douglas, Colonel of the Douglas regi-
ment, was killed in a skirmish during the same year.? Suc-
cessors had to be found for the two vacant posts.

The position of Colonel of the Guards was a coveted one,*
and the Scottish Commissioners in London desired that Sir
Robert Moray should obtain it. They suggested to Montereul
that no appointment should be made until they had sent a
message to France to state their intentions respecting the
Guards.® Moray himself was anxious to be nominated, and
Montereul considered that his pretensions were justifiable.
He advised, therefore, that Sir Robert should receive the
command ; he was intelligent, a friend of France, and a man
who had powerful connections both in England and in Scot-
land.” This advice was taken, and in return for the honour
bestowed upon him, Moray engaged to raise 12 companies of
100 men each.! Meantime, Lord Angus, brother of Lord
James Douglas, was in communication with the French Court
as to the command of the other regiment; and, on being
appointed Colonel,? he agreed to raise 1,000 men. The
Scottish Commissioners in London promised that Moray
would receive 1,200 soldiers, and Angus ““a good number.”’ 11
Thus from 1645 to 1650 Sir Robert’s activities, like those of
Montereul, were twofold. He played his part in the politics
of these years, and he was also busy recruiting for the French
service.

The work began in December, 1645, when the French War
Minister sent to Montereul a letter of change for 36,000 livres.
He was to be very careful in the distribution of this fund

! Angus who became Colonel needed 1200 men to reach a total of 2000.
2 The Scots Peerage, ed. Balfour Paul, I. 350; M.C, I. 16.
3 D.N.B., V. 1227.

AM.C,I 30. Oct.16/26, 1645.

8 Ibid., II. 569. Oct. 2/12, 1645.

8 Aych. des Aff. Et., Angleterre, 51, f. 325. Oct. 26, 1645.
7M.C., 1. 16. Sept. 18/28, 1645.

8 Dépét de la Guerve MSS., 94, f. 260. Dec. 1645.

® Avch. des Aff. Et., Angleterre, 50, f. 10. Dec. 1645.

10 Ibid., 50, £. 42. Feb. 8, 1647.

1 M.C, L 30. Oct. 16/26, 1645.
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None of it was to be handed over either to Moray or to the
officers of the Douglas regiment until they had obtained from
the Scottish Parliament permission to raise men. For each
man levied 30 livres were to be paid, so that Montereul had
money for 1,200 soldiers.! For somewhat more than a year
no progress was made, as Montereul and Moray could not
act effectively until they reached Scotland. Owing to their
occupation with diplomacy and politics, first at London and
then at Newcastle, they were forced to remain in England
during the year 1646.2 Moreover, neither the Committee
of Estates ® nor the Scottish Parliament was willing to permit
the levying of men until an agreement had been made with
the English Parliament as to the disposal of Charles and the
payment of arrears. By the end of January, 1647, these
matters had been settled ; and, after it had recrossed the
Tweed early in February, the Scottish army was disbanded,
save for 6,000 foot and 1,200 horse.t

Bellievre and Montereul, however, must have been dis-
appointed, when, even after the disbandment of the Scottish
army, the Parliament resolved to permit Moray and Angus
to raise only 400 men (Feb. 10).> The Estates did not wish
to encourage other countries such as Sweden to make similar
requests for recruits.® But Moray was not dismayed; andin
writing to Bellievre on the 16th of February, he stated that
the formal permission was not really essential, and that he
would be able to levy men freely.” Montereul was inclined
to share his optimism as there were so many disbanded
soldiers in the country. He therefore gave 18,000 livres to
Moray and an equal sum to Angus.®

2 Dépét de la Guerre MSS., 94, f. 260. Dec. 1645. In 1642 20 livres had
been the ‘“ prime,” but out of the 30 livres the price of transport and the cost
of change had to be taken. Former levies had been as expensive as this one.

# Montereul was in France part of the year.

s M.C., I. 201-2, 208.

¢ P. Hume Brown, Hist. of Scot., 11. 341.

84.P.S., VI (i), 689b.

¢ Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, Ancien St. Geymain, 15994, f. 86.

7 Ibid., 15994, f. 102. Belliévre had gone south to London from Newcastle,
while Montereul and Moray had proceeded north to Edinburgh.

& Archives des Aff, Et., Angleterre, 56, f. 62. Feb. 26, 1647.
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In return for this sum Moray agreed in writing either to
have 600 men in France by the last day of March or to
refund so much of the money as had not been spent.! A
week later Montereul reported that Sir Robert.hoped to
have 1,600 recruits in France by the end of May according to
promise.? In the beginning of March Moray stated that
within the same period he hoped to have transported 15
fresh companies ; 3 and in July he held out hopes of sending-
to France, before the campaign was over, 3 companies in
addition to the 16 that he had promised.* Angus, at some
indefinite date, agreed to disembark 1,200 before the end of
Junes

Such were the promises made, but the achievement fell
considerably short of them. By October Angus had
embarked at the most about 950 men and Moray about
1,350.% Nor were expectations realised with respect to the
limitations in time to which the Colonels had agreed. Instead
of having landed 600 men in France by the end of March,
Moray had only embarked and sent off about 250. By
the end of May he was about 500 short of the anticipated
1,500, and matters were not much improved two months
later. Of the 600 which in July he expected to have ready
for the closing stages of the campaign probably very few
ever reached France ; certainly none arrived in time. Angus
had only dispatched about half his men by the end of June,
his stipulated period.

The complaints which Mazarin and Le Tellier made from
time to time about the slow progress of affairs in Scotland
were therefore natural enough.? But there were many cir-
cumstances which prevented the two Colonels from achieving
greater success, and the blame for the delay did not lie with

-

1 Dépét de la Gueyre MSS., 102, f. 360.

tM.C, II. 29.

3 Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, 15994, f. 111.

1+ M.C., 11. 201-3.

5 Ibid., I1. 265-6.

$ Ibid., I1. 201-3, 217-8, 282, 322; Awch. des Aff. Et., Angleterve, 50, f.
46 ; Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, 4202, {. 217%.

7 Aych. des Aff. Et., 50, 1f. 48, 49, 86; Bib, Nat, MSS., 4202, fi. 178, 261,

¥
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them. Adverse winds were very prevalent in the spring of
1647, and these retarded the transport of the men.! The
plague committed considerable ravages, and Montereul
deplored its effect upon the available number of soldiers.?
But the greatest hindrance lay in the general disposition
first of the Parliament and then of the Committee of Estates.
The Parliament sat from the 3rd of November, 1646, until the
27th of March of the following year. Thereafter, for eleven
months, the Committee held power.® It was the Parliament
which on the 1oth of February had sanctioned the raising of
400 men; but Montereul was afraid that it might hinder
further levies, and was greatly relieved when it rose. He
hoped that the Committee, a smaller and more select body,
would be more favourably disposed. It would be less sub-
ject to passion and would be more inclined to weigh the
consequences of offending the French Government.* He
was therefore all the more disappointed when, on the 1st of
June, the Committee resolved to prohibit further recruiting.
Lanark and Moray tried to render this order ineffective, and
by the end of July Montereul hoped that the Committee
would not interfere if its order was neglected.® Not many
men were shipped after that date, and his hopes once more
proved excessive.

The reasons for this attitude on the part of the authorities
in Scotland were many and of considerable weight. They
had to take into account the effect upon the English Parlia-
ment of too indulgent a policy towards France. For Spain,
which did not wish France to obtain troops in Scotland,
insinuated to the English Parliament that the French Govern-
ment was their greatest foe.® Further, Sir Thomas Dishing-
ton had informed the Scottish Commissioners in London that
the recruits were only being sent to France temporarily ; in
the near future Moray really intended to utilise them in the

1 M.C., 1I. 103, 142.

2 Ibid., 11. 156, 201.

34.P.S., VI, (i) & (ii).

4 Aych. des Aff. Et., 56, {. 105.

s M.C., II. 150, 156, 201-03.

¢ Chéruel, Lettres du Cardinal Mazarin, I1. 412, Mar. 31, 1647.
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service of Charles I.! This was an untruth which many
ridiculed,2 but which some might be inclined to believe.
Moreover, until the end of May, there were Royalist forces
in the Highlands, partly belonging to the Marquis of Huntly,
partly serving under MacDonald. By the beginning of June
the adherents of both these leaders had been defeated;® but
before the same month was over, the news reached Edinburgh
that the army in England had taken possession of the King,
and that the Independents had been thereby rendered much
more powerful. The question of war with the Independents
began to be discussed, and in such circumstances the Scottish
authorities were not disposed to let men leave the country.t

The fact that Parliament had authorised the raising of
only 400 men led to many difficulties. No doubt about 1,900
others were levied, but the task would have been much easier
if it had had legal sanction. The Privy Council would have
been able to help the officers, as in 1633 it helped those of
Hepburn, by issuing extracts and inserting thereon their
names for levying their proportionate number of men.’
It might have given orders that the officers were not to be
hindered in their efforts by judges and magistrates, and that
magistrates and subjects were even to further the work.$
There were, for example, soldiers who took pay and then
deserted, and in the case of some previous levies it had been
one of the duties of magistrates to punish such men.? It
had not been unusual to keep recruits in prison until the time
of embarkation lest they might desert during the interval.®

Such help would have been all the more acceptable because
the common soldiers were not very anxious to go to France.
During the spring of 1647 this reluctance was partly the
result of the depredations committed by Royalist frigates,

1M.C., 11. 70.

® Aych. des Aff. Et., 56, {. 105.

3 Gardiner, G.C.W., I1. 251, 300.

* M.C., 11. 168, 174-6.

5 R.P.C. of Scot. (1635-37), 401-03.

¢ Ibid. (1633-35), 65; (1638—43), 103-04.
7 Ibid. (1633-35), 65.

8 Ibid. (1627-28), Introd. xiii,
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which rendered the voyage to France dangerous.! But
much more important was the fact that after the capture of
the King by the Independents war between Scotland and
England was possible. The disbanded soldiers chose to
await a campaign in England rather than to commit them-
selves to service on the Continent.?

Such were the unfavourable circumstances in which the two
Colonels had to labour. Nevertheless, Moray was not wholly
beyond reproach. He had been more sanguine than the
conditions warranted, and he could not complain if the sub-
sequent disappointment annoyed Mazarin, Le Tellier, and
Montereul. In Moray’s defence it must be conceded that
when in July he spoke of three additional companies besides
the promised sixteen, even Montereul himself was of opinion
that the Committee would overlook an infringement of its
order against the levies. It must also be remembered that
the figures quoted above are founded on the reports of the
French envoy. In March, 1650, Moray asserted that he had
actually sent 1,600 men to France.? It must be admitted,
however, that Sir Robert had to some extent misjudged the
situation, and that his error was the more serious because he
was not new to this work and ought to have foreseen the
difficulties more clearly.

But the deficiency in the numbers sent and the excessive
time taken in sending them were not the only subjects of
complaint. Both the authorities in France and the envoy
in Scotland discovered, or supposed that they had discovered,
various fraudulent attempts and purposes on the part of the
two Colonels.*

On the 26th of May, Mazarin wrote to Montereul that the

! dych. des Aff. Et., 55, £. 145.

2 Ibid., 56, f. 222.

3 Harleian MSS., 4551. May 26/Ap. 5, 1650.

¢ It should be noted that Le Tellier, appointed War Minister in 1643, had
resolved to make it his life-work to abolish the malpractices of officers and men
in the French Army. Envoys such as Montereul received strict injunctions
to be on the alert in the detection of offences. Montereul, moreover, had failed
in his diplomatic work, and when even his parallel task of recruiting appeared
likely to prove unsuccessful, he would be inclined to throw the blame on the
other agents in the business.
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first vessel had contained many incapables,®! and on the
8th of June Le Tellier spoke of an “‘ infinité de petits gargons.” *
Six weeks earlier, however, both had merely said that there
were ‘‘ several children.” 8 Montereul, on receiving this news,
went on board the second ship containing 300 of Moray’s
men which left Leith about the 20th of April. He found
“ mombre d’enfants parmi les hommes,” and he proposed to
Sir Robert that his captains should dismiss these incapables.
But the captains explained their presence on board.

“ C’étaient des lacquais qu’ils prennent de cet 4ge pour en
tirer plus de service ou pour moins charger leurs chevaux,
ou des tambours qu’ils ont accoutumé d’avoir ici fort petits,
qu’ils habillent de leurs livrées, mais qui ne passent point
pour soldats et qui ne regoivent aucune paye, et Moray a
promis d’écrire au Sieur de Rozet,* de ne passer aucun de ces
enfants pour soldats et de ne donner des armes qu’a ceux qui
seront bien capables de s’en servir.”’

Nevertheless, it is quite probable that there had been an
attempt to defraud. Even French levy officers were guilty
of this practice, and in 1628 the Privy Council of Scotland
had issued an order to check the levying of boys at College.®
When men were difficult to obtain, it would be the more
natural to take mere children as substitutes. On the other
hand, Mazarin admitted that the officers of the two Scottish
regiments were *‘ as good as there were in France,” 7 and this
admission needs to be taken into account. Further, the
Scottish Colonels made up for the offence by sending good
recruits in the future, for Montereul, at the end of July,
spoke in praise of the type of men who had been transported
to France.®

It is now necessary to examine the charges made by Mon-
tereul. In the first place, Moray and Angus tried to obtain

1 Aych. des Aff. Et., 50, f. 48.

2 Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, 4202, {. 217.

3 Arch. des Aff. Et., 50, £. 461 Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, 4202, f. 144.
4 The Commissary who received the troops at Calais.

8 Arch. des Aff. Et., 56, f. 124.

8 R.P.C. of Scot. (1627-1628), 7-8.

" Avch. des Aff. Et., so, £. 38.

§M.C., I1, 201-3.

—
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36 livres as the “ prime’’ for each soldier, stating that it
would be impossible henceforth to levy men at a smaller sum
(Feb. 26, 1647). The French envoy pointed out that those
who were offering to raise new regiments were willing to
accept 30 livres.! Although it was natural for those whose
offers had not yet been accepted by the French Government 2
to promise to be content with the smaller amount, Montereul’s
scepticism was justified. Men were forthcoming at 30 livres,
and Angus’ officers informed the French Resident that their
Colonel gave each man somewhat less than 30 livres and
retained the balance !3

On the 11th of May, 1647, Montereul heard that, owing to
the influence of Argyle, the levies were likely to be prohibited
after the 1st of June.r Moray had commissions for sixteen
companies, and for twelve of these he had received levy
money. On the 27th of April the French envoy had suggested
that he should not be paid for the remaining 400 until they
had arrived in France. Sir Robert had agreed on condition
that Le Tellier would state whether he really desired this
arrangement.’? But before the 1rth of May he requested
Montereul to obtain the 12,000 livres from the War Minister.
The French Resident, in writing to Le Tellier, hinted that the
Colonel, aware that the levies were soon to become illegal,
hoped to retain most of this money. This was a most
singular interpretation of Moray’s request. It would ob-
viously be much easier to raise the 400 men if he could promise
that they would receive their “ prime ’ before leaving Scot-
land. Otherwise the 1st of June might arrive before many
recruits had been engaged. In the letter containing this
accusation Montereul expressed the hope that the approach
of the 1st of June would impel the officers to hasten in their
task.® Yet when a means of advancing the work was sug-
gested, it was treated as a plan to defraud the Government.

