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ABSTRACT

This thesis provides a detailed examination of the impact of James VII, both
as Duke of York and King, on Scottish politics between ¢.1679 and ¢.1686. This
start date has been chosen because, as a result of the Exclusion Crisis in England,
Charles II sent his brother and heir, James, Duke of York, to Scotland in November
1679. The thesis ends with a thorough investigation of the final session of James
VII’s Scottish Parliament, in which his notion of toleration for Roman Catholics was
rejected as unpalatable. Between ¢.1679 and ¢.1686, James had a managerial role
over the government of Scotland, not least of all as a result of his prolonged
restdence 1n Edinburgh which lasted, with the exception of a seven month period
back in England, from November 1679 until March 1682. In the subsequent years
James remained closely involved with the government of Scotland largely as a result
of the political reshufile he oversaw immediately prior to his final departure.

The themes examined in this thesis include the role of James in relation to a
number of significant Scottish political concerns. These include the militia and
Highland policies, as well as the enforcement of the 1681 Test Act ahd pacification
of disorder, particularly from the remnant Covenanters. The 1681 Parliament, in
which James was High Commissioner, 1s analysed in detail, as are the 1685 and 1686
sessions of the Parliament James held as King. The threat posed by the 1685 Argyll
rebellion 1s also investigated, as is the political factionalism of the period.

A substantial amount of primary and secondary sources have been used
during the research for this thesis. The primary material includes both printed and
manuscript sources, much of which has been previously neglected. This includes
contemporary pamphlet literature and correspondence, as well as Supplementary

Parhhamentary Papers.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Historiography
It can be said with conviction that James VII of Scotland and II of England

has been the victim of partial histories written by biased historians, included in
which number are Gilbert Burnet, Robert Wodrow and Thomas Babington
Macauley, to name three of the most prominent.! Although each of their works are
illuminating and informative, all must be read with care and awareness of the
prejudice of the authors. In a trend which essentially began with Burnet 1n the early
eighteenth century, James was persistently portrayed as a religious zealot, both
incompetent as a ruler and cruel as an individual. By the beginning of the twentieth
century the accepted, overwhelmingly negative, view of James had altered little,
Mathieson stating in 1902 that James was a true son of Charles 1: “More truthful and
much less humane, he was equally obstinate, unimaginative, and narrow; he had the
same love of power for its own sake, and the same devotion to a fixed religious
idea.”™

1 Only when Malcolm V. Hay’s account of James was published in 1938’ was
there an alternative provided to the existing perception. In delivering a scathing
attack on the historiography of James thus far, Hay can take credit for beginning the
revisionist interpretation of James VII and II. Following on from Hay’s example,
F.C. Tumer also rejected the established consensus and provided the scholar with a
noteworthy and fulsome biography of James 11.* In 1977 two further biographies of
James were published, one by Maurice Ashley and another by John Miller,” both of

' Bishop Burnet's History of His Own Time from the Restoration of King Charles II
to the Conclusion of the Peace of Utrecht in the Reign of Queen Anne, volume 11,
(London, 1815); Wodrow, R., The History of the Sufferings of the Church of
Scotland, 4 volumes (Glasgow, 1829); Macauley, T.B., The History of England from
the Accession of James II, volumes 1 and i1t (L.ondon, 1849).

¢ Mathieson, W.L., Politics and Religion in Scotland 1550-16935, volume 2
(Glasgow, 1902), 314-5.

> Hay, M. V., The Enigma of James II (London, 1938), 1-33.

* Turner F.C., James II (London, 1948).

> Ashley, M., James II (London, 1977);, Miller, J., James II. A Study in Kingship
(England 1977).
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which challenged previous interpretations of James and greatly added to the
relatively slight secondary accounts of him. In more recent years, Michael Mullet,
Nicholas Fellows, John Callow and William Speck® have also contributed to the
study of James IL each providing welcome additions and revisions to existing
matenal.

Though these histories do, to varying degrees, include some analysts of James
in Scotland, the overwhelming priority for each has been England’s experience of
James. This 1s perhaps understandable given the fact that for the most part James
resided in England. Although care has been taken by the above-mentioned
twentieth-century writers to avolid subordinating Scotland to a mere footnote in
English history, the endunng tendency of examining James from an anglocentric
perspective has perpetuated the neglect of a detailed study of James VII from a
Scottish angle.

This 1s a shortfall which even those specifically concerned with Scottish
history have thus far not adequately corrected. With the exception of detailed
consideration of the remnant Covenanters, the early to mid-1680s remain to a large
éxtent undiscovered in térms of their political focus, a sound indication that the
decade has hitherto been regarded as somewhat of a lull between the Restoration and
the Revolution of 1688-90. One scholar who has attempted to reverse the trend in
studying James from a predominantly English perspective 1s K.M. Colquhoun, whose
PhD thesis centred on the Scottish experience of James between 1679 and 1689.7
Incorporated in this study are numerous factors relating to Scotland in the 1680s but
it 1s by no means exhaustive, neither in terms of the sources used nor the material
included insofar as the impact of James on Scottish politics 1s concerned. The most
significant omissions by Colquhoun with regards to the sources used in her thesis are
the minutes of the Lords of the Articles and Parliament of 1681, preserved in the

Supplementary Parliamentary Papers 1at the National Archives of Scotland. Indeed,

ST e

* Mullet, M., James II and English Politics 1678-1688 (London, 1994); Fellows, N.,
Charles Il and James II (London, 1998); Callow, J., The Making of King James II:
The Formative Years of A Fallen King (Gloucestershire, 2000); Speck, W.A., James
11 Profiles in Power (London, 2002).

" Colquhoun, K.M. “‘Issue of the Late Civill Wars’: James, duke of York and the
government of Scotland, 1679-1689”, (University of Illinois, PhD thesis, 1993).
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no assessment of the 1681 Parliament is complete without detailed reference to these
manuscripts. Colquhoun’s research also neglected the plentiful contemporary
pamphlet literature which adds an additional dimension to any study of 1680s
Scotland. It can also be said that Colquhoun’s treatment of the Moray Muniments
was not sufficiently thorough, with several consequential documents being
overlooked by her. With regards to content, Colquhoun covered a broad range of
topics, though in many respects this led to the marginalisation of more weighty
matters, such as the actual impact of James on Scotland. In fact, the role of James,
both as Duke of York and King, 1s a rather slighted theme of her thesis, with the
tfocus tending to slip away from James’s government to more general accounts of the
situation in Scotland. Additional deficiencies include the rather sketchy treatment of
the problems posed by the Highlands and the militia, both of which were areas of
particular concern to James. Moreover, there is merely cursory investigation into the
apparatus of the Scottish political system, with no detailed examination of the
committee structure in either the Privy Council or the Parliaments, regardless of the
fact that it afforded considerable power to certain individuals.

I In addition to Colquhoun’s work, there has been some commendable recent
research into the government of Scotland in the Restoration era, embodying analyses
of the last of Charles II’s Parliaments, that which James attended as High
Commissioner in 1681. The first, written by Ronnie Lee,® offers the contention that
the administration of James 1n Scotland was not markedly different from that of John
Maitland, second Earl and first Duke of Lauderdale. Lee argues that James
continued Lauderdale’s absolutism through his similar reliance on the militia and his
refusal to entertain opposition either in Parliament or in the form of conventicles.
Lee’s interpretation of the 1681 Parliament was that there was a policy of
non-resistance by the members, who were there merely to ratify the proposals of the
Lords of the Articles.” Nonetheless, Lee’s examination of the 1681 Parliament was
not particularly intensive, the focus of his thesis having been on the tenure of

Lauderdale, rather than that of James.

® Lee, R. “Government and Politics in Scotland, 1661-1681”, (University of
Glasgow, PhD thesis, 1995).
? Ibid, 280.




A more recent and much more substantial inspection of the 1681 Parliament
was undertaken by Gillian Maclntosh as part of her doctoral study of Restoration
Parliaments between 1660 and 1681.!° Maclntosh has laudably made use of the
minutes of both the Parliament and the Lords of the Articles and has as such
provided a worthy contribution to the study of the 1681 Scottish Parliament,
particularly with regards to the debates in Parliament. One area which Maclntosh
has not adequately explored, however, relates to the committees. She has provided
neither an analysis of the membership nor of the function of the parliamentary
committees, and as such has unjustifiably underplayed their role in the Scottish
Parliament in general and in 1681 in particular. Additionally, her failure to look at
the draft act for the security of the Protestant religion, as recorded by Sir John Lauder
of Fountainhall, has led to a number of misconceptions on her part about several
overtures presented to Parliament with a view to securing Protestantism. These are
redressed 1n Chapter 2 of this current thesis.

Despite these recent inroads, James VII and Scotland in the 1680s,
interrelated and 1nextricable topics, remain vastly under-researched and neglected
s'ubjects of academic study. As such, there remains abundant opportunity, and
significant requirement, for further investigation into the impact of James on

Scotland.

