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Abstract

This thesis examines the kingship of David II, king of Scots (1329-71), son 
of Robert Bruce (Robert I, 1306-29). It seeks to outline and assess just what style 
and policies of kingship David adopted and adapted to meet the rapidly changing 
circumstances of his reign.

Chapter 1 assesses the legacy of kingship, patronage, civil war and diplomacy 
which the apparently successful usurper, Robert I, left to his five year old son and his 
supporters. Chapter 2 appraises the exercise of government, warfare and crown- 
magnate relations by the pro-Bruce Scots during David IPs minority and exile in 
France (1329-41) in the face of the renewed military and political challenge of 
Edward Balliol, the Disinherited and Edward III of England,

Chapter 3 interrupts the detailed narrative to present a thematic overview of 
David’s kingship and his particular use of chivalric lordship as a means of raising and 
rewarding support for his court and policies (and how this lordship had to be 
modified in response to David’s changing personal and political circumstances).

Chapter 4 resumes the narrative analysis by investigating David’s reassertion 
of Bruce royal authority in Scotland from June 1341 and how David’s relations with 
his key subjects contributed directly to his capture in battle against England at 
Neville’s Cross near Durham in October 1346.t Chapter 5 looks at David’s eleven 
year struggle to secure his release from captivity in England; in particular, it details 
the diplomatic deals with England which David proposed and the nature of the 
opposition in Scotland to these plans led by David’s nephew and heir presumptive, 
Robert the Steward (Robert II, 1371-90).

Chapter 6 examines David’s reassertion of royal authority after October 1357 
and the crisis in 1359 which was provoked by the crown’s attempt to cancel the 
king’s 100,000 merks ransom (which the Scots agreed to pay for David’s release in 
1357) by arranging a peace deal with England which included a place for a 
Plantagenet in the succession to the Scottish kingship.

Chapter 7 evaluates David’s reassertion of authority after the 1359 crisis and 
how his growing interference in the territorial and political interests of his greatest 
subjects - and his continued diplomatic manoeuvering - provoked the rebellion of 
Robert the Steward and the earls of Douglas and March against the crown in spring 
1363. Chapter 8 assesses how David put down that rebellion and used his victory to

1 This thesis was submitted before publication of The Battle o f Neville’s Cross, 1346, ed. 
M. Prestwich and D. Rollason (London 1999) and C.J. Rogers, ‘The Scottish Invasion of 1346’, 
Journal o f Northern History (1998), 51-82.



attempt another Anglo-Scottish succession-peace deal, but without success.
Chapter 9 examines David’s continued efforts to secure an Anglo-Scottish 

succession-peace deal and to undermine the positions of his regional magnate 
opponents in Scotland; and how his failure to make real headway in these areas, and 
in the provision of a Bruce heir, threatened to provoke a further crown-magnate 
confrontation c. 1368-9, Chapter 10 analyses how David averted this impending 
crisis by divorcing his second wife and by seeking a third, backed by a strong 
magnate coalition; with this support David had begun to approach a position of 
unexampled authority and to exert his will over his magnate opponents by the time of 
his unexpected death in February 1371, aged just 47.

The thesis is concluded with a summary evaluation of the unique style and 
policies of kingship which the pro-active David II had been able to develop to suit the 
rapidly changing circumstances of his reign. This style and these policies contributed 
to an arguably unprecedented level of royal authority in medieval Scotland; yet their 
ultimate aim and outcome remained unrealised and, to some extent, unpredictable.
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Introduction

Received Historical Opinion about David II.
It was not until the 1960s that the long and complex reign of David 11 (1329- 

71) received serious revisionist attention from modern historians. Prior to that, with 
little investigation, commentators had largely concurred in condemning David for his 
apparent failure to live up to the reputation and achievements of his father, Robert I 
of Scotland (1306-29).

Lord Hailes and other late nineteenth and early twentieth century writers 
concentrated on the dramatic highlights of David’s reign: David’s seven year exile to 
France and defeat and capture in battle against England at Neville’s Cross near 
Durham in 1346; his seemingly traitorous ideas for an English succession in 
Scotland; his estranged wives and mistresses, especially Queen Margaret Logie 
whom he would attempt to divorce; his failure to produce a son; and his fractious 
relations with his great nobility, in particular his nephew and heir presumptive, 
Robert the Steward, the future Robert II (1371-90). Victorian and Edwardian 
historians thus rounded on David as ‘weak and capricious, violent in his 
resentments, and habitually under the dominion of women...he degenerated from the 
magnanimity of his father..[to] the allurements of present ease [and]—base 
jealousy...[and] was willing to surrender the honour, security, and independence of 
that people whom God and his laws had intrusted to his protection’; ‘incompetent’, 
‘recreant’ and ‘pleasure-seeking’, ‘worthless’ and adulterous were further epithets 

thrown at that king.i
In 1954, David II was still being condemned in a Historial Association 

pamphlet by E.W.M. Balfour-Melville, who had earlier studied the career of James I, 
the ‘lawgiver’ king of Scots (1406-37), Balfour-Mel ville took care to outline David’s 
difficult inheritance as a child in a time of renewed war, and the Anglo-Scottish 
diplomacy and the internal tensions of his adult kingship in more detail than hitherto 
undertaken. But David still emerged as an inadequate or unpleasant figure in one of 
‘the most dismal {reigns}...as calamitious a contrast to his father as Edward II to 
his,,through him [David] his country’s hard-won freedom would again be 
threatened.’̂  As late as 1965, Professor Geoffrey Barrow, in his seminal study of 
Robert 1, reiterated this sentiment in lamenting that ‘it would have been better for 
Scotland if David Bruce, who was born too late, had never been bom at all...the 
disasters of David II’s minority, exceeded only by the disasters of his maturity, 
might conceivably have been mitigated if not wholly avoided.’3



VI

Many of these criticisms of David were grounded in the comments of the late 
medieval Scottish chroniclers, John of Fordun, Andrew Wyntoun, Walter Bower 
and their continuators. Nevertheless, with this bad press in view, Bruce Webster and 
Ranald Nicholson each forwarded a very different view of David II and his kingship.

In his article ‘David II and the Government of Fourteenth Century Scotland’ 
( 1965), Mr Webster - who later published the Regesta volume of David’s royal acts - 
challenged the received view of David as a weak, pleasure-seeking, unpatriotic king 
by playing up the apparent strengths of his second period of adult rule; these were so 
impressive as to make amends for David’s youthful failings and ‘intermittent and 
rather fitful government’ between 1341 and 1346. After 1357 David could be said to 
have been a king deeply interested in administration and justice, restoring 
parliaments, ayres and exchequer audits. Webster argues that David made ‘a 
deliberate effort to rule with circumspection and a wide measure of consent’, 
including the great magnates in his talks with England as well as favouring a large 
number of lesser knights as his counsellors: thus ‘there was no collapse in David’s 
reign...the king was not overwhelmed by the power of his barons. Any collapse, if 
collapse there was, came after 1371,’ For although David clashed with Thomas 
Stewart, earl of Angus, over the murder of the king’s mistress in 1360, with 
Thomas, earl of Mar in 1362, and with the three rebel earls of 1363 (the Steward, 
Douglas and March), nonetheless ‘[David] possessed what was more valuable than 
mere energy, an unusual political maturity...[and] seems from 1363 to have ruled at 
peace with most of his leading nobles. This must imply restraint and some 

statesmanship on both sides.’4
Dr Nicholson goes much further than this, focussing on what Andrew 

Wyntoun called David’s ^raddure' - his strong personal authority - as king. In his 
article ‘David II, the historians and the chroniclers’ (1966), Nicholson argues that 
David was a far more capable, calculating and authoritative king in his adult rule than 
the Scottish chroniclers, most of whom wrote after the accession of Robert II 
(David’s chief antagonist, Robert Steward), would have their readers believe. The 
disastrous early years of David’s reign - the Anglo-BalUol invasions and his exile to 
France - were events beyond his control; the defeat and capture of Neville’s Cross 
may have been the fault of a young, rash but nonetheless brave Bruce king; but from 
1350 David’s entertainment of the possibile recognition of Edward III or one of his 
sons as the heir presumptive to Scotland were shrewd gambles, worth making if they 
brought about David’s release and the avoidance of large ransom payments, and if 
David could besides have his own son; after 1357, David continued his hard 
bargaining with England and proved himself well able to assert his authority over his



baronial subjects.5
These were themes which Dr Nicholson developed in greater detail in his 

general book, Scotland - the Later Middle Ages (1974), This work stressed in 
particular David’s reconstruction of the administration of Scottish kingship and 
justice after its collapse under the Lieutenancy of Robert Steward during David’s 
captivity (1346-1357), Effective justice ayres and regular extraordinary ransom 
taxation granted by annual councils or parliaments - attended necessarily now by the 
dr es communitates" - amounted to a regime of ‘unexampled intensiveness’ founded 
on a ‘real civil service’, David’s good relations with the burghs and fronted by a still 
energetic king by the time of David’s early death aged 47 in 1371. Within, this context 
David’s personal authority and ability to give patronage to lesser Scots to win 
support enabled him to exert his will over troublesome great regional magnates, for 
example, easily quashing the rebellion of the earls of Strathearn (the Steward), 
Douglas and March in 1363, or forcing the Lord of the Isles to recognise his 
authority in 1369: ‘royal patronage went to a nobility of service,,.almost all who held 
the rank of earl were cowed into submission,’ Thus for Nicholson this was a reign of 
‘relative success’ after 1357; ‘David with few assets save his own astuteness and 
forceful personality made himself so completely the master of Scotland. Only in his 
second wife [Margaret Logie] did he meet his match.’6

Dr Alexander Grant has subsequently added a word of caution to what might 
be called the Nicholson/Webster thesis. In Independence and Nationhood: Scotland 
1306-1469 (1984) he argues that David inherited a dangerously flawed legacy from 
Robert L Yet although David can be shown to have been a ‘tough...energetic’ king 
apparently in ‘firm conrol of his kingdom’ at the time of his death, his had 
nonetheless been ‘the kind of kingship that brought several English kings to grief.’ 
Before Neville’s Cross David’s kingship had been ‘distinctly partisan, a dangerous 
sign when coupled with the connections between central rivalries and local feuds.’ 
His wilful pursuit of a succession/peace deal with England after 1357 and his 
consistent interference in the territorial interests of the great Scottish magnates in the 
1360s resulted in occasions of ‘temporary strictness’ against some of his great 
subjects, defused only by ‘the general reluctance throughout the political community 
to take disputes to extremes.’ The estates in parliament managed to limit the scale and 
use of David’s taxation in this period and to constrain his regime to attend to justice. 
But David continued to favour lesser nobles with his patronage while undermining 
his greater subjects and might have been in a position to control the higher nobility 
had he found a suitable wife, produced an heir and outlived his key opponent, Robert 
Steward.7
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Professor A.A.M. Duncan has also highlighted more of the complexity of 
David’s kingship in three articles on Anglo-Scottish diplomacy and diplomatic in this 
period. These reveal David to have been extremely capable and calculating in difficult 
circumstances, pursuing understandable, consistent and not unrealistic diplomatic 
ends, securing support in Scotland for these policies and undermining his opponents. 
However, Duncan suggests that the scale of opposition in Scotland to David’s allied 
diplomatic and domestic plans was much greater and more organised, and the conflict 
between the two parties longer and more overwhelming, than has previously been 
recognised; he also suggests that at the root of all of this and royal authority in 
general, by as early as the 1350s David exhibited ‘self-deception’ in thinking that he 
could still produce a Bruce heir of his own.8

Such apparent strengths and weaknesses in David’s kingship - and the 
complexity of the events of the period - left the mixed press for the second Bruce 
king cautiously intact in Professor Michael Lynch’s Scotland ~ A New History 
(1991). David’s had been a reign of two almost distinct kingships, 1341-46 and 
1357-71, The restoration of royal government and finance in the second of these was 
a great achievement - especially after the devastating loss of roughly a third of 
Scotland’s population to the Black Death in 1350-51 and 1361-62. But this 
reconstruction was offset by David’s oppresive relations with England and ‘signs, 
less of troublesome magnates, than an inability on the part of an inexperienced king 
to keep a range of noble interests in balance.’ David had to learn the hard way that he 
needed the consensus of parliament to make policy; he ‘failed to realise that some of 
his liaisons had serious political repercussions’ at a time of ‘dangerous isolation for 
the royal house of Bruce.’ No firm assessment of David’s abilities or agenda is 
therefore put forward.9

But a more decisive, credible picture of David’s kingship has resulted from 
Dr Stephen Boardman’s study of the second Bruce king’s relations with his nephew 
and heir presumptive, Robert the Steward, in the first chapter of The Early Stewart 
Kings: Rohei't II and Robert III, 1371-1406 (1996). Dr Boardman has shown 
convincingly that in the unique circumstances of his reign David applied his own 
interpretation of his father’s kingship to reasseit the authority of the Bruce dynasty in 
the face of magnate self-interest. Tensions between David and the Steward were 
apparent from the very first, not just after 1357, and dominated all of David’s reign; 
they centred around the king’s perception of the top-heavy territorial and political 
influence and ambitions of the swelling Stewart family and other regional houses first 
favoured by Robert I. After his capture at Neville’s Cross David’s attempts to broker 
an English presumptive succession in Scotland should he fail to father a son, in



IX

return for the mitigation of his ransom, were bound up with his ongoing erosion of 
the Steward’s territorial power and the Steward’s support of the alternative of the 
Franco-Scottish alliance: so too was David’s search for a Scottish bride capable of 
giving him a son and his antagonism towards other regional magnates. David’s 
ability to use patronage and chivalric values to win the support of lesser nobles - 
many of them from within the affinities of his regional magnate opponents and 
associated with his wives’ and mistresses’ families - allowed him to pursue domestic 
and diplomatic policies which were ‘increasingly aggressive and independent.’ He 
was thus able to suppress the Stewart-led backlash against these policies and achieve 
a strong position of territorial and political authority for the crown by 1369-71,

However, these factional issues remained unresloved at the time of David’s 
unexpected death in 1371; the Steward, as Robert II, and other great magnates like 
William, first earl of Douglas, were able to re-establish their positions and reverse 
most of David’s policies.lO Dr Michael Brown has recently detailed the parallel 
contest between the intrusive and aggressive David II and the various scions of the 
house of Douglas, one in which by 1370, David had undeniably succeeded in 

shifting the balance of power to favour the crown and its supporters. D
It follows that the aim of this full-length study of the reign is to continue this 

recent approach to understanding David through analysis of crown-magnate relations 
against a rapidly changing political and diplomatic backdrop. A detailed examination 
of the events, motivations, loyalties and underlying themes of the period should 
prove enlightening on two levels. Overall it should help bridge the gap in our 
knowledge between, on the one hand, the violent seizure of the kingship by Robert 
Bruce and his military lieutenants; and, on the other, the unexpected accession in 
1371 of the first Stewart king, aged 55, who faced an at times desperate stniggle for 
control of the kingdom against his regional aristocracy, including his several adult 
sons.

But many more specific questions about David II can also be addressed. Just 
what was the nature of the political legacy which Robert I left to David Bruce? Why 
and how did tensions erupt so early between David II and his heir presumptive, the 
Steward, and other ambitious magnates who had fought for the Bruce party against 
England and Balliol after 1332? What was the nature of David’s adult rule before 
Neville’s Cross? What changes did he make in his kingship in his second period of 
adult rule? Why was he so obsessed with striking a succession-peace deal with 
England and avoiding a Stewart succession so soon after the wars of Independence 
and Scotland’s active alliance with France? How much did wider European events 
affect the balance of power and events in Scotland? How did David ensure support in



Scotland for his agenda and what was the nature of that support? How effective was 
he in undermining the regional and political influence of his opponents and in 
quashing their opposition? Did his reign indeed develop ‘intensive government’ and a 
regular tax-based income? Why was he apparently so interested in chivalry and the 
crusades?

Overall, by looking first at the contemporary primary sources of the period, 
and then by considering what those chroniclers who wrote within living memory of 
David’s reign felt was important about his reign, the key question can be asked: was 
David’s kingship unprecedented in medieval Scotland in its style, substance and 
intensiveness?

The Sources
i. Scottish Government Records,

Mr Webster spent some twenty-five years compiling the Regesta Regum 
Scotorum volume of David II’s royal acts, almost 800 royal grants, confirmations or 
inspections under the great seal, or letters patent under the privy seal, of which 
almost a third survive in note form only; this total also includes a small number of 
acts issued in David’s name by Lieutenants during his exile in minority and his 
captivity in England. These acts form one of the most vital sources for the reign.

Tills collection allows David’s patronage to be considered in several revealing 
ways: for example, his resettlements of the various regions of his realm after his 
return to Scotland in both 1341 and 1357 can be highlighted, just as Robert I’s 
territorial resettlement of lands and offices can be outlined, region by region, using 
Professor Duncan’s Regesta volume of the first Bruce king’s acts. 13 Who David was 
favouring or discriminating against - and where and how - can also be identified over 
the course of his reign. Where witness lists are given, David’s acts also provide an 
indication of who was (and who was not) present at court when particular acts were 
issued or incidents occurred. Most importantly these lists also give a strong 
indication of what must be considered to be David’s daily or private council and, 
when combined with his patronage, an idea of his wider political affinity and 
territmial support or influence. A number of office holders and the king’s itineraiy 
can also be identified. Finally, the paucity of royal acts issued between 1332-33 and 
June 1341, and between October 1346 and October 1357, points to the breakdown of 
Scottish government during David’s minority and captivity.

But between two and three hundred now lost and undated acts must also be 
filtered into the extant Regesta, These are to be found in J. Maitland Thomson’s 
nineteenth century edition of the various fourteenth to seventeenth century indices, or
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lists, of the lost rolls of David’s chancery: these are published in the Reglstnmi 
Magni Sigilli Regiim Scotorum, volume I, Appendix II, Although without witness 
lists these noted acts add to David’s patronage and list of office holders and can be 
roughly dated by year: however, they do peter out after 1363.14 Moreover, as 
Professor Duncan has shown, a number of David’s known acts issued during his 
captivity in England must be redated from their current position in Webster’s 
Regesta, a fact which is an important indicator of David’s actions at that time. 15

The extant Exchequer Rolls for David’s reign reveal similar information to 
that provided by the royal acts. The paucity of Chamberlains’, sheriffs’ and 
custumars’ accounts intromitted before 1341 and between 1346 and 1357 fits with 
the breakdown in Lieutenancy government. But the accounts are relatively complete 
for both periods of David’s adult rule. They form a mine of information as a vital 
source for crown patronage in the form of gifts, office fees and remissions. Further 
crown officers can be identified and government activity dated and detailed: for 
example, the personnel and costs of embassies to and from England and France; 
castle keepers and repairs, the hiring of troops, the imprisonment of crown 
opponents, the holding of tournaments, or where David went without issuing acts. 
Incidental events are also recorded, like instances of lawlessness or feud or damage 
to property. Most obviously, the Exchequer Rolls allow a picture of the effectiveness 
and extent of David’s parliamentary ransom taxation after 1357 to be assessed over 
the course of his reign and for the various different localities of Scotland: in particular 
these rolls reveal those who were resisting crown fiscal officers and where/when. 16 

The Acts o f the Parliaments o f Scotland form the final Scottish government 
source for this period. Crucially, these are even less intact than the Exchequer Rolls 
and royal acta. 17 Only the date and place of the almost annual councils and/or 
parliaments held between 1329 and 1357 can be identified from royal grants or letters 
issued at the time. There is a complete roll for the parliament of November 1357. But 
no record of subsequent council or parliamentary decisions survives until the 
controversial parliament of March 1364. Thereafter the Acts o f the Parliaments. 
appear to be complete for the rest of David’s reign with the exception of a couple of 
councils late in the reign. However, Professor Duncan has shown convincingly that 
some of the parliamentary material as arranged by Maitland Thomson must be treated 
cautiously: most notably, the ‘younger-son succession’ indenture for Anglo-Scottish 
peace contained in the record of the March 1364 parliament must be redated to the 
talks and parliament of 1351-52.18 Moreover, the parliamentary record - where it 
exists - contains only the written decisions of assemblies of the magnates or three
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estates: they give little or no hint of the debate and dissension which preceded these 
decisions or of just whose will a policy choice reflects.

Nevertheless, the Acts o f the Parliaments are a vital source if used carefully. 
Most obviously they contain some of the key points of Anglo-Scottish diplomacy in 
the 1360s and the reaction of the majority of Scots to these talks at various stages. 
They detail the taxes levied to pay the ransom and ambassadors’ expenses. They also 
detail the crown’s use of higher customs, revocations (of which David was not only 
the first Scottish king to make one but, remarkably, made two) and land assessment 
as further means of raising cash after 1357. The growing importance of the 
burgesses as a third estate is evident. But some of the apparent concerns of the three 
estates as a whole to regulate the crown’s fiscal ism, administration of justice and 
diplomacy can also be extrapollated from complaints concerning crown officers or 
royal action or inaction. The state of the realm or particular regions can also be 
surmised, for example, from calls for the suppression of lawlessness or tax evasion 
in the highlands or of widespread feud, for mobilisation in case of war or for an 
embargo on specie export. Only four parliamentary sederunt lists survive - for 1364, 
1365, 1367 and 1369 . But just who was in attendance (or not) can be worked out 
from royal acts issued at the time or legal appeals to settle disputes heard by council 
or parliament

Moreover, the Acts o f the Parliaments can be supplemented cautiously from 
various other sources. An unnoticed roll (in private hands) for the decisions of the 
highly controversial parliament of June 1344 has been published. Professor Duncan 
has published a new edition of the ‘Ouaestio’, or briefing document, for the 
parliament debating the Anglo-Scottish succession-peace plan of 1363-64, first 
noticed by B a l f o u r - M e l  v i l l e .  19 Finally, various Scottish and English contemporary 
and near-contemporary chroniclers make parti cl ar mention of incidents which 
occurred at parliaments or councils for which no records, or only the official written 
decisions, survive: for example, the fractious council at Dairsie in April 1335; the 
assemblies which considered English terms for David’s release in the early 1350s; 
and the March 1364 parliament which rejected the idea of Edward III being 
recognised as David’s heir presumptive.

ii. Foreign G overnm ent Records.
English government records also provide further details of the Anglo-Scottish 

talks and contact during the period. Indeed, very often they are the only source of 
information on David’s diplomacy, for example, during the early 1350s or for 
Edward Ill’s receipt of ransom instalments from the Scots. Professor Duncan has
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identified and edited several unpublished Anglo-Scottish diplomatic documents held 
individually in the London archives, from full truce or peace indentures to secret 
instructions to English envoys meeting the Scots. The numerous safe-conducts 
issued by Edward III to Scottish ambassadors (who often received payments or gifts 
from the English royal household), knights on pilgrimage and merchants and clerics 
on business are especially revealing about David’s and Scots’ attitudes to England 
after 1357.20

The same can be said to a lesser extent about French government sources. 
Not only is there much Paris-published material, and some unpublished material held 
in French archives, about Franco-Scottish contact during David’s exile in France and 
up to the battle of Neville’s Cross 21; but letters from the French king to the Scots at 
the time of David’s first offers of a succession-peace deal to England in 1351-52 
(published randomly in various places), financial and personnel details of the French 
expedition to Scotland in 1355 and a Franco-Scottish treaty of 1359 (which contains 
a previously unnoticed act of David II 22) must be taken into consideration. So also 
must the general timing of European and especially Anglo-French developments: for 
the twists and turns of the Hundred Years’ War affected both Anglo-Scottish 
relations and events in Scotland.

Lastly, the various printed and unprinted papal sources provide details of the 
religious patronage of David and some of his greater subjects; details of royal and 
magnatial marriages in Scotland; on occasion details of magnate feuds in which the 
crown had become involved; and even some offshoots of Anglo-Franco-Scottish 
diplomacy.23

liL Family. Institutional and Burgh P a p e r s . 2 4

The many published and unpublished charters or acts of magnate houses, 
monastic and secular church institutions, and the growing burghs serve a similar 
purpose to the royal Regesta. For the aristocracy they give a strong idea over time of 
the patronage aims and grantees of individual magnates and the personnel of their 
regional or politico-military affinity: divining the loyalties of individuals over time is 
especially important when considered alongside the king’s affinity. At particular 
times magnates can also be identified in specific localities while the king might be 
elsewhere.

However, the specific wording of individual magnate or clerical charters/acts 
may reveal much about the events or balance of power in a locality or the realm in 
general, and about attitudes to the king, his policies and particular political issues.
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The latter can also be derived from the many family histories and local traditions 
which survive from this period.

iv. N arrative and o ther sources.
There is a relative wealth of chronicle material for David’s kingship, written 

by contemporaries and later commentators writing within living memory of the reign. 
However, caution must be used in detecting the bias of each chronicler and what his 
political viewpoint tells us about the reign.

In Scotland, John of Fordun (c. 1320-1387?) is the most valuable 
contemporary source. Although he assembled his Chronica Gentis Scotorum after 
David’s death (ca. 1384-87) he had surely begun collecting the annals of the reign 
and the rest of his history of Scotland in the 1330s or 1340s.25 Probably a cleric i n 
Aberdeen, Fordun may have come from a Tay si de family with a tradition of service 
to the Bruce dynasty: he certainly received some source material from Walter 
Wardlaw, bishop of Glasgow (1368-90), one of David IFs household clerks and a 
key ambassador to England after 1 3 5 7 .2 6  Dr Boardman has shown, however, that 

Fordun wrote about David’s reign with a view to damaging the political reputation of 
the king’s chief antagonist, Robert Steward: his history is revealingly selective from 
that point of view. 27 However, Fordun - who travelled to England and Ireland in the 
course of his research - would stop writing up this reign just after David’s failed 
Anglo-Scottish succession talks of 1363-64; he may even have turned to criticise his 
royal employer through passages about earlier periods of Scottish history in his 
Chronica,

About the turn of the fourteenth century, Andrew Wyntoun (c. 1355-1422), a 
canon of St Andrews and prior of St Serf’s monastery on Lochleven island in Fife 
(1395-1413), reproduced the work of an ‘anonymous chronicler’ of David’s reign, 
probably a contemporary of the period who wrote in the 1390s, as part of his 
Orygynale Cronlkil of Scotland: this work was itself written for a Fife laird, John 
Weymss of L e u c h a r s .2 8  Again, Dr Boardman has shown that caution must be 

applied to reading this verse history because of the writer’s concern to rehabilitate the 
reputation of the Steward in the face of Bruce propaganda and hence to play down 
David’s achievements or play up his faults. Nonetheless, this source still manages to 
say much in favour of David, and about incidents of his reign, not noticed by 
Fordun.

Abbot Walter Bower of Inchcolm (c, 1385-1449), writing in the 1440s, used 
both Fordun and Wyntoun as sources for his Scotichroncion. As an employee of a
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murdered hard-headed Stewart king, James I (1406-37, the son of Robert III who 
had been John Stewart of Kyle, an important player in David’s reign as the son and 
heir of Robert the Steward), Bower also had cause to rehabilitate the reputation of 
Robert the Steward.29 But like Wyntoun he still has much to say about David IL 
Moreover, as a government tax collector, Bower also had access to Scottish 
government papers from the fourteenth century which have since been lost, some of 
which he reproduces in full. Both Wyntoun and Bower assembled their works at a 
time when strong adult kingsliip was absent from Scotland. These three chroniclers 
must, then, be read with an eye to bias, why they considered particular items of 
apparently incidental information important and why they chose to suppress other 
facts or impressions. Their later fifteenth and sixteenth century continiiators - the 
Pluscarden chronicler, John Mair, Hector Boece, Adam Abell and John Lesley - also 

on occasion add interesting points to the narrative.30
There are also several contemporary English chronicles to draw on for 

David’s reign. The chronicler of the Northumbrian priory of Lanercost provides 
much detail about the Anglo-Scottish wars between 1306 and the battle of Neville’s 
Cross. While the anti-Scottish bias of this and other English sources is obvious, they 
often contain circumstantial details which Scottish chroniclers are obliged to omit. 
For example. Sir Thomas Gray, a border knight captured by Scottish magnates and 
French knights in 1355, included in his Scalacronica many details of political conflict 
within Scotland, from the so-called ‘Soules conspiracy’ against Robert I in 1320, to 
David II’s clashes with the earls of Angus (1360), Mar ( 1362) and the three earls’ 
rebellion of 1363, key incidents about which the Scottish chroniclers are necessarily 
reticent.3i Henry Knighton’s Leicester/Lancaster chronicle (1337-90) gives some 
interesting details about the Anglo-Scottish talks of the 1350s, for which no Scottish 
parliamentaty records survive. Odd comments can be drawn from some later English 
histories. 32

Turning to France, the Chroniques of Jean Froissart, although written in the 
late fourteenth century, must form an important source for David’s reign because 
Froissart was a visitor to David’s court in 1365 at the recommendation of Edward 
Ill’s queen, Philippa of Hainault.33 As a chronicler of cosmopolitan chivalry happy 
at the French, English and Scottish courts during the first half of what would be a 
Hundred Years War, writing differing versions of events for each audience, 
Froissart’s bias is very different from that of the various Scottish or English 
clergymen writing at that time. But it must be considered that David - and a number 
of Scottish magnates whom Froissart also visited in 1365 or talked to when they
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were on the continent in the 1370s, 1380s and 1390s - had considerable influence on 
what Froissart wrote about Anglo-Scottish and Franco-Scottish relations in the 
fourteenth century.

In particular, David - who after 1357 would be especially keen to cultivate a 
cosmopolitan chivalric image for his kingship - may have coloured Froissart’s view 
of the battle of Neville’s Cross and caused him to ignore completely the considerable 
military and political record of the Steward before 1371, and the tensions betwen 
David and his great magnates. Froissart also left an assemblage of interesting 
diplomatic documents from the period. Beyond Froissart there is what might be 
looked upon as a Scottish historical tradition established in fourteenth century French 
chronicles by a number of the descendants of ex-patriate Scots living and serving the 
crown in F r a n c e ,3 4

Beyond the chronicles there is only a very small amount of fragmented 
artisitic, architectural and literary heritage to shed further light on David’s court and 
politics. Something can be learned from his building projects of the period: his 
stables, tilting ground, combat park and new square tower (incomplete at his death) 
at Edinburgh castle, and his church at St Monans, Fife. Scottish royal and baronial 
arms also seem to have entered the European mainsteam during and after David’s 
reign, for example, through the Flemish Armorials of Gel re and Bellenville. David 
may also have offered patronage to literary men from whom few or no obviously 
Scottish court works survive - Froissart and other French writers, Sir Hugh 
Eglintoun, Sir Walter Leslie’s biographer, perhaps even Chaucer. But the very 
absence between 1329 and 1371 of a distinctively Scottish literary work, 
commissioned by David II, which mythologises the life and kingship of Robert I - 
when John Barbour was ready in the wings to write The Bruce (1371-5) - tells us 
almost as much if not more about the political climate of the period than a large body 
of texts .35
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Chapter 1: Bruce Kingship and the Legacy of Robert I, 1306-29. 

Introduction
The task here is one of reassessment, it is necessary to make a realistic 

analysis of both Robert I’s territorial resettlement and government of Scotland and 
of his foreign diplomacy after his victory at Bannockburn in June 1314, so as to 
approach an understanding of the personal and political legacy which he left to his 
son, David ii (1329-71). This inheritance was one of great success in some areas 
and weakness in others, all of which affected the course of events in the first few 
years after Bruce’s death on 7th June 1329, Moreover, in the long term, to a 
certain extent it was an inherited patrimony for which Bruce strategies had been 
mapped out to deal with the indivisable consequences of the Bmce family’s 
violent seizure of the kingship and the continuing struggle for Scotland’s 
independence after 13063

i, Robert Fs resettlement of Scotland
Modern historians have tended to oversimplify the redistribution of lands 

and offices in Scotland undertaken by Robert I following the watersheds of his 
victory at Bannnockburn in June 1314 and the ‘enabling’ act of forfeiture of his 
Anglo-Ballio! opponents passed at the Cambuskenneth parliament of November 
in the same year. By the disinheritance of six major and many more lesser 
‘irreconcilable’ landowners, Bruce was able to reward and raise the fortunes of 
the core of his supporters. This included men like Robert’s brother, Edward 
Bruce, Thomas Randolph, James Douglas, Walter Steward, Robert Keith the 
new Marischal, Gilbert Hay the new Constable, Alexander Seton, Alexander 
Eraser, Robert Lauder, Neil Campbell and others who had distinguished 
themselves by their military exploits alongside Bruce since 1306: these men 
formed the core of Robert’s close councillors and military lieutenants throughout 
his reign 2

However, a close examination of Robert’s extant act% and those of his 
charters now lost but recorded in note form (chiefly in Robertson’s Index, a late 
18th century copy of an early 17th century transcript of medieval rolls of royal 
grants), reveals considerably more about this process on a number of levels 
between 1314 and 1 3 2 9 . 3  Robert aimed to secure support for the new, usurper 
Bruce regime from as wide a geographical basis of members of the three estates 
throughout Scotland as possible. Most obviously there was an earnest



undertaking by Robert to secure the loyalty and service to his crown, or simply 
the acquiesence, of enough lesser native landowners and their followers in those 
areas of Scotland where Comyn and Balliol lordship - and its support - had been 
strongest. That is, in the north-east in Buchan and Badenoch; across to Lochaber 
and into the west coast Macdougall lordships and around the Clyde valley; and of 
course in Wigtown, Galloway and Dumfriesshire, as well as some lands in the 
Lothians and Angus and the M earn s. This went well beyond the obvious 
examples, say, of making Thomas Randolph earl of the vast regality of Moray 
(including Lochaber and Badenoch, c. 1312) and lord of Nithsdale (by 1312) and 
of Annandale and Man (c.l319), or of Edward Bruce as Lord of Galloway (c. 
1313), thus creating potentially powerful, personal lordships in the service of the 
crown in these trouble-spots; Robert î would reward and depend upon more than 
just his close circle of friends.4

In no sense did this Bruce ‘colonisation’ of Comyn, Balliol and other 
‘Disinherited’ lords’ lands equal the scale and complexity of the original feudal 
absorption of such ‘outlying zones’ undertaken by the ‘MacMalcolm’ dynasty 
from the reign of David I (1124-53) to that of Alexander III (1249-86).5 
Obviously, Bruce’s ‘colonisation’ took place over a much shorter time-scale and 
often involved simply the rebuilding of 13th century crown-locality relations. 
Nevertheless, this was a process with important regional variations which was 
undertaken piecemeal throughout the latter half of Robert’s reign, not swiftly 
implemented after 24 June 1314; it was a policy which increased in pace and 
confidence as acceptance of Bruce kingship spread or, conversely, stuttered at 
times of crisis.