1 Aych. des Aff. Et., 56, . 62.

2 Bib. Nat., MSS. Frangais, 16002, f. 300 ; Arch. des Aff. Et., 50, f. 74.
3 Arch. des Aff. Et., 56, 1. 249.

* M.C., IL. 141-2.

5 Arch. des Aff. Et., 56, f. 124.

$M.C., II. 141-2.
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The remaining accusations can be briefly dealt with. The
12,000 livres were not sent, and on the 2oth of July Montereul
expressed his approval. ‘ If Moray received the money of
the levies in advance, he might for his own interests not
complete the number. Thus on 1,600 men that he agrees
to raise he might levy 200 less without any objection being
made to it, from an abuse which he tells me is not only
allowed, but is very common.” ! In September, he added
that any money sent in future to Scotland should be deposited
not with ‘“ Moray’s merchant ” but with another Scottish
merchant called Dougal. The former “ pourrait détourner
les traités que j’aurais & faire avec quelque autre que le dit
Chevalier.” 2 Both insinuations were decidedly ungenerous.
If Sir Robert intended to defraud Le Tellier and Mazarin, it
was peculiar that he should warn their agent of the mal-
practice by which he would profit. Moreover, he had already
recruited the 1,200 men for whom he had been paid, and
1,100 of them were in France. It was therefore most unfair
to suggest that what he had not done in the past he would
do in the future. The same remark applies to the other
insinuation. No new regiment had yet been raised, but
earlier in the year attempts had been made to do so. Moray
had interested himself in the matter and had endeavoured
to give assistance to Montereul.?

Thus the general conclusion would seem to be that of the
various accusations Mazarin’s probably contained a certain
amount of truth and the first made by Montereul was well-
founded. But the grav1ty of the offences committed must
not be exaggerated. It is necessary to consider not only
how Moray and Angus dealt with the French Government,
but also the manner in which the Government treated them.
On the whole, the two Colonels, but especially Sir Robert,
had a good deal of which to complain. It is true that 36,000
livres were duly forwarded for each of them,* and that this

1 Ibid., 201-3.

’Arch des Aff. Et., 56, £, 222,
sM.C., 1I. 27-31.

s Aych. desAﬂ' Et 56, f. 91,
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sum was adequate for more than the number of men sent by
Angus, although not quite sufficient for Moray’s recruits.
Angus also repeatedly complained that the wages of his men
were less than those of Sir Robert’s, and this matter seems to
have been rectified.! Nevertheless, the finances of France
were in a bad condition, and it was traditional for the Govern-
ment to break faith with its military officers. Le Tellier
had set himself to a useful task, but he had not been long at
work, and he was labouring under serious disadvantages.
Abuses were therefore still numerous.

It is instructive to find Mazarin advising his agent to flatter
the Scots, if thereby men could be obtained for the French
Army.* This could only mean that promises were to be made
in Scotland which would not be kept in France. The Cardinal
assured Montereul that the troops on landing received excel-
lent treatment, and he desired the envoy to announce this
to those who had not yet left.® In spite of this, rumours came
to Scotland that the men were not well cared for. Montereul
pointed out the evil effects of such reports, and cynically
advised Le Tellier to give orders for the better treatment of
the Scottish soldiers until all the recruits had arrived.*

But Moray had personal grievances as well. It was hard
enough to have to raise 400 men without an advance of money
from the Government. Montereul admitted that Scottish
Colonels had not been subjected to this condition in the past.®
Circumstances may have justified the innovation, but nothing
could excuse the unfairness with which it was actually carried
into effect. In the middle of August Sir Robert sent 100
men to France at his own expense, and he had not been repaid
at the end of September.® Mazarin did not intend to refund
any money until all the 400 had arrived.” This was not the
way to secure the remaining men.

1 Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, 4202, ff. 132, 144.
2 Arch. des Aff. Et., 50, . 44.

3 Ibid., 50, . 50; Bib. Nat. MSS., 4202, f. 178.
* Arch. des Aff. Et., 56, £. 168.

8 Ibid., 56, f. 124. April 27, 1647.

¢ Ibid., 56, f. 222. Sept. 28, 1647.

7 Ibid., 50, f. 52. Sept. 21, 1647.
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In addition, Moray could complain of arrears in his salary
and in his pension. He mentions the matter in a letter to
Belli¢vre of the 29th of May, 1647.) But there is more
convincing demonstration of it in the caution which Montereul
demanded of him in the preceding February.? If 600 men
had not arrived in France by the end of March, he promised
to hand back the unexpended money and not to make use of it
in payment of the arrears due to him. Moray cannot, there-
fore, be very harshly judged if he looked upon the attempt to
get more than sufficient levy money as a means of legitimate
reprisal.

In regard to another matter, however, it seems at first
sight rather difficult to justify his conduct. Few or no
troops weresent after the middle of November, 1647, and yet
he did not leave for France until the beginning of May, 1648.
Now Le Tellier laid great stress upon the presence of com-
manding officers in the quarters of their troops.® These
months were, of course, spent in winter-quarters, and Moray
could not be accused of avoiding active service. But his
regiment and that of Angus were diminishing in numbers,
and probably this was due in part to the absence of the
Colonels and a consequent lack of discipline.*

In point of fact, during the latter half of 1647 and the first
half of 1648, Moray did not make his duties as Colonel his
sole or even at times his chief object and purpose. This
was probably a grievance with Le Tellier, but it was the
natural result of his diplomatic activity in 1646. He knew
that Montereul suspected him of bad faith in connection with
the coming of the King to Newark. The Engagement was a
belated movement in favour of Charles I., and Moray doubt-
less wished to do what he could to further it Not only did
he wish it to be successful ; Montereul’s reproaches had
annoyed him, and he desired toshow that they were unmerited.

1 Bib. Nat. MSS. Frangais, 15994, f. 133.

& Dépét de la Guerre MSS., 102, {. 360.

3 L. André, Michel Le Tellier, 537-546.

4 Arch. des Aff. Et., 50, f. 17. Nov. 8, 1647.

5 For his activities in connection with the Engagement, see ante, Ch. III.
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In reality, Hamilton’s policy resulted in disaster. His
army was defeated at Preston (Aug. 17-19, 1648), and he
himself perished a few months later on the scaffold. Shortly
after this, Moray was back in Scotland (March, 1649),! where
Graymond had replaced Montereul as French Resident. By
September, 1648, the two Scottish regiments comprised only
800 men,? and Mazarin wished to increase the number by
500 at least.> The Peace of Westphalia had been signed, and
the Empire and the United Provinces had withdrawn from
the conflict ; but the war with Spain still continued, and there
was unrest and dissatisfaction in France itself. Hence
during the concluding months of 1649 and the first half of
1650, the question of recruiting in Scotland occupied the
attention of Graymond, Moray and Angus.

It would be tedious, however, to enter into details. As in
the years 1646 and 1647, circumstances were unfavourable
to the enterprise. It was constantly expected that Montrose
would land with a Royalist force, and the army of 6,000
might have to be increased in order to vanquish him.
“ Malignants >’ would not be included in the Scottish host,
but they would rather join Montrose than proceed to France.
Royalists would be offended if attempts were made to ship
such men to the Continent.r Moreover, the two Colonels
and the French authorities continued their mutual recrimina-
tions. Thus Mazarin was annoyed at the demand for a
“ prime”’ first of 60 livres and then of 45 livres for each
recruit.® He would consent to no augmentation,® although
~ even Graymond admitted that it was natural for the Colonels
to demand it. The price of transport had risen since 1647 :
in that year there had been disbanded soldiers, while in 1650
it was probable that the Scottish army would be increased.?

1 Harleian MSS., 4551. Mar. 27, 1649.

 Avch. des Aff. Et., 50, £. 20.

3 Ibid., 50, f. 105.

4 Harleian MSS., 4551 : letters of Nov. 13, 20, 27, and Dec. 25, 1649.
5 Ibid., Dec. 25, 1649 ; Jan. 22, 1650.

8 Avch. des Aff. Et., 50, f. 110. Jan. 29, 1650.

? Harleian MSS., 4551. Dec. 25, 1650.
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Moray and Angus, on the other hand, bitterly resented an
innovation which the Cardinal resolved to introduce. He
proposed to send an agent to Scotland expressly to supervise
the levying and to distribute the money.! The Colonels
protested against the plan; it implied a lack of trust, and if
it was carried out they would not levy another man.? More-
over, Moray’s arrears were still unpaid, and at the end of
February, 1650, the Committee of Estates wrote to the French
King asking that this might be rectified.* An effusive reply
was sent on the 1oth of May. No definite promises were
made, but great regard was expressed both for the two
Colonels and for the Scottish nation.*

This answer made a favourable impression, and when Gray-
mond asked that some of the prisoners from the army of
Montrose should be given to Moray and Angus, the Parlia-
ment granted him about 220 men (May 21, 1650).> Nine
days later 100 more were added.® Moray and Angus agreed
to send 400 before the end of June at the old rate, although
before the arrival of the royal letter they had demanded a
considerably higher sum.? They embarked the troops with
all speed, and by the 4th of June 300 of them were on their
way to France. The rest were to follow before long.?

Graymond left for France shortly after,?and there is no
more mention of the levies. Charles II. had signed the
Treaty of Breda on the 1st of May, and he arrived at Spey-
mouth on the 23rd of June. War with the Commonwealth
would be the inevitable sequel, and every available man would
be required for the contest against Cromwell. It was prob-
ably about this time that Moray resolved to quit the French

1 Avch. des Aff. Et., 50, ff. 111, 112, 113. Feb. 25 and April 6, 1650.

2 Harleian MSS., 4551. March 26, April 9, 1650.

3 Arch. des Aff. Et 60, f. 252. Feb. 26, 1650, Letter by Moray ; Harleian
MSS., 4551. Jan. 22, 1650.

4 Arch. des Aff. Et., 60, f. 282. May 10, 1650.

5 A4.P.S., VI. (ii), 566.

8 Sir J. Balfour's dnnals, IV. 18-19.

7 Arck. des Aff. Et., 6o, f. 300, 313. May 30, 31, 1650.

& Ibid., 60, f. 328.

P‘H)arlemn MSS., 4551. Aug. 21, 1650 (Letter of Graymond from
aris
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service, His arrears were still unpaid.? France was in the
throes of rebellion, for the Fronde was at its worst from 1650
to 1653. There was no likelihood of obtaining satisfaction
so long as it lasted,? and it might continue indefinitely. His
acceptance of the position of Justice Clerk in March, 1651,
and his appointment in June as a Lord of Session point to
some such resolution on his part.® The disaster at Worcester
subjected Scotland to a foreign rule, and Moray did not per-
form any judicial functions. But he remained in the country
to take part in the Royalist Rising against English domina-
tion. Whatever, therefore, his intentions may have been,
his connection with the French army did actually terminate
in 1650. This was fortunate. The future of his regiment
and of most foreign regiments in France was not to be of
long duration. Le Tellier resolved to give his country a
national army, and gradually the number of foreign troops
diminished.* The Scottish Guards existed only until 1662.5
Rutherford was their last Colonel,® but it is uncertain whether
he was Moray’s immediate successor.

1 Cf. post, Chap. VI. p. 99.

2 L. André, Michel Le Tellier, 271-80.

3 4.P.S., VI. (ii), 648b, 686b.

4 L. André, op. cit., 232—4.

& F, Michel, Les Ecossais en France, 11. 288, n. 2.

8 Ibid.; Miscellany, Camden Socy., VIII. Rutherford’s Letters; Arch.
des Aff. Et., 68. Mar. 13, 1658, Rutherford to Mazarin.



CHAPTER V

1652-1655
THE GLENCAIRN RISING

WHEN Cromwell left Scotland in pursuit of the army which
he was to overwhelm at Worcester, he assigned to Monk the
task of coping with the Scottish forces which remained in
their own country. Beyond the Tweed, as well as in England,
the Commonwealth troops were successful. Stirling Castle
surrendered on the 14th of August ; Dundee was stormed on
the 1st of September; while somewhat later Montrose and
Aberdeen submitted.! In the north Huntly disbanded his
forces in November, and Balcarres his regiment of horse in
December.?

Thus the Lowlands of Scotland had been conquered before
the end of 1651. On the 21st of April, at the Market Cross
of Edinburgh, there was read the declaration for a union
and for the election of a committee to approve of the details.
But it was clear that neither Remonstrants, Resolutioners,
nor Royalists were contented in their subjection. This was
the more serious because the Highlands were not yet reduced
to obedience. During the summer and autumn of 1652
Deane and Lilburne were engaged in trying to effect this,
and on the 1gth of August as well as on the 27th of October,
the former compelled Argyle to enter into an agreement that
he and his clan would submit to England. But, in spite of
this, the Highlands as a whole were not yet conquered. By
this time, moreover, the attention of the Commonwealth

Government was chiefly occupied with the Dutch War
i ! S. R. Gardiner, History of the Commonwealth and Proteciorate (1903 edn.),
I. 66-68.
? J. Lamont, Diary, Maitland Club, Edin. 1830, 37.
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which had broken out at the end of June.! In these circum-
stances there were many in Scotland who thought that
another blow ought to be struck before the country submitted
finally to English dictation. The Glencairn Rising was the
result.

In the revolt Moray played a considerable, though not
wholly consistent, part; and from this point of view the move-
ment may be divided into four definite periods. Firstly,
there is the period from the spring of 1652 until April 1653,
during which Charles II. continued to receive messages and
advice from various Royalist groups or individuals and had
to choose among the different courses proposed. The second
extends from the summer of 1653 to the close of the year.
Charles had adopted a policy which did not commend itself
to the majority of his advisers in Scotland, and this divergence
of view now led to unfortygnate results. Then, during the
early months of 1654, Mora;\\if suspected of being an accom-
plice in a design to assassinafe the King. Finally, his con-
nection with the concluding stages of the revolt must be
traced from June, 1654, until April, 1655.