- The Scope of this Thesis

This aim of this thesis 1s to provide an analysis of the impact of James on
Scottish politics. Though referred to by his royal designation in the title of the thesis,
his influence as both Duke of York and King is assessed. Owing to the vast amount
of sources which exist, 1t has been necessary to identify parameters within which this
thesis should concentrate. The years ¢.1679 to ¢.1686 have been selected for more
intimate investigation. The arrival of James in Edinburgh on 24 November 1679 is a
natural starting point for an analysis which encompasses the impact of James on the
Scottish political arena. His arrival began a unique period in seventeenth-century

Scottish history; the residence in Edinburgh of the heir to the throne, and his active

'"MaclIntosh, G.H., “The Scottish Parliament in the Restoration Era, 1660-1681”,
(University of St Andrews PhD thesis, 2002).
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participation in the government of the nation, was a welcome oasis in a century of
absentee monarchy. James’s first visit to Scotland ended when he left on 17
February 1680. Between 26 October 1680 and March 1682 James was once more
resident in Scotland, briefly returning for the final time in May 1682 to collect his
family and tidy up the Scottish administration by making several alterations to the
governing personnel. This largely chronological examination of the major political
issues which affected Scotland, and how they were dealt with by the administration,
will end with James’s proposed toleration, a measure the 1686 Parliament
vociferously rejected and which was ultimately instituted by royal prerogative.
Although the thesis formally ends with an analysis of the 1686 Parliament, the
Epilogue continues the theme of toleration to the point at which Catholics and
Presbyterians alike, with the exception of field conventiclers, were allowed to
worship freely as a result of a series of proclamations by James, who used the royal
prerogative to achieve what the Scottish Parliament refused to implement.

As well as constraints on the duration under investigation, it has also been
essential to set strict boundaries regarding the factors under scrutiny. 1t is certainly
n1ot the intention to provide a biography of James, even for the 1dentified time period,
¢.1679-¢.1686. Nor is the incorporation of such matters as James’s involvement in
the colonies, or the cultural and economic impact of his tenure in Scotland within the
remit of this thesis. Instead, the overwhelming focus of this thesis is on Scottish
politics, with which James was inextricably linked by virtue of his residence and
subsequent involvement as Duke of York, and his role as King from February 1685.
It 1s not merely the purpose to outline the main political issues of the time, instead 1t
1s the intention to display how these were dealt with by the government. Whilst the
political reaction of both the Privy Council and the Parliaments to particular
situations is of overriding concern to this thesis, of great importance is also the
identification of the driving forces within Scottish politics. Vying for predominance
within the elite was especially ruthless during the period, resulting in the gradual
diminishment of the relatively broad spectrum of personnel favoured by James when
he first presided in Scotland, and these power struggles will naturally also be given

due consideration.



With the arrival of James, Duke of York, in November 1679, Scottish politics
had a new dimenston. Lauderdale, who had for two decades ruled Scotland as a
pseudo monarch, had lately experienced stinging attacks on his methodology and
governance.!! Among the numerous accusations levelled at Lauderdale were that he
ruled by ‘private considerations’ and unscrupulous means.!? The English House of
Commons openly championed the Scots’ grievances and petitioned Charles II for
Lauderdale’s removal 1n order to take “away the privat jealousies dissatisfactiones
and feares amongst your good subjects”.”” Lauderdale’s slackening grasp on
Scotland was compounded by his residence in England for the entire duration of
James’s visit to Scotland. This was undoubtedly by design rather than neglect, for
Lauderdale resigned as Secretary of State shortly thereafter, in September 1680.
Combined with the death of John Leslie, seventh Earl and first Duke of Rothes, High
Chancellor of Scotland, immediately prior to the opening of the 1681 Parliament,
James was able to ease into the role of regent of Scotland unchallenged.'

A number of issues faced James; some of these were legacies from
Lauderdale’s administration; some were new. Remnants from the Lauderdale era
iﬁcluded the problems surrounding the Highlands and the militia as well as those
associated with the nonconforming Presbyterians, particularly the Cameronians, who
remained opposed to the established Episcopal church and continued their

Covenanting activities despite governmental decrees designed to prevent such

behaviour. Politically, there were also new matters for James to contend with

''NLS Wod Fol XXXIII (xviii), Account of a Debate between Hamilton and
Lauderdale, 8 July 1679, £26; The Commons Address Against the Duke of
Lauderdale, Presented to His Majesty, May 9 1679, (London, 1679); NLS Wod Fol
XXX1 (cxiv), House of Commons petition against Lauderdale, 11 May 1679, 1338;
Some Particular Matter of Fact Relating to the Administration of Affairs in Scotland
under the Duke of Lauderdale Humbly Offered to His Majesties Consideration in
Obedience to His Royal Commands (Edinburgh, 1679); Some farther Matter of Fact
Relating to the Administration of Affairs in Scotland under the Duke of Lauderdale
Humbly Offered to His Majesties Consideration in Obedience to His Royal
Commands. (That the Duke of Lauderdale was concerned in the Desine of Bringing
in of Popery and Arbitrary Government, may appear by these following Particulars.)
(London, 1679).

'2Some Particular Matter of Fact, 1-4.

BNLS Wod Fol XXXI (cxiv), f338.

“Callow, The Making of James 11, 286.



between 1679 and 1686. Primarily, there was a Parliament held in Scotland between
28 July and 17 September 1681. There was also the enforcement of the 1681 Test
Act, the Argyll rebellion and James VII’s Parliaments, the first session of which sat
between 23 April and 16 June 1685, and the second session, in which the Court
intended to introduce legislative toleration for Roman Catholics, sat from 29 April to
15 June 1686. Additionally, there was the intense power struggle among the elite
Scottish politicians. The committee structure within Parliament and ’;he Privy
Council was of enduring significance under the leadership of James, and as such
merits examination in terms of membership and remits.

A considerable amount of primary source material has been used in
compiling this thesis, a significant portion of which has hitherto been under-used.
The National Archives of Scotland is home to a voluminous and exceptional
collection known as Gifts and Deposits. Of particular note are the Hamilton
Muniments and the Breadalbane Muniments, both of which have been
comprehensively used whilst investigating Scottish politics in the 1680s. Also in the
National Archives of Scotland are Supplementary Parliamentary Papers (PA7) which
ihclude infinitely enlightening minutes for both the Parliament and the Lords of the
Articles.

At the National Library of Scotland, the Wodrow and Rosebery collections,
of historical documents and pamphlets respectively, have also been exhaustively
surveyed for hitherto unexposed material relating to the Scottish political situation
between 1679 and 1686. Pertinent material has also been extracted from the
Advocates Manuscripts, not least from the collection of Sir John Lauder of
Fountainhall, a prominent and respected contemporary lawyer and member of
Parliament.

The Moray Muniments held 1n the private collection of the present Earl of
Moray contains several exceptionally illuminating documents. Of particular regard
are letters from John Drummond, Viscount and later first Earl of Melfort, one of the
Secretaries of State for Scotland, to Alexander Stewart, fifth Earl of Moray, his

fellow Secretary and High Commissioner to the 1686 Parliament.



The Situation Prior to November 1679

James, who was later to become James VII of Scotland and James II of
England, Ireland and Wales, was born in 1633, the year that his father Charles I first
visited Scotland as monarch, having succeeded James VI and I in 1625. When
James was only 15 years old Charles I was executed at the scaffold outside Whitehall
and throughout the subsequent decade the exiled royal family lived in Holland. After
his brother had been formally recognised as King Charles II, James spent his young
adult years without much controversy. He was appointed Lord High Admiral of the
Sea and eventually earned himself much respect for his bravery and skill as a naval
commander. He married Anne Hyde, the daughter of Edward, first Earl of
Clarendon, and 1t was she who chose to become Catholic before James. Although 1t
was not publicly pronounced, so many rumours circulated about her conversion that
Clarendon actually wrote to James stating,

I need not tell the 1ll consequence that such a mutation would be attended

with, in reference to your R. H. and even to the King himself, whose

greatest security (under God) is in the affection and Duty of his

Protestant Subjects. I do most humbly beseech your R.H. by your -

authority to rescue her from bringing a Mischief upon you and her self,

that can never be repaired.’

James was to pay no heed to his father-in-law’s prophetic warning and, in
converting to Catholicism 1n the late 1660s, made a decision which was to radically
alter the course of the rest of his life. It eventually become public knowledge in
1673 that James, Duke of York and heir to the thrones of Scotland, England and
Ireland, had converted to Catholicism after he resigned from his offices rather than
adhere to the obligations of the English Test Act.'® A few years later, James’s choice
of religion was to pose a significant problem. There erupted fears in England that
the government and throne of the nation would be irreparably damaged 1f they were

to fall under the influence of a Catholic.

5Two Letters Written by the Right Honourable Edward, Earl of Clarendon, late

Lord High Chancellor of England: One to His Royal Highness the Duke of York: The
other to the Duchess, Occasioned by Her embracing the Roman Catholick Religion,
[London, n.d]

'*Miller, J., ‘Catholic officers in the later Stuart army’, EHR, Ixxxviii, (1973), 36.
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After the Titus Oates plot in England in 1678 it became increasingly difficult
for James to live there. The alleged plot was to assassinate Charles II and, though it
transpired that it was all in fact lies, the plot forced people to consider the real
implications of Charles’s death. With no legitimate son to take his place as
monarch, Charles would consequently be replaced on the throne by his brother, a
Roman Catholic. Thus began the Exclusion campaign in England.!” Led by the
Whigs in Parliament there began a systematic campaign against Catholics in general
and the Duke of York in particular. A speech in the House of Commons in May
1679 summed up widespread fears: “it will be utterly impossible to secure the.
Protestant religion under a Popish successor, unless you do totally disable him to
inherit these Protestant countries.”’®

The prospect of Parliament succeeding in altering the true line of succession
and diminishing the powers of the Crown was a source of much angst for the King.
Though a Parliament was called to meet in England on 7 October 1679, he
prorogued it eight timés before it finally met on 21 Octdber 1680. Charles could
simply not permit a Parliament to continue to debate on the Exclusion for fear of
altering the status of the Crown indefinitely. In order to shift the focus from James,
Charles engineered a plan to remove James from London whilst the English
Parliament sat. After initially being inclined to send James further afield, Charles
was finally persuaded to allow his brother to spend his exile in Scotland. James’s
only consolation was that his expulsion from England would be a short one, for

Charles promised that he would be back in England in January of 1680.

P = I e A A il — il N . -

"For some examples of works on the Exclusion Crisis, see, Miller, James 11, Chapter
6; Mullet, James II, Chapters 1 and 2; Speck, James 11, 25-32; Tarlton, C.D., ‘The
Exclusion Controversy, Pamphleteering, and Locke’s Two Treatises’, HJ, xxiv (1),
(1981).

'*A Speech in the House of Commons, Upon Reading a Bill against the Duke of York,
May 1679, (London, 1679), 2.
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CHAPTER 2

The impact of James, Duke of York, on Scottish politics;
November 1679 - July 1681

Introduction

Between 24 November 1679 and 17 February 1680 James was resident in
Edinburgh. Although he had no official political role, he was not prepared to view
his stay as a mere holiday. With the consent of Charles II, James launched into full
and active involvement in Scottish politics, the main vessel through which he
stamped his authority on the country being the Privy Council. By the time James
returned to England, he had succeeded in permanently altering the character of the
government of Scotland. Those Councillors whom he had welcomed back into
government, after a period of absence from central political life as a result of their
opposition t6 Lauderdale,' remained active participants when James left. Though
Lauderdale retained his role as Secretary of State until September 1680, the returnees
to the Council were aware of the fact that this position was increasingly nominal, and
that real power had latterly shifted to James. Although they did not know that James
would return to Scotland later that year, his influence was discernible even during his
residence 1n England, perhaps most perceptibly through the addition of three new
Councillors, Balcarras, Roxburgh and Argyll’s son, Lord Lorne. When James arrived
back 1n Scotland, on 26 October 1680, he continued to exert his influence and guide
policy through control of the Privy Council. During James’s second visit to
Scotland, Charles bestowed the formal role of High Commissioner to the Scottish
Parliament on his brother. Whereas the following Chapter will examine James’s role
in the 1681 Parliament, this present Chapter will focus on the impact of James on

Scottish politics between November 1679 and July 1681.

' Hutton, R., Charles the Second, King of England, Scotland and Ireland (Oxford,
1989), 387.
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The Return of a Stewart

After 1t had been decided by Charles that James should spend his political
exile in Scotland, the Duke elected to travel north by land. This can be attributed to
the fact that his wife, Mary of Modena, had suffered greatly in the sea crossing from
Flanders to England.* Their journey, which began on 27 October 1679, was a rather
stately affair by virtue of the accompaniment of troops of horse. It was anticipated
that the royal party, which included John Murray, second Duke and first Marquess of
Atholl, and his wife, would be greeted in the places in which they rested with
warmth and generosity. For the most part, these expectations were fulfilled, though
the journey got off to a quite inauspicious start when James Cecil, seventeenth Earl
of Salisbury displayed lukewarm interest in James and his entourage, and absented
himself from meeting the heir to the throne. Although Salisbury sent his son in his
place, he had made no arrangements for the entertainment of the royal party.’
Additionally, James had such a disappointing time at York, the city from which he
took his title, that he asked Charles II to send the city fathers an official reprimand.
There can be no doubt that the reason behind such unenthusiastic greetings can be
attributed to the fact that some people simply refused to pander to a Roman Catholic:
this was certainly the case in York, where the numerous followers of Anthony
Ashley Cooper, first Earl of Shaftesbury, were conspicuously absent from attending
James.* Nonetheless, notable figures who suitably entertained James included
Robert Bruce, first Earl of Ailesbury, William Stanley, eighteenth Earl of Derby,
Thomas Wentworth, first Earl of Strafford, and Henry Cavendish, third Duke of
Newcastle. James also gratefully accepted the lavish entertainment provided by
Nathaniel Crewe, Bishop of Durham, before embarking on the-ﬁnal stretch to the

Scottish border.’

* Clarke, J.S., The Life of James the Second, King of England &c. collected out of
memoirs writ of his own hand, volume 1, (London, 1816), 573; Turner, F.C., James I]
(London, 1648), 171.

> Turner, James 11, 171; Miller, J., James II; A Study in Kingship (England 1977),
101.

Y Turner, James 11, 172.

> Miller, James 11, 101; Turner, James 11, 172.
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On 16 October 1679 the Privy Council® heard that Scotland was to play host
to James and immediately wrote to all absent Councillors informing them of the
imminent visit of James and the resolution that the Council was to meet him at the
border.” Keen to ensure his “entrie and reception be wl[i]t[h] th[a]t respect and honor
due to his dignitie”,® they ordered that all Councillors go to Edinburgh to await news
of the expected time of arrival of James, and from there to travel together to the
border. The Councillors were also instructed to alert other noblemen who lived in
their area so that they too could welcome the Duke of York. Likewise informed of
James’s impending arrival were the sheriffs of Edinburgh, Haddington, Linlithgow
and Berwick. A first letter asked them to announce the coming of James throughout
their districts. A second, of 13 November 1679, asked the sheriffs of Edinburgh,
Linlithgow, Berwick, Roxburgh, Selkirk and Peebles to summon the noblemen,
gentlemen and heritors within their shires to convene at the Links of Leith on 17
November to meet the Council then travel to the border to meet James.”

The ettorts of the Council were rewarded by the fact that the reception of
James 1n Scotland was very well attended. Upon his arrival at the border the vast
majority of the Scottish Privy Council, accompanied by 2000 nobility and gentry and
the King’s troop of horse, met him."” One notable absentee from the convention
which assembled to meet James was John Campbell of Glenorchy, Earl of Caithness,
who, as a Privy Councillor, had been expressly told by Rothes that he was expected
to fulfil his duty to the King’s brother by forming part of the reception party.!! Also

il e

® Present at this meeting were Rothes, Moray, Archbishop of St Andrews, Bishop of
Edinburgh, Ardrosse, Sir Thomas Wallace of Craigie (Justice-Clerk), Sir George
Mackenzie of Tarbat, Charles Maitland of Halton (Treasurer-Depute), and Sir
George Mackenzie of Rosehaugh (Lord Advocate), Register of the Privy Council of
Scotland, third series, volume vi, Hume-Brown, P., (ed) (Edinburgh, 1914), 330.
"RPCS, vi, 331-2; NAS GD 112/39/129/5, Breadalbane Papers, letter from the Duke
of Rothes on behalf of the Privy Council to the Earl of Caithness, 16 October 1679;
NAS GD 16/41/594, Papers of the Earls of Airlie, letter from the Privy Council to the
Earl of Airlie, 16 October 1679; Wodrow, R., The History of the Sufferings of the
Church of Scotland from the Restoration to the Revolution, volume iii, (Glasgow,
1829), 174.
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missing were the members of the Court of Session. Sir James Dalrymple of Stair,
President of the Court of Session, refused to allow the Court to adjourn to meet
James at the border on the grounds that the Court had been instituted by the King and
Parliament and thus could not be discharged without their consent.’> When Stair
later waited on James at Holyroodhouse, he did little to enhance the Duke’s
inevitably undistinguished opinion of him. Stair addressed James in a rather tactless
speech: although he stated that it was an honour for a member of the royal family to
have returned to Scotland, he tempered this by declaring that Scotland was the best
place for James to be at that particular time given that the country was entirely
Protestant.”

As the Duke of York travelled towards Edinburgh {from the border he was
greeted with enthusiasm and warmth."* He finally reached Edinburgh on 24
November, to be met by Sir James Dick of Priestfield, the Lord Provost, as well as
the bailies. “The canons of the Castle went off for a considerable time, and bonfires
were made throughout all the town and the ringing of bells continued until ten
o’clock at night.”"> “In his entry to the King’s house at Holyrudhouse”, James was
escorted by all the Edinburgh militia on the orders of the Council.'® Indeed, there
were so many attendants at the arrival of James in Edinburgh, that there was
considerable confusion with regard to lodgings.!’

How much of the celebrations were due to James’s personal popularity is
questionable; it seems more likely that his presence was celebrated because it
signified the return of a Stewart to Scotland.'® In terms of the general political
atmosphere, which had recently witnessed the attempted exclusion of James in

England, the royalist revival in Scotland was all the more profound. It can be
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Court of Session in Scotland (Edinburgh, 1873), 141.

PIbid, 141.

“Airy, O., The Lauderdale Papers, volume iii, (Camden Society, 1884-5), James to
Lauderdale, 24 November 1679, 134.
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confidently asserted that 1t was by design rather than ignorance that the prevailing
tendency 1n Scotland was to dismiss the notion that James was present merely as a
result of necessitated political exile, and preferred instead to treat his visit as more of
an honoured diplomatic venture. This approach served a dual purpose: firstly, their
own morale was boosted through the notion that Scotland remained important
enough in the scheme of ‘British’ politics to warrant the prolonged stay of the heir to
the throne; and, secondly, the status and reputation of Scotland would be amplified
as a result of them affording James gratifying respite from the sustained opposition

he endured 1n England.

The Controversy Surrounding the Oath of Allegiance

An early hurdle for James came in the form of contention over whether he

could sit 1n the Scottish Privy Council without first taking the Oath of Allegiance.
James had told Charles II that he would find it pleasing to sit in the Council since he
had always been named in it. However, he refused to take the usually mandatory
Oath ot Allegiance, which was incompatible with his personal Catholicism, despite
being repeatedly urged to do so by prominent men such as Lauderdale, James
Graham, third Marquess of Montrose and Charles himself."

There was a small but significant contingent in Scotland which opposed
James being allowed to sit on the Privy Council without taking the Oath. On 6
November 1679 five prominent figures in the Scottish administration, wrote to the
Secretary of State in the hope that he would influence Charles and coax him into
accepting that James could not be excepted from the Oath.” The five men were the
Duke of Rothes, the Earl of Moray, Archibald Campbell, ninth Earl of Argyll,
Charles Maitland of Halton, who was the Treasurer-Depute and Lauderdale’s
brother, and Sir George Mackenzie of Rosehaugh, the Lord Advocate. Within this
group, there was stroﬁg loyalty to Lauderdale from Argyll, Moray and Halton, who
had each benefited markedly from Lauderdale’s administration.”! Although both

PClarke, The Life of James 11, i, 275-6; Airy, The Lauderdale Papers, iii, Lauderdale

to James, 18 November 1679, 182-3.
“Airy, The Lauderdale Papers, iii, Some of the Privy Council to Lauderdale, 6

November 1679, 181-2.
“'Patrick, J., “The origins of the opposition to Lauderdale in the Scottish Parliament
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Rothes and Rosehaugh had some history of opposing Lauderdale, both ultimately
reconciled themselves to him out of political expediency, the latter strenuously
defending his regime in 1679.%° As such, it could be argued that their allegiance to
the Secretary made them hostile to the perceived usurpation of his pre-eminent
position in Scottish politics by James, and thus motivated them to be particularly
officious about the need for James to take the Oath. This argument, however, does
not fully consider the relationship between Rothes and Lauderdale. Although Rothes
took care to treat Lauderdale well in order to maintain his position in Scottish
politics,* it can be confidently asserted that relations were never so good between
them that Rothes would have opposed James on Lauderdale’s account. In addition,
each of the men who wrote to Lauderdale were, with the exception of Argyll, all
present at Council on 16 October when preparations were made by the nine attending
Councillors to ensure James was magnificently greeted at his entry into Scotland.**
Moray, Halton, Rosehaugh and Rothes were thus party to ensuring that James was
given a momentous welcome, a fact which does not indicate that they were unhappy
with the arising political situation of James being present in Scotland 1n Lauderdale’s
absence. As such, the determination that James should take the Oath was certainly
caused by reasons other than general disinclination towards James occasioned by
enduring allegiance to Lauderdale. Instead, the overriding factor in compelling them
to argue that James should take the Oath likely stemmed from their desire to
establish definite parameters within which James should begin his governance of
Scotland; namely within the confines of existing laws, which should not be laid aside
simply because he was heir to the throne.

Their arguments alluded to the enduring matter of the King’s prerogative,
suggesting that 1t would be contrary to the law for the King alone to waive an

established statute simply for the benefit of his brother. On the grounds that it was
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embodied 1n legislation that the Oath was compulsory prior to sitting in the Council,
they moved that 1t could not be dispensed with simply by a letter from the monarch,
an argument corroborated by a leading lawyer of the day, Sir John Lauder of
Fountainhall.* It was argued that the statute was a contract between the King and
his people and that 1f it was laid aside for James then it would breed jealousies and
fears, which they expressed concern about with regards to the impact this may have
on James. Further, no-one would be able to “think themselfs secure by any
Limitation to be put upon the successor whilst they saw that none could bind the
subject.”®

Lauderdale took their arguments on board and leant directly on James to take
the Oath. He volunteered that the Scottish Oath bound much less than the Oath of
Allegiance in England, which James had taken whilst in the House of Lords.
Furthermore, Lauderdale stated that if James “shall not think fit to take it, I dare not
presume to advise yo[u]r sitting in the Councell” because this, Lauderdale felt,
would offer his enemies much ammunition against him.*’ James replied to
Lauderdale on 24 November 1679 quoting several converse arguments. Primarily,
hé expressed his surprise at the fact that the matter had neither been raised whilst he
sat 1n the Scots Council at Hampden Court, nor during the whole time that he had
been Lord Admiral of Scotland. In essence, James had held Scottish offices without
having taken the Oath, so saw no reason to change the procedure at this stage. James
also stated that he greatly differed in opinion from Lauderdale regarding the latter’s
conviction that, if James failed to take the Qath, he should not sit in the Council.
James argued, “that should I not sitt there, my enemys would take very great
advantage against me, and attaque me by ways they never thought on before, should

they be encouraged by this precedent.”® Although James does not indicate precisely

who he viewed as his enemies, his sentiments show not only that he was acutely
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aware that he was not universally supported 1n Scotland, but also that he had no
intention whatsoever of taking the Oath. He asserted that he did not see himself as
being bound by it, and though he did not embellish his contention with the Oath
itself, 1t 1s clear that he would not be persuaded otherwise. This was despite Charles
IT supporting Lauderdale’s argument that James should take the Oath because he had
taken the English equivalent. The King actually advised James, “not to boggle at
one since he had taken the other”.* James, however, thought that this notion was
rendered impotent because of the vastly different circumstances between the two; the
Scottish Oath, he argued, was developed with the ‘fanatics’ of the late rebellion in
mind, and thus did not apply to him.*®

In his letter to Lauderdale dated Edinburgh 24 November 1679, James stated
that, as he had suitably justified himself 1n this matter, he hoped that a letter would
be sent by Charles II to the Scottish Council which excepted him from the obligation
to take the Oath. For this purpose he had taken the liberty of instructing the Lord
Advocate, Sir George Mackenzie of Rosehaugh, to draft such a letter for Charles to
sign and send back to Scotland. Mackenzie’s immediate reaction must have been to
balk at this because he was one of the men who put his name to the letter to
Lauderdale which contested the right of James to sit in the Council without the Oath.

As it happened, James won this initial dispute because Charles duly sent the
desired letter to Scotland. It can be seen from this incident that, although in a
position of insecurity which in England bordered on perilous, James was adamant
that he would not be forced into compromising his religious principles and beliefs.
He would rather have incurred the displeasure of his brother and others than sign an
oath 1in which he did not believe. Despite several commentators, such as Paul
Hopkins and John Willcock, believing that many of James’s policies were borne
from his predilection towards stubbornness and superiority,*’ it can be suggested that

some contemporaries would have supported James 1n this instance, seeing his

*Clarke, The Life of James 11, i, 5717.
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‘'Hopkins, Glencoe, 84; Argyll’s biographer, John Willcock sees James’s refusal to
take the Oath as him assuming superiority to the law, 4 Scots Earl in Covenanting
Times: Being the Life and Times of Archibald 9th Earl of Argyll 1629-1683,
(Edinburgh, 1907), 242.

17



decision not to take the Oath as sensible. In an age where a man’s word
unconditionally bound him, many people would have taken oftence 1f James had
taken the Oath dtéspite his personal repulsion towards it, which would 1nevitably
have led to them recoiling from him as being a hypocrite.** In fact, his determination
to stand by his principles would in all probability have fostered respect for James in
some quarters. Despite such a controversial beginning, the decision of the King was
simply accepted: James was to join the Privy Council free from any obligation to
take the Oath. Having adjourned to await the pronouncement of the King, the
Council thus reconvened on 4 December 1679 with James being admitted without

having to take the Oath that was inconsistent with his Catholic beliefs.*’

The Privy Council
Hence by the latter part of 1679 the heir to the throne was personally present

at the meetings of the Scottish Council. This innovation was welcomed not only
because it was perceived as being 1n some way corrective of the loss caused by the
regal unton of 1603, it would also have been embraced by those who felt they had
lost out under Lauderdale’s factionalism. The allocation of offices by Lauderdale
had been governed very much by who his friends were at the time: those who were
out of favour, like Hamilton and John Hay, second Earl of Tweeddale, would have
recognised James as a new guiding force in Scottish politics and would have been
hopeful of being brought back into the fold by him. The Privy Council** wrote to

Charles on 11 December thanking him for sending James to Scotland, saying that

32A similar argument, that James would have been viewed as insincere if he had
acquiesced, was voiced by Fountainhall when James was later condemned for
absenting himself from attending the Protestant service at the time of the 1681
Parliament, Historical Selections FFrom the Manuscripts of Sir John Lauder of
Fountainhall, one of the Senators of the College of Justice, Historical Observations,
1680-1686 (Edinburgh, 1837), 46.
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Moray, Argyll, Halton and Mackenzie) who wrote to Lauderdale about the need for
James to take the Oath. The fact that they were involved in sending the letter of
thanks to Charles further suggests that they were not opposed to James per se, and
wanted him to take the Oath for reasons other than general objection to him.
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“nothing would have rejoiced us so much, in your necessary Absence, as the
Happiness of having your Royal Brother amongst us, who have not for many years
seen any of the Royal Family amongst us in this your antient Kingdom.””’

On this first visit to Scotland, James had no official capacity. He remained in
Scotland at the pleasure of Charles II and used this visit to get to know the workings
of the politics of the country. Despite his lack of formal remit, his status as brother
of the King and the heir to the throne coupled with the absence of Lauderdale, who
was resident in England, meant that James was immediately instituted as the
foremost member of the Council. The natural tendency within Scottish politics to
place heavy emphasis on the traditional pattern of social deference dictated that it
was James who became the guiding force of the Council instead of the Duke of
Rothes who, as Chancellor, would normally have had such a role. The reappearance
of the Marquess of Atholl, the Lord Privy Seal, as a regular éttendee of meetings
signified a further alteration 1n the proceedings of the Council. Atholl had
accompanied James in his journey from London, and thereafter played an active role
in Scottish politics. An early indication of his institution at the centre of political life
came on 9 December 1679, when he was named President of the Council as a result
of the Chancellor’s absence.” When Rothes had formerly been absent, the role of
President had fallen to Moray.?” In light of the fact that Moray was also present on 9
December, the armival of James and Atholl signified the effective end to the
appointment of Moray as President of the Council.”® The task of presiding, however,
would have been more of a nominal matter when James was present. Although the
President would have chaired the Council meetings, it was undoubtedly James who
managed overall policy.

Throughout his first stay the Privy Council sat sixteen times, with James

present at each meeting.”” The sederunt data available from the Register of the Privy
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Council of Scotland shows that the presence of James was a huge motivation in
terms of attecting the attendance of the Councillors. Whereas members of the
Council were obliged to attend meetings many factors, ranging from other
commitments to apathy and from geography to poor health, disrupted regular
attendance. However, James’s appearance seemed to act an as incentive to
Councillors who 1n other circumstances would likely have failed to attend the
Council. Those who began their more regular attendance at the council meetings
when James was present included, as well as Atholl, Argyll, William Cochrane, first
Earl of Dundonald, James Drummond, fourth Earl of Perth, Sir Richard Maitland of
Gogar and Tarbat.*® For Atholl and Perth, James’s presence signified the arrival of a
new focus 1n Scottish politics which encouraged them to come out of the
self-imposed exile from the Council that they had each begun when they split with
Lauderdale after the Highland Host.*! Clearly they had wanted to distance
themselves from the controversial scheme which exploited tensions between
Highlanders and Lowlanders, and which ultimately contributed to the arming of
conventiclers and the clash at Bothwell Bridge.** Whatever their personal reasons,
many Councillors resumed more regular attendance at Council meetings. At the
final meeting of the Council before the arrival of James there was a total of
twenty-one attendees. At the first at which he was present there were thirty-six
Councillors as well as the Duke himself.** Indeed, of the sixteen sittings of the
Council during the first visit of James to Scotland, the average attendance was
twenty-seven.” Certainly it can be suggested that the desire to ingratiate themselves
to the heir to the throne was a large factor in inducing their more frequent

appearances, but 1t can also be suggested that James’s eagerness to reintroduce to the
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political arena those who had drifted away under the leadership of Lauderdale
contributed to the rise in attendance.

James must have been acutely aware of the fact that he was, in coming to
Scotland, very much stepping into Lauderdale’s domain. Though Lauderdale may
have been of the opinion that James would strengthen his hold over the country by
favouring his cabal,* he was to be disappointed by the desire of James to side with
no particular faction or political group. James’s intention is possible best illustrated
by his own words: “I live here as cautiously as I can, and am very careful to give
offence to none and to have no partialities, and preach to them laying aside all
private animosities and securing the King his own way.”"

Evidence of James’s inclusive policy throughout the duration of his first visit
to Scotland 1s that he took care to ensure that there was a broad range of men put
onto the committees that were created in the period. Sixteen men were placed on the
Commuittee to Consider the Rates of Drinking Beer and Ale, which was created on
the 11 December 1679. These were Atholl, Argyll, Erroll, Manishall, Mar, Moray,
Perth, Linlithgow, Strathmore, Dundonald, Stair, Maitland of Halton, Mackenzie of
Rosehaugh, Tarbat, Sir James Foulis of Collington and Sir George Kinnaird."’
Others who enjoyed the privilege of committee membership included the
Justice-Clerk, who was on the Committee Anent the Militia;*® Montrose, who was on
both the Committee for the Preservation of Forests and Game and the Committee
Anent the Peace of the Highlands;* the Lord Register, Sir Thomas Murray of
Glendook, who was on the Committee to Consider the Condition of the Chancery
Office;*° and Queensberry, Airley, Lorne and Sir George Monro who were all part of
the Committee Anent the Peace of the Highlands.”® Though James relied more

heavily on some than others, including Argyll who was on four of the six committees
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created in the period and Atholl who was on three of them,”® the naming of at least
twenty-three individuals as committee members shows that James did attempt to
include a broad cross-section of men in the decision-making process.

Although Lee 1s correct in his assertion that there was no great alteration in
personnel in the Council after Lauderdale’s demise,* the return of existing
Councillors who had hitherto absented themselves from meetings under Lauderdale’s
control was significant and served to broaden the Council without the necessity of
elevating more individuals to Councillor status. It is not the case that James sought
to create an anti-Lauderdale faction, because he did not exclude the Secretary’s allies
from participation i1n Scottish politics, but it is certainly true that he wanted to avoid
exclusively using affiliates of Lauderdale in favour of expanding the pool of men

actively involved in governing Scotland.*

The Highlands
One area on which the Council focused considerable attention under the

guidance of James was the Highlands. Highlanders and Lowlanders had traditionally
been acutely aware of the differences between them: their dress, their religion, their
social structure and their language all served to distinguish one from the other.*
Moreover, the Highlanders were seen by Lowlanders as being backward, aggressive
and primitive. These traditional prejudices were so enduring that the Lowlanders
continued to vilify the Highlands as an area where anarchy was typical even though
the tendency for the clans to ‘resort to arms’ actually diminished in the run up to the
Restoration.”® Allan Macinnes has argued that “the denigration of the Highlands as
an area of endemic lawlessness amounted to the deliberate creation of a climate of

disorder by venal, grasping and crude politicians to justify not only their resort to the

*Argyll was on the Committee to Consider the rates of Drinking Beer and Ale, the
Commuttee for the Preservation of Forests and Game, the Committee Anent the
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> Lee, R. “Government and Politics in Scotland, 1661-1681”, (University of
Glasgow, PhD thesis, 1995), 92.

*Hutton, Charles II, 387.

*Hopkins, Glencoe, 11.

*’Macinnes, ‘Repression and Conciliation’, 168.

22




military option but their retention of power in Scotland.”’ Although the
government’s general treatment of the Highlands in the Restoration era can thus be
recognised as objectionable, significant problems associated with the Highlands
continued to exist. As a consequence, during James’s first visit to Scotland it
became rapidly apparent that accomplishing greater stability in the Highlands was an
overriding concern of his.

Perhaps the main area of dispute in the late 1670s in the Highlands concerned
the Campbells and their enemies.® The furious fighting between Argyll on the one
side, and the Macleans on the other, served to draw various others into a battle which
was both expensive and extremely disruptive. Backed by Lauderdale, Argyll began
in 1674 to attempt to recuperate money loaned by his family to other leading men in
the Highlands. By a series of questionable manoeuvres, Argyll managed to get his
leading debtor, Sir John Maclean of Duart, sued in his own court for both public and
private debts., Maclean contested this decision but his action was deemed to be an
act of rebellion against the Crown, because of the fact that Argyll’s court was also a
royal court.” Argyll thus received from the Privy Council in 1674 a commission of
fire and sword which allowed him to undertake to evict the Macleans from the isles
of Mull and Tiree, as well as the mainland area of Morvern.*® In 1679 this
commission was renewed and 1t was 1n i1ts name that Argyll still fought the
Macleans, causing much turbulence in parts of western Scotland.

Another problem towards the late 1670s was the development of serious
contention between the Earl of Caithness and George Sinclair. When the former
Earl of Caithness had died, his heir was a minor, George Sinclair. John Campbell of
Glenorchy meanwhile, as leading creditor to the late earl, managed to purloin the
Caithness lands before embarking on a mission, with the aid of the 'Duchess of
Lauderdale, to get Sinclair barred from assuming the title of Earl of Caithness 1n
favour of himself.°! Subsequent developments led to Charles issuing a proclamation

which forbade Sinclair from using the title, and in June 1677 Glenorchy was made
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Earl of Caithness in payment of the debts due to him by the late Earl. Consequently,
George Sinclair had been locked in struggle with Caithness over the issue of the
usurpation of his rightful title. Invasions and counter-invasions into the lands of
Caithness proved to be an enduring and extremely disruptive force in Scotland.

Under the direction of James 1t was to the matter of securing peace in the
Highlands which the Privy Council applied much of its energy. The intention was to
allow the belligerent parties the opportunity to express their arguments in front of the
Duke of York who could thus make more informed decisions regarding the matter,
something for which both Argyll and Maitland take credit as the inspiration. Argyll
wrote, “I found it fitt for me as well as for the peace of the Highlands in genfera]ll
that his H[ighnes]s should heare maters before him”, and after discussing the issue
with James, found him “very just to me and willing to doe me reasone”.®* Maitland
also claimed that he, “had a great hand in the affaire”.®* Regardless of who actually
devised the plan, James must have favoured it because on 29 December the
Chancellor wrote to, amongst others, Catthness, Sinclatr, Lord Macdonald, the lairds
of McKintosh, Lochzell, Slaitt, McLeod, Brolais, Torloisk, Grant, McKinnon and
Ardgower to command them to attend a meeting in Edinburgh.* In a letter to
Caithness the Earl of Moray stated that the Council, “thought fitt that all persons of
qualety Noblemen and Gentlemen that ar Chiffly Conserned in the Highlands be cald
hither”.® All such men were thus summoned to Edinburgh by the 29 January 1680
with a view to securing the peace in the Highlands.

In the letter of 29 December to Caithness, Rothes conveyed that the Council
was resolved to hear all pretensions anyone might have which may disrupt the peace |
and quiet of the Highlands. Thus he ordered Caithness, “to attend his Royall
Highnes and the Councill to that effect and to bring any paper or instructions you
have for cleireing yo[u]r clames”.®® This correspondence tells Caithness to arrive in

Edinburgh before 29 January, and at the very latest before 12 February. Caithness
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was also told that both he and Sinclair had been granted protections from any civil or
criminal actions, and all debts, until the final day of March 1680. In the meantime
Caithness was barred from exercising any commissions granted by the Council to
him. Rothes then wrote to Caithness on at least two more occasions to inform him
that “the duik intends to hear all persons himself that are concerned in the
heighlands” which seems to suggest that he regarded the matter with some urgency
and was adamant that Caithness should attend.®” In this he was not alone because
Maitland too urged Caithness to attend the meeting and resolve his problems with
Sinclair, “befor Caithnes turne Mul],”

On 31 January 1680 James wrote to Lauderdale, having just heard that
Charles had recalled him to England, with news that the Highlanders were on their
way to Edinburgh, stating that he hoped they would be there soon, “for I would faine
make some progresse in that affaire before I go.”®” In fact, Sinclair failed to show at
the meeting of the Highlanders in Edinburgh so little was achieved in the way of
resolution between Caithness and himself,”

Nonetheless, the matter of increased stability in the Highlands remained an
overriding concern for James. On the final day that James was present at the
meeting of the Council before he returned to England, he gave a speech in which he
urged the Scottish Councillors to work towards the promotion of his brother’s
service, to strive towards ensuring the peace of the kingdom, using moderation to
achieve this end, and to prevent the abuse of the law by disallowing personal
protections from debt.”' James reinforced his desire to have the Highlands steadied.
He assured the Council that he would make a proposal to Charles II about settling
the differences between Argyll and the Macleans. When James was back in
England, Charles would additionally be asked to approve the proposal to establish a

commaission to divide the Highlands into four districts, each to be governed by one of
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four Highland magnates. The chosen four were the Marquess of Atholl, the Earl of
Argyll, Kenneth Mackenzie, fourth Earl of Seaforth and George Gordon, fourth
Marquess of Huntly and later first Duke of Gordon.”

Under this proposal the two independent companies that were currently
employed to maintain order would be disbanded in favour of vesting authority 1n
Atholl, Argyll, Seaforth and Huntly: in return for an annual fee, they would preserve
order and justice in their allocated area. They would be held accountable for crimes
committed on their land and would be compelled to regain stolen goods within 40
days or make recompense themselves. Atholl, Argyll, Seaforth and Huntly would
also have power to hold justice courts in their area of jurisdiction, create such
members of the courts as were necessary for their functioning, call witnesses and
assizes as they deemed fit and generally work towards bringing “to justice all
thieves, sorners and broken men.””? Before sentencing landed men they were
obliged to inform the Privy Council.” Though this seemed like a good alternative to
the existing situation, there were some contemporary objections, not least from
Charles Erskine, fifth Earl of Mar, who was concerned about his interests in the
Highlands being eroded under this system. Fountainhall also expressed his
reservation about the proposal by saying that the magnates would not be very
accessible to the victims on their lands.”” Morover, there was unease about the fact
that a Roman Catholic, Huntly, was being offered so much power. Such sentiments
were in part responsible for Charles’s later decision, which reached the Privy
Council on 11 March 1680, that the lands originally assigned to Huntly under this
scheme were to be divided between himself and Moray on the ostensible grounds
that they were too large for one man to reasonably manage.”® On the following day
the news arrived that the commissions of the five overlords of the Highlands were to

begin on 1 May, for the period of one year. As it transpired, the subdivision of the
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Highlands into districts was postponed beyond the intended date of 1nception 1n
favour of continuing the two existing Highland companies until the affairs in Mull
and Caithness were settled, a development which can be directly attributed to the
influence of Lauderdale.” The plans to reorder the Highlands by way of magnate
control were thus slowly quashed in favour of the status quo, eventually being
superseded altogether by Argyll’s forfeiture in late 1681.7

Whilst James remained in Scotland, solutions to the Highland problem
remained academic, the most concrete step being the appointment of a Committee
Anent the Peace of the Highlands on 15 February 1680. Upon this Committee were
the Officers of State, Montrose, Argyll, Mar, Queensberry, Airley, Lorne, the
President of the Session, Tarbat, Haddo and Sir George Monro, who were ordered by
James to consider how the law may receive effective execution in the Highlands,

“without which ...the King is not entirely King of the whole kingdome.””

The Militia

As well as the peace and security of the Highlands, the Council, under the

influence of James, was also very much concerned with the issues surrounding the
militia. On 8 December James wrote to Lauderdale with news that he found
everyone in Scotland wanted “nothing more then a rule to go by” in terms of the
organisation of the militia.®® James also said that he thought that the order of
command and the form of training used by the militias of Charles, “aught to be the
same in all his three kingdoms.”®! Just three days after James wrote this letter, the
Council received via Lauderdale information about how Charles wanted his forces to
be drilled. It was the desire of the King, “to have one method established for the

exercising of his forces in all his dominions” ®
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On 16 December 1679 the Council received another letter from Charles. In
this he expressed his desire that the new model of the militia be instituted as quickly
as possible. Additionally, he requested that the Council send him a list of those men
they thought fit to be majors and lieutenants. Thus the Marquess of Atholl, the Earls
of Argyll and Dundonald, Stair, Sir Thomas Wallace of Craigie and Lord Collington
were added to the Committee Anent the Militia.®* Having been appointed on 11
November the previous year, Moray, Linlithgow, the Lord Treasurer-Depute, the
Lord Register, the Lord Advocate, Tarbat and Maitland of Gogar were already on
this committee. After the Council had received the King’s letter, James wrote to
Lauderdale that “once what his Mafjesty] has ordered here concerning the Militia 1s
settled, the westerne men will be very gentel” *

Two days later the updated version of the Committee reported to the Council
the specifics of the organisation of the new model of the militia based on the
demands of the King.® They confirmed that it was Charles’s intention that, instead
of 22,000 troops that only had sporadic training, the new militia was to comprise
standing forces of 5000 foot and 500 horse, which were hencetorth to be under
constant pay, and who were to receive regular equipment and training.*® The salaries
of the 5500 men were to be paid for by the Treasury, and Charles II was to be liable
for any extra training that was required, the cost of the new model being cheaper
than that of the old because of the fact that it was to have no captains, only
lieutenants.®” The Committee also deemed the number of men to come from each
shire to be equal and fair. Hence, during James’s first visit, specific terms were

established with regards to the remodelling of the Scottish militia.

The Impact of James

As already mentioned, James received word on 31 January that he was

required back at Court. James and Mary then departed for London by sea on 17
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February, such mode chosen to avoid similar disappointment and embarrassment to
that they felt during their northbound journey. It has been said by Lee that James’s
residence in Scotland was an ‘intrusion’ during which “he was exclusively concerned
with his own interests”.*® This is a view which is both unjust and unfounded.
Contrary to Lee’s contention, James was not simply out to secure his own concerns;
his brother in particular and the monarchy in general ranked highly in his priorities.
James had genuine concerns about the welfare of Scotland as his efforts in relation to
the factionalism within Scottish politics, the Highlands and the militia adequately
display. Both John Miller and John Willcock® say that James’s first visit to Scotland
was tarnished by the attempt of some students to burn an effigy of the pope on
Christmas Day 1679. Willcock’s sources for this information, however, all reter to
the students’ actions of the following year. Miller’s assertion is based on a
contemporary source’ though the absence of any additional material to corroborate
the assertion that the incident occurred in 1679 points to the possibility that the
source in fact refers to the episode on Christmas Day 1680. As such, it seems that
James’s first visit to Scotland was without popular opposition despite his Roman
Catholicism.

Indeed, contemporary sources outline the actual success of James’s first visit,
the end of which was to the regret of many people.” Despite initial concerns over
the issue of the Oath, James seems to have won over much of the ruling body during
his first visit to Scotland. The Privy Council in particular wrote to Charles, saying
that, ““The remembrance of having been under your Royal Family above two
thousand years...of having received from their bounty the lands wee possess; Hath
been very much refresh’d and renew’d by having your Royall Brother among us™.

They also assured Charles that, “with our hearts, our lives and our fortunes wee will

maintaine your sacred Majestie and your loyall successours in the ordinary degrees
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of succession according to their unalterable right of blood.””* Though it can be
suggested that the sentiments of the Council were little more than a customary act of
civility in such circumstances,” similar expressions were voiced by others. The
governing elite had been impressed by James’s style of leadership. Rosehaugh, the
Lord Advocate, who had been one of the men to question the right of James to sit in
the Council without the Oath of Allegiance, wrote that “wee ow really much to his
being heer, for our enimies dare not now own their complaints against the Councell
nor doe any differences appear amongst our selvs.” As a mark of respect the Duke
was presented with a burgess ticket to Glasgow by the Provost of the city, John Bell.
James himself said about his departure that it was not to be without an element of
regret, “having at his reception and since his comeing here mett with all the kindnes
and civility [as] could be expected both from the nobility and gentrie, and
particularly from the Councill.”” Having left England in such unsavoury
circumstances and in the knowledge that so many leading Englishmen opposed him,
James was so pleased with the Scottish politicians’ acceptance of him that he assured
them that he would acquaint Charles with the fact that, “he had in Scotland both a
loyall nobilitie and gentry, and a Councill and his other judicatures filled with able

and loyall persons”.”

The Absence of James: 17 February - 26 October 1680

The impetus behind the formulation of new policies between February and
October 1680 can not only be traced directly to Lauderdale, who remained Secretary
until September 1680, but can also be directly attributed to James. Lauderdale’s role

was upheld particularly by Rosehaugh, Halton and Lieutenant-General Thomas
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Dalziel, who kept him informed of developments in Scotland.”” Additionally,
Lauderdale’s advice continued to be sought by the King and the Secret Committee,
which consisted of Rothes, Argyll, William Douglas, third Earl of Queensberry, and
John Paterson, Bishop of Edinburgh.”® As such, the Secretary’s influence continued
to be felt: the aforementioned decision to postpone, in July 1680, the establishment
of districts in the Highlands can be ascribed to Lauderdale.®® Nonetheless,
Lauderdale was an increasingly sick man whose political grasp was manifestly in
decline.!® Conversely, the influence of James, even when resident in England,
should not be underestimated: it was he who had recent firsthand experience of
Scotland, and who had ready access to the King. Having received information from
Scotland which indicated that field conventicles were on the increase, in late April
James requested that Lauderdale meet Charles and himself in order to discuss
relevant options for dealing with this problem.’®! Shortly thereafter, considerable
aspects of the Indulgence were revoked, as shall be discussed later in this Chapter.
That James did not exclude Lauderdale from the decision making process clearly
shows that he was not attempting to entirely supplant Lauderdale at the pinnacle of
Scottish politics, and continued to respect his position as Secretary. At the same
time, 1t 1s unmistakable that James intended to maintain the integral role in Scottish
affairs that he had already carved out for himself.

When James departed, the task of presiding at the Privy Council reverted
once more to Chancellor Rothes. In the absence of Rothes, the role of president of
the Council fell to Atholl. In turn, the non-attendance of both Atholl and Rothes left
the Treasurer-Depute, Charles Maitland of Halton, 1n charge of routine Council
proceedings.'® It can be said that the departure of James had a rather negative effect
on the attendance of Councillors at the meetings of the Privy Council. From 17

February to 23 October there were 45 meetings of the Privy Council, the average
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number of Councillors attending each being 19.! This shows a marked fall from
the average of 27 when James was there to act as an incentive to Councillors to
attend. This 1s especially true when one accounts for the fact that there were three
new additions to the Council in the period between James’s visits. On 3 June Colin
Lindsay, third Earl of Balcarras was admitted, followed on 6 July by Robert Kerr,
third Earl of Roxburgh and, on 5 October, Argyll’s son, Lord Lorne.!® Other
developments 1n the Scottish political elite included Queensberry being made Lord
Justice-General in place of Tarbat in June 1680 and Rothes being granted a dukedom
on 6 July.'™ It can be reasonably assumed that James effectuated many of these
alterations with a view to creating a greater support base for himself in Scotland. A
tfurther change was necessitated more by circumstance than design: Sir Thomas
Wallace of Craigie was replaced as Justice-Clerk, after his death on 28 March, by
Richard Maitland of Gogar, who assumed his new position on 8 April 1680.'%

The problems in the Highlands raged on in James’s absence to the extent that
the area was as much 1n need of settling when he returned in October 1680 as when
he had left it in February. As has already been noted, the proposed date for the
cbmmencement of the scheme to divide the Highlands into areas of magnate control,
1 May 1680, passed without any concrete moves having being made to install the
nobles as guardians of the Highlands. Consequently, the Council, in an effort to
satisfy the instructions of James when he left in February, began to tend towards
favouring the formation of committees in the struggle to discover a solution to the
problems posed by the unsettled Highlands. On 15 June 1680 the Council
formulated a new Committee Anent the Peace of the Highlands, with the remit to
discuss the Highland problem. This committee was made up of George Keith, eighth
Earl of Marischal, the Bishop of Edinburgh, the Lords Treasurer-Depute (Charles
Maitland of Halton), Advocate (Sir George Mackenzie of Rosehaugh), Justice-Clerk
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(Richard Maitland of Gogar) and Justice-General (Queensberry), Sir George Gordon
of Haddo and John Drummond of Lundin.!” Two days later it was remitted to the
Earls of Atholl, Marischal and Dundonald, and Sir George Mackenzie of Tarbat, Sir
George Monro and Haddo to consider the present condition of the Highlands,'®®
Until 8 July 1680, 1t can be reasonably supposed that the consensus in
Scotland was that the plan to divide the Highlands into five areas of magnate control,
as devised by the Council under the guidance of James, would be implemented. On
3 July, however, the Council received a letter from Charles 1in which it was it was
stated that until the troubles in Mull were settled, the existing two Highland |
companies were not to be disbanded and all former laws for suppressing Highland
disorders were to be enforced. It was thus deferred to the Officers of State, the Earls
of Montrose, Mar and Queensberry, and the Lords President of the Session, Tarbat,
Haddo and Sir George Monro to consider this letter. Primarily their role was to
discover what acts needed to be put into effect in order to carry out the King’s
wishes.!”
There was, however, one substantial improvement made in terms of the
disruptions caused by the Earl of Argyll and the Macleans. Their dispute continued
throughout the first half of 1680; in April Argyll sent Colonel Menzies to Tiree, and
during the summer went himself to Mull.''® In contrast to the troubles in Caithness,
however, a solution to those posed by Argyll and the Macleans was finally reached,
in July 1680. This was when Charles agreed to buy lands worth £300 per annum, to
add to the £200 per year agreed by Argyll, to grant Sir John Maclean an estate in
Tiree.'"! Though this scheme never came into effect as planned, it did offer respite

at the time from the problem that had for so long disturbed the peace of the
Highlands. *
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Other matters were not so smoothly dealt with. On 4 March the Privy
Councll 1ssued a proclamation against the lawless men who had robbed tenants on
the Earl of Caithness’s lands, the matter between him and Sinclair remaining
unresolved because of the latter choosing to miss the meeting of the Highlanders in
Edinburgh in favour of demolishing three of the Earl’s houses and castles.!'? By the
17 June the matter was so far from being under control that Charles II expressed to
the Council his desire that one of the Highland Companies be sent into the lands of
Caithness to restore order and suppress the rioters there. Despite some protestations
that 1t was unfair of Charles to give military assistance to the Earl of Caithness in a
time of peace and that this merely equated to the granting of a commission of fire
and sword against those who had not even been declared rebels, the Council fulfilled
the wishes of the King by 1ssuing instructions for the military to assist the Earl in
settling the peace in his lands.'”? By September the Council was forced to voice its
concern to Caithness about the number of persons being killed in the execution of his
commission which essentially seemed to be adding to disorders rather than quelling
them. On the basis of a petition by Sinclair about the oppression that was being
carried out by Caithness in the name of his commission, both parties were ordered to
appear before the Council in Edinburgh.'!*

Enduring disputes remained unresolved and outright fighting continued in the
Highlands. Despite much deliberation and discussion, the various committees and
commissions failed to make much headway in securing the peace of the area and
many disruptions were in practice largely unmitigated. Indeed, when James returned
to Scotland the abiding search for an answer to problems posed by the Highlands was

as necessary as ever.

The Remnant Covenanters

On top of the bersisting complications in the Highlands, Scotland was

disrupted by the increasing activities of the Covenanters, and it was between these
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two issues that the Council oscillated, spending most of its time searching for
solutions to the matters. By June 1679 the rebellion of the Covenanters threatened
the stability of Scotland to such an extent that it was deemed necessary to deploy an
English force to Scotland to assist in crushing the rising. This force was under the
command of James Scott, Duke of Monmouth, Charles II’s illegitimate son. The
friction between the Covenanters and the government exploded a few days after
Monmouth had arrived in Edinburgh, and culminated in the Battle of Bothwell
Bridge, which took place on 22 June 1679. The conciliatory nature of the
governmental victory, a major feature of which was that an Indulgence was granted
to allow notable concessions to moderate Presbyterians, can largely be attributed to
Monmouth.'"> Thereafter, house conventicles tended to replace field conventicling
and, to all intents and purposes, the more radical Covenanter movement seemed to
be 1n marked decline. This trend was reversed in October 1679 by the return of
Richard Cameron from Holland, where he had been ordained in the Scots Kirk in
Rotterdam.!'® In stark contrast to moderate Presbyterians, Cameron was an avowed
enemy of Charles II, believing that he had lost the right to the throne when he had
ordered the Covenants to be burnt.!'” Together with the persistence of the notorious
Covenanter, Donald Cargill, Cameron was to instil new impetus into the
revolutionary Covenanting movement. Cameron was rapidly recognised as the
natural leader of the Covenanters, who thereafter became known as Cameronians,
even after the death of Cameron himself.

Gradually, mcreasing amounts of Council time was spent noting and
deliberating on conventicles, the geographical spread of such meetings being fairly
vast, ranging from East Lothian to Inverkeithing to Ross.'”® On 12 March the
Council appointed a Committee for Public Affairs, with power to suppress
conventicles and other disorders. On this Committee were the Archbishop of St

Andrews, the Earls of Atholl and Moray, the Bishop of Edinburgh, and the Lords

‘BCowan, 1.B., The Scottish Covenanters 1660-1688 (London, 1976), 99.
°Tbid, 104.

Wpaterson, R.C., 4 Land Afflicted: Scotland and the Covenanter Wars 1638-1690
(Edinburgh, 1998), 265; Walsh, J., History of the Catholic Church in Scotland from
the Introduction to the Present Time (Glasgow, 1874), 464.

HBRPCS, vi, 414, 426, 447, 493.

35



Elphinstone, Treasurer-Depute, Register, Advocate, Tarbat and Richard Maitland,
On the same day the Council additionally ordered troops to be quartered at the
Canongate in Edinburgh as a precautionary measure in case any conventicles were
held in the surrounding area.'”” On 8 April a list of all categories of person regarded
as an enemy of the King was published by the Council. This list included those who
had participated in the late rebellion either in person or by way of donations of men
or money, those who had not yet taken the bond, or who had broken the conditions of
it, those who had borne arms at conventicles or resisted arrest after being found at
one, and all assassins, especially those guilty of the murder of Archbishop Sharp.!*
Clearly, the consensus in the Council was that conventicles posed serious threats to
the stability of Scotland: in essence, religious dissent was never far removed from
political unrest.

This was certainly a view shared by James. Although he was at this stage
resident in England, James received word from Scotland that field conventicles were
on the increase. Accordingly, on 24 April 1680 he wrote to Lauderdale requesting
that, his health permitting, he go to Whitehall in order to help resolve the issue.!*
The urgency of the situation was explained by James: “the field conventicles
encresse which generally have been the fore runners of a rebellion™.'?2 Hutton has
attributed the increasing austerity towards dissent to a group of leading Scottish
Councillors, of which only the Bishop of Edinburgh is named, who attended the King
at Whitehall in April 1680 and convinced him that the Indulgence of 1679 only
provided greater opportunity for rebellion.'* Although Ian Cowan has asserted that
the decision to curtail the concessions to Presbyterians directly stemmed from a
petition by the Scottish Bishops, in particular Alexander Burnet, Archbishop of St

Andrews,'** the role of James in mitigating the Indulgence should not be

underestimated. It was, after all, James who had summoned the meeting at
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Whitehall, and who had expressed the powerful notion that conventicles were likely
to lead to outright rebellion. Such sentiments evidently prevailed because, shortly
after the meeting at Whitehall, crucial aspects of the Indulgence of 1679 were
revoked. In May 1680, house conventicles were banned and tough restrictions were
placed on dissenting ministers, who were henceforth prohibited to meet either in -
presbyteries or within a twelve mile radius of Edinburgh.!®

On 3 June government troops were involved in a skirmish with two men
defined by the Council’s proclamation in April as enemies of the King. Near
Queensterry, the troops clashed with the Covenanters Donald Cargill and Henry
Hall, the latter being fatally wounded in the altercation. Cargill was placed under
arrest but later escaped, something which was facilitated by the actions of a group of
four women.'*® The troops did manage, however, to keep hold of Cargill’s papers,
one of which they found to be a new Covenant, which was later christened the
Queensferry Paper. This document essentially challenged the right of the Stewarts to
rule in Scotland and bound all signatories to uphold the freedom of the Presbyterian
Church which was to be liberated from state control by the overthrowing of the
Crown.'”

The concerns of the Council regarding this paper were compounded by the
events of 22 June 1680, the anniversary of the Battle of Bothwell Bridge. Cameron
and a group of 20 men rode 1nto the town of Sanquhar near Dumfries and nailed a
new Declaration to the market cross. Being later known as the Sanquhar Declaration
this document declared that those who subscribed it, “disown Charles Stuart, who
hath been Reigning, or rather (we may say) Tyrannizing on the Throne of

Scotland.”’*® It went on to disown James as, “a profest papist, as repugnant to our
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Principles and Vows to the most High God™ as well as protesting against his
succession.

This act of bravado earned for Cameron and his closest associates a notoriety
that established them as the main enemies of the government as well as justifying the
new direction taken by the Council to stamp out all forms of dissent in Scotland.

The Council issued rewards for the capture of the offenders, dead or alive, to the
tune of 5000 merks for Cameron, 3000 merks for Richard Cameron’s brother,
Michael, as well as Donald Cargill and Thomas Douglas, and 1000 merks for each of
their followers. In contrast to the conciliatory policy of the Indulgence of the
previous year, the summer of 1680 witnessed increasingly harsh methods of quashing
dissent.'” Letters were sent by the Council to various shires ordering the sheriffs to
do their utmost to apprehend the traitors and government forces were instructed to
begin a vigorous manhunt for them."*® By the end of June 1680 there was a marked
increase in the tendency of the Council to use force as a method of controlling
nonconformity in Scotland. The Council also took the step of ordering the
publication of the Sanquar Declaration so that loyal subjects could, “have a just
abhorrence of the principles and practices of those villains™ '!

After weeks of aggressive manhunts by the government forces, the troops
tfinally met up with the rebels on 22 July at Aird’s Moss. The Cameronians suffered
heavily with the loss of both Richard and Michael Cameron on the day, and the
capture and subsequent execution of Hackston of Rathillet, commander of the
Cameronian forces and assassin of Archbishop Sharp.'3? The only figure of note

remaining in the Covenanting movement was thus Donald Cargill. Undaunted by the
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fate of his allies he continued to defy the orders of the government by holding field
conventicles. In one held at Torwood the month before James returned to Scotland
he excommunicated and delivered up to Satan Charles II and the Duke of York, as
well as the Dukes of Rothes, Monmouth and Lauderdale, Sir George Mackenzie of
Rosehaugh and General Dalziel.!** Cargill continued to evade capture, despite the
fine on his head being upped to 5000 merks,"** and was to remain free for almost
another year.

Nonetheless, by the time that James returned to Scotland in late October
1680, the explosion of radical Covenanting activities that had been witnessed in his
absence had considerably died down. Certainly this was partly due to the demise of
prominent Cameronians, including Richard Cameron himself, but it can also be
attributed to the advice of the Secret Committee, which consisted of Rothes, Argyll,
Queensberry and the Bishop of Edinburgh. They recommended that Lauderdale
should procure from Charles II an extension of the indemnity by which rebels were
pardoned of their crimes 1n return for taking a bond of assurance to the King and
government, advice which shows that they did not simply intend to destroy all who
had defied the authorities. The Secret Committee argued that those who had not
already taken advantage of the indemnity due to ignorance should, notwithstanding
the prescribed time having elapsed, be given a further opportunity to take the bond.
Their motivation behind this scheme was to prevent “some of the late rebells from

running into desperat courses™.!*> Accordingly, a Proclamation of Indemnity was

issued on 7 October 1680 which allowed until 1 March 1681 to take the bond."®

The Return of James

In October 1680, “it was again discoursed that the Duke of Yorke was to
depart before the meeting of the [English] Parlament, some say to obay the King,

others to avoid the violence of both Houses.”'®” When news arrived in Scotland that
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James was again going to reside in Edinburgh, the Council wrote to all Councillors
south of Aberdeen commanding them to attend his reception.!*® During this visit
James was specifically required to work towards militia reform in Scotland and to
use his influence to effect the peace of the nation.'*’

After armiving at Leith on 26 October, James joined the Privy Council on 2
November. Again it can be seen that his presence was an incentive to some
Councillors to attend the meetings of the Council. The average attendance over the
course of the 58 meetings of the Council held between the return of James to
Scotland and the opening of the 1681 Scottish Parliament on 28 July was 23.1° Qver
the course of this period there were three new appointments to the Council. The Earl
of Linlithgow’s son, Lord Livingston, was admitted on 24 February 1681 and then,
immediately before the opening of the Parliament, the Earl of Dumfries and the Earl
of Ancram were admitted, on 19 and 26 July respectively.'*! On 4 January John
Drummond of Lundin, brother of the Earl of Perth was appointed Master of the
Artillary by way of a patent from Charles, and on the same day that Livingston was
created a Counctllor, Sir Robert Nairn was elevated to Lord Nairn. One of the more
significant alterations came on the first day that James was again present at the
Council. Following the retirement of Lauderdale in September, official news arrived
1n Scotland that his friend the Earl of Moray had been made the sole Secretary of
State.'*” The last meeting of the Council at which Moray had been present took
place on 8 April 1680,'* after which he had gone to live in England. That he
continued to reside at the Court in London after his appointment as Secretary again
left James as the outright and unchallenged focus of Scottish politics.

Due to the fact that Charles recognised that only ‘small progress” had been

made 1n terms of instituting the new model of the militia, one of the ostensible
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reasons he gave Rothes for sending James to Scotland once again was that his
brother could thus work towards the ‘better dispatch of that affair’.!* Some steps
had 1n fact been taken during James’s absence with regards to implementing the new
model of the militia. At the end on June the majors of foot and the lieutenants of
foot and horse of the new model of the militia were ordered to rendezvous with
General Dalziel to receive their official commissions.'® Also, at the end of July, the
officers of the new model of the militia were 1ssued with a set of sixteen instructions
about their new role. These included orders to ensure their men were properly
trained, exercised, equipped and dressed. Lists were to be kept of their men’s names
and dates of birth, and the ‘best qualified’ were to be chosen to become sergeants.'*
Nonetheless, the martial innovations were not universally welcomed: notable
opposition emanated from the shires of Stirling and Haddington, as well as the Earl
of Perth.!*” The Secret Council also harboured a serious concern about the new
model of the militia: other than by disbanding the two Highland companies, they
could see no way to fund the new army.'*® Lee has asserted that James’s second stay
in Scotland was not a total success on the grounds that proposals for the ‘new model’
militta were dropped and in March 1681 troops were required to rendezvous in the
normal way.”g This 1s an overly harsh indictment of James. The Scottish military 1n
tact continued to be of significant concern for him: the main reason for the lack of
immediate results was not that James neglected martial issues, but rather the
enduring dearth of sufficient funds to support the changes. James did in fact go on to
successfully confront this problem by securing additional taxation from the 1681

Parliament to maintain the army.
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