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Preface



The essays collected in this volume are the product of a two-year seminar programme sponsored by the Department of Scottish History at the University of St. Andrews and held in St. John’s House, the University’s Centre for Advanced Historical Studies, between October 1984 and April 1986. Particular thanks are due to the Director and Management Committee of St. John’s House for providing such splendid facilities for the seminars. This is the third such volume to find its way into print and it is a pleasure to be able to acknowledge the support of John Donald Publishers Ltd. in continuing to make their publication possible. In addition, thanks are due to all those who participated in what proved to be a lively and informative series of meetings and in particular to the speakers both for prompting much stimulating debate and for converting the spoken into the written word with speed and efficiency.


Roger A. Mason
St. Andrews       
June 1987          
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Introduction



Ten years ago, in the bibliography of his magisterial work Scotland’s Relations with England: A Survey to 1707 (Edinburgh, 1977), William Ferguson commented that ‘surprisingly little has been written on the specific theme of Anglo-Scottish relations’. That English historians had rarely thought the subject worth more than a passing reference may actually occasion very little surprise. It is remarkable, however, that their Scottish counterparts, while by no means ignoring its importance, had devoted so few full-length studies to exploring the manifold ramifications of a relationship which was plainly critical in shaping Scotland’s history and development. Ferguson’s pungent and at times acerbic book, surveying the centuries up to the parliamentary union of 1707, was a timely reminder to Scottish and English historians alike of the importance of viewing their respective national histories in a wider British context.


Since Ferguson’s work appeared, however, not only has research and publication in the fields of Scottish and English history continued apace, but the idea of writing truly British history has also been placed firmly on the academic agenda. The purpose of the present volume, therefore, is to present in readily accessible form the results of at least some of this scholarly activity. The twelve essays printed here are the fruits of recent and continuing research into a wide variety of aspects of Scotland’s long and often troubled relationship with England. At the same time they demonstrate the value of exploring — both in comparative and integrative terms — the British dimension of the national histories of both countries. Concentrating on the late medieval and early modern periods, the essays cover a different (though overlapping) timespan to that adopted by Ferguson. As a collection of discrete and detailed studies, however, they are not — and could not be — designed to supersede Ferguson’s sweeping survey. Rather they supplement and extend it, illuminating areas of Anglo-Scottish relations which Ferguson was unable to investigate in any detail. Nevertheless, like Ferguson’s work, it is hoped that this collection will reinforce the view that this is a subject area rich in possibilities and well worthy of continued research interest.


Broadly speaking, the collection falls into three parts corresponding to three distinct phases in the history of Anglo-Scottish relations. The first phase — with which the first three essays are concerned — is the period of mutual hostility and intermittent warfare between the independent Scottish and English kingdoms which lasted from the late thirteenth century until the end of the middle ages. Appropriately, the volume begins with the Wars of Independence themselves and Michael Prestwich’s revealing examination of Edward I’s attempts to reduce Scotland to the status of an English colony. As his analysis demonstrates, as a colony Scotland proved difficult and expensive to control, and Edward’s efforts in this direction were not just unsuccessful but probably misguided as well. Partly as a result of the unresolved ambiguities of the colony’s constitutional position and partly too as a result of Edward’s ultimate failure to gain complete control over the northern kingdom, it proved impossible to incorporate Scotland within the domains of the English crown.


The wars, indeed, were eventually to end with Scotland’s right to an independent existence effectively vindicated. This was a situation, however, which the English crown was unwilling to recognise or accept. In consequence, the neighbouring kingdoms continued to eye each other with deep suspicion — occasionally flaring into open violence — throughout the later middle ages. Under such warlike circumstances, it is hardly surprising that there emerged in the border region a trans-national ‘frontier society’ which, bearing comparison with similar zones elsewhere in Europe, is the subject of Anthony Goodman’s fascinating essay. Yet, as he makes clear, while this frontier society certainly recognised the existence of shared values and a common martial ethic, in the late fourteenth and particularly the fifteenth century its leaders were made increasingly aware of their separate national allegiances. The two governments were plainly intent on integrating their marcher areas into the social and political worlds of their distinct and developing kingdoms. While they had much in common, these kingdoms were in some fundamental respects quite different, and it is in fact the disparities in the political experiences of the two late medieval monarchies which provide the starting-point for the third piece in this section, a thought-provoking essay in comparative history by Alexander Grant. He begins his investigation with the apparent paradox that, despite its institutional weaknesses, Scotland in the later middle ages was politically much more stable than England. He then goes on to explain the absence of dynastic strife and the comparatively low levels of political violence in Scotland in terms of the differing character of local lordship in the two kingdoms and the consequent differences in the nature of the critical relationship between the monarchies and their respective aristocracies.


Dissimilar though the two kingdoms were in the later middle ages, they were not so different as to preclude any possibility of union between them. Dynastic union through the intermarriage of the Scottish and English royal houses was always on the cards and was of course eventually to come about in 1603 as a result of a marriage contracted a hundred years before. Yet in many ways dynastic union was no more than an accident of blood. Certainly, it was not inevitable. Furthermore, its implications were by no means always welcome. Not only did those in favour of union have to work hard to achieve their goal, but they had also to confront the myriad problems which arose in the seventeenth century as a direct result of the creation of the British monarchy. The achievement and immediate consequences of the union of 1603 are the subject of the second part of the collection and, in so far as six essays are devoted to this phase of Anglo-Scottish relations, the events of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries may be seen as the focal point of the book.


The section begins with Roger Mason’s study of the uses made of history and historical mythologies in both unionist and anti-unionist propaganda in the century leading up to 1603. Looking back to the development of nationalistic pseudo-histories in the middle ages, the essay traces the emergence in the sixteenth century of a unionist ideology which sought historical legitimacy through the re-interpretation of Geoffrey of Monmouth’s influential History of the Kings of Britain. A key figure in the elaboration of this unionist ideology was the Scottish merchant and pamphleteer, James Henrisoun, whose varied and exciting career is uncovered here in a lively essay by Marcus Merriman. Henrisoun was a Protestant Anglophile who did much to promote the unionist policies of Henry VIII and particularly Protector Somerset, but he was clearly also a Scottish patriot whose concern for the welfare of his countrymen led him into realms of sociological analysis in a manner comparable to (and often in advance of) that associated with the so-called ‘commonwealthmen’ of contemporary England. Henrisoun’s is a biography well worthy of the detailed reconstruction it receives here.


These essays on the ideological background to union are followed by two more on the concrete political and diplomatic problems which were involved in effecting Anglo-Scottish union in the later sixttenth century. The first by Jane Dawson concentrates on the critical years around 1560 when Scotland was detached from her traditional alliance with Catholic France and realigned herself with Protestant England. It is argued here, however, through a telling analysis of the diplomatic manoeuvrings of the 5th earl of Argyll, that the British equation remains incomplete if Ireland is omitted from discussions of Anglo-Scottish relations. In this as in other periods, ignorance of the Irish dimension is liable seriously to impair our understanding of the policies and motives of leading politicians on both sides of the border. As the sixteenth century drew to a close, however, and Elizabeth’s refusal to marry clarified the dynastic issue, the likely outcome of the policies pursued by the English and Scottish governments did become clearer. But the ever-increasing likelihood that a Scottish king would bring about union by succeeding Elizabeth on the English throne did pose the problem of whether it was worthwhile continuing deliberately to maintain an English party in Scotland. Keith Brown’s detailed study of the extent to which the Elizabethan government sought to keep the ‘well affected’ sweet reveals some ambivalence on the English side and considerable rapacity on that of the Scots. Although money did change hands, it seems in fact to have done little to change people’s opinions or allegiances. Neither in Scotland nor in England did it prove necessary to buy support in order to accomplish dynastic union.


Yet the fact that the Union of the Crowns was so easily and above all peacefully effected in 1603 must not be allowed to obscure the many problems which multiple kingship entailed for the new British monarchy. For Scotland in particular, absentee government and an increasingly Anglicised royal house created strains and tensions which occasionally threatened to render the existing union totally unworkable. The first such occasion was during the reign of Charles I whose lack of understanding and sympathy for his Scottish subjects led in 1637 to a complete breakdown in relations between them and set in motion a train of events best described in British terms as ‘the war of the three Kingdoms’. In Scotland, however, although the union was clearly a major cause of discontent, the covenanting revolution was marked less by attempts to reassert Scottish independence than by persistent efforts to renegotiate a closer, more workable form of union with England. These crucial negotiations are the subject of two important essays in the present collection. In the first, David Stevenson discusses the various proposals for union put forward by the covenanters in the course of the 1640s and concludes that the Scots were less obsessed with religion than is often assumed and that they favoured a form of federal union which was in many ways strikingly modern in its approach to the devolution of power. Complementing Stevenson’s general study of the union proposals of the period, Edward Cowan embarks on an in-depth analysis of the background and implications of the single most important set of these negotiations: those surrounding the creation of the Solemn League and Covenant in 1643. Again, a thorough examination of the evidence suggests that the religious issue was less important than is usually thought and that it is a gross over-simplification to argue that the Scots were bent solely on imposing presbyterianism on England. On the contrary, both these essays indicate that the Scots were pragmatic as well as being able negotiators. Their plans for a more workable union were thwarted, not by Scottish fanaticism and intolerance, but by English expediency and indifference.