By March, 1652, Charles had received the first of a series
of messages from Scotland. In that month an agent of Lord
Balcarres, called Knox, arrived in Paris in the company of
Middleton. He assured the King on behalf of the Lords in
the Highlands that they ‘ would never swerve from their
duty,” and he spoke with considerable bitterness against
Argyle. In June some Highland chiefs and certain Lowland
nobles intimated that they were prepared to resume the
contest against the Republic, and in consequence Charles
appointed Middleton to be Lieut.-General. The Highlanders,
not hearing from Charles, grew impatient at his silence, and
in October, Smith, Glengarry’s agent, was in Paris, urging the
King to send commissions to certain chiefs, and asking that
Middleton might be dispatched to Scotland.2

Meanwhile the Lowland Royalists were not idle. It is

! Gardiner, C. and P., II. 135-9; Polit. Hist. of Eng. VII. (Montague),

391.
2 Clar. MSS., Bodleian, XLV. 370. C. H. Firth, Scotland and the Common-
wealth, Scot. Hist. Socy., 1895, 137.
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impossible to say what part Moray had taken in the earlier
months of the year. From June, 1651, till June, 1652, there
is no trace of his movements. Probably he was associated
with the doings of his brother-in-law, Balcarres. In any
case, early in July, he arrived in Edinburgh with his wife,
and soon after Tweeddale (who was not in town) put at
their disposal some rooms in his Edinburgh house, of which
Anne Murray, the future Lady Halkett, was also an inmate.
Balcarres, Dunfermline, Sir James Halkett, and Sir George
Mackenzie of Tarbat were all in the capital, designing to
serve the King, and their meetings were held in Moray’s
rooms. The group soon learned that Colonel Bampfield
was in the north of England and anxious to join them. This
interesting but sinister character was distrusted by Charles,
who considered him to be a traitor. Moreover, Bampfield
had declared his belief that his wife was dead, and he had
already made advances to Anne Murray. Sir Robert was
convinced of the Colonel’s innocence, alike in his public and
in his private capacity. Through Anne Murray, he invited
Bampfield to proceed to Edinburgh. A lodging was provided
for him near Tweeddale’s house, to which he repaired every
evening. ‘‘ After they had formed their design in the most
probable way to be successful, they found it necessary to be
armed with the King’s authority for what they did, and
therefore sent to acquaint his Majesty with what they in-
tended, and to desire commission for several persons nominate
and some blank for such as might afterwards be found fit
for the employment.” The material part of these letters
““was writ in white ink, and what was writ in ordinary ink
was only to convey the other without suspicion.! The letters

1 Memoirs of Lady Anne Halkett, Camden Society, 1875, 73, 77-80. Anne
Halkett (1622—99) was one of the most remarkable Scottish women of the
century. She left about twenty volumes in manuscript, mostly dealing with
religious questions. A volume of her works was published in 1701, but the
most interesting of them, her Memoirs, was first printed at length in 1875
by the Camden Society. In these Lady Halkett gives a very graphic picture
of the earlier portion of her life, especially of her love affairs. Until 1650 she
lived in England, but in June of that year she came to Scotland to try to
obtain the recovery of the portion left her by her mother (D.N.B., VIIIL

932).
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must have been written before the beginning of November,
for on the 8th of November ‘‘ Balcarres left Balcarres and
went to St. Andrews to dwell with his whole family.” !

It required considerable courage to engage in such a trans-
action in the capital. Discovery would have led to unpleasant
results, and the fear of detection did for some time weigh
upon the group. Sir George Mackenzie had chanced to see
in a stationer’s shop a book in which directions were given
as to how ““to write without being discovered.” To his
no small alarm he found that the author recommended pre-
cisely the method which they had chosen in their addresses
to the King. Moray, however, pointed out that “if that
book came into the English hands, they would not believe
anything so common as to be in print would be made use of
in any business of consequence.” Still, it was a relief to
hear that the King had received the letters. He had com-
plied with their desires and was to send the commissions with
a safe hand to the north of Scotland. Sir George Mackenzie
and Colonel Bampfield were appointed to go north, presum-
ably to receive them, and Moray had some thoughts of
accompanying them.?

The departure of all three was delayed by an unfortunate
event. On the 25th of December Sir Robert and his wife,
Anne Murray and her future husband, made merry over a
Christmas meal. In the house was a woman reputed to
have the gift of second sight, and, according to Lady Halkett,
she prophesied that their joy would soon be changed to grief.
A few days later Lady Moray, who was pregnant, ““ took her
pains, but they all struck up to her heart, and all means being
unsuccessful, she died, with as much regret as any person
could have ” (Jan. 2).> She displayed great fortitude, and
her husband maintained a somewhat unnatural calm. He
‘““sat constantly upon her bedside feeling her pulse, and
exhorting her cheerfully to endure these moments of pain,
which would soon be changed to everlasting pleasure. And

! Lamont, Diary, Maitland Club, Edin. 1830, 49.
2 Memoirs of Lady Anne Halkett, 80~2.
3 Ibid ; Lamont, Diary, 52.
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though no doubt her death was the greatest misfortune could
arrive to him, yet he did speak so excellently to her as did
exceed by far what the best ministers said who frequently
came to her; and was so composed both at and after her
death, that neither action nor word could discover in him the
least of passion.” The body was conveyed to Balcarres by
night and interred there on the 1oth of January.! Moray did
not permit his personal loss to prevent him from fulfilling
what he considered his public duties, and early in February,
1653, he followed Sir George Mackenzie and Bampfield to
the north.

Balcarres himself had been in bad health even before the
death of his sister, and he continued to be so for some months.2
Nevertheless, he wrote twice to the King. His first letter
reached its destination about the 10oth of January, and it is
impossible to say what suggestions it contained. The second,
the bearer of which was called Roger, is dated the 23rd of
February.? In the course of it, Balcarres explains that his
health will not permit of his going to the King, as he had
been ‘invited to do. He pleads with Charles to look with
favour upon Bampfield, and recounts the latter’s activity
in the royal cause. He indicates that Glengarry will prob-
ably not submit to Middleton’s leadership, and declares that
on no account ought any Highland chief to be authorised to
command the others. It was already April before Roger
arrived in the French capital.

If Balcarres was not physically capable of taking the field,
Glencairn, a Cunningham from the south, was able and
willing to do so. Before the 7th of March, Strachan, an

1 Ibid., 52. Cf. Scots Peerage, ed. J. Balfour Paul, I. 519.

Lady Moray was born in 1624 and thus died at the age of twenty-eight
(Scots Peerage, 1. 519). Probably the marriage had taken place not long
before. By the end of 1650, Moray had terminated his connection with the
French army and this step may have been partly due to his intention of
marrying.

2 Clar. MSS., XLV. 151, 324 ; Firth, S. and C., 97, 130.

3 J. Maidment, Historical Fragments, 47-54. But cf. Clar. MSS., XLV. 324.
“ Roger . . . sailed, as I remember the 8th of February.” (Sir R. Moray to
the King, April 22, (?) 1653.) Seaforth’s letter is dated April 22, and
although Moray’s is not dated, it must have been written about the same time,

G
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emissary of his, reached Paris, urged Charles to hasten
Middleton’s departure for Scotland, and explained that
Glencairn meanwhile was willing to join ‘ those of the
Highlands,” to make other levies and conduct them till the
General’s arrival.l

Some considerable time elapsed before ‘‘those of the
Highlands *’ sent another and a final messenger to the King.
On the 22nd of April Seaforth and the heads of certain clans
wrote from Glenelg ; about the same time Moray also wrote.?
Both letters were carried by Bampfield, who left for the
Continent accompanied by Captain N. Macleod and Captain
Shaw. Like those of Balcarres and Seaforth, Sir Robert’s
letter begins with a glowing account of the Colonel’s loyal
services and with the expression of a desire that the King
will give entire trust to him. Thereafter, he proceeds to
inform Charles that the chief men have formed themselves
into a Council of War, that this step has been taken with
the consent of all his Majesty’s servants in Scotland, and that
they would like to have a royal confirmation of its authority.
On the other hand, the writer is conscious that the arrange-
ment is not ideal, for he advises the speedy sending of someone
to command. Until this is done, there will not be the re-
quisite secrecy of plan and action. Only thus will a check
be put on the differences that arise between men who are
loyal to their sovereign but unwilling to submit to each other.
Nobody will be averse to Middleton’s coming in that capacity,
and, in fact, most people will be pleased. None but Middleton,
however, will be welcomed as commander. Balcarres, in his
February letter, had spokenin favour of Lorne. Moray does
the same, but he writes with greater enthusiasm. He even
defends the attitude of Argyle, who will join the movement
when in his own judgment he can do so securely and effectu-
ally. Finally, he advises the King to write to certain eminent
subjects of his in Scotland. As Bampfield visited various
European countries on his way to France, it was autumn
before Charles received the two letters.

2 Clay. MSS., XLV. 370; Firth, S. and C., 138.
2 Jbid., 322, 324} Firth, S. and C,, 127-8, 130,
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Hence, before the end of March, when he decided what
course to follow, Charles had been advised both by the
Glengarry and by the Edinburgh group to send commissions
to certain persons in the Highlands, while Glencairn had
offered to act as a temporary leader. The letters borne by
Roger and Bampfield arrived too late.

It is now necessary to consider the attitude of the King
and his advisers, Hyde and Middleton, towards those various
propositions and requests. On the 30th of December,
Charles signed a commission appointing MacDonald of Sleat,
MacDonald of Glengarry, Lochiel, Keppoch, Fraser, and
Donald Gorme MacDonald, ‘‘ commissioners for the manage-
ment of the Royalist forces in Scotland until Middleton’s
arrival.” * He believed that the chiefs would be offended if he
were to name a temporary leader, but he resolved to send
instructions advising that such a leader should be chosen.
The commission and the instructions were sent to Middleton
for his judgment. He frankly admitted that he did not
approve ; a temporary leader ought to have been definitely
appointed.?

It was early in March before Hyde replied to him. By this
time Strachan had come from Glencairn, and Charles had
heard that Bampfield was in the secrets of the Scottish
Royalists. He was not long in deciding what to do. He
resolved that Smith should be sent to the chiefs with the
commission, but he also addressed certain instructions to
Glencairn. On arriving amongst the Highland chiefs he was
carefully to observe their attitude. If he saw they might
* be dexterously led to do that of their own choice which
would be best for themselves,”” he was to cause to be handed
to them a letter from the King. Glencairn was to obtain a
copy of this letter, which recommended him as a fit substitute
for Middleton. If it was evident that the party would hold
together without a leader and that the suggestion of one
would do harm, he was not to interfere but was to co-operate
with them either in the Highlands or in some other part of

1 Cal. Clar. S.P., ed. Macray and Coxe, 1869, II. 165.
3Clar, MSS., XLV. 128 ; Firth, S, and C., 89, go.
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the Kingdom. Should he see that the lack of headship
could only result in disunion and disaster, and that the
chiefs could not be persuaded to elect him, then Glencairn
was to produce an absolute commission appointing him to
direct the royal forces.?

Middleton was anxious that neither Smith nor Strachan
should leave for Scotland until Roger had arrived. It was
‘known that he was on his way. To this proposal both the
King and Hyde objected. They felt that the sooner Bamp-
field was prevented from doing mischief, the better it would
be for the cause. A warrant had been issued for his arrest.
For some days, however, they deferred to the General’s wish.
Middleton also proposed that the names of Balcarres, Sea-
forth, and Pluscarden should be added to the list of com-
‘missioners. This was granted, but by the end of March
Charles ordered the dispatch of both Strachan and Smith.
Roger had not arrived, but a letter from Balcarres to Dysart
(Jan. 24, 1653) containing praise of Bampfield, had been
forwarded to Paris. That which Roger was bringing would
presumably be in the same strain.?

Although Moray'’s letter of April had no influence in deter-
mining the King’s policy, it is of interest as showing the con-
dition of the Royalist party during the early months of 1653.
It corroborates Lilburne’s letters of February and April.®
The English commander had not yet realised that the Rising
was one of considerable moment. The Lowlands, he says,
are quiet, and even the Highlanders do not seem to think of
taking the offensive. The English victory over the Dutch
at sea has checked their zeal. Moray admits that the
Royalists have not accomplished much. But he hopes that
the Declaration ¢ “ will supply that failing and give a high
reputation to your Majesty’s affairs abroad.” He refers to
a bond of union and demonstrates its utility, for it is intended
to secure mutual aid and protection by the different parts of

t Clar. MSS., XLV. 149-50; Firth, S. and C., 99, 101.

2 Clay. MSS., XLV. 131, 176, 193, 370 ; Firth, S. and C., 94, 104, 106, 138.

3 Firth, S. and C., 84, 95, 122.

¢ J. Maidment, Historical Fragments, 25-43. A Declaration explaining the
motives of the Rising and the method in which it was to be conducted,
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the country. In the meantime, the leaders have resolved to
pursue a defensive policy. Horses are badly needed, and also
arms for the foot-soldiers; war-ships are necessary for the
defence of the western coast; and the Dutch might beinduced
to engage more heartily in the King’s cause by the offer of
some territory in the western islands.

By themonth of June, Glencairn, Balcarres, Lorne, Loudoun,
Athole, and Forbes had taken the field, and many more had
joined them. It was now less easy to maintain the wisdom
of a defensive policy, but Glencairn and Moray were at one
in restraining an untimely zeal for the offensive that might
have proved disastrous.! It was resolved, therefore, to defer
aggression until Middleton should arrive and bring with him
the means for striking eventually with greater effect. Forays
into the Lowlands in order to seize horses and to demand
money constituted the sole activity of the Royalist forces
until the close of the year.?

Thus far harmony seemed to prevail among the leaders of
the army in the Highlands. Smith had delivered the King’s
commission to those who had dispatched him. By the 13th
of June Glencairn seems to have been chosen as leader, and
some time appears to have elapsed before this led to disunion.
It would seem that at first the dissension was between the
Highland and the Lowland element in the army. Balcarres,
for example, is said to have been robbed of two horses by the
clansmen. A Letter of Intelligence declares that the Lowland
lords are endeavouring to increase their strength to secure
themselves against the Highlanders.? But soon the dis-
sension is between Glencairn and those who, whether Low-
landers or not, are annoyed at his elevation to the supreme
command.? On the gth of August Balcarres wrote to Charles
expressing not only his discontent but his intention of
journeying to Paris® By the 1rth of September (N.S.)

! Firth, S. and C., 150.

2 Gardiner, C. and P., III. o1.

2 Firth, S. and C., 143, 160, 185.

4 R. Baillie, Letters and Journals, Ban. Club, 1841-42, IIl, 250~1,
& Thurloe State Papers, ed. T. Birch, 1. 495.
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Middleton had received letters from Scotland which stated
that Glencairn would be greatly discouraged if the King
showed favour ‘“to Bampfield or to any other from Sir
Robert Moray or of that faction.” In the middle of
November Bampfield wrote from Paris to the Earl of Dysart.!
He had received a letter from Sir Robert, who complained
of Glencairn’s appointment. What had the latter done
during the initial stages of the revolt, or in what way was his
interest in the Highlands sufficient to warrant his nomination
to the temporary leadership ? The writer had expressed the
hope that in the future wiser counsels would be adopted in
Paris. Neither he nor those who thought with him, however,
were permitting their discontent to slacken their energy in
the King’s business.

Before September was over, therefore, Charles had heard
from various quarters of the discontent in the Scottish High-
lands. He tried in two ways to diminish the evil. In the
first place, he wrote letters to Balcarres and to Moray.?
To the former he stated the reason which had weighed with
him in appointing Glencairn. Not only had Balcarres been
in bad health, but he had reposed too much confidence in
Bampfield. In the Earl personally he had the greatest
faith, but he could not say the same of all the Earl’s asso-
ciates. In any case, it was now too late to alter the decision
which he had taken, and he hoped that Balcarres would be
reconciled to the inevitable. The continuance of dissensions
could only bring disaster on the cause for which all were
working. In a note written two days later, Charles referred
to the Earl’s intention of coming to Paris. He gave no en-
couragement to the idea, but said that if Balcarres still
resolved to come, he was at least not to bring Dunfermline
with him.® To Moray a letter was written on the 1st of
November, and although there is no trace of it, it must have
contained some plain speaking, for it caused him consider-
able pain.*

! Nicholas Papers, ed. G. F. Warner, Camden Socy., 1886-92, II. 21, 28.

