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Abstract.

The political life of James Douglas second Duke of Queensberry 1662-1711 1s
not covered in any single political biography. The Duke of Queensberry was born
into a feudal society, governed by a feudal parlhhament. His political life began 1n
1695, following the death of his father. His political career took place in the
context of an unsettled parhament. Questions of church trade, and constitution
remained unresolved as Presbyterians, Episcopalians and Jacobites fought for
control of the parhament, whilst outside, Covenanters sought to promote the radical
ideas of government from the 1640-1641 parliament. The union of crowns
challenged the ability of the ruling monarch to act fairly in the interest of both
Scotland and England. Queensberry came to prominence as High Commissioner of
the 1700 session of the parliament in the aftermath of Glencoe, and the refusal of
William II to support the Company of Scotland trading to Africa and the Indies.
Queensberry was expected to manage parliament to the satisfaction of William 1I.
To do that task he had to build a party that could pass the king’s measures in
parliament. That management brought the issue of suzerainty to the fore in
following sessions of parliament. Queensberry remained High Commuissioner until
1703 when he was dismissed following the “Scotch Plot’. His fall was from favour
energised him and his ‘party’ to show the Court that only he could achieve their
wishes for the settlement of the Hanoverian succession. In alliance with the Duke
of Argyll he re-established his control of the parliament. Queensberry earned the
title of ‘union duke’ although 1t was used pejoratively by contemporaries. Labels
have been applied to him 1n the historiography of the period describing him as a
venal and grasping aristocrat who was devoid of principle, and acted from the sole
motive of self-interest. This thesis sets out to show how he managed the great
1ssues he was confronted with, culminating in the creation of the parliament of
Great Britain on 1 May 1707. He achieved that task because he remained firm to

the principals that led him to support William of Orange in November 1688. His

political career deserves an objective biography.
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Introduction.

Contextually, the history of Scottish politics from 1688 to 1707 has been
written in the absence of political biographies of key people who made the
decisions to settle the Revolution in 1688 in manner that caused ongoing conflict
with England. Some of those Scottish magnates resolved that conflict by ensuring
the passing of the Act of Union in the winter of 1706 to 1707. James Douglas,
second Duke of Queensberry is one of many major Scottish political figures from
that period who have not been the subject of a detailed biography. The names of
James Graham, fourth marquis of Montrose, James Johnston and James Douglas,
fourth Duke of Hamilton, among others, can be added to that of Queensberry. That
lacuna has led to an incomplete and distorted historiography of the period, and of
the passing of the Treaty of Union. The most thoughtful biography of Queensberry
was recently included in the New Oxford Dictionary of National Biography in
2004." That entry is fair and accurate summary of the second Duke of Queensberry
from his birth on 18 December 1662 to his death on 6 July 1711. However, this
type of entry is not intended to offer a comprehensive analyse of the development
of the political ideology of the second Duke. A political biography of Queensberry
1S necessary to ensure that the historiography of Scottish politics 1688 to 1707 1s
objective and accurate. Particularly with regard to the motivation of Queensberry,
who has been consistently demonised i the historiography by P. W. J. Riley, W.
Ferguson, and P. Scott.” Competent histories of the convention of estates to the
parliamentary sessions of 1689 to 1707 exist. But, Queensberry’s role within them
has been subordinated to descriptions of a one-dimensional character who was

devoid of principles, or any motivation other than greed and self-interest. Twice

' Young, J, R, in Mathew, H. C. J & Hamison, B. eds., The New Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography, 60 volumes (Oxford, 2004), 16, pp. 675-679.

* Riley, P. W. J., King William and the Scottish Politicians (Edinburgh, 1979). The Union of
England and Scotland (Manchester, 1978): Ferguson, W., Scotland s Relations with England. A
Survey to 1707 (Edinburgh, 1994 edition, first published 1977). Scott, P. H., The Union of
Scotland and England (Edinburgh, 1969).
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during his political life (1700 to 1701 and 1704 to 1705) relationships between
England and Scotland reached a point whereby war between the kingdoms seemed
possible over the 1ssue of suzerainty of the crowns. Queensberry’s management of
those issues and the affairs of Scotland can only be properly understood in the

context of a substantial analysis of his political life.

The early historiography of the period 1688 to 1707 was written by
Englishmen. Thus for T. B. Macaulay, the ‘Whig’ interpretation of Scottish politics
included the argument that Queensberry acted with statecraft and foresight.” By the
first half of the twentieth century, little had changed, and A. V. Dicey and R. S. Ratit
followed a tradition that argued Queensberry acted with diplomacy and
statesmanship. Queensberry, and the union commissioners for Scotland, were
presented as being above all things ‘a Scotsman [sic]’ and therefore they acted in
the best interests of their country despite being ‘Whigs to a man’.> By 1932, G. M.
Trevelyan was presenting Queensberry’s accomplishment of the union in the same
manner, with the argument that ‘quipet folk yeammed after a settled succession’ and
free trade with England.’ Queensberry remained a distant figure in these works,
and no attempt was made to understand the development of his 1deas or
motivations. A revival of interest in the Scottish history in the 1970’s saw major
new works produced by P. W. J. Riley and W. Ferguson. Riley produced several
important articles, and two major works which covered the history of the Scottish
parliament from the Revolution of 1688 to the union of 1707. °  These works
focused on the Scottish parliament, and they firmly challenged the Whig

interpretation of Scottish history. The scholarship of these works was exceptional,

3 Macaulay, T. B., ‘History of England’. Edinburgh Review: xvii, 1849

*Dicey, A. V & Rait, R. S., Thoughts on the Union between England and Scotland (London, 1920),
p. 189.

> Trevelyan, G. M., England under Queen Anne. Ramillies and the Union with Scotland (London,
1965 edition), p. 289: England under Queen Anne. The Peace and the Protestant Succession
(London, 1936 edition).

® Riley, P. W. J., King William and the Scottish Politicians (Edinburgh, 1979). The Union of
England and Scotland (Manchester, 1978).
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and Riley took care to address the events in the Scottish parliament in some detail.
His arguments as related to Queensberry tended to be based on the selective use of
evidence, and an over reliance of the memoirs of the Jacobite, George Lockhart of
Carnwath to support conclusions about Queensberry’s motives. Once again, there
was no attempt to look at the importance of the development of Queensberry’s
political ideas in any consistent way. Queensberry’s self-serving ambition was
explanation enough for the passing of the Act of Union, and all the ills that Scotland
had been subjected to. Ferguson also produced two major works which presented a
firmly nationalistic, and somewhat angry, analysis of the period. Queensberry was
again presented as the master manipulator in the accomplishment of the umion. This

lacuna with respect to Queensberry’s influences was again evident.’

The work of the latter writers was a major step forwards for Scottish
historiography, and they did inspire a push to fully understand the history of the
Scottish parhament, but not of Queensberry and other Scottish magnates in
sufficient detail. Three main themes emerged from these works to explain the
union. Bought and sold for English gold, economic necessity, and political
manipulation provided the themes for works on the union by C. A. Whatley, T. C.

8

Smout, P. Scott, D. Daiches, and others.” These works did not fully explore the

1deology and motivation for Queensberry’s actions, and the conclusions were
therefore flawed. Important articles on the constitutional heritage of the Country
party, and voting behaviour in the parliament during the union period, were also

produced by J. R. Young and A. I. Maclnnes. These works give insight into the

motivation, and political heritage of Queensberry’s political opponents. 1. B.

Cowan and T. M. Devine also produced works on the union which did not address

" Ferguson, W., Scotland; 1689 to the Present (Edinburgh, 1994 edition, first published 1977):
Ferguson, W., Scotland’s Relations with England. A Survey to 1707 (Edinburgh, 1994 edition,
first published 1977).

® Whatley, C. A., Bought and Sold for English Gold. Explaining the Union of 1707 (East Lothian,
1994): Scott, P. H., The Union of Scotland and FEngland (Edinburgh, 1969): Daiches, D., Scotland

and the Union (London, 1977). Whatley’s work summarised the main theories of other wnters,

including the work of Smout.
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the development of Queensberry political ideas. J. Halliday addressed the activities
of the ‘Club’ during the Revolution of 1688, and more recently, A. J. Mann dealt
with the development of a basic management structure used by Queensberry and the
Scottish ministry in the period 1689 t01702.° The political lives of Queensberry’s
opponents, Andrew Fletcher of Saltoun, and George Lockhart of Carnwath, were
also detailed by J. Robertson, D. Szechi, and P. Scott. More detailed works on
Jacobitism were also produced by Szechi, Pittock, and Macinnes.'® Whilst these
works, 1n total, represent a major addition to the historiography of the union period,
none offer a comprehensive insight into the political ideals and values of

Queensberry.

The conclusions about Queensberry, and other Scottish magnates, have altered
little following these works. The following quote by Riley has remained the
dominant view of Queensberry, John Murray, first Duke of Atholl, James Douglas,
fourth Duke of Hamilton, and other Scottish magnates of the period:

The Union [of 1707] was made by men of limited vision for very short term and
comparatively petty, if not squalid aims. In intention, it had little to do with the
needs of England and even less with those of Scotland, but a great deal to do with

.

e

” Young, J. R., ‘“The Scottish Parliament and the Covenanting Heritage of Constitutional Reform’ in
Macinnes, A. 1 & Ohlmeyer, j eds., The Stuart Kingdom in the Seventeenth Century: Awkward

Neighbours (Dublin, 2002): Maclnnes, A. 1., ‘Studying the Scottish Estates and the Treaty of
Unmion’, Microcomputer Review: 6, fall, 1990: Cowan, 1. B., ‘The inevitability of Union - A
Historical Fallacy’, Canadian Journal of Scottish Studies: 6, 1981 Devine, T. M., The Scottish
Nation 1700-2000 (London, 1999): Halliday, J.,, ‘The Club and the Revolution 1689-90°, The
Scottish Historical Review: 45, 1966: Mann, A. J., ‘Inglorious Revolution: Administrative
muddle and Constitutional change in the Scottish Parlilament’, Parliamentary History: 22, 2003

'“ Robertson, J. ed., Andrew Fletcher. Political Works (Cambridge University Press, 1997): Szechi,
D., The Jacobites (Manchester, 1994): Scott, P. H., Andrew Fletcher and the Treaty of Union
(Edinburgh, 1994): Pittock, G. H. M., Jacobitism (London, 1998). Szechi, D., George Lockhart of
Carnwath 1689-1727. A study in Jacobitism (East Linton, 2002): Macinnes, A. 1., Clanship and

Commerce and the House of Stuart 1603-1788 (East Lothian, 1996).



private political ambitions. Cynicism and cackling malice are better guides than

reverence to the politics of that, or perhaps any other time."

There have been more recent works produced on the attitude, and politics of
the Church of Scotland with respect to the union, the influence of the mob during
the union period, and on the role of magnates during the parliament of William and
Mary from1689 to 1702. The work of J. Stephen offers a more balanced view of
the attitudes of the church to major political events in Scotland. His conclusions
with respect to the attitudes of the Church of Scotland towards Queensberry are
well founded.'” D. Patrick gives some evidence that magnate influence was not
based on self-interest in the parhhament of William and Mary 1689 to 1702, but he
did not significantly add to the understanding of Queensberry, or his motives. K.
Bowie has produced an impressive work of the role of the mob, although the
conclusion that the mob may have influenced voting behaviour during the union
votes 1s flawed by a failure to address the political motives of followers of the
marquis of Annandale, for example.'> The sum of the historiography of the period
1689 to1707 has focused on the union, and left little doubt that Scottish magnates
(particularly Queensberry) were grasping and greedy. That has led to a propensity
to apply ‘labels’ to Scottish magnates which are ill-considered and simplistic. At
the present time, Queensberry’s political life can only be partially understood, as
there is no historiography that critically looks at the development of the political
ideas and values which then provided the motivation for his political actions. Those
issues provide the focus of this thesis. This thesis will attempt to present the
political history of the second Duke Queensberry without resorting to the propensity

in the current historiography ‘to over-dramatise, to send on a historical cast of

'I'Riley, P. W. 1., The Union of England and Scotland (Manchester, 1978), p. xv1.

'* Stephen, J., ‘Scottish Presbyterians and Anglo-Scottish Union of 1707" (University ot Aberdeen
Ph.D., 2004).

'* Bowie, K., ‘Public opinion and the making of the Union of 1707" (University of Glasgow Ph.D,,
2004): D, J, Patrick., ‘People and Parliament in Scotland 1689-1702° (University of St. Andrews

Ph.D., 2002).



heroes and villains, whom readers are supposed to boo and cheer, rather than

, 14
understand’.’

Sources.

The major primary sources used for this for this work are in the archive of His
Grace the Duke of Buccleuch and Queensberry K.T., at Drumlanrig Castle.
Queensberry was rewarded by Queen Anne with the title of Duke of Dover on 28
May 1708, and he marned into an English noble family (the Clifford’s) who held
influence 1in Yorkshire. The various family papers were brought together at
Drumlanrig castle in the 1930s. Some of the collection was sold at that time, and
other parts of the collection were lost or destroyed. Manuscripts that were held by
the National Archives of Scotland have been sent back to Drumlanrig castle, and
this 1s now the only location for the family papers. There is a small collection of
transcripts edited by Sir Hew Dalrymple (in 1929) in the National Library of
Scotland.”> The archive at Drumlanrig castle contains substantial collections of
manuscripts under the care of Mr Andrew Fisher. They are generally well
catalogued, although not all of the papers have folio numbers. The manuscript
collection contains material from the early modem period up to the present. There
are collections on the Monmouth rebellion, and the Covenanting period, as well as
the political lite of Wilham Douglas, the first Duke of Queensberry. The
manuscripts are contained i leather bound volumes of letters numbered from 102
to 131, all of which were used in this thesis. Each bound volume 1s in
chronological order, and contains several hundred letters. There 1s also a significant
collection of bundles of loose letters 1n which the chronology 1s not consistent. The
letters in total cover the major political events of the life of the Duke of

Queensberry and include correspondence to and from the major Scottish and

English politicians of the period.

'* Fry, M., ‘The Whig Interpretation of Scottish History’ in, Donnachie I & Whatley, C. A. eds..,

The Manufacture of Scottish History (Edinburgh, 1992), p. 76.
° NAS. MS. 3144
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There 1s also a collection of state papers and proclamations at Drumlanrig
Castle, as well as letters dealing with personal matters and family accounts. A
small part of the collection has been published in HMC reports, and a small private
volume of Queensberry travels in Europe, 1681 to 1683, with his brother William
was produced by Sir Hew Dalrymple in 1931.'° There is a gap 1n the manuscripts
for the period 1684 t01688 related to the private affairs of Queensberry when he
held the title of Lord Drumlanrig. The manuscript collection is substantial, and
does offer sufficient materal for a comprehensive analysis of the life of the second
Duke of Queensberry. The British Library contains the collections of the prominent
English and Scottish politicians of the period, including the correspondence of
Sidney, Earl of Godolphin, John Churchill, Duke of Marlborough, Robert Harley,
Laurence Hyde, first Earl of Rochester, and James Ogilvie, first Earl of Seafield.
Those collections provided substantial material related to Queensberry’s
relationships with the Court. The National Library of Scotland provided major
collections of the letters of John Hay, first Marquis of Tweeddale, and his son, John
Hay, second Marquis of Tweeddale. These are substantial collections covering the
period 1688 to 1708. Yester papers are in volumes 1n chronological order, and the
starting volume number was 1445 for the year 1688. The Tweeddale collection
runs from volume 7012 to 7029 (1688 tol711). There are also smaller collections
of letters from the second Duke of Argyll, and the fourth Duke of Hamilton to
various Scottish and English political figures. The manuscripts of the Reverend
Robert Wodrow provided important information on the activities and attitudes of
the Church of Scotland towards the Queensberry and the Scottish ministry. The
Rosebery collection contains a vast amount of pamphlet material related to church
and political life 1688 to 1707, as well as copies of original papers related to the
Scotch Plot. There are extensive collections of important manuscripts in the

National Archive of Scotland, and the main collections used in this thesis included

'° A copy of Memories of My Lord Drumlanrig’s and His Brother Lord William's Travells abroad
for the Space of three yeares. Beginning Sept'r 13" 1680 (Printed Privately, Edinburgh, 1931) is

located in the store at Glasgow University Library.
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the correspondence of the major political figures of the period. The correspondence
of James Douglas fourth of Hamilton, John Erskine, sixth Earl of Mar, James
Ogilvie, first Earl of Seafield, James Graham, fourth Marquis of Montrose, Patrick
Hume, first Earl of Marchmont, Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, and David Leslie fifth
Earl of Leven were also used extensively in this thesis. The archive of His Grace
the Duke of Atholl also provided important political letters to and from John
Murray, first Duke of Atholl. Two boxes of political letters covering the period
1688 to 1711 were used 1n this thesis. Each box contains several hundred letters

listed in chronological order.

Glasgow University Library holds a vast amount of pamphlet material in the
Special Collections department, The James Dean Ogilvie, and Spencer collections
are also available in this archive, and they contain a large amount of material related
to the Company of Scotland and the Darien colony. These collections were used
extensively for material related to the Scottish parliament 1688 to 1707. These
pamphlets contain copies of minutes and records of the major political events and
parliamentary debates for the period 1688 to 1707, including minutes of the treaty
negotiations 1n 1706. There are also a large number of printed primary collections
available, and the major HMC and SHS publications were used, including,
Carstares state papers, Laing MSS, the Portland collection, Mar and Kellie, Ormond
MSS, Buccleuch MSS, letters of George Lockhart of Carnwath, the correspondence
of George Baillie of Jerviswood, and the contemporary histories by Sir John Clerk
ot Penicuik, Colin, Earl of Balcarras, Bishop Burnet, and Sir John Reresby. English
perspectives on Queensberry, and Scottish political events were addressed 1n the

Marlborough-Godolphin correspondence and edited collections of English

Historical Documents.

M. Young’s biographies of commissioners, the New Oxford Dictionary of

National Biography and The Scots Peerage (1915 edition), were three essential
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reference works that were used.'” Volumes nine (14 March 1689 to 17 Julv 1695)
ten (8 September 1696 tol February 1701) and eleven (9 June 1792 to 25 March
1707) of The Acts of the Parliament of Scotland was extensively used, with the
caveat that the minutes of the parliament were not always accurately recorded by

the incumbent Clerk Register.

Methodology.

The methodology used in this thesis has been primarily based on the nature of
the thesis. The discipline of political history requires attention to chronology, and
this was a vital factor when assessing Queensberry’s life. There 1s little point in
trying to understand how management worked, or how the union was achieved,
without understanding why 1t was not attainable from May 1695 (Queensberry’s
first appearance 1n parliament as second Duke) to 1705 despite two attempts to
agree a treaty with England in that period. A full explanation for important political
events was critical tool 1n understanding the i1ssues that Queensberry managed
throughout his political life. Each session of the Scottish parhament offered
different challenges for Queensberry. Parliamentary lists of commissioners,
contemporary correspondence, and contemporary party lists were used 1n this thesis
to accurately i1dentify the people Queensberry controlled, or sought to influence.
Women did play some role out side of parliament, but they had no official role 1n
the political life of Scotland. Three women i1n particular had important influence
with respect to the political events of the period, and therefore, on Queensberry as
leader of the Scottish ministry. The Duke of Hamilton’s mother, Duchess Anne,
influenced her son, and she was a devoted and strong willed nationalist who

despaired of her son after he failed to lead a walk the opposition i parliament in

" Young. M. ed., The Parliaments of Scotland. Burgh and Shire Commissioners, two volumes
(Edinburgh, 1993): Mathew, H. C. J & Harrison, B. eds., The New Oxford Dictionary of National

Biography, 60 volumes (Oxford, 2004): Paul, Sir J. B. ed., The Scots Peerage, nine volumes (1915
edition).



1706 for example. Lady Hyde (wite of the Earl of Rochester) was also devoted to
Queensberry, and ensured her husband’s support for him. The Duke of Atholl’s
wife also took a serious interest in parhamentary politics. Understanding how
Burgh, and Shire commissioners (as well as unelected nobles) were ‘got at’ (1f that

was the case) 1s an important element of this thesis.

Chapter one deals with 1ssues that have been entirely absent in the current
historiography. The education, travel, and influences the young Lord Drumlanrig
experienced between 1662 to 1688 contributed to the development of a clear, if
simplistic, political philosophy which he maintained for the whole of his political
life. His attitude to religion, and the independence of the Scottish parliament also
became apparent during this period. He also showed at this stage in his life that he
could act with exceptional courage in defence of those political values and ideas by
actively promoting the cause of William of Orange at great personal risk. There
was also compelling evidence that Queensberry did not hold strong religious
convictions despite serving with John Graham of Claverhouse, and he had a tolerant
attitude, as long as religion did not inspire violence 1 others. Queensberry spent
time 1n England from 1684 to 1688 and there 1s evidence that he understood the
reasons for English commercial success. Even as a young man he expressed no
sentimentality towards Scotland. A recurring theme throughout the thesis is that
Queensberry acted as a ‘British’ rather than Scottish politician on the basis of

clearly held values and principles.

Chapter two begins with the death of Queensberry’s father in 1695, and
explains the development of his party. This chapter also challenges the argument
that he was a champion of the Episcopalians in Scotland. His defence of the

prerogative was in keeping with the reputation he had now developed as beng “firm
for the Revolution’.'® The issue of the Company of Scotland touched the whole

country, and Queensberry’s personal investment of £3000 Scots did not influence

'8 §zechi, D. ed., Scotland s Ruine, p. 12.
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his management of the affair in the Scottish parlhlament. The failure of the Scottish
colony at Darien provoked opposition in parliament that could have led to war
between the two kingdoms had an act been passed against Willtam II in 1701.
Queensberry successfully managed the affair and gained a Garter in gratitude from
the king. Queensberry became the premier Scottish magnate, but he faced his first
failure in 1702 when the 1ssue of abjuration of the ‘Pretended Prince of Wales’ was
used by his own supporters to put pressure on him to abandon ideas of toleration

towards Episcopalian clergymen.

Chapter three focuses on Queensberry’s failure to effectively manage the new
parhament after the death of William II, and following elections in the winter of
1702 tfor the parliamentary session of 1703. The results of that election exposed
Queensberry to the full force of opposition from both Jacobite (supporters of the
restoration of the exiled Stuart’s) and constitutionalist (who wanted limitations on
the crown, a Scottish parlilament that was free from the influence of Court, as well
as a free trade with England and her colonies). Queensberry rejected the possibility
of an alliance with the Cavaliers and Andrew Fletcher of Saltoun led a push for
important constitutional measures that challenged the continued existence the Union
of the Crowns, and the domination of parliament by magnates of the ‘first-rank’.
Queensberry then displayed poor judgement by becoming embroiled 1n a personal
feud with John Murray, second Earl (and first Duke) of Atholl. The consequences

of this parliamentary session led Queensberry into the events of the Scotch Plot.

Chapter four deals with the historiography of the Scotch Plot and challenges
the view that Queensberry created a sham plot to promote the downfall of “every
Scotsman of note’ by using information provided by Simon Fraser of Beufort."”
This chapter also addresses the issue of a ‘counter-plot’ agaimnst Queensberry

organised by the New Party. The consequences of this event led to Queensberry’s

"> Ferguson, W., Scotland’s Relations with England. A Survey to 1707 (Edinburgh, 1994 edition,
first published 1977), p. 215.
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dismissal from the post of High Commissioner to parliament. The historiography of
this parliamentary session presents Queensberry as acting with self-interest and
malice 1n opposing the Court. The conclusion to this chapter suggest that it was a
pre-cursor his emergence as the most powerful personality in Scottish politics,
whose party acted to support him (even in opposition) in a remarkable display of
unity. Queensberry attempt to settle the perceived Jacobite threat in the Highlands
was also an important confirmation of his abandonment of the Cavaliers, and a re-

confirmation of his Revolutionary credentials.

Chapter five covers the period of Queensberry’s absence from the Scottish
parhament from June 1704 to May 1705. His disappointment over his failures
during the 1703 parliamentary session was now was replaced with a determination
to demonstrate the folly of the Court in appointing the Marquis of Tweeddale as
High Commissioner to the parliamentary session of 1704. Queensberry effectively
destroyed the New Party ministry with a display of the personal control he held
over his party, despite his absence from the parliament. This chapter also assess the
development of Queensberry’s relationship with John Campbell, second Duke of
Argyll. Queensberry’s attitude towards England 1s also discussed in order to

illustrate Queensberry’s perception of the reasons for English commercial success.

Chapter six assesses the impact of the developing relationship between Argyll
and Queensberry, and challenges the argument that these magnates competed with
each other. The relationship between Argyll and Queensberry was mstrumental 1n

gathering further support for Queensberry. Queensberry was the domiant force in

a relationship which based more on co-operation than the conflict that 1s currently
supposed, despite Argyll being appointed High Commissioner to the 1705
parliamentary session. During this period Queensberry also made strenuous efforts
to engage the support of James Graham, fourth marquis of Montrose, and his
interest. The theme of Queensberry’s ‘party’ will be discussed again in this chapter.
It will be argued that Queensberry retained a significant personal support that
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constituted a cohesive “party’ which had a personal loyalty to him, rather than
simply being supporters of the Court. The conclusion to this analysis is that
Queensberry could depend on a group of core supporters who would oppose the
Court 1f necessary, based on their personal loyalty to Queensberry rather than the
Scottish ministry. The aftermath of the actions of James Douglas, fourth Duke of
Hamilton on 1 September 1705 in proposing that Queen Anne should nominate
commissioners to treat for a union is also assessed. Queensberry was able to
control the choice of commissioners, and his attendance at the treaty negotiations
ensured the Scottish commissioners’ compliance i agreeing the terms of the
proposed treaty with England. The chapter also looks at the changing attitudes
towards a treaty by nobles, and commissioners, and the subsequent increase in
support for Queensberry’s position on the value of a union. The importance of the
worth of John Erskine, sixth Earl of Mar, with respect to the management of the

treaty 1n parliament on behalf of Queensberry 1s also discussed.

Chapter seven provides an explanation for Queensberry’s successful
management of the passage of the Treaty of Union through the final session of the
Scottish parhhlament in the winter of 1706 to 1707. The view that extensive bribery
was used to secure the treaty of union 1s challenged, and the motivation for
Queensberry’s management of the treaty i1s explained. The sole piece of evidence
from the Drumlanrig manuscripts that suggests Queensberry may have used
pressure on ‘some noble families’ to comply with the treaty will also be assessed.
The current historiography related to the voting attributions with respect to the
articles of union is also challenged in his chapter. The role of Montrose and Argyll
is also discussed in some detail. Queensberry attitude to the actions of the mob will
also be discussed, and it will be argued that and his fears of a possible insurrection
were genuine. It will be argued that a perceived threat of war between England and

Scotland was held by Englishmen and Scotsmen alike, and that factor intluenced
the successful passage of the Treaty of Union. Queensberry’s own perception about

the expected behaviour of the nobility is also discussed in this chapter.

ol . el valnilit

“ Drum. MSS. Bundle 1202. Queensberry to Godolphin [date uncertainj.
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Chapter eight provides a briet epilogue to Queensberry’s life. He held the
position of third Secretary of State in the British government following the union,
and the only 1ssue of consequence he faced was a challenge to his right to
participate in the election of the sixteen Scottish peers to the House of Lords.
Queensberry took some interest in the development of trade in Scotland following
the union, but his death came betore he could make any significant impact on
British political ife. Appendix A provides a list of Queensberry’s party, and
identifies his personal supporters, as well as the Court nobles and commissioners
who also supported him as High Commissioner for political motives. Appendix B

provides an abstract of Queensberry’s personal life and financial affairs.




1. The making of a ‘Proto-Rebel’ 1662-89.

James Douglas was borm in the heart of Covenanter country on 18
December 1662. At least one Covenanter (Daniel McMichael, who was executed in
1685) 1s buried mm his own resting place in the small village churchyard of
Durisdeer." His birthplace of Sanqubhar in the Western border area of Scotland
resonated with Covenanting and Cameronian mystique. Rebellious activity was
common from 1662 to the union of 1707. Sanquhar would remain the focus for
protest and dissent during the whole of the second Duke of Queensberry’s political
life.” The Restoration of Charles II on 25 May 1660 had brought in the hated act
Recissory (1661) which rescinded all legislation enacted since 1633." That act
confirmed the prerogative, and among other things, allowed Charles II the power to
make war, and to summon and prorogue the parliament.” His father William, at that
time had the title of third Earl of Queensberry, and his mother, Lady Isabel, was the
daughter of William, first Marquis of Douglas.® James’s father William did not
hold office until 1680, and therefore only came to prominence after Charles II had
settled the church government i favour of Episcopacy during the 1662

parliamentary session. Religious dissent was dealt with savagely, and both James

Guthrie and Archibald Campbell, Marquis of Argyll, were executed for their

' Horne, A. S & Hardie, S. B., In the Steps of the Covenanters (Edinburgh, 1974), p. 36.
2 See Drum. MSS. Vol. 129. There 1s an extensive list of ‘rebels’ listed for 1679 and reports on a

meeting of rebels at Sanquhar in 1684.
*Ibid: Drum. MSS, Vol. 102 also contains lists of rebels for this pernod.
* Duncan, D. ed., History of the Union of Scotland and England by Sir John Clerk of Penicuik

(Edinburgh, 1993), pp. 78-79.
> Brown, K. M., Kingdom or Province. Scotland and the Regal Union (London, 1992), pp. 143-149.

*Drum. MSS, Vol. 131 Index. William first Duke succeeded his father 1n 1671. He was Justice
General of Scotland 1680, Extraordinary Lord of Session 1681, and high treasurer of Scotland
1682. Govemor of Edinburgh Castle September 1682. High Commissioner Apnl 1685,
Extraordinary Lord of Session 1693. He died on 28 March 1695.




beliefs.” James was one of four children, and the eldest. The kingdom James grew
up in still had memories of constitutionally radical parliaments (the parliamentary

session 1640-41 tor example), and conflict over religion and politics would shape

his future.®

The 1ssues that were to the fore in 1662 would essentially remain the same
until 1707. Relationships between church and state, the crown and the Scottish
parliament, and the relationship between the Scottish and English crowns
dominated James’s whole lhife. As second Duke, James would come to believe
some of those 1ssues had been finally resolved following the passing of the treaty of
union of 1707. Following the Restoration, the Scottish government remained in the
hands of John, second Earl of Lauderdale (Secretary of State 1660). By 1684 James
Drummond, fourth Earl of Perth, his brother John Drummond, first Earl of Melfort,
and Drumlanng’s father William, had gained some control over the Scottish
administration under the patronage of James Duke of York. Drumlanrig’s father
(now first Duke of Queensberry) was then appointed High Commissioner in 1685.
Although his father was firmly associated with the Episcopalian cause, nothing of
consequence happened in Drumlanrig’s early life which provides evidence that he

was inspired to follow his father’s ideas with respect to religion and politics.

James seems to have had a stable and happy childhood, although there were
early signs that his health would be problematic. Given the content of an autopsy
report following his death, it is likely that he was born with a severe physical
disability related to his bowel, and rectum, that caused him savage and prolonged
attacks of disability throughout his life.” The second Duke would be noted for his

long fasts throughout his life because of his condition. James attended Glasgow

7 Lee, R.. ‘Retreat from Revolution: The Scottish Parliament and the Restored Monarchy’, in Young,

J. R. ed., Celtic Dimensions of the British Civil Wars (Edinburgh, 1997), p. 191,
 Drum. MSS, Vol. 118. Letter from Atholl [1684] on conventicals in Perthshire

® BL. Sloane 3325. Papers on Natural Curiosities, f. 173, post - mortem examination of the Duke of

Queensberry, 8 July 1711.



University by the age of fourteen (1676) and a tutor was appointed to teach him
‘Greek Latin, fencing and arithmetic daily".,10 The same University taught his main
protagonist during his political life, James, fourth Duke of Hamilton (also a
Douglas). His tather was very protective of his children and that attitude produced
an apology from the third Duke of Hamilton, when Queensberry felt that Hamilton
had slighted his children by apparently ‘ignoring them’.'' Like other young sons of
the Scottish nobility, James was expected to travel to further his education. Dr.
James Fall (a friend of Bishop Gilbert Burnet), a member of the Church of England,
was appointed to accompany James and his brother William on an extended trip to
Europe. Dr. Fall was deemed to be ‘a man of piety, discretion, and prudence’ and
remained close to the family until his death in the same year as his former pupil
James.'* The young Lord Drumlanrig seemed to be living up to his father’s hopes
for him, and 1t was commented on by the Earl of Perth in a letter to his father that

‘your Lordship could not have made a better choice for heir’."’