It is hardly surprising therefore that these early attempts to renegotiate the terms of the union proved less than successful. It was not until the turn of the seventeenth century that the English government recognised (largely for reasons of national security) that the existing form of union was dangerous to them as well as disadvantageous to the Scots. The product of their sudden concern was the incorporating parliamentary union of 1707. The debates engendered by the reopening of the union question and the manner in which the Scots subsequently adjusted to their incorporation within a British state system are the subject of the final three essays in the collection. In the first, John Robertson provides a long-overdue assessment of the shape and sources of Andrew Fletcher of Saltoun’s visionary conception of a federation of European states and Scotland’s place within it. Fletcher was as aware as any of his contemporaries of the unworkability of the Union of the Crowns, but he was a passionate opponent of incorporation and all the dangers he believed it entailed in terms of the concentration of sovereign power and the threat of individual liberty. His commitment to federal union was profound and he is seen here as reacting both to the apparent success of the incorporating unionists’ arguments and — more tentatively — to the sinister implications of an older European tradition of speculation about the establishment of a universal monarchy.


Ultimately of course Fletcher failed in his efforts to counter the case for incorporating union. Nevertheless, not only did he play an influential role in the years preceding 1707, but he introduced to Scotland a strain of English classical republican political thought which was to have an enormous impact on some of the leading thinkers of the Scottish Enlightenment. It is the purpose of Nicholas Phillipson’s essay to show how this and other English modes of thought were adapted in the eighteenth century to suit Scottish needs within the framework of the new British state system. Focusing on Fletcher’s use of classical republican concepts and particularly on David Hume’s adaptation of the language of Addisonian ‘politeness’, he argues that the Scottish literati made a remarkably successful effort to provide Scots and Englishmen alike with a civic ideology suitably tailored for life in the new British state in an increasingly commercial age. But the extent to which the Scots had by the end of the eighteenth century accommodated themselves to living within the framework of parliamentary union is perhaps best conveyed by the final essay in the collection. Here, in an unusually cool analysis of such radical groups as the Friends of the People, John Brims argues that in the 1790s popular nationalist fervour is notable primarily for its absence. While the Scottish ‘Jacobins’ were not afraid to play the nationalist card when it suited them to do so, they characteristically sought reform within a British parliamentary context. They did so, moreover, in the language of English constitutionalism. It is hard to think of a more telling example of the Scots’ domestication within the structure of the incorporating union.


Clearly, a volume such as this cannot hope to be comprehensive in scope. As this brief introduction will have revealed, quite apart from its chronological limitations, there are a great many aspects of Scotland’s relations with England which it leaves entirely untouched. Nevertheless, the purpose of the collection — and of the seminars on which it is based — will have been amply fulfilled if it succeeds in stimulating interest in a field of study which is as potentially rewarding as it is obviously important. A host of questions still remain to be asked, far less answered. It is hoped simply that these essays, while making notable contributions to particular areas of research, will also prompt further enquiry and debate.
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Colonial Scotland: The English in Scotland under Edward I


Michael Prestwich


Among medieval historians, if not elsewhere, colonies appear to be fashionable. R. R. Davies has written on ‘Colonial Wales’, M. W. Labarge has described Gascony in a subtitle as ‘England’s first colony’, and Robin Frame has analysed Colonial Ireland.1 In the case of Scotland, however, independence rather than colonialism has been the keynote of recent research. Much more attention has been paid to resistance to Edward I than to the aims of the English in Scotland during his reign. Yet if the word ‘colony’ is taken in a broad sense of conquest, expropriation, exploitation and settlement, and of the creation of a scheme of government dependent upon that of the colonising power, there was arguably much that was colonial about English policy towards Scotland under Edward I. There is certainly a need for a reassessment of the English aims and achievement in Scotland during Edward I’s later years.


There seems to have been surprisingly little contemporary discussion couched in theoretical terms about Edward’s position in Scotland. There is no record of anything like the sophisticated arguments derived from both Roman and feudal law that Raymond de la Ferrière employed on Edward’s behalf in the late 1290s to rebut French claims in Gascony.2 At the time of the Great Cause, when Edward intervened to resolve the disputed succession to the Scottish throne following the death of the Maid of Norway, considerable energy was put into the task of justifying the English king’s claim to overlordship of Scotland. The attempt to construct arguments based on the historical evidence that could be culled from monastic chronicles may have satisfied Edward’s clerks, and had some propaganda value, but the results were scarcely convincing.3 For the English, however, the situation was evidently clear and straightforward in the early 1290s. Scotland was a kingdom, over which Edward I possessed rights of ‘superior lordship’. A writ of July 1291 claimed triumphantly that by reason of this lordship, the realms of England and Scotland were now united, but the intention of the document was no more than to make it clear that writs made out by Edward in Scotland would be valid in English courts. It was not a statement of political intent.4 Edward had no truck with arguments put forward in the course of the Great Cause suggesting a division or even abolition of the Scottish kingdom.5 His intention, once the question of the succession was settled, was to exercise effective feudal authority over the new king. John Balliol’s abdication, forced by Edward in 1296, transformed the position. From the English point of view, there was no longer a Scottish king. One text, detailing the damages done at Coldstream by the English army, went so far as to describe Edward as king of England and Scotland, but in fact no change was made to his official title.6 The removal south of the Coronation Stone and many of the records of the Scottish crown might suggest that Edward had either appropriated the Scottish kingdom, or that he considered that Scotland was no longer a kingdom. In English documents, however, Scotland was still described as a realm, and no new claims were put forward by Edward. When he came to try to justify his position to Boniface VIII in 1301, Edward’s arguments followed familiar lines. He argued that Scotland was feudally subject to him, as it had been to his ancestors, and that it was a realm ‘subjected by right of ownership to our power’. The Scots were able to produce five types of argument to counter Edward’s claims, appealing to papal privilege, common law, prescription, free status and documentary evidence.7 Strong and ingenious as these arguments were, they were of little use against the might of Edward’s armies. By 1305, when that might appeared to have triumphed, the Ordinance drawn up for the government of Scotland referred to the country consistently as a land, not a realm. No explanation was provided, but it seems that Edward was relegating Scotland to a similar status to Ireland, that of a land ruled over by himself as lord. At the Carlisle parliament of 1307 Scotland was indeed listed as one of the king’s lands, along with Wales and Ireland.8 Lordship of Scotland was not, however, added to Edward’s titles, and a certain ambiguity over the precise constitutional position remained.


The justification for Edward’s claim to rule in Scotland does not fit into a colonial model, for what he claimed to exercise was a form of feudal lordship. In practical terms, however, there was much that resembled colonialism about English policy in Scotland. The Ordinance of 1305 laid down the way in which the country was to be ruled by a royal lieutenant, with all the major officials being English. Englishmen and Scots were to serve jointly as justices. Archaic legal customs were summarily abolished, and the rest of the laws were to be revised by a council of Englishmen and Scots. Edward has received much praise for this enactment, from Scottish as well as English historians, even though it displays fewer indications of constructive thought than the Statute of Wales of 1284, or the Gascon ordinances of 1289.9 Far from receiving praise, Edward deserves criticism for displaying an insensitivity in the Ordinance which surely contributed to the astonishing failure of the English in Scotland in 1306–7.


The constitutional arguments should not be laboured: far more important were the practical implications of English policy in Scotland. A central issue in the question of English colonialism is the way in which Edward granted lands in Scotland to his supporters. Edward has been accused by McFarlane in a much-quoted phrase of preferring ‘masterfulness to the arts of political management’, and for the contemporary chronicler Pierre Langtoft one of the king’s failings was that he disdained the virtues of largesse. In Langtoft’s view, if Scotland had been properly shared out between the English barons, then Edward would have been able to hold it effectively, and his heirs after him.10 In fact, Edward was much less ungenerous in the case of Scotland than he had been in Wales, and the danger in his policy was less that English magnates would be discontented at receiving inadequate rewards for service, than the alienation of the Scottish nobles whom the king was anxious to win over to his cause.


Edward’s policy of granting lands to his followers developed in clear stages. In 1296 confiscation was confined to Berwick and to the lands of those captured at Dunbar and elsewhere. These estates were not regranted to English magnates: the king clearly had hopes of exercising his superior lordship over a largely unchanged Scotland. With the Falkirk campaign of 1298 a much more thorough-going policy was adopted. At the York parliament which preceded the expedition Edward declared his intention of expropriating his Scottish enemies and redistributing their lands. The process was not to be an easy one. In the closing stages of the campaign the earls of Norfolk and Hereford objected vociferously when the king agreed to a request from Thomas Bisset of Antrim that he be granted the Isle of Arran. They felt that they should have been consulted, and withdrew from any further participation in the expedition. Their absence from a meeting at Carlisle did not prevent a distribution of Scottish estates taking place, although according to Walter of Guisborough Annandale and Galloway, and some lands elsewhere, were not granted out by the king for fear of further infuriating the earls. It may, however, have been at this time that John de St. John was granted land worth 1,000 marks in Galloway.11


Unfortunately there is no full record of the grants made by Edward in the autumn of 1298. They were made under the great seal which the king used for his rule in Scotland, and no enrolments survive. It is only from the original documents that we know of the grant made at Carlisle of the lands of Geoffrey de Mowbray, John of Stirling and Andrew de Chartres to the earl of Warwick. A Dodsworth transcript preserves the grant of Caerlaverock castle to Robert Clifford. The original of the grant of 25 September of all the lands of their rebellious Scottish tenants to Durham cathedral priory still exists. Later petitions also reveal grants made in 1298, showing that on 22 September Adam de Swinburn received the lands of John of Montgomery, and that three days later the barony of Renfrew was granted to the earl of Lincoln. A complete reconstruction of the distribution of estates made at Carlisle is, however, impossible.12


It was essential for Edward to reward his captains with grants of lands in Scotland, for he was not in a position to satisfy them simply by paying them wages. A substantial proportion of the cavalry troops served voluntarily, as most of the great magnates would not accept pay for summer campaigns. Nor, even when wages were paid, were they set at levels which would do much more than cover expenses. One obvious technique was for the grants to be made in advance of conquest taking place, as an inducement to fight. The chronicler Walter of Guisborough commented that many of the grants of 1298 were made in hope. In 1300 John de St. John complained that the land he had been granted in Galloway was in hostile hands, and it seems probable that he had never in fact been able to occupy it. In 1301 the castle and barony of Bothwell were granted to Aymer de Valence on 10 August, a month before the castle fell to the English.13


By 1302 the number of Englishmen holding lands in Scotland, at least in name, was substantial. A series of memoranda for the garrisoning of castles by a total of some 115 men-at-arms shows that it was decided in the July parliament at Westminster that those who had been granted lands in Scotland should provide troops for guarding the castles. Fifty-one individuals are named. The largest quota of service was that of twelve men-at-arms owed by Aymer de Valence. The earl of Lincoln and John de St. John each owed ten. The earl of Warwick’s quota was only three, and no other earls appeared on the list. John Botetourt and William Latimer each owed four men, Robert Clifford, Robert de Tony, John de Segrave, John Kingston and various others three each. It seems likely that this is a reasonably accurate count of those who had received grants in Scotland, and the list is as interesting for those it does not include as for those it does. It is hardly surprising that Roger Bigod, earl of Norfolk, was not included, but two of his associates in the opposition to Edward in 1297, Robert Fitz Roger and John de Segrave, were. Both men had done good service in Scotland. Grants were not confined to men close to the king: only ten out of the fifty-one who received lands were household knights. The scheme is interesting as showing that, for all that feudal service is often considered to have been an anachronism by the early fourteenth century, Edward I and his advisers thought it worth trying to create a new form of such service in Scotland. The effort was, however, only partly successful. Warwick sent none of the men he was asked for, and more strikingly, both Clifford and the steward of the household, Walter Beauchamp, failed in their duty. In all, thirty-two out of the anticipated 115 did not appear, and it is not surprising that no more was heard of this particular system.14


The policy of granting Scottish estates to English magnates could cause problems in the event of the original Scottish owner changing sides, and joining Edward I. The point is obviously very relevant to the career of the future king, Robert Bruce. A significant part of the rather ambiguous terms of the agreement he made with Edward when he changed sides in the winter of 1301–2 was that he should continue to hold the lands of which he had possession in Scotland, and that in due course he should be allowed to inherit his father’s estates.15 It is unlikely that any English magnates had in fact succeeded in laying hands on any of Bruce’s estates, and there was therefore no need for Edward to compensate any of his followers for losses incurred as a result of Bruce coming over to join the English cause, but in other cases problems were to be much greater. It is striking that as far as Bruce was concerned, Edward was not prepared to reward a Scottish supporter with new estates in Scotland in the way in which he was ready to make grants to Englishmen, and his lack of generosity to Bruce must surely have contributed to the future king’s decision to rise against the English yoke.


Success appeared to come to Edward in Scotland with the capture of Stirling castle in 1304. The question of grants of land was raised immediately the garrison surrendered. On the day after the siege ended the fourteen leading magnates in the army were asked how those who had taken part in the campaign might best be rewarded. Lists of those present were prepared, and the committee met on three occasions, but to no avail. Edward was asked if the matter could be postponed until parliament met in England, and it was suggested that in the meanwhile it might be possible to make grants of wardships, marriages, franchisal rights and the like.16 The problem was not an easy one, for the first demand that John Comyn had made earlier in 1304, in his surrender negotiations at Strathord near Perth, after life and limb, was that those Scots who surrendered should have full hereditary enjoyment of their lands and goods, just as if they and their ancestors had forfeited nothing. This had been effectively agreed, subject to the Scots consenting to a royal ordinance regarding payment of a ransom and fine for their trespasses against Edward, while the more important leaders were also set terms of exile.


These surrender terms meant that Edward had no substantial fund of estates to grant to the English magnates, and in fact involved some of those who had received lands in the past restoring them to their previous owners. The problem was not a new one for Edward: it was very similar to that which he had faced in the aftermath of the Barons’ Wars in the 1260s. The solution adopted was a similar one to the Dictum of Kenilworth of 1266, but it took some time to emerge. The question was not dealt with in the Ordinance for the government of Scotland of 1305 — this was one of the failings of that document — but was resolved when the Scots present at Westminster in 1305 appeared before Edward to swear to uphold the Ordinance. The king then announced terms for the redemption of estates according to the scale of involvement in resistance to the English, the most severe being the five years’ revenues demanded of Ingram de Umfraville.17


It is not clear how many Englishmen now stood to lose the lands they had been granted in Scotland, for the Bruce rebellion was to mean that little progress would be made in the complex process of redemption of estates. The earl of Lincoln had been granted the lands of James Steward, and these were restored in the autumn of 1305. Lincoln had to wait a year before receiving compensation in the form of a promise of £4,000 out of forthcoming ecclesiastical vacancies, wardships and marriages. In 1306 John de Bar was granted £2,000 in return for relaxing his demand for land worth 1,000 marks in Scotland, a deal which demonstrates the problems Edward had in reconciling the wants of his followers with the terms agreed with the Scots. Some English magnates were fortunate in being able to retain their lands in Scotland. Aymer de Valence did not lose Bothwell, for William Murray had died in 1298, and Andrew Murray, his eventual heir, was only born in 1298, and there appears to have been little question of restoring the barony to him.18 The whole question was a very thorny one, and even had Bruce not rebelled, Edward would have faced major problems in achieving a satisfactory territorial settlement in Scotland. A petition presented early in Edward II’s reign from the burgesses of Roxburgh shows that those of their number who had surrendered in 1304 had failed, despite repeated attempts, to recover their holdings, even after Edward I had ordered that redress be made to them.19


Bruce’s action in slaying John Comyn and assuming the Scottish throne transformed the situation once more. It seemed that Scottish lands were once more there for the taking, and Edward resumed his policy of granting estates to his followers. The most famous grant was that to his son-in-law, the earl of Hereford, who received Lochmaben castle and all Bruce’s lands in Annandale on 10 April 1306. On 22 May John Hastings was given the lands and title of the earl of Menteith, some time before the earl actually surrendered. Bruce’s title of earl of Carrick went to Henry Percy, and that of earl of Atholl to Ralph de Monthermer.20 There was no general distribution of estates, however, for the bulk of decisions was delayed by Edward. Aymer de Valence wrote to him asking for Gilbert de la Haye’s lands to be given to Walter de Beauchamp, but the reply was that ‘the king wishes no lands given until he himself arrives in Scotland, when he will take fitting measures’. A little later Edward asked for the names of all who asked for lands to be recorded. The roll that was duly drawn up reveals something of the problems that he faced, with the very first entry showing that there was a conflict for Gilbert de la Haye’s lands, which were sought after by Hugh le Despenser as well as Valence. The king was importuned for grants all the way on that painful journey north in 1306. The requests were very specific in character: on 22 August, for example, Henry de Prendergast, taking advantage of the fact that he brought the king news of the capture of Simon Fraser, asked for the lands of Walter de Wyston and Robert de Nesbit, with those of their respective tenants Austin de Moray and Robert de Inchestour. Edward himself seems to have taken little initiative, though he had it recorded that when the time came for the drafting of an ordinance for the distribution of lands, he wished to see Gruffydd ap Rhys and Morgan ap Maredudd rewarded for their services. In fact, no ordinance dealing with the matter seems to have been produced, and a few grants survive. The events of 1307 meant that even if men did receive promises of lands in Scotland, they were unlikely to see them implemented.21


It is not clear why Edward did not produce the promised ordinance, but perhaps it is not surprising in the difficult days at the end of the reign, when the elderly king was finding it an increasing strain even to get up in the morning. Also, even after Bruce’s rising, it was still difficult to satisfy the English without alienating the Scots. The execution of the earl of Atholl in 1306 did not set his son David against Edward, for his mother was a Comyn. Accordingly, Ralph de Monthermer had to surrender the earldom of Atholl he had so recently been granted, receiving a promise of compensation to the tune of 10,000 marks. Edward could afford to be more than usually generous in this case, as he laid down that half the sum was to come out of the wardship of the Gloucester estates, and half from David of Atholl. Neither Ralph nor David can have been happy with the deal, and Robert Bruce was to show himself perhaps wiser than Edward in not declaring the earldom forfeit, in the hope that Earl David might ultimately support him, as indeed he did for a time.22


The promises of lands in Scotland made by Edward did not, of course, necessarily bear much relationship to the uncomfortable reality of the English occupation. The situation was one in which English bases at Berwick and Carlisle supported isolated English garrisons in southern Scotland in an attempt to maintain a presence between the great summer campaigns such as those of 1300 and 1301. The burden fell largely upon royal castle constables and their men, with the addition of Valance’s troops in Bothwell, and by 1304 those of the earl of Lincoln in Inverkip. There is much evidence for the manning of the English-held castles in Scotland. In 1298 arrangements were made on a lavish scale: Berwick alone was to have a garrison of sixty men-at-arms and 1,000 infantry. Numbers were still large in 1300, when Edinburgh contained 325 men. Documents suggest a total garrison strength in the various royal castles of some 1,100 men in the autumn of 1302, but numbers fell later. An ordinance of 1304 allowed for only thirty-four men-at-arms and 131 footsoldiers in Berwick, Roxburgh, Jedburgh and Edinburgh combined.23 The commanders of these forces were largely drawn from the royal household, the most notable perhaps being John de Kingston, who commanded at Edinburgh almost continuously from 1298 until the end of the reign. William de Felton had been constable at Beaumaris in Anglesey before he was moved to Scotland and command at Linlithgow. William Latimer, a household knight of immense experience, was constable for a time at Berwick. John de St. John was another eminent household knight who held major command in Scotland. The Hastang brothers, Richard and Robert, who served at Roxburgh and Jedburgh, were exceptional in not being in receipt of fees and robes as household knights. A similar dominance of household men is shown by an examination of the clerks employed by Edward in his administration of Scotland, notably between 1298 and 1305. John Weston, permanent paymaster at Berwick, Richard de Bromsgrove, victualler there, and James Dalilegh, victualler at Carlisle, were all closely linked to the household. The settlement of 1305 brought to the fore John Sandale, an experienced household clerk and former paymaster in Gascony, now given the post of chamberlain.24


Elsewhere in his dominions Edward was cautious about rewarding his officials with grants of land in the region where they exercised power. His experiences with Jean de Grailly in Gascony, and with Stephen de Fulbourne and William de Vescy in Ireland had demonstrated that a conflict of interests might arise, and it is striking that it was not until Edward II’s reign that John Wogan began to build up his territorial strength in Ireland.25 There is no evidence that any such caution was employed in Scotland with regard to the constables of castles. The records of lands held in 1302 show that John Kingston, the Hastang brothers, John de Segrave, then constable at Berwick, and John de St. John had all received grants of land. On the other hand, John of Brittany, the king’s kinsman, who was appointed as royal lieutenant in Scotland at the end of the reign, was to receive 3,000 marks a year out of the issues of the land, but appears to have been granted no lands in Scotland, a position which was certainly in line with policies adopted in Gascony and Ireland.26


One element normally present, indeed often dominant, in Edward’s ventures was strikingly little represented in Scotland. In Gascony Jean de Grailly, in Wales men such as Jean de Bevillard and William Cicun, in Ireland Geoffrey de Geneville (or Joinville), all demonstrate the king’s close connections with the Savoyard and Burgundian nobility. Above all, Otto de Grandson provides a connecting link between many of the king’s enterprises, particularly in the first half of the reign. In Scotland, however, the Savoyards were not involved to any great extent. The great master mason James of St. George’s talents were wasted on the limited works of fortification which took place, and he was accompanied by few of his compatriots.27 Mention should be made of one Burgundian who did serve Edward in Scotland, Jean de Lamouilly. An expert in the use of explosives, he received a grant of eighty marks worth of land in 1307, and later demonstrated his discontent at the way in which the English had failed to reward him properly for his services by kidnapping the earl of Pembroke as he returned from Avignon.28


A very important aspect of English colonialism in Wales was the construction of the great chain of castles in the north, with their associated borough settlements, which had of course a parallel of sorts in Gascony with the building of the bastides. English policy in Scotland was much less ambitious. The war began, of course, with the sack of Berwick in 1296, and Edward decided that the place should be turned into the northern equivalent of a bastide. Great care was taken with the planning of the town, but the new defences were initially only of earth and timber. Although some work was in time done to provide a stone curtain wall, this was only on a limited scale. Edward was surprisingly slow to provide the citizens of Berwick with the privileges needed to attract new settlers and trade. In 1302 the burgesses petitioned that ‘as they are new men come to the said town, and have great need of the king’s aid, and have several times asked him, for his own profit and the improvement of his town of Berwick, and for the burgesses inhabiting it’, he should grant them a new charter. They enclosed a draft charter with the petition, which provided for extensive rights of self-government, the franchise of return of writ, two weekly markets, and a fair to last from Easter until Michaelmas. A charter was duly granted, but on much more limited terms. Some tenements in the town were still unoccupied, and there was much hostility from the burgesses towards one of the king’s household servants, Nicholas of Carlisle, whose attempt to acquire forty acres of land lying between the town and the sea threatened the economic viability of the place. Relations with the king were clearly under strain, but at the end of the reign, in March 1307, a fresh attempt was made to boost the fortunes of Berwick with a new charter and an agreement that the burgesses should farm the place themselves for 500 marks a year. Nevertheless, it is clear that Berwick under Edward I never approached the prosperity it had enjoyed under Alexander III, and it was only when the town was recaptured by the Scots in 1318 that its fortunes began to revive once more.29


The English did not attempt to plant entire new communities anywhere else in Scotland. Roxburgh saw the influx of a number of English burgesses, but they, to their disgust, had to live alongside Scots.30 At the three sites where the building of new castles was planned, Inverkeithing, Tullibody and Polmaise, there is no indication that there were to be new settlements established. Nor does it seem that many traders tried to take advantage of Edward I’s activities in Scotland to find new markets and sources of supply. There is one surviving account of a partnership between two Londoners, which was to involve the purchase of woad at Amiens for sale in Scotland, the proceeds then to be used to buy wool and hides for export to St. Omer, but the venture was only a partial success as the woad never materialised, and litigation followed.31 In general terms, the effects of Edward’s wars must have been to curtail Anglo-Scottish trade drastically.


There was an ecclesiastical dimension to the English attempt to colonise Scotland. The process of presenting English clerks to Scottish benefices began in 1296, when Walter of Amersham was appointed to Kinross. In 1298 a considerable number of appointments were made, of which the most significant were perhaps those of the wardrobe officials John Benstead and Ralph Manton, given provostries in St. Andrews and Bothwell respectively. Nicholas Hastang, brother of Richard and Robert, was presented to the church of Ayr. He was later to receive a prebend at Renfrew in addition. Master Baldred Bisset, the able canon lawyer who put the Scottish case over so well at the papal curia, lost his rich living of Kinghorn in Fife to Edward I’s clerk Peter of Dunwich, who also obtained a living at Old Roxburgh. As in the case of the grants of lands, the Englishmen appointed to Scottish churches did not always find it easy to gain possession. In 1304 Bernard of Ipswich was unable to take over a church in the diocese of Glasgow to which he had been appointed.32 Edward did not see any of his men appointed to a Scottish bishopric, and this must have meant that the process of installing royal clerks in Scottish livings would not proceed as far as the king would doubtless have wished. He was, of course, able to take full advantage of vacancies and of the seizure of bishoprics when their holders turned against the English crown, but there was hardly the same eagerness among his officials to obtain benefices in Scotland as there was in England.


Edward must have hoped that his Scottish venture would prove profitable in financial terms, even though this was certainly not a motive in his decision to intervene in the first place. His Irish colony, if such it can be called, yielded receipts over the whole reign equivalent in value to a parliamentary subsidy, over £50,000, but the position in Scotland was to be very different.33 The earliest reference to receipts from Scotland comes from the period before John Balliol’s accession, when £500 was raised and paid over to the English treasury.34 Then in 1297 Hugh Cressingham collected over £5,000 which was sent south to the exchequer in England, but within a very short time he was pleading for funds to be sent north for his assistance.35 The evidence for royal receipts from Scotland in the later years of Edward’s reign is rather fragmentary, and reflects the paltry level of income that was achieved. James Dalilegh’s accounts for 1302–3 show receipts of £668 from Lanark, Peebles, Ayr and Annandale, and of £206 from the same districts with the exception of Annandale in the following year. Between 1301 and 1304 John Weston at Berwick received £1,134 from Scottish lands, while his receipts together with Dalilegh’s for the period from March 1304 until the following February amounted to almost £1,400. In contrast, the account book of John Sandale, chamberlain of Scotland, for the last year of the reign, shows nothing received from lands held by the king in Scotland.36 The level of income that these records indicate shows that very little was raised which could be seen as offsetting the immense cost to Edward of campaigning in Scotland. There were no serious attempts made to increase revenue in Scotland by introducing English methods of taxation, either direct or indirect, as far as can be seen from the sources: to have done so would have been to court disaster.


The English magnates must have hoped to profit financially from the grants that Edward made to them of lands in Scotland, but it is most unlikely that they ever obtained much. John de St. John’s experience, when he found that the lands granted to him in Galloway were ‘at war’, must have been a common one. The earl of Warwick certainly attempted to obtain revenues in Scotland, for in 1304 the king wrote to Alexander de Abernethy on his behalf, asking him to give the earl every assistance in collecting rents from the lands he had been granted north of the Firth of Forth: it is unlikely that much was ever raised. Humphrey de Bohun adopted a different policy when he made an indenture of retainer with Bartholomew de Enfield, in which he promised Bartholomew forty marks worth of land in Annandale. It is improbable that Bartholomew ever received anything tangible as a result.37


If it is permissible to speak of colonies in the middle ages, then there was certainly much that was colonial about Edward I’s intentions in Scotland, particularly after 1298. The extent to which those intentions were translated into achievements was, however, very limited. In constitutional terms there was considerable ambiguity about the English position. Starting from a claim to feudal suzerainty, Edward had shifted by the time that the Ordinance of 1305 was produced to a situation whereby a kingdom was reduced to the status of a land. The implication is that Edward had no intention of reviving Scottish kingship in any form, and that Scotland was to have a similar relationship to England as that of Wales, Ireland, or even Gascony. Edward certainly treated Scotland as if it was an English colony when it came to granting lands there to his magnates. The criticism of his lack of generosity voiced by Langtoft was not really justified: Edward was much freer with Scottish estates than he had been with Welsh lands, and his policy stands in marked contrast with the parsimonious operation of royal patronage in England.38 The grants were a necessary means of persuading men to fight, but in practical terms they often did not amount to much, particularly in those cases where the king made promises of lands which had not in fact been conquered. The attempt to establish a form of feudal service was a failure, and it is unlikely that the English recipients of Scottish lands ever collected much revenue from them. The crown itself certainly found it hard to raise much money in Scotland. The extensive scale of land grants was not matched by a similar scale of actual occupation. Certainly, very large armies marched north, but the permanent presence of the English in Scotland was largely confined to castles south of the ‘Firth of Forth, which were under the command of members of the royal household. Even the attempt to colonise Berwick with English burgesses was not carried out with the thoroughness to be expected of Edward I, and the eventual treachery of one of those burgesses in 1318 is understandable, even without allowing for the hardships suffered in the course of Edward II’s reign. The English attempt at colonisation of Berwick brought no increase of economic prosperity, rather the reverse.


There was an inevitable ambivalence in English policies in Scotland. If Englishmen were granted estates on a large scale, then the original Scottish landowners would be driven to oppose Edward I, and a long-term settlement would become yet more difficult. This dilemma was never properly resolved, and the process that was envisaged in 1305 for the redemption of their estates by the Scots along lines similar to the Dictum of Kenilworth would have resulted, if carried through, in immense bitterness. As it was, Edward found himself faced by costly claims for compensation from his supporters when they found that they had to return some of their lands in Scotland to the original owners. Edward had to try to create a permanent English vested interest in Scotland, but as a total military conquest such as had been achieved in Wales proved impossible, he also had to reach an accommodation with the Scottish nobility, or at least a large part of it. There was no real chance that a stable settlement could have been achieved along the lines envisaged in 1304–5; Scotland could not be converted into an English colony. Even without the seizure of the throne by Robert Bruce, Edward had surely set his country on a course which could only lead to continued warfare.
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The Anglo-Scottish Marches in the Fifteenth Century: A Frontier Society?


Anthony Goodman


When Frederick Jackson Turner developed his thesis about the central role of the frontier in the development of American institutions, he was not interested in testing its relevance to other countries and continents or to remoter periods of history. Because of his conviction that American values were unique and that they were formed by the pioneering experience of the frontier, he was at pains to emphasise the uniqueness of that experience:




The American frontier is sharply distinguished from the European frontier — a fortified boundary line running through dense populations. The most significant thing about the American frontier is, that it lies at the hither edge of free land.1





Turner contrasted the frontier as a broad region, distinctive in its social characteristics, with the frontier as a jurisdictional and strategic boundary line. He wished to distinguish and distance American institutions from those of contemporary European nation-states. He saw the European national boundary dividing settled populations as an extension of the power of the central state, and the United States as an institutional embodiment of the democratic values which had evolved among the pioneers of the moving frontier.


Turner focused attention on the peripheries of societies and the need to define their characteristics. His concept of the dynamism of the moving frontier has been given more general application, to societies as diverse as ancient Rome, the Spain of the Reconquista and early modern Russia.2 One recurring phenomenon which the study of frontiers has illuminated is the development of boundary zones whose semi-fixity and particular social problems produced ‘March’ jurisdictions. These ‘frontier societies’ were — to borrow a phrase used by Elena Lourie to describe the Spain of the Reconquista — ‘societies organised for war’.3 The adelantados appointed by the later medieval Castilian kings on the borderlands with Granada exercised such Marcher jurisdictions. In the period after 1350 and until the start of the Catholic Kings’ crusades in 1482, the borderline between Castile and Granada was fairly stable: in the rugged Castilian border regions, la Frontera, defence institutions, raiding organisation and warlike values developed in ways similar to those among the neighbouring Moors. Despite confessional hostility, the Moors and Christians of the frontier co-operated in peacekeeping mechanisms, recognised a sort of brotherhood in hostility and experienced some degree of material acculturation. A shared environment created between them a tenuous cross-border frontier society as distinctive as Turner’s moving frontier society.4


Such societies were often regarded as semi-alien by the inhabitants of the interior; their cross-border contacts were tolerated as a necessary evil by suspicious princely officials. Early modern states attempted to sever these links, using the frontier line as an instrument of national separation and so fundamentally altering the character of cross-border relations. The boundary between France and the Swiss cantons in the sixteenth century ran through the frontier society of the Jura Mountains. The frontier then took on a new significance, marking the difference in religious confessions which state authorities strained to enforce. As a consequence Jura society split. Previously close economic and social links broke down, as it became difficult to own property or to marry over the other side, or even to make visits there. For the inhabitants the border now marked vital cultural distinctions, not just a difference in lordship. The need was felt to give the frontier line a special and minute delineation. An eighteenth-century traveller observed that trees near it were marked so that it was possible ‘without guide and without difficulty to recognise the boundary in any place, and touch with certainty a Swiss fir tree with one hand and a French fir tree with the other’.5 Thus national boundaries have various effects on borderlands, depending on environmental factors and the nature and relationships of the two neighbouring states. Some boundaries stimulate the development of distinctive frontier societies — but boundaries have been used to undermine such distinctiveness. Can these categorisations be usefully applied to the Anglo-Scottish Borders in the fifteenth century?


Classic features of a frontier society have often been attributed to the Borders in the period from the Wars of Independence to the Union of the Crowns. Appropriate sentiments are to be found in the ballads The Battle of Otterburn and Chevy Chase, which describe conflicts between the frontier aristocracies centring on the battle of 1388. In these ballads the structure and values of the Scottish and English Border aristocracies are shown as complementary and their customs as practically identical. The issues motivating their conflicts are local and personal, not national. The opponents have a mutual admiration for and expertise in chivalrous virtue and skills, the practice of which, the ballad singers feel, distinguishes their society from the rest of Scotland and England. But the oldest surviving versions of the ballads date at the earliest from the sixteenth century. Their expression of these sentiments may echo those of Border audiences of mixed nationality: there were then large numbers of Scottish farmhands in parts of the English Marches.6


But the Scottish and English borderlands certainly developed as two halves of a singular society after the Wars of Independence, in that they acquired distinctive mechanisms for defence and the making and maintenance of truces, similar habits of raiding and a shared culture of valour. They were societies organised for war. The Italian cleric Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini described a Northumberland community in 1435 whose rhythms of life were adjusted to the customary experience of raids from across the Tweed.7 The ballad Dick o the Cow suggests that the inhabitants of Inglewood Forest (Cumberland) in the later sixteenth century lived in a society where the individual was still able to gain redress by following the ‘hot trod’ across the Border and where the unofficial authority of a powerful Scottish surname chief extended deep into the English West March.8 Yet it is not to be concluded that institutions and attitudes remained unchanged generally in the Marches until the union; that the Marches constituted a monolithic frontier society. Changes in its nature in the later middle ages can be demonstrated by an adaptation of two sets of Turnerian contrast — those between moving and fixed frontiers, and those between the settled frontier and the frontier as wilderness.


The Anglo-Scottish frontier line recognised by the two crowns in 1237 was already, as Geoffrey Barrow has demonstrated, well-established: much of the present-day line still corresponds to it. Later medieval borderers probably had clear opinions as to where their local national boundary was, defining it by reference to prominent geographical features of ancient importance.9 Some people had strong feelings about the immutability of the traditional borderline. When English envoys at Carham in 1401 asked their Scottish colleagues to restore fully Henry IV’s lordships of Berwick, Roxburgh and Jedburgh and ‘to declare them and their limits, frontiers, boundaries and borders for the removal of all doubt’, the Scots angrily rejected these proposals.10 Behind their reaction lay the suspicion that such a recognition might assist the English in altering the frontier line permanently. The reason for Scottish sensitivity on the point was that for much of the fourteenth century English advances had precipitated a fluctuating line of allegiances with Scotland. Especially after the capture of David II in 1346, the English strenuously attempted to impose a new unity of control over the Anglo-Scottish Marches. The old national boundary line continued to maintain institutional separateness, but new political boundaries were created.11 Within the regions of English allegiance in the Scottish Borders there was a revival of landowning links stretching across the national frontier, which had been a notable feature of Border society before the Wars of Independence.12 The Berwickshire knight Edward Letham, who had entered Edward III’s allegiance by 1346, in the 1360s was holding the wardship of the Northumberland heir John Manners’ properties at Etal in that shire and at Paxton (Berwickshire). Letham’s widow was to marry the Northumberland knight Robert Clavering.13 In Roxburghshire English northerners had speculated in land. Nicholas Knout, apparently a Yorkshireman, inherited Newton, on the river Eden north of Kelso, which he mortgaged in 1360 to Thomas Rydell, burgess of Berwick.14 A few years before then, the Northumberland knight John Coupland, who served as sheriff of Roxburgh, acquired from Adam of Roulle Altonburn in the lordship of Sprouston near Kelso. Coupland seems to have assisted the rise of the Kers as landowners in this area: in 1358, with the Scottish tenants of Sprouston witnessing, he granted Altonburn to John Ker of Selkirk Forest, for long a pillar of Roxburghshire society under the English crown.15 Another example of an English intruder was the Cumberland knight Hugh Dacre, who established himself in Liddesdale by the acquisition of Hermitage castle through his marriage to Elizabeth Douglas (c. 1355).16


This Anglo-Scottish world was faced by enduring hostility from neighbouring Scottish landowners, those forfeited by the English crown and recipients of Scottish grants of occupied lands. But the practicalities of the situation led those in Scottish allegiance to tolerate the situation and on occasion to enter this uncongenial world peaceably. The chronicler Wyntoun, describing the earl of March’s burning of Roxburgh Fair in 1377, says that to the town ‘Off Scottis men maid gret repayre’. It is clear from the context that he meant men loyal to the Scottish crown. One of them was a servant of the earl of March’s chamber — perhaps purveying there for the earl’s household at Dunbar. March burnt the fair because he could not get redress for the killing of his servant at it, not because he was challenging English rule in Roxburghshire at this juncture.17 Unable to oust the English from Berwick either, where their presence crippled his control of his earldom, he tried to exploit it as best he could. He helped to maintain his household by levying tribute in money, wine and victuals on the burgesses of Berwick. He provided effective protection: in 1378 he assisted the earl of Northumberland in ousting from Berwick castle a band of Scottish raiders who had broken the truce and muscled in on his patch by seizing the castle on their own initiative.18


With the principal exceptions of Berwick, Roxburgh and Jedburgh, the areas of English occupation were soon to crumble. Landowners there had long had wellfounded doubts as to its stability and permanence. Coupland’s disposal of Altonburn to a Scot in 1358 perhaps reflected shrewd suspicion about the matter: Knout’s agreement with Rydell on Newton in 1360 contained the stipulation that he would not be liable to repay the mortgage if he or his heirs should lose the property ‘through the final peace between the kingdoms’.19 In the 1369 truce Edward III conceded that David II’s subjects should have half the rents and profits of their forfeited Roxburghshire lands. In return, the occupiers were not to be disturbed in possession during the truce.20 This agreement seems to have undermined the English occupation: loyalists in Teviotdale complained of their losses and the decline of order. In 1380 a list of estates lost locally was drawn up for the English commissioners before they held a March day.21 Some Scots fled to England; others changed allegiance.22 Robert Roulle, lord of Primside in the regality of Sprouston, gambled on the permanence of the Scottish recovery, though the English were still nearby in Roxburgh: in 1391 he was denounced as a traitor by the English crown.23 By 1409, when Jedburgh fell to the Scots, the English occupation seemed almost at an end and the old frontier line was practically restored as the national boundary. This striking Scottish achievement was not seriously challenged in the fifteenth century: where the frontier line was concerned, the aims of English diplomacy were mainly confined to getting the metes and bounds of Berwick and Roxburgh recognised and assured and the debatable sections policed. But the continued presence of the English on Scottish soil showed that they had not abandoned the principle of occupation. In 1482 Edward IV schemed to re-occupy areas held under Edward III, and in 1491 Henry VII was hoping to get hold of Liddesdale.24 Families such as the Manners of Etal doubtless long remembered that they had once possessed nearby Scottish estates: others were eager to carve out a fortune there if the opportunity arose.25 English Border landowners had both historic and strategic reasons for not being committed as firmly as their Scottish neighbours to the maintenance of the ancient national borderline as the frontier of allegiances. Opinion on a crucial Border issue tended to divide the aristocracies on national lines in the fifteenth century.


The period of the gradual restoration of the frontier (c. 1370–1409) partially coincided with that in which settlement in the Borders was receding in the face of wilderness, in which farms were abandoned and cultivation on marginal land gave way to pastoralism.26 Grain was still extensively sown: in 1424 Sir Alexander Home was growing it at Dunglass. He had 2,618 sheep on his local estates: the valuation set on them and on his cattle was more than twice as much as that set on his sown and stored grain.27 The wealth of Border lords and their tenants now lay chiefly in sheep and cattle: common concern about stock is found in 1429 truce legislation about pasturing cattle and horses on the wrong side of the frontier.28 The problem suggests the human emptiness of much of the Border landscape: it is likely that the Border population remained at a lower level in the fifteenth than in the fourteenth century. Outbreaks of warfare between the realms were mostly brief and large-scale invasions infrequent. The earl of Douglas had to call a conference in 1448 at Lincluden to construct ordinances of war for an invasion of England, based on recollections of practices in use up to 1424.29 Nevertheless, Border landowners were still deeply concerned about the possible destruction of their property by violence from across the Border. When Isabel Dalton made a grant of dower lands near Newcastle in 1407, she agreed that she would make a money payment in the event of destruction by the Scots.30 In 1434 the nuns of Coldstream, planning to go on pilgrimages, had copies of their charters made by a notary: they feared that the originals would be destroyed by raiding Englishmen, especially those who were their neighbours.31 When Andrew Ker granted land in Hownam (Roxburghshire) to Thom Robson in 1454, he conceded that a money payment by him or his heir would be made if Robson could not occupy the property ‘for open war of Englishmen’.32 Hownam was in a very exposed position east of Jedburgh. When property in Northumberland belonging to Balliol College, Oxford, was leased in 1476, an allowance in the farm was stipulated in case the premises were burnt or destroyed by the Scots.33


Here we have, then, expressions of a continuing sense of insecurity. This was fuelled by the problems of defending more sparsely populated regions. From this period Scottish schemes survive for early warning systems from the frontier line and for standing garrisons near it.34 Insecurity was also fuelled by the renewed alienation of the Border aristocracies on national lines, though strenuous efforts were made in the fifteenth century to improve their formal co-operation in enforcing truces.35 The borderers who were then evidently indifferent to national allegiances were marginal characters, criminal elements.36 Were cross-Border contacts diminished in the century? It is not clear whether borderers were visiting the opposite Marches less, since the safe-conducts and certificates of oaths of allegiance taken by those who stayed on, which the wardens issued, have disappeared.37 The English occupation had probably facilitated and stimulated a variety of contacts. These went on, at least in time of truce, even when a raid was in progress. One day in 1390 a Northumberland knight, Robert Umfraville, rode into Scotland with a great force. The same day Wyncellan Dorstan set out probably from Harbottle castle (Northumberland) to ask the abbot of Melrose to be godfather to Umfraville’s newborn nephew, and Nicholas Turpin rode to Gamelspath to meet the earl of March.38 The frontier aristocracies were in the habit of holding joint chivalrous sporting fixtures. In 1404 two Scots were to run six courses on horseback with lances against John son of Thomas Grey and Richard of Ledes at Carlisle, the jousts being presided over by the earl of Westmorland.39 In 1414 Sir William Douglas of Drumlanrig received licences from the English crown to come in a party to joust with Sir John Clifford and six others at both Carlisle and Berwick.40 There appear to be no more enrolled English royal licences for international tournaments in the Marches. But since Scottish lords continued to pass through the English Marches to visit shrines in England and on the continent, and to pay their respects to James I during his captivity, it is unlikely that the borderers among them gave up the habit of jousting with, their English neighbours. There was certainly a sentiment in favour of freedom of contact among Scottish borderers in the first half of the fifteenth century. At the Lincluden conference in 1448, some probably declared that past earls of Douglas, Archibald the Grim and Archibald the Tineman, when they were wardens, allowed ‘intercommuning’ with the English at will, except in time of war, when it was treasonable without their licence. The present earl and the whole assembly approved such practices.41


Nevertheless, attempts had been made and continued to be made to separate the population more firmly on national lines. In a truce draft of 1388, it had been stipulated that ‘no subject of either realm commune with the other, except in trade, nor enter any castle or enclosed town without special leave of the authorities there’.42 The proposal was probably prompted by the concern of both governments to stabilise allegiances after the recent shifts in the Border line. Ten years later truce negotiators were agreed on pinpointing immigrants as a-particular cause of disturbance and instability, presumably because they perpetuated dangerous and uneasily controlled cross-Border links:




That in regard a great many Scotsmen born had settled themselves on the marches of England, and had sworn fealty to the Crown of England; and in the like manner a great many Englishmen born had settled themselves in the marches of Scotland, and had sworn fealty to the Crown of Scotland, and that both these were notoriously known to be the principal authors of all the disturbances that happened in those parts, it was ordained that the Scotsmen born should remove to the south side of the river Tyne, and the English as far north as the town of Edinburgh.43





In 1455 the Scottish parliament attempted to curb the leniency shown to ‘intercommuning’ at Lincluden, decreeing that no Scotsman was to have trysts with Englishmen in Scotland or, on pain of treason, to have special assurance from an Englishman, except by leave of the king or warden.44 This statute, and the earl of Douglas’s plotting as a prolonged exile in England, probably acted as deterrents to aristocratic Border contacts with English neighbours, in order to avoid prosecutions like that of Andrew Ker in 1456.45 But common folk were less susceptible to such governmental pressure: their movements across the Border remained difficult to control. In the later fifteenth century there were significant numbers of Scottish immigrants labouring in the English Marches, to some of whom tenements were leased. In 1490 Henry VII ordered proclamation to be made that all Scots and other strangers who were ‘suspecte and no wele disposed’ and who applied themselves to idleness and begging were to be ejected thence and from Yorkshire out of the realm. Exception was made for householders or menial servants with Englishmen, of good name, and sworn to the king’s allegiance.46


The movement of trade across the Border is, like the movements of the people, ill-documented. It was probably stimulated in the mid-fourteenth century by a measure of peace and stability in the areas of English occupation and their connection with the English Marches which they protected. In 1361 Sir William Dacre’s manor of Nether Crailing (Roxburghshire), worth £40 p. a. in time of peace, was in fact worth as much as £36.47 In 1372 English commissions were appointed to enquire into the taking of fleeces and sheep at shearing time across the Scottish Border from Northumberland and Cumberland to defraud the revenue.48 Goods taken from England to the Scottish areas of English allegiance were not normally charged subsidy — in 1376 a commission was appointed to enquire into the extortions of the recently disgraced London financier Richard Lyons, farmer of the subsidy on wines and certain other goods shipped out of the realm. Contrary to the intent of his grant, he had been levying subsidy on merchandise taken to Berwick, Roxburgh, Jedburgh ‘and elsewhere on the March of Scotland, within the King’s own dominion and regal power, to the oppression and loss of his subjects there’.49 The fact that this remote region was considered worthy of his attention by the grasping Lyons suggests that it had a notable volume of trade. When Roxburgh fair was attacked in 1377, ‘mekill gud ... in lofftis brynt war then’ according to Wyntoun.50


The Scottish conquests did not entirely destroy this trade pattern. The economy of the regality of Melrose continued to be linked with the English allegiance. In 1389 Richard II granted the abbot and monks an abatement of customs on 1,000 woolsacks to be shipped from Berwick. They also received letters of protection enabling them to sell beasts and chattels in Northumberland and Cumberland and to buy wines, victuals and merchandise there.51 Berwick under English rule had traditionally enjoyed much lower customs on wool exports than Newcastle. The royal concession to burgesses and merchants at Berwick in 1392, in consideration of the town’s losses from depopulation, show the intention that it should continue to attract the trade of the Scottish East March (despite the fact that most of it was no longer in the English obedience) as well as maintaining a stake in Northumberland exports. The collector of customs and subsidies at Berwick was ordered to allow a sack of wool, hides and fells or a pack of 240 fells to be excised at 26s 8d, and a last of hides at four marks, if originating between Tweed and Coquet in Northumberland; at half these rates if originating in Teviotdale and other parts of Scotland in the king’s obedience; and at a quarter of them if originating in the Scottish obedience.52 Clandestine as well as legitimate trade continued across the Border. The English government had long been concerned about the Anglo-Scottish rate of exchange and the circulation in England of Scottish coins of less valuable content than their English nominal equivalents. In 1387 a commission including the captains of Carlisle, Berwick and Roxburgh was appointed to enquire into the practice of merchants and others of carrying gold and silver in coin, ore and plate across the Border into Scotland.53 In the 1390s the English crown was trying to crack down on large-scale smuggling into Scotland. Reference was made in 1391 to a commission issued to the escheator of Cumberland to enquire into who was supplying the Scots with grain and other goods, and in 1392 the chamberlain of Berwick was to head an enquiry before a jury drawn from the town and from Roxburgh, Norham and Jedburgh into the Northumberland practice of defrauding the customs by taking wool, cloth and hides into Scotland.54


This trade was probably welcomed by Scottish Border lords, who, like Scottish nobles generally, relied heavily on imported grain and other commodities, particularly scarce in much of the Borders. Such needs were reflected in the earl of March’s negotiation of two English ransoms (with the earl of Northumberland’s help) in the form of English malt, to be purchased at Berwick or Dunbar (1386), and in the shipment by March’s son George Dunbar from Newcastle or Tynemouth of victuals for his garrison at Cockburnspath in 1404–5.55 Shortage of grain stocks was also a problem for English garrisons and noble households in the Borders. In 1402 the earl of Northumberland was licensed to purchase flour to victual Carlisle and Cockermouth castles from Ireland.56 During the fifteenth century purveying commissions were occasionally appointed to supply Roxburgh and Berwick castles from England.57 Local shortages gave the English crown an incentive to tolerate a measure of trade across the Border, despite fears of bullion losses. In 1403 the earl of Westmorland, as keeper of Roxburgh castle, and his deputy, were licensed to grant safe-conducts to Scotsmen from Teviotdale and their goods, in order to victual the garrison.58 In 1405 the house and estates of Melrose Abbey received Henry IV’s protection, on condition that the regality supplied the Roxburgh garrison with provisions at a fair price.59 In the 1450s Roxburgh and Berwick were still receiving Scottish victuals.60


By then Berwick’s international trade in Scottish Border wool had probably declined. The falling value of Scottish currency in exchange made the payment of English customs less attractive, even at the preferential rates. The English loss of Jedburgh in 1409 lessened their ability to dominate the one section of Teviotdale which they had still controlled, northwards from there to Roxburgh. There ceased to be a preferential customs rate at Berwick for wool from the Scottish allegiance, only half the Teviotdale rate. In 1410 the Berwick burgesses successfully petitioned for a concessionary rate of 13s 4d on all Scottish wool and Northumberland wool from between Tweed and Coquet (the Teviotdale rate). Their particular interest in reducing the rate on Northumberland wool suggests that this was their main source of exports. The 1410 concession was confirmed for a limited period by Henry V and again early in Henry VI’s reign. In a petition considered in the 1426 parliament, the Berwick burgesses asked for the privileged rate to be extended southwards in Northumberland to the river Blyth. The argument which they put forward suggests that until recently their trade in wool and hides from the Scottish allegiance had still been significant. They said that they could not




buy wool, hides or wool-fells in Scotland because the King of Scotland has proclaimed throughout his kingdom that none of his lieges may sell wool, wool-fells or hides of Scottish origin to the English under certain penalty, to their great hurt unless they have aid.61





The petition illustrates how some royal policies (not always with Border trade primarily in mind), as well as problems caused by the adjustments in the frontier line and by declining population, tended to depress cross-frontier trading for much of the fifteenth century. Scottish kings and parliaments were anxious to staunch the drain of bullion abroad and to channel exports of wool and hides through Scottish ports.62 In 1455 James II directed a blow aimed specifically at Border trade: the supply of Berwick and Roxburgh was forbidden.63


Such political barriers reinforced the tendencies among the Border elites in the fifteenth century to make economic and financial ties away from the frontier, in and through the interiors of their realms. Merchants of Newcastle and ports further south along the eastern English seaboard were traditional suppliers of the English Marches.64 Scottish Border lords had long looked to merchants of the Lowlands to supply a large share of their consumption needs and to sell their wool. There are some indications of connections between Edinburgh merchants and Border towns and lordships in the fifteenth century which may have had commercial aspects. In 1432 the earl of Douglas confirmed a grant made by Andrew Roulle to Andrew Ker of property in the regality of Sprouston. Local lairds among the witnesses were Archibald Douglas of Cavers, James Rutherford and Thomas Cranston. But also witnessing were the provost of Edinburgh, William Libertoun, and the baillies Alexander Naper, John Barcare and Henry Dempstar.65 Douglas’s sheriff depute in Teviotdale in 1441 was Master Philip Pyle, who in 1445 witnessed a lease of property in Sprouston to Ker, dated at Edinburgh. In this lease Pyle was styled burgess of Edinburgh and Jedburgh. He was also a notary.66 It is tempting to speculate that Pyle used the two burghs as bases from which to finance, sell for and supply the Teviotdale lairds.67 Such activities are likely to have pulled into the Edinburgh and Lowlands commercial and cultural spheres regions which not many decades before were being attracted into an Anglocentric world.68


Most remaining cross-Border trade was probably essentially local in character. In 1435 Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini was led from a Scottish Border abbey across the Tweed ‘disguised ... as a merchant’, in which guise he stayed the night at an isolated Northumberland farming community on his way to Newcastle. For diplomatic reasons he was trying to evade the scrutiny of English officials in Berwick and Norham — he was probably taken on a well-trodden smuggling and reiving route. But the fact that peasants on his way were dazzled by his appearance and the novelty of his supplies of wine and wheaten bread suggests that they were not used to seeing fine merchants, but peddlars, thieves and drovers.69 Droving was important enough to come to the notice of Scottish parliaments. In 1451 parliament forbade the sale of cattle in England or to Englishmen except for gold or silver. In 1468 it forbade the sale of cows, oxen, sheep or other cattle abroad on pain of escheat: the wardens were not to have power to grant licences.70 On the other hand, legislation of 1454, 1478 and 1481 encouraged the import of victuals.71 A glimpse of a flourishing cross-Border market can be seen in 1467: it is clear that Scots were then in the habit of visiting the market at Norham.72


The Border society in which men such as Philip Pyle were constructing links with Edinburgh and the Lowlands was one whose inhabitants were keenly aware of the precariousness of the restored frontier. English control of sheriffdoms, baronies and benefices was not readily forgotten on either side of the frontier. Noble families prominent in the regality of Sprouston under English rule, such as the Colvilles, Rutherfords and Ainslies, were still prominent there in the fifteenth century. The James Gledstanes who was the earl of Douglas’s baillie in the regality in 1403 was probably related to the William of Gledstanes who had witnessed John Coupland’s grant of Altonburn in 1358.73 Especially as long as the English controlled Roxburgh and Berwick, the status and tenure of lordships such as Sprouston and Cavers and the integrity of the earldom of March were under threat. Shortly before 1456, for instance, an English raiding party apparently advanced up Kale Water and the Teviot valley, burning and harrying at Grahamslaw, Eckford, Crailing and Jedburgh.74


Management of and investment in property in the region was, therefore, a considerable risk. In a retour of 1438 the Ker lands at Altonburn were declared to be worth £20 p. a. in time of peace, but to have become waste and of no value.75 The gamble was often accepted by men with local roots. In 1401 Sir John Swinton purchased the strategically placed manor of Cranshaws in the Lammermuirs from the earl of Douglas for 500 marks’ worth of silver vessels. Swinton’s outstanding military reputation and his high-placed English connections probably gave him confidence in his ability to protect the property.76 The Roulle family, lords of the exposed Roxburghshire property at Primside, who by 1391 had gambled on withdrawing from the English allegiance, do not seem to have fared well financially in the early fifteenth century. In 1430 Andrew Roulle leased some of his lands there to his neighbour Andrew Ker of Altonburn for nine years in return for a loan of £100. Ker was to acquire the whole property from the Roulle family.77 In 1431 Roulle mortgaged the demesne lands of Hownam to Ker, which he also acquired.78 In 1446 Ker’s son Andrew was granted a husbandland in Cessford — possibly the family’s first possession there.79 In 1473 Andrew II’s son Walter was established in Caverton.80 The rise of the Kers does not appear to have aroused resentment among their overlords and neighbours: generally they were not troubled in possession of their acquisitions. In 1456 Andrew Ker was acquitted of charges of treason by a jury of Roxburghshire lairds in the wardenry court of the earl of Angus.81 The following year Angus appointed Ker as baillie of Jedworth Forest for life.82 In 1478 the abbot of Kelso appointed Walter Ker as justiciar and baillie in the barony of Kelso and in other properties of the abbey.83 The monks of Kelso had long had good relations with the Ker family: in 1439 a grant to Andrew Ker was witnessed at the abbey, and in 1444 the abbot witnessed a grant by his son Andrew.84 In 1475 Walter Ker founded a chantry at the altar of St Katherine the Virgin in the abbey.85


Families such as the Kers established their dominance because they made themselves indispensable to crown, magnates and local society in the integration of the Borders more fully into the Scottish nation. They had mastered the problems of managing the region’s patchy farming resources and of protecting them from English inroads. Border society particularly needed powerful men in residence to form networks of hospitality, kinship and protection. The novel dominance of the Kers in Roxburghshire — and of the Homes in Berwickshire — was accepted because they were prepared to play this role and to identify their fortunes with those of their localities. The 1455 parliament had stressed the need to have good households near the Borders, ready to support the wardens.86 The Homes showed their commitment to the defence of Coldinghamshire and the East March by keeping household at Dunglass and founding their collegiate church there.87 Walter Ker of Cessford was praised by James IV as a good Border householder. In the royal grant to Ker in 1495 of Old Roxburgh as a barony, it was declared that he had provided hospitality and lodgings for travellers in the southern marches of the kingdom at his own expense.88


The distinctive role which the Scottish Border aristocracy had to play to preserve their dominance led them to distance themselves from their English neighbours and identify themselves culturally with the Scottish nation. They did not marry the English, as the English crown hoped the aristocracies of the two realms might do in 1401.89 Sir John Swinton wished to represent his grandfather Sir John (the purchaser of Cranshaws) as a patriotic defender of the frontier line, in contrast to the earl of March who had for several years been in Henry IV’s allegiance — ‘and in contrar of the Erle of Marche, in defence of your realm he [Sir John] was slane at Homyldon’.90 Cultural distancing by the Scots was reflected in their enthusiasm for national and local religious cults and their declining reverence for St. Cuthbert. The warfare of the fourteenth century had stimulated the militarisation of the supernatural and the mobilisation of the saints. R. B. Dobson has described how the Blessed Virgin Mary became patrona de Carleyl, the city’s protector against Scottish invasion, whose image in the cathedral was much reverenced locally.91 A Scottish raiding force ravaging northern England in 1379 could hardly invoke St. Cuthbert’s protection against the plague currently raging there: they prayed to St. Kentigern, St. Romanus (Ronan?) and St. Andrew — without success, to the Englishman Thomas Walsingham’s glee.92 The earl of March who became Henry IV’s vassal was one of a number of leading Scottish nobles who continued to honour St. Cuthbert: his devotion to the saint had probably helped to inspire his earlier attempts to get Coldingham Priory restored to Durham.93 March’s piety was perhaps becoming old-fashioned in Scotland. The Homes, usurpers of his family’s influence in Coldinghamshire in the fifteenth century, and more ambiguous in their attitude to Durham’s claims over Coldingham Priory, seem to have favoured less embarrassing cults. Sir Alexander Home, in his will of 1424, ignored St. Cuthbert and ordered commemorative Masses in the church of the Blessed Virgin at Whitekirk (where her image was probably the centre of a local cult94) and the church of St. Michael at Oldhamstocks.95 The Homes’ collegiate church of the Blessed Virgin at Dunglass also became a local cult centre. In 1448 Sir Alexander’s son of the same name agreed that the friends of two borderers, Robin of Nesbit and William of Chirnside, should have a chantry in the church; two years later he made an endowment there for the souls of James II, Bishop Kennedy and members of the Home family.96


Such cultural assertiveness was part of a multi-faceted process of disengagement in the Borders in the fifteenth century, tending to create two frontier societies, both more firmly linked to their respective realms and nations. This adjustment was partly the result of the policies of central governments, but it was also rooted in the need of the Scottish Border aristocracy to construct a stable polity after the restoration of the old frontier line and in the context of economic decline. But the process of separation was far from complete, especially at the lower levels of society, less susceptible to governmental pressure, inclined to put pressing economic necessities above national loyalties and perhaps more traditional in cultural attitudes. The tendency of common folk, like sheep and cattle, to wander over the frontier and to ‘intercommune’ was regarded as obtuse by government. Regular institutional contact between the Border aristocracies to regulate society was more necessary than before the Wars of Independence. Peculiar local problems stemming from the existence of a frontier not at peace and peculiar methods of dealing with them continued to distinguish Border society as a whole in Scotland and England. If the balladry of The Battle of Otterburn and Chevy Chase does reflect fifteenth-century sentiment, it is Sentiment which springs from the tensions created by these problems and the distinctive ways of dealing with them. The ballads emphasise the rigid political separation of the two aristocracies and societies and describe how it is sealed in blood. But at the same time they seek to perpetuate the idea of one frontier society in the sphere of skills and values, a common adherence to local rather than national patriotisms.


The diffusion of such sentiments in Border society is likely to have facilitated communication between the inhabitants across the more rigidly viewed national divide. The Scottish borderer attending a day of truce at Hadden or a joust in Carlisle or a market day at Norham could enter into temporary fellowship with Englishmen as part of a ballad audience. The ballad affirmed their division but also their common heroic inheritance. In a period when national divisions and national culture counted for a good deal, borderers needed to oil connections by idealising their common frontier values. Such idealisation assisted their domestic coherence too. Recollection of great deeds performed through the brotherhood in arms of leading families boosted the morale of sparsely populated, relatively poor societies aware of their economic decline since the days of peace and of their vulnerability to invasion. The crises of allegiance and economy in the Borders in the second half of the fourteenth century produced, then, two societies, embattled against each other and more firmly integrated into their national communities. But their continuing crisis of confidence and their need to articulate a new relationship with each other may have begun to create ballad myths that they constituted two halves of a powerful and unique society.
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36. Ibid., 139 ff. Examples of the habits of co-operation between English and Scottish criminals are to be found in H. Summerson, ‘Crime and Society in Medieval Cumberland’, Transactions of the Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquarian and Archaeological Soc., lxxxii (1982).
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