Robert 1 made numerous land, office and annuity grants in each of these 
regions to lesser and greater lay magnates in return for specified services or 
money fermes. Increasingly these grants involved the alienation of royal demesne 
in return for knight, archer, spearman or galley service in more sensitive areas, 
ensuring in theory that the Bruce regime would have the support of men with 
sufficent military retinues to put down opposition to Robert Ï in their locality 
and/or contribute to war against England. 6 Robert had ordered every royal castle 
apart from Dumbarton and Berwick to be razed after their capture by the Bruce 
Scots, so no castle-keepers were needed. But a few key men. on the ground 
necessarily filled the crown offices of bailie, coroner, serjeant, sheriff and 
Justiciar, and served in the restored administration of royal justice in most areas 
of lowland Scotland before 1329 (though with some important regional



exceptions). Robert I was also extremely generous to the regular clergy and the 
monastic houses of Scotland, granting them protection, lands, churches and 
teinds of justice or feudal casualties in their own and other regions, thus in theory 
binding the jurisdictional influence of these houses and parliament-attending 
prelates to the crown and the smooth running of its local and central 
administration. Finally, Robert protected and favoured some key burgh 
communities, confirming and extending their trade privileges and introducing the 
practice of burghal composition of annual fermes due to the crown; it was during 
Robert’s reign that burgh representation in parliament really became necessary7 

Just like his royal predecessors, Robert I was seeking to win the loyalty 
and service of his former opponents in certain areas, or to oust the latter by 
elevating other native families or imposing new men, already loyal to the crown, 
within them. The achievement of this after 1314 meant not only the extension of 
royal authority, continuing the work of the twelth and thirteenth century Scottish 
kings, but the beginnings of recognition and legitimation of Bruce kingship by the 
majority of Scots. Almost a decade after his sacrilegious murder of John Comyn 
of Badenoch and his “very uncertain factional rising”, resulting in a bloody Bruce- 
Balliol civil war fought mostly in the areas of Balliol/Comyn lordship, Robert 
was in a position to impose a settlement which he might expect to be a final one.8 
In this he was wisely prepared to pardon many of those significant Scots 
previously opposed or indifferent to his cause, provided that they recognised his 
kingship, renounced Balliol and/or England and pursued their grievances and 
lands only through his Scottish courts.9

However, to somewhat less sweeping degrees than in the former 
Balliol/Comyn strongholds of Scotland, similar attempts at resettlement were 
undertaken by Robert in the other regions of Scotland: in central Scotland and just 
north of Tay - the shires of Perth, Fife, Kinross, Clackmannan, Stirling, Forfar 
and Kincardine - and in the war-torn Lothians and south-east. This obviously 
suggests that where Robert Bruce’s main Scottish opponents had had less 
influence there was less of a need for the crown to rearrange or fill the vacuum in 
the local balance of power after c. 1314, In other words, it was in the traditional 
Cornyn/Balliol lands that Robert had most cause to fear the revival of a Balliol 
challenge to his kingship.

How effective Robert was in neutralising this latent threat and stabilising 
his regime can be assessed by outlining the resettlement patronage offered to 
lesser and greater nobility, regular and secular church, and the burghs, in each of



these regions of Scotland in turn. Of course, Robert and his contemporaries did 
not rigidly follow these boundaries or the geography of modern-day maps in 
drawing up domestic policy.to But they probably thought along similar general 
regional lines. The settlement of one region in favour of the pro-Bruce Scots 
could affect another region: that of the south-west bled into the marches and the 
south-east, and the status quo of central Scotland could affect that of the east coast 
and north. It was surely a useful characteristic of the complex network of 
landholding patterns in Scotland that a man or institution, loyal to the crown, with 
holdings in one region should have or be given lesser or greater holdings in one 
or more other region.

i t  a) The North-East and Far North o f Scotland.
In the north-east and far north of Scotland Robert I seems to have been 

able to enforce his peace and plant or rely upon his own followers quite 
effectively after his devastating ‘heirschip’ of Buchan and the death in 1308 of 
John Comyn, the earl of that region. Robert was able to force William, (ÎÏI) earl 
of Ross, to submit in late October 1308. Thereafter the pro-Bruce Scots could 
rely upon Aberdeen as a source of valuable supplies from Northern Europe whilst 
they campaigned in the south. In 1312 Thomas Randolph, Robert’s lieutenant 
from a family in Annandale in the south-west, received the vast, newly-created, 
regality of the earldom of Moray, lying between Buchan and Ross, for the service 
of ten knights; Moray’s jurisdiction embraced the forfeited Comyn lordship of 
Badenoch. Malcolm, earl of Lennox, a Bruce supporter from 1306, received the 
large adjacent lordship of Strath’an probably about the same time.i 1

However, it was not until after Bannockburn that Robert returned to 
resettle these regions in greater detail. Local memory of the ‘heirschip’, and the 
remoteness of English and Disinherited forces while the Bruce Scots neutralised 
enemy gan isons as they pushed south, ensured the quiescence of the region in the 
meantime. The Moray grant in this light appears in many ways as a stop-gap 
(with Randolph himself absent campaigning in the south), an all-embracing 
lordship or ‘pale’ planting the royal - really the Bruce - flag in what in the 12th 
and 13th centuries had been a troublesome ‘outlying zone’ for the MacMalcolm 
dynasty, one brought into the crown’s peace largely by Comyn lordship. 12 

Before Bannockurn few grants by Robert I affecting this region survive. Most of 
these are in favour of local religious orders, within the dioceses of Bruce 
supporters, namely the bishops of Moray and Ross, Kinloss Abbey, Pluscarden



priory and the Inverness and Elgin b la c k f r ia r s 3 3

Grants to religious houses were an important feature of Robert’s 
resettlement after 1314, with Comyn lands in Aberdeenshire and Kincardineshire 
going to the Abbeys of Arbroath (which housed the royal chancery) and Deer in 
131534 But it was about then that Robert began to reorganise the balance of 

secular lordship in this area. Before 1314 Robert may have granted half of the 
Comyn lands in Buchan - the baronies of Kingedward and Philorth - to John 
Ross (who had wed a co-heiress of the Comyn, earl of Buchan), second son of 
William, (III) earl of Ross; the king had certainly done so by June 1316. On 5 
December 1315, Robert had appointed John Ross’s elder brother, Hugh, as 
hereditary sheriff of Cromartie, replacing the Mowat family. Hugh was Robert I’s 
brother-in-law and became earl of Ross in 1323, inheriting the thanage and castle 
of Dingwall and lands in Sutherland and Caithness granted by Robert to earl 
William in 1321 for £20 a year, Hugh also received the lordship of Skye, the 
Banffshire thanage of Glendowachy and the burghs of Cromartie and Nairn; 
Hugh would die fighting for the pro-Bruce Scots at Halidon Hill in 1333. About 
1308 Robert did, however, take the wardship of William, earl of Sutherland, 
away from the earls of Ross: William would become David IPs brother-in-law 
about 1342-15

Reliance upon in-laws was a noteable feature of Robert I s patronage, a 
logical step for a man without adult sons whose brothers were all dead by 1318, 
In the absence of any family of his own David 11 would use a similar policy of 
favouring in-laws and lesser knights of proven loyalty. In 1315, Andrew Murray 
of Bothwell, the royal pantler, grandson of William Wallace’s ally (d, 1297) and 
husband of Robert I’s sister, Christain, received the lands of Garioch. This was a 
large, strategically important lordship, bordering on the earldom of Mar, which 
the Bruces had tried to gain control of in the 1280s to the exclusion of the other 
decendants of Garioch’s original owner, David, earl of Huntingdon (d.l2I9); that 
is, the rival claimants to the Scottish kingship in 1290-2, the Balliols and 
Hastings. Andrew Murray, of course, would act as Lieutenant for David II in 
1332 and between 1335 and his death in 1338.16

Elsewhere, Sir Alexander Eraser, Robert I ’s brother-in-law and a 
prominent Bruce loyalist by 1314, received lands in Cluny in Aberdeenshire in 
1325 and a barony of the former Aberdeenshire thanage of Aboyne by 1328; 
Robert would give lands elsewhere to Fraser wlio served as Chamberlain from 
1319 to 1326.17 Then in February 1324 Robert gave the Comyns’ barony of



Rattray in Buchan to Archibald Douglas, the future Lieutenant of 1332-33, whose 
son would be the first earl of Douglas after 1357 and whose daughter would 
marry Edward Bruce’s illegitimate son, Alexander, earl of Garrick (d. 1333)38 in 
December 1324, nine months after the birth of David Bruce, the Moray regality 
was confirmed with Randolph (Robert I’s first choice as Guardian for David II in 
the event of a royal minority) also receiving the customs of Inverness burgh. 19

However, these larger grants must be placed in context as part of 
Robert’s wider patronage in this region to a great number of native northern 
knights, esquires, clerics and burgesses, and some outsiders. Inevitably, the most 
valuable of these grants, mostly of lands in Aberdeenshire and Banffshire, were 
made to men who could bring men-at-arms into Robert’s service in that locality or 
against England, Robert Keith was created Marischal in December 1324 at which 
time he received the Comyns’ Buchan barony of Aden, and Kin tore forest in 
Aberdeenshire; he would serve Robert 1 as a justiciar north of Forth. Robert 
Keith’s brother, Edward, received several pockets of land in Aberdeenshire 
including the Comyn barony of Kelly, all amounting to a new barony worth a 
knight’s service by 1328 ; Gilbert Hay of Errol, Robert I ’s new Constable after 
1314, received the Buchan barony of Boyne, the Comyn-Buchan barony of 
Slains and other lands. Robert also made grants to lesser knights, including 
.lames of Garioch (Cordyce forest, 1316); Robert Skene (Skene barony, 1317); 
John Bonville (Collieston and Ardendrought, 1321, and Blairtoun and Many,
1327); Walter Barclay, sheriff of Aberdeen before 1323 got the thanage/barony of 
Belhelvie which passed to his son, Hugh, in that year; William Irvine (forester of 
Drum, 1323); Christian of the Aird, an ancient province lying between Ross and 
Moray (a third of Deskford barony, 1325); John Broun (or Browning), sheriff of 
Aberdeen before 1329 (Glandertoun in Aberdeenshire, ca. 1321-8); Murdoch of 
Menteith, who betrayed the so-called ‘Soules conspiracy’ of 1320 to Robert I 
(Rothiemay barony, ca, 1320-3); Sir Alexander Gordon, the bearer of the 
Declaration of Arbroath to the papacy in 1320, received the lands of the important 
lordship of Strathbogie (ca. 1314-9); Henry Sinclair became the king’s justiciar of 
forests north of Forth by 1319 and a bailie of Caithness by 1321.20

The various indices of undated lost charters also reveal that David showed 
further favour to these and other useful north-east men. John Brown, the 
Aberdeen sheriff by 1329, got the thanage of Formartine. An Alexander Pylche 
(probably a Randolph-Moray man) served as sheriff of Inverness, and Hamelyn 
of Troup as sheriff of Banff. John Stewart, master of Bonkle, who was made earl



la. Robert Ts main grants in The Far North and North-East 1306-29,

Coiw\Aess

SuĤ rlortd

H
p

1. Skene - Robert Skene
2 . Drum/Drum fo rest - A lexander

Bernard/W illiam  Irvine
3 . Belhelvie - Hugh Barclay
4 . Aden - Robert Keith
5. Rattray - Archibald D ouglas
6. Kellie - Edward Keith
7 . Garioch - Christian Bruce/A ndrew

M urray
8 . A boyne - A lexander Fraser
9 . S trathbogie - A lexander Gordon
10 . Rothiem ay - Murdoch o f M enteith
11 . Frendraught - John Stew art
12 . Kintore fo rest - Robert Keith

13 . Deskford - Christian del Ard (th e
Aird, 2 1 .)

1 4 . Boyne - Gilbert Hay
1 5. Fromartine - John Broun 
1 6. Cluny - A lexander Fraser
17 . Findlater - John/H ugh Ross 
1 8 . Philorth - John/H ugh Ross
19 . Badenoch - Thom as Randolph
2 0 . Troup - Hamelin de Troup
2 2 . Nairn - Hugh Ross
2 3 . Dingwall - Earl o f Ross
2 4 . Cromartie - Hugh Ross
2 5 . Strath'an - Malcolm, earl o f Lennox
2 6 . Glendowachy - Hugh Ross 
(Urquhart - to  earl o f Sutherland in 1 3 5 9 )
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of Angus by 1329, was given the Aberdeenshire barony of Frendraught, The 
north-eastern resettlement also included confirmations to men whom Thomas 
Randolph had granted lands; for example, Gilbert Wiseman in Rothes for the 
service of half a knight. 21 Furthermore, Robert Fs support in the north-east 
would have been reinforced by that from the burgesses of Aberdeen, to whom he 
extetided significant patronage 22, and from the region’s prelates. David Murray, 
bishop of Moray (d. 1325), Thomas de Dono, bishop of Ross (d. 1325), and his 
successor, Roger of Abbinechy, and Ferquhard, bishop of Caithness (d. 1327), 
all served Robert as crown charter witnesses; there were also the heads of the 
region’s religious houses, to be called upon in Parliament and locality matters.23

On paper, then, by the end of his life Robert I would seem to have made 
an effective resettlement of the north-east and far north. Many of the noble 
individuals and families named above would be among the Scots who fought for 
the Bruce cause against the renewed Anglo-Balliol threat in the 1330s; many 
would subsequently be favoured by the adult David IL These are trends true of 
most of the regions of Scotland: as much as the creation of the Disinherited 
inevitably stored up trouble for later, it also motivated Bruce supporters to fight a 
recognisable enemy and to remain loyal to the Bruce line, so as to protect lands 
given to them in the wake of the November 1314 forfeitures.

However, some qualifications must be added to any assessment of 
Robert’s resettlement of the north-east and far north, and Scotland in general. In 
both the short and long term there was arguably an over-dependence by the Bruce 
regime upon the agency of the personal regional lordships of the earls of Ross 
and the Randolph earls of Moray, Admittedly, the thirteenth century Scottish 
kings had depended just as much upon the earls of Ross and the Comyns as their 
agents of royal authority. Moray was a potentially useful counter to the autonomy 
of Ross. Yet just what actual degree of local affinity the Randolplis, originally a 
Dumfriesshire family, could call upon in Moray and Badenoch, and Hugh Ross 
similarly in his half of Buchan, is questionable. Moreover, if either of the 
ambitious Randolph or Ross were to be alienated from the Bruce government, or 
if their line was to die out, a resultant regional political challenge or vacuum 
would have to be contained by the crown.

Some recognition of the regional staus quo, and delegation of authority to 
dominant local magnates who had exploited the civil and national wartime 
conditions between 1286 and 1314 to advance their own interests, was inevitably 
necessary for the new (and still troubled) Bruce regime. Hence Robert’s



patronage to the Ross family and to Angus MacDonald of the Isles, whose 
influence in the western isles and northern Ireland was so valuable to Bmce about 
1306-8: Robert gave MacDonald the Comyn lordship of Lochaber in the north
west highlands, along with the adjacent lands of Ardnamurchan and M o r v e r n .2 4  

Actually defining such sprawling territories to be held by such independent 
warlords by royal feudal charter was something of an achievement. But the 
consequences of such delegation in this peripheral region of royal influence were 
problems which David II and the early Stewart kings would face.

But more immediately, for Robert I there remained the possibility of a 
Comyn/BalUol revival in the north/north-east. Henry Cbeyne, bishop of 
Aberdeen, finally received a pardon for his past support of the English in 
December 1318. Donald, earl of Mar (in whose earldom, and the adjacent 
lordship of Garioch, the Bruces had interfered before 1306), remained loyal to 
Edward 11 and only returned to Scotland after that king’s death; as Guardian for 
David 11 in 1332 Mar could be accused by a contemporary English chronicler of 
offering the Scottish kingship to Edward Balliol. Furthermore, Walter Barclay 
and Hamelyn of Troup, sheriffs of Aberdeen and Banff after 1314, were 
suspected of involvement in the ‘Soules conspiracy’ of 1320; the Troups seem to 
have been forfeited of their lands by David 11 by 1343.25 This regicide plot 
against Bruce in favour of Balliol was swiftly crashed and Barclay and Troup 
acquitted: the north-east does not appear to have been troublesome for the 
remainder of Robert’s reign. But Barclay, Troup and many other Scots - 
including the earl of Ross - had served the Comyns and King John Balliol as 
patriots before 1306, and/or England thereafter, before joining Bruce. These were 
past loyalties which might have been rekindled had Robert’s resettlement lacked 
balance and endurance. Moreover, Robert I’s (and Randolph’s) personal presence 
in the north-east and far north seems slight after 1314. The king’s Acta records 
only seven charters issued from Aberdeen after Bannockburn; throughout the 
whole reign only 16 acts were place-dated in the north and north-east and most 
before 1 3 1 4 .2 6

Admittedly, this may reflect Robert’s confidence that the area was firmly 
under his control or at least no longer a threat. Certainly in David I l’s minority 
Aberdeen’s customs financed the king’s government in exile in France and it was 
the north-east and north in general which sustained the Bruce party throughout 
much of the second phase of the wars of independence after 1 3 3 2 .2 7  However, 
there remained the possibility of the violent reinsertion of Henry Beaumont, one
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of the Disinherited, into the former Comyn earldom of Buchan (which Edward 1 
had granted to Beaumont’s father in 1306), and the exiled earl of Athol I, David 
Strathbogie of Strathbogie. At the time of the troubled wedding of David (11) to 
Edward Ill’s sister, Joan of the Tower, in July 1328, some of Buchan may have 
been unofficially promised by Robert 1 to Beaumont: Henry Percy then certainly 
received a charter from Robert allowing him to sue to recover the Scottish lands 
his father had pursued. When Edward Balliol and the Disinherited, including 
Beaumont, Percy, Strathbogie and other former Comyn allies, returned in force 
after 1332 the Bruce settlement of the north-east suffered major disruption. David 
11 would face problems in controlling the far north in the later years of his
lcingship.28

b) Scotiatid Just itorth of Tay,
Moving south to Kincardineshire, Forfarshire, Angus and the Mearns, 

Robert’s resettlement by 1329 seems also to have been effective after the English 
garrisons had been neutralised by c. 1313-4. Here, though, the size of the land 
packages he alienated were considerably smaller than the sweeping grants he 
made further north. Two of Robert’s key supporters held their main lands in these 
regions: Robert Keith, the Marischal after 1324; Gilbert Hay of Errol, whom 
Robert 1 chose as his hereditary Constable on 12 November 1314, after the 
forfeiture of David Strathbogie, earl of Atholl. Both these men also recei ved 
Comyn lands in Buchan.29

But there survive also numerous grants by Robert I within these regions 
to lesser knights and their men-at-arms and archers in return for military service. 
For example, men like Walter Bickerton of the thanage of Downie for I knight 
(20 March 1309); Andrew Gray of lands in Craigie, Angus (12 February 1315); 
Alexander Stewart of Bonkle of the barony of Ethiebeaton in Angus (4 October 
1316); Peter Spalding of the forest of Kilgarie and other lands in Angus for part 
of a knight (1 May 1319); Alexander Burn ard of the baronies of Tolyboil and 
Little Culter in Kincardineshire (24 January 1325); William Blount of the thanage 
of Aberlernno (for two archers) and other Angus lands (2 May 1325); David 
Graham of the thanage of Kinnaber in Angus for one archer (5 March 1326); 
Geoffrey Foullarton of the barony of Forfar, of which region he was also sheriff 
(24 March 1327); William Irvine of Drum forest in Kincardineshire ( 1 November
1327); William Marshall of Baldowrie in Angus for one archer (4 Febraury
1 3 2 8 ) ;  William Durham of the Angus thanage of Monifeith for one archer (1321); 
and several others; Alexander Stratoun was sheriff of Kincardine by 1 3 2 8 - 9 .3 0



11
lb . Robert Ts main grants in Scotland lust north of T#v. 1306-^9,

1. D ow nie - Walter Bickerton
2 . Craigie - Andrew Gray
3. E th iebeaton  - Alexander S tew art
4 . Tullibole - A lexander Bernard
5. Aberlernno - William Blount/W illiam

D ischington
6. Kinnaber - David Graham
7. Strachan - Alexander Fraser
8 . Kincardine - Alexander Fraser
9 . N ew ty le - William Oliphant
10 . A uchtertyre - William Oliphant
11 . Clova - Donald, earl o f Mar

12 . Aberluthnot - John M enteith  
1 3. Cowie - Alexander Fraser
14 . Tannadice - Alexander Bruce
1 5 . Finavon - Robert Bruce, bastard
16 . R edcastle - Duncan Campbell 
1 7 . Monifieth - William Durham
18. Dundee
19 , Brechin
A. Lands of th e earldom of Angus
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Robert also made grants in these regions to some men who had been 
onetime Balliol supporters, coming into Bruce’s peace shortly before or after 
Bannockburn. For example, Sir Alexander Fraser, who would serve Robert as 
Chamberlain (1319-26), received Strachan (I November 1315), Craigy forest and 
pasture rights/lands in the royal thanage of Kincardine, all in Kincardineshire (6 
April 1327); William Oliphant, the constable of Stirling castle in 1304 and the 
Bruces’ ‘escheator’ in some unspecified region by at least 1330, was given 
Newtyle and Ktlpurney (26 December 1317) and Auchtertyre (20 March 1326) in 
Angus - William’s son, Walter, would become David Il’s brother-in-law by 
1365; and Donald, earl of Mar, got the thanage of Clova (19 March 1328, for £20 
a year) and Mountblairy (29 March 1329), both in Angus.31

Again, though, indices of lost charters reveal a large number of smaller 
grants probably issued throughout the 1320s, These include several more grants 
to Alexander Fraser and his kin (e.g. the thanage and forest of Cowie); John 
Mentieth of lands in the thanage of Arbuthnot; Alexander Bruce (Edward Bruce’s 
illegitimate son by Isabella, Countess of Atholl) of Balgillie in the royal thanage 
of Tannadice; Robert Bruce, Robert I ’s own bastard, of Fothnevin in Forfar;
Donald Campbell of half of Redcastle barony in Forfar forfeited first by Henry 
Percy and secondly by Ingram de Umfraville (as a result of his involvement in the 
1320 conspiracy); David Barclay, a steward to David Bruce when he was earl of 
Carrick, received ‘Knoquhay’ in Forfar, again after the execution of the 1320 
conspirator. Sir David Brechin, whose main lands of Brechin were given to 
Gilbert Hay, the new constable; John Traquhair (who was sheriff of Forfar in -
1328-9) of Henderston in Forfar after the death of the 1320 conspirator, Roger 
Mowbray; Sir Alexander Seton of the land of Glenpies in Forfar. Finally, by 15 
June 1329, Robert I, (or Randolph as Regent of Scotland immediately after his 
death), had elevated John Stewart (d. by December 1331), son of Alexander, 
baron of Bonkle in Berwickshire, to the small earldom of Angus, forfeited by 
Robert, the brother of Ingram de U m f r a v i l l e .32

Robert I also extended considerable patronage to the Abbeys of Coupar- 
Angus and Arbroath (where the Abbot, Bernard of Linton, served the king 
invaluably as Chancellor). The abbots of both these houses were regular royal 
charter witnesses and presumably parliamentarians, as was John, bishop of 
Brechin after 1320: Robert gave the latter prelate the right to hold a weekly market 
in the town of B r e c h in .3 3  The burgh of Dundee also received extension of its 
privileges, and Nicholas Scrymgeour was named as Constable of Dundee on 22
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January 1318, receiving the castle hill of the town and the lands of a ‘lady of 
Balliol’ therein for his service to Bruce as royal standard-bearer 34

In sum, as in the north-east and far-north, Robert seems to have ensured 
the support in Scotland north of Tay of  an impressive number of men from each 
of the three estates. Many of these men continued in the service and favour of 
David ÏL

c) The Lothians and sonth east Scotland-
There are perhaps a greater number of extant grants of lands by Robert I 

in these regions to laymen in return for knight and archer service made, roughly, 
between Bannockburn and the capture of Berwick in April 1318, than in the other 
regions of Scotland. But in the south-east, the majority of royal grants can still be 
dated to the 1320s. Thus, many of the few pre-1320 grants touching the south
east may have been on paper only, designed to motivate men to fight for Bruce to 
clear the English from this region, so that they could claim the lands granted to 
them.

These grants include, for example, the future barony of Manor in Peebles 
to Adam Marshall on 16 March 1309 for the service of ten archers, a grant which 
like others may have been repeated more than once, perhaps after the English had 
recaptured that area and then been forced back out. William de Vi pont, knight, got 
the baronies of Bolton (in the constabulary of Haddington [H]) and Langton 
(Berwickshire [B]) on 20 October 1309; the lands of Kingscavil and Calder-Clere 
(in the shire of Edinburgh [Ej) went in free barony to James Douglas of Lothian 
(not the ‘good’ Sir James Douglas, Robert’s famous lieutenant) for the service of 
half a knight and £12 per annum; on 8 March 1316, Sir Robert Lauder, the 
Justiciar of Lothian, received Cowden (E), forfeited by a Peter Lebaud, and part 
of the baronies of Pencaitland (H) and Dalkeith (E); on 12 April 1316, Sir Henry 
Sinclair, keeper of the royal forests north of Forth, received Pentland (E) for a 
tenth of a knight; on 8 June 1316 the same service secured Alan Liddel a half of 
Skirling barony (Peeblesshire) forfeited by Enguerand de Guines (who had held 
substantial lands in East Lothian, Berwickshire, Peeblesshire and the south-west 
of Scotland); in the same year, John McNeil got Berwickshire lands for the 
service of an archer; Alexander Stewart of Bonkle (father of the new earl of 
Angus) got Kimmerghame in Berwickshire in free barony for a tenth of a knight; 
William Turnbull received lands in Philipshaugh in the same sheriffdom for a 
broad arrow each y e a r .3 5

Robert typically made grants to the religious houses of the south-east or to
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houses elsewhere. Again this was done in such a way as to interest these 
institutions and their prelates in the smooth running of royal administration. On 
20 September 1315 Hoi y rood Abbey recevied a tenth of the annual escheats and 
feudal casualties from the territory between roughly Linlithgow and Berwick; on 
20 May 1320 Newbattle Abbey received two-thirds of Mastertoun in MidLothian 
with suit due at the Justiciar of Lothian’s Edinburgh court; on 10 January 1326 
Melrose Abbey was given a £100 annual from the customs of Berwick, 
Edinburgh and Haddington; on 28 May 1329, the Dundee Grey friars received a 
20 merk annual from the castle wards of Edinburgh. Dunfermline Abbey was 
given half of Roger Mowbray’s lands of Queensferry and Inverkeithing on either 
side of the Forth crossing.36

Significantly, on 10 December 1314, for their support at Bannockburn, 
Robert had also confirmed the lands of the Knights Hospitaller of the Order of St. 
John of Jerusalem in Scotland, which centred on Torphichen in the constabulary 
of Linlithgow and included a tenement in every royal burgh. As recent research 
by Dr Alan MacQuarrie and others has shown, this Order was a significant body 
of men - wealthy, cosmopolitan, useful in international and Papal diplomacy - 
with whom it will be shown David II would also have some contact.37 Robert I, 
though, certainly extended a lot of patronage to Sir Alexander Seton, the man 
who had defected to him from the English half-way through the battle of 
Bannockburn and who would go on to become the Master of the Hospitallers by 
c, 1345-46. By 26 March 1319, Seton had received the lands of Longniddry and 
Barns (H) and the burgh of Haddington’s mills; between 10 April and 10 July 
1321, he received the former Comyn lands of the barony of Tranent and Myles 
(both H) for an archer, the toun of Seton (H) in free barony with a market, the 
forfeited Mowbray lands of Dun das, half of Queensferry and West Craigie (E), 
and the former Comyn barony of Rlphinstone (H); about 1322, he also received 
the lands of Gogar (E) and confirmation of a grant of Hassington in Berwickshire 
by Patrick (V) Dunbar, the ninth earl of March. By 1329, Seton was a regular 
daily councillor for Robert 1, often an envoy abroad and also serving as keeper of 
the King’s great ship and as a Steward to the Household of David Bruce, earl of 
Carrick: he would continue in the service of David II until his death c. 1348-49.38 

But it was surely as a counter to Patrick Dunbar, earl of March, that 
Robert intended both Seton and James, Lord of Douglas, who was given the 
lordship of Lauderdale before 1329.39 March had come into Robert’s peace after 
Bannockburn, having been mostly in the service of Edward II before his
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le, Robert Fs main grants in the South-East, 1306-29.

H ;

1. Manor - Adam Marshall
2 . Langton - William de Vipont
3. K ingscavll/C alderclere - Jam es D ouglas

of Lothian
4 . Pencaitland - Henry Sinclair/R obert

Lauder
5 . Barns - A lexander S eton
6 . S eton  - A lexander Seton
7 . Tranent - A lexander Seton
8. Elphinstone - A lexander S eton
9 . B ath gate  - W alter/R obert Steward

10 . Ratho - W alter/R obert Steward
11 . Mordington - Thom as Randolph
12 . Bonkle - Alexander Stew art
1 3. Dalkeith - Robert Lauder, justiciar o f

Lothian
14 . Bam bougle - Murdoch of M enteith
15 . Lauderdale - Jam es, lord o f D ouglas
16 . Skirling - John de M onfode 
Selkirk - Jam es, lord o f D ouglas 
E - Edinburgh L - Linlithgow
H - Haddington



16

submission; he would be prepared to serve Balliol and England again between 
1333-35.40 Indeed such was the ambivalent threat Robert may have perceived 
from Dunbar, and certainly from the close proximity of English forces in the 
south-east, that whilst he let Patrick keep his lands he gave no new patronage to 
the earl between 1314 and 1329 and he planted some of his other key men in 
Dunbar’s neighbourhood; this was a dual policy towards earl Patrick which David 
H would find cause to continue. As a wedding present in 1315, Robert gave his 
son-in-law, Walter Steward, the baronies of Bathgate and Ratho (L); it was the 
Steward (and Henry Annan, acting sheriff of Clackmannan c. 1328-29) whom 
Robert placed in charge of Berwick castle and burgh after their recapture by the 
‘good’ Sir .lames Douglas and Robert Keith in April 1318, rather than the natural 
leader of the east march, earl Patrick.41 The latter was also excluded from the 
crown offices in this region. Robert Keith, the Marischal, received lands in East 
I.othian and was sheriff of Edinburgh for part of the 1320s; at least until that 
office was filled by Sir Robert Menzies, one of Douglas’s retinue in Spain in 
1330. William Morthington received the Berwickshire barony of Crosbie; Robert 
Lauder and Hugh Barclay (to whom Robert gave Belhelvie thanage in 
Aberdeenshire) served as successive Justiciars of Lothian. John son of Walter fitz 
Gilbert (a justiciar in l anarkshire in 1321) was sheriff of Berwick by 1328-29. 
Thomas Randolph, earl of Moray, received the barony of Mordington and other 
lands in Berwickshire c. 1324-25, and served as Warden South of Forth.42

The remainder of Robert’s Acta and the lost charter indices reveal a large 
number of smaller grants in the I .othians, Berwickshire and Peebleshire to pro- 
Bruce knights favoured elsewhere by the crown: James Douglas of Lothian (and 
his son William Douglas, the ‘flower of Chivalry’ who would be prominent in the 
Bruce armies of the 1330s and 1340s); Thomas Morham (or Malherbe); John 
Gifford; Reginald Cheyne; William Fraser; Roger fitz Findlay, John Monfode: 
John Graham of Abercorn, the future husband of Mary, Countess of Menteith; 
William Oliphant, the king’s escheator; Henry Sinclair; Thomas Sempill; the 
Cissoris family; Murdoch of Menteith (receiving the lands of Dalmeny (L) and 
Gilmertoun (E), forfeited by Roger Mowbray and William de Soules respectively, 
and part of the barony of Bambougle (L)), Roger Fauside, Reginald More (the 
Chancellor of Scotland and another master of the Knights Hospitallers in the 
1330s), Adam Paxton and William Murray of T u ll ib a r d in e .4 3

Thus Robert I’s intervention in the war-torn south-east of Scotland 
amounts to perhaps the most intense area of Bruce resettlement conducted over
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the years 1314-29. The king himself spent a large amount of time in the Lothians 
and south-east; thus he furthered the process of establishing the crown as a 
predominantly east-coast, Lowland presence.44

d) Central Scotland.
The majority of the notable grants among Robert I’s extant Acta which 

deal with lands within the shires of Perth, Stirling, Fife, Kinross and 
Clackmannan (i.e. the ancient earldoms of Fife, Menteith, Strathearn and Atholl, 
alongside the main lands of the bishopric of St Andrews and other prelates) are in 
favour of the religious houses of central Scotland: namely, the Abbeys of Scone, 
Dunfermline, Inch affray (where the Abbot, Maurice, was a strong Bruce 
supporter and became Bishop of Dunblane after 1318), Cambuskenneth and 
Culross, the Blackfriars of Perth and the priory of St A n d r e w s .45 And of course 

after their bond of 1304, Robert Bruce had the key counsel of William 
Lambertort, bishop of St Andrews ( d .  1328); William Sinclair, Bruce’s ‘fighting 
bishop’ of Dunkeld, was also an occasional crown charter witness after 1318.46

But only a few of Robert’s extant grants favour laymen in central Scotland 
and are worthy of note. These include the early grant of the hereditary sheriffship 
of Clackmannan in November 1309 to Malcolm, earl of Lennox, a long-time 
Bruce supporter together with his considerable following 47; the sharing of the 

forfeited lands of John Hastings and John Balliol in the former thanage of 
Longforgan, Perthshire, between Andrew Gray, knight, and Alexander Keith in 
1315 (with some regranted to John of Dunfermliîte, clerk of the Liverance, for the 
service of an archer in 1329); a grant of Meiklour in Perthshire to Malcolm 
Innerpeffray (7 February 1318); lands in Dunipace, Stirlingshire, to Thomas 
Morham and John Giffard, knights, in 1322; a year later, Sauchie in 
Clackmannan to Sir Henry Annan who was (presumably acting) sheriff in that 
shire by 1328-9 and keeper of Berwick after 1318; the barony of Aberdour, 
forfeited by a Richard Si ward (another of the 1320 conspirators), to Thomas 
Randolph, earl of Moray, on 10 January 1325; Caputh in Perthshire to Gilbert 
Hay the Constable in 1312, confirmed in 1327; the thanage of Auchterarder in 
Perthshire to William de Montefixo (Muschet) for half a knight’s service (4 March
1328); in 1328, half of Leitfie, Perthshire, to William Lindsay, a churchman in 
the west of Scotland and Chamberlain c. 1316-19; Saline in Fife to Donald, earl 
of Mar, in 1329; and the large barony of Strathgartney between Menteith and 
Lennox, forfeited by John Logie, another 1320 conspirator, which was given to
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Sir John Menteith of Arran, Knapdale and Glenbreakerie between 1320 and 
1329. There was presumably also favour to John of Inchmartin, sheriff of Perth 
by 1328-29, the shire which covered most of Menteith, Atholl and Strathearn.48 