His father was wary of the political situation at the time and stressed that
James and his brother should leave the Country in secret.'* Dr. Fall was given a

very precise set of mstructions for his stewardship of James and William some of

which are listed below:

1. In the first place Gods service momning and evening, keeping the Lord’s Day

religiously (without going to Comedies, or other varieties)...

' Drum. MSS Bundle 1131. Students were not required to matriculate at this time so there 1s no

record of the subjects Drumlanng took.

"' HMC 2.44. Buccleuch, p. 215
2 Drum. MSS, Vol. 123. Letters to the Duke of Queensberry 1678- 86. Perth [James Drummond

Earl of Perth and Chancellor] to Queensberry, 26 July, 1680. Dr. Fall was born 1647, and he was
later a friend of Bishop Bumet. He died in 1711.

"* Ibid. From Perth to Queensberry, 26 July, 1680.

' Drum. MSS. Bundle 1131. Account of Lord Drumlanrig and his Brother Wilham’s travels

beginning 13 September, 1680.



2. Inso far as 1t possible, both during your journey and when you are settled,

bring to their minde what they leamned here...particularly that James daily read
both Greek and Latin and that he make use of no English books...

4. ...Shun all company and acquaintance, to prevent discovery of your being

there, which may prove inconvenient to me...

10. By all means shun Scots and English company of all Qualities, and so much

as possible all other strangers..."”

Queensberry never stated why there should be so much secrecy surrounding this
trip. Having secured the services of a suitable companion for his sons, the third
Earl sent them to the continent on 11 September 1680 with a budget of £5448 Scots,
for furniture, travel books and clothes, and £9423 Scots for Dr Fall’s salary, ‘little

tours about Paris’, and pocket money.16 James first travelled to France were he was
taught fencing at the ‘academy pansionars’.'” Whilst in Paris James faced a bout of
severe ill health which kept him in ‘his room’ in the City for two months.'® The
travellers then left Paris on 27 September 1681 and made a long overland trip to
[taly. The party arrived in Rome on 22 November 1681. They were mtroduced to
Cardinal Howard, and dined with him prior to a proposed trip to the Vatican. They
were then allowed into an anti-chamber in the Vatican, and observed the Pope

S

sitting a few feet away from them.'” Whether this trip was made out of simple

curiosity or reflected James’ interest in religion is not known. However, it was the
case later in his life that the second Duke had little interest in rehigion. He was to
write with sincerity in 1702 ‘I never was a persecutor of men for private opinions in
religious matters. I do think that our persons and fortunes belong to the public, but
ourselves to no body but God’.#’ Drumlanrig left Rome for the long journey home
in March 1682. On the journey home, the travellers were particularly pleased to be

allowed to be present at a meeting of the senate of Venice and they witnessed the

" Ibid.
' Ibid.
' Ibid
'® Ibid.
" Tbid.
20 Drum. MSS. Vol. 127, f 150. Queensberry to Glasgow, 8 June 1702,




system of voting using coloured balls. Drumlanrig retained an interest in European

atfairs for the rest of his life, and in 1705 for example, his bill for the purchase of

French newspapers for the months of May and June of that year was £2 Sterling.*’

At home his father was engaged in the suppression of covenanters. Sir John
Graham of Claverhouse [later Viscount Dundee] wrote in the following terms about

conditions in the borders:

And 1t may be nou safly said that Galouay [Galloway] is not only peacable, but
also as regular as any pairt of the contry on this seyd Tey [Tay]. And the
rebelles ar redecued without blood, and the contry brought to obedience and

conformity to the church government without severity or extortion; fue heritors
being fyned...*

That expedition was designed to bring Sir James Dalrymple of Stair into line with

23

the Charles II wishes for toleration.”” Drumlanrig’s appointment in July 1684 to

serve as Captain under Claverhouse (in the second horse) was unwelcome, and
caused real resentment between Claverhouse and Drumlanrig’s father, the more so
when his brother Willlam was also appomnted to the regiment the following
November.”* Drumlanrig acted more in a civil, than military role when he was
appointed to hold Courts in Wigton, Annandale, Dumfiries, and Kirkcudbright *>
The Duke of Queensberry was also rising to prominence as a member of the “secret
committee’ which consisted of six members of the Privy Council.”® One of

Drumlanrig’s father’s duties had been to bring the ‘Rev. William Carstairs [sic]

‘' DA. Sts. GGD/37/2/9, p. 9.
“2 Dunn, J. ed., Letters IHllustrative of Public Affairs in Scotland Addressed by Contemporary

Statesmen to George, Earl of Aberdeen, Lord High Chancellor of Scotland, 1681-84 (Spalding
Club, Aberdeen, 1857). From Sir John Claverhouse, for the Earl of Aberdeen, June 1683, p. 107.
X Graham, J. M. ed., Annals & Correspondence of the Viscount & the first & Second Earls of Stair,

I, (Edinburgh, 1875).
“Terry, C. S., John Graham of Claverhouse (London, 1705), p. 180.

“ Ibid, p. 167.
6 See Vol. Drum. MSS, Vol. 102. Suppression of Coventicles, passim.




before the secret committee’ in September 1684, and by using ‘thumkins” induce
him to confess to participating in a plot against the King’.”” James’s father was also

happy enough to condemn the Earl of Tarras and others for plotting against the

' 28 . . .
king. His answer to dissent, apart from hanging rebels, was to banish or

‘stigmatise’ those guilty of dissent even when they had recanted their earlier

opposition to the king.*

Dalrymple and Andrew Fletcher of Saltoun.’’ Although Sir James’s family

Among those banished, or who fled, were Sir James

received a pardon, and his son, Sir John Dalrymple was appointed the king’s
advocate 1n 1687, Sir James refused to budge from his exile until the Revolution of
1688.>' Despite his appomntment as High Commissioner for the parliamentary
session of 1685, James’s father’s (now first Duke of Queensberry) position was
extremely insecure. The Earl of Perth and his brother the Earl of Melfort were

determined to supplant the first Duke and take over the government of Scotland.

Drumlanrig’s father had opposed an attempt to pass an act for toleration for
Catholics during the 1686 parliamentary session, and that action, although not
publicly condemned, ensured his waning influence with James VII.’* Both Perth
and Melfort converted to Catholicism (as did Archibald Primrose, Viscount of
Rosebery, later a firm supporter of the second Duke) and they accused Queensberry
of misappropriating funds from the treasury.”> Drumlanrig had returned home by
March 1684 and he was introduced to Charles II on 28 February 1684. He was
described as being ‘a messenger for the secret committee’ at that time.”* Much to

his displeasure, he became embroiled in Melfort and Perth’s accusations of

" Annals of Stair, I, p. 72. This incident took place in September 1684: See, Story, R. H., William

Carstares 1649 - 1715 (London, 1874), p. 96.
“ Rosebery. Ry. 1. 1.95, XXII. Discovery of Conspiracies Folio, December 1684

“”NLS. MS. 3414, transcripts, p. 90. William, third Earl of Queensberry, 1684.
* Ibid

1 dnnals of Stair, 1, p. 72.

** Brown., Kingdom or Province, pp. 164 -165.

¥ 1bid, p. 83.
“HMC 2.44. Buccleuch, 11, p. 219. London, 29 February 1684/5.



misappropriation of funds levelled against his father’> This was an INAuUSpPICIOuS
start to his political education. Whilst still in England he met Mary Boyle, daughter
of Lord Chtford, and by March 1685 Charles Boyle (Lord Clifford) was “induced to

desire to match my daughter into your noble family’.’° Mary Boyle was also the

grand-daughter of the Richard Boyle, first Earl of Burlington, and the coming

marriage would give Drumlanrig links into the English nobility. It was a match that

7

suited Burlington.”’ This may have been a vital relationship with respect to

Drumlanng’s future attitude to the Prince of Orange. To cement the relationship
between the families Drumlanrig received a dowry of 210,000 lib> and "15001lib a
year’ [Sterling].”® Drumlanrig married Mary Boyle on 1 December 1685 in
England, and he seems to have been genuinely in love with his new wife.”> The
marriage also had more pragmatic aims for both families, and 1t was intended to
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cement the alliance of two aristocratic families.” The other woman who seems to

have been entranced by Drumlanrig was Lady Hyde, wife of the Earl of Rochester,
his close friend. His wife Mary was described as ‘looking very well and sings to

admiration’ and the depiction of the couple on Queensberry’s tomb 1s testament to

their relationship.”’

Through his father’s influence, Drumlanrig was appointed to the Privy
Council on 15 July 1684, and by 1686, he was once again embroiled n the

accusations made by Perth and Melfort of misappropriation of funds from the

treasury.** Drumlanrig was in London at the time and the ‘King had questioned

33 Drum. MSS, Vol. 121. Earl of Rochester to William Douglas, first Duke of Queensberry, April

1688.
¥ Drum. MSS. Vol. 123. Charles Clifford to William, first Duke, 22 March 1685.

" Ibid. Burlington to the first Duke, n. d. 1685.
3% E1.. Dum. Grierson Papers, box 2. John Gibson to Lag, 5 November 1685.
% Drum. MSS, Bundle 1181. Articles of Marriage between Lord Drumlannig and Lady Mary Boyle

14 November 1685.
9 Drum. MSS. Vol. 133. Charles Clifford to the first Duke, 7 January 1685.

‘l EL. Dum. Grierson Papers, box 2. John Gibson to Lag, 5 November 16835.
12 Burnet, 11, p. 320.




him on his taking large sums from the castle [at Edinburgh]’.*’ Although his close
friend, Sir George Lockhart of Carnwath had apparently fully answered the charges
made against the first Duke, it appears that the king was still suspicious, and again

the Earl of Rochester wrote that Drumlanrig was carrying a letter to his father in

which he stated ‘he [the king] was unhappy that the Duke had left the treasury

without a farthing of money’.** The downfall of his father came about because of

religious 1ssues. He violently opposed toleration for Catholics as a price for trade
with England.* 1t is likely he organised riots against Catholics in Edinburgh in
January 1686.*° If his own career was in straits then at least he tried to ensure his
son would prosper. Drumlanrig had his own ambitions however, and it is from this

period onwards that a clear picture emerged of the opposing outlooks of father and

SOI.

As part of his commission, Drumlanrig had received orders from the Privy
Council on 6 February 1685. He was ‘to represent to his Majesty that he supports
his policies and mourns for the death of Charles I’.*’ ‘He is to suppress dissent, and
prevent commotions, he 1s to make sure people take oaths to the King and support
the prerogative’.*® There is no available evidence that Drumlanrig carried out all of
his orders, including the ‘mourning for Charles I’. There i1s however, strong
evidence that Drumlanrig would later swear an oath to a Protestant Prince of
Orange. Claverhouse had been actively putting down Covenanters at that time but

there is no record of Drumlanrig being involved in these expeditions.”” Although

he was tolerant in later life, Drumlanrig had little qualms about putting down people

“Drum. MSS, Vol. 121. Rochester to the first Duke, April 1686.

**Ibid. Same writer no date [April 1686]

*> Donaldson, G., Scotland. James V - VII (Edinburgh, 1994 reprint), chapter 19.

® Brown., Kingdom of Province, p. 166.

Y Drum. MSS, Vol. 1(126). Instructions for the Earl of Drumlanrig signed by Queensberry [his
father], Perth, Mackenzie, and others, 6 February 1685.

¥ Ibid.

YHMC 2.44. Buccleuch, p. 167.



he later described as ‘a mad deluded sort of people’.”® Drumlanrig later considered

anyone who expressed support for the ‘Solemn League and Covenant’ to be a

51

fanatic.”” The young lord Drumlanrig would tolerate different opinions, but would

not brook any challenge to the authority of the nobility, and he retained that attitude
for the rest of his life.

There 1s Iittle information recorded on Drumlanrig’s activities from 1686 to
1688. He was next mentioned 1n relation to the Revolution. His father’s fortunes
had waned in the meantime, and he did take on substantial debts on behalf of his
father.”* His father, for example, had built Drumlanrig Castle (Drumlanrig’s home
as second Duke) in the 1660°s and never lived in 1t. Following the death ot Charles
[1 on 6 Februaryl1685, the development of Drumlanrig’s dissatisfaction with James
VII could perhaps have been explained by the treatment his father received, but it 1s
more likely that his future decisions were very much his own, and related to his
own conscience. His father was trusted less and less by James VII, and he and his
children’s correspondence was from then on the subject of ofticial scrutiny.” The
first Duke complained to Lord Danby that ‘I am told you have seized some of my
letters to my friends and children at London whereimn 1 am mentioned’.>* The same
day the first Duke wrote his letter, rumours circulated that James VII had fled from
London, and riots broke out in Edinburgh, with the mob breaking into “popish
chapels’ and ‘Holy-rood-house’[sic] and captured the Earl of Perth.”” Given
Drumlanrig’s activities in London, James VII may have had cause to be Suspicious.
There are no indications in any available sources that Drumlanrig was anything

other than sincere when he joined the Prince of Orange at Torbay, and thereby

Drum. MSS, Vol. 128. f 64. Memonal 24 May 1703.
! Ibid.
2 NLS. MS. 3414, transcripts, pp. 142-146. Earl of Drumlanrig to Archibald Douglas, of Dornock,

27 August 1690.
S NLS. MS. 3414. transcripts, pp. 132-135. First Duke to Lord Danby [Thomas Osborme, first Earl

of Danby] Edinburgh, 12 December 16383.
> Ibid. Danby eventually opposed James VI
>> Burnet, 11, p. 519.
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declared himself a rebel. It is likely that he was influenced in that decision by his
father in law Charles Boyle (Lord Chifford) and Clifford’s father, Burlington, as

they were actively contemplating joining Prince William. Drumlanrig also had

some contact with Prince George of Denmark >° Drumlanrig was in London prior

to the Revolution of 1688 and he had had contact with his friends there including
the “Duke of Ormond’ and ‘Mr Boyle grandson of the Earl of Burlington’ >’

The key events leading to the Revolution of 1688 are covered in secondary
works (although there is no major work on the Revolution in Scotland) and in
general, it can be argued James VII badly misread the depth of ill-will his policy of
toleration for Catholics generated in Scotland, and in England. His push for
toleration and employment of Catholics in both Scotland and England (the Catholic
Duke of Gordon was given command of Edinburgh Castle) led to his downfall.>®

There had been contact between Presbyterian exiles in Holland and Scotland

59

leading up to the Revolution.”” Sir James Dalrymple was living in Leyden, and

Fletcher of Saltoun was also in exile at the time.®® The fact that Drumlanrig joined
the Prince of Orange at Torbay in November 1688 caused George Lockhart of

Carnwath to describe him in the following terms:

He was the son of William, Duke of Queensberry, who was highly in favour
with both King Charles and King James, and by them intrusted with the greatest
offices and employments (which he well deserved, being 1n all respects a great
man). But after the Revolution he retired and lived privately for the most part,
and continued firm to King James’s interest all the time he lived. But the son,
notwithstanding King Charles and King James’s kindness to his father and
tamily (through which he was created duke, and scraped together a vast fortune),

and the respect and favour which King James had all alongst bestowed on

> Balcarras, p. 10.
> Reresby, p. 185: Ibid, p. 551
> Donaldson, G., Scotland James V-James VII, p. 381.

>® Balcarres, p. 7

“ NLS. MS. 3414 includes a series of letters from Sir James Dalrymple to the first Duke whilst he

was in exile.
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himself, was the first Scotsman that deserted over to the Prince of Orange, and

from thence acuir’d the epithet (amongst honest men) of ‘Proto-Rebel’ 6

The fact was (as Riley suggests) that Drumlanrig’s father retained a very keen

interest in public affairs until his death in 1695, and he was as anxious to work for
Wilham II as he had been for Charles II and James VIL.®?® Prior to discussing

Drumlanrig’s actions in 1688, it is worth returning to Lockhart’s character portrait

of the future second Duke of Queensberry:

.. This proceeded, I suppose, from his being of a lazy, easy temper, and falling at
first into bad hands, he was seduced by them, and being once deeply dipt in all
projects against the King and country, he could never imagine that repentance
and amendment could be accepted of .. He was reputed a man of good parts, but
wanted application to business; was extremely covetous and at the same time
extremely lavish of his money, for though he got vast sums of money by his
publick employments, most of it was squandered away. He was well bred-and
had so courteous a behaviour, that what by this, and the occasion of doing acts
of kindness, by having the chief administration of affairs a long time in his
hands, he engaged the favour and friendship of very many of all ranks of

people... ©

There seems much that 1s complementary about Drumlanrig’s personality as
Lockhart described him (although it i1s doubtful that Lockhart would have been
happy with that premise). It 1s also the case that Drumlanrig was honest i his
beliefs that the Prince of Orange should be supported. If it was indeed the case that
Drumlanrig was the first Scotsman to publicly come out for Prince William, there
were many Scotsmen of note, and higher rank, already m exile, or hving 1n
Scotland, ready to support the Prince. The Earl of Argyll had already died for his
beliefs.°* Drumlanrig’s action suggested that he had strength of character and real

°l Szechi, D. ed., Scotland’s Ruine, p. 11.
*2Riley, P. W. J., King William and the Scottish Politicians (Edinburgh, 1979), p. 13.

6 Szechi, D. ed., Scotland’s Ruine, p. 12.
** Burnet, 11, p. 519.
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courage. Drumlanng’s father was the prominent politician at the time of the
Revolution, and not Drumlanrig. There can be some justification for Lockhart

playing up Drumlanrig’s position, but not for historians who have read the sources,
and understood that fact. Drumlanrig did not hold a significant political position in

his own right until after 1695.

There can be no doubt that Drumlanrig was by this time deeply dissatisfied
with James VII, and that dissatisfaction led him to act as a condutt for other

disaffected Scots seeking to support the Prince of Orange before his landing at
Torbay. Balcarres suggested that William Johnston, fourth Earl of Annandale was

one prominent Scot who sought out an introduction to Prince Wilham of Orange

through Drumlanrig when he wrote:

When the Presbyterians got their indulgence, he [Annandale] declared himself of
their party, but soon tired of them, and came to see the Lord Chancellor, and told him
it was his youth only had mislead him; that now he was resolved heartily to serve the
King; that the renounced that party, finding them enemies to monarchy, and that he
intended to go straight to London. He had a recommendation to your Majesty from
the Chancellor, as he desired and was very graciously received and got a promise
[of] the Earl of Airle’s troop of horse, or a new regiment to be raised for him; but
finding your affairs in greater disorder at London than he imagined, he became
desirous to join with some of the nobility he was informed to be the most disaffected
with your Majesty. The first he opened himself to was the Earl ot Drumlanrng. He
told him he knew, by the company he kept, that he was not pleased with the present

oovernment, he was as much dissatisfied with 1t himself, and he was resolved never

to draw his sword against the Prince of Orange.”

It seems clear from the latter source that Drumlanrig was already known to be part
of a group of Scots living in London (Drumlanrig rented a house 1n Piccadilly) who
were hostile to James VIL.%® The intercepted letters that his father complained to

Danby about also suggests there may have been some suspicion over his loyalty at

* Balcarres. p. 10.

6 DA. Sts. Accounts for the Duke of Queensberry.
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the Court prior to William landing in England.®”’ Certainly his future actions
following the Revolution were consistent in terms of supporting William 1.
Although Balcarras was a Jacobite, it is reasonable to conclude that as a friend of
Drumlanrig’s father, he would have played down the young Lord Drumlanrig’s part
in these affairs, had Drumlanrig not been sincere in his opposition to the James VII

policies. Following this approach by Annandale, Drumlanrig stated his own

position clearly:

Earl of Drumlanrig answered him, he was joined with honourable persons, and

could say nothing upon that subject without their consent, but he would meet
with them and give him an answer next day. He appointed him to meet in the
City with the Duke of Ormond, Mr Boyle [grandson to Earl of Burlington, and
Drumlanng’s brother-in-law], and a Mr. Muale, a gentlemen in the Prince of
Denmark’s service. After they had dined, Drumlanrig gave the Earl of
Annandale his answer from Prince George and those who were present, - that
they willingly accepted of the proposition he had made to them, provided he
gave his oath to them after the most binding manner. His lordship being most
willing, Mr. Muale officiated and gave him the Sacrament-that he would go into

it with them and join the Prince of Orange ®®

It it was Henry Muale who administered the sacrament to Annandale and

Drumlanrig, then this incident 1s puzzling. Henry [Harry] Maule was a Panmure,
and that family was firmly Jacobite. George Lockhart of Carnwath corresponded

69

with this family up until the union.”” These actions by Drumlanrig were no small

matter, and rather than suddenly appearing at Torbay, as Lockhart suggests,
Drumlanrig seems to have taken part in the organisation of those disattected with

the king well before November 1688, when Wilham landed in England. Despite

reading extensive primary and secondary works related to Drumlanng, there are

only two references to him taking the ‘sacrament’ in his life; the one above, and

once more in 1707 when he may have had had more ‘great secrets’ with respect to

°7 See ff 54 with reference the first Duke’s complaint

° Balcarres, p. 10.

°> Lockhart Letrers, p. 31. To Harry Maule of Kellie, London, 25 Apnl 1706.
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the union of 1707 to hide.” Drumlanrig’s actions were something his father would
hardly have connived at. Drumlanrig, now twenty-six years old, was acting in a
manner that could have had him hanged for treason, had the Revolution failed.
Lockhart’s description of Drumlanrig as ‘Proto-Rebel’ certainly provided Riley in
particular with a fine ‘bon-mot’ with which to dismiss Drumlanrig’s values and
beliefs without resorting to much scrutiny of the sources, or indeed Carnwath’s
motives. Although both were Jacobite, Balcarras gave a more reasoned and

objective summary of Drumlanrig than Lockhart.

Drumlanrig showed that he had real courage to do what he did. He faced ruin,
(and possibly death) if the Revolution had failed. Drumlanrig must also have
carefully pondered his future as his wife was due to give birth at this time.”’

Drumlanrig’s actions cannot have been inspired by his father, given the first Duke’s

2

professed support for James VII at this time.”* The first Duke was named in a

petition from ‘the Club’ in Edinburgh to the Prince of Orange as being ‘incapable of
being employed’ following the Revolution.”” Prior to March 1689, Drumlanrig’s
father had in fact gone to London, and he was professing his loyalty to James VII.
His father was now loosely allied to the Earl of Annandale, who was now

professing support for James VII, despite ‘taking the sacrament’ along with

4

Drumlanrig to show his loyalty to William of Orange.”* Drumlanrig’s uncle,

Lieutenant-General Douglas also joined the Revolution on the side of the Prince of
Orange, but he was still arrested for some unknown reason by order of the

convention of estates called to meet on 14 March 1689 in Edinburgh to decide the

future government of Scotland.”

DA Std, p. 29, 1707. To Mr Thomson, Sextant, on account of his Grace taking the Sacrament £2.
03. 00 [sic]. Amounts in these accounts are listed as pound, shillings and pence, and 1n £ Sterling.

™ His daughter Isabel was bom on 4 December 1688 and died 1n Edinburgh, 7 July 1694,

2 Proceedings of the Estates, 1, p. 9. The first Duke had returned to Edinburgh, and 1s listed as
retuming to Scotland in by 15 March 1689.

" Balcarres, p. 19.

™ Ibid, p 23.

" Ibid, p 31.



Drumlanrig was nominated to the Privy Council of Scotland on 18 May
1689."° Given his future orders it seems certain that he was given this position
based on his military skills. The threat of invasion, from either France, or Ireland
was very real and the Duke of Gordon was still lodged in Edinburgh castle, and
holding 1t for James VII. Balcarres argued that had Drumlanrig’s father been
present at the convention then James VII would have retained the support of
Scotland.”” If there is truth in that statement, it would certainly have placed his son
In a very awkward situation. It would be incredulous to suppose Drumlanrig would
not have considered that fact before deciding his future course of action. Ferguson
offers a description of the Revolution of 1688 as ‘unexpected’. That term may not
be justified given the pace of events in Edinburgh following William’s landing at
Torbay on 5 November 1688.”° Ferguson also argued that had there been a more
solid opposition to the Club in the convention of estates by supporters of James VII,
they may have changed the future course of the Revolution. Ferguson based that
argument on the fact that ‘the Jacobites were numerous mustering almost half the
membership [of the convention of estates] but obviously shell-shocked by events,
1l]-organised and feebly led, they were soon outmanoeuvred’.”” Viscount Dundee’s
withdrawal from the convention by the end of March 1689 is presented as evidence

for the latter conclusions [Balcarres also withdrew].*

Riley is incorrect by concluding that Drumlanrig’s action was part of a
scheme by his father to keep ‘his feet in both camps’.” That lazy conclusion bears
little scrutiny, and Riley conceded in the following sentence that even Drumlanrig’s

later enemies argued ‘he was sincere and true to the Revolution for the rest of his

6 NAS. GD158/877 (Marchmont). First Nominations of the Council of Scotland 18 May 1689

" Balcarres, p. 34.

"® Ferguson., Scotland s Relations with England, p. 166.
" 1bid, p. 170: Annals of Stair, p. 91.

“ Ferguson., Scotland’s Relations with England, p. 170.
"1 Riley . King William and the Scottish Politician, p. 13.
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political life’.>* Riley also demeaned Drumlanrig’s courage by suggesting
Drumlanrig’s decision was a political ploy on his father’s part. If it had been a
ploy, 1t could have got his son hanged for treason. If Drumlanrig is compared to
William Douglas third Duke of Hamilton, and his son James, Earl of Arran [later
fourth Duke] then his (Drumlanrig) principals stand out. Hamilton had advised

James VII to tlee to Scotland where he would be supported against William of

3

Orange." By April 1689 Hamilton was now trying to pass on a memorial to

William that was intended to ingratiate himself by attacking other commissioners of
the convention of estates.”® Ten days later (11 March 1689) the crown of Scotland

was oftered to Wilham and Mary. William accepted the crown of Scotland, but

qualified that acceptance with respect to one part of the Claim of Right related to

85

seeking out heretics.™ It 1s clear by Drumlanrig’s actions that he never perceived

any ‘bargain’ existed with his father with respect to the Revolution. Drumlanrig
acted 1n his own interests, and on the basis of his own conscience and beliefs, and
that fact 1s clear from sources like Balcarres and Lockhart. It 1s perhaps
symptomatic of the historiography of the period that Riley (and to some extent
Ferguson) having once branded Drumlanrig as being motivated by greed (or
manipulated by his father) all his actions, throughout his life can be deemed to be
explained by anything but conscience, and sincerely held beliefs. This has led to a
determination to explain mistakes and misjudgements made by Drumlanrig when he

was second Duke, as being motivated by deceit, greed and self-serving bias.

Although Drumlanrig was appointed to the Privy Council, the government of
Scotland was fought over, and decided without his involvement.”® William II also

appointed Drumlanrig to the treasury and the nomination was presented on 15 June

* Ibid
% Ferguson., Scotland ’s Relations with England, p. 175.
8 NLS. MS. 1031(Hamilton). Instructions for the Earl of Selkirk, 1 Apnl 1689

5 Proceedings of the Estates, 1, p. 89. William stated ‘I do not mean by these words, to be under the

necessity to become a persecutor...” 11 May 1689.

8 Ibid., I, p. 121.
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1689.%’ Despite the appomtments made by the king, the nobility would initially
lose ground to the more radical commissioners of the parliament who were
members of the ‘Club’.*® Drumlanrig also saw the ‘Club’ as a ‘party’ for those of
less than noble birth, and therefore, they could not possibly have any appeal to the

nobility.® Drumlanrig developed a unique view of the Revolution settlement which

would have made the activities of the ‘Club’ seem ‘revolutionary to him’. Whilst
later arguing for the benefits of a union in 1702, Queensberry stated ‘That his
Majesty’s prerogative as King of Scotland is no way hereby touched upon, nor
prejudged, but rather further strengthened and preserved from any influence foreign
to the interest if his ancient Crown and Kingdom’.™ As things stood, William II
had little patience for Scottish affairs and Balcarras had him saying ‘he wished
Scotland was a thousand miles off and Duke Hamilton king of it’.”' Scotland
however took the decision on 2 April 1689 through the convention of estates that
‘James the Seventh... invaded the Fundamental Constitutions of this Kingdom, and
altered it from a Legal Limited Monarchy, to an absolute and Despotic Power.. .he
hath forfaulted the Right of the Crown, and the Throne 1s vacant’.”* Drumlanrig
was not entirely happy with the Scottish Revolution settlement. He later gave his
own opinion that the Revolutions settlement was not founded on the fact that the
Claim of Right was immutable ‘when the act was framed it had not the clause, that
, 93

the impugning every article of the Claim of Right was to be Treason’.” It 1s
unlikely that William II ever fully comprehended the differences between the

% NAS. GD158/890 (Marchmont). The first nomination of sessioners 15 June 1639.

* Annals of Stair, p. 91

% Drum. MSS. Bundle 1166 (Colnaghie). Memorial by Queensberry, June 1700.

% 1bid. Some Reasons for the passing of the said Act humbly represented by his Grace the Duke of
Queensberry his Majesty’s High Commussioner, 1700.

! Balcarres, p. 52.

- Proceedings of the Estates, 1, p. 25
% Drum. MSS. Bundle 1166 (Colnaghie). Draft memonal to the Queen, 9 May 1703
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Revolution in England and Scotland.”® The attitudes to the Revolution in Scotland
came from a Reformation of church that was clerical rather than Erastian, as 1t had
been 1n England, and that fact bore on the settlement. There would be no quick and

easy concession William could make that would settle the Revolution once and for

all in Scotland.

Drumlanrig’s father had been busy organising local elections, but he
seems to have taken offence, for some unknown reason, that his son was mentioned
with respect to the elections at Dumfries (James Kennan was elected commissioner
for the burgh of Dumfries, and Sir John Crichton commissioner for the shire).”
Drumlanng’s father was obviously unsettled by the outcome of the Revolution
settlement 1n Scotland and he had also recently lost a close friend, with the murder
of Sir George Lockhart of Carnwath.”® He had also expected his son to return from
London to support him during this traumatic period.”’ The first Duke hoped
William II would have some sympathy for the Episcopalian cause in Scotland, and
certainly there were reasonable grounds for supposing so.”> To support his claim

for a position of influence, he accused William Douglas, third Duke of Hamilton of

99

leading the ‘Covenanters’ in the convention.”” Hamilton was well aware of those

accusations, and he showed a fair degree of humour by pointing out he was also

accused of being ‘Episcopal and Papist’.'” Drumlanrig now divided his time

between the Privy Council and his military duties. Drumlanrig was back 1n

Edinburgh on 11 March 1690. Because of what was perceived by some to be a

* Glassey, L., ‘William II and the settlement of Religion in Scotland, 1688-1690°, in Clarke, T.,
The Williamite Episcopalians and the Glorious Revolution in Scotland’. Records of the Scottish

Church History Society: 2, 1970, pp. 319-327.
> NLS. MS. 3414, transcripts, p. 115. William, first Duke of Queensberry to Douglas of Domock,

London, 24 January 1689.
* Ibid, p. 148. First Duke of Queensberry to the Laird of Dornock, 8 April 1689.
TNLS. MS. 3414, transcripts, p. 129. William, first Duke, to the Laird of Dornock, 27 July 1689.
*® Glassey, ‘William II’, pp. 319 - 327.
¥ NLS. MS. 3414, transcripts, p. 115. William, first Duke, to Domock, 6 Jan 1689.
100 NjTS. MS. 1031 (Hamilton), £ 77-79. Hamuilton to Selkirk, 20 Feb 1690.
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‘highland war’ now taking place in Scotland, there was a constant movement of

101

troops about the country. The perceived threat to the Revolution was both

internal and external. In the next two years, Drumlanrig, for a salary of "£1571.01".
was racing about the country to ‘intercept the highlanders’ in company with 100
horse and 5 battalions of foot’.'”> On 9 September 1690, Drumlanrig led three
thousand troops in a failed attempt to intercept rebels heading for Dunblane.'”
Drumlanrig never saw battle, and the nearest he got to any fighting was ‘to within
four miles of the Rebels’ who were near to Stirling on 16 September 1690."""
Although he never personally saw action, Drumlanrig’s presence, along with his
troops, was vital to prevent Jacobite advances in Scotland (and to protect the
Revolution from threat of foreign invasion). By December 1691 1t was rumoured
Drumlanrig would be 1n Flanders with his regiment.' > Some of the tasks allocated
to Drumlanrig were also related to fears of home grown treachery. He received

very specific instructions from Melville acting for the Privy Council of Scotland on
2 July 1690:

There is an ordering you to, make search for and apprehend the persons of the
Earl of Arran [later fourth Duke of Hamilton], Earl of Hume, Lord Ballendyn
and the Laird of Wederbum older and younger and mcdougal of Marveston with
their horses and armes, the horse being above the value of six pounds sterling,
As likewise to raise secure what suspect papers shall be found in their custody,

and to convey the said forenamed persons safe to Edinburgh for which this shall

106
be your warrant.

This order perhaps prompted Drumlanrig’s later hatred for Arran, and he would
become particularly enraged whenever Arran (as fourth Duke of Hamilton)

101 1hid. f 28-28. Instructions for the Earl of Selkirk, 4 April 1639.
102 1hid. £103 -103. To Selkirk August 1690: Details of Drumlanrig’s pay are from Drum. MS3

Bundle 1249
19 proceedings of the Estates, 11, p. 270.

% Ibid.
105 1S MS. 1031(Hamilton), f. 113 -115. To Selkirk, Dec 1691
106 5eum. MSS. Vol. 129, £ 3. Melville to Drumlanrig, 2 July 1690.
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professed loyalty to the Crown. Whatever expectations his father had for him, it
was clear Drumlanrig intended to be his own man. It maybe the case that
Drumlanrig knew that his father had kept him away from Ireland, and the dangers
of battle.'"”” If that was the case, his father’s actions may have been fortuitous given
the reported ‘account of the state of the army’ at that time.'™ That report showed

that many of the regiments in Scotland were in a poor state at this time.'”

Having supported the Revolution so vigorously through his military service, it
1s likely Drumlanrig would have wanted to have his share of honour in the fighting.
The frustration he felt with respect to his father was obvious in a long letter to

William Douglas the Laird of Dornock:

[ am very sensible of the pains you have taken in my business with my father,
but doe plainly see by what you say and he writes to me, that he does not intend
to doe any thing in it, which is sure contrary to the solemn engagements he made
me at our last settlement, and you very well know that the expectation of my
families being once set free upon the little thing that 1s served yet for me was the
only encouragement I had to condescend to what was then desired of me, it
served only to add to ones trouble to say more in this subject, and since my
father contrary to his former promises will put the burden upon my shoulders,
which I’'m no longer able to support, all that I can doe for myself and what I'm
resolved upon is to write to my wife’s relations and desire for some time to
maintain her with them, which if ever it be in my power I shall repay to them,
and I’'m sure it never will be refused upon so urgent a necessity as I am put to,
and 1 myself am resolved immediately to go beyond sea, where I know I can
live upon what I have out of the estate, and if the King will continue my
employment’s to me, they may in that time [sum] on for the payment of those
debts my father has made me contract. I know this 1s the last shift to be taken

upon many accounts, but it's’ the only thing left for me to doe, for I'm’ resolved

197 Drum. MSS, Vol. 121, p. 1. James Douglas [brother of the first Duke] to the first Duke, Dublin 7

July 1690.
1% prum. MSS. Bundle 1185. An account of the state of the army in Scotland October 1691

Y% 1bid.
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never to see England till I've 1n a condition to pay what is their due, nor is it

possible for my wife to come from thence till that be done. ''°

There was clearly a serious breach between father and son, and although the above
letter does not detail the solemn engagement Drumlanrig’s father undertook,
money, as 1t always would throughout his life, may have played some part in the
dispute. It 1s also interesting that Drumlanrig used the phrase ‘I’m never resolved to
see England’ m the above letter. It will be suggested in later chapters that James
was essentially a British politician. What is clear from the next part of the letter is
that Drumlannig felt the future fortunes of the family were squarely on his
shoulders. That perception would have had some basis in fact as the first Duke was
now without any real influence. His support had drifted away, or fled the country in
the face of the backlash against Jacobites following the Revolution. Drumlanrig

however ended his letter with expressions of support for his father:

It seems my father expects great things from the advantage that I shall make of
my troop. He knows very well I'm started with more in the government and
what spies they have upon me, so that it’s impossible for me to have vacancies
without 1t being known, and that 1s the only way that I can make advantage by
my living here for my own dyet, servants wadges, coach hire and other
necessities come to more than my allowance, besydes the expense of my horses
of which I am sure I have but very few, and 1f obliged to march anywhere I must
of necessity provide myself in horse tho I know not what way to doe 1t, and as to
my keeping here I have had the accounts of 1t strictly examined (by several who
understand that matter) since I came from [London] and they assure me that they
are as cheap as any in this place, so what my father is pleased to say upon this
and other heads 1s only to amuse and to serve as plausible pretence still to keep
me in misery. Of this and other things of relative to the family which I cannot
communicate at distance, I have always done whatever he commanded [his
father] and am still ready to follow his advice in everything, so he has nothing

[to do] but let me know what he would have me do, and 1t shall be done.

"9 NLS. MS. 3134, manscripts, p. 142. James Duke of Queensberry (when Earl of
Drumlanrig) to William Douglas of Domock, Edinburgh, 27 August 1690.
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Drumlanng’s father seems to have had no great scheme to improve his

fortunes other than to signify to the William II that he was willing to work for him.

The reasons for his lack of employment by the King were spelt out to him by his

brother, lieutenant-General James Douglas, then serving in Ireland:

I am sorry to perceive that by your letter that you are not satisfied especially
since I dare assure you the King does design to employ you and speaks the
kindest things imaginable of you; if for a season matters go not to your
expectatton there is no ground you should be in perfect correspondence with his
enemies, tho this be represented to his Majesty. I am hopeful he does not
believe it, I do not, and therefore will take all possible courses to persuade him
that your Grace will never aim at anything contrary to the present government,
and whoever does, may be ere long they will not pass their time very
pleasantly...this summer notwithstanding we are not ignorant that the French
will have probably a good body of men there [Ireland] that there is a club in
Scotland and some disaffected in England, all these clouds will soon disappear
when the King 1s at the head of his army in Ireland, and brings over troops from
Holland to remain in England during his absence, and settles a sufficient number
of good formed troops in Scotland. I hope your Grace will easily believe my
intelligence which you will find very certain. It is true his Majesty does not run
to Scotland and I am sure his friends will never advise he should, what can he
expect there, but to meet with turbulent, disaffected and craving humours, 1t 1s

better to pass by them now till the matter of Ireland be decided and then

Scotland will be humble in consequence... '

The latter comments were insightful and reflected the reality of Scottish politics at

the time. The Jacobite threat was very real, and both Drumlanrig and his uncle

were now actively engaged 1n detending the Revolution.

The Revolutionary storm that broke over Scotland seemed to sap the strength

of Drumlanrig’s father, and as yet he held no office. William II would find 1t

"' Drum. MSS, Vol. 121. James Douglas [Drumlanrig’s uncle] to the first duke, 12 Feb 1690.
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difficult to push many of his measures through the Scottish parliament. The terms
of the Revolution settlement on the crown of Scotland intended that the monarchy
could no longer indulge in ideas of rule by divine right. The convention, and then
parliament, believed they had set down a contractual agreement with the new king

and he could be ‘forfaulted’ as had James VII.''? Drumlanrig’s father expressed his

own concerns for the future of Episcopalian clergymen in Scotland in very

pessimistic terms:

Drumlanrig is not on the road yet, his wife if very ill. Touching our church
aftairs, [Jack] Presbyer is now upon the pinnacle of the temple, how long hell
stand God only knows, but I am sure by the methods lately been taken they have
created many thousand enemies to the Government. However, as matters are its
fill that discreet persons be provided for my churches in which advise with Mr
Campbell at Dumfries, there i1s tomorrow to be given in the Parliament a bill of
toleration for these of the Episcopal persuasion, which alarms, the Presbyterians
extremely, I think will not pass, thus to deny it, is it to act against all Christian

charity and practice, and will certainly make ill blood above.'"

The first Duke was making no headway with the new king, and some of the advice

given to him must have led him to despair. One unnamed writer even suggested

that ‘Duke Hamilton [now Lord High Commissioner] seems much our friend’.'"

The conjunction of the Episcopalian champion and the ‘Covenanter’ smacked of
high farce, rather than politics. Drumlanrig, in the meantime, complained that ‘his

father expected his wife to run affairs at home’ whilst he moved between England

115

and Scotland in pursuit of rebels.” ~ Drumlanrig was to travel to England three days

later (on 26 April) on the queen’s orders.'°

e Proceedings of the Estates, 1, p. 121. The king’s Commission turning the convention into a

parlhlament on 6 June 1689.

''NLS. MSS. 3414, transcripts, p. 153. Edinburgh, 7 June 1690.
""“Drum. MSS. Bundle 1181. Unnamed writer, 8 July 1690.

"> Ibid. Lord Drumlanrig to his cousin, 2 February 1692.
16 NLS. 14408 (Yester), f 28. Johnston [James] to Yester 26 April 1692
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Rather than supporting his father’s efforts, Drumlanrig spent a fair amount of
time running about the country in response to the latest perceived threat of a
Jacobite invasion; 1n other words, he was acting on the basis of his Revolutionary

''" His wife was also ill at this time and that fact worried him.'"* He

principles.
missed out on any significant military actions, including the murderous events at
Glencoe. The first Duke can have taken little comfort from a letter he received
from his brother (General James Douglas) which indicated that ‘he is [the king] not
inclined to settle things of that Kingdome [Scotland] without such consideration,
but whose advise he will take is all together unknown to me’.''”> William II ended
up taking the advice of William Carstares and Hans Willham Bentinck, first Earl of
Portland. William’s impatience with Scotland was well known and he stated ‘The

Scotchmen by their several stories distracted his mind more than anything’.'*”

General Douglas however, took time from his own concerns to comment on

Drumlanrig’s future welfare in a letter written on 22 July 1691:

The Earl of Drumlanrig is very well and my Lady a notable women, who lives
frugally, I have seen her sometimes she seems to me to be melancholy, but all
this will over when her husband returns, which certainly he will even after a
hundred battles if he take example from us who as General officers and not

foolish to venture to far’. '

Drumlanrig’s uncle, General James Douglas, fought with William II 1n
Ireland, and ended up with his reputation tarnished, following accusations that he
committed atrocities against the popula’[ion..122 General Douglas recorded William

Il receiving a wound from ‘a cannon shot’, the presence of the ‘Mack donalds’ and

7 1bid. f 26. Johnston to Yester 23 April 1692. This letter warns of a possible invasion by James
with ‘Irish horse and dragoons’.

'8 NLS. MS. 3414, transcripts, p. 153. Drumlanrig to his father, Edinburgh, June 1690.

9 NS, MS 3414, transcripts, p. 82. General Douglas to the first Duke, August 1690.

120 \/an der Zee, H & B., William and Mary (London 1973), p. 282.

121 NLLS. MS 3414, transcripts, pp. 82-84. General Douglas to the first Duke, 22J uly 1691

122 prum. MSS. Vol. 121. General James Douglas to the first Duke, 4 July 1691.
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the events of the battle of the Boyne’.'* Drumlanrig and his father must have

despaired when General Douglas wrote to them on 4 July 1691;

...I ' wish from my soul it had been talked over England that not only I had
robbed Ireland, but bumed it, It 1s not worth your while that I entertain you, with
the 1njustice done me by my enemies, neither am I at all surprised with the
matter in the common court off the world has ever been, is and will be such. And
when honest men find 1t otherwise I will set forth a large consideration of my
proceedings, but till then I scorn so much as to speak of the subject, except to
the King, my master, and your Grace, who 1s my friend. Be pleased then to let
this inform your Grace that my principal end 1n carrying arms is a true motive of
religion, and a sense I have of my going to great lengths 1n the King’s service, if

my blood could...'*

It seemed that Drumlanrig really did hold the Douglas interest in his hands by now,
as he at least was still in favour. Drumlanrig seems to have had a settled family life
by this period, and his wife generally seemed happy unless Drumlanrig was absent.
The development of Drumlanrig’s influence with the nobility in England was
important to him and he seems to have little or no concept that he was acting 1n the

interests of Scotland rather than William 11;

If I may be so familiar with your good Lordship, after having had the honour ot

a letter of your Lordship’s above a Month without giving you a very hearty

thanks for it, which indeed were but due, both as it was a very good letter, which

old Ran[Richard Jones first Earl of Ranelagh 1636 to 1712] would scarce

believe and it was a great mark of your Lordship remembering one that loves
your Lordship very heartily.. When I am thanking your Lordship I must not omit
doing it very seriously for what you are pleased to tell me from my Lord Duke
of Queensberry, indeed I am very glad to receive any assurance of his
friendship, I am sure I have been long his Grace’s very faithful and humble
servant and know not any thing that I ever did to make him imagine otherwise,

except it were speaking to freely perhaps to him upon your good Lordship’s

2 NLS. MS. 3414, rranscripts, p. 81. General Douglas to the first Duke, Dublin 1690: Drum

MSS. Vol. 121. General Douglas to the first Duke 12 August 1690.
" Drum. MSS., Vol. 121. From James Douglas, 4 July 1691.
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subject, which I possibly I might be in the wrong in, but upon my word I spoke

right as I thought and besides it ought to be remembered that it was your good
father that begun the matter with me and In not with him and I have not yet

learned... I desire you to present to my Lord Duke with the assurance of my
constant service to him, as to what you write conceming some
misrepresentations made or designed to be made of his Grace and even of your
Lordship to the King, you may imagine I cannot hear of any such thing, if there
be any while I am at this distance from the King whenever I do I shall not be
wanting to do you both what right I can....I promise you I have my revenge with
your old friends, that used to meet sometimes at Contacks [sic] and sometimes at
the swan and sometimes at my poor house never do meet without paying our

service and offering our good wishes to poor Drum and old Drum, and Rackit

Drum. . '%

The language and content of the letter above from Laurence Hyde, first Earl of

"2 1t appears by the contents, and use of

Rochester, suggests a number of things.
nicknames, that there was a close personal relationship between the writer, and
Drumlanrig. Drumlannig, at least as far as influence with English politicians went,
was succeeding 1n developing close friendships that would assist him 1n his later
political objectives. It also clear from Rochester’s comments that Drumlanng’s
father was upsetting someone, who would have been by his own political beliets (a
High Church Tory), a natural ally to the Episcopalian cause in Scotland. The first
Duke may have realised the futility of trying to get Drumlanrng to support him fully,
and turned his hopes to Drumlanrig’s brother George.'*’ Secretary Johnston wrote
to the first Duke in December 1692 highlighting that fact, and wondering why the

Duke could not unite his ‘whole family’ to his cause.'*® It must also have upset the

first Duke to be instructed by Lord Tweeddale that ‘I am appointed to acquaint your

'2 Drum. MSS, Vol. 119. Rochester to Drumlanrig, Whitehall, 9 August 1692.

'2 1 aurence Hyde was a ‘High Church Tory’ and therefore would be inclined to support Scottish
Episcopalians.

'“" George died before March 1695.

128 NLLS. MS. 3414, transcripts, p. 59. James Johnston to the first Duke, 9 December 1692.
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Grace 1t 1s the King’s Royal pleasure that no councillor depart out of the Kingdom

without his allowance’.'*’

As stated above, Drumlanrig was not mentioned with respect to the
murderous events of Glencoe, and the master of Stair, Sir John Dalrymple, and John

Campbell, first Earl of Breadalbane faced the accusations of murder. William II did

0

not escape accusation or scrutiny in the parliament either.'’® Few in Scotland

played down the king’s part in the affair. The following comment from Secretary
Johnston to John Hay (Lord Yester) on 9 April 1692 reflects the stance taken by

many Scottish politicians at the time:

The King’s part in the Glencoe business is plain, that he had contrary to his
temper and way conjectured that an example of severity should be made since
his clemency was abused...but at present [ concetve the Episcopal party is too

full of hopes and the other too jealous where the necessary disposition for falling

131
on a Temper. ..

There is no doubt there were real fears of Jacobite activity, and in April 1692 the

queen ordered ‘Drumlanrig , Sir William Lockhart’, and others to go to England;

2

the perceived location for the threatened invasion.”>* France, now harboured a

Jacobite Court, and seemed willing enough to lend troops and money to the Jacobite
cause in Scotland. Scotland now seemed no less vulnerable to invasion, as well as
rebellion from within. Secretary Johnston also perceived events at Sanquhar to be a

possible prelude to a ‘new Revolution’ 3% Sanquhar would be the focus of dissent

throughout the political life of Drumlanrig, and it must have galled him somewhat

12 prum. MSS. Bundle 1181. Tweeddale to the first Duke, 12 September 1692.

10 Gee Annals of Stair, p. 160. ‘The blood has fixed an indelible stamn on the reign of King
William’.

31 NLS. MS. 14408 (Yester), £ 24. Johnston to Yester, 9 April 1692.

¥2 1bid. £ 28. Johnston to Yester, 28 April 1692.
133 Ibid, £ 101. Johnston [James], 15 October 1692. A mob had gathered in Sanquhar to reaftirm

their support for the orginal declaration of 22 June 1680. The onginal authors of the

declaration disowned the king..
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that so much rebellious activity took place in the heart of his own domain, and in
his birthplace. Drumlanrig was now also dealing with treasury matters and he met

with John Hay, first Marquis of Tweeddale, and Sir John Dalrymple to discuss the

state of treasury.'**

Events in Scotland still bedevilled William II and he was frustrated over
the elections in Edinburgh for the Town Council.'>> The issue of the church
settlement presented Drumlanrig with the prospect of having James Douglas, the
Earl of Arran [later fourth Duke of Hamilton], and his father being brought back
into government, as Wilhham II was encouraging Hamilton and Arran (along with
most of the nobility) to fully support his desire to conclude a final church
settlement.’”® Drumlanrig did not have to ponder the consequences of the latter
prospect for too long however, as Arran was later instructed to ‘go down about his
own business and that he abstains from meddling’."”’ Drumlanrig was now in his
thirties, and after a promising start in supporting the Revolution, he had become

bogged down in a rather boring military career that was devoid of the prospect of

battle, and therefore honours.

As his father neared death the political prospects for Drumlanrig looked bleak.
He had a scattering of friends in England and Scotland, but no obvious party, or
interest. to call his own in the parliament. His actions prior to 1695, when he
became second Duke of Queensberry, could not have endeared him to
Episcopalians in Scotland. The Dalrymple family would eventually become his
firm supporters, despite all the ills his father had put upon their family. Prior to
taking the title of second Duke of Queensberry, James had developed his own 1deas
based on his own experiences. Most of his adult life had been spent away from

Scotland, and he seems to have had little or no perception that being ‘Scottish’ was

T NLS. MS. 1448 (Yester), f 148. Queensberry to Yester, London 18 December 1692.
'Y Ibid, £ 172. To Yester, January 1693.
136 1hid. f 248. To Yester, | May 1694.

Y7 Tbid.
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important to him. He had developed firm opinions about the crown and the position

of the nobility that he would retain for the rest of his life.'>®* The sentiments
expressed by his friend David Boyle of Kelburn summed up his own attitudes to

vassals, servants, and those not of the nobility:

...to think that this poor nation should be delivered up to the rage and humour of
a few persons. And that by the impetuous torrent of their will and pleasure
should run down the persons of quality worth and interest in the Kingdom who

are fittest and best qualified to serve the King and their native Country...'”

Drumlanrig was no ‘democrat’, but nor was he a bigot. His view of a parliament
devoid of the influence of the nobility was very clear, and he made no apology for
his attitude towards the burgh and shire commissioners. Sir William Hamilton of
Whitelaw was a burgh commissioner for Queensferry, and considered to be a leader
of the ‘Club’. He worked with Court when 1t suited him until 1698. Queensberry
mistrusted Whitelaw and this led to a dispute with Archibald Campbell, tenth Earl

of Argyll in 1700:

Sir William Hamilton and his Club party knowing that their strength consist
neither in peers, number nor estates but singly in their being united together
upon factiously ends, and intending so to order business as either to make an
interruption in the King’s business, or at least such opposition to them as was
always to be avoided by any who wished well to the King or nation at the
present [juncture] unanimously in granting supplies adding much to the
reputation of a government, They did before the sitting down of the parliament
with great diligence apply themselves to make such parties amongst the
commissioners of the shires and Barons as to be able to peruse? That the
committee to be chosen by those two several bodies should consist of their Club

party, meanwhile they attempted nothing amongst the nobulity, having no sort of

. 140
influence there.

33 Drum. MSS, Vol. 115, passim: Bundle 1166 (Colnaghie), n. d. 1690
139 1bid. Lord Boyle [later Earl of Glasgow] to Queensberry, 25 June 1695
40 Drum. MSS, Bundle 1166 (Colnaghie), August 1690
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As Drumlanrig prepared to make his entrance into political life in his own right,
he was perceived to have had a pleasant and likeable nature. and there is no doubt
he was also devoted to his wife and family. He knew by this time that his father’s
health was waning and as yet he had made no political impact on Scottish affairs.
His father’s interest could not be relied upon completely as Drumlanrig was
relatively unknown because of his time spent away from the parliament on
military service. Key issues now awaited his attention. The development of
Scottish trade, the confirmation of the succession, and as ever during his life, the
church settlement lay in wait. He began this stage of his career without being
linked to any interest, although he was seen by some as the natural champion of
the Episcopalian cause in Scotland.'*' His support was limited to a few local
burgh and shire commissioners in Sanquhar, Ayr, and Dumfiries. Sir David Boyle
of Kelburn, and friends im England also took some interest in his career. The
development of 