2 Thurloe State Papers, 1. 495; Firth, S.and P., 49; Clar. MSS., XLVIII. 3.

3 Thurloe, 1. 502-3.
¢ Clar. MSS., XLVIIL. 3; Firth. S. and P., 49.
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As the mere writing of letters to the malcontents seemed
insufficient, the King also dispatched emissaries to Scotland
early in November. The chief of them was Wm. Drummond,
whose instructions are dated the 2nd of November. He was
to assure Glencairn of the continuance of the royal favour
and to advise him to welcome all who were now willing,
whatever their past conduct had been, to serve under his
command. But he was to exercise severity against continued
insubordination. Drummond was to express to Balcarres
also the King’s friendly feelings, but at the same time to
dissuade him from setting out for Paris. Another of the
three couriers, N. Macleod, received instructions of a similar
tenor on the same date.! It is important to notice that the
letter to Balcarres was intercepted, and that Moray’s was
not received till early in February, at which time Drummond
arrived in Scotland.? Charles’ measures therefore had
practically no effect.

Meantime, Moray and Balcarres were not the only offenders.
During the autumn of 1653 Lorne had quarrelled at various
times with Kenmure, Gléngarry, and Glencairn;? and there
were other chieftains who shared his discontent. Owing to
the nature of the war, moreover, the Royalist army was
divided into numerous portions. Doubtless, as Gardiner
suggests, this kept personages apart who would otherwise
have quarrelled. But it removed them from adequate con-
trol and enabled them to take individual action without the
knowledge of the commander and contrary to his desires. A
notable example of this was furnished in November. In
that month Seaforth, Lorne, Lochiel, and eight other chiefs
addressed a letter to the King.® They mention that they
have desired Balcarres and Moray to proceed to Paris, where
they will give Charles a faithful account of affairs in Scotland.
In addition, they will offer his Majesty counsel and advice
which the King will do well to take. For indeed none can

1 Clar. MSS., XLVIL. 7, 91 Firth, S. and C., 246, 250.

2 Probably Macleod reached his destination somewhat earlier.

3 Gardiner, C. and P., III. 93—4.

¢ Lord Lindsay, Lives of the Lindsays, 3 vols., London, 1849, II. 100-101.
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be more capable of giving good advice. The letter is in great
part a eulogy on the conduct of the two friends and testifies
to their ardent and successful endeavours in the cause. His
Majesty does not, however, need this testimony in the case
of two men whom he esteems so highly, and therefore the
writers conclude, after protesting that they will never relax
in their efforts to serve their sovereign.t

The emissaries were also to take with them certain In-
structions, and upon these were founded the proposals which
Balcarres made to Charles in May, 1654. The chief proposals
were the following :— 2

(@) “ It is humbly offered to your Majesty’s consideration,
if it be not necessary presently to send into Scotland some
person who is not particularly interested in the debates that
have been about the management of your affairs in that
kingdom,” who may bring directions to rectify any errors
committed and to encourage ‘‘ your faithful servants.”

(d) ““ If it be not fit to send such a commission as is herewith
offered for the ordering such affairs as are of common con-
cernment and do not immediately relate to the conduct of
your forces.”

(¢) ““That your Majesty write . . . to Middleton and command
him to endeavour . . . the reconciling of all differences that
have been, or are, amongst your faithful subjects . . . 3.

1 Lord Lindsay, who quotes this letter (Lives, II. 100), suggests that it was
written after Middleton’s arrival in Scotland. This is impossible. By that
time Scottish Royalists knew of the charge of treason against Sir Robert
Moray, and none of them would have used such terms in writing of him to the
King. Besides, Balcarres who carried the letter to Paris had left Scotland
before Middleton arrived. Of the Instructions which he took with him there
is only a copy. He says of it, ** This very individual paper is that I gave his
Majesty a little after my arrival in Paris. It is founded upon the instructions
I had, and contains all the desires I brought from those were engaged in his
Majesty’s service in Scotland.” Hence when we find in the copy the following
phrase, ‘‘ the names of such persons of eminence as were engaged in your
Majesty’s service before Middleton’s arrival’ (Hist. Fragments, 60), the
conclusion to be drawn is that Balcarres owing to change of circumstances
had been forced to alter the words of the original. It does not imply that
when he left Scotland, the General had arrived.

3 J. Maidment, Historical Fragments, 57~62.

3 The first proposal, as submitted in May, clearly implies a doubt with
regard to Middleton’s ability to carry out the policy suggested under the
third head. In November, it was probably thought that the General’s coming
might be delayed and that some one else must be sent in the interval.. The
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This meeting of the factious was not to remain a secret.
On the 26th of November the Mercurius Politicus reports that
“in order to heighten and inflame the people, they [the
Royalists] give out that Balcarres and Sir Robert Moray are
gone to fetch their King to them.” ! On the 30th of Novem-
ber Lilburne wrote to Cromwell to the same effect.2 Neither
writer, however, seems to be aware of the real circumstances
under which they had been dispatched. Towards the end
of the year Glencairn sent Strachan to Paris. In his In-
structions he writes: ‘ Show Newburgh that he obviate any
credit to be given to a paper which Balcarres has purchased
under the hands of several Highlanders, which most of them
have done out of weakness.””® Hence he knew something
about the proceedings of the group, but he can hardly have
been aware that the two emissaries were to go to the King.
This isclear, for by the gth of January Strachan wasin Paris,*
and on the same day Charles wrote to Middleton advising his
speedy departure for Scotland and requesting him when he
arrives there to do all he can to reconcile Glencairn and
Balcarres.5

However much the malcontents protested their zeal for
the King, the prosecution of the royal cause must have been
greatly hindered by their actions. This is the more apparent

-when we reflect upon Lilburne’s position during the latter half
of 1653.6 He had in all Scotland only 12,000 foot and about
2,000 horse. Many of his officers had taken advantage of
quiet times and gone to England. The pay of his troops was
in arrears; and until the Dutch war should be over, the

second proposal was impracticable, and to that extent it was a blow at Middle-
ton’s authority as General. For what affairs did not “ immediately relate *’
to the conduct of the forces ? Again there is the question, what did the proposal
imply in November ? Was it to be acted on even after Middleton should
arrive ? It is quite possible that those whom Balcarres represented would
not have approved ot his proposals when presented in May.

1 Spottiswoode Miscellany, 11. 142 ; Thomason Tracts, Brit. Mus., E. 723.

2 Firth, S. and C., 283.

3 Clar. MSS., XLVIIL. 189 Firth, S. and C., 308.

4 Cal. Clar. S.P., 11. 299.

8 Clar. MSS., XLVII. 258 ; Firth, S. and P., ;5.

¢ Gardiner, C. and P., IIl. 92, 94.
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Commonwealth Government seemed little inclined to listen
to his warnings and demands. Moreover, the attitude of
the country generally was favourable to the Rising. From
the people in the Lowlands, the English found it impossible
to extract information as to the movements and the doings
of the Royalists. A considerable success might lead to a
general rising. In fact, minor successes had not been in-
frequent, and more would have been achieved had there been
loyal unity of action.

Doubtless Glencairn was quarrelsome and a difficult man
with whom to co-operate. His conduct after Middleton’s
arrival points to this. Besides, he must have known or he
ought to have known that the majority of the Scottish
Royalists desired no temporary leader, and yet he offered to
occupy that position. They were ignorant of his proceedings,
and when they at last were enlightened, a certain amount of
discontent was perhaps natural. The King’s letters, too, of
October and November ! either did not arrive in Scotland at
all, or were belated. Nevertheless, it is impossible to justify
the course of action followed by Balcarres and Moray from
July to November, 1653.2 They had advised that the con-
duct of the war till Middleton’s arrival should be in the hands
of a plurality. They declared that if one were appointed to
command the others, quarrels would be the only result. But
it was obvious that these would arise in any case. Even
Moray admitted the benefits of unity in command; yet the
sole conclusion he drew was that Middleton should be sent
as soon as possible. A strong leader might prevent dis-
sension, and for Balcarres and Moray to protest after Glen-
cairn was nominated was only to precipitate what they feared
would be the result. In self-defence they might have said
that they would have submitted to the King’s will had he
chosen some other person. It is true that they had been

1 See ante pp. 86, 87.

2 Balcarres was the worse offender and seems to have exercised over his
relative a powerful but unfortunate influence. He played the part of an
inveterate grumbler as long as the Rising lasted. Sir Robert’s conduct after
his brother-in-law left for France was exemplary. In Paris Balcarres probably
demanded more than was desired by those whom he represented.
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more active than Glencairn in the earliest stage of the Rising.
But if Glencairn was too weak for the position, that was only
an additional reason why he should receive their support, and
although he did prove unable to maintain order, Middleton
himself had no small trouble when he in turn took the com-
mand. Moreover, if the King was not to choose Glencairn,
whom was he to appoint ? Balcarres had expressly stated
that no Highlander must be chosen, and the Lowland lords
had given their opinion in favour of a collective command.
Charles therefore could not appoint Balcarres or any other
member of the group which met in Edinburgh in the autumn
of 1652.

It is generally futile to defend the conduct of those who do
not defend themselves. But, as it happens, Moray did write
an apology for his actions. The King’s letter of the 1st of
November reached him on the 4th of February, and he
replied to it on the 21st of the same month.! The reply is by
no means convincing ; there is too much rhetoric in it. His
serious arguments are two in number. In the first place,
Balcarres and he had not known his Majesty’s wishes. It is
evident, however, that they must have known what Charles
desired, at least after Glencairn had been forced to show his
absolute commission.2 Now it was after this that Balcarres
wrote in discontent to the King, and that they were both
appointed emissaries by Lorne and Seaforth. Secondly, in
ignorance of the King's wishes, they could not be expected
to applaud what they knew would lead to disaster. Never-
theless, Moray admitted in his letter of April, 1653, that unity
of command should be instituted as soon as possible. It ought
to have been clear by the autumn that Middleton’s coming
might be long delayed and that meanwhile a substitute was
necessary.

The King's letter would never have been written had
Charles not been annoyed, and he had some reason for his
resentment. He was consequently already prejudiced against
Moray when, in December, 1653, two letters were sent to him

L Clar. MSS., XLVIIL. 3; Firth, S. and P., 49.
3 R. Baillie, Letters and Journals, 111. 250-1.
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by a certain Lady Page. Both of them were dated the rgth
of November. One was that letter of Bampfield to which
allusion has already been made ;! the other purported to
be written by Sir Robert, and its contents implied that he
was engaged in a plot for the assassination of the King.?
Both the documents which came to the King’s hands were
copies, and while Charles wrote to thank Lady Page for
having sent them, he asked { ;? the originals might be for-
warded.? He seems, indeed, t6 have been doubtful about
the authenticity of Moray’s letter.

“ It may be,” he wrote to Middleton, *“ the sight of . . .
those letters . . . will hasten your repair home; where you
see how great a combination is entered into, at least against
my business, if not against my person, and in the meantime
I hope you have sent to my Lord Glencairn . . . to be careful
in the examination of the whole matter, and in the prevention
of any mischief.”

A few days later his scepticism had increased. Bampfield
had confessed to his letter, but Dysart declared that he had
never seen that from Sir Robert. Lady Page had gone to a
merchant’s factor in Antwerp and desired him to write for
her a letter which she dictated. She said that she had sent
the original of it to the King. Dysart had seen a copy under

1 See ante, p. 86, n. 1.

2 Nicholas Papers, ed. Warner, II. 27-28. Sir Robert Moray to Wm.
Murray (Earl of Dysart). ‘“Sir, I have received yours of the first of this month
to the great content of myself and your friends; we had not received one
letter from you in six weeks before. Bampfield has satisfied me of your
resolution for France, at the which I was troubled, by reason that I could not
dispatch our friend so soon as I desired, though he hath been long in readiness
for that undertaking. But I thought it fit to see a little more of our neigh-
bours, which indeed are very strong and resolute, and, if Middleton prevail
before our friend comes into those parts, our business will be checked for the
present. As soon as he comes, he shall give you a true account of all things.
We all desire that you would be pleased to dispatch him as soon as you can,
but be not seen to go with him, nor stay nor (sic) long after him where you
are ; for we think not fit that you should be there, when he puts this business
in execution, but that you would move slowly towards France. 1 have
never yet seen a man undertake a business with that cheerfulness. Our
friends here do assure me that he will find no hard task in this matter, by
reason that sometimes for his pleasure he goes so slightly guarded. Sir, I
think it very necessary that you should furnish him with money enough that
he may have no want of that. I have no more for the present, but pray for
our success and your Lordship’s health. . . . Robert Murrey. Scotl., 19 Nov.,
1653. For the right hon. the Earl of Dysart in Antwerp.”

3Cal. Clar. S.P., 11. 288.
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the same hand, and when the copy and the alleged original
were compared, they were found to be both by one person.
Moray’s correspondents asserted also that the handwriting
of the alleged original was not his. Therefore Hyde wrote
advising Middleton to take care that ‘‘ there be not such a
proceeding in Scotland to the prejudice of Sir Robert, as if the
letter were assuredly written by him” !. Charles was not
yet wholly convinced of his innocence, but the written de-
claration of Lady Page of the 29th of January, 1654, must
have tended to dissipate his remaining doubts.2 In spite of
this, however, Hyde in writing to the Lieut.-General
on the 6th of February does not suggest that the latter need
make no further inquiry.?

Probably Moray would never have been suspected of
treason if he had worked in harmony with Glencairn. For
the question arises, how was it that Lady Page resolved to
affix his name to her own production ? She herself was a
disreputable woman and had been the mistress of Dysart.
He had begun to neglect her and she desired to have her
revenge.! She may have obtained knowledge of Sir Robert’s
relations with Bampfield, and she would be aware that
Bampfield was distrusted by the King. The Colonel’s letter
to Dysart ® came under her notice, and in it Moray was repre-
sented as a malcontent. Lady Page seems to have concluded
that the letter could be attributed to him with some show of
probability.

He wassoon to experience the unpleasant results of hisearlier
policy. It is possible that he would not have done so, had he
accompanied Balcarres to the Continent. In that case, he
would have been able to justify himself to Charles in person
instead of being subjected to the inquisitorial zeal of an
official. The King could interpret matters leniently ;¢ a

1 Clayr. MSS., XLVII. 258, 278 ; Firth, S. and P., 5, 11-13.

3 Nicholas Papers, 11. 56-8.

3 Clar. MSS., XLVII. 355; Firth, S. ard P., 33-4.

* Burnet, 0.7, 1. 106.

5 See ante, p. 86, n. 1,

S Clar. MSS., XLVIIIL. 202b, Hyde to Nicholas, May 15, 1654, Paris:
‘“ We know nothing here of Sir Robert Moray’s imprisonment, more than
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commissioner, in his own interest, would tend to do the
reverse.! However, Moray remained in Scotland, and what
he must have considered the most disagreeable event of his
life was now about to befall him. Burnet’s version of it is
as follows :—

“ Sir Robert Moray was in such credit in that little army,
that Lord Glencairn took a strange course to break it, and to
ruin him. A letter was pretended to be found at Antwerp,
as writ by him to Wm. Murray. . . . He [Wm. Murray] had
a lewd creature there, whom he turned off : and she, to be
revenged on him, framed this plot against him. This ill-
forged letter . . . was brought to the Earl of Glencairn : so
Sir Robert was severely questioned upon it and put in arrest :
and it was spread about through a rude army that he intended
to kill the King, hoping, it seems, that upon that some of these
wild people, believing it, would have fallen upon him without
using any forms. But upon this occasion, Sir Robert
practised in a very eminent manner his true Christian philo-
sophy, without showing so much as a cloud in his whole
behaviour.”’2

Burnet’s assertion that Moray was imprisoned is confirmed
by the gossip of Royalist letters written in May,® and by the
fact that the accused wrote with unusual vehemence to pro-
test his innocence. But the question who effected the
arrest is more difficult to settle. It was believed in Paris
(May 15) that Glengarry was the agent in this matter,’ but
he could only be acting under orders either from Glencairn
or Middleton. To one of them it must be attributed.

Hence it is obvious that the date of the arrest is also con-
jectural. Nor is there any certainty as to the duration of

what my Lord Balcarres received from his friends, who say it is by my Lord
Glengarry upon the letters sent over, and if there be no other cause, I conceive
Middleton hath discharged him since he came thither.”

1Tt is not easy to determine why Moray did not proceed to France. Pro-
bably Balcarres and he agreed that it would only prejudice their enterprise
if it involved the absence from Scotland of two important Royalists.

2 Burnet, 0.7, 1. 106. Cf. with the last sentence in the quotation Appendix
D, post. Moray’s letter in self-defence is sufficiently stormy.

3 Cal. Clar. S.P., 11. 347, 353.

4 Balcarres MSS., Advocates’ Library, Edin., vol. IX. See post, App. D.

& See ante, p. 93, n. 6.
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Moray’s imprisonment. The emissary Strachan, who had
accompanied Middleton to Scotland, had returned to the
King a considerable time before the 3rd of April.! As Charles
was very anxious for news about Middleton, he would dispatch
Strachan to Scotland very speedily. Probably the emissary
had reached the Royalist army early in April. During part
of his stay in the north Sir Robert was a prisoner, and, accord-
ing to Moray himself, Strachan was * very kind to me at a
time when I was treated asif I were a traitor.” 2 Itis hardly
credible, however, that the imprisonment lasted until towards
the end of May,® when Middleton, Seaforth and Athole wrote
to the King from Wick letters of which Strachan was the
bearer.4

He arrived in Cologne in July or August, and he may have
had with him the letter which Moray wrote in self-defence.
No doubt Strachan would speak in his favour to the King;
this would be the natural sequel to that kindness which he
had shown to Sir Robert in Scotland. Nevertheless, although
by the middle of May Charles was presumably convinced of
Moray’s innocence, he seems to have regarded Balcarres and
his associates with disfavour as late as November, 1654.5
This is implied in the Instructions which in that month
Balcarres gave to Knox. The Earl, of course, was attempting
to explain the failure of his mission to those who had sent him,
and he would be inclined to exaggerate the influence which
false reports about Glencairn’s opponents had exercised upon
Charles. At any rate, the bad impression created by factious
doings in the earlier period of the revolt could only be removed
through a course of action distinguished by loyal obedience
and by the fulfilled purpose of being among the last to
relinquish the royal cause. Moray’s conduct in the closing
stages of the Rising was of this exemplary nature and would
no doubt receive its due recognition.

1 Firth, S. and P., 68.

2L.P, 23119, {. 53.

3 Cf. ante, p. 96, n. 6.

4 Nicholas Papers, 11. 67, 70 ; Firth, S. and P., 109, 116-7.
8 Clar. MSS., XLIX. 131} Firth, S. and P., 209-11.
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Unfortunately, there is no word of him until December,
1654, when the Royalist cause was manifestly doomed.!
Where had he been in the intervening months ? Under whom
had he been serving ? From the notices of him in December
and the three subsequent months, he was evidently in
Middleton’s confidence,? and this can hardly have been won
without previous co-operation of a loyal kind.. The only
alternative would have been to join Glencairn, who had left
the General about the end of April® This would not have
recommended him to Middleton, nor was it a course which he
would naturally choose.

The new Royalist leader was abler than his predecessor,
but he had to cope with Monk instead of Lilburne. Monk was
not only more capable than Lilburne, but he was more
cfficiently supported by the English Government, which was
now relieved of the incubus of the Dutch War. His demands
for reinforcements were complied with, and he knew how to
utilise improved circumstances. After making a practically
impassable line between Highlands and Lowlands, Monk
came into touch with the Royalists at Loch Garry and there
inflicted on them a signal defeat (July 19, 1654).4

From August to December Middleton wandered about in
the Highlands. Before the end of September Glencairn,
Montrose and others had come to terms with the enemy.? In
these circumstances, at a council of war held early in Decem-
ber, the small band which still accompanied Middleton
resolved to enter into negotiations with Monk. These
proved abortive as the Royalist envoys refused to agree to
the forfeiture of the estates of Middleton, Moray, and other
prominent supporters. But there was no hope of continuing
the struggle, and during the month of May, 1655, Lorne,®
Lochiel, Reay, and Selkirk made their peace. Monk, how-

YH.M.C. Reports, XI. App. Pt. VI. Hamilton Papers, 136.

2 Ibid., 136-8.

3 Cal. Clar. S.P., I1. 372.

4 Gardiner, C. and P., II1. 102, 105, 107-I0.

5 Firth, S. and P., 158, 165, 173~7, 187.

¢ Moray gave him some friendly hints how he should proceed in the matter
of a treaty. Hamilton Papers, 138.






CHAPTER VI
1655-1663

EXILE—THE RESTORATION IN ENGLAND AND SCOTLAND

THE five years which followed Moray’s flight from Scotland
in the spring of 1655 were passed in exile. It has been seen
that he probably went in the first place to Paris. In
August, 1656, he was at Bruges, where Charles was living
at that time.! Almost a year later he left the Hague for
Maastricht (July 3, 1657),2 where he spent a considerable
time. From his letters to his friend Alexander Bruce, we
learn something of his surroundings and occupations from
1657 to 1659. He was “ nailed ” to the place, and could
not even visit his friend during a severe illness which the latter
contracted at Bremen. What it was that so hampered his
movements he does not state. He would rather have been
in Scotland than ‘“ anywhere out of heaven.” But if he had
gone there, he would have been ‘“laid up in Jenny Cutler’s
press "’ upon the least surmise of invasion or tumult.?

In Maastricht his surroundings were pleasant and his
occupations congenial. He had rooms near Kirk and
Market and a good hostess. He rarely went out unless to
Church, where the sermons he heard were delivered by good
preachers, sometimes in English and sometimes in French.
Visitors seldom crossed his threshold, and he did not cultivate
the society of the place. He had two or three cousins in the
town, and one of them was married to the Commander.
At her residence he occasionally spent a day, but on the whole
he was ‘““ a very hermit.” ¢

1 Thurloe State Papers, ed. T. Birch, V. 315.

2 K.P., July 2, 1657.

3 K.P., Nov. 8, Dec. 31, 1657.

¢ K.P., Sept. 22, Dec. 4, 1657 ; Feb. 26, Mar. 23, 1658.
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His occupations, however, were not exactly those of a
hermit. He read books on all kinds of subjects; he wrote
letters to Balcarres at the Hague and to Bruce at Bremen ;
he kept in touch with the political movements of the time,
and especially he was zealous in chemical researches. ‘ You
never saw such a shop as my laboratory is.”” [I am] * sitting
at the cheek of a furnace that will gar your eyen reel when
you see it.”” He was a lover of music, but * to tell you truly
I am not much for cultivating of music till God send me days
of joy and mirth, if indeed he hath marked out any such for
us. Nor do I mean to take them to myself till he give them
to others and me both. I think I may say I have as much
of that science as may serve to recreate myself, yet I let it
quite rest.” 1

Financially, he was in an unpleasant position. Mazarin
owed him 130,000 livres for past services, and in March, 1658,
he wrote to the Cardinal about the matter. He had to borrow
from friends, but his own debtor was deaf to appeals.? Per-
haps it was to argue with him in person that Moray left
Maastricht for Paris, where he arrived before the 12th of
September, 1659. If so, he must have been disappointed with
the result. There, too, he heard of the death of Balcarres,
which occurred at the Hague on the 3oth of August.® But
if he had personal griefs and troubles, the prospect of
the Restoration was a great compensation. During the
spring of 1660 he eagerly watched the development of affairs
beyond the Channel, although he did not allow his hopes to
outmarch the facts of the situation.t

It was in connection with the Restoration both in England
and in Scotland that Moray once more became involved in
politics.® It would appear that this did not particularly
attract him. ‘I have no stomach to public employments,”

1 K.P.,, Nov. 27, 1657; Mar. 9, Ap. 8, 1658.

2 Ibid., Mar. 23, Dec. 18, 1658, ¢f seq., passim ; April 9, 1660,

3 Scots Peerage, ed. Balfour Paul, 1. 520.

4 K.P., March 12, 1660. i .

5 Ibid.,samedate. There wasat this time some talk of Moray accompanying
the Duke of York, who, it was rumoured, was about to obtain the position of
' General of the Forces in Spain by sea and land.”
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he wrote to Bruce (March 12, 1660) ; and in another 1etter
to the same correspondent he says :

“ For myself, I do just as I use to do, let things work out
of themselves. You may perhaps think I should look after
that station consigned me at home.! But I will tell you by
way of anticipation : that although as things went with me
then, I suffered my friends to do for me what relished with
them, I never thought to exercise the function of a judge,
not only because I think myself every way absolutely unfit
for it, but especially because I am averse from all public
employments, especially of that kind.”’2

On the other hand, if his services were required, he did not
intend to remain in a selfish privacy;?® and as a matter of
fact, his political activities from 1660 to 1663 were consider-
able. He shared in an endeavour to facilitate the Restora-
tion; he exerted himself in connection with an attempt to
render it acceptable to English Presbyterians as well as to
Anglicans ; and he played a part in the strife of factions in
Scotland. The first two tasks were completed before his
return to England ; thereafter, Scottish questions began to
claim his attention.*

Although the Restoration was inevitable after the death
of Oliver Cromwell and the abdication of his son, yet con-
temporaries were astonished that it was so easily effected.
Among the various obstacles that might have retarded it
were the rumours about the religion of Charles II. It was
given out that he had become a Catholic during his wanderings
in foreign countries. This was suspected by Dutch Protes-
tants as early as 1658, and Charles thought it advisable to
deny the charge in a letter to the Presbyterian minister of
the English congregation at Rotterdam. In 1659 Morley

1 That is, in 1651. See ante, Chapter IV. p. 76; IIL p. 61.

2 K.P., May 20, 1660.

3 Ibid., June 9, 1660. :

¢ This is true for all practical purposes. Before his return, he expressed
in letters to Bruce his views on the policy that ought to be adopted in Scotland.
These views were essentially sane and just. He seems to have written to
leading men expressing them and advising their adoption, but, as the future
showed, it must have been without success. See K.P., May 20, 1660,
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wrote in the same manner to the Dutch minister at the Hague.!
But it was of greater importance to contradict the report in
England and in Scotland. Lauderdale made himself con-
spicuous in this matter, and ‘‘ spread abroad mighty com-
mendations of the King, both as to his temper and piety.” *
One of the grounds for the suspicion was the fact that in 1652
Charles on Hyde’s advice had refused to attend service at
Charenton, the centre of Protestant France.? Lauderdale
felt that the ministers of the Church there could give the
most authoritative denial to the charges.

Not only was it desirable that they should deny the truth
of the inconvenient rumours, but there were many reasons
why the Huguenot clergy would be willing to help Charles at
this turning-point in his fortunes. The years from 1630 to
1660 form a distinct period in the history of the French
Protestant Church, and the historians of the sect have gener-
ally looked upon it as a pleasant epoch between times of
trouble. By 1630 Richelieu had crushed the Huguenots as
a political force, and thereafter they ceased to revolt against
the central power. The number of noble adherents dimin-
ished, but the Huguenots achieved success and gained wealth
in the sphere of trade and commerce. Since they were no
longer a menace, they received better treatment from the
Government. The Catholic clergy still regarded them with
the old hostility, but its hatred was almost impotent to change
the attitude of the civil power. Between 1630 and 1652
three national synods were allowed, although a Royal Com-
missioner had to be present at the meetings. In the latter
year Louis XIV. delighted the Protestants still further.
They had refused to take part in the Fronde, and they now
obtained the reward of their discreet loyalty. The Edict of
Nantes was confirmed by a Declaration, and future violations
of Huguenot privileges were to be punished. But within
four years the Declaration was cancelled, for it had given

1D. Neal, Hist. of the Puritans, 1732-8, IV. 235~7.
2 R. Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 1696 fol.,, 215-216.
3 Clarendon, History of the Rebellion, ed. W. D. Macray, Bk. XIII. 131-134.
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dangerous offence to the Roman Church. From 1656 on-
wards the attitude of the Government was increasingly
hostile, and the Protestants had to submit to many minor
annoyances. Between 1656 and 1660 various blows were
struck at the organisation of their Church. Colloquies were
prohibited; and although after a lapse of fifteen years a
National Synod was permitted to assemble at Loudun in
November, 1659, yet the members were told before its con-
clusion on the 1oth of January, 1660, that they had taken part
in the last of the series.! The future, therefore, must have
appeared ominous; and if the French Protestants could help
to effect the Restoration of Charles II., they might hope for
his intercession with Louis XIV. in the future.?

At any rate, Lauderdale resolved to make use of them, and
it was Sir Robert Moray together with the Countess of
Balcarres whom he chose as his agents.? By the 12th of
March Moray could report to Alexander Bruce: * With
this next post there goes over 4 or 5 very good letters from
three of the ministers here [Paris], and others of other places,
wherein they say handsome things of the King’s firmness to
our religion.” ¢

There were five ministers in the Church at Charenton, and -
the three whom Sir Robert persuaded to write were Raymond
Gaches, Jean Daillé, and Charles Drelincourt. All three,
but especially the two latter, were men of note in their time.
Daillé had been moderator of the recent National Synod,
and had a reputation for learning and eloquence. Drelin-

! Roughly speaking the National Synod corresponded to the General
Assembly of the Scottish Church, and the Colloquies to Presbyteries.

2 G. de Félice, Histoire des Synods Nationaux, Paris, 1864, 226-243; H.
M Baird, The Huguenots and the Revocation, London and New York, 1895,
I., Bk. II., Chs. VII, and VIII. G. Weber, Geschichtliche Darstellung des
Calvinismus im Verhaltnis zum Staat in Genf und Frankreich bis zur Aufhebung
des Edikts von Nantes, Heidelberg, 1836, 266-276.

3 He by means of Sir Robert Moray and the Countess of Balcarres then
in France procured several letters to {e written from thence, full of high
eulogiums of the King and assurances of his firmness in the Protestant religion,
which he got translated and published.”” (Baxter, Religuiae, 215-16.)
Lauderdale must have been still in prison : he was not released till March.

4 Burnet, 0.T., 1. 159, ». 1.
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court was the most gifted of the three, and his talents as a
preacher, controversialist, and devotional writer excited the
admiration even of the sceptical Bayle. ‘‘ Ce qu’il a écrit
contre I’église romaine a fortifié les Protestants plus que 'on
ne saurait dire : car avec les armes qu’il leur a fournies ceux
méme qui n’avaient aucune étude tenaient téte aux moines
et aux curés.” 1 It is clear that if such a man denied the
charge made against Charles, his statement would carry
weight. Theirletters were written between the 23rd and the
28th of March ; 2 and on the 25th of April Hyde was assured
that * the ministers of Rouen and Caen, in imitation of those
in Paris, have written to their friends in England to disabuse
the people of those absurd and malicious aspersions which
are cast on the King.” 3

The burden of the letters may be briefly stated. The
religion of the Prince was hardly a matter for the interference
of his subjects. In any case, Charles had made no public con-
fession of Catholicism, but he had frequently acknowledged his
Protestantism. He had shown much anger at attempts to
convert the young Duke of Gloucester to the faith of Rome.
It was true that he had not been willing to worship at Charen-
ton, but his reluctance was due to political and not to
theological considerations. This was the more credible,
because Charles had attended service in the Churches of
Rouen and Caen, and he had listened to the discourses of
Morus in Holland. Moreover, he was not only sound in his
beliefs, but his piety was known to such as were in intimate
relations with him.

These letters were addressed to various persons, Baxter
among others, and after translation they were published.
Baxter’s comment on the result of Lauderdale’s activities is
brief but definite: * The fears of many at that time were

1 Eugeéne et Emile Haag, La France Protestante, 9 vols., Paris, 1846-59,
IV. 180-6, 310-17.

2 D. Neal, Hist. of the Puritans, IV. 235~7.

8 MS, Calendar of Clarendon MSS., Bodleian Library, Milton to Hyde,
April 25, 1660.
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much quieted.” ! Probably this is not an exaggeration. It
is true that the majority of the people were eager for the
restoration of the monarchy, and they can hardly have been
in a mood to put much faith in what was only surmise.
Nevertheless, it would be a relief to hear from Drelincourt
and his friends that Charles was not a Catholic, although it
must have been difficult to believe that he was pious. The
testimony to his piety was, indeed, indiscreet, unnecessary,
and dishonest. Both Moray and the ministers must have
known that Charles was extremely immoral. On the other
hand, their belief in his Protestantism was probably genuine,
for none of them belonged to the innermost circle of the King’s
acquaintances. In their opinion Charles would not be likely
to endanger his chances of Restoration by a mistimed
conversion. '

On the 25th of May, 1660, the King landed at Dover and
the Restoration was an accomplished fact. For the moment
nearly everyone was enthusiastic ; but it was impossible that
this state should continue. The various sections of the nation
were full of antagonistic hopes, and the expectations of
some of them would inevitably be disappointed. All that
the King and his counsellors could do was to pursue a policy
that would content the greatest possible number. It was the
religious settlement that would prove most difficult. The
Presbyterians and the Anglicans had combined to restore
the monarchy, and the former were quite aware that their
system of Church Government could not be imposed on the
nation as a whole. Either they would be persecuted, or they
would be tolerated, or they might be enabled to join the
Anglicans on the basis of a moderate Episcopacy. Even
before Charles had left Holland, some of the Anglicans made
it clear that they favoured the first of the three policies.?
Charles personally desired the adoption of the second, but
as he wished to make it operative for Catholics and sectaries
as well as for Presbyterians, the latter were inclined to oppose

1 0p. cit., 215-6.
2 MS. Cal. of Clarendon MSS., Hyde to Barwick, April 16, 1660.
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it.! Hence a large section of them, headed by Baxter,
Reynolds, and Manton, were eager for the realisation of a
“ comprehension ”’ scheme. During the month of April they
conferred with Anglicans like Morley and Gauden, but the
meetings ended in general talk about the desirability of peace
and union. Charles in his Declaration from Breda promised
“ liberty to tender consciences,” but with a necessary quali-
fication which detracted considerably from its value. It was
natural, therefore, that some of the Presbyterians should
distrust both him and the Anglicans. For this party the
“ comprehension ” scheme had little attraction, not only
because they had conscientious objections to it, but also
because it seemed destined to failure.?

Nevertheless, the choice lay between persecution and com-
prehension, and efforts must be made to persuade them that
the scheme was neither sinful nor impossible. There was
ample time for such endeavours, for the religious question
would be among the last to be settled. Lauderdale and
Crawford-Lindsay did what they could in England,® but once
more it was deemed necessary to utilise the services of the
Huguenot clergy. It was not Lauderdale who took the
initiative on this occasion, but one called Brevint, a native
of Jersey, who had been a voluntary exile.# While in France
he had been a Protestant minister in Normandy and had acted
as chaplain to Turenne. As recently as March, 1660, he had
become a prebendary at Durham.? At his instigation the
Countess of Balcarres requested some of the Huguenot clergy
to write in favour of Episcopacy as a form of Church Govern-
ment. This must have been before the middle of May, as the
Countess had returned to England by the 17th of that month.®

She left her task unfinished, and it devolved upon Moray

! Ranke, Hist. of Eng., II1. 348 et seq.

2 Baxter, Reliquiae, 1696 edn., 215-7.

8 MS. Cal. of Clay. MSS., Massey to Hyde, March 23, 1660; Barwick to
Hyde, April 10, 1660.

4 Airy, L.P., 1. 28-30.

5 White Kennet's Register, 1728, fol., 395; A. Wood, Athenae Oxonienses,
1721 edn,, II. col. 927.

®Lord Alex. Lindsay, Memoir of Lady Anne Mackenzie, Edin. 1868, 49.
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to attempt the completion of it. At first, for reasons un-
stated, he had not been disposed to approve of the undertaking.
Before long he was convinced of its desirability, and on the
#th of June he wrote a long letter to Lauderdale, describing
what he had done to further the matter, and how it would
possibly terminate. If the Provincial Synod, which was to
meet at Charenton in July, would declare for Episcopacy,
then English Presbyterians might be more easily led to accept
comprehension as the basis of a settlement. Charles might
be induced in the same way to favour the scheme. It would
have been better for a National Synod to make the desired
Declaration, but National Synods were forbidden for the
future. If Lauderdale thought fit, he could tell Charles that
some of the ministers as individuals were already writing
letters in favour of a moderate Episcopacy. Moray had asked
Gaches and Drelincourt to let him speak to them and their
colleagues together, but he had not yet been granted the
opportunity that he desired. To Morus,? one of the pastorsat
Charenton, he had given a paper * with five queries, com-
prehending the chief points wherein the two governments of
Church and State have clashed amongst us.”” He wished “ to
have their sense of them.” In spite of all his labour, however,
he could not definitely promise that the Synod would do what
was desired. It might not do so even if Charles favoured it
with a letter, but if a letter were not sent, little hope need be
entertained.?

In the National Synod of 1637 and in the final one of 1659
the royal Commissioner had forbidden the Protestant Church
to have intercourse with foreign countries, even on purely
ecclesiastical matters.? It was not to write to any corporate
body outside the realm (& aucun corps hors du royaume). It
was presumably for this reason that Sir Robert insisted on
the necessity of a letter from Charles. If the King wrote to

1 For Morus see Haag, La France Protestante, VII. 543-548.

2 Airy, L.P., 1. 28-30.

3H. M. Baird, The Huguenots and the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes,
1. Bk., I1. Chap. VII. 364. Bulletin de la Société de I’ Histoire du Protestantisme

Frangais, 1st series, XIV. (1865). Lettre de Daillé au Doyen de I'Eglise
de Zurich. (See Table of Contents.)
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request the favour of a Declaration, Louis XIV. would
perhaps overlook an infringement of his order. On the
other hand, Charles could hardly be expected to do this
without the certainty of a Declaration in response. He would
probably offend the French monarch and he might gain
nothing in return. As the contemporary records of the
Church of Charenton have been lost,! it is impossible to say
what took place at the meetings of the Synod, but it certainly
never made the Declaration which Moray had solicited.?

Thus the sole result of his activity was that certain clergy-
men, such as Du Bosc of Caen, de I’Angle of Rouen, Gaches
and Drelincourt, wrote as individuals. John Durel, in his
View of the Government and Publick Worship of God in the
Reformed Churches (1662), quotes letters by these four to
Brevint.® He gives the date of that by Du Bosc as the 14th
of June, 1660, and the other three are inserted without a
date. Still it is almost certain that they are the letters which
Moray mentioned to Lauderdale, for they are addressed to
the prebendary of Durham who had suggested the plan. All
four write in favour of moderate Episcopacy, and some of
them attribute to accidental circumstances the fact that
their own Church polity excluded the rule of bishops.

Even if Sir Robert had been able to obtain a Declaration
from the Provincial Synod of Charenton, the effect could
hardly have been important. The majority of the Anglicans
were resolved to have nothing to do with comprehension, and
Charles did not intend to quarrel with them about the matter.
He could not do so indeed without thwarting the will of
Parliament. As to the Presbyterians, who had scruples
about comprehension, they would not have been convinced
by the Declaration of a single Provincial Synod, even the
leading one of Charenton. It is very doubtful whether they
would have yielded to the opinion of a National Synod.* As

L Bulletin de la Soc. de I'Histoive du Prot. Frangais, vol. 37 (1888), 667.
2 If it had done so, there would have been extant copies of it in England,
3 Pp. 122-148. Durel was minister at the Savoy.

* Cf. Wodrow, History of the Suffevings of the Church of Scotland, 1. Introd.
xix. Douglasin his letters to Sharp speaks slightingly of the need of bringing
foreign divines into the ecclesiastical discussions of Britain. April 24, 1660
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it was, four pastors out of seven hundred ! had stated their
private opinion, and it was easy for foreigners to suppose
that they did not express the general attitude of the Huguenot
Church.

This supposition would not have been just or correct.
The Presbyterians in Britain were in reality much less liberal
than their French brethren both in regard to doctrine and
to their judgments on ecclesiastical politics. In the Huguenot
community there were three theological centres—Sedan,
Montauban, and Saumur. The two former represented the
Calvinistic tendency, while the latter had affinities with
Arminianism. It was Saumur which swayed the bulk of
Huguenot opinion.? Moreover, the Church as a whole was
perfectly free from aversion to Episcopacy on theological
grounds.® Thus the ministers who had complied with Moray’s
desire were not guilty of an attempt to deceive English
Presbyterians as to the real attitude of French Huguenots.
Consequently, Sir Robert himself was not guilty of complicity
in such a deception. Like Baxter he was genuinely anxious
for the success of the comprehension idea. He had travelled
and lived abroad too much, and he had too modern an in-
tellect, to suppose that one form of Church Government was
more sacred than another. The best was the most expedient,
and for England in 1660 the most expedient was a moderate
Episcopacy.

Hence it did not follow that this system of Government
was desirable for Scotland, to the affairs of which Moray began
to devote his attention after his arrival in London at some

1 Bulletin de la Soc. de I'Hist. du Prot. Fr., XV. (1866), 511. A list of Re-
formed Churches and Pastors in France in 1660.

2 P. D. Bourchenin, Eiudes sur les Académies Protestantes en France au
16me et au 17me Sidcle, Paris, 1882, IVe sect., 395-463.

3See H. M. Baird, The Huguenots and the Revocation, 1. Bk. I1. Chapter
VII. John Durel’s book already cited (p. 107) amply bears this out. So also
does an anonymous publication of 1660—Histoire des Nouveaux Presbytériens
Anglais et Ecossais, et de leurs diffévences d’avec ceux de France, par M.F.
(Bib. Nat., Nf. 407). It is noteworthy that Monteith of Salmonet, in his
Histoive des Troubles de la Grand’Bretagne (pub. 1661), speaks of Puritans as
follows in his Preface: ‘‘ Je n’entends nullement comprendre sous ce nom
aucuns Protestants de deca la mer. - Car encore qu’il y’en ait qui_n’ayent-
point d’évéques ni de Chapitres, ils ne tiennent pourtant pas que I’Episcopat
soit un ordre anti-chrétien, contraire & 'Evangile, . . . et ainsi des choses
semblables qui passent pour des points fondamentaux parmi ces Puritains.”
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time between the end of June and the beginning of August.}
Both on the 7th of June and on the 29th, he had written from
Paris, stating that he had heard that Lauderdale was to
summon him ‘“ by order.” On the latter date, he declared
that he would be ready to depart on two days’ notice, but
on the former, that he was not anxious to leave Paris unless
he should be asked to do so.? In this respect he was a great
contrast to the large number of his countrymen who hastened
southwards to London even before the King’s return to
England, eager for places, pensions and favours.?

He was, however, nominated to certain official posts early
in 1661. On the 13th of February he was appointed a Lord
Ordinary of the Court of Session ¢ and a Privy Councillor,®
and on the 30th of February a Lord of Exchequer.® The post
of Justice-Clerk seems to have been bestowed on him even
before the 13th of February.” With one exception these
appointments were honorary, for until 1667 Sir Robert did
not reside in Scotland.® But his residence in London enabled
him to attend the meetings of that section of the Council
which held its sittings there. This was the portion of which
Clarendon, Albemarle, Ormonde, and Manchester were
members, and which really dictated to the Edinburgh section
the policy to be adopted in Scotland.?

The acceptance of office implied a liability to the sub-
scription of certain oaths. During its first session the

1 K.P,, letter from London by Moray, Aug. 3/13, 1660.

3 Airy, L.P., 1. 28-30; also L.P., 23114, f. 13. A few remarks in the K.P,
(May 20, June g, 1660) give the probable reason. There seemed at last to be
some hope of receiving a portion of his arrears from Mazarin. He wished to
await the Cardinal’s return to Paris: the latter had been in the south of
France.

2 J. Nicoll, Diary, Ban. Club, 1836, 282, 295; J. Kirkton, Secret and True
History of the Church of Scotland, ed. C. K. Sharp, 1817, 60, 66~7.

4 A.P.S., VII. 124.

5 R.P.C. of Scot., 1. 3rd series (1661-64), 1—4.

8 J. Nicoll, Diary, 336.

? In his appointment as Lord Ordinary on that date he is styled Justice-
Clerk. He had, of course, been appointed Justice-Clerk in 1651, but so
also to the position of Lord Ordinary. If he needed re-appointment for the
one place, presumably he required it for the other also.

8 R.P.C. of Scot. (1665-69), 294, June 20, 1667, his first attendance at a
meeting of the P.C. in Edinburgh. )

% Ibid., 1. 3rd series (1661-64), Introduction vi.
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Scottish Parliament enacted that all office-holders should
take the Oath of Allegiance and Supremacy (Feb. 27, 1661),
and in the course of the next session it passed the Declaration
(Sept. 5, 1662).! The latter asserted the illegality of the
National Covenant, of the Solemn League and Covenant, and
of rebellion generally. Row states that Crawford-Lindsay,
the Treasurer, was asked to take the Declaration before the
middle of June, 1663, and that Moray had not done so by
that time. According to the same authority, he thought
that it would be sinful to do so, but Sir Robert was certainly
not of this opinion in 1667.2 The members of the Council
resident in Scotland did not take the Declaration until
November, 1663,% and thus it is possible that Row is right
with regard to that year. Still, it is difficult to see why, if
Crawford-Lindsay was requested to subscribe it, Moray should
have escaped. Lindsay was a more important politician,
and the Middleton faction hoped thus to oust him from his
office. But Moray was of sufficient importance to have been
‘ billeted ”’ along with the Treasurer, and as that method
had failed, it would be natural to try another. Probably
it was felt that Sir Robert would not refuse to take the
Declaration, and it is assuredly impossible to suppose that
he considered such an action sinful. It is evident from his
letters to Lauderdale in that very year that he believed in
the necessity of an absolute monarch for Scotland.* To
one who held this view the Declaration could present little
difficulty.®

It does not follow that he approved of the policy of ad-
ministering oaths such as he was personally willing to take.
In any case, he did not approve of all the Acts of the Scottish
Parliament which sat from the 1st of January to the 12th
of July, 1661. He regarded its proceedings from the point
of view of the Lauderdale party which was opposed to that

1A4.P.S., VIL 44, 405.

' W. Row, Continuation of R. Blair, Wodrow Socy., Edin., 1848, 439, 510.

3 R.P.C. of Scot. (1661—4), Introd. xiii.

$ Airy, L.P., letter LXXXI.

8 K.P., July 9, 1663, Moray expresses disapproval of Crawford-Lindsay’s
action.
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of Middleton. Charles had divided the chief official positions
between the two groups. Middleton, the Commissioner, was .
supported by Glencairn, the Chancellor, by Primrose, the
Clerk-Register, and by Newburgh, the Captain of his Majesty’s
Guards. Crawford-Lindsay, the Treasurer, followed the lead
of Lauderdale, who was Secretary of State. Rothes, the
President of the Council, was not yet a declared supporter
of either party. Clarendon and the English Bishops favoured
Middleton, for the Commissioner desired not only to uphold
the royal prerogative in civil matters, but also to restore
Episcopacy. He intended to impose fines on a large number
of persons, and to withhold from them the advantages of the
Act of Indemnity until the sums were paid. That Act itself
was to be deferred until the ecclesiastical settlement had been
decided upon. Lauderdale, on the other hand, anxious for
a Presbyterian settlement, was hostile to the Act Rescissory
(March 28, 1661). Moreover, he looked with disfavour upon
the policy of imposing fines, and he did not approve of English
interference in Scottish affairs. With respect to the royal
supremacy in civil matters he was as zealous as his rival,
and therefore he had no opposition to offer to the Acts by
which it was secured. The bulk of the nobility sided with
Middleton; the hopes of the Presbyterians centred in
Lauderdale.

All that Lauderdale and his friends could do was to attempt
to dissuade the King from following the counsels of the more
violent party. Resident in London, and a favourite with
the King, Moray would be in a position to influence the mind
of Charles; and the fact that his name was on the list of the
‘“ billeted ”’ implies that he had shown himself a dangerous
antagonist of the Middleton group. This is borne out by the
scanty indications which we possess of his actions during
1660 and 1661. Those who, owing to their past, had cause
to be dubious as to their future, made use of him as a mediator
between them and the King or Lauderdale.? It is true that

*L.P., 23116, {. 27. Loudoun to Lauderdale :—Moray can tell Lauderdale
how Loudoun has concurred in measures of the Scottish- Parl. for
restoring the Crown to its old powers. Corr. of the Earls of Ancrum
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he was not always for mild courses and the pardon of past
offences. Two years later the fate of Wariston had to be
decided. Charles was determined that he should die, and
on this occasion Sir Robert agreed with Lauderdale that the
King’s will must be accepted.! At this time Lauderdale
was in the midst of his struggle for predominance over
Middleton (July, 1663), and to have shown an inclination to
favour Wariston would have diminished his chances of
success. Intercession would have been vain, and might have
led to a prolongation of Middleton’s tyranny in Scotland.

As early as 1661 Moray had expressed himself with great
frankness to Brodie about Wariston and the * fanatics,” by
whom he presumably meant the Protesters.? He felt that
their conduct would inevitably tend to bias the King in
favour of a restoration of Episcopacy, and that it would
increase the difficulties of the Presbyterian party among the
Scottish politicians in London. Their task was already
sufficiently arduous, but it was not until August, 1661, that
the Council in London came to a definite decision.® The
Scottish Parliament had risen on the 12th of July, and on the
13th Middleton had started for London. He had been pre-
ceded by Rothes, Glencairn, and Sharp (April, 1661).% All
four advised Charles to reintroduce the Episcopal form of
Church Government. It was desired by the greater and more
honest part of the nation. Only the Protesters were against
it, and very few of the Resolutioners would oppose it.
These views were supported by Clarendon and Ormonde.
Lauderdale, on the contrary, asserted that there was still a
strong prejudice in Scotland against Episcopacy, and that

and Lotkian, Ban. Club, 1875, II. 450 :—'* Desire Tweeddale to make
way for me with Lauderdale and S. R. M. that by their means I may find
that acceptance which is desired.” Alex. Brodie to Lothian, July 29, 1661.

G. Mackenzie, Memoirs of the Affairs of Scotland, 1821 edn., 73. Charles
** ordered that the late remissions granted to disaffected persons by S. R.
M.’s mediation should be recalled.”” This was late in 1662.

! Airy, L.P., 1. letters XC, XCI. See also K.P., July 16, 1663.

2 Alex. Brodie, Diary, Spalding Club, 1863, 223-224, July 26, Nov. 4, 1661.

2 R.P.C. of Scot., 3rd series (1661-4), 29. Letter of Lauderdale, Aug. 14,
1661. .

4 Polit. Hist. of Eng., VIIL (Lodge), 363 J. Nicoll, Diary, 340.
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the King would only lose the affection of the nation were
he to do as Middleton proposed. At any rate, he ought
first to make inquiries as to the real state of Scottish opinion.
A General Assembly or Provincial Assemblies could be held ;
at the very least, prominent divines could be summoned to
Westminster. Crawford-Lindsay was definitely hostile to
the idea of restoring Episcopacy, while Hamilton and Moray.
like Lauderdale, suggested delay until the desire of the nation
had been ascertained. Charles, however, followed the
advice of the Middleton party; and the Privy Council in
Edinburgh on the 5th of September passed an Act re-
establishing the Episcopal form of government.!

Middleton and his supporters must have known that they
were exaggerating the number of those who desired the
downfall of Presbyterianism ; nevertheless, there were many
in Scotland who were not hostile to Episcopacy.? Nor would
hostility to the change necessarily imply active resistance to
it, for the Presbyterians were divided among themselves and
the nobility was no longer on their side. Much would depend
upon the manner in which the Episcopal system was intro-
duced, and if wisdom were shown in this matter, no evil
results might ensue. Lauderdale and his supporters seem
to have been doubtful even as to this. Certainly they had
good reason to believe that Middleton and his friends were
not the men to adopt the moderate measures which alone
might prove successful. On the whole, therefore, the King
would have done better to listen to their counsels.

Contemporary Presbyterian writers accused Lauderdale of
not having stated his views with sufficient emphasis, and
doubtless they included his supporters in their charge.* But
too much zeal would only have done harm. The majority

1 For the discussion in the Council at London, see G. Mackenzie, Mem.
of Affairs of Scotland, 52—-56 ; Burnet, 0.T., I. 233-36.

2 Presbyterian writers admit this with regret. R. Wodrow, Introd.
xv., P.S. of a letter from Douglas to Sharp of March 31, 1660 ; R. Baillie,
Letters and Journals, Ban, Club, 1841-42, 111, 417-18 ; W. Row, Continuation
of Blair, Wodr. Socy:, 1848, 370.

3 Baillie, op. cit., I11. 459, 468, 485 ; Row, op. cit., 390 : he excepts Crawford-
Lindsay. )

I
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of the Council clearly inclined to Episcopacy; and if those
who favoured the upholding of Presbytery had put their
case too strongly, they would have been suspected of a
personal opposition to the other form of government. They
may well have thought that it would be foolish thus to risk
their political positions, for, by their retention of them, they
might still be able to prevent harsh dealing by the opposing
faction.

But Middleton and his supporters did not intend to be
restricted in their actions by the moderate party. For more
than a year, however, they took no measures to ruin it.
The second session of the Scottish Parliament began on the
8th of May, 1662, and during the summer months it ratified
the Act of the Privy Council by which Episcopacy had been
re-established. An Act for the restoration of Patronage was
passed, and it was ordered that the Declaration should be
imposed on all office-holders. Having thus settled the
Church problem, Middleton proceeded to pass the Act of
Indemnity, which there was no longer any reason to delay.
It was now that he resolved upon that policy which was
intended to undo the rival party, but which, in reality, was
the cause of his own fall. The Act of Indemnity had been
limited in scope by the imposition of fines on a large number
of persons, but another exception to its general application
was now devised. Twelve men named by Parliament were
to be permanently incapacitated from holding office. Charles
was informed that this was the loyal desire of his Parliament,
and Parliament was led to believe that this was the wish of
the King. Voting was to be secret, so that members would
be the more free to act. Twelve names were to be written
on a billet by every member. After being examined, the
billets were to be burnt, and the names of the twelve men
were not to be made known. The King himself would first
decide upon their fate. The members, however, were not
really at liberty to place any twelve names on their billets.
They were given to understand that Lauderdale, Crawford-
Lindsay, and Moray, among others, were obnoxious to the
King in their official capacity. These three names, therefore,
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appeared on the final list. Lauderdale had learned about
the devices of his enemies, and he had informed Charles about
the whole matter before the arrival of Richmond and Tarbat
in London. They had been sent to convey to the King the
wishes of his Parliament, but discovered that their plot
was already known. They returned north to Scotland with
this disconcerting information; and Middleton, who had
made a tour of the west country in the autumn of 1662,
went south to London to defend himself. The Scottish
Council met there on the 7th of February ; Lauderdale made
a vehement and able attack upon his adversary, and Middleton
was not able to convince the King by his defence. In the
month of May, therefore, Rothes became Commissioner and
went north to act in that capacity during the third session of
the Scottish Parliament.?

Lauderdale was not yet satisfied. Middleton was no longer
Commissioner, but he was still Genera of the forces raised
and to be raised, as well as Commander of Edinburgh Castle.
Newburgh was Captain of the King’s Guard, while Tarbat
was a Privy Councillor, a Lord of Session, and a Lord of
Exchequer.? Before the Secretary could be supreme in
Scotland, all these places must be taken from them; and
as a necessary preliminary he desired a Parliamentary exami-
nation into the Billeting affair. Charles consented to the
inquiry, and Lauderdale went north to Edinburgh where
it was to be made.® In his absence Sir Robert Moray acted
as Deputy Secretary,* while Sir John Home of Renton was
appointed a Lord of Session, Justice-Clerk, and Master of
Requests in place of Moray.5

During the second half of 1663 both the Secretary and the
Deputy had a difficult task to perform. Clarendon had not

1 For an account of the Billeting Affair see : G. Mackenzie, Memoirs of the
Affairs of Scot., 67-113, 117-135; Burnet, 0.T., 1. 260-67, 359-369; O.
Airy, Article on Lauderdale in Quarterly Review, July, 1884 ; Polit. Hist. of
Eng., VIIL (Lodge), 36—42.

? Airy, L.P., 1. letter XCIX.

3 The Scottish Parliament was to sit on June 18, 1663.

AL.P., 23119, f. 31, June 5, 1668.

8 H.M.C. Reports, V. 649, June 4, 1663 ; Cal. Dom. S. P. (1663-64), 179,
June 23, 1663.
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approved of * billeting,” but he was far from desiring the
overthrow of Middleton. The English Bishops and Albe-
marle shared his suspicions of Lauderdale’s intentions with
regard to Episcopacy in Scotland.? Itis true that Clarendon’s
influence had received a serious check in the spring of 1663,
but the foolish attack made upon him by Bristol in July
reinstated him for a time in the royal favour.? There were
rumours that Lauderdale was in sympathy with Bristol’s
proceedings ® and that the Presbyterians in Scotland were
waxing insolent through the hope of his predominance.*
The Secretary must convince -Charles that the royal pre-
rogative both as to civil and ecclesiastical matters would not
suffer by his victory over Middleton. He had to persuade
both the English and the Scottish Episcopate that they had
in him a zealous supporter, and he must gain the confidence
of the Scottish Parliament. Moray, on the other hand, had
to influence the mind of the King, which would be prejudiced
by the counsels of Clarendon and those who shared his political
views. To do so successfully he had to know how to humour
Charles, when to press home his arguments, and when to
desist from attempts at persuasion.

The success which attended their policy is the sufficient
proof of their adroit handling of the situation. During the
third session of Parliament (June 18-October g, 1663), a
series of Acts was passed under Lauderdale’s direction which
delighted the King, Sheldon, and the upholders of prerogative
and Episcopacy generally.® The Lords of the Articles were to
be chosen in future as they had been in 1633, and this made the
Estates completely subject to the Crown. An army of 20,000
foot and 2,000 horse, armed and provided for 40 days,was offered
to the King ; and this force would serve in any part of Eng-
land, Scotland, or Ireland, against the foes of the Crown, both
foreign and domestic. The ecclesiastical statutes of the pre-

1 Burnet, 0.7 ., 1. 266, 360.

* Polit. Hist. of Eng., VIIIL. (Lodge), 68 ; also T. H. Lister’s Clarendon, II.
Ch. IX. 198-228.

3 Airy, L.P., 1. letters XCVI, XCVII; also L.P,, 23119,f 93.

¢ Burnet, O.T., 1. 360.

§ Airy, L.P., 1. letter XCVII.
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ceding session were confirmed, and all persons were bound
under penalties to attend the parish church. Finally, there
were passed the Act for a National Synod and the Act against
Billeting and Excepting.!

It was to the Secretary that Charles gave credit for the
auspicious session of 1663. But by the nature of the situa-
tion, Lauderdale depended partly on Moray for his success,
just as Moray for his depended in measure on Lauderdale.
Living in London, Sir Robert could obtain and forward to
Edinburgh news of the King's real purposes which enabled
the Secretary to contradict and outwit his opponents. Dum-
fries and others of the Middleton group, for example, had cir-
culated among the members of Parliament false reports as to
the relations between Charles and their party. They asserted
that Middleton was once more in favour with the King, and
that the order to proceed to.an examination into Billeting
was to be revoked. In this way they hoped to prevent
members from telling the truth to those whom Parliament
had commissioned to inquire into the affair. Moray was able
to assure Lauderdale that the reports were wholly untrue.?
Again, in his letters he seldom omitted to encourage Lauder-
dale, and the Secretary was engaged in work which required
some such stimulus if it was to be carried to a satisfactory
conclusion. It would be inspiriting to hear of the pleasure
with which Charles read his communications and with which
he received notice of the various Acts.® On the other hand,
when he thought it necessary to do so, Sir Robert did not
hesitate to give advice to the Secretary. Middleton had
offended by a disregard of his instructions and by not keeping
Charles in touch with his doings. Moray was determined
that Lauderdale should not lose favour through either of
these errors. He repeatedly impressed upon him the neces-
sity of writing both personally and fully.* On the 4th of

1 4.P.S., VII. 455, 465, 471, 480.

2 Airy, L.P., L. letters LXXXIV, LXXXV..

3 The letters of this type are too numerous to specify : see Airy, L.P.,
I. letters XCVII, CIV, CV. ’

4 Airy, L.P., L. letter CIV. etc.
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June the King had written to the Scottish Parliament a letter
expressing his dislike of the * Billeting ”’ practice, and he
wished that it should be printed. The Secretary did not take
steps to this end, and it was not until Sir Robert’s demand
had become importunate that he at last obeyed (August 7,
1663).! On various minor matters also he received good
counsel.

This task of informing, inspiriting, and advising Lauderdale
was not, however, the most important or the most difficult
to which Moray had to address himself. He was responsible
for the careful selection of Scottish news which was allowed
to appear in the journal of the day. English opinion relative
to Scottish affairs was largely determined by the nature of
the information thus supplied, and the policy of Charles with
regard to his northern kingdom was influenced partly by the
attitude of leading persons in England.?

But it was the favour of the King himself which it was,
above all, important to secure. Before the end of July the
Committee appointed to inquire into the matter of Billeting
had reported both to the Articles and to Parliament. The
Middleton faction stood convicted of duplicity both to Charles
and to Parliament. Thereupon, the Estates addressed a
letter to the King, and this, along with one from himself
(July 31, 1663), Lauderdale forwarded to London.? At the
same time, Rothes sent to Moray a series of Instructions,
which informed him what advice he was to offer to the King.4

Firstly, he was to advise the dismissal of Newburgh,
Tarbat, and Middleton from their various offices. There
were legal grounds for such action, and indeed the King could
legally decree the death-penalty against ‘‘leasing-makers.”
The delinquents would not be able to complain of undue
rigour in the application of the law. Middleton’s post as
General of all forces raised or to be raised was unprecedented
in time of peace and wholly needless. As Commander of

1L.P., 23119, ff, 61, 67, 80, 15

’Axry L.P., 1. letters LXXXI CVII.
3 Airy, L.P., 1. letter XCIX.

¢L.P., 23119, f. 128.
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Edinburgh Castle he would have too much influence over the
capital. Moreover, it was desirable to dismiss Middleton
before the settling of a Militia.

Moray was then to point out that if Middleton was dis-
missed Charles would be more loyally served and more
perfectly obeyed in the future than he had been in the past.
The Middleton party had never been really powerful, and it
was now hopelessly weakened. It had been artificially
strengthened by promises of a share in the fines, but the
great majority of the nobility was now alienated from it.
Middleton had practically no interest in the nobility by blood
or alliance. The country, therefore, would remain quiet,
and it would even be actively helpful to Charles in any part
of his dominions if the King required aid from his Scottish
subjects. The Scottish Parliament would issue a Declaration
to that effect if the King thought fit. Nor would the new
Government neglect measures for the maintenance of Epis-
copacy; the western counties especially would receive
attention. To prove the reality of these promises, the Par-
liament would offer to the King a Militia of adequate though
moderate strength.

The country, in fact, was too impoverished to be able to
maintain a large force. The existing military establishment
was a national grievance. It consisted of two troops of
horse (one of them commanded by Middleton, one called the
Guards), and six companies of foot. Without the knowledge
of either Rothes or Lauderdale, Charles had signed for these
forces ““ an Establishment much greaterithan Scotland ever
knew.” Middleton for his own account had received a sum
of £30,000 sterling. The Excise could not cope with such
heavy impositions; and Charles was to be advised to disband
the troops of horse which Middleton commanded, and to
retain the six companies of foot only until the Militia had been
organised. Another grievance was the long continuance and
the expense of Parliament. It would be well to dissolve it
speedily, and Scotland would return to the “ good old form
of Government by his Majesty’s Privy Council.” Until
this was done, people would not believe that things had been
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settled, and that they were secure from changes. Charles
need not fear to act thus, for he could always be sure of a
large majority in Parliament and in the Articles. Finally,
Moray was to present to the King a commission for trying
bribery, and in general he was to manage all the foregoing
particulars with his ‘“ knowen discretion.” *

From London Sir Robert replied to Rothes and Lauderdale
on the 6th of August. He had gone to the King with the
Instructions, Lauderdale’s letter, and the Parliament’s letter.
But Charles was about to set out for Tunbridge, and wished
to defer the discussion of such matters until his return. This
was to have taken place on Saturday the 8th ; but as Saturday
passed without any appearance of the King, Moray left for
Tunbridge on the gth. He could not tell how long the Court
might remain there, and he knew how anxious Lauderdale
was to hear the royal decision.? But while Charles was at
Tunbridge he had little energy for business, and he did not
return to Whitehall until the 19th of August. It was the 20th,
therefore, before Sir Robert obtained a full and adequate
audience.?

Before submitting to the King the proposals of Rothes and
Lauderdale, Sir Robert laid before him two drafts of a royal
letter to the Scottish Parliament, with the composition of
which he had occupied the leisure of the preceding fortnight.
One was couched in a somewhat rhetorical strain, and it was
rejected. With the other Charles expressed himself as
pleased.* It enabled Lauderdale to proceed to the passing
of an Act against Billeting. Next, Moray told the King that
if he had already decided the fate of Middleton, his will
would not be questioned ; otherwise he begged leave to put
certain considerations before him. If it was decided that
the ex-Commissioner should be totally laid aside, there came
the question as to how and when this was to be done. Charles
was inclined to agree that the position of General held on the

LL.P, 23119, f. 128.
2 Ibid., ff. 155, 161.
3 Ibid., f. 173.

4 Ibid.
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existing terms was not, from the monarch’s point of view, a
desirable one for a subject to occupy. But he was not so
favourable to the project of dismissing his old servant from
office without a hearing. He suggested that thematter might
be settled at a meeting of the Scottish Council, a plan of
which Moray was quick to point out the practical disad-
vantages. A compromise was ultimately effected by which
Middleton was to obtain a hearing before such as the King
chose to summon for the occasion. Nothing would be done
before the arrival of Rothes and Lauderdale in London.
This decision, which was to apply to Newburgh also, was
less favourable than the Secretary could have wished, but
his deputy wrote assuringly. He was convinced that the
late Commissioner would be expelled from office, and that
the hearing was merely granted to soften the blow.

Charles’ decision naturally raised the question as to the
settlement of a Militia. Lauderdale and his friends desired
that this should be carried through after the dismissal of
Middleton. But if the Scottish Parliament was to be dis-
solved before that event took place, then no Act for a Militia
would be passed for some time to come. Sir Robert, however,
was fertile in expedients, and suggested to the King that
Middleton should not be allowed to go to Scotland prior
to the settlement of the question of his own future. In this
way there would be no danger in proceeding to make and
fulfil the offer of a Militia.

With respect to the grievances which had been specified
in the Instructions, Charles was more amenable to persuasion.
After a little hesitation, he consented to the dissolution of
Parliament at the earliest possible date, and he agreed that
Middleton’s troop should be disbanded. But it was not until
the 1oth of September that he commanded a warrant to be
issued to Middleton to deliver the Establishment.?

The Commission for Bribery had also to be presented to
the King; and although this matter is unimportant in itself,
it illustrates the discretion and care with which Moray pro-

1 Airy, L.P,, L. letter CVII.
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ceeded.! In the draft of the commission Lauderdale had
interlined the name of a certain individual as a desirable
commissioner. Sir Robert was surprised: the person in
question was one against whom much could be advanced,
and Lauderdale had said nothing to induce Charles to agree
to the nomination. The Deputy felt that this might pre-
judice Lauderdale with the King, and he proposed to act,
and seemingly did act, in the following manner. A com-
mission was drawn, verbally identical with the draft, but
a blank was left for the names. Charles would ask for sug-
gestions as to nominees, and Sir Robert proposed to mention
those whom Lauderdale had inserted in his list, laying stress
on thematter ornot ashe would find advisable. His anticipa-
tions were realised, and, owing to his manner of conducting
the affair, nothing untoward happened.?

In subsequent letters Moray counselled Lauderdale and
Rothes to journey south as soon as possible.® Middleton’s
friends would utilise the time of delay. But the Scottish
Parliament found work to occupy it until the gth of October.4
Then it was dissolved, and Rothes, Lauderdale, Bellenden,
Montrose, Dumfries and Fletcher set out for London.® On
their arrival Rothes gave an account of transactions in Scot-
land. Middleton’s fate was not immediately settled. But
before the end of the year he was allowed to speak in his own
defence, and he did so somewhat feebly. On the 5th of
January following, therefore, he resigned his two nuhtary
offices, and Lauderdale’s triumph was complete.®

1L.P, 23119, ff. 157, 173.

2 Ibid., {. 173.

3 Ibid., 23119, 1. 182 ; 23120, fi. 5, 19, 55-56."
t4.P.S., VII 503.

§ J. Nicoll’s Diary, Ban. Club, 1836, 402.

¢ L.P.,, 23120, ff. 140 et seq.; 23121, f. 2.



CHAPTER VIl
1663-1673
SCOTTISH POLITICS

THE victory of Lauderdale over Middleton did not bring the
Presbyterian party any immediate relief. In 1663 Rothes
had been appointed Commissioner to the Scottish Parliament,?
and he remained Commissioner until 1667. From 1664 until
1667 he was also Treasurer, General of the forces in Scotland,
and a Commander of Life Guards.? Along with Sharp and
Alexander Burnet he adopted against the Presbyterians
harsh measures of doubtful legality.® These were carried
out first by means of a commission court specially appointed
to relieve the Privy Council of excess of work,* and, after its
abolition, by Sir James Turner and his troops.

Lauderdale personally was hostile to this policy, but it
was difficult for him to opposeit. Living ashe did in London,
he could not say that his knowledge of the situation in Scot-
land was so ample as that of the triumvirate. Moreover, the
ecclesiastical policy in Scotland was necessarily similar to
that which was being pursued in England, and the influence
of Clarendon and the Anglican party was still dominant at
Court. On the other hand, while he was not willing to in-
crease the suspicion with which he was regarded by the
Anglicans, he did not wish to estrange from himself the
sympathies of the Presbyterians in Scotland. Therefore he
abstained from active co-operation with Rothes and Sharp ;

1 Burnet, 0.7, 1. 364.

% J. Nicoll, Diary, Ban. Club, 1836, 421.

3 Burnet, 0.7, 1. 375, 377-8.

4 Ibid., 1. 369—70; Polit. Hist, of Eng. VIIL. (Lodge), 186.
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he felt certain that eventually they would have to be put
aside.!

In spite of the fact that he did not hinder Sharp and Rothes,
Lauderdale was regarded with suspicion by the two Scottish
Archbishops.? Lauderdale, however, did not stand alone in
his dislike of their policy; and his party, both in England and
in Scotland, incurred the hostility with which he himself was
regarded.

“ Your Grace seeth "’ Alexander Burnet wrote to Sheldon,
““that by Lauderdale and Sir Robert Moray and their
emissaries all Scots affairs are managed here: and their
correspondents in Scotland are Argyle, Tweeddale, Kincar-
dine, Crawford, etc., and if they can draw in my Lord Com-
missioner by this match between the Earl of Loudoun and his
niece, I am confident not a person in Scotland will have the
confidence to contradict or oppose them.” 3

It is impossible to estimate accurately the extent to which
Moray occupied himself with politics from 1664 to 1667.
From a letter which he wrote to Sheldon in the autumn of
the latter year, it would appear as if he had been taking very
little part in such affairs. ‘ You will easily believe it looks
odd to me to see myself launched forth into a sea of business,
after lying many years unrigged and moored out of the reach
of active employments.” ¢ This seems to imply at least
that he had not held any official post during the period. But
Argyle wrote to him from time to time about the situation in
Scotland,® and Alexander Burnet’s remarks, although they
may be exaggerated, cannot be wholly unfounded. The
very fact that Moray was chosen to do important work in
Scotland in 1667 indicates that he was well aware of the course
which matters had taken since 1663, and that he had not been
a stranger to the council-room.

! Burnet, 0.T., I. 370.

21Ibid., I. 380-1; Airy, L.P,, II. App. p. v. May 2, 1664.

? Airy, L.P., II. App. p. xxvii. Salisbury, Sept. 4, 1665.
 Sheldon MSS. (Dolben Papers), Bodl. MSS. Add. C. 302, £. 79.

8§ L.P., 23122, f. 140 ; 23123, f. 38, f. 143; 23125, f. 22, . 99, f. 177. Lothian
also wrote to him in connection with the fines. Corr. of the Eayls of Ancrum
and Lothian, Ban. Club, 1875, I1. 474-6 (April 4, 1666).
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His return to a more conspicuous political position was due
to various causes. When the Dutch war began, Charles was
anxious that there should be no disturbance in Scotland. To
ensure this, a force of 3,000 foot and 8 troops of horse was
raised ; the first and second commands were given respec-
tively to Dalziel and Drummond, both of whom had fought
at Worcester and since then in Russia. Sharp and Burnet
were delighted, and the various officers hoped to enrich
themselves at the expense of the Presbyterians. In spite
of this increase in the forces and of Rothes’ assertions that
there would be no rebellion in Scotland, the Pentland Rising
took place (Nov., 1666). The King was greatly annoyed
by this event,®! and about the same time he became more
fully instructed as to the duplicity of Sharp. The cruelty
displayed by the Episcopal clergy and by the military party
in the punishment of the Pentland rebels did not tend to
reinstate either Sharp or Rothes in the royal favour. At
this juncture, also, the King was alienated from Clarendon,
so that the clergy and the officers in Scotland could not rely
upon the Church party in England.?

Moderate men like Tweeddale and Kincardine took ad-
vantage of these circumstances. They proceeded to Court,
“ and laid before the King the ill state the country was in.
Sir Robert Moray talked often with him about it.”” The early
months of 1667 were marked by events which were significant
of approaching changes. Sharp was ordered not to attend
the Convention of Estates which met in January, 1667, and
Charles refused to follow the counsels of the violent party,
represented in London by Drummond. The Council was not
to be allowed to tender the Declaration to any one whom it
suspected, and to treat as traitors those who refused to sign
it. Instead of permitting this, the King wrote to the Privy
Council on the 12th of March recommending a more reasonable
procedure.?

! Burnet, 0.T ., 1. 419, 423.
2 Wodrow, I. Bk, II. Ch. II. 271-2.
3 Burnet, 0.T., 1. 427, 429 ; Wodrow, I. Bk. II,, Ch. IL. 272-3.
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In April it was decided that Rothes should be “ strippéd of
all his places,” but he was not to be deprived of them all at
once. At first he would be ordered to vacate his position as
Treasurer, and as an apparent compensation he would be
appointed Lord Chancellor. As the holder of the latter
office he could do little harm. The Treasury would be put
into Commission; Moray, Tweeddale, Kincardine, and
Bellenden would form a majority of the Commissioners. A
milder policy would be inaugurated by Sir Robert and
Tweeddale, although its exact nature would depend upon
circumstances in Scotland. In order that the King might
obtain reliable information Moray was to go north in the
course of the summer. Lauderdale, the leader of the new
administration, was to remain at Court. These arrangements
were made so secretly that ‘‘ neither the Lord Rothes
nor the two Archbishops had the least hint of it.”’ *

By the middle of June Sir Robert had reached Edinburgh,
and his first task was to announce to Rothes his appointment
as Chancellor. Rothes was by no means anxious to obtain
this honour, and said that he was incapable of performing the
duties of the position. Moray had great difficulty in per-
suading him to accept it. The King wished to relieve Rothes
of the heavy duties which the Treasurership involved. He
had not informed him of this intention because he had so
much confidence in him. He knew that Rothes would will-
ingly do whatever was desired of him, and felt that he was
the fittest man for the Chancellorship. A refusal would
disappoint the King, and could be merely temporary. On
the 4th of July Rothes wrote to Lauderdale, stating that he
had -accepted the new post, though with a ‘‘ sad hert.” 2

A fortnight before this Moray had taken his seat in the
Privy Council, and had announced the royal pleasure as to

! Burnet, 0.7, I. 431, 439; R.P.C. of Scot. (1665-69), 294 ; Wodrow, I.
Bk. IL., Ch. II. 274 ; Row, Continuation of Blair, Wodrow Socy., 1848, 510;
Airy, Art. on Lauderdale in Quarterly Review, July, 1884.

2L.P., 23127, ff. 34, 38—41, 50; Airy, L.P., II. 1-6.
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the Treasury and the Chancellorship. * At last the military
party and the Episcopal clergy were aware that their policy
of violence was to give place to a milder regime. It was
clear that Rothes would soo<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>