With only these grants in view it appears as though Robert 1 had left 
Scotland’s ancient earldoms intact with those families in possession of them 
before 1306. Yet despite this apparent light hand in central Scotland after 1314, 
Robert seems to have controlled these regions effectively, holding a number of 
parliaments or councils in the area, with reliable crown officers well rewarded.49 
However, an examination of Robert’s lost charters and other sources reveals a 
number of other substantial grants by Robert to Bruce supporters within the 
regions around the ancient earldoms, as well as his partial realignment of control 
over those earldoms. These grants, issued mostly throughout the 1320s, include 
those of Touchfraser in Stirlingshire and Kinnaird barony in Perthshire to Sir 
Alexander Fraser, who was sheriff of Stirling by 1328; Dunipace barony to 
William Lindsay (Chancellor 1319-26); the large Perthshire barony of 
Glendochart, to the west of Strathearn and Atholl, to Sir Alexander Menzies, 
whose brother, Thomas, also received minor lands in Atholl and the key north
western Perthshire barony of For tin gal I; the hostillages of Roger Mowbray, the 
conspirator killed in 1320, went to Robert I’s bastard, Robert, who also received 
the lands of Dull within Fortin gall; the barony of Leuchars in north Fife went to 
Sir John Weymss; the barony of Kellie in east Fife and the extremely valuable 
Perthshire barony of Methven went to Walter Steward, Robert I’s son-in-law by 
1315.50 These grants form just the peak of a larger number of grants of minor 
lands by Robert 1 in these shires which included further patronage to Robert
I.auder (sheriff of Berwick and Justiciar of Lothian c. 1328-29); Malcolm, earl of 
Lennox (sheriff of Clackmannan); the Wallaces; Richard Lachlan (deputy sheriff 
of Stirling c. 1328-29); Hugh Ross (earl of Ross after 1323); William Oliphant, 
the king’s escheator; and Thomas Charteris, clerk of the proof of the Royal 
Household, a clerk of the audit and a future Chancellor for David 11 (1341 -46).5i 

A look at the complex, intertwined histoty of the four ancient earldoms 
emphasises why the Bruce regime should need a strong following of lesser men 
in central Scotland. Alan Stewart, earl of Mentieth, had died in English captivity 
c ,1308-09 after fighting for Bruce, His captor, John Hastings, had then been 
granted the earldom by Edward 11 but had been forfeited by Robert 1 in November 
1314, Alan’s brother, Murdoch, returned to Scotland from the court of Edward 11 
c. 1318-20, apparently receiving the earldom (and perhaps its full title) for his
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betrayal of the ‘Soules’ conspiracy. Murdoch would thus have displaced Sir John 
Mentieth, a younger son of Walter Stewart, earl of Menteith (d. 1295); Menteith 
had signed the Declaration of Arbroath on 6 April 1320 as guardian of the 
earldom of Menteith and of his grand-neice, Mary, Countess of Menteith, Alan’s 
daughter.52 Disputes over Menteith between the crown and various families, 
introduced to this region largely by Robert Î, would be a prominent theme of 
crown-magnate relations in the reign of David II. More immediately there was the 
threat of the return of Hastings with Edward Balliol to disrupt the Bruce 
settlement. 53

A similar and inter-related pattern can be traced for the earldom of Atholl.
Robert 1 forfeited David Strathbogie, the earl of Atholl and Constable, after he 
defected to the English, according to Barbour during the battle of Bannockburn.
Sometime after this Atholl was granted intact to Robert’s nephew, John Campbell 
(d. 1333), the son of Neil Campbell of l,ochawe (d. 1315) and his wife Mary 
Bruce, the king’s sister: this was a grant which must have been reinforced by 
Robert’s favour to Atholl men like the Menzies family.54 But although this 
settlement was apparently effective during Robert’s lifetime, there remained the 
threat of the exiled Strathbogie’s return either through the legal channel of 
submitting to Bruce and pursuing his land through the Scottish courts, or by force 
in support of Edward Balliol- The latter, of course, occurred after 1332 with John 
Campbell being killed at Halidon Hill in 1333 and the civil war for control of 
Atholl and Highland Perthshire becoming necessarily embroiled in that for 
Badenoch, Buchan, M araud the north-east. After 1333 the crown and various 
families (also introduced or raised by Robert I in central Scotland) would dispute 
control of the earldom.55

Similarly, although Malise, eighth earl of Strathearn, was not forfeited by 
Robert I for the Anglo-Balliol support of his father, Malise, seventh earl, Bruce |
still seems to have applied a measure of coercion upon the young earl after 1313, |
perhaps even obliging the father to resign Strathearn to the weaker son early. |
Malise VHl’s mother (a Comyn) was among those indicted for a leading role in |
the Soules conspiracy, as was Gilbert Malherbe (a Perthshire landowner, former . j
Balliol man and guardian of the earldom of Strathearn at the time of his execution 
in 1320) and John Logie, a ward of Malise, seventh earl of Strathearn. Robert I s 
interference in the Strathearn interests, as part of his wider resettlement of 
Scotland, had thus pluyed a key role in provoking that plot against Bmce. After 
1332-33 Strathearn would also became a source of some tension between David

j
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H an d  the d e sc e n d a n ts  o f  Robert I’s supporters.56

In the case of the last of the ancient central earldoms Robert I seems to 
have pursued a more personal - or at least dynastic - resettlement. Edward I had 
taken custody of Duncan, the minor heir to Fife (born c. 1289-90), after 1304, 
arranging his marriage to an Englishwoman, Maria de Monthermer, in 1307. 
Duncan seems, though, to have entered Robert’s peace sometime in late 1314, 
perhaps with reluctance due to the harsh terms the king offered him, seemingly as 
a result of Duncan’s murder of a Fife esquire, Michael Beaton. However, with 
the release, at roughly the same time, of Robert’s wife and daughter (who would 
marry Walter Steward in August of 1315), and with Edward Bruce’s expedition 
to Ireland in the offing, there was a need to settle the royal succession. In this, the 
role of the earls of Fife could be crucial as it was the head of that house which 
traditionally participated in the inauguration of new Scottish kings 57

Thus on 23 August 1315, expressly as the kings of Scots must be made 
by an earl of Fife, that earldom was resigned by Duncan, whose wife was still in 
England, denying him the possibility of a male heir in the foreseeable future. Fife 
was then regranted to Duncan by Robert I but with tailzie to the ‘assignees of the 
crown’ so that the earldom should remain in the hands of a seperate lord in the 
event of Duncan dying childless (and not be divided amongst co-heiresses). It is 
possible that Robert intended the earldom for his own younger son, should he 
have one, so ensuring a loyal Fife earl to crown Bruce kings to come. That this 
was his intention is perhaps suggested by various grants he made to native Fife 
men and outsiders in Fife after 1315, as if cultivating the region as a royal 
bailiwick.58 Robert I did indeed have a second son, John, perhaps a twin of 
David, but who died in infancy. Yet until March 1324 Robert had no direct male 
heir at all. If this had remained the case the 1315 tailzie would have passed the 
earldom of Fife from the issueless Duncan and Robert I to the descendants of 
Alan, earl of Menteith, in line with an earlier tailzie made between the earls of Fife 
and Menteith in 1309: by 1320 Alan’s descendants were his daughter, Mary, and 
brother, Murdoch, to whom Robert I gave Menteith.59

In sum, the possibility of Fife passing to the earls of Mentieth meant that 
the political and military disputes which had the potential to embroil the Perthshire 
earldoms also threatened to overwhelm the premier earldom of Fife, so vilal to the 
legitimation of either the Bruce or Balliol kingships: in 1332 it is noteable that 
Duncan, earl of Fife, was obliged to crown Edward Balliol, perhaps hoping to 
secure his patrimony on more favourable term s.60 Moreover, in the long term, as
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Id. Robert Is  main grants in Central Scotland. 1306-29,

Umbx

1. Longforgan - Andrew G ray/A lexander
Keith

2 . Meikleour - Malcolm Innerpeffray
3. Dunnipace - William Lindsay
4 . Caputh - Gilbert Hay
5. A uchterarder - William M ontefixo
6 . S trathgartney - John M enteith
7 . T ouchfraser - A lexander Fraser
8 . Kinnaird - A lexander Fraser
9 . Glendochart - Alexander M enzies
10 . M ethven - W alter/Robert Stew ard
11 . Fortingall - Thom as M enzies
12 . Aberdour - Thom as Randolph 
1 3. Leuchars - Andrew Gray
14 . Kellie - W alter/R obert Stew ard

1 5 . Dull - Robert Bruce, bastard  
C - Clackmannanshire - life sheriffship to  

Malcolm, earl o f Lennox; barony 
of Clackmannan to  Robert Bruce, 
bastard.

A th oll - Neil Campbell=M argaret Bruce 
son John Campbell 

M en teith  - Murdoch o f M enteith  
S tr a th e a r n  - Malise, e ighth  earl,
F - earldom of Fife; Duncan, earl o f Fife - 

retailzied to  crown failing that 
line.

K - Kinrosshire 
P - Perth S - Stirling



Dr Boardman has shown, although Robert could not realistically have foreseen 
such a likelihood, when the house of Stewart came to challenge the issueless 
David 11 in the 1340s, 1350s and 1360s over the earldoms of Strathearn, Atholl 
and Menteith it would use the tailzie of 1309 to further its claims to Fife as well.
Walter Steward (d. 1327) had been given the barony of Kellie in Fife by Robert 1; 
after the recognition of his son by Marjory Bruce, Robert Stewart, as heir 
presumptive to the kingship in 1318, Walter may have expected the Stewards of 
Scotland to become the king’s ’assignee’ to Fife.^i

During Robert I ’s reign, then, the resettlement of central Scotland 
remained far less clear cut than the Bruce settlement of other regions, examined 
above, because of the question marks hanging over the future of these ancient 
earldoms. Robert I had succeeded in exploiting the wartime conditions to draw 
the incumbents of these provinces further under the personal influence of the king 
than had any previous Scottish monarch. However, when the resentment felt by 
many at Robert I’s interference in this region is considered alongside his 
resettlement of south-west and western Scotland, the complexity of the problems 
which the new Bruce regime faced after 1314, and indeed well into David H’s 
reign, is readily apparent.

e) The  West, South-W est aud the W est and Middle marches of 
Scotland.

As a resource for resettlement patronage Robert 1 had far less royal 
demesne available in the west and south-west of Scotland, and in the western and 
middle marches - for example, in the form of thanages and forest lands - than he 
had in Scotland north of Forth.62 This problem is further reflected in the pattern 

of Robert’s grants of land in regality and ‘free barony’ {Uhemm haronium). These 
grants gave the grantee a jurisdictional franchise over named lands exempt from 
the intrusion of the officers of the crown. In the case of grants in barony this 
came with the exception of the pleas of the crown: arson, rape, murder, treason i
and treasure trove. In regality grants the exemption included these royal pleas. 1

IOut of a total of 42 grants in iiberam hamnium. in Robert i ’s extant Acta between I
1306 and 1329, 24 grant such franchises to lands in the west and south-west of |
Scotland, 5 in the north-east and far-north, 6 in Angus and Kincardine, 3 in the I
central earldoms and 4 in the Lothians and the south-east.63 I

Admittedly all but one of the seven certainly known regalities granted by 
Robert I involve large spreads of land north of Forth: to the earl of Moray and the
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Abbeys of Arbroath, Scone and Dunfermline. The bishoprics of Scotland also 
had their regalities and most of Robert’s supporters among the prelates with 
effective control over their dioceses were to be found north of Forth. 
Nonetheless, in delegating judicial Jurisdiction, Robert still clearly bad a greater 
need to rely upon the independent personal lordship and authority of lay magnates 
over lands in the south-west - the Balliol/Comyn heartland - and in the west coast 
and isles of Scotland. These were both traditionally separatist regions which had 
resisted the authority of Scotland’s kings until the later thirteenth century. Thus 
there was an admission in this policy that the self-crowned Bruce king’s writ 
would not run as effectively in the south-west and west as it would elsewhere. An 
immediate testimony to this fact is the apparent absence of a Justiciar of Galloway 
throughout Robert’s reign. Moreover, a detailed examination of the Bruce 
resettlement of the south-west and west reveals not only the localized weaknesses 
of Robert I’s kingship but the latent threat from 1314 to 1329 of England, Balliol 
and the Disinherited to the whole of his Scottish settlement, a threat realised all 
too violently after 1332 and, as argued elsewhere, almost unleashed about 1320 
through the so-called ‘Soules conspiracy’.^

Dr R.D. Oram has recently identified what he sees as Robert I’s personal 
“failure to establish a sound political structure in what had been the heartland of 
Balliol’s Scottish lands”, that is in Galloway and Dumfries centred upon Buittle 
barony, John BallioTs inheritance from his mother Devorguilla, the daughter of 
Alan, Lord of Galloway (d, 1234).65 It is clear, however, that Robert was very 
much aware of the importance of settling the south-west in his favour and of 
controlling the Western approaches to Scotland in general. The south-west, after 
all, was also the heartland of the Bruce family lands - the earldom of Garrick and 
the lordship of Annandale, which thus straddled Galloway - as well as that of 
three of his key lieutenants.66

With the Comyns also planted firmly in this area by the 1290s in the 
earldom of Wigtown (with Comyn of Buchan serving as sheriff of that area and 
Justiciar of Galloway in the late thirteenth century) the south-west and west coast 
had inevitably seen some of the bloodiest fighting of the Bnice-Balliol civil war.67 
But all that this struggle would involve was inevitably compounded and 
complicated by the interference of the English. The armies of Edward I (who 
forfeited the Balliol lands to himself in 1296), his son and their lieutenants, on 
several occasions launched large scale campaigns in this quarter and attempted to 
control it with an occupation regime which included the use of Justiciars, For the
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Plantagenets after 1296 the western approaches were just as important an entry 
point from England, the isle of Man and Ireland as they were for Robert after 
1306^8

The convet'gance of all these major political players’ lands and interests in 
the south-west meant that in that area there was an unmatched degree of wartime 
disruption to landholding patterns. As each party came to the fore in the region 
there was a ruthless replacement of their opponents’ supporters as possessors of 
offices, castles, church benefices and strategically important territories. There was 
a continuous and repetitve stream of defections back and fore, in short greater 
confusion than elsewhere in Scodand. Robert I and his lieutenants took far longer 
to take military control of the south-west. Whilst the civil war had effectively 
stopped in the north-east by 1308-09, it continued in Galloway until 1313, if 
indeed it can ever be said to have ceased there before 1357, Robert, who had 
suffered defeats and betrayals in the south-west in 1306 and 1307, losing all but 
one of his brothers, led heirschips of Galloway and Wigtown in 1308 and 1313, 
Robert’s personal involvement seems to have been necessary because his brother 
Bdward proved unable to take a grip on the former Balliol lands, despite being 
created Lord of Galloway in 1309 and earl of Garrick in 1313: the same could be 
said of Edward Brace’s campaigns to secure the Irish crown from 1 3 1 5 - 1 8 .6 9

But to be fair to both Bruce brothers their difficulties lay in the active 
commitment of a significant numl>erof families to the Balliol, and after 1306, the 
Anglo-Balliol cause. Although Robert’s military efforts had ousted the Gomyn 
allies, the Macdougalls, from Argyll by 1308-09 and similarly the MacDowalls, 
McCans and other Balliol/Gomyn supporters in the south-west, these families 
continued to take part in military efforts against Robert in this region on behalf of 
Edwards II and III, who paid for their services, often housing them at court in 
Westminster, Moreover, the Anglo-Balliol forces retained control off and on of a 
number of castles in south-west Scotland, most notably the intimidating walls of 
Caerlaverock. Nonetheless, in February 1313 Robert I razed the castles of 
Dumfries, Buittle and Dalswinton, and Balliol men like William Soules of 
Liddesdale and Roger Kirkpatrick came into Robert’s peace shortly after 
Bannockburn, Bruce now seems to have had the opportunity to continue in 
earnest the resettlement of that region in his fa v o u r .7 0

In the west around the Glyde and towards the western Isles Robert I had 
some obvious supporters to favour. Turning first to his extant Acta, in Argyll, 
from where the lords had come to the St Andrews parliament of 1309, Robert had
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the apparent support of the anti-Macdougall kindreds of MacDonald and 
MacRuarie; he granted lands in Kin tyre and mid-Argyll to the kin of his brother-in- 
law, Neil Campbell of Lochawe, in 1313 and 1315 in return for galley services 7i 
Malcolm, earl of Lennox, had been a Bruce man from 1306 and had been granted 
l:he key castle of Dumbarton in September 1308, although he must have faced 
opposition over this from Sir John Menteith. The latter had petitioned Rdward I 
for the earldom of Lennox in 1306, had kept the castle for Edward between 1305- 
OS, joined Bruce only in 1309 and had possession of Dumbarton castle in 1320 
(when he was also guardian of the neighbouring earldom of Menteith),72 Robert 
also favoured the chapter and houses of the see of bishop Wishart of Glasgow (d. 
1316), although that see was void between 1318-21 in the face of the nomination 
of an English placeman at Avignon by Edward 11.73 By 30 September 1316, 
however, Thomas Randolph, earl of Moray, was also titled Lord of the isle of 
Man. In 1315 Robert had given Walter fitz Gilbert lands in Cadzow, Lanarkshire, 
where he would serve as a justiciar in 1321; in May 1315 Robert 1 had given 
Robot Boyd of Noddsdale in Cunningham (Ayrshire), another key loyalist since 
1306, lands in Kilmarnock, Kilbride and Dairy (Ayrshire) in barony for the 
service of a knight.74

No complete cartularies have survived from the south-west and west for 
this period. Nonetheless, all the foregoing, and probably some of the large 
number of smaller grants recorded in Robertson’s Index under the headings of the 
sheriffdoms of T.anarkshire and Ayrshire - with some scattered grants touching 
Argyll - suggests that the resettlement of the west coast and the isles had been 
begun before 1318, if to a lesser degree than in the other regions of Scotland by 
this time.75 In contrast, in the south-west the extant Acta include no grants of 
lands in the shires of Wigtown, Galloway, Dumfries, Selkirk or Roxburgh before 
1318, other than the sweeping creations of Edward Bruce in Galloway in 1309 
and Carrick in 1313, and of Thomas Randolph over Nithsdale by 1312. It seems 
to have taken Robert far longer - until c.1318 - before he was able to consider 
resettlement in these areas in finer detail.76 Even then he tnay have been forced to 
build up his sui)porters in this region to replace Edward Bruce, who was killed in 
October 1318 fighting for the Irish kingship he had claimed in 1315. However, 
when Robert did begin to reorganise the balance of secular power in the south
west in his favour, he may have further precipitated the first serious Balliol 
attempt to oust his usurping regime.

On 15 December 1318, Robert gave his warrior lieutenant, the ‘good’ Sir
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James Douglas, the lands of Polmoody in Dumfriesshire in return for 2 arrows a 
year. Witnessing that charter was Thomas Randolph, earl of Moray, styled for the 
first time as lord of Annandale (which he held for the service of eight knights), 77 
Robert continued to rely upon his key supporters to extend the Bruce regime’s 
influence into the south-west and marches up until the issue of the barons’ 
Arbroath Declaration to the Papacy, in support of Robert’s kingship, on 6 April 
1320. On 1 April, Robert had given James Douglas the to uns and lands of 
Douglas and Carmichael in l.anarkshire near Douglasdale; but on 6 April, 
Douglas received the barony of Staplegordon, east of Annandale, in free barony, 
forest and burgh, and the toun, castle and forest of Jedburgh- This extensi ve 
patronage must have played a central part in the motivating of Sir William Soules, 
lord of the key west march lordship of liddesdale, to take part in a conspiracy to 
remove Robert 1 as king.78

By the late thirteenth century the Soules family had risen to a position of 
considerable influence in southern Scotland and within the royal government. 
Family members served variously as sheriffs of Berwick and Roxburgh, 
Justiciars of I -othian and royal Butler. However, it was through their connections 
with the Comyns, Strath bogies of Athol I and King John Balliol that the Soules 
family must have expected their fortunes really to prosper: John Soules had 
served as Guardian for Balliol (1301-()4) - really displacing the Comyns as 
BallioTs primary representative - and fought alongside his grand-nephew, Wiliam 
Soules, for the patriotic Balliol Scots in the south-west during that period; 
William Soules fought for the Anglo-Balliol party after 1306: he did not enter 
Robert Ts peace until after Bannockburn.79 The Bruce king’s understandable 
distrust of Soules saw him largely excluded from royal patronage. As well as his 
favour to Sir James Douglas in the south-west, close to Soules’ main lordship of 
Liddesdale, Robert T also seems to have denied William any suit to the 
Dumfriesshire baronies of Torthorwald and Kirkandrews (either side of 
Annandale) which had belonged to his brother, John Soules, who was killed 
fighting alongside Edward Bruce in Ireland in October 1318. William Soules may 
also have been annoyed by Robert’s use of Walter Steward as keeper of Berwick: 
Walter also received the lordship of Cunningham in Ayrshire from Robert 1 
before 1320, Furthermore, Robert T may have allowed Sir John Menteith to 
occupy the Soules family’s former hereditary office of royal butler. The king’s 
transfer of this office to William Soules after December 1318, and his 
confinuation of Soules’ Dumfriesshire barony of Westerkirk in December 1319,
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was too little too late in terms of winning over this former Balliol supporter in the 
sensitive south-west.SO

William Soules thus became involved in a plot against Robert I, designed 
not, as the chroniclers insist, to put Soules himself on the throne, but to restore 
John BallioTs son, Edward, to his rightful patrimony, after which he in turn 
would use patronage to satisfy his supporters’ specific local territorial concerns 
and wider political am b itions.T h is  projected coup was probably organised at a 
time of grave crisis for Robert I, after the death of his brother and sole direct 
family heir, Bdward Bruce, at Dundalk in October 1318, and under the shadow of 
Robert’s excommunication by the papacy after 1317 and the threat of interdict 
upon Scotland. The papacy had also absolved the Scots of any oaths of loyalty 
they might have had to make to the murderer, Robert Bruce.82 The king was 
certainly aware of his vulnerability at that time, outlawing treason and rumour
mongering against the Bruces in the Succession Act of November 1318 (which 
named the infant, Robert Stewart, as his heir in the event of his failure to produce 
a son) and drawing up the Declaration of Arbroath of 1320 in his barons’ names 
as nationalist counter-propaganda.83 For the conspiracy and this papal pressure 

on Bruce were sponsored by England. Edward Balliol can be found in Rdward 
It’s pay between 10 November 1318 and Januaty 1321, having entered northern 
England from his father’s estates in France. Subversion against Robert Bruce 
would have been even more favoured by Edward II after the failure by September 
1319 of the English siege to recover Berwick, and England’s growling internal 
financial and political crises.84

The conspiracy was thus a major threat to the Bruce regime and 
settlement, both of which were still in their early stages. It has been shown that 
Soules was supported in the plot by many more men than the six individuals 
named by the chroniclers as being found guilty of treason at the ‘Black 
parliament’ of August 1320; namely Roger Mowbray, David Brechin, John 
Logie, Gilbert Malherbe, Richard Broun and Agnes, Countess of Strathearn.85 

The conspirators, indeed, had the potential backing of a large number of Scottish 
magnates, lesser knights and prelates, many of them with Comyn or Balliol 
associations, who can be shown to have served the Balliol patriots after 1296 
and/or England after 1306, and, more immediately, to have been disadvantaged 
by the Brace resettlement throughout Scotland begun since then.86 The complicity 
of other parties in the plot can be established, including that of Ingelram de 
Umfraville, who had helped John de Soules secure the Franco-Scottish alliance of
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1295 and who was the brother of the disinherited earl of Angus.87 However, it is 
clear that the main military threat to the Bruce regime in 1318-20 came from the 
south-west of Scotland, the former Balliol/Comyn heartland. Many of the 
Scottish knights, esquires and retinues who entered Bdward l l ’s peace in the 
fallout from the Black Parliament were men of that region,88 After 1332, when 

Edward Balliol and the Disinherited lords, backed by Edward 111, did invade 
Scotland to recover the kingship from the Bruce dynasty, by far the majority of 
BallioTs support from within Scotland would come from the south-west,89

In 1320, then, and surely throughout much of his reign thereafter, it is 
clear that Robert Ts support was still more factional than national. However, as 
much as the Bruce resettlement of Scotland had provoked this crisis, so the 
patronage Robert 1 was prepared to offer helped him to defeat this Balliol 
challenge convincingly and allowed him to build up his support in south-west 
Scotland, the marches and elsewhere between 1320 and 1329. After all, magnates 
like Murdoch of Menteith had betrayed the plot in the hope of reward from Robert 
I; Murdoch certainly received some of the conspirators’ forfeited lands. 
Moreover, magnates of unpredictable, pragmatic loyalty - like Patrick Dunbar, 
earl of March, Duncan, earl of Fife, Mali se, earl of Strathearn or Donald, earl of 
Mar - had seemingly remained neutral or loyal to Robert in the hope of improving 
the terms of their tenure under the Bruce settlement. During David IT’s minority, 
however, these magnates and their followings would find cause to be ambivalent 
in their loyalties.90

After 1320 Robert’s resettlement of the west, south-west and marches of 
Scotland grew apace - as it did tliroughout Scotland - expanding the interests there 
of some of his key supporters as well rewarding native families. Turning to the 
extant royal Acta, in January 1321, the king’s own bastard son, Robert, received 
Sprouston barony in Roxburghshire; on 20 April 1321, James, Ford of Douglas, 
received half of Soules’ barony of Westerker in Dumfries, the rest going to 
Melrose Abbey; on 1 May 1323, Holyrood Abbey received a teind of the justice 
pleas taken between the rivers Cree and the Nith; in December 1324, Randolph’s 
Annandale and Man regalities were confirmed; on 24 February 1325, James, 
Lord of Douglas, got the former Balliol lands of Buittle in free barony; a month 
later Mel rose Abbey received the crown’s casualties from Roxburghshire 
(potentially some £2,000, to be collected by Douglas who had recovered 
Roxburgh castle and Teviotdale about 1313-14): Melrose, where Brace’s heart 
was destined to be buried, received much favour in the 1320s. In August 1321
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John Lindsay, knight, was given Wauchopdale and other Dumfriesshire lands 
forfeited by the Soules conspirator, Simon Lindsay. Over the next four years 
there were also confirmations of the lands of Whithorn Priory and Crossraugel 
Abbey (which got a £100 pension, as did Melrose Abbey, from the fermes of 
Berwick in 1326). Sometime before 1327, Robert Stewart received the former 
Soules lands of Eckford, Nisbet, Longnewton, Maxton and Caverton in 
Roxburghshire; as Steward in 1329, Robert received the barony of Renfrew in 
free warren.9t

Robert Î was also careful to attract to the crown the service of native south
western and western kindreds like the Kirkpatricks and Flemings. Sir Humphrey 
Kirkpatrick received John Soules’ barony of Torthorwald in July 1321 for the 
service of an archer: Kirkpatrick would play an important part in David IPs 
passage to France in 1334. Robert 1 had given Humphrey’s nephew, Thomas, 
Barburgh in Dumfriesshire in barony for the service of two archers in May 1319; 
on 4  January 1323, while at l-ochmaben, Robert gave Thomas the adjacent land 
of Redburgh. About 1319-20, Robert had also given Stephen Kirkpatrick the 
Dumfriesshire lands of Pennersaughs. Thomas Kirkpatrick’s father, Roger, 
would serve David II in the wars of the 1330s and 1350s and as sheriff of 
D u m f r ie s .9 2  Mai com Fleming of Biggar served Robert 1 as sheriff of Dumbarton 
in 1328-29 (while Robert was ensconsed at his new manor house of Cardross) 
and as steward of the king’s household and that of David, earl of Carrick: as 
David l l ’s ‘foster-father’, Malcolm would also help the infatit king escape to 
France in 1334, and the Flemings would act as the crown’s agent in the west and 
south-west after 1341.93

In the west of Scotland there were more grants by Robert Î made in return 
for military service. Professor Barrow has clearly demonstrated Robert’s personal 
understanding of the importance of the western highlands and islands, detailing 
the king’s patronage in Argyll and the isles to Angus Og MacDonald and his kin, 
and the MacRauri kindred (until their forfeiture in parliament in 1325). Robert 
was indeed the first Scottish king to lead islesmen on raids into England and to 
rely upon the parliamentary support of some of the ‘lords of Argyll’: he also built 
up Tarbert and other castles around Loch Fyne and the Knapdale-Kintyre 
b o u n d i n g s . 9 4  Elsewhere Malcolm, earl of Lennox, was made sheriff of 
Dumbarton in July 1321 with the right to hold ‘wappinschawings’; in August 
1321, John Menteith was given Glen Breackerie in Argyll and Ailsa in Ayrshire 
in free barony for the service of a 26 oar ship; Arthur Campbell had to give the
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service of a quarter of a knight and a twenty-oar ‘birling’ in return for barony 
lands in Lorn, Bender)och and Annin in Argyll - he was also given custody of 
Dunstaffnage castle on the shores of the MacdougalTs forfeited lands of Lome; 
knights like William Sinclair, Hugh de Poleyn, John de Monfode and Hugh and 
James Cunningham all received lands in I .anarkshire, Ayrshire or Roxburghshire 
for the service of an archer or part; of a knight; there were also annuals, church 
provisions/appropriations and trade privileges for the Abbey of Paisley, the 
chapters of Glasgow cathedral and the see of Argyll, and the burghs of Glasgow 
and Rutherglen.95

But it is once more the indices of lost royal grants which contain a 
remarkable and revealing series of acts concerning the south-west and west too 
large to be detailed here; several rolls (more than for any other areas of Scotland) 
survive under the headings of the shires of Roxburgh, Dumfries, Selkirk, Ayr, 
Lanark and Dumbarton - those for Argyll are more scattered and less 
systematically recorded. Most significantly, James, Lord of Douglas, received 
further grants of the middle march forests of Selkirk, Rttrick and Traquhair 
(adjacent to his lands of Lauderdale) which would prove so strategically vital after 
1332. Douglas also received a blanket confirmation of all his lands with a regality 
jurisdiction. James’s brother, the future Guardian, Archibald Douglas (the 
‘Tyneman’), was given Kirkandrews barony in Dumfriesshire. But the indices of 
lost royal acts also note further crown favour to families like the Cunninghams, 
Lindsays, Flemings, Garricks, Menzies, Crawfords, Boyds, Kirkpatricks, 
Bdzears, Stewarts of Darn ley and Dalswinton, and Mores (Adam More was 
sheriff of Ayr and a steward of the royal household by 1328) in the south-west. 
There were also further attempts to win over former Balliol men like the Maxwells 
or Henry Balliol (sheriff of Roxburgh by 1328), while Edward Keith, the 
Marischal’s brother, served as sheriff of Selkirk. Tn the west there were several 
further grants to the MacDonalds, Campbells and (until 1325) the M a c R iia r is .9 6

Clearly, this underlines the importance Robert 1 attached to controlling the 
western approaches, the border Marches and the south-west in particular. 
However, despite this extensive Bruce resettlement, there remain some doubts 
about the extent of the Bruce regime’s authority in this region, in June 1324 
Robert was obliged to repeat a concession to the ‘Captains and men of the 
community of Galloway’ first made by Alexander III, withdrawing the right of 
crown officers in this region to billeting and summary justice; the actions of the 
king’s agents had obviously proved unpopular with the native families of the 
south-west and officers were summonsed to parliament to answer c h a r g e s .9 7
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That the authority of these officers had been limited is suggested by the 
apparent absence of a sheriff of Dumfries or Wigtown in 1328-29 at a time when 
sheriffs in most other areas were active collecting for a peace contribution.98 
Furthermore, although the Chamberlain collected the burgh fermes of Dumfries 
and Wigtown in 1328-29, no evidence of a Justiciar or justice ayres in Galloway 
survives for Robert’s reign. Similarly, in 1321 when Robert had granted the 
sheriffdom of Dumbarton to Malcolm, earl of Lennox, this had been with the 
proviso that should the sheriffdom be withheld from him he should receive 500 
merks a year instead. It is possible that Sir lohn Menteith’s grip on Dumbarton 
and his rivalry with the Lennox earl was so great after 1306, that he may have 
been willing to defy a king who had replaced him as royal Butler with the traitor 
William Soules in 1319: it was of course in Dumbarton castle that Soules was 
imprisoned, and Sir John Menteith’s descendants would defy David II’s authority 
over the west of central Scotland after 1341. Finally, the two successive bishops 
of Whithorn during Robert’s reign (and beyond 1329) adhered to York, although 
in the Isles after 1327 Robert was able to impose and pension his trusted servant, 
Bernard, Abbot of Arbroath and Chancellor, as the new bishop.99

Perhaps, then, as Dr Oram has argued, “the chief flaw in the 
[resettlement] structure was the absence of a single, powerful lord as intermediary 
between the king and the lesser chieftains in Galloway”, the Balliol heartland. 
Even the ‘good’ Sir James, I.ord of Douglas, and Thomas Randolph, Lord of 
Annandale, seem to have been unable to fulfil this role. After Edward Bruce in 
1313 there is no official record of a ‘Lord of Galloway’ until 1369. too In this 
context many south-western men may indeed only have paid “lip-service” to 
Robert I. Indeed, when it was laid on top of the disruption of the wars of 
Independence, Robert’s policy in this region may have suffered from introducing 
too many crown men, fragmenting and loosening lordship in the south-west and 
allowing native kindreds a large degree of autonomy or adding to their pro-Balliol 
sentiment. Randolph, Douglas, the Stewarts (of which the Menteiths were a cadet 
branch) and the Bruces all had considerable holdings in the west and/or south
west after 1320.

The conflicting ambitions of these families throughout Scotland in general
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le. Robert I s main grants in the West, South-West and the West and
Middle Marches. 1306-29.

C\d\\t>wciy

1. Nithsdale - Thomas Randolph
2. Morton - Thomas Randolph
3. Barburgh - Thomas Kirkpatrick
4. Buittle - James, lord o f Douglas
5. Dalswinton - Robert Boyd/ Walter Steward 
6 Kirkandrews - Archibald Douglas
7. Kirkmichael - James, lord o f Douglas
8. Staplegordon - James, lord o f Douglas
9. Torthorwald - Humphrey Kirkpatrick
10. Westerkirk - James, lord o f  Douglas/M elrose Abbey
11. Kilmarnock - Robert Boyd
12. Dalrymple - Robert Boyd
13. Cadzow - Waller fitz Gilbert
14. Douglas - James, lord o f Douglas
15. Machan - Walter fitz Gilbert
16. Glenbrcakerie - John Menteith
17. Bendcrloch - Arthur Campbell
18. Kin tyre - Robert Steward
19. Knapdale - John Menteith/Ncil Camplx,*!! o f Lochawe

20. Arran - John Menteith
21. lick ford - Robert Steward
22. N isbet - Robert Steward
23. IvOngnewton/Maxton - Robert Steward
24. Caverton - Robert Steward
25. Sprouston - Robert Bruce, bastard
26. Hawick - James, lord o f Douglas
27. (iam esm olc - Alexander Bruce
28. Mochrum - Alexander Bruce
29. Bedrule - James Douglas
30. Jedburgh - James, lord o f Douglas 
Li - Liddesdale - Robert Bruce, bastard 
Cu - Ciunningham - Robert Steward
R - Renfrew - Robert Steward
KS - Kyle Stewart - Stewart lands as was Bute.
Carrick - Edward David/Alexander Bruce 
Galloway - Edward Bruce
* Dumbarton castle - given to M alcolm , earl o f l^ nnox but 

held by John Menteith.
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after c. 1329 form a central theme of this thesis. But the birth of David Bruce on 
5 March 1324, and his emergence as earl of Carrick after 1326, together with the 
careers of Alexander Bruce, Edward’s bastard, as the incumbent of the same 
earldom after 1329, and Robert î ’s own bastard and namesake (d, 1333) as lord 
of the key Soules holding of Liddesdale after 1320, should in theory have 
allowed the Bmces themselves to act as the natural leaders of the men of the south
west. David II will be shown acting in this capacity after 1341 as lord of 
Annandale, and with the reversion of Carrick. loi Robert Î himself clearly 
recognised the dangers to his dynasty from the south-west of Scotland caused by 
the unhealed rift of the Bruce-BalUol civil war, his murder of Comyn, his betrayal 
of the patriot cause in submitting to Bdward I and then seizing the kingship, by 
the heirschips of Galloway between 1307-13 and the continued exile of the 
Disinherited. These were motives for revenge which Robert Î continued to be 
shrewdly aware of, despite the intensity of his intervention in that region and 
despite his success in quashing the conspiracy of 1320.102

For between early Febmary and early April 1329, when he and others 
knew his death to be close, Robert 1 was certainly at pains further to counter the 
Disinherited threat personally and to extend crown authority in the west and south
west of Scotland. Setting out from his new manor house of Cardross near 
Dumbarton the king undertook not just a ‘‘‘long drawn out and surely painful 

pilgrimage” to St Ni ni an’s shrine at Whithorn in Galloway. 103 This was also an 
extensive circuit in which the king dispensed a fair amount of patronage both to 
mitive south-western and western families and to men planted in these regions by 
the crown, including Alexander Bruce, his nephew who would become earl of 
Carrick after Robert’s death. Some of these grants were made in return for 
specific military services, a total of 5 armed men and 4 archers from the south
west and 2 galleys from Argyll and the isles: Robert also made some grants of 

lands in other former Balliol/Comyn areas of support while on this journey.
With the advantage of hindsight, it is clear that Robert î ’s fears about a 

Balliol revival were completely justified. When Edward Balliol invaded Scotland 
with the Disinherited and English backing in 1332 many Scots in the south-west 
provided him naturally with his most enduring support; it was in that area (and in 
the Comyn’s nonth-east) that the Bruce resettlement of 1314-32 was most gravely 
undermined and undone. Any concerns, too, which Robert T may have had about 
the western isles, reflected in his grants in Argyll in return for galley service, 
seem also to have been justified. The MacDonalds, by then ‘Lords of the Isles’,
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Struck opportunistic alliances with both Balliol and Edward TIT in the 1330s, thus 
gaining confirmation of their intrusion into the former Comyn/Randolph lordship 
of Lochaber and the interests of the Macdougalls and MacRuaries; the isles lords 
would do so again in the 1350s, and generally resist David i l ’s promotion of 
crown supporters in the isles.i05

When David II returned to Scotland from exile in 1341 he too would have 
to undertake a resettlement ‘colonisation’ of these sensitive regions and Scotland 
in general. In the south-west in particular David will be shown to have planted his 
own men andheen obliged to recognise the autonomy of native kindreds there, 
with land grants often being made in free barony in return for military services. 
But David - who probably spoke only French and middle Scots - would lack the 
‘common touch’ and personal experience of the Gael of Robert I. That both the 
south-west and west remained a problem for the Bruce dynasty is underlined by 
David ITs willingness, as late as 1365, to alienate 1,000 librates of the former 
Balliol lands in Galloway to a younger son of the English king who would be 
recognised as David’s heir presumptive (just as Edward Balliol had been willing 
to alienate much of southern Scotland to Edward 111 in 1335); after 1341 David 
would also be willing to pardon both the MacRuaries and the Macdougalls of 

Lome and to use them as counters to the MacDonalds. Thus the traditionally 
thorny problem for the Scottish crown of extending its authority into these 
outlying zones was compounded after 1306 by antagonism towards the 
aggressive Bruce kingship. The temiinally-ill Robert i ’s recruiting circuit of 1329 
betrays not only the first Bruce king’s own perception of the fragility of his 
authority in the south-west but his more general concerns that the political legacy 
of his kingship to his son was one which could not avoid a renewed Anglo- 
Balliol challenge.

l i t  The Legacy of G overm nent & Policy of R obert Ï.
Robert I’s redistribution of the lands and offices of the Disinherited and 

much of the demesne of the crown was a skilful deploy ment of necessary royal 
patronage, The Bruce resettlement ensured that whilst the Disinherited and Balliol 
challenge might return, the pro-Bruce Scots would be motivated through self- 
interest, as much as through any growing sense of patriotism, to fight to preseve 
their new patrimony and the dynasty which had elevated them. Nonetheless, 
some modem historians have rightly questioned whether or not this alienation of 
lands and often hereditary offices and regalities by Robert 1, and his dependence 
upon his supporters, amounted to “excessive delegation” and the beginnings of a
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process of irreversible “dissipation of royal power which was one cause of the 
weakness of later medieval Scottish monarchy.”t07

The roots of the problems the early Stewart monarchs faced in the late 
fourteenth century - with aggressive regional magnates resistant of crown 
authority - can be found within the patronage Robert T was obliged to dispense to 
ensure support for his usurper regime. Dr Roardman has already shown in some 
detail that David 11 would have tense relations with the descendants of the very 
families Robert 1 had to promote, rely upon or tolerate to serve him in the 
localities, namely the Stewarts, Randolphs and Douglases, the earls of Ross and 
March and the MacDonalds of the Isles. 108 Robert 1 appears to have had good 
personal relations with the heads of these families, his ‘lieutenants’ after 1306, 
and to have been able to satisfy and balance their ambitions. Rdward Bruce had 
been distracted with winning the kingship of Ireland; Thomas Randolph, James 
Douglas, Walter Stewart and his son, Robert, and Hugh, earl of Ross, all 
received great extensions of their territory. Randolph as earl of Moray was named 
as Scotland’s first Guardian in the event of Robert I’s early death, whilst the 
Stewarts were the Bruce’s heir presumptives after 1318, and Douglas was given 

the (distracting) honour of taking Bruce’s heart on crusade.ni^
However, Robert I ’s relations with his greater magnates were Tiever to be 

tested beyond the end of the Anglo-Scottish war with the treaty of Rdinburgh- 
Northhampton of 1328. By that stage the Bruce kingship did not give the 
impression of acting, or of being viewed by its supporters, as just another 
magnate house elevated by its own political machinations. Yet neither can it be 
said that Robert, preoccupied with war with England and stabilising his regime, 
had really tried to extend and exploit the authority of the crown in Scotland to the 
full. So it is interesting to speculate what might have happened had Robert lived 
beyond his 55th year and turned his attention more to domestic concerns. He 
would surely have found it increasingly difficult to balance the ambitions of a 
swelling community of greater regional magnates and their progeny against the 
crown’s own authoritarian ambition. Indeed, had it not been for the cull of the 
Anglo-Scottish battles of 1306-07 (when three of Bruce’s brothers were killed) 
and of 1332-33, Scotland would have been awash with Randolphs, Stewarts (in 
Clydesdale and Angus), Bruces of Carrick and Liddesdale, and Douglases, 
alongside a Campbell earl of Atholl, the incumbents of the ancient earldoms and 
many other ambitious magnate kindreds: the Stewarts and Douglases in particular 
might reasonably have expected to receive an earldom (as Randolph had) and
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increased political status for their committed support to B ru ce , no Had Robert 
sought to increase the crown’s influence in the localities, expand the 
government’s writ in the exercise of justice and collection of revenue, while still 
dictating foreign policy, he would surely have found it as difficult as David 11 was 
to after 1341.

Not the least of the Bruce regime’s problems after 1329 might have been 
their increasing lack of demesne resources with which to continue rewarding its 
supporters. As Dr Grant has stressed, Robert alienated more land and ferme 
annuities to his supporters than he had revoked from his opponents. By 1326, the 
Scottish parliament could report that “the lands and rents, which used to belong to 
the crown, have by divers donations and transfers, made on the occasion of war, 
been so diminished that [the king] has not maintenance becoming his station 
without the intolerable burdening and grievance of his commons.” In response to 
this decline in royal resources, parliament in 1326 granted Robert 1 a tenth of 

fermes and rents for the remainder of his lifetime,m
Yet even with this income, had he lived, Robert might have been forced at 

a later date to reduce his patronage to his supporters, or make their grants more 
honorific than material; or he might have had to seek ways to actually taka hack. 
some of the lands, income and offices he had had to delegate to them under civil 
and national wartime conditions. There is considerable evidence beyond the 
forfeitures of 1314 that Robert was able to act in an authoritarian manner towards 
his magnates when required: in 1315 he had Duncan, earl of Fife, retailzie his 
lands to the advantage of the crown; in 1320 he had dealt brutally with the Balliol 
conspirators: in 1325 he forfeited Ruari of Islay for unspecified crimesJ 2̂ 
However, Robert was never required to end the honeymoon of good relations he 
had built with his key supporters, the Randolph, Steward, Douglas, Ross and 
other houses to whom he had alienated vast territorial regalities and offices. 
Robert never had to act aggressively to reduce the status and resources of his 
supporters to sustain the higher status of the crown. His regional lieutenants 
always had outlets for their ambition, be it raiding England, invading Ireland or 
simply asserting their control over the men of the lands gifted to them by Robert
I. Whilst he was undeniably a supremely effective warlord and a charismatic, 
judicial and forceful leader of men, Robert never had to contain and discipline his 
‘loyal’ subjects within Scotland under prolonged peacetime conditions.

As an adult, David II - even after the magnate losses of the 1330s - would 
have to do just this, continuing his father’s reward of supporters but resetting the
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level of his patronage to favour lesser knights, esquires, prelates, religious 
institutions and burghs while curtailing and, at times, reducing the territorial 
influence of his great regional magnates. David would also seek regular extra 
income from the estates in parliament and councils, which frequently insisted he 
limit his demesne alienations and ‘live of his own.’ So the tensions between 
crown and great magnates over possession of crown offices or the vacant 
earldoms of Scotland which would dominate David II’s adult rule can be said to 
have their roots in the wartime regional resettlement of Robert I. Thus whilst 
Robert may not have created obviously ‘overmighty subjects’, his resettlement 
had both short and long term advantages and disadvantages for the Bruce 
kingship.

Robert I had been able to maintain good relations with his key supporters 
because the resettlement of Scotland and the re-establishment of everyday 
government which went with this, remained in the vested interests of all involved 
during his lifetime (which was roughly as long as the second phase of struggle 
with England). Robert’s distribution of offices and delegation of authority to 
Bruce loyalists in the localities played a central part in the effective restoration of 
royal government by 1329. Franchise and shrieval courts and assizes were 
revived throughout most of Scotland and justiciars’ ayres and parliamentary 
justice became regular; after Robert’s death, Thomas Randolph as Guardian was 
praised for his oversight of the execution of justice against wrongdoers.! 3̂ 
Before 1329 parliament itself played a central role in the revamping of Scotland’s 
written and applied law. Robert’s chancery was an efficient and intelligent office 
of unexampled activity, manned as was the rest of Robert’s administration, by 
increasingly bureaucratic, career-minded clerics. A proficient royal government 
mean that the collection of a substantial annual revenue, annually audited, was 
possible by 1326: the extra tenth of ferms granted to the crown by parliament in 
1329 to pay off the 20,000 merks reparations owed to England under the treaty of 
Edinburgh-Northhampton (at 5,000 merks a year for four years) met its deadline 
on time. Robert I had also used his regime to output propaganda which expertly 
bolstered his cause, bound it to that of an independent Scotland and blackened his 
enemies’ reputations,

A level of relatively ‘intensive’ bureaucratic government and judiciary - 
and the use of propaganda - was another inheritance which David IT would have 
to work to restore and expand after 1341. However, the apparent effectiveness of 
Robert I ’s government by 1329 - combined with the popular!sm of his guerilla 
warfare against England, the vocal support of the church and other professions of
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nationalist approval for Bruce after 1309 - gives considerable weight to the image 
of the strong rule of ‘Good King Robert’ backed by the united ‘political 
community of the realm of Scotland.’ Professor Barrow and Dr Norman Reid 
have argued that Robert I’s reign after 1314 was marked by the achievement of a 
working balance between, on the one hand, the expectations of a political 
community which since 1286 had become increasingly self-reliant and necessarily 
involved in government, and, on the other, the agenda of a strong personal 
monarchy: Robert 1 had to rule with the consent of the political community and 

did so with conservative circumspectiond 15
The calling of almost annual councils or parliaments after 1314 would 

seem to confirm this. There were numerous occasions when Robert needed the 
consensus of his significant subjects; and other times when he had to concede to 
the limitations or conditions placed upon his authority by parliament. The Acts of 
succession of 1315, 1318 and 1326 were ratified in parliament, as were the 
treaties of 1326 and 1328 with France and England respectively. In 1324 Robert 
was obliged to agree to the appeal of the community of Galloway to withdraw the 
writ of his officers to summary justice in that region. In 1326 Robert persuaded 
the estates to grant him a subsidy for his expenses; but parliament limited this to a 
tenth for his lifetime only, whilst he was to cease exacting prise and make no 
remissions out of this tenth, which was to be controlled by the Chamberlain. 
Generally, Robert’s need for taxation for diplomacy and the crown’s expenses 
meant that the burgesses had to be involved in parliamentJ!6

However, whilst there is considerable evidence of institutional co
operation and working compromise between Robert and his subjects, there 
remained the distinct possibility of tension between the crown and various fluid 
and potentially factional elements of the so-called ‘political community’. There 
had been times when Robert and his close supporters had acted in the name of the 
community without the genuine backing of that ideal consensus. Most obviously, 
Robert had collected the seals of his barons to attach to the Declaration of 
Arbroath without the knowlege of all concerned of just what they were 
condoning, at a time when many of them were either plotting against Robert or 
equivocal in their adherence to his regime. Robert may have enforced similar tests 
of loyalty upon his subjects with the acts of s u c c e s s i o n .  From this point of 
view, the acts of the ‘political community’ could be said to have been simply the 
agenda of the Bruce regime’s factional support throughout Robert’s reign and 
beyond, whilst there remained support for the Balliol alternative. There is some
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evidence, too, to suggest that Robert ignored the limitations placed by parliament 
upon his fiscal powers in 1326. Furthermore, the records of the Scottish 
parliaments do not reveal anything of the debate and dissension which may have 
gone on in response to Robert ï ’s diplomatic moves in, most notably, 1320, 
1323, 1326 or 1328, or over the acts of succession.H8

It could be argued that Robert, preoccupied as he was with war and 
diplomacy whilst maintaining tight factional control of the actions and output of 
his government, died before ever really expanding what he may have seen as the 
rights of the crown in Scotland against the expectations of a more settled ‘political 
community.’ But David II would fall heir to the effects of this shifting status quo 
between crown and subjects. After 1341 David and his government would 
encounter both community, and more obviously factional, criticism and 
opposition over his taxation and patronage, his execution of justice and, of 
course, the succession and Anglo-Scottish diplomacy. Much of this legacy was a 
result of the disruptions to royal authority after 1286 and the controversial nature 
of Robert Bmce’s seizure of the throne. However, some of Robert I s actions 
after 1314, made in the course of his stabilisation of his regime and dynasty, 
would also affect David’s relations with his key subjects and the wider ‘political 
community.’

Robert I had problems settling the succession to his kingship. In 1315 an 
act of succession had recognised his warlike adult brother, Edward, as his heir 
presumptive in preference to his Robert’s daughter Marjorie or any family she 
might have. Such was Edward’s headstrong nature, however, that Robert must 
have looked upon him as a necessaty stop-gap to back up his dynasty until he 
could produce sons of his own. When Edward was killed in October 1318, 
Robert may have looked upon his grandson, Robert Stewart, as an even less 
desirable stop-gap heir. A possible Stewart succession might mean not only the 
end of the new Brace dynasty but fresh uncertainty about the legitimacy of 
succession through a female (Marjorie) of what many regarded as a usuiper line 
when there was an adult (and, to many, the legitimate) alternative of Edward 
Balliol. As Robert himself had shown, all it necessarily took to change the 
succession was an act of violence and a fait accompli legitimated by a packed 
parliament and well placed patronage.

Whether objections to a Stewart succession had been voiced by elements 
of the political community, or by Robert himself, is uncertain. However, the 
1318 act had named Thomas Randolph and then James Douglas as the Robert 
Stewart’s guardians in the event of Robert Ts death, not Walter Steward (d.
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1327). The king continued to lavish extensive patronage on Robert Stewart in 
western and south-western Scotland. Yet Further doubts about the desirability of 
elevating one of his key lieutenancy families above the others may have been 
expressed within Robert’s lifetime. David Bruce was born on 5 March 1324. In 
December 1326, parliament ratified another act of succession which recognised 
Robert Stewart’s right to succeed after David. But with the arrival of a direct 
Bruce heir, Robert 1 may have felt it time to tighten the purely Bruce grip on the 
kingship.

To do so he may have given some recognition to Alexander Bruce (born 
c. 1317), the illegitimate son of Robert’s late brother and heir, Edward, whom the 
king had preferred as his heir over Marjorie and her children. When David Bruce 
became king in 1329, Alexander became earl of Carrick, the traditional holding of 
the Bruce family heir, and by the late fourteenth cevtury the patrimony of the heir 
to the kingship. Alexander was killed at Halidon Hill in 1333 and briefly 
succeeded in Carrick by his illegitimate brother, Thomas Bruce (d. 1333). Yet 
John of Fordun, collating his annals in the mid fourteenth century, and Walter 
Bower, writing in the 1440s, relate the fate of a pretender Alexander Bruce who 
came to Scotland in 1344 looking to recover his lands. Fleeing to Carrick because 
he feared he ‘might be put to death by those who occupied his lands’ this claimant 
was captured at Ayr and executed in the presence of the king, Robert Steward, 
Malcolm Fleming (earl of Wigtown since 1341) and others: ‘although as some 
believe proper judicial procedure had not in all points been obseived. Because of 
this many still think that he was the real Alexander and condemned to an unjust 
death so that his lands could be retained [by others].’!!9

The presence of a pretender Alexander Bruce in 1344, especially if the real 
Alexander had been given some place in the Scottish succession by Robert 1 or 
Thomas Randolph the Guardian, would have been understandably disruptive. 
David n  was then possessor of Carrick itself, and Robert Steward (and his three 
sons by 1344) were one step away from the kingship. Moreover, the young 
David must have been hoping to produce his own son (or even just a daughter) in 
the near future, but may have been fretful of this because of poor relations with 
his English wife, Joan.!20 David may also have been looking for a suitable - 

really, a younger, more easily controlled - alternative as heir presumptive instead 
of his by then chief antagonst, the Steward. According, once more, to Bower, by 
the 1350s, David regarded John, the son of William, earl of Sutherland, and 
David’s sister, Margaret Bruce (who wed about 1342), as his true heir 
presumptive. Interestingly, Hector Boece, writing in the 1520s asserts that in
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1357 David even forced through parliament a formal recogniton of an ‘Alexander 
Sutherland’ as his heir instead of the Steward (perhaps a confusion of Alexander 
Bruce and John Sutherland) ,121 David’s attempts to annul the Bruce-Stewart 
succession would become indivisable from Anglo-Scottish diplomacy after 1357. 
But it seems clear that the tone of David’s deteriorating relations with his nephew 
and heir Robert Steward, who was eight years older than the second Bruce king, 
had first been set in the reign of Robert I. Certainly, Robert had laid precedents 
for changing the terms of the succession at the royal will.

However, uncertainties about the Stewart succession were less pressing 
for Robert I and David II than the dilemmas of the second Bruce king succeeding 
as a 5 year old minor (something Robert ] could really do little to avoid). For this 
effective return to the crown minority problems of 1286 would bring the perfect 
opportunity for the alternative kingship of Edward Balliol (born c. 1290), backed 
by the Disinherited lords and England. Robert I was devastatingly effective in 
applying several strategies to hold off and undermine the Anglo-Balliol challenge, 
most of which the pro-Bruce Scots and David 0  would continue to use after 
1329. As Professor Barrow and Dr Colm McNamee have shown, between 1314 
and 1323, and in 1327-28, Robert and his supporters applied guerilla warfare 
across the Scottish borders and a counter conquest campaign in Ireland (ultimately 
iinsuccesful) in an attempt to force the erratic Edward II to recognise Bruce’s 
kingship and Scotland’s i n d e p e n d e n c e . ! 2 2  in 1326, Robert also concluded the 

mutual defensive alliance of Corbeil with France in the event of either power 
being re-invaded by England, And Robert’s regime was expert in nationalist, pro- 
Bruce propaganda. Robert’s appeals to the Avignon papacy not only won some 
support for Bruce Scotland against England, but by July 1329 (just after Robert’s 
death) it won him the removal of his excommunication and the right for David to 
be crowned and anointed as king of Scots, a rite the English had sought to deny 
to the Scots throughout the twelth and thirteenth c e n t u r ie s .  123

These Bruce initiatives were a vital legacy to David and his generation. 
Not only did the pro-Bruce Scots and David depend heavily upon the French 
alliance in the 1330s and 1340s to sustain their military resistance to the renewed 
Anglo-Balliol threat, but David would appeal to Avignon at times of crisis. David 
would also take a strong interest in the chivalric tradition of his father and his 
lieutenants, 124 However, despite Robert Ts lasting reputation as a warlord it was 

independence from, and peace with, England which the first Bruce king really 
wanted. Thus what David II would ultimately have to fight to restore after 1332
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was the position of recovered patrimony and recognised Scottish sovereignty 
which Robert Î had achieved through the Anglo-Scottish treaty of Edinburgh- 
Northampton of March 1328, and the marriage of David to Edward I ll’s sister, 
Joan of the Tower, in the following July. Essentially, this was a return for 
Scotland to the semi-amicable relations with the Plantagenets of the thirteenth 
century before 1286, when Scottish kings and their heirs had wed English 
princesses; or even 1290 when, by the treaty of Birgharn, Alexander I ll’s heir, 
the Maid of Norway (d. 1290), had been set to wed Edward Ts heir leading to a 
union of the crowns whilst Scotland’s laws, customs and institutions remained 
s o v e r e i g n .  125 In 1327-28 Robert (who was married to the daughter of the earl of 
Ulster) was even prepared to enter into a mutual alliance with England which also 
meant an end to Scottish interference in Ireland (yet which allowed the Franco- 
Scottish alliance to continue), Robert also agreed to pay £20,000 war damages to 
Engl and. 126

It is within this context that we should consider David l l ’s plans of the 
1350s and 1360s, after his capture by England in 1346, to introduce an English 
prince to the Scottish succession as part of an Anglo-Scottish peace: David’s 
offers to fight for England in Ireland and his concerns to restore Anglo-Scottish 
trade and cultural ties should also be seen in this light. 127 However, whilst 
David’s dipomacy can, in part, be explained as a logical extension of his father’s, 
demanded by the circumstances of the mid-fourteenth century, Robert I himself 
seems to have known that it would in fact be his martial strategies and the Franco- 
Scottish alliance which would prove the most immediately important props in 
bolstering his reign’s achievements after his death. For Robert must have 
suspected, even without the advantage of hindsight, that the peace he had made 
with England in 1328 could not last long.

Most obviously, the treaty of Edinburgb-Northampton was struck not 
with the legitimate crown of England but with the usurper regime of Edward ITs 
wife, Isabella, and her lover, Roger Mortimer; they had comraited regicide and 
forcibly used the authority of the adolescent Edward III. Robert I could not know 
it, but Edward III would quickly assert himself as an extremely capable, warlike 
monarch in the mould of his grandfather, whose achievements in conquest he 
sought to emulate and surpass. Moreover, the Scots had broken a thirteen year 
Anglo-Scottish truce, agreed in 1323, and used military pressure on the Anglo- 
Scottish borders and Ulster to force Isabella and Mortimer to concede peace 
terms. Edward III himself had been left in tears after the Scots attack at Stanhope
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Park in August 1327 and he refused to attend David Bruce’s marriage to Joan at 
Berwick in July 1328, a match made before either of the couple was of age: 
Robert I may have felt that possession of Joan would act as another curb on 
future English aggression. 128 Robert’s insistence upon a lavish royal marriage 
between the two countries and his offer of reparations were surely designed to 
shore up the peace treaty. But Edward I ll’s quitclaim of his superiority over 
Scotland in 1328 would prove worthless. As Dr Nicholson has argued, Edward 
111 only delayed undoing the shameful peace of 1328 until those £20,000 war 
damages had been paid off, although Edward Balliol appeared at the English court 
as early as October 1330. Robert’s insistence in 1327-28 that the Franco-Scottish 
alliance be allowed to stand despite the Anglo-Scottish peace was surely a sign 
that he anticipated future Anglo-Scottish conflict,!29

This was highly likely because the 1328 treaty had failed to include the 
thorny issues of the Disinherited or Edward Balliol. In a letter of 18 October 1327 
stating terms for peace to Edward III, Robert had demanded that it should be 
explicit in any Anglo-Scottish deal that the Disinherited, be they Scots or English, 
were not to be restored to their Scottish lands unless through his special favour 
(surely only if they gave up their English allegiance and become only Scottish 
subjects under Bruce kingship). But this clause was not included in the 1328 
treaty,!30 |t  would have been understandable if Robert, gravely ill and sensing the 
imminence of his own death, had thought it wise to avoid the difficult issue of the 
Disinherited in the interests of concluding some form of written peace with 
England before David l l ’s minority. Moreover, by not ruling out the possibility of 
the restoration of some of the Disinherited lords if they were prepared, say, to 
recognise Bruce’s kingship and pursue their patrimony through the Scottish 
courts, Robert could indeed be said to have acted in a conciliatoiy manner. This 
seems to be what Robert did about the time of David and Joan ’s wedding, making 
unofficial promises to Henry Percy, Henry Beaumont, Thomas Wake and others 
that they could recover their lands by due process: on 28 July 1328 Robert even 
gave Percy a general charter of regrant of his father’s lands in Scotland.!3i

However, whilst Robert I may have looked to reintegrate some of the 
Disinherited as a means of strengthening the Anglo-Scottish peace and eroding 
Edward BallioTs potential support, his actions in 1328-29 may have served only 
to create uncertainity and divisions amongst some of his own supporters. For it 
was unlikely that Robert would be able to compensate the Disinherited 
satisfactorily without reducing the newly acquired territory and influence of some
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of his key lieutenants and generally disrupting his resettlement of Scotland. The 
claims of the disenfranchised, after all, affected most of the major earldoms and 
provincial lordships of Scotland. 132 Magnates like Walter and Robert Steward, 
and Thomas Randolph, earl of Moray, were from families which had not been 
major English landowners before 1286, and their status after 1306 was based 
upon their receipt of forfeited lands. However, families like the Douglases and the 
Bruces themselves had had significant interests in northern England. Thus Robert 
Î may not have been totally opposed to a return to cross-border landholding at 
some point in the future. Certainly, by May 1329 the ‘good’ Sir James, Lord of 
Douglas, had been restored to his father’s lands in England, surely with Robert 
Ts approval; Douglas visited Rdward I ll’s court in May 1330 on his way to the 
Holy land with Robert’s heart.333

Had Robert 1 lived longer, however, he would have found it difficult to 
reconcile the restoration of the Disinherited to all his supporters. Certainly, after 
both Robert and James Douglas (d. 25 March 1330) were dead, Thomas 
Randolph as Guardian of Scotland would refuse Edward I l l’s demands that 
Percy, Wake, Beaumont and the bishop of Durham be restored to their Scottish 
lands as Robert 1 had promised.I3̂ t David II would face similar problems over the 
issue of the Disinherited, not just because of their invasion of Scotland with 
Rdward Balliol and Edward 111 after 1332, but even after Balliol had resigned his 
claim to Scotland in 1356. In the 1350s and 1360s, David’s inclusion of terms for 
the restoration of the Disinherited’s heirs as part of peace indentures with England 
(and even, in 1363, the possibility that the earl of Douglas should recover his 
family’s former English lands) met with stiff opposition from Robert Steward and 
other Scottish magnates in parlianient. 135 Thus, the fifth column of Balliol and 
the Disinherited was the most problematic of Robert I’s legacies to David 11 and 
his generation: it could not be solved without upsetting the balance of power of 
the Brace resettlement of Scotland, the very achievement which would prove vital 
after 1329 in resisting the Anglo-Balliol challenge.

Coficlusiofi,
Much work clearly remains to be done on Robert I ’s kingship between 

1314 and 1329. In particular, it will be important to examine just how the Brace 
settlement was enforced on the ground and the actual extent of Robert’s authority. 
David l l’s inheritance of an extensive resettlement of Scotland in favour of Brace 
supporters, of a strong martial tradition and alliance with France, of restored



45

Scottish government, law, church and trade, and - by the treaty of 1328 - of 
Scotland’s sovereignty under a Bruce king and dynasty, were the central legacies 
of the warrior king, Robert T. But these must be balanced against the enduring 
threat of the Disinherited headed by the Balliol dynastic challenge. This was a 
threat indicated in the variegating strength and weakness of the Bruce resettlement 
in different regions of Scotland, by the foiled Balliol plot of 1320 and by the 
instability of the 1328 Anglo-Scottish peace treaty.

It could be said that the direct consequence of the latter was the return of 
Balliol and the disinherited with English backing in 1332, resulting in the partial 
collapse of the Bruce settlement of c.1314-29. Moreover, although Robert 1 had 
built up enough support, and made an alliance with France which would enable 
Scotland 1:0 survive the invasions of the 1330s, the ongoing cost of this support to 
the crown in demesne resources and delegated authority was great. Resides, the 
unity of this support may have already been undermined by uncertainty over 
Robert’s attitude to the Disinherited, cross-border landholding and the Bruce-or- 
S te wart succession to the contested Scottish kingship. The conflicting ambitions 
of those families - especially the Randolphs, Stewarts and Douglases - who 
prospered in Scotland with Bruce after 1306, had perhaps already begun to 
surface.

Thus Robert 1 ’s circuit through the south-west down to the former Baliiol- 
Comyn heartland underlined at once his awareness of the fundamental 
weaknesses of the 1328 peace treaty but also the potential resilience in adversity 
of the Bruce settlement. .Just three years after his death Robert I’s fears would be 
proved correct and his nonetheless massive achievements as king since the 
revolution of 1306 would be put to the test. As heir to his father David Bruce 
would rely upon considerable continuity of personnel and policies from the reign 
of Robert 1. Y et within the changing circumstances of his reign, David 11 would 
have to develop a unique style of personal kingship.
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im prisoning Soules in Dumbarton castle, and as guardian o f the earldom  of  
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Strathbogie, earl of Atholl, that: “[Edward] understands that some of the Scots
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S3. A .P.S., I, 465-6; A.A.M . Duncan, ‘W ar of the Scots’, 128-9; N.H. Reid, 

The Political Role o f  the Monarchy in Scotland, 1249-1329 (Unpublished Ph.D. 
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91. RRS V  n o . s  172  [R.  Bruce]; 179, 201, 269, 288, 289, 379, 412 [M elrose]; 

184, 200 [Douglas]; 198 [J. Lindsay]; 263 [Moray]; 370, 414 [R. Stewart].



61

92. RRS V no.s 152,189, 216, 404 For Humphrey Kirkpatrick see Chronique de 

Richard Lescot, Religieux de Saint-Denis, 1328-44, ed, J. Lemoine (Paris 1896), 

34-5 and ch. 2, n30. For Roger Kirkpatrick see: RRS VI no. 125; Chron. Bower, 

vii, 297, 309; ch. 5., pp. 251-4 and ch. 6 , pp. 287-92.

93. E.R., i, 248, 257, 258, ad indecim; ch. 2, pp. 75-9; Les Grandes Chroniques 

de France, ed, J. Viard (10 vols., Paris 1953), ix, 141; Chron. Bower, vii, 83. 

Robert 1 had also given the Flemings of Barruchan in Lanarkshireshire, iands in 

Angus [RRS V no.s 55 (1315), 208 (1322)].

94. Barrow, R obert B ruce, 405-1 . T arbert castle cost at least £450 [R. 

Nicholson, Scotland - the Later Middle Ages, 113].

95. RRS V no.s 194 , 468 [Lennox]; 225 [R utherglen]; 239 [M entieth]; 258 
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99. E .R ., I, 68, 69, 102-7 [M en te ith /S ou lcs]; RRS V no. 194; G ray,
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100. R.D.Oram, ‘Bruce, Balliol and the Lordship of G allow ay’, 42,
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stand by you; the King of England will provide a 
powerful force of armed men to help you. Hurry and get
started; be of good heart, consult your friends, and 
take up arras.”

103. Barrow, Robert Bruce, 438-9.

104. Feb. 

Date

6 Feb

18 Feb

21 Feb 

[0 Mar 

21 Mar

Plaee-date

Tumberty 

Girvan, Carrick

Carleton,

Inchmiehael, Gall.

ge grants bv Robert I [RRS V no.s 362 to 374(A)j. 

Grantee & service owed 

.loiin of CraigealTe, Wigtown - 1 footman. 

Aberdeen burgh.

Ayr Blackfriars, £20 p.a. of burgh fermes. 

Duncan Campbell kt., Benderloch, Argyll - a 

26 oar ship.

Marlin MacGeeh, lands in Kirkcudbright/

Wigtown - 1 archer. 

Ayr Blackfriars, multure privileges.

Aberdeen burgh - juducial privileges.

Robert Steward, Renfrew in free warren.



63

27 Mar 

Loiigforgan

29 Mar 

31 Mar

1 Apr

1 Apr

3 Apr

4 Apr

Glenluce, 

Monreilh,

Whithorn

John Dunlerraline (clerk of the Liverance),

(Perthshire) lands of John Logie/ lady 

of Balliol - 1 archer.

Donald of Mar, Saline (Clack.)

Gilchrist Mac Y mar Mac Ay, lands in

Kintyre and Kilwinning. 

John fit/ Gilbert, Galloway lands - 1 armed

man.

Richard MacCuffock, Wigtown lands - 1 S))ear

man

“ Arthur Campbell, kl, Argyll lands - 20 oar

§Mr-
John MacNeill, Rhinns lands, Galloway - i  

armed man.

Probable Feb.-Apr. 1329 pilgrimage grants by Robert I in R obertson’s Index

Dougall MacFarlane, Kinclavie etc., Argyll.

Gilchrist MacCay, Kintyre and Bute lands - 2 archers.

Gilbert fitz Nigel, Cameleden, Dtimf.

Fergus Mondavilla, Stranever, Wigtown.

William Auchinfour, Auchinfour, Galloway.

Nigel McHorrard, Kirkandrews, Dumf.

John fitz Gilbert, Southache, Galloway - 1 armed man.

William Cissoris, Balmachannore etc., Forfar.

Alexander Bruce, Dun barony, Forfar; Mochrum and Carnesmole, Wigtown.

John Craigie, part of Girton, Galloway.
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[Lords of the Isles],
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108. S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, \2-25, passUu.
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237, passim.

115. Barrow, Robert Bruce, 410-30; N. Reid, ‘Crown and Community oner Robert I’, 203-23. Dr 

Alexander Grant convincingly challenged this view of Robert’s conservative treatment of the Scottish 

nobility to argue that Robert had transformed the higher magnate class through his patronage 

[Independence and Nationhood, 27].
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military efforts brought him a near hegemony over the British Isles.

123. RRS V no. 299 {1326 treaty]; Chron. Bower, vii, 5-9 [appeals to papacy]; Vetera, 244-5; 

A.A.M. Duncan, Scotland - the Making o f the Kingdom, 253-4, 259-64, 277-81, 558-61.
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125. RRS V no. 342 I treaty]; For Anglo-Scottish relations before 1296 see K.J. Stringer, ‘Scottish 

Foundations: Thirteenth Century Perspectives’, in A. Grant and K.J. Stringer ed.. Uniting the 

Kingdom? The Making o f British History (London 1995), 89-94. For the treaty of Birgltam see 
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Scotlish monarch [Barrow, Robert Bruce, 351-3J.

127. See chapters 5 ,6  and 8 passim. Walter Bower (vii, 15) recites a poem written to celebrate David 

Bruce’s birth, perhaps written by Bernard of Linton - Abbot of Arbroath, Chancellor and later Bishop 

of the Isles (d. 1331);
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128. Barrow, Robert. Bruce, 357-60, 368-9; R. Nicholson, Edward HI and the Scots, chapters 4  [The 

Shameful Peace] and 5 [The Disinherited] passim; W.M. Ormrod, The Reign o f Edward W ; Crown 

and Political Society in Ettglatid 1327-77 (Yale 1990), 3-11. In 1328 David was 4, Joan was 7 years 
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129. E.R., i, 211 ,217, 221, 403; R. Nicholson, Edward III atid the Scots, 69; Barrow, Robert Bruce,
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come to Edward II from beyond seas in July 1324 (perhaps in response to the birth of David Bruce in 

March that year?) and in July 1327 (in response to Robert’s raids on northern England and contact 

with Ulster to put pressure on Isabella and Mortimer?) - CDS iii no.s 841, 923.

130. E.L.G.Stones ed., Anglo-Scottish Relations, 1174-1328 (Oxford 1965), 316-21; terms 

discussed in Barrow, Robert Bruce, 360-3; R. Kicho]son,Scotlatid - The Later Middle Ages, 120, 

makes this point about the omission of Robert’s demand of 1327 from the 1328 treaty.

131. RRS V no. 353 [Percy grant]; Barrow, Robert Brtice, 369 (which does not discuss the 

implications of such promises to key disinherited figures); R. Nicholson, Edward HI and the Scots, 

68-71, necessarily analy.ses the disinherited, pointing out that Beaumont was among those 
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132. R. Nicholson, Edward HI atid the Scots, chapter 5; Barrow, Robert Bruce, 441-52 [Appendix: 
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and “expelled (he monks and laymen dwelling there because they were convicted of 

seditiously...engaging in conspiracies to the danger of the whole kingdom” [Chron. Fordun, ii, 161].

134. CDS iii no.s [024, 1034, 1035, 1036.

135. See ch. 8, pp. 395-8. A.P.S., i, 492-6. In March 1364, at a parliament at Scone, the plan 

which David II tabled for Anglo-Scottish peace, involving the restoration of the Disinherited, was 

rejected thanks, in part, to opposilon led by Robert Steward. According to a briefing paper drawn up 

for the debate at this parliament, one of the arguments put by the Steward’s party may have been that 

Englishmen would take possession of the lands and heirs of Scottish lands, and that although: “[i[t 

would be a good thing if our lord the king and his heirs, and other lords, could have their lands in 
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vigorous and able man, did not agree to this article” [A.A.M.Duncan, ‘A Question about the 

Succession, 1364’, clauses no. 28,39, 46|; however, this may just have been Stewart propaganda.
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Chapter 2: The Minority of David II, June 1329 to June 1341. 

ïîitrodactloiî
The miltary rather than the political events of David ÎTs minority were those 

recorded most extensively by fourteenth and fifteenth century chroniclers. Hence 
several modern historians have analysed the years 1329-41 in some detail, usually 
from the viewpoint of Edward I l l’s annual invasions of Scotland between 1333 and 
1337, or from the viewpoint of the actions of the magnates in “Scotland without a 

King." I
Royal minorities were always potentially problematic and fractious; David’s 

-was to be blown apart by the violent return of the rival Balliol line and those Anglo- 
Scots disinherited by Robert L Balliol was crowned King - probably with his father’s 
old symbols of office - at Scone on 24 September 1332. The renewed Scottish civil 
war which this provoked was intensified by successive full-scale English invasions 
between 1333 and 1337, intent on restoring English overlordship and occupation of 
Scotland, and averting French intervention in Scotland. In May 1334, after two heavy 
defeats at Diipplin (August 1332) and Halidon Hill (November 1333), it was thought 
expedient to remove David and his young bride, Joan of the Tower, into exile in the 
care of his ally, Philip VI of F r a n c e .2  The same fate as had befallen John Balliol 

between 1296 and 1306 seemed now to have overtaken the Bruce dynasty. Yet David 
would return to Scotland in 7 years time, aged 17, just as he took effective control of 
his own kingship. Until then the survival and restoration of the Bruce regime had 
been made possible not only by the assistance of Philip VI and Edward Ill’s over
burdening of England by invading France in 1337, but also by the military and 
political efforts of several successive Scottish guardians and various magnates and 
lesser knights. This at least gives the impression of a strong and significant ‘political 
community’ in Scotland, committed, despite some notable defections, to restoring the 
status quo which had existed under Robert Bruce by 1329.

Throughout most of this, David was too young to influence events; events 
which would nonetheless dictate the circumstances of his majority kingship after his 
return from France. The same is undoubtedly true of the minori ties which preceded 
the personal kingships of the thirteenth century Alexanders of Scotland and the 
fifteenth century Stewart kings. The latter were also periods marked by factional 
struggle within the Scottish political community. In this sense it is vital to trace the 
experience both of David and of the exercise of central authority in Scotland in 
general between the death of Robert I and June 1341. There are difficulties in doing 
so. Despite the relative wealth of Scottish, English and French chronicle material for
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this period, there is a wartime dearth of Scottish government records. Moreover, 
much of the fourteenth and fifteenth century Scottish chronicle detail is coloured by 
political viewpoints determined after 1341. John of Fordun, collecting his annals 
between the 1330s and 1360s, helped David H’s crown propaganda campaign of that 
period against Robert the Steward by highlighting that magnate’s failings against 
Balliol in the 1330s, The French chronicler, Jean Froissart, who visited Scotland in 
1365, would also present a heavily pro-Bruce version of the events of the 1330s in 
his Chroniques. In contrast, the ‘Anonymous Chronicler’ of the fourteenth century 
cited by Andrew Wyntoun, and Abbot Walter Bower and his continuators in the 
fifteenth century, all tried to eulogise the Steward’s career before and after 1341.3

However, against the backdrop of the slow Bruce recovery of Scotland’s 
independence throughout the 1330s, it is possible to build up a picture of the roots of 
some of the royal policy concerns which would dominate David’s adult reign; 
especially some of the tensions between the king and a number of his key subjects 
who had exploited the absence of royal authority after 1329,

i. The Regency of Thomas Randolph, June 1329 - July 1332,
Despite the doubts raised above about the durability of Robert I s resettlement 

of Scotland after 1314, David’s minority was blessed with at least three years of 
peace: this must have yielded further time for stabilisation of the new dynasty. All the 
Scottish chroniclers concur in praise for the guardianship of Thomas Randolph earl of 
Moray, Lord of Amiandale, Nithsdale and Man, noting his energy in. seeing justice 
administered in person throughout those areas within Robert I’s sphere of influence; 
Wyntoun’s source states that Randolph dispensed summary justice at ayres held as 
far apart as Wigtown and Inverness. He seems also to have been as hard-headed as 
Robert I in his diplomatic dealings with Englatid-4

Randolph’s leadership was just part of the marked continuity in government 
personnel discernible after Robert I’s death. The available royal charter witness lists 
show the bishop of Brechin, Adam de Moravia ( or Moray, an illegitimate son of the 
Ramsays, a family prominent in David II’s service after 1332), present as Chancellor 
until about August 1335, Moravia had been part of the embassy which concluded the 
treaty of Corbeil with France in 1326, and an envoy to Avignon for Robert I, who 
had ensured his nomination to his diocese in 1328; Moravia would be one of the 
young David’s key advisors after 1341.5 Another churchman, Robert de Peebles, a 
canon of Glasgow and former clerk of liverance for the royal household, continued as 
Chamberlain from 1327 until his death in November 1329 and was succeeded by one
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of his deputies, the layman Reginald More, at that time precentor of the Knights 
Hospitaller of Scotland. 6 Also appearing as witnesses to the few royal acts extant 
from Randolph’s guardianship were the laymen Alexander Fraser (David II’s uncle 
by marriage and Chamberlain 1319-26); Robert Lawder of the Bass, the Justiciar of 
Lothian; Patrick Dunbar, earl of March; Gilbert Hay, the constable; Robert Keith, the 
Marischal, later David IPs teacher in arms; Donald, earl of Mar; John Campbell, earl 
of Atholl; Murdoch, earl of Menteith; Sir Alexander Seton; and the household 
knights, James Fraser and William Muschet (whom Robert I had given the Perthshire 
thanage of Auchterarder).? Most of these men owed their position and lands directly 

to Robert I ’s grants after 1314 (and in some cases to his leniency). Moreover, as a 
household steward, Alexander Seton had been especially close to David Bruce when 
he was earl of Carrick, and along with the knights Malcolm Fleming, David Barclay 
and Robert I’s illegitimate son, Robert Bruce of Liddesdale, he continues to appear in 
the royal household accounts for the period 1329-32,8

Only 11 acts issued either in the name of David “Rex Scotornm’’ or of 
Randolph as Guardian survive until the latter’s death at Musselburgh on 22 July 
1332. But the records of the Scottish parliaments and exchequer suggest the existence 
of an efficient working bureaucracy: councils/parliaments and fiscal audits were held 
annually and large monetary contributions from the sheriffs, dioceses and burghs 
were collected by mid 1331, on time for the complete payment of the £20,000 
reparations owed to England as a condition of the 1328 peace, Bruce and Scottish 
stock in Europe also continued to recover, with the Papacy pardoning from 
excommunication on 8 August 1331 those Scottish knights who had taken Robert I’s 
heart on crusade in 1330.9

However, beneath this veneer of consensus and stability there may already 
have existed tensions which would surely have increased with the passage of time, 
even if Edward Balliol and Edward III had not invaded Scotland- Writing in the 
sixteenth century, bishop John Leslie suggested, not unreasonably, that the good Sir 
James Douglas had been sent on his enand to the Holy Land lest he be “molestful to 
the king’s young son David, or to his governor, Thomas Randolph, usurping 
authority to him selfe...’’; a similar distraction from self-interest had surely been used 
to keep Edward Bruce in Ireland in 1315 and away from Thomas Randolph. lO 
Fortunately for Randolph - but unfortunately for Scotland when war recommenced - 
Douglas was killed in Spain in 1330. Yet, as already argued, Douglas may have 
contributed to a split within the Bruce Scots between those who sought closer 
relations with England in the form of a return to the cross-border landholding of the
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thirteenth century, and those who preferred to benefit from more confrontational 
Anglo-Scottish relations as ‘big fish in a smaller pond’. For James Douglas had 
recovered his family’s English lands in May 1329. n  Tn contrast Thomas Randolph’s 
recent build-up of influence in Scotland had not been built upon a strong basis of 
family lands and traditional locality leadership, unlike the Douglases’ or Stewarts’. 
Instead Randolph had had to rely solely upon the crown creating vast notional 
territorial titles for him in Moray (including former Comyn lands in Badenoch), 
Annandale (the traditional Bruce lands), Nithsdale (a former Comyn holding) and 
Man (retaken by England in 1332), The Randolphs’ power was thus dependent upon 
their continued association with a strong Bruce monarch.

This difference between the power bases of Randolph on the one hand and the 
Stewarts and Douglases on the other would prove a source of political antagonism 
between them after 1332. Before then Thomas Randolph seems already to have 
begun to work in defence of the political and territorial gains he had made since 1312. 
As Guardian after 1329 Randolph and his court were surely responsible for refusing 
to restore Scottish lands to those of the disinherited whom Robert I had semi
officially promised to pardon in 1328. Randolph refused to heed the letters of both 
Edward III and the Pope insisting that he do so between 1330 and 1333; he even had 
the bishop of Durham summoned to a Scottish parliament to answer for grievances 
over border lands. In August 1331 the English complained that Randolph and his 
ally, William Douglas of Lothian, the future knight of Liddesdale, “do as they please 
in regard to redress of offences’’ which were in breach of the Anglo-Scottish peace on 
the borders. The Northumberland Abbey of Holm Cuitram - which Robert I had 
apparently accepted as a cross-border landowner, but which David II would later 
forfeit of its Scottish lands for ‘treason’ - could complain in January 1331 of ‘forays’ 
against their lands in northern England by the Scots. 12

Randolph may also have had cause to act to contain the autonomy of some of 
Robert I ’s regional magnates. In Galloway he had to act to head off a band of 
criminals set on his assassinaton. His justice assize at Inverness and the hanging by 
his coroner of the heads of fifty wrongdoers from the walls of Eilean Donan castle in 
wester Ross must have had some bearing on the ongoing feud there between the earls 
of Ross and the Mackenzies: John Mackenzie of Kintail had led highland forces for 
Robert I at Bannockburn, but by 1331 Hugli, fourth earl of Ross, to whom Robert I 
had given the isle of Skye, was encroaching on Kintail. It will be shown not only that 
the Ross house continued violently to press its territorial claims in the north at the 
expense of local kindreds throughout David II’s reign; but that by the late 1330s the 
Randolphs of Moray’s control of the hereditary office of justiciar north of Forth
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would also be being challenged by the Ross earls. 13
Furthermore, as already speculated, sometime after Robert Fs death Randolph 

may have tried to raise the status of Edward Bruce’s bastard, Alexander Bruce, as 
earl of Carrick and thus as another Bruce ally and regional lieutenant, or even as a 
possible heir presumptive to David II, ahead of Robert Steward; such a reshuffle 
would have strengthened the Bmce-Randolph association. It is noticeable that 
Scottish chroniclers writing under subsequent Stewart kings attempted to blacken 
Alexander Brace’s name by stating that in 1332 he and the men of Carrick joined 
Balliol but that Alexander was recaptured by John, Thomas Randolph’s second son 
and the third Randolph earl of Moray [Wyntoun]; or that he received the lordship of 
Galloway from Balliol [Bower]; or that he was executed as a traitor by John 
Randolph [Pluscarden]! In fact, Alexander would die fighting for David II at Halidon 
Hill in 1333, aged about 20.14

Yet even without this probable attempt using Alexander Bruce to alter the 
balance of aristocratic power in Scotland, there may have been some political rivalry 
between the Randolph family (Thomas and his two young adult sons, Thomas and 
John) and Robert the Steward (b. 1316), who was now approaching his majority: 
there would certainly be strong Steward-Randolph rivalry after 1334. It can thus be 
argued reasonably that had Thomas Randolph himself lived, or Douglas survived, or 
even David II died and Robert II succeeded, then there would have been even more 
open rivalry, if not violent conlfict, among the former Bruce lieutenants for control of 
royal offices, resources and poltical influence.

Only a suggestion of these tensions can be surmised from the sources. But 
one fact certainly sits uneasily within the events of the period: that of the delay in the 
inauguration and, for the first time, coronation and anointment of the new Scottish 
king. For although Robert I died on 7 June 1329, David II was not crowned until 24 
November 1331, some two years and over five months later, as part of a full 
parliament at Scone. This was hardly the action of a nervous new dynasty, or of a 
nation which had just won its freedom despite the presence of an adult pretender in 
the wings. Yet there is no obvious political explanation for the delay. The pro-Bruce 
political community may simply have been waiting to receive word from the Papacy 
or one of the European courts of just how the rites of a coronation ceremony should 
be undertaken, or for David to reach an age of secure health when he could participate 
in the ceremony with sufficient solemnity. 15 Or the Scots may have been awaiting 
moves on the issue of the unreturned inauguration stone of Scone from Westminster. 
Finally, they may have been awaiting the full payment of reparations to England by
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mid summer 1331. The coronation could also have been prompted in late 1331 by the 
Pope’s pardon of those Scottish knights excommunicated for the cmsade of 1330.

Yet there may be more sinister reasons for the delay. What if there were 
doubts held by some in Scotland about the wisdom or political and personal 
advantage of accepting a toddler as motiarch (as there had been in 1286)? After all an 
adult alternative existed in the form of Edward Balliol (b.c. 1290). who could return, 
ideally in peace, with the backing of the Disinherited, many Scots and perhaps 
Edward III, who had been bypassed, offended and ashamed by the 1328 Anglo- 
Scottish treaty. And what if these doubts were enough to block the Randolph regime 
from crowning David with widespread support? These thoughts may have been 
heightened by further doubts about the succession raised by the Alexander Bruce 
promotion plan, if such a plan existed.

This is all speculation: the sources betray no such scenario directly. Yet there 
were certainly a number of magnates within Scotland not unreceptive to the Balliol 
cause, Duncan, earl of Fife, and Mali se, eighth earl of Strathearn, may justifiably 
have felt hard done by Robert I’s resettlement of their possessions after 1314. Both 
these magnates would have been expected to take an active and traditional part in any 
ceremony of king-making. Neither, however, seems to have done so in November 
1331. But both did join Edward Balliol after 1332, attending his coronation in 
September 1332 where the earl of Fife crowned him,16 Moreover, Donald, earl of 
Mat, had not returned to Scotland until 1327. Brought up at Edward l l ’s court and 
perhaps having been aware of the ‘Soules conspiracy’ of 1318-20, Mar had certainly 
opposed the usurper regime of Isabella and Mortimer (and presumably their 1328 
treaty with Robert I). It is the contemporary English chronicle. The Brut, which states 
that around 1331 Donald approached Edward Balliol and offered him support and the 
Scottish crown:

"[Mar] h erd e t e l l ©  how t h a t  S ir  Edward [ B a l l i o l ]  was comen 

in t o  E n gelan d , and come t o  him , and made w ith  him g r e t e  jo y e  o f  h i s  

commyng a g e y n e , and s a id e  t o  h im , and b ih ig h t  t h a t  a l l e  g r e t e  

lo r d e s  o f  S c o tla n d  sh u ld e  bene t o  him e n te n d a n t , and hold© f o r  him  

a s  Kyng, a s  r ig h t  h e i r  o f  S c o t la n d , and so  m iche t h a i  w old e d o n e ,  

t h a t  he s h u ld e  be cro u n ed e  Kyng o f  t h a t  la n d e ,  and t o  him dede  

f e a u t e  and Homage. . . "

Donald, earl of Mar, and twelve followers had a safe-conduct to go to England on 15 
October 1331. Edward Balliol had been in England since sometime after October 
1330.17 But it remains to be seen whether this left enough time for Donald to have
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visited Balliol, perhaps to offered him a peaceful restoration to the Scottish kingship, 
or at least to have collected intelligence about his intentions; Mar may then have 
returned north with news which prompted Randolph to call a parliament at Scone to 
crown David on 24 November. If the usual forty days notice was given for this 
assembly, it is more likely that M ar’s trip south was made in response to the 
imminence of David’s coronation and to see if Balliol and Edward III, knowing of 
this, had any plans to intervene.

Whatever the truth, it is possible that the Bruce dynasty and many of its 
beneficiaries looked upon the delay in David’s coronation as something to cover up in 
relation to the Anglo-Balliol threat and Robert I’s achievements: the Bruce regime had 
already covered up the Balliol coup conspiracy of 1320. Notably in The Bruce, John 
Barbour, writing between 1371 and 1375 under the Steward as Robert II, drew upon 
a source of annals probably collected in the 1330s. He purposefully describes 
David’s coronation as taking place while Robert I was still alive, at a parliament 
which ratified both the peace treaty with England and the Act of succession which 
recognized Robert I’s grandson, Robert Steward, as David’s heir presumptive; thus 
Barbour condensed the actual events of 1326, 1328 and 1331. iS |n  reality, however, 
the loss of the inspiring personality of Robert I himself, coupled with the infancy and 
adolescence of David Bruce and the Steward must have seriously weakened the Bruce 
regime; many Scots must have looked to the adult Edward Balliol as a way of 
stabilising the Scottish kingship against a recurrence of the insecurities of 1290-92, 
not to mention as a means of actually restoring the family first recognised by most 
Scots as Alexander Ill’s successor.

But on 24 November 1331, James Ben, bishop of St Andrews, crowned and 
anointed David II and Queen Joan. According to Bower, David had been knighted the 
day before along with the Guardian’s eldest son, Thomas Randolph, and John 
Stewart, the earl of Angus (d. 10 December 1331) and “many other” nobles. The 
24th of November was a date which David seems to have gone on to mark during 
every year of his adult r u l e .19 The Scone parliament was unlikely to have been 
David’s first public appearance. But he must have spent most of his early years with 
his sisters and, after 1328, with his wife Joan, at households at Cardross in 
Dumbartonshire, and after 1329 at the manor of Inchmurdoch in. Fife (where he 
would marry for a second time in 1363).20 ic was possibly this site, and the capture 
of David himself, which Edward Balliol and his small force of about 2,000-3,000 
‘Disinherited’ followers, were aiming at when they landed in Fife in August 1332.

But by then the relative calm and security of the first three years of David’s
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kingship had already been shattered by the death of Thomas Randolph, in his late 
fifties, in the preceeding month. The claim, begun by the ‘Anonymous Chronicle’ 
used by Wyntoun, that Randolph had been poisoned by an English cleric in the pay 
of the Disinherited and Edward 111, may have some basis in fact.2l Undeniably, the 
removal of the last of Robert I’s famous lieutenants and the occupant of some of the 
Comyn lands in the south-west and north-east of Scotland, just as Balliol 
disembarked for Scotland, would have been sound military planning. By landing in 
Fife the Balliol expedition also had direct access to the followings of earls whose 
loyalty to the Bruce regime could easily be brought into question, namely Fife, Mar 
and Strathearn. Although both the earls of Fife and Mar are named by the chroniclers 
as fighting for the Bruce Scots at the battle of DuppUn in August 1332, Fife and 
Strathearn would submit to Balliol thereafter and Donald of Mar’s infant son, Thomas 
(who had a Balliol half-brother, Thomas) would be presented to Edward III at York 
by Balliol in 1334; Bower reports that the clerics of the earldoms of Fife and 
Strathearn, and the deaneries of Cowrie (Perth to Dundee) and Fothrif (west Fife and 
Kinross) all went over to Balliol after Dupplin.22

ii. Renewed Anglo-Scottish War and French help, Aug. 1332 - 1335.
According to the available sources Thomas Randolph’s death threw the Scots 

into further internal disarray; this must have given Balliol some hope of appealing to 
the majority of Scots as an acceptable and stabilising alternative as king. An 
emergency council was rushed through at Perth on 2 August 1332. Fordun and the 
rest of the Scots chroniclers state that “ ...all the magnates, both churchmen and 
laymen...after a great deal of wrangling and sundry disputes, they, with one voice, 
chose, Donald, Earl of Mar, as guardian of the kingdom.”23 The cause of dissension 
at this time remains unknown athough the obvious problem was that there was no 
natural choice of leader for the Scots after Randolph’s unexpected death and even 
before the slaughter of magnates in battle in the next two years - no successor had 
been legislated for by Robert I’s parliament in the event of the deaths of both 
Randolph and Douglas. Although there is no contemporary government record of 
M ar’s appointment as Guardian (or rather, ‘king’s Lieutenant’) - other than 
corroboration by the English chronicler of Lanercost - it may have been felt that he 
would have some leverage with Balliol, whom the Scots must have been expecting to 
enter Scotland at any moment. Mar was the brother of Robert I’s first wife and 
technically the Bruce’s heir if David and Robert Steward both died; but Mar may also 
have had a Balliol bastard.24
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It is likely that the eight year old David, his sisters and Joan were withdrawn 
to Dumbarton castle shortly before or after the defeat at Duppliu (I I August 1332): he 
may have been brought out briefly to Perth after the recovery of that town and the 
temporary expulsion of Balliol from Scotland in late 1332. But thereafter David 
probably had little or no contact with those men officially elected to serve as 
Lieutenants in his absence and there would be no competition among these men for 
the physical possession of the king’s person. The defeats, defections and victories of 
the next decade were events which David would only begin to comprehend and act 
upon in his young adulthood.

Events, though, quickly moved towards a nadir for the Bruce party. After the 
deaths of Mar, Murdoch of Menteith, Thomas the young second earl of Moray, 
Robert Bruce of Liddesdale and numerous other knights at Dupplin, it appears that 
Andrew Murray of Garioch and Bothwell - the grandson of the former comrade of 
Wallace and David l l ’s uncle by marriage - was probably elected ‘king’s Lieutenant’ 
by a council. But he was captured by unnamed Balliol supporters near Bothwell in 
October 1332.25 R is likely, however, that Patrick Dunbar, earl of March, among the 
most senior of surviving magnates, was elected a Lieutenant, but of Scotland south of 
Forth, at the same time as Andrew Murray, whose influence really lay in the north
east: March certainly led an army to challenge Balliol as he entered Perth after the 
battle of Dupplin, and would be captain of Berwick castle when it was surrendered to 
Edward III in 1333, after winch March joined the English occupiers for almost two 
years: Bower certainly styles March as ‘Guardian south of Forth’ while Donald of 
Mar acted thus north of Forth.26

But it fell to Archibald Douglas, the hapless ‘Tyneman’ and brother of the 
good Sir James, to succeed Murray as Guardian. He did so after ejecting Balliol from 
Scotland after a victory at Annan in December 1332 with the aid of John, the third 
Randolph earl of Moray, and Simon Fraser, son of Sir Alexander, Archibald was 
clearly chosen as Lieutenant because of his close relationship with David II; 
Archibald’s sons, .John and William (the future first earl of Douglas) probably went 
into exile with the Scottish king. Archibald’s daughter, Eleanor, had married 
Alexander Bruce, earl of Garrick; after the death of Robert Bruce of Liddesdale, 
Archibald assumed title to that lordship. But Archibald Douglas, Alexander Bruce and 
a further phalanx of Scottish nobility fell against Edward III in the relief of Berwick at 
Halidon Hill (19 July 1333): this butcher’s bill included the earls of Ross, Sutherland 
and Atholl, William Douglas (the son of the ‘good’ Sir James), three Fraser cousins 
and. nerhans, several Stewart cadets. 27 A Balliol restoration must now have seemed



77

irresistible to many of those Scots of dubious or passive loyalty.
Defections and submissions to the Anglo-Balliol party after Dupplin (where a 

Murray of Tullibardine had betrayed the Scots forces to Balliol) had occurred 
predictably in the south-west; Eustace Maxwell of Caerlaverock, suspected of 
involvement with Soules and Balliol in 1320, notably led a force from Galloway to 
shatter the Scots’ counterattack against Balliol in 1332. Others, like Duncan, earl of 
Fife, William Sinclair (Bruce’s fighting bishop of Dunkeld), Adam, bishop of 
Brechin, John Lindsay, bishop of Glasgow, Alexander de Kinnimonth, bishop of 
Aberdeen, and a number of other churchmen, and even, perhaps knights like Robert 
Keith and Alexander Seton (keepers of Berwick castle in 1333), Simon Fraser, 
Robert louder and Malcolm Flem ing, were forced to join Balliol for a time, attending 
either his Scone coronation (24 September 1332) or his parliaments at Perth (October 
1333) or Edinburgh (February 1334). After Halidon Hill, many more Scots who 
consistently played a policy of wait-and-see must have moved with the prevailing 
wind: Patrick Dunbar, earl of March, joined Balliol and Edward III for the best part 
of two years, while Mali se, eighth earl of Strathearn, whose mother had been 
implicated with Soules in 1320, surrendered his earldom to Balliol in spring 1334. 
With the child David l l ’s exile to France, many more Scots must have concluded that 
the Bmce dynasty was dooraed.28

The Bruce territorial settlement of 1314-29 began to collapse. Just before 
Balliol finally surrendered title to most of southern Scotland to Edward III on 12 June 
1334 (he had done so once before on 23 November 1332), it was decided to evacuate 
David, his sisters and Joan to France.29 They left in May 1334 from Dumbarton, in 

the care of Malcolm Fleming of Biggar (whom Bower describes as David’s “foster- 
father”) arri ving in Normandy probably about 22 May and travelling south-east to be 
met by Philip VI who entertained them briefly at Paris: French chronicle evidence 
makes it clear that the Scots exiles were able to rely upon a welcome from Scottish 
expatriates attached to the Abbey of St Denis near the French capital, namely Richard 
Lescot (‘the Scot’) - who seems to have publicised the Bruce cause in France - and 
Humphrey Kirkpatrick, to whom Robert I had given the Dumfriesshire barony of 
Torthorwald.30 David and his small court were given refuge in a wing of Chateau 
Gaillard, a royal castle between Paris and Rouen in Normandy used as an 
administrative centre and prison in the fourteenth century.31

In Scotland, the English occupation administration must just have been 
moving into place, and was so extensive as to prevent any collection of revenue by 
pro-Bruce Scottish officials throughout most of 1334: towards the end of the year
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some monies were collected, but only in the shires of Aberdeen (again a lifeline for 
the Scots in war) and Kincardine. The Bruce Scots retained only the castles of 
Dumbarton (held by Malcolm Fleming), Lochleven (Alan de Vipont, who had been 
favoured by Robert I), Kildrumniy (Christian Bruce, the wife of Andrew Murray) 
and Urquhart (Robert Lauder, Robert I ’s justiciar of Lothian).32 Indeed, the feeling 
that David’s escape was necessary may have been hardened by perceptions that what 
Edward III was proposing at this stage was quite viable, in contrast to the total 
occupation attempted by Edward I in 1304-6. For if Edward III limited his occupying 
forces only to southern Scotland, with a holding line at the Forth, then his resources 
might stand the strain of supporting his vassal Balliol over the rest of Scotland north- 
of-Forth.

The Bruce collapse left a vacuum of central authority among the Scots. The 
Bruce line itself had lost two key family members - Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick, 
and Robert Bruce of Liddesdale - and their king was in exile, like Robert I and Balliol 
before him; the latest Lieutenant, Andrew Murray, was captive in England. More 
generally, the two calamitous defeats of 1332-33 had removed a large part of a 
generation of senior Scottish knights. As a result, David’s court abroad at Château 
Galliard seems to have had no single leader but to have included a shifting group of 
pro-Bruce hardliners. According to Fordun, John Randolph (born about 1316), earl 
of Moray, had gone straight to the king of France after the battle of Annan in 
December 1332. It was perhaps Randolph who sent back the £l ,000 provided by 
Philip VI which the Bruce government was able to distribute to its supporters before 
David left for France; there he would receive an annual pension from the French king 
of 2,000 l iv r e s .3 3  Randolph may also have persuaded Philip VI to send 10 ships with 
supplies to Scotland around 1332-33 but they were blown off course by bad weather 
and wound up in L’Escluse in F la n d e r s .3 4  it was surely Randolph who arranged 
David’s escape from Scotland on a French ship with the help of Adam, bishop of 
Brechin, the Chancellor and an. experienced envoy to P a r i s .3 5  Also in transit with 

David in May 1334 was Reginald More, the royal Chamberlain and precentor of the 
Scottish Knights Hospitallers, who along with his successor in the latter office, 
Alexander Seton, would have been useful in exploiting Philip V i’s commitment at 
that time to a crusade to recover the Holy Land to the Scots’ advantage. Robert Keith, 
the Marischal, was probably David’s tutor in knighterrantry in France, just as William 
Dalgarnock, abbot of Kelso (whose monastery was now in English hands), was his 
tutor in the learned arts. The bishop of Glasgow and John de Pilraor, bishop of 
Moray, John, the abbot of Coupar Angus, Walter Twynham, abbot of Kilwinning (a
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former Chancellor) and the king’s Dominican confessor, Walter Bl an tyre, would also 
join and take leave of their king in exile at various stages; a number of magnates’ 
children may also have joined David, including John and William Douglas, and 
Archibald Douglas (a natural son of the ‘Good’ Sir J a m e s ) .3 6

It is important to note that the bishop of Brechin, Keith and Twynham - had 
helped John Randolph’s father, Thomas, secure the Franco-Scottish alliance in Paris 
in 1326. Robert I’s foreign policy and key personnel thus proved to be a vital 
backbone in the survival of his dynasty, Philip VI felt so bound by the terms of the 
treaty of Corbeil - concluded under his predecessor - that in May 1334 he even 
insisted at the eleventh hour that David and Scotland were included in any Anglo- 
French truce, causing an enraged Edward III to break off talks.3 7  After 1335, 

David’s councillors, influenced by Philip VI and his advisors, as well as by the pro- 
French Avignon Papacy, determined and tried to execute military and diplomatic 
policy for Scotland. This required the use of a number of messengers and envoys, 
many of them clergymen, both in France and at Avignon. Thus it should also be 
stressed that, just as during the struggle for independence and the recognition of 
Robert I, the Scottish church proved a godsend to the Bruce cause after 1 3 3 2 .3 8

However, the paucity of available sources leaves a strong impression that 
after 1334 the personnel of David’s court were not always able to implement a single 
united policy in Scotland. There were several obvious problems facing David’s exiled 
courtiers. First, the distance and dangerous seas between Château Gaillard and those 
magnates in charge of forces, diplomacy and - perhaps more importantly - their own 
interests within Scotland; second, the questionable and limited authority which 
members of this exiled court would have had over those leading the fight in Scotland; 
third, the regional fragmentation of the Scottish resistance forces after their loss of 
central authority and the breakdown of the Bruce settlement of Scotland. This last 
consequence was inevitable after the deaths of so many Scottish magnates in 1332- 
33, the return of the Disinherited claimants and successive English invasions between 
1334 and 1337.

iiL The Steward, John Randolph and Andrew Murray, 1335
Throughout 1334 there was an understandable lack of direction from David’s 

court in France and an absence of leadership within Scotland. It fell to Robert the 
Steward to begin the fight-back sometime in this year. He had already led a division 
as a 16 year-old knight at Dupplin; he was presumably also at Halidon Hill in 1333. 
His performance may have been poor or indifferent (or just inexperienced) at these
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battles. For when compounded with reports of the Steward’s flight from the field at 
Neville’s Cross in 1346, seemingly abandoning David to capture by the English or 
death, it would become necessary for Wyntoun and Bower - both writing after 1371 - 
to assert tliat the Steward had lost three brothers at Halidon Hill, so giving the 
impression that he had paid a high price for his patriotism. In fact these three Stewarts 
were his uncles or cousins and may not have been lost at all 39

Nonetheless, the Steward may have played a vital military role in ensuring 
David’s safe pasage to France. Wyntoun’s ‘Anonymous Chronicler’ relates details of 
the Steward’s inspiring recovery of Cowal, Bute and Dunoon castle with the help of 
the Campbells of Lochawe and other native kindreds. In doing so, the Steward was 
probably not simply recovering some of his family lands - which Edward Balliol had 
granted to David Strathbogie, earl of Atholl, in 1332 - but he may also have been 
punching a clear path by sea to the north-about route to France for David and his 
party, leaving from Dumbarton rock.40 The Steward’s own situation had seemed 
desparate by May 1334. In late 1333 Edward Balliol had seized the Stewart castle of 
Rothesay on Bute and controlled most of Clydesdale, Ayrshire and Renfrewshire, 
and seemed intent on capturing the Steward. The ‘Anonymous Chronicler’ tells how 
the Steward was forced to escape by rowing-boat, with only his charters, to join 
David at Dumbarton castle. That David’s courtiers did not see fit to take the heir 
presumptive with their king to safety in France perhaps hints at the tensions which 
may already have existed between the two parties and which undeniably increased 
thereafter. But the Steward, clutching his charters, was surely also concerned to 
recover his patrimony and to protect his own claim to the Scottish kingship by 
defending David’s authority.41

Thereafter the chronology of military events in the chronicles becomes harder 
to follow. According to Wyntoun’s source and to Bower, the Steward used 
Dumbarton as a base to launch attacks which recovered most of Clydesdale, 
Renfrew, Carrick, Kyle and Cunningham to David’s faith. He was joined in this 
reinvigorated Scottish resistance by John Randolph, earl of Moray, who had returned 
from France about July 1334 to be “welcomed” by the Steward and who helped him 
recover the Stewart lands from David Strathbogie.42 According to Bower, the 

Steward’s leadership was so inspiring that people flocked to join hi m:
" . . . t h e y  w ere th u s  sw arm ing tow ards him  in  g ro u p s from  a l l  

s i d e s ,  he began t o  a t t r a c t  c e r t a in  b rave men t o  h is  s i d e ,  and 

t o  draw S c o ts  o f  good s e n s e  tow ards him , t o  e n la r g e  h i s  army 

e v e r y  d a y , and t o  a t t a c h  t h e i r  h e a r t s  t o  h im s e l f  in  m utual 

a f f e c t i o n  and fir m  l o y a l t y .  For he was th e n  b e g in n in g  t o  grow
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in t o  a young man o f  a t t r a c t i v e  ap p earan ce  above th e  so n s  o f  

men, b ro a d  and t a l l  i n  p h y s iq u e ,  k in d  t o  e v e r y o n e ,  and  

m od est, g e n e r o u s , c h e e r f u l  and h o n e s t . . , "43

As Dr Boardinan has shown, those chroniclers writing after 1371 under 
Stewart kings were clearly at pains to defend Robert the Steward from Bruce 
propaganda which circulated during David l l ’s adult rule and which defamed the 
Steward’s actions in the 1330s. Hence in Wyntoun and Bower the Steward’s military 
success and personal qualities are emphasised and Randolph’s role played down. Yet 
the names of some of the knights whom Bower states came into the Steward’s 
affinity about 1334-35 are men from traditional Bruce family lands which bordered 
on Stewart territory in south-west Scotland: “William Carruthers with his 
brothers...Thomas de Bruce [of Clackmannan, another bastard of Edward 
Bruce]...with good men from Kyle.” The Steward - the heir presumptive - may thus 
have been encroaching on Bruce or even Randolph (Annandale) family lands while 
reclaiming his own personal sphere of influence. This caused David’s courtiers to 
take action to restrain him perhaps through fears of a potentially dangerous 
concentration of power in the hands of the heir presumptive,44

The ‘Anonymous Chronicler’ and Bower state that “the magnates and 
communities also agreed to elect the Steward and the earl of Moray as guardians of 
the kingdom”, probably at a council at Dumbarton about July 1334. Yet in reality the 
Steward, still just IS years old, may have assumed this office for himself: letters 
survive by him alone as “king’s lieutenant”, dated 16 April 1335 and issued at 
Arbroath, in which he orders the bailies of Kinghorn to pay a rental of four merks (a 
gift already confirmed by Robert 1) to the Abbey of Arbroath.45 Admittedly this may 
be a single anomolous act which the Steward was obliged to issue while John 
Randolph - who may have been a joint Lieutenant - was elsewhere. Fordun and 
Bower state that in September 1334 Randolph was near Lochaber in the north-east of 
Scotland where he forced David Strathbogie, the Anglo-Balliol earl of Atholl, to 
submit and join the Bruce party; Randolph was clearly fighting to recover his own 
patrimony. Bower states that Randolph made Strathbogie his lieutenant in the north, a 
defection which makes sense if the chronicler’s reports of a dispute in 1334 between 
Edward Balliol, Henry Beaumont and Strathbogie are true. Strathbogie’s new office 
also suggests that Randolph had indeed been made a joint Lieutenant (probably in the 
north) alongside the Steward by a Scottish council sometime in late 1333 or in 1334; 
this arranaemeut echoes the regional offices of Mar and March in 1 3 3 2 -3 3 .4 6
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But there is strong evidence that the Steward and Randolph were already at 
odds, Fordun, who sought to damage the Steward’s war record, asserts that a 
parliament was held at Dairsie in Fife in April 1335, This meeting probably occurred 
while the Scots were besieging the English garrison at Cupar, and after the Steward’s 
letter in favour of Arbroath Abbey on the 16th of that month. Significantly, however,
Fordun makes no mention of any of the military actions conducted by the Steward in 
the west and south-west before this juncture. But Fordun does state that the 1335 
parliament was attended by “Robert Steward, and the Earl of Moray, then guardian 
[n.b, singular] of Scotland”, although this may be a scribe’s error. However, the 
extant crown acts for this period suggest that the Steward alone or both men held the 
head office at that time, not just Randolph. Walter Bower clearly states that when 
John Randolph was in the north fighting Strathbogie, the Steward was ‘Guardian.’,
Moreover, in their joint written acts the Steward and Randolph are both styled as 
‘king’s lieutenant’, rather than as ‘Guardian’ in the style of Thomas Randolph; this 
suggests a clear limitation of the power of the later office, perhaps simply to that of a 
military leader while the king’s council in exile made policy.

Fordun continues, however, by stating that Strathbogie arrived at the Dairsie 
assembly with: j

"a g re a t f o r c e . . . [ a n d ] . . .b y  reason of th e  l a t t e r ' s  in so len ce , |
no th ing  was th e re  done worthy of aught bu t sco rn . This man |
c leav ed  to  S tew art (who was th en  no t governed by much |
wisdom) r and, look ing  down upon th e  e a r l  o f Moray, became |
very troublesom e to  a l l  who was th e r e ,"  1

i
Ï

Thus Strathbogie, Randolph’s agent in the north since late 1334, seems to have 1
joined with the Steward against Randolph. Violence was only avoided by the 
mediating presence of William Douglas of Lothian, Alexander Mowbray (one of the 
1320 conspirators against Robert 1 who had also defected from Balliol) and, perhaps.

Sir Andrew Murray of Bothwell (ransomed, according to Bower, about July 1334).
47

This factionalism ties in with the exchequer audit report given in 1337 by the 
deputy pro-Bruce Chamberlain, Andrew Buttergask: he stated that in 1334-35 he could 
not collect the burgh customs north of Forth assigned to David l l ’s household 
expenses because of a dispute between the Steward and John Randolph, earl of 
Moray. Each had assigned their own men to collect these customs: Randolph 
employed Buttergask, who was also his deputy justiciar, and the Steward used Sir 
Robeît Menzies, an Atholl knight. Buttergask may also have been unable to collect the



83

rents of the Aberdeenshire thanage of A boy ne on the eastern border of Mar; these 
were lands which the Steward had given to Menzies, his cousin, after forfeiting 
Reginald More, the Chamberlain, apparently for More’s submission to Edward 
Balliol in 1332.48 If there was a joint Lieutenancy about 1334-5 then co-operation 
between Randolph and the Steward did not last long if exist at all.

But the Steward had also collected a further £40 from the custumars of 
Aberdeen, presumably at a time when Randolph was fighting hard to recover the 
north-east for himself and David 11.49 Indeed, there is strong evidence of a general 
crown policy of ensuring that revenue from the north-east had a direct line, via trusted 
officers, to the king’s court in France and was thus secure from procurement by 
others. Aberdeen and its hititerland, together with the regality of the earldom of 
Moray, served as an especially vital lifeline for the king’s court in exile. Exchequer 
audits were held at Aberdeen and, after 1337, at Restenneth Abbey. An Archibald (or 
Alexander) Cragbarry served both as a sheriff of Aberdeen and as a messenger for 
David to Gueldres in the mid 1330s; Robert Keith, the Marischal and David’s tutor in 
France, returned to Scotland about 1337 and served as sheriff of Aberdeen until his 
death in 1346. In 1336-37 the income of the regality of Moray was collected by 
Maurice Grant, a Randolph man and provost and sheriff of Inverness, while John 
Randolph was captive in England. As well as burgh fermes and customs, the Bruce 
government attempted to continue to extract income fom the everyday administraion 
of justice; ayres were held by Andrew Buttergask and William Meldnim, Randolph’s 
deputy justiciars north-of-Forth until about 1339, in Elgin and Aberdeen.50

It is therefore possible to understand a situation in which David’s closest 
advisors felt it necessary to assert John Randolph’s authority as the dominant 
Lieutenant over the Steward through the mechanism of the April 1335 Dairsie 
parliament. This would have been done to restrict the Steward’s scope for financial, 
political and territorial aggrandisement. Certainly, two acts were isssued between 17 
and 27 May 1335 from Dundee in the names of the Steward and Randolph as 
lieutenants together. These acts sought to ensure that royal officials (in Forfarshire 
and Kincardineshire respectively) enforced the payment of rentals to the Abbey of 
Arbroath. It is possible that this was done so that as much of the income granted to 
the Abbey by Robert I, when his chancery was based there under abbot Bernard, 
continued to be available to David’s exiled chancery; David would certainly land close 
to Arbroath upon his return to Scotland in 1341.51

Allied to this, there seems also to have been a change in the office of 
Chancellor around April 1335, with Adam, bishop of Brechin, handing over to the
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knight, Thomas Charteris, the grandson of the cleric Thomas Chatteris who had been 
Chancellor for Alexander III and the Guardians (d, 1302), Charteris the knight, with 
lands in Perthshire and Berwickshire, had served Robert I as a clerk of audit and 
Ambassador and would have been better able than a prelate to ensure the safety of the 
income of this government office and to enforce its acts; in 1335 Charteris - whose 
family hailed from Annandale - must also have been an active John Randolph 
adherent, having received a charter of lands in Perth from Thomas Randolph as 
Guardian on behalf of the king in 1331, in return for the service of two archers. 
There is besides some evidence that although Charteris was the Chancellor, the great 
seal was held by another officer, perhaps still bishop Adam.52

Such a context of strained relations between David’s exiled court and its 
contacts in Scotland led by Randolph on the one hand, and the Steward on the other, 
makes more sense than the ^Anonymous Chronicler” s alternative description of the 
Dairsie parliament. In that version, Strathbogie of Atholl is again the source of 
antagonism, but this time with intent to kill William Douglas of Lothian, the future 
knight of Liddesdale. This was perhaps because Douglas claimed that Strathbogie had 
kept him in captivity in England too long between 1332 and 1335, or because 
Douglas was a military ally of Randolph in the 1330s,53 But the fact that there was at 
the same time an overriding association between the Steward and Strathbogie, and 
antagonism between Steward and Randolph (who had forced Strathbogie to submit), 
is further suggested by the events which followed. For by August 1335 Strathbogie 
had defected back to Edward Balliol and Edward III, who had brought an army to 
Perth. Strathbogie was appointed the English king’s warden of Scotland with the 
power to pardon Scots coming into Edward I ll’s peace: he thus had the power to 
mediate a deal over the Stewart lands which Edward Balliol had in fact granted to 
Strathbogie in 1334.

It is the contemporary Scalacronica of the English knight, Sir Thomas Gray, 
who fought in Edward Ill’s armies in the 1340s and 1350s, which states that the 
Steward also began to talk with Balliol at Perth at the same time, and actually 
submitted to the Anglo-Balliol side in September 1335. However, the contemporary 
Oxfordshire chronicler, Adam Murimuth (c. 1275-1347), reproduces amongst his 
continuation of Robert of Avesbury’s record of some of the Deeds of Edward III, the 
terms of the Steward’s submission - and Scotland’s rights under Balliol rule - dated at 
Perth on 18 August 1335; the latter was concluded in the company of Strathbogie, 
Godfrey de Ros, Alexander and Geoffrey Mowbray, and Sir William Bullock (later 
Balliol’s C h a m b e r la in ) .5 4  There is some evidence to support both these claims. The
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Steward’s chancellor, one Nigel Carruthers, a canon of Glasgow, was given a safe- 
conduct to enter England on 10 October 1335. Similarly, the Steward granted a 
charter at Restenneth Abbey some time that year, witnessed by the knights Godfrey 
de Ros, Robert Lauder (junior?) John Rattray, Hugh Gourlay and Thomas Fauside. 
Ros had been Balliol’s sheriff of Ayr until his capture by the Steward’s forces in
1334. But by January 1336 Ros had joined another frequently vacillating knight, 
Eustace Maxwell, as a conservator of the Anglo-Scottish truce for Edward ÎH; Ros 
continued to serve England until his death in 1342 and was forfeited by David 11 upon 
his return from France (Hugh Gourlay was also forfeited, for serving England, by 
David after 1341 and John Rattray was the son of Eustace one of the Balliol-Soules 
suspects in 1320). The contemporary l_anercost chronicler states that Maurice Murray 
of Drumsregard (Cambuslang), sheriff of Lanark in 1334 and prominent as a witness 
to the Steward’s charters throughout the 1330s, actually murdered Godfrey de Ros in 
1335 for the killing of Murray’s brother. Although Ros was clearly not killed, the 
antagonism between him and Maurice Murray may also have been related to the 
Steward’s defection to Balliol whilst Murray continued to fight for the Bruce party: 
Maurice Murray would be present with his cousin, the then Lieutenant Andrew 
Murray of Bothwell, at Berwick in August 1335 to reject English peace terms. All 
this may have made it easier for David to detach Maurice Murray from the Steward’s 
service after 1341.55 Finally, Sir Robert Menzies, the Steward’s rent collector north 
of Forth in 1333-35, was to be found fighting on the side of his former feudal 
superior and the Steward’s contact with Balliol, David Strathbogie, earl of Atholl, at 
Culblean in November 1335: he rejoined the Bruce Scots after Andrew Murray’s 
victory there and may have been another sometime Stewart follower whom David II 
tried to attach to the crown’s service after 1341.56

However, while some of the Steward’s followers in 1335 had thus defected 
to the Anglo-Balliol camp, it is more likely that the Steward himself was captured and 
forced to submit, or that he was obliged to retreat to his own family lands in the west 
of Scotland, These lands were attacked by an English fleet from Ireland in September 
1335 and a number of them were forfeited by Edward III and regranted to David 
Strathbogie. Thus the Steward’s submission was understandable: until 1337 he had 
no sons to continue his line. Whatever the immediate cause, it is clear that shortly 
after the Dairsie parliament of April 1335, the Steward disappears from view and 
does not resurface until 1338-9 when he acts as sole Lieutenant for David II, His non
activity may have been enough to warrant John Randolph’s passage to Tarbert castle 
in the Steward’s lands of Kintyre sometime in May, June or July of 1335 to conclude 
a peace with John MacDonald of the Isles and Lochaber, whom Bower rightly states
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was “too well disposed to the English,” By 1336 MacDonald would have allied 
himself with Balliol and Edward III in the hope of having his influence over more of 
the isles and Argyllshire mainland recognised by the incoming regime,57 it is 
interesting that Fordun again makes no mention of the Steward’s activities at this time 
but states that only John Randolph, William Douglas of Lothian and Andrew Murray 
had not capitulated to BallioL Wyntoun’s source and Bower make no mention of the 
Steward either.58

It is frustrating that the chronology of events is not clearer at this stage. We 
know that sometime between 30 July and 13 August 1335, John Randolph was 
captured on the border while returning the captive Count of Namur to his English 
employers, thus just before the Steward’s submission. It was shortly after this that 
Andrew Murray gave the Bruce cause the boost it badly needed by killing Strathbogie 
and defeating his 2-3,000 troops at the battle of Culblean in Aberdeenshire on 30 
November 1335. As dr Nicholson has stressed, Culblean was probably the single 
most telling victory for the Bruce Scots during the 1330s. At the time it caused Scots 
like Sir Robert Menzies to rejoin the Bruce party. In the longer-term it also did much 
to restore the native men of the north-east and their resources to David’s cause after 
the return of that former Comyn-dominated region to its past allegiance. It was also 
noteable for having brought together the disparate elements of the Scottish war effort. 
For Murray had had to call upon the support of the Lothian men, Patrick Dunbar earl 
of March, William Douglas of Lothian, Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie, Lawrence 
Preston and 800 troops; the contemporary English Lanercost chronicle states that 
William, earl of Ross, also fought there for the Bruce Scots. Significantly, after 
1341, David would extend the majority of his patronage to the chivalry of the north
east, the L.othians and south-east, relying upon knights from these areas as central 
and locality crown o f f i c e r s .5 9

Robert the Steward was certainly not at Culblean. He must have welcomed 
the end of Strathbogie’s threat to the Stewart lands and he had probably already 
begun to extend Stewart influence into Atholl. But he may in turn have resented the 
intrusion of some of those Bruce Scots present at Culblean into this a r e a .6 o 
According to several contemporary chroniclers, Strathbogie had at one point in 1334- 
5 seized the Steward’s lands in the west, and perhaps tried to kill one of those present 
at Culblean, William Douglas, during the Dairsie parliament in 1335; it would be 
Douglas to whom David II would give the earldom of Atholl in 1342, only for the 
Steward to wrest it away from that knight by a parliamentary legal process. 
Meantime, in 1335 the Steward had marginalised himself. It was probably at a
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council held on 21 or 29 September at Dunfermline (according to Fordun), or after 
Culblean in December 1335, at Dumbarton (according to Bower), that Andrew 
Murray was elected Lieutenant once more. But just when had Murray returned to the 
fight after his capture in 1332? Fordun and Bower state that this had happened in 
1334 and that Murray was present at Dairsie.61 But if this was so he was arguably a 
more logical choice as chief Lieutenenat to introduce in April 1335 to restrain the 
Steward, instead of the younger John Randolph. For as David’s uncle, not only did 
Andrew Murray have a strong foothold in the north-east in Garioch, next to the 
earldom of Mar, but he also held the barony and castle of Bothwell, adjoining the 
Steward’s Renfrewshire and Clydesdale possessions.

Wyntoun’s source, on the other hand, states that Andrew Murray was 
released shortly before Randolph was captured.62 This seems more likely, for 

besides these chronicle statements there is no further evidence of Murray’s release. 
There is, though, a reference in an exchequer account rendered in 1337 about David 
II having used £1000 meant for the memory of Robert ! - presumably for his 
Dunfermline tomb of French marble - to pay the ransom of Andrew Murray. This 
reference appears in a disordered miscellaneous account after a note of £120 sent 
under David’s privy seal to the Flemish knight, Eugene de Garancières, who was in 
vScotland around 1334-35 (and who would return as leader of a French expedition in 
1355); this suggests that Murray may in fact have been ransomed and released in
1335. Indeed it is possible that David’s court had asserted Randolph’s role as 
Lieutenant in April 1335 as a stop gap until Murray returned and the two were able to 
form a north-eastern alliance; or even that Murray had been ransomed after the capture 
of Randolph in order for him to take over as ‘Lieutenant’ If the latter was the case, 
whether or not such moves were made before or after the Steward’s submission 
remains to be seen. But the infighting amongst the Bruce Scots of these years would 
clearly colour the adult David’s attitude to certain magnates.^

It is evident, moreover, that in 1335 much of the political, if not always the 
military, initiative in Scotland was being determined by those members of David’s 
court moving between vScotland and France, and with a great deal of input by the 
French. In this sense it can be argued that there was a consistent and recognisable 
body of Scots able to act as the political community, mostly from families of strong 
Robert I adherents, committed to the Bruce cause. Moreover, this community was 
necessarily making the first active use of the military, financial and diplomatic aid 
promised by the French by the treaty of 1326 in the event of English invasion of 
Scotland. Indeed the level of Franco-Scottish co-operation throughout the 1330s and



up to 1346-47, while not spectacularly successful, must be said to represent one of 
the longest, most formative and plainly stubborn periods of what is now called the 
‘auld alliance’. The French and the Papacy were committed to seeking to arbitrate an 
Anglo-Scottish peace in order to ensure both of these powers’ availability for a new 
crusade led by Philip VI: the latter had also refused to discuss the developing situation 
in Gascony with Edward III until he withdrew from Scotland. The Scots in France 
had probably secured French and Papal diplomatic support - and French and Flemish 
cash, troops, ships and arms for castle sieges - on the basis of David’s promise of 
participation in this crusade; but the chroniclers stress that Philip stipulated that the 
Scots were not to conclude a truce or peace with England without consulting him.64 

Frustratingly, we have few records of the specific terms of discussion at any 
talks between Scotland and England or Scotlatid and France, In February 1334 some 
English suggestions were made that Edward Balliol and David Bruce be reconciled, 
with Balliol marrying Joan of the Tower as vassal king of Scots while David was 
compensated with the lands of his family and others: this was an agreement which 
looked back to proposals of the 1 2 9 0 s . 65 Nonetheless, the Franco-Scottish alliance 
was strong enough for these terms to be rejected as the Scots gained in strength 
thereafter. Thus this productive relationship, and the legacy of the high level of actual 
contact between Scottish magnates and Frenchmen in these years, must be 
emphasised; for after 1346, the adult David II would necessarily attempt to shift 
Scotland’s foreign policy towards greater Anglo-Scottish co-operation, so moving 
against a growing Scottish foreign policy tradition, one in which the Steward had 
notably favoured Scottish support of the F r e n c h .6 6

On 22 February 1335 French ambassadors had received a safe-conduct from 
Edward III to enter Scotland. They seem to have used it, for a safe-conduct for 30 
unnamed Scots to come from Scotland to join English and French envoys at Newark 
was issued by Edward III on 22 March 1335. At this stage, however, little seems to 
have come of these talks. Moreover, in the same year French troops were active in 
Scotland, including the Fleming, Eugene de Garancières, and perhaps Arnoul 
d’Audrehen, a future French Marischal for Philip VI.67 ft was most likely members 

of David’s court in France, or Philip VI himself, who had been instrumental in 
dispatching these troops. Unfortunately, no record of their activities during the 
political and military events in Scotland that year survives. But we can only speculate 
that they may have arrived either with John Randolph when he returned from France 
in early 1334, or during the breakdown in talks with Edward III which occurred with 
the English invasion of Scotland in mid-1335; Balliol and Edward III held a
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parliament at Edinburgh in July that year. This was three months after David’s exiled 
court had taken the initiative in the government of Scotland at the Dairsie parliament; 
David’s council also seems to have dispatched messengers to Gueldres and Norway 
around this lime. Furthermore, on 31 July 1335, Pierre Roger, Archbishop of Rouen 
(the future Pope Clement VI (1342-52)), in whose diocese David’s court at gaillard 
was situated, preached at the French court for some 6,000 troops to be sent to aid 
Scotland. Clearly, in the summer of 1335 attempts to change the Lieutenancy in 
Scotland coincided with moves in France to increase aid to the Scots A*

But Anglo-Scottish talks had also resumed a month before the battle of 
Culblean, in late October 1335, when Andrew Murray (already recognised as 
‘Guardian’ by the English administration) and Robert Lauder, the Justiciar of 
lothian, were given saf e-conducts to meet English commissioners at Bathgate. In 
November the satne men were joined, first, at Berwick talks (brokered by the French) 
by Thomas Charteris, the Chancellor, an Andrew Douglas (brother of William of 
lx)thian) and the cleric John Craig (who had fought for Strathbogie at Culblean); and, 
secondly, at Newcastle talks by William Keith and William Douglas. Then in 
December 1335 forty Scots were to meet French and Papal Ambassadors at Berwick, 
including Andrew Murray, John Wischard the new bishop of Glasgow, John, abbot 
of Coupar Angus, David’s clerical envoy Thomas Fingask, John Monypenny, Robert 
Lauder, Robert Keith, John Craig and the knight, William Douglas. Thus throughout 
the latter half of that year a series of short Anglo-Scottish truces prevailed, sometimes 
only for a few days at a time.69

iv. Andrew Murray s Lieutenancy, ea 1336 - April 1338
1336 began in a similar vein but with some remarkable proposals tabled as the 

basis for Anglo-Scottish peace talks where a longer truce was agreed upon to run 
between 26 January and 30 December. For at that time, not only did the Scots - 
presumably represented by Andrew Murray - agree to cease their sieges of the castles 
of Lochindorb and Cupar, but they promised to relay to David IJ a plan whereby 
Edward Balliol would be recognised as King of Scotland with David as his heir; 
Balliol would presumably marry Joan of the Tower, while David left France to li ve in 
England; this was a plan similar to that mooted by the English and Papacy in 1334. 
Saf e-conducts were issued for ambassadors to move between Scotland and France on 
26 January and 15 March, and from France to London on 26 January 1336. Then on 
3-4 May passage was granted for Scottish and French envoys to come from France to 
Scotland and then back to “David de Brus” in France; a similar permit was issued on 
12 June 1336- However, although these proposals reflected the precariousness of
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David’s position and the very real possibility that Balliol could still displace him as 
king with the support of many Scots, it is unlikely that the Scottish envoys and the 
Lieutenant ever seriously entertained accepting these terms. The eleven year old David 
and his courtiers seem to have rejected the package, and this short-lived episode, 
reported only in English chronicles of the time, must be seen as a stalling exercise by 
the Scots. 70

The Scots must have been more interested in what France had to offer them 
over the winter of 1335-36. After their victory at Culblean the Scots seem to have 
been able to persuade Philip VI to heed the sermon of the Archbishop of Rouen and 
plan an expedition to Scotland on a remarkable scale. Probably in late 1335 an 
incredibly ambitious French expeditionary plan was drawn up and supplies began to 
be stockpiled. Rauol de Brienne, Count of Eu, was appointed to command a force of 
some 1,200 men-at-arms, 5,000 archers and 20,000 infantry which was to be 
shipped from the ports of Normandy and Flanders to land on the east coast of 
Scotland (most likely at Aberdeen, now controlled by the Bruce Scots): the whole 
enterprise was expected to cost 180,000 livres. Eu and other French knights may 
have come to Scotland in 1335 to lay the groundwork for the l a n d in g .7 i

All the officials whom Philip VI appointed to organise the supplies for this 
armada - Barthélémy du Drac, Jean de Cange, Gilbert Polin and the bailies of Rouen, 
Caen and Caux - hailed from Normandy and the region surrounding David’s court at 
Château Gaillard. This may have given the exiled Scots considerable input to the 
suggestion and planning of this relief operation: thus while David’s court at Gaillard 
was a low-key affair, it was influential.72 Moreover, the timing of their planning 
certainly seems to reflect boosts in the Bruce Scots’ confidence after military 
advances in Scotland. However, Philip’s commitment to this pre-emptive initiative 
can be questioned. His first priority at that time, his crusade to recover the Holy 
Land, was not finally cancelled until 13 March 1336 despite the French king’s 
protests to the papacy that several continental kings had taken the cross, that Edward 
III was prepared to make a truce and that David II was still in France.73 But after the 

crusade’s cancellation it could not simply be a case of reassigning ready resources to 
the Scottish expedition. The cost of resupplying and transferring ships from the 
southern French ports to those of the north-east meant that the 180,000 livres 
projected was probably a gross underestimation. As Dr Jonathan Sumption has 
shown, this sum amounted to two thirds of the French crown’s income of 1336; 
Philip would have to take emergency loans to finance the armada of troops atid their 
200 transport vessels, 60 supply ships and 30 escort galleys. There may also have
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been much criticism in France of such burdensome plans to fight in vScotland for the 
Scots, fulfilling a project which might provoke Edward 111.74

Nevertheless, after Scottish envoys, at Lyon in late March 1336, had 
reminded Philip VI of his promises to help Scotland, the expeditionary plan does 
seem to have been put in motion. By late May - early June there were strong fears in 
Westminster of an invasion from Scotland of the northern English counties. 
According to Edward I ll’s intelligence reports the Scots were to be led by two of 
David’s councillors at Chateau Gaillard, Sir Alexander Seton and the cleric, Walter 
Twynham. With Scottish generals like Andrew Murray and William Douglas in the 
field the commission of these two exiles was unlikely beyond their relaying details of 
the French expedition’s intention to land .somewhere north of Forth before joining the 
Scots in invading northern England. But Edward I ll’s spies also told him that the 
French were considering a diversionary attack against Portsmouth. Seamen and their 
300 transports and 30 war galleys had assembled at Harfleun atmaments were being 
made and stockpiled along the coast.75

In retrospect, this expeditionary plan seems completely unrealistic and 
fantastical. But despite this abortive 1335-36 plan, the Franco-Scottish alliance of the 
1330s was surely not the ‘total failure’ one modern historian has perceived it to be.76 
If only for the steady stream of supplies sent from France and Philip V i’s diplomatic 
interventions on David’s behalf throughout the decade, the efforts of the alliance were 
vital to the Bruce regime’s survival. After 1336 French expeditions were low key 
affairs, typically an apprenticeship for French knights who would later lead Philip’s 
armies against Edward III in France. As well as occasionally boosting morale, for 
many Scots such French contact - and even the overambitious plan of 1335-36 - must 
have been an indication of the potential level of the French crown’s input into Scottish 
affairs; it was a possible source of patronage and prestige over which the Scottish 
crown and great magnates would squabble for control in subsequent years.

Edward III took the Franco-Scottish threat of 1336 to be deadly serious. 
According to the Scottish chroniclers, after Culblean Andrew Murray had taken 
control of much of Scotland north of Tay, returning to besiege the castles of 
Lochindorb in Moray, and Cupar, Leuchars and St Andrews in Fife. By 23 July 
1336 the likelihood that the north-east would be where any French force would 
disembark was enough to provoke Edward 111 to bring a large army as far north as 
Elgin, relieving Strathbogie’s widow who was besieged in Lochindorb castle and 
burning the regality earldom of Moray and the burgh of Aberdeen, the region vital to 
David’s court in France for communication, finance and supplies: despite its victory
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just months before Andrew Murray’s small guerilla army was forced to withdraw.77 
However, Edward 111 could not reoccupy the north-east and the destruction which his 
‘herschip’ caused was not enough to offset English fears of retaliation from 
Scotland’s ally. On 24 August 1336 the English king’s Close Rolls could still record 
that Edward 111 had agreed:

“ t o  t r e a t  w it h  D avid  do B riis c o n c e r n in g  t r u c e s  and f i n a l  

p ea ce  b etw een  th e  k in g  and D avid ; and now th e  k in g  o f  F rance  

and t h e  S c o ts  r e fu s e d  t o  c o n s e n t  t o  th e  a f f a i r s  begun by th e  

s a id  e n v o y s , and th e  k in g  o f  F rance p u b l i c a l ly  a s s e r t s  t h a t  

he w is h e s  t o  fa v o u r  t h e  S c o t s  a s  much a s  he c a n , and c a u s e s  

g a l l e y s  and s h ip s  t o  b e s e n t  a g a in s t  t h e  k in g  and h i s  

r e a l m - ”78

Edward’s wasting of north-east Scotland seems to have put paid to the planned 
French expedition. But the possibility of a small portion of Philip V i’s crusading fleet; 
being di verted from Marseille to hit Southampton or Portsmouth liad been very real. 
The Scots and the French had already carried out joint privateering against English 
shipping in the English channel in 1335.79 There may also have been, the possibility 

of the Scots intervening in English-occupied Ireland, as they had done with 
devastating effect under Robert i and Edward Bruce in the period 1315-18, a tactic 
which many Scots fighting for David II would have experienced. On 28 September 
1336 Edward III ordered that all Scots in Ireland be airested; he did so just five days 
after he had issued safe-conducts for 30 Scottish ambassadors to meet English 
envoys along with French ambassadors for peace talks.80 It was perhaps also with 
this danger in mind that Edward Balliol and Edward III concluded an alliatice with 
John MacDonald of the Isles in September 1336, with the English king extending 
safe conducts in 1337 and 1338 for this independent agent to enter England or Ireland 
(with up to 100 horsemen) and issuing a grant confirming MacDonald’s control of 
most of the western Isles and mainland Argyllshire, including Kintyre and Skye. It 
may have been with the similar intention of securing the MacDonalds’ support in 
moves against Ireland that John Randolph, earl of Moray, had - according to Bower- 
tried to conclude a deal with the John of the Isles at Tarbert castle in mid-1335.81

Thus despite Culblean, the French expedition plan and Edward Ill’s invasions 
of 1335 and 1336, military and diplomatic Anglo-Scottish stalemate prevailed. 
Andrew Murray was clearly acting in his royal nephew’s interests and in co-operation 
with his court. In early 1337, exchequer audits resumed at Aberdeen and/or
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Restenneth in an attempt to account for expenditure since 1334 and probably to 
ensure that revenue was collected for David’s court in France. On a number of 
occasions suspect accounts were brought; into question, most notably that of the 
Chamberlain, Reginald More, who would be replaced after David’s return home in 
1341. But despite this renewed bureaucracy, there is only one surviving act by 
Murray as king’s Lieutenant, dated 4 December 1335 at Strathbogie castle, in which 
he grants to Lawrence Preston, who had fought with him at Culblean, the foifeited 
lands of Andrew Murray of Tullibardine (the traitor of Dupplin). But the exchequer 
rolls reveal further informal land alienations to individual knights permitted under 
Murray’s lieutenancy. Murray was also active in tabling and attending further peace 
and truce talks with English commissioners.82

But the Bruce regime had by no means fully recovered. No parliaments or 
councils seem to have been held under Murray. Besides, his guardianship was a 
period of bloody guerrilla warfare and castle sieges. While many of the lands of 
Angus and the Mearns and Fife were recovered for David, the chroniclers emphasise 
the widespread destruction which the armies of both sides caused: key fortresses like 
Edinburgh and Perth continued to hold out with the aid of native Scots. Anglo- 
Scottish talks were tabled in September 1336, July and October 1337, but again 
nothing came of these.83

It was, then, arguably only with England’s declaration of war on France in 
April 1337 that a more predictable, gradually-felt turning point was reached in the 
Anglo-Scottish conflict By 1336 Edward III must have been melancholy with his 
failure to subdue Scotland and desperate to seek out true glory across the Channel. 
With English resources directed elsewhere, the occupation of Scotland would become 
even more difficult to sustain. Many of the Disinherited lords and land-hungry 
English knights who had invaded Scotland each year since 1332 now joined Edward 
III in France and Flanders, thus marginalising Edward Balliol who, denied his full 
potential, faded as Scotland’s alternative king; he maintained only a minimal presence 
in the south-west of Scotland, The Bruce Scots were able to target those key castles 
which they had previously been unable to capture. In 1337, with Edward III at 
Calais, William Douglas besiged Berwick briefly, ambushing the English force which 
chased away his following, an act noted in F r a n c e .8 4  Notable Balliol men like 
Eustace Maxwell and Dougal MacDowell, both from Dumfriesshire, come over to 
David briefly in 1337. ‘Black Agnes’ Randolph, wife of Patrick, earl of March (who 
had now rejoined the Bruce Scots), resisted famously the English siege of Dunbar 
castle between January and June 1338. That the Scots indeed became more offensive
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and confident from this point on is suggested by the end of peace talks after April 
1338 (until 28 April 1340) and the increased recovery of normal Scottish royal 
government with more exchequer audits, annual parliaments and even justice ayres 
taking place from mid 1 3 3 8 .8 5

The Franco-Scottish alliance may also have moved back up a gear in 1337. 
Froissart states that a French expedition to Scotland for 3 months, deploying 20,000 
men and 200 ships, was planned for 1337-38. This is surely a mistake in dating of 
the 1335-36 plan.86 Yet that some form of Franco-Scottish venture was planned in 

1337-38, but came to nought, may have been due to Edward Ill’s invasion of France 
and perhaps also to the English discovery of the details of this plan. For according to 
the contemporary English Lanercost chronicle, two ships travelling from Flanders to 
Scotland were captured by the English in mid-1337: on board were the wives and 
children of Scottish magnates, John Wischard the bishop of Glasgow, and David’s 
clerks Walter Moffat and Thomas Fingask. The bishop seems to have died defending 
his cargo of 30,000 lbs (or £?) of silver and “charters, conventions and indentures 
which had been concluded between the King of France and the Scots,” Admittedly, 
some of the circumstantial detail provided in this account may be English propaganda. 
But these events suggest a large contingent of Scots, who had been in exile in France 
at the same time as their King, now returning home, presumably feeling Scotland to 
be safer from Edward III than France; their departure can be dated to just before 15 
August 1337, and this at least points to moves afoot in the Franco-Scottish camp. The 
clerical messenger, Walter Moffat - whom David secured as archdeacon of Lothian by 
1340 - certainly earned himself a reputation in England sufficient to see him later 
specifically excluded from a safe-conduct issued to John Randolph in 1342 for his 
return to Scotland from F r a n c e .8 7

It was, then, just as the Scottish chroniclers’ narratives began to praise the 
successive acts of bravery and aggression of Scottish knights, that Andrew Murray 
died in March or April 1338 in the Black Isle after a failed siege of Edinburgh castle. 
Magnates like William Douglas, Roger Kirkpatrick, Simon Fraser, Patrick Dunbar 
earl of March, William earl of Sutherland, William earl of Ross, Maurice Murray of 
Drumsregard and Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie and his troop of knights now came 
into their own in recovering to David’s faith their regional hinterlands and the main 
fortified points of Scotland. Under Murray’s guardianship the war for independence 
had thus developed a sense of recovering momentum for the Scots. It may also have 
had a strong sense of leadership from the top and, backed by French aid, in David 
l l’s name; this was an ethos which would be fragmented after Murray’s d e m i  s e .88
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V. The Steward’s IJeuteiaaticy, ca April 1338 - June 1341
Robert the Steward would also become prominent as a military leader at this 

time, a fact Fordun and Froissart did their best to ignore. For it was the Steward who 
re-emerged as king’s Lieutenant sometime in 1338-39. He may have joined William 
Douglas in attacking an English force at Blackburn in West Lothian in 1338. 
Wyntoun and Bower record his command of the siege and capture of Perth by 17 
August 1339, where he led one division while others were led by the earl of March, 
Maurice Murray of Drumsregard and William, earl of Ross. The Steward then 
besieged and captured Stirling castle, probably in 1340-41; Andrew Murray’s sieges 
of Edinburgh, Stirling and Perth before 1338 had proved abortive.89 Thus Dr 
Nicholson’s assertion that the Scots’ war effort slackened after Andrew Murray’s 
death requires revision. Bower could again wax about how the Steward:

" tr a v e lle d , th rou gh  ea ch  p r o v in c e ,  a c c e p t in g  e v e ry o n e  who had 

a d h e red  t o  t h e  E n g l i s h  t o  b e l o y a l  t o  K ing D avid  and 

s c r u t i n i z e d  e v e r y w h e r e  t h e  c u s to m s  and d e e d s  o f  h i s  

c o m p a tr io ts ;  and t o  p r e v e n t th e  poor from s u f f e r in g  m a lic io u s  

p r o s e c u t io n  by t h e  p o w e r fu l,  he d i l i g e n t l y  made e n q u ir ie s  t o  

curb  them . Then th e  kingdom  began to  p r o s p e r , th e  farm ers t o  

c u l t i v a t e  t h e  f i e l d s ,  t h e  ch u rch  o f  God t o  be r e s p e c t e d ,  

monks t o  resum e H is s e r v i c e  and t o  be r e s t o r e d  t o  t h e i r  

form er s t a t e . . , ," 9 0

Yet the Steward’s return also renewed the tensions between the Lieutenancy and 
David’s court in France, as well as amongst the Scottish war leaders. Although 
Bower’s remarks surely contain some exaggeration, the Steward would have had the 
opportunity to extend further his own personal lordship from the west and Clydesdale 
into central Scotland around Perth and Stirling while acting with David l l ’s authority.

For it was during the late 1330s that the Steward must have begun to achieve 
his own momentum in intruding into the earldoms of Strathearn, Atholl and perhaps 
Menteith, together with their neighbouring lordships. In 1339 at Perth he oversaw a 
parliamentary assize which forfeited Malise, eighth earl of Strathearn, for his 
surrender of his earldom to Edward Balliol; but David 11 would have cause to review 
and retry this decision in parliament in 1344. The Steward, however, would have 
gained enough of a hold over Atholl by 1342 to secure it by exchanging it for the 
lordship of Liddesdale with William Douglas (to whom David had given Atholl in 
1341), after pursuing the earldom by legal action in parliament. But the Steward’s
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territorial ambitions seem to have brought him into conflict with other self-seeking j
magnates before 1341. Andrew Wyntoun’s source reports that at the siege of Perth in j
1339 the Steward oversaw the four Scottish divisions leading one himself:

"Bot o f  R ose th e  E r l W illia m e / W ithe h is  c o u r t  f r a  hym p a s s i t  j
haym e/ T h a i, t h a t  a t  th e  a s s e i g i s  h a y / F a s t  wer b ik k era n d e  |

i l k a  d a y . . ."

William, (V) earl of Ross, had apparently been in Norway between 1333 and 1336, [

but by 1339 had displaced John Randolph, earl of Moray (then captive in England), j
and his deputies, in the office of Justiciar north of Forth. In 1339 Ross held a j
justiciar court at Cupar and perhaps also at Perth, where Ross also commanded a )■j
division of the Steward’s besieging force, and somehow enraged the Steward in an |

4
area within his newly won sphere of influence. It is possible that Ross had assumed ^
the lieutenancy in the north, reviving the north-south division of the office of 1332- |
35; Ross would serve as a joint Lieutenant ca, 1349-51 during David’s captivity in i
Bngland.9i j

I
David 11 and John Randolph would challenge Ross’s possession of the 

justiciar’s office in 1 3 4 4 .9 2  But before David’s return to Scotland in 1341 the î|
Steward may also have been angered by the wasting of the large Perthshire barony of |
Strathardle by the Munros, adherents of Ross. According to local tradtion this |

1occurred about 1341 with the postscript that the Mackintoshes demanded a portion of j
the Strathardle spoil, provoking the Munros into a fatal battle near Inverness.93 |

tStrathardle had been a royal thanage which Robert I had given to Sir John J
Inchrnartin, the sheriff of Perth, about 1327. However, Inchmartin had been among 
Duncan, earl of Fife’s following when he submitted to Edward Balliol in 1332; the 
Steward would lay claim to the earldom of Fife and Duncan’s western Perthsire 
baronies of Strath Tay, Strath Braan and Strathord in the late 1340s and 1350s.94 But 
by 1339-40, the Steward and the earl of Ross were probably also at loggerheads over 
the Steward’s recognition of his (by then) son-in-law John MacDonald of the Isles’ 
claims to the MacRauri lands of Garmoran, a dispute which would not be defused 
until a Stewart-Ross marriage was arranged in 1355. The Ross family also had a 
number of ongoing disputes with northern kindreds, in particular the Mackenzies, in 
which feud we have seen Thomas Randolph intervened as justiciar in 1331.

Further hints that the Steward and his followers may also have been staking a 
claim to the central Scottish earldoms can be found in the papal marriage dispensation 
of 5 July 1339 for Maurice Murray of Cambuslang - whom Bower says the Steward 
made keeper of Stirling castle in 1342 - to wed the sister of Sir John Menteith of
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Knapdaîe and Arran; this was sought in order to end a feud, possibly over territory. 
John Menteith was the grandson of Walter Stewart, earl of Menteith (d. 1295), and 
the son Sir John Menteith, the guardian of the earldom of Menteith and Royal 
Butler/Pantler about 1318-20. By the 1330s the Murrays of Bothwell had become 
Pan tiers and it should be noted that after 1338, the Steward seems to have secured the 
late Andrew Murray’s son, Thomas Murray, as an ally. More immediately, however, 
John of Menteith (senior)’s daughter was Joannna, already widow successively of 
both Malise, seventh earl of Strathearn (whose son the Steward forfeited in 
parliament in October 1339), and of John Campbell, earl of Atholl (d. 1333). Thus 
Maurice Murray’s marriage to Joanna Menteith about 1339 may have brought some 
access to all three earldoms. It was Maurice Murray whom David 11 would try to lift 
out of the Steward’s service after 1341, making him earl of Strathearn in 1343 by 
right of his wife (a grant which would be contested in parliament, again in 1344). 
David would also show favour after 1341 to Sir John Graham of Abercorn, who 
about 1334 had wed Mary, Countess of Menteith, and assumed the title of earl of
Menteil;h/45

Clearly, then, the power vacuums resulting from the deaths and downfalls of 
various magnates since, really, 1314, and the absence of royal authority at both 
central and locality levels throughout the 1330s, were at the root of these and many of 
the other territorial - and hence political - agendas which would be played out in 
David l l ’s adult rule. Yet even if the Steward’s ambitions were far from realisation by 
1341, there is still considerable doubt about the effectiveness of his leadership as 
Lieutenant and the degree to which he was actually in command of policy between 
spring 1338 and David l l ’s return from France three years later. The Scottish military 
campaign was still clearly regionalised. Warrior knights like William Douglas 
recovered his family lands in Douglasdale, the Lothians, much of the middle march 
and the lordship of Liddesdale (which Archibald Douglas the Lieutenant (d. 1333) 
had first seized for himself in 1332). Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie reoccupied 
Dunbar castle (the seat of the earls of March) and recovered much of the east March. 
Both these ‘flowers of chivalry’ - Douglas and Ramsay - led raids across the border. 
Dr Michael Brown has shown that these knights used their attractive and aggressive 
“military lordship” not simply to recover Scotland for David 0  but to carve out their 
own personal territorial power bases and military followings: such exploitation of the 
Anglo-Scottish conflict at the local level was inevitably rife, as the actions of John of 
the Isles and the infighting between Balliol and the disinherited lords confirm. 
Douglas and Ramsay would have bad the same opportunities as the Steward, yet, like 
John of the Isles, greater freedom of movement. Both David’s minority and exile and
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the Steward's limited authority gave them the scope for this empire buildiug.%
Yet at the same time, these young men on-the-make and other knights must 

have looked for the sanction of, and anticipated the return of, their young king from 
France, just as they looked to the greater magnates to augment and consolidate their 
land gains. William Douglas was certainly busy in the 1330s and 1340-41 in 
receiving grants from a number of magnates, for example the earl of Fife and the 
S te w a r d .9 7  ft was William Douglas whom Froissart would later depict as having the 
leading military role in David’s survival after 1334. In Froissart’s various versions of 
events in 1334 it was Douglas, Sir Robert Erskine and William, earl of Sutherland 
who got David away to France, departing from Aberdeen, narrowly avoiding capture 
off the mouth of the Thames and landing at I’Escluse in Flanders from where they 
travelled south to Paris where Douglas and his uncle, David IJndsay of Crawford (in 
Lanarkshire), went ahead to greet Philip VL Froissart went on to state that the French 
parlement tna.de ‘alliances’ to aid the Scots.98

Froissart’s history undoubtedly reveals more about David’s political agenda 
by 1365 when the chronicler stayed with the king. But William Douglas was the 
major player to emerge from the 1330s. Fordun, Wyntoun’s source and Bower all 
state that William Douglas had gone to David in France in 1339 and returned from 
there to aid the siege of Perth with Flemish pirate ships and two famous French 
squires. It will become apparent that there was a strong association between the 
Steward and Douglas after 1341. But in 1339-40, Bower insists that the Steward sent 
the pirates and Frenchmen back from where they came for reasons unexplained: he 
may have resented being cut out of the chain of command by David and Douglas. 
Furthermore, Wyntoun’s source states that in 1.341-42 there was a strong bond of 
affection between David II and Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie with his large 
following of knights: this may have been based upon contacts forged between the two 
about 1339-40 as well as upon David’s deep and growing interest in chivalry as a 
basis for crown service.99 Further evidence that the initiative continued to flow from 
David’s court is perhaps contained in the assertion by the contemporary French 
chronicler, Jean le Bel, that between July and December 1340 the French knight and 
future Marischal for Philip VI, one Arnoul d’Aiidrehen, had entered Scotland with 
Douglas and John Randolph, earl of Moray (who was actually captive in England 
until 1342), and some 200 troops; Audrehen then went back to France and returned to 
Scotland with David II in 1341, staying there to fight until April 1342.100

Upon the basis of this and further proofs a strong case could be made for 
David 11 having himself begun to assert his personal authority around 1339-40, and
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perhajxs coming into some conflict with the Steward whose office he thus had to 
bypass. Certainly, in 1339 David had taken to the field under his own banner in 
Flanders with Philip VI against Edward 111 and had contact with several Scots 
fighting in Scotland, including William Douglas. In January 1339 David had asked 
the Pope to sequestrate the fruits of the prebend of Ayr, as the chapter of Glasgow 
had rejected the cleric the crown had presented; in 1340 David also requested that the 
Chapter General of the Dominicans in Milan command a mass be said throughout 
their order for his own s o u l .  101

More importantly, David may also have begun to issue acts in his own right, 
by-passing the Steward through Thomas Charteris, the Chancellor, or Malcolm 
Fleming, the keeper of Dumbarton castle. An act of inspection of a charter to William 
Douglas (who had perhaps returned by ship from France with David’s promise of 
this grant) and some letters patent to justiciars (again protecting the Abbey of 
Arbroath’s financial rights), both in David’s name, survive for 8 and 24 May 1340. 
These acts were issued from Dumbarton and Arbroath respectively: the former 
overlooked a key port for receiving French supplies, had been used as a base by the 
Steward about 1334, would be visited frequently by David II between 1341 and 1346 
and would be disputed over by David, the Steward and their adherents after 1357. 
Arbroath was the first significant place David would visit upon his return in June 
1341, and the home of Robert I’s chancery. t02 Then there are three royal letters 

acknowledging receipt of David’s pension from Philip VI and household supplies of 
wood, all issued at Château Gaillard in May 1341. These acts are interspersed by 
letters issued from Dundee on 17 May in David’s name - not the Steward’s as 
Lieutenant - which granted protection to the regality of the Abbey of Arbroath, again 
perhaps in the interests of the finances of the royal chancery.

Thus in May 1341 it is likely that members of David’s court were at Dundee 
preparing the ground for his return, only 35 miles or so to the south of where he 
would disembark in June. A parliament was held here sometime in the first half of 
1341 at which a contribution (probably of 3d in the £) was levied; an exchequer audi t 
was also held at Dundee at that time. A similar contribution had already been levied 
by a patrllament held at Scone sometime in 1340 and was due to be intromitted in 
spring 1341 (in time for David’s return). Both the 1340 and the 1341 taxes were 
surely sought by David and his close supporters. In contrast, only two acts in the 
name of the Steward as Lieutenant (1338-41) are extant, but these were issued in July 
and October 1339, one from outside Perth and the other in the town itself, after its re
capture, when a parliament had been held and Malise, eighth earl of Strathearn,
forfeited. 103
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Moreover, the crown and the Steward seem once more to have been 
competing for control of crown revenue in Scotland. The exchequer audit for 1340 
records that although the customs had been reserved to the King’s hands for his 
expenses, some money from Aberdeen had been “wrongfully received by Robert 
Lauder for the Regent” [the Steward]. The Steward’s personal Chamberlain, David 
Carruthers, was also at Aberdeen as a customs collector in 1340, alongside David’s 
confessor Walter Blantyre, Reginald More the royal Chamberlain, and Robert Keith, 
the Marischal and sheriff of Aberdeen. Thus a similar level of tension as had been 
apparent in 1335 may have surrounded the collection of the contributions ordered by 
the parliaments at Scone in 1340 and at Dundee in May 1341 ; these were taxes which 
would yield £1,205 and which, as the Bruce Scots’ territorial recovery continued, 
now included monies coming in from Dundee, Linlithgow and Haddington. Sir 
William Livingston, who can be found as a witness to the Steward’s charters during 
the 1330s, was sheriff of Haddington by 1340-41 and a knight whom David would 
thereafter look to attract to royal s e r v ic e .  104

Again it is difficult to tell if the calling of these parliaments represents a 
resurgence of the king’s and his court’s authority in Scotland, or that of the Steward 
as Lieutenant. Some actions of the exchequer audits of this period were notably 
carried out with the separate “mandates” of both David and the Steward, suggesting 
an awkward division of authority. Yet that there were discrepancies in the collection 
of crown revenue in the period 1338-41 would be further suggested by David’s 
replacement in 1341-42 of the Chamberlain^ Reginald More, with a former Balliol 
man, William Bullock, who surrendered Cupar castle and helped its captor, William 
Douglas, to seize Edinburgh castle by April 1341. Reginald More’s accounts had 
been brought into question several times throughout the 1330s, especially by his 
deputy Andrew Buttergask, a Randolph man who was heavily rewarded by David 
after 1341.105

C onclusion
There were, then, several pressing domestic political reasons for David to 

return home when he did, probably leaving from Boulogne and landing at Inverbervie 
in the Mearns between 2 and 16 June 1341. But the occasion of David’s return is 
given by the Scottish chroniclers as the fresh confidence induced by the capture of 
Edinburgh castle by William Douglas in April 1341 (with Douglas’s brother and 
namesake appointed castle-keeper). After this, we are told, the guardian and estates 
sent for David II; Froissart even names the knights sent to Château Gaillard to fetch 
the king back as Simon Fraser and Robert Erskine; the latter was really a Steward
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tenant but would become David’s rigbt-hand-man in the 1360sd06
However, there were other reasons why David may have chosen that time to 

re-enter Scotland and to assume his active majority, not least of which was his 
reaching 17 years of age, a young, vigorous adulthood. Firstly, Edward III had 
returned to England in late 1340 to face an internal political crisis of some magnitude 
which he would only resolve by 1342. The Scots and the French must have known 
of this, if not through their own sources, then through John Randolph, earl of 
Moray, for whose release from England the Scots had begun to bargain around June
1340, Again it is tempting to suggest that David’s courtiers sought to ransom 
Randolph as a replacement for the politically unacceptable Steward as Lieutenant and, 
perhaps, as a regional counter to the increasingly self-serving earl of Ross and John 
MacDonald of the Isles. The Steward seems to have played no personal role in the 
talks for Randolph’s release, although two lesser knights of the Stewart family did 
join Patrick, earl of March, Alexander Seton, William Livingston and Patrick Berries 
as hostages for Randolph’s parole, Randolph certainly made straight for David and 
France upon his release around 6 February 1341; although he seems to have been 
required to re-enter captivity for a short while, he acted as an envoy between 
Scotland, England and France until early 1342J07

The French must also have played an important part in the timing of David’s 
return. Philip VI, who had paid David 22,000 livres in annuities since 1334 and had 
given unrecorded amounts of troops, arms and supplies via Flanders as well as 
diplomatic support to the Scots, would have been anxious to secure the Scottish 
king’s commitment of his realm to war against England as a drain on Edward I ll’s 
forces in Gascony and Flanders. If Jean le Bel is to be believed, Arnoul 
d ’Audrehen’s expedition to Scotland in 1340 and his escort of David back home in
1341, were surely undertaken with the French king’s approval. David undeniably 
arrived in Scotland dead-set on pursuing an aggressive anti-English policy in support 
of France. He could do so with the probable confidence that Edward Balliol and the 
Disinherited were now no longer a tangible threat, other than on the Galloway coast. 
Balliol’s complete failure after 1332 to implement a widespread regional resettlement 
rewarding both his supporters and former enemies (as Robert I had done), and 
Edward Ill’s obsession with France after 1337, denied his challenge a foothold in 
Scotland.

But the youthful David also arrived in Scotland with little or no practical 
experience of governing his own kingdom. Arguably he had arrived too late. There 
was little of lasting military note he could do immediately within his own realm to 
help stamp his authority and fulfil his subjects’ expectations of their king as leader in
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war, expectations perhaps now raised by the warrior reputation of David’s father, 
Robert L Other than the border fortresses and Berwick (which David could hardly 
expect to take and hold in 1341), only vStirling castle held out and the Steward’s 
forces had that besieged. In the seven years of David’s absence, aristocratic alliances, 
rivalries and territorial structures within Scotland had had time to develop. Most 
especially, Robert the Steward was now 25 years old with at least three sons, and had 
had the experience of being Lieutenant from 1338, with access to a large military 
following, royal resources and political authority (as in leadership in war, the holding 
of parliaments, the forfeiture of Strathearn or the appointment of local officers and 
castle-keepers). He must have been an intimidating and alarming figure to David, not 
least because he had established himself in central Scotland, around Stirling, Scone 
and especially Perth. It is difficult to assess the extent of the Steward’s influence by 
1341, but it would be into the ancient earldoms of this area - Menteith, Strathearn, 
Atholl and Fife - and their neighbouring lordships, that he would extend his interests 
decisively after 1341 and during David’s second prolonged absence between 1346 
and 1357; there was also an allied Stewart of Bonkle approaching his ma.jority as earl 
of Angus.

Moreover, by 1341 David’s subjects in general were dominated by an equally 
intimidating generation of young knights who had never known the personal rule of 
an adult monarch and the authority which such a figure commanded if effective. 
Thus, while the defeats of 1332 and 1333 had culled many Scottish magnates and 
probably averted an extremely difficult task of balancing aristocratic interests, David 
was still faced by just what Robert I had feared and sought to avoid; the need to 
balance the regional ambitions and demands of several families or aristocratic 
individuals with large followings - Stewart, Douglas, Randolph, Ramsay and Ross in 
particular, but also the earls of March, Sutherland and Fife. David would have to 
work very, very hard to extend what little natural authority his position brought him 
in order to regain the political and military initiative from these men and others at both 
local and Tiational levels. In some measure this would have to be done before the vital 
tasks of recovering the rest of Scotland from Anglo-Balliol occupation, of re
establishing Scottish royal government and bureaucracy, and of rebuilding the Bruce 
land settlement of 1314-29.

David had the open support of many individuals and families first favoured by 
Robert I, for example, John Randolph, Alexander Seton, Robert Keith, Malcolm 
Fleming, William Livingston, Thomas Charteris the Chancellor, and many in the 
Scottish church, led by Adam de Moravia, the bishop of Brechin; it is significant that 
one of the first things David would do back in Scotland was try to ensure the



103

provision of a crown supporter to the premier diocese of St Andrews, vacant since 
1332. But already there were serious cracks in the Bruce-forged aristocratic regime, 
centring on distrust of, and perhaps moves to politically marginalise, the king’s 
nephew, heir-presumptive and I Jeutenatit, Robert the Steward.

After the 1360s, the written treatments of David’s minority by Fordun and 
Froissart betray David’s sense of the period 1329-41 as a shameful episode for the 
Bruce line over which he had had no control. Other than the siege of Perth, Fordun 
makes no mention of the vital military role played by the Steward after 1338.
Froissart goes further, making only ambiguous references to a ’’siegneur” of Scotland 
making war on England after 1334. -lost as in true Bruce fashion Froissart hardly 
mentions Edward Balliol in his coverage of David’s reign, so he fails to make a single 
mention of the role of the Steward in the 1330s, Instead he names Randolph, William 
Douglas, Patrick the earl of March, Robert Keith, Simon Fraser and Alexander 
Ramsay as the “Governors” of Scotland at this time. However, chronicle and charter 
evidence for the period shows that the Steward had worked with these men to clear 
the Anglo-Balliol forces from Scotland. David’s at once calculated and careless 
disregard for the military effort (and, in some cases, sacrifice) which the Steward and 
others had made against England in his name would undermine the crown’s 
diplomatic position after 1346.108

Clearly, David had to make an early political and military impact in Scotland 
after June 1341. The next two chapters will argue that, like his father, the second 
Bruce king would necessarily have to use widespread crown patronage to regain the 
initiative and win support within Scotland for his domestic and foreign policies, both 
in the period 1341-6 and after 1357. But David’s patronage would also fuel the 
swelling conflict between the Bruce kingship and its Stewart heirs and other great
regional magnates. Î

Î
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Chapter 3; Chivalry. Piety and the Crusades in the
Kingship of David II, 1329-13717

In the late fourteenth century, Andrew Wyntoun drew upon his 
‘Anonymous’ source to describe David II as:

' [ o f t e n  J u s ty n g , d a n s in g  and p l a y i n g . . .

He r a id  w ith  f a i r e  c o u r t  th ro u  a l l  h i s  l a n d . . .

. . .c h e v a lr o u s  and w orthy  

F orthy  he sch u pe him h a le ly  

On G oddis f a i s  t o  t r a v a le .

And fo r  t h a t  way he can him t r a i l l ,

Had he n o ch t been  p r e v e n ty t  w ith  d i e d . '2

Abbot Walter Bower, writing in the 1440s, also stated that David had decided in later 
life:

' [T ]o  s e t  o u t f o r  th e  H oly Land t o  tam e th e  f e r o c i t y  o f  

th e  P agans w ith  a l l  h i s  m ig h t: and d e te rm in ed  t o  go

o v er  t h e r e  w ith  a m i l i t a r y  fo r c e  and t o  end h is  l i f e  in  

th e  Prom ised  L a n d .'3

The Coupar Angus manuscript of the Scotichronicon even states that David had 
named ‘guardians’ for his country to allow him to take the cross. Thus, perhaps 
within his own lifetime, and certainly posthumously, the second Bruce king had a 
reputed interest in chivalry and the crusades which centred upon his person and 
court.4

Some of this fame may have been conventional rhetoric in an age 
which marked the high point of monarchical interest in Christian chivalry in western 
Europe. In the five decades after Edward I ll’s foundation in England in 1348-49 of 
the Order of the Garter and the cult of St George, similar royal orders of knights were 
founded in France, Sicily, Cyprus and Savoy, paying diminishing lip-service to papal 

calls for the recovery of the Holy Land. 5 But David II does seem to have propagated 
his chivalric and pious reputation actively. The French chronicler, Jean Froissart, 
spent a ‘quarter of a year’ at David’s court in 1365. Froissart states that David once 
hastened a pilgrimage to the shrine of Our Lady at Walsingham (Norfolk) in England, 
diverting to London so as to meet Peter I of Cyprus who in 1363 was recruiting 
across Europe for a crusade to recover Alexandria:
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' [ T ] h e  tw o k in g s  w ere  much r e j o i c e d  t o  m eet  ̂ and

c o n g r a tu la te d  ea ch  o th e r  upon i t . ’6

David would make a vital diplomatic trip to London in November 1363 and attend the 
two ‘grand entertainments’ of feasting and jousting held at Westminster for Peter’s 
visit. Dr Alan MacQuarrie and Dr Boardman have shown, moreover, that David 
extended significant patronage to a number of Scottish knights and esquires with 
crusading reputations, some of whom set off to join Peter I ’s campaign in late 
summer 1365, probably at David’s request, in particular the famous warrior brothers, 
Norman and Walter Leslie.7 Bower later remarked upon this characteristic of David’s 
patronage:

'[A ]s  e v id e n c e  o f  t h i s  p io u s  in t e n t io n  [ o f  g o in g  t o  th e  

H oly Land h im s e lf ]  D avid  had shown fa v o u r  and a f f e c t i o n  t o  a g r e a t  

and e x a g g e r a te d  e x t e n t  t o  h is  k n ig h ts  and m en-at-arm s who w ere v e r y  

num erous a t  t h i s  t im e   ̂ who had been  e n l i s t e d  f o r  u n d e r ta k in g s  o f  

t h i s  k in d . On t h i s  a cc o u n t he had a s s ig n e d  and g ra n te d  t o  th e  same 

men broad e s t a t e s  and g r a n ts  o f  k n ig h th o o d . '8

The aim of this thematic chapter, however, is to show that it was not 
simply the case that ‘this crusading fervour among the king and his knights was due 
largely to the influence of King Peter of Cyprus, and was directed towards the 
crusading schemes of the 1360s.’9 Rather a strong case can be made for David having 
been influenced by various currents of royal chivalry from an early age. He would 
adapt these expressions of kingship to provide crucially different personalised 
frameworks of lordship and service for the two periods of his adult rule; that is, for 
1341-46, between his return from exile as a minor in France and his capture in battle 
against England; and 1357-71, after his release from captivity by Edward III through 
the ransom-truce treaty of Berwick. In the highly militarised society which Scotland 
had become since 1296 generally, and after 1332 especially, this proved a vital 
component of David’s kingship.

i. The Legacy of Robert I and David l l ’s Minority.
Robert Bruce knew the value of platitudes about crusades as 

propaganda. In March 1309 he expressed a desire to go on crusade in a letter 
ostensibly from the Scottish baronage to Philip IV of France; but he affirmed that he 
would only set out when Scotland’s independence (and the revolutionary Bruce
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regime’s stability) was Secured. In the Declaration of Arbroath of 6 April 1320, the 
‘Scottish barons’ again promised to participate in the next crusade if the Pope would 
revoke his excommunication of Robert I (whom the Declaration likened to one of the 
Nine chivalric worthies) and bring pressure to bear upon Edward II whose country, 
claimed the Scots, had destroyed the peace necessary for Holy War; the Scottish 
clergy had already likened war against England to a crusade, lo But Archdeacon John 
Barbour, author of The Bruce (c. 1372-5), recorded Robert I’s genuine desire to go 
on crusade in later life, Robert’s grandfather, the elderly ‘Competitor’ for the Scottish 
kingship, had been on crusade with Henry Ill’s son, Edmund, in 1272-73; Robert’s 
father had crusaded with the future Edward I in 1271-73. Jousting, knight-making 
and lavish celebrations had marked the treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton and David’s 
wedding to Joan of the Tower in 1328. In 1330 Robert’s heart would set out on a 
posthumous crusade in the hands of the ‘good’ Sir James, Lord of Douglas, who 
perished in Spain with most of his retinue. 11 Thus from the outset of his political life, 
David would have been made well aware of the martial tradition and achievements of 
Ills father and his famous lieutenants and their independent Scotland. 12

But it was as an adolescent exiled to France between May 1334 and 
June 1341 that David absorbed the chivalry of the age. The ten year old Scottish king 
arrived in a country geared up since 1329 to Philip Vi’s Valois passion to recover the 
Holy Land at the head of a pan-European force, with supplies, funds and a fleet being 
prepared. Philip had papal finance and had canvassed the support of the European 
monarchies and aristocracy, setting an abortive date of March 1334 to February 1335 
for the crusade. Froissart states that the kings of Bohemia, Hungaiy, Navarre, Sicily, 
Cyprus and Aragon had taken the cross with Philip, together with sundry magnates 
and churchmen, the Venetians and Genoese; Philip seems to have represented to the 
papacy that David’s presence in France was proof of the Scots’ commitment to join 
the crusade. 13

As we have seen, supporting Philip V i’s crusade was a means for 
those in charge of David’s exiled court at Chateau Gaillard in Normandy to secure 
further French and Papal support against the invasions of Scotland after 1332 by 
Edward Balliol and Edward III. The Scots may have had little choice but to do so as 
Philip seems to have insisted that they consult him before making any tmces with 
England. But in return David received an annual income of 2,000 livres and the pro- 
Bruce fighters in Scotland were given a steady stream of French supplies. Philip 
demanded that the Scots be included in Anglo-French truces. In 1336, with the 
crusade cancelled, there was the very real possibility that Philip would redirect his



120

crusade fleet to ferry a massive expedtionary force to Scotland for a joint invasion of 
England. Small expeditions of French knights entered Scotland between 1337 and 
1341, led by nobles like Eugene de Garancières and Arnoul d ’Audrehen, sire 
d ’Aubigny, future Marischals for Philip; French knights, with David’s approval, 
helped the Scots at the siege of Perth in 1339. Thus David must have learned the 
value of chivalric posturing during his exile. 14

But while in exile David also became convinced of the necessity for 
war against Balliol and England for the survival of the Bruce dynasty and its 
supporters, and of such war in support of France. As regards the latter, he must have 
been influenced by some of the Scots around him at Château Gaillard and/or those 
who visited his court from Scotland. As we have seen, this included Adam de 
Moravia, the bishop of Brechin (who had helped negotiate the treaty of Corbeil in 
1326), and a number of other prelates, as well as Reginald More, the Chamberlain 
(1326-40) and Sir Alexander Seton, Robert Ps favourite in Lothian, a steward of 
David’s household and the hero of the siege of Berwick in 1333. Both of these 
laymen had connections with the Scottish Knights Hospitaller, an international order 
which contributed ships to Philip’s planned crusade. 15 David was probably trained in 
the martial arts in France by Sir Robert Keith, Robert I’s marischal, who had fought 
at Bannockburn, served as sheriff of Edinburgh and a justiciar north of Forth before 
1329, and would serve David as sheriff of Aberdeen 16; Keith would fall at Neville’s 
Cross in 1346 to be succeeded by his son, William, a knight to whom David would 
show similar favour.

But as a youth David almost had occasion to try out Keith’s teachings. 
At Buironfesse in Flanders in 1339, David flew his own banner in the army of Philip 
VI alongside the kings of Bohemia and Navarre and ‘knights without number’ in a 
stand-off against Edward III.17 About that time David had a visit from Sir William 
Douglas of Lothian, who would be revered posthumously as a ‘flower of chivalry’ in 
the fight against Balliol by Scottish and French chronicles: Douglas took back French 
ships and knights to help in the siege of Perth by the king’s Lieutenant, Robert 
S t e w a r d .  18 In sum, in exile, David had contact with the type of men of chivalry 
whom he would prefer to employ during his majority.

ii. David’s ‘first kingship’, 1341-46.
Imbued with such a martial spirit David returned to Scotland aged 17 

and joined the struggle to recover his realm with some style. Landing at Inverbervie in 
the Mearns about 17 June 1341 he apparently founded a Carmelite chapel there in
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thanks for his passage in rough seas and then inspected several charters of the nearby 
Tironesian Abbey of Arbroath, founded by William I (1164-1213) and dedicated to 
Thomas Becket.i9 David thus seems to have picked up his devotion to Becket from 
his time at Chateau Gaillard, which lay in a region peppered with sites dedicated to 
that scourge of the English crown. David’s devotion to Becket after 1357, however, 
would be more pacific in tone towards the English king.20

According to Scottish and French chroniclers, the rest of 1341 saw a 
heady mix of euphoria at David’s return and chivalric rallying-round as he toured the 
north-east, visited the Steward’s siege of Stirling castle, crossed to Dumbarton castle 
and the burgh of Ayr and back to Holyrood Abbey for Christmas. In late August 
1341 David may have raided Northumberland as far as Heddon Laws on the Tyne 
west of Newcastle, perhaps under the banner of John Randolph, earl of Moray (bom 
c. 1317), son of Robert I ’s lieutenant and another warrior who had visited David in 
France.21 In September, David would hold a parliament at Scone at which some of 
the chroniclers state that he promised to reward those who had fought and died for the 
Bruce Scots since 1332.22 David raided northern England again in January-February 

1342, this time under his own banner, and held both a council and a tournament at 
Aberdeen on his return, much in the style of Philip VI and Edward III, who 
juxtaposed such events as a means of popularising their war levies and campaigns. 
David held a number of tournaments at key moments throughout his reign.23

However, David’s activities and patronage at this time were not 
designed solely to popularise war against England. He also sought to win back to the 
Bruce regime and, for the first time, to his own person, the loyalty of those Scots 
who had fought the Anglo-Balliol forces, many of whom had never known royal 
authority; to reassert the personal lordship which had bolstered the Bruce settlement 
of Scotland achieved by 1329. Increasingly, David’s patronage and chivalric lordship 
would be used to undermine the influence of those magnates who had exploited the 
vacuum of war and a royal minority to promote their own territorial and political 
ambitions at the same time as the Bruce patriotic cause. As Dr Boardman has shown, 
it was in this period that David had to begin the process of ‘lifting out’ reliable knights 
and esquires from the affinities of the greater regional magnates of Scotland whose 
autonomy he felt to be too great - especially that of his heir presumptive, Robert 
Steward - and inserting royal knights into influential positions over sensitive 
localities.24

Those knights who would receive the most notable patronage from 
David in 1341-42 had been prominent in the wars of the 1330s. Sir Mai com Fleming
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of Biggar was keeper of Dumbarton castle and had been steward of the earldom of 
Carrick and David’s household ( 1328-34); he had helped David escape to France. In 
1341 Fleming would receive a grant of free warren of his Lanarkshire lands and, 
most significantly, the earldom of Wigtown in hereditary regality for the service of 
five knights. Sir William Douglas of Lothian had fought for Bruce at the battle of 
Culblean in 1335, visited David in France and played a vital role in the recovery of the 
marches, the burgh of Perth and Edinburgh castle. By May 1342 David would have 
lavished upon Douglas the middle march lands of Newlands, Eskdale, and Ewesdale, 
the keepership of Edinburgh castle (and presumably the sheriffship of that shire) and 
the valuable central earl don of Atholl. Thirdly, like Douglas, Sir Alexander Ramsay 
of Dalhousie would have a posthumous reputation as a flower of chivalry, in 
Ramsay’s case for raiding northern England and capturing Roxburgh castle in 1342. 
Both men had given good showings in tournaments against English knights on the 
border over the winters of 1340-41 and 1341-42, but of Ramsay it would be said that 
‘so great was his fame as a warrior that no nobleman in Scotland was reckoned to be 
a soldier good and tried unless he had served in Ramsay’s band. To his court the 
lords sent their sons in crowds...’ In 1341-2 David would give Ramsay a 
confirmation of some of his Fife lands and the sheriffdom of Teviotdale with 
Roxburgh castle.25

These grants would reward apparently loyal subjects as crown agents 
in the localities. However, they were also in part a necessary concession by David of 
the territorial and political status quo which had been established during his minority. 
As Dr Brown has shown, Douglas and Ramsay in particular were confirmed in lands 
and offices after they had used their own military followings to take them. This 
challenge to royal authority was something David would be quick to try to harness. 
As some of the chroniclers suggest, David may have appointed Ramsay sheriff of 
Teviotdale so as to contain the ambitions there of Douglas, who had cleared much of 
that region of Anglo-Balliol occupation. But in January 1342 David would also grant 
Douglas the barony of Dalkeith in the shire of Edinburgh, right next to Dalhousie. 
About July 1342 the rivalry David had fanned would flare up with Douglas’s seizure 
and murder of Ramsay. Similarly, David may have given Douglas the Perthshire 
barony of Atholl to block the ambitons of Robert Steward: Douglas and the Steward 
may already have come into conflict in 1335 and 1339.26

Such tactics of divide and rule - which it will be shown David applied 
elsewhere throughout his reign - had both advantages and disadvantages for the 
young king. Douglas would be protected from David’s wrath over Ramsay’s death by 
the Steward, who had swapped the east march lordship of Liddesdale for Atholl with

..j
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Douglas; David would eventually have to give Douglas the sheriffship of Teviotdale. 
Moreover, a feud would rage in Lothian between the Ramsay and Douglas followings 
after the murder. But David would become the focus of patronage for many of those 
men-at-arms and knights whom Wyntoun’s source names in Ramsay’s following, 
namely ‘Haliburton, Merries, Patrik of Dunbar and Dischington, Stewart, Eglintoun, 
Cragy, Boyd, Foularton.’ According to Bower, David launched another raid on the 
Tyne in 1342 where ‘five of his squires whom he knighted there - namely Stewart, 
Eglintoun, Cragy, Boyd and Fullarton - were carried off as captives...’ but ransomed 
back David with ‘...a great weight of g o l d . ’27

David would give significant patronage to these men after 1342. All of 
them (and some of their kindred) would be killed or captured alongside their king at 
Neville’s Cross. Walter Haliburton of Dirleton would serve David after 1357 as 
sheriff of Lanark (until 1361) and of Berwick. William Dischington would serve 
David as sheriff of Fife, a justiciar, an eastern march warden and a master of royal 
works in the 1360s; both Haliburton and Dischington were regular crown charter 
witnesses after 1357, as was John Merries whom David would give the barony of 
Terregles in Dumfriesshire in free barony in 1359 and use as an ambassador and 
keeper of Stirling castle. Sir Patrick Dunbar, cousin of the earl of March and husband 
of John Randolph earl of Moray’s second sister, Isabel (and thus also the brother-in- 
law of the March earl who was married to Randolph’s eldest sister, Agnes), would 
add further to his chivalric reputation by crusading to Prussia and fighting at the battle 
of Poitiers in 1356; he was the father of David’s future mistress, Agnes Dunbar, and 
her brothers, David’s allies of the late 1360s, George Dunbar, tenth earl of March, 
and John Dunbar, lord of Fife. Sir Alexander Stewart, perhaps the son of the Alan 
Stewart who fell at Halidon Hill in 1333 and later lord of Darnley, would receive 
grain fermes and the barony of Cambusnethan in Lanarkshire from David about 1343- 
45. Thomas Boyd of Kilmarnock, son of Robert Boyd of Noddsdale - a supporter of 
Robert I who also fell at Halidon Hill - can be found for the first time as a knight 
witnessing a crown charter at Dumbarton in July 1342, about which time David 
would give him forfeited lands in the south-west. John Craigie married a sister of 
William Douglas of Lothian but can be found serving David as an envoy in 1363 and 
1367 (in which year the crown would confirm his lands in Merchiston, Edinburgh). 
Sir Adam Fullarton, a knight by April 1344, would visit David in captivity in the 
1350s and offer his son as hostage for the king, as would Alexander Stewart’s son,
J o h n .2 8

It was David’s increasing ability to appeal to the service of the knights 
of Lothian and the south-east which would allow him to challenge Douglas’s
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influence south of Forth before 1346, and to remove Douglas’s ally, William 
Bullock, as Chamberlain in 1342-3, having him starved in Lochindorb castle in 
Moray by Sir David Barclay, a knight well rewarded by Robert I as a steward for 
David’s household and the father of the David Barclay (junior) who would 
accompany other crusaders favoured by David to Prussia in 1356; he may also have 
been an adherent of Douglas in the 1330s whom David poached back to the c r o w n ,2 9  

Elsewhere, David used patronage to royalists and lesser knights of 
chivalric repute to undemiine the influence of other regional magnates who had 
forwarded their own interests during a period of weak royal rule. In particular, David 
gave Robert Steward no reward for his military leadership as Lieutenant. As we have 
seen, antagonism had developed betweeen David and his close supporters on the one 
hand, and the Steward on the other, because of a combination of Bruce doubts about 
a Stewart succession, the Steward’s probable submission to Balliol in 1335 and his 
autonomy as Lieutenant, attracting the service of many Scots and pursuing territory 
and influence in central Scotland for himself and, by 1341, his three sons. As well as 
David’s attempt to put William Douglas (while he tmsted him) into Atholl, in 1343-44 
the king would grant the earldom of Strathearn to Sir Maurice Murray of 
Cambuslang, a Lanarkshire retainer of the Steward in the 1330s who had even led a j
division at the siege of Perth in 1339. Bower states that the Steward made Murray I
keeper of Stirling castle when it fell in July 1341, but this must surely have been 1
David’s appointment of a knight he described as ‘our dear cousin’ in June 1341.
Strathearn had been forfeited in 1339 and would be secured by the Steward for 
himself by 1357 (during David’s captivity).30 |

In 1342-43, David would try to interfere in the landed interests of the }
Campbells of Lochawe, the Steward’s allies in recovering Bute and Cowal in 1334 |
and descendants of Robert I s brother-in-law, Neil Campbell. Furthermore, by 1345 j
David had managed to impose his household clerk, Andrew Buttergask - a deputy |
justiciar for John Randolph, earl of Moray, before 1339 - as sheriff of Perth, a |
jurisdiction which embraced much of the three ancient central earldoms which the 1
Stewarts would target. By 1346, David would also have won the passionate loyalty j
of Sir John Graham of Abercom, who was allowed to adopt the title of Menteith, one i
which the Stewarts would seek after 1346,31 David may also have offered patronage 
to other Steward followers at this time. Froissart says that the Lanarkshire knight,
Robert Erskine, had been sent to fetch David from France in 1341; he would become J

David’s ‘fixer’ in the 1360s.3 2  Another Lanarkshire knight and Steward charter i
witness, John Lyle of Duchal, would become a royal household knight at this time. j
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Finally, in 1343 David would give the Perthshire knight, Robert Menzies (James 
Douglas’s companion in Spain in 1330 where he earned the right to bear a saracen’s 
head in his arms), lands in Dull in north-west Perthshire, lands which were then and 
later targetted by the Stewarts.33 Erskine, Lyle and Menzies, despite their connections 
with the Steward, would all be captured alongside David at Neville’s Cross.

William, (V) earl of Ross, head of another regional kindred favoured 
by Robert 1, would also receive no patronage from David II in this period, surely 
because of his usurpation by 1339 of the office of justiciar north of Forth from the 
Randolph earls of Moray and their followers. Before 1346, David would prefer to 
favour men of military renown with stronger connections to the royal house in the 
north. These included Robert Keith, sheriff of Aberdeen and Marischal; John 
Randolph, earl of Moray and lord of Annandale, Nithsdale and Man (regalities held 
for 18 knights’ service), a hero at Annan in 1332, envoy to France in 1332-34 and 
1341, Guardian briefly about 1335, and whom David would try to reimpose as 
justiciar north of Forth in 1344 34; and William, earl of Sutherland, whose presence 

in the pro-Bruce forces of the 1330s was praised by Froissart and who, as David’s 
brother-in-law after 1342, would receive great favour in the north-east and perhaps a 
place for his offspring in the Scottish succession, 35 In this period David would also 
show favour to lesser knights and esquires from within the natural regional affinities 
of the earldoms of Angus and Mar (then occupied by minors) and the shires 
surrounding them.36 He would also deprive Patrick, earl of March, of any patronage, 

despite his militaiy efforts for Bruce before and after his defection to Balliol/Edward 
III 1333-35. Duncan, earl of Fife, another defector in 1332, would also receive no 
patronage from David after 1341. As we have seen, David would favour instead a 
number of lesser Scots in Fite and the south-east.

David’s favour to these knights and esquires in this period must be 
viewed as the core of a wider policy of regional resettlement, elevating or planting 
committed or at least ostensible crown supporters - both lay and clerical - in the 
localities. If David’s chivalric lordship had a conscious model at this time it must have 
been that of Robert I, whose settlement and anti-English guerilla warfare he had to 
emulate. But whilst, like his father, he used patronage to useful fighting men to create 
a nobility of service, David perceived that he had at the same time to contain and 
deprive of further advancement some of the key regional families which his father had 
trusted and rewarded; he would have to do so at a time when these families were 
predominantly headed by aggressive young knights, most of them slightly older and 
more experienced than the king himself.
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It followed that, in somewhat the same way as the Disinherited lords 
came back to challenge the Bruce settlement, so the discriminatory lordship practised 
by David after 1341 would rupture the Bruce Scots’ consensus. The Scottish host of 
probably between 12,000 and 20,000 which David would lead across the west march 
into northern England in October 1346 arguably represented an impressively wide 
geographical basis of support secured by the Bruce regime and by David in person 
during his first few years of active kingship. But it was to be the desertion from the 
host of the very magnates denied reward for their services before 1341, or whose 
lands and following David had interfered with directly after his return from France, 
which contributed to the Scots’ defeat at Neville’s Cross, a mile from Durham, by an 
English militia of 4,000 to 8,000, The earl of Ross would flee the host while it was 
still in Scotland after murdering Reginald MacRuari, whom David had favoured in the 
western isles. William Douglas, now of Liddesdale, wanted the Scots to turn back 
after taking the peel of Liddale. Both Scots and English chronicles would describe 
how Robert the Steward - who had not taken part in the king’s raids since 1341 - and 
Patrick, earl of March, both fled the battlefield, leaving David, they must have 
assumed, to his death. There would be almost a direct correspondance between those 
knights David patronised after 1341 and those who stayed to be killed or captured at 
Neville’s Cross. Thus Bower was exaggerating at the expense of some dangerous 
exceptions when he wrote that in 1346 David was:
' f u l l y  r e a s s u r e d  and s u p p o r te d  by  t h e  k n i g h t l y  you ng  men o f  

m il i t a r y  a g e . '37

Nonetheless, in championing the kind of military kingship at which 
his father had excelled, David had exhibited considerable naivety in his earnestness to 
attack England for France after the heavy French defeat at Créci in August 1346: 
Wyntoun and Bower would blame David’s impatience and his heeding of young 
counsel and flattery for the defeat. Indeed, in many ways David had treated his 
chêvauchée into northern England as a crusade against liis father’s auld enemy. This 
may in part explain the legend (probably fanciful) that at Neville’s Cross the English 
captured the ‘Black Rood’ of Scotland’s St Margaret, a nationalist icon which David 
is alleged to have taken south at the head of his army, just as the Monymusk reliquary 
of Columba’s relics had been used by Robert I in battle in 1314.38 Had he evaded 

capture, David might have gone on to develop further such patriotic expressions of 
the Bruce martial tradition either through literary patronage, building works or other 
iconography. In this period, David encouraged the north-eastern cleric, John of 
Fordun, to collect annals of the events of the 1330s which were anti-Balliol and anti- 
English (but also detrimental to the reputation of the Steward). Archdeacon John
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Barbour would mythologise Robert I, but only after the demise of the Bruce
dynasty39

Yet with David’s capture it would fall to Froissart to mythologise 
Neville’s Cross in a manner which surely reflected the change in David’s chivalric 
lordship and allied foreign policy which would necessarily occur after 1346, Instead 
of the wasting of Cumberland church lands, ransom of Carlisle and factionalism 
within the defeated Scottish host which had actually occurred, Froissart’s accounts 
have David leading a cosmopolitan force of 40,000 men, including 3,000 knights and 
esquires, many of whom he had invited from ‘Sweden, Norway and Denmark’; 
Froissart even names that expert knight, Alexander Ramsay (killed by William 
Douglas in 1342), as David’s standard bearer, Froissart’s Scottish force sacks 
Durham and besieges Wark castle, David having proposed ‘doing some gallant deeds 
of renown before their return to Scotland.’ The Scots are defeated with considerable 
honour - without any mention of the Steward or March - David knocks out two of the 
teeth of his captor, John de Coupland, before submitting with two bad arrow wounds 
to the head (just as Philip VI had at Créci in August 1346).40 After David’s capture, 
Froissart’s band of trans-national, aristocratic chivalry - celebrating the sport and 
participants regardless of the result - was the ethos which David would prefer to adopt 
to meet the diplomatic circumstances of his later reign; David could no longer 
champion his father’s anti-English lordship while he pursued a diplomatic peace- 
ransom deal with England. Such a change in ethos may also have given rise to the 
legend that, while imprisoned in Nottingham castle (sic) after the battle, David carved 

the story of Christ’s passion on the dungeon wall.4i

ÜL Captivity in England, 1346-57,
Captivity brought David exposure to another highly chivalric and 

publically pious monarch. Edward III expertly used such values throughout his reign 
as political tools. David’s experiences in England must have influenced him in 
customising his own type of chivalric lordship to suit the prevailing political and 
diplomatic circumstances after 1346.42

David spent most of his captivity in the Tower of London. But he did 
become involved in Edward Ill’s interest in the Arthurian legends of the Round Table 
and the formation of the royal Order of the Garter about 23 April 1349 with the 
foundation of a chapel to St George at Windsor castle: this resulted in the formal 
creation of a circle of celebrated knights around Edward’s household, a body which 
undoubtedly reflected the political allegiances and factions within the English
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government and political community.43 David attended at least two of the St George 
day tournaments, in 1349 at Windsor (where he wore a blue surcoat decorated with a 
white rose) and 1357 at Smithfield along with the Black Prince and King John II of 
France.44 in the latter year, David was lodged at Odiham castle in Hampshire and had 
leisure for hawking and an alms giving pilgrimage (I2d) to Becket’s tomb at 
Canterbury just before his release in late September. David would request safe- 
conducts to Canterbury after 1357 and may have encouraged Scottish knights’ 
devotion to St George.45

Yet the cultured impression which this gives of David’s incarceration 
stands in stark contrast to the nightmare he would face in securing his release. The 
Steward as Lieutenant would make no effort to achieve this before April 1356, and 
then probably did so in fear of David’s return, all the while advancing his own 
territorial interests. In brokering his own release, David at first would only have 
contact with Scotland through Scottish knights rewarded by David after 1341 and/or 
paroled by Edward III after their capture at Neville’s C r o s s .4 6  However, these 

knights and David’s subjects in general would be distracted not only by the harsh 
terms sought by Edward III for David’s release but by the alternative rewards for 
military service against England offered by France and encouraged by Robert the 
Steward. In both 1351-52 (when David was paroled to Scotland to seek support for 
his release) and 1354, peace/release indentures would be fatally undermined by this 
French option.

In 1355, the Steward and his young adult sons, and Patrick, earl of 
March, Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, and William, Lord of Douglas (nephew and 
killer, in 1353, of William Douglas of Liddesdale), would share the 40,000 ecus 
brought from France by the Sire Eugene de Garaacières with an expedition of 50 men- 
at-arms to ensure that the Scots attacked England. Even when this shambolic venture 
provoked Edward I l l’s retaliatory Burnt Candlemas of Lothian, many Scots on 
pilgrimage abroad - led by William, Lord of Douglas - would be tempted to fight for 
John II against the Black Prince at Poitiers. Froissart and other contemporary French 
chroniclers assert that Douglas was given lands and money by the French king. 
Indeed, such was Douglas’s impact in France that some chroniclers credit him with 
advising John II to dismount to give battle; clearly, it was in the 1350s that the 
Douglas family first really established the interest in France which would culminate 
with the fourth earl’s creation as Duke of Touraine after his leadership of a Scots 
force against Henry V in France in 1424.47

The English victory at Poitiers, though, led not only to the capture of



129

John II but also to that of Scottish knights like Archibald ‘the Grim’ Douglas (a 
natural son of the ‘good’ Sir James, Lord of Douglas), William Ramsay of Colluthie, 
William Gledstanes, John le Grant (a Randolph man before 1346, a Mar man 
thereafter), and the two former Alexander Ramsay adherents, Sir Patrick Dunbar and 
John H e r r ie s .4 8  David would surely have contact with some of these men in London 
in 1356-57; all of them would be amongst his cadre of chivalric supporters after 1357 
as crown officers, charter grantees and witnesses, crusaders and pilgrims. David may 
also have had contact about 1356 with the knights Thomas Bisset of Upsetlington, 
David Barclay (junior), Walter Moigne (a Mar man whom David had given some 
patronage before 1346 and who visited him in captivity) and Sir Patrick Dunbar, and 
the esquires Norman and Walter Leslie, who passed through England on their way to 
crusade - really as mercenaries - in Prussia; all of them would receive significant 
patronage from David in the 1360s.49

David’s resumption of relations with Scots of chivalric stock and his 
good personal relations with Edward III may have eased the diplomatic process of his 
eventual release in return for a ransom of 100,000 merks in September 1357: 
promises of royal patronage may have persuaded Scottish knights to offer their sons 
as hostages for David.50 But the central catalyst for this was the capture of John II. 
For the moment, Scotland and her knights no longer had the alliance and patronage of 
France. It is interesting that Fordun states that in 1355 the greater Scottish magnates 
had kept all the French gold for themselves (as they would again in 1385), and 
‘others of meaner sort they sent away empty.’51 The lesser Scottish nobility clearly 
needed David. Moreover, a good many lesser and greater magnates - both lay and 
clerical - must also have expected that David would redress the balance of crown- 
magnate authority, checking those, like the Steward and earl of Ross, who had 
abused their position in David’s absence to forward their own interests; others, like 
the young Lord of Douglas and the earl of Mar, and even the aging earl of March, 
must have hoped that a restored crown would confirm and elevate their status.

ÎV. David’s ‘second kingship’, 1357-71.
David’s release in 1357, under the terms of the treaty of Berwick, 

returned him once more to a Scotland in which he would have to reassert royal 
authority after a prolonged absence and in the face of the entrenched territorial and 
political interests of the Stewarts and other regional magnates. This time, however, he 
w'ould have to attract support for the crown without recourse to the popular standard 
of anti-English warfare. This change in the ethos of David’s patronage and polity was
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not dictated solely by the ransom the Scots were obliged to pay to redeem their 
hostages. David had seen at first hand the potential pointlessness for the Scottish 
crown of fighting England for the French. Alliance and patronage connections with 
France had come under the influence of the Steward, William, Lord of Douglas, and 
other magnates in the 1350s, whose autonomy of action David now sought to 
diminish. Besides, David seems to have wanted to extend his apparently good 
personal relations with England and his brother-in-law, Edward III, and his royal 
nephews, Edward’s sons. Moreover, by 1357 David would already have expressed 
an interest in cancelling his ransom in return for admitting an English prince as heir 
presumptive to the Scottish succession instead of his antagonist, the Steward; David 
would also take a personal interest in encouraging Anglo-Scottish trade and cultural
ties.52

Thus, after 1357, both because it was necessary and a sound political 
and diplomatic lever - and because he genuinely desired it - David looked to revive the 
more cosmopolitan, Anglo-Norman brand of Christian chivalry which had 
characterised the Scottish court and Anglo-Scottish relations of the thirteenth century; 
this was the kind of shared aristocratic outlook on life which had seen David’s 
grandfather and great-grandfather join English princes on crusade and persuaded 
Alexanders II and III to marry English princesses. Such an understanding had 
emerged really after England’s capture in 1174 of William I of Scotland, that French 
speaking king and patron of chivalric romances with whom David - who could also 
speak French, the language of Edward I ll’s court - must have empathised. Despite his 
patriotic warlord image, this was also the kind of Anglo-Scottish pacivity which 
Robert I - who had promised the papacy and France that he would join a pan- 
European crusade - had sought by the treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton and David’s 
marriage to Edward I ll’s sister, Joan of the Tower, in 1 3 2 8 .5 3

This conscious shift surely goes some way to explaining the 
remarkably striking absence of any Scottish literary, ceremonial or architectural 
celebrations of Robert I and his patriotic martial tradition which can be attributed to 
David II’s patronage. This was nationalist mythologising which we might have 
expected the son of Bruce to s p o n s o r .5 4  David may have remembered the heroes of 
his family and Scotland the independent nation in a conventional, low-key way. 
Throughout his reign, he seems to have stopped everyday government to 
commemorate certain days every year: the birth, inauguration and death dates of 
Robert I (11 July, 25/7 March, 7 June); the date of the papal bull granting Scottish 
kings the right to crowning and anointing ( 13 June); the anniversaries of the battles of
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Stirling (11 September) and Bannockburn (23-4 June), but not the defeats of Falkirk, 
Dupplin, Halidon Hill or Neville’s Cross. Wyntoun’s source states that David ‘oft 
wald ly’ at Melrose where Robert I’s heart was buried. Yet the impact of such flag- 
waving is arguably diluted amidst the other anniversaries which David may have 
observed: the deaths of his mother (7 November) and younger brother, John; David’s 
own coronation and first marriage (24 November, 17 July); the deaths of the last 
‘MacMalcolm’ kings, Alexanders II and III (8 July, 19 March), from whom the 
Bruces claimed succession without recognition of King John Balliol; the feast of St 
Denis (9 October), patron of the French Abbey from which expatriate Scots had 
offered David assistance in exile in 1334; the various festivals of the Virgin and All 
Saints Day (2 February, 25 March, 15 August, 2 November); the saints’ days of 
Peter/Paul and Thomas (2 June, 21 December), Benedict (21 March), Mark (25 April) 
and John the Baptist, patron of the Knights Hospitallers (24 June, the day of victory 
at Bannockburn). David spent surprisingly little time at Dunfeimline where St 
Margaret, Robert I and Thomas Randolph were buried, although David and his 
second queen, Margaret, seem to have planned their marble tombs there: David, 
however, would be buried in Hoi y rood A b b e y  .55

David may also have observed the feasts of more specifically Scottish 
saints like Ninian and Malachy (26 August, 3 November), both favoured by Robert 
1.56 However, the royal devotions which are most obvious from the sources of the 

period after 1357 are distinctly non-nationalisitic in flavour. David made several 
requests to Edward III for safe-conducts to visit Becket’s shrine at Canterbury, and 
on occasion those of St James and Our Lady at Walsingham. David would go to 
England on vital diplomatic business in 1359, 1363 and 1369, on the first occasion 
staying at the London Dominican friary: his inclusion of pilgrimages as part of these 
trips may have been designed to ingratiate himself with E d w a r d .5 7

In behaving thus David re-initiated a popular aristocratic trend in 
Scotland: for seemingly all the Scottish prelates, knights and esquires of the day made 
pilgrimages to England or abroad between 1357 and 1371; all, that is, except the 
Steward, all but one of his sons, and William, earl of Ross, David’s main opponents 
after 1357. This peaceful contact was paralleled by both the large and swelling 
numbers of Scottish clerics going to Oxbridge and the hundreds of Scottish merchants 
trading with England for whom David himself had secured general academic and 
commercial safe-conducts from Edward III in 1357-8. This threefold traffic would die 
out quickly after David’s death.58

But during David’s reign arisocratic and clerical pilgrimage to the
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continent also seems to have revived. Several of David’s prominent royalist knights 
received safe-conducts from Edward III to pass to the continent on their way to the 
shrine of St James at Compostella at Spain, the apostle site popularised as a Christian 
rallying point against the Moors: these conducts included Thomas, earl of Mar; Sir 
Thomas Bisset of Upsetlington (the crusading knight whom David would make earl 
of Fife in 1363); Sir John Merries of Terregles, Sir John Preston and John 
Edmonstone (household knights for David); John Craigie (a former Alexander 
Ramsay man); the bishop and provost of St Andrews; William Keith, the Marischall 
the Mar men Walter Moigne and Lawrence Gilliebrand; and the royalist esquire, 
Richard C o m  y n .59

Within Scotland, instead of concentrating on a national saint like 
Andrew, Columba or Margaret, after 1362, David founded his own cult and chapel of 
St Monans in the east neuk of Fife, paying Sir William Dischington over £600 to 
build the church there for four Dominican c h a p la in s .6 0  This was apparently to give 

thanks for David’s escape from near sliip wreck and not, as Froissart and Bower 
suggest, in gratitude for the dislodgement, during prayer to St Monan, of the second 
arrowhead which David had sustained to his head at Neville’s Cross.61 But this sixth 
century Irish missionary’s feast, 1 March, was the same as that of the king’s 
namesake, St David, a day upon which Edward III had sent David II celebratory wine 
in 1357.62 Such a foundation was also a further means of strengthening the crown’s 
claims to the disputed earldom of Fife against his Stewart opponents. William 
Dischington may also have overseen the building of spires for Brechin cathedral and 
Dundee parish church for David whose other known religious foundations in this 
period also seem to have aimed at local appeal: chapels to the Virgin in Edinburgh 
castle and the burghs of Peebles and Inverness (which had a church of the Holy 
Cross), and to St Lawrence at Stirling, and an altar to St Katherine in St Giles’ 
church, Edinburgh, David’s favourite seat, where the burgh’s mercat cross was also 
dedicated to St Monan.63

Piety formed a major part of David’s patronage throughout his reign 
and brought him the support of religious houses, chapters and their prelates; many of 
the latter served him in local and central government and as diplomats, providing a 
vital bureaucratic arm for David’s chivalric court. Before 1346, David would confirm 
the lands and privileges of several houses, including Arbroath, Scone, Restenneth 
and Lindores. He would also grant a regality to the Augustinians’ Holyrood Abbey 
which was to supply chaplains to the royal household. In 1342, David’s ties with 
Philip VI would ensure William de Landellis’s provision to the bishopric of St
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Andrews.64 LandelUs may have been captured fighting for David at Neville’s Cross. 
He would serve the crown in the 1350s as an envoy to England along with a first 
generation of prelates who had entered Bruce service before 1341 - Adam de 
Moravia, bishop of Brechin and Chancellor, Walter Moffat, Archdeacon of Lothian 
by 1340, and Thomas Fingask, bishop of Caithness by 1342. A second generation 
would follow after 1357, namely, Patrick de Leuchars bishop of Brechin and 
Chancellor, William de Wardlaw archdeacon of Lothian and bishop of Glasgow by 
1368, and Gilbert Armstrong provost of St Andrews.65 David also extended 

particular favour to the Dominican friars preachers of Scotland, a number of whom 
had been in his household as a boy and whose Chapter General at Milan David had 
ordered to say a mass for his own soul in 1340. Before 1343, David would confirm 
the annuities of the Dominicans of Ayr, Perth, Stirling and Cambuskenneth. In 1357, 
he would grant the order a general protection. Throughout his reign David visited the 
Dominican houses of Elgin and Kinloss, and his confessors were Dominican, 
including Adam de Lanark, who visited David in captivity in England and who would 
become bishop of the Isles by 1366. Similar royal favour was shown to the 
Carmelites at Inverness and Perth.66

After 1357, David would continue his protection and extension of the 
privileges of the major religious houses. But his religious patronage became 
increasingly political. For example, just as his foundation at St Monans may have 
increased the crown’s hold on Fife, so his favour to the Abbey of Scone boosted 
David’s influence over Perthshire against the Stewarts’ control of the ancient 
earldoms; David may have used his favour to the chapter of Glasgow to put pressure 
on the Steward over the legitimacy of his first marriage and its issue; after 1364, 
David would grant and reinforce a judicial jurisdiction over Badenoch and Strathspey 
to Alexander de Bur, bishop of Moray, who would later come into conflict with the 
Steward’s third son, Alexander, the Wolf o f  B a d e n o c h .6 7

David’s favour to individual churchmen would thus prove useful. He 
seems to have ignored papal calls for the Scottish crown to force David de Mar, the 
treasurer of Moray, to pay dues owed on the lands of the Scottish knights Hospitaller, 
of which de Mar - who had been Queen Joan’s secretary and would be Queen 
Margaret Logie’s chamberlain - was the procurator of the Master Hospitaller’s lands 
in the 1360s; de Mar may have secured David his divorce from Margaret in 1368 after 
he was made Archdeacon of Lothian.68 Furthermore, David’s favour to the clergy as 
an estate may have aided his policies. About 1368-69 his concession that bishops 
should have the right to testate their goods instead of having them revert to the crown
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on their deaths may have secured further clerical support for David’s diplomacy and 
regular taxation 69 David’s attainment in 1357 of the right for Scottish clerics to study 
at Oxford and Cambridge - and his use of prelates as ambassadors - may have 
softened the clergy’s attitude to his Anglophile diplomacy and his exploitation of a 
papal clerical tenth to help pay his ransom: several of those clerics attending Oxbridge 
would serve in David’s government.70 Thus during David’s reign, service in a 

restored, well-paid and in many ways improved royal burueacracy became an 
attractive career choice for many able and ambitious clerics. Moreover, whilst David 
would always be careful to protect the sovereignty of the Scottish church in liis 
dealings with England, he did not follow his predecessors in pressing the papacy to 
grant the bishopric of St Andrews provincial metropolitan status. Despite the pro- 
French bias of the Avignon papacy, David seems nonetheless to have maintained 
uncontroversial relations with the curia and even good relations with Scottish clerics 
chosen as papal collectors. Talk of crusades may have helped David persuade the 
papacy to provide men of his choice to Scottish vacancies, including, about 1350, for 
the first time since 1296, the bishopric of Whithorn (Galloway), normally loyal to the 
see of York.'^i

David’s image on the European stage became increasingly important to 
him after 1357. When Froissart visited Scotland in 1365 David and his close 
councillors seem to have emphasised their cosmopolitan rather than their overtly 
nationalistic chivalric interests, Froissart described Stirling as: ‘one of the castles 
known in the days of king Arthur and called Smandon and the knights of the Round 
Table used to return to it, as I was told when I stayed in the castle for three days with 
King David,’ This may have been David simply countering the Arthurian pretensions 
of Edward III or glossing over the poverty of his realm noted by visiting French 
knights.72 The king also seems to have been aware of the Arthurian associations of J

Dumbarton castle, a stronghold he often visited.73 About 1368, David finally wrested |
its possession from Sir John Danielston, a Steward man, whom he replaced as keeper 
with a former Steward adherent, Robert Erskine, whom we will see acting as David’s J
Chamberlain in 1363, a justiciar north of Forth in 1360, a key ambassador throughout j
that decade and life keeper of Stirling castle. Sometime before 1359, Erskine had f
received a papal crusading indulgence and by 1374 he would become precentor of the ]

Ï
lands of the Knights Hospitaller in S c o t la n d .7 4  Î

I
What little we can identify of David’s artistic patronage after 1357 also |

tends to confirm his desire to be seen to be interested in general knighterrantry rather j
than an anti-English Bruce tradition. In Froissart David found the perfect chronicler to |
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eternalise Robert I’s warrior’s reputation and to give him a death-bed scene like the 
morte d’Arthur; but David also seems to have used Froissart to emphasise the chivalry 
of Neville’s Cross, not the racial warfare. The late fourteenth century Legends of the 
Scottish Saints records the assertion of a contemporary of David living in the north
east, that the Romance of the Rose, translated from the original French by Chaucer (c. 
1340-1400), was popular in Scotland at that time; David and his knights must have 
had contact with such culture at Edward I l l’s court, as well as in France.75 David 
extended some patronage in the 1360s to Sir Hugh Eglintoun, a Renfrewshire knight 
named in the retinue of Alexander Ramsay before 1342 (and whom Bower says 
David knighted); William Dunbar (c. 1460-1514) would later lament Eglintoun as a 
great makar.76 Furthermore, the only known - yet now lost - work about a 

contemporary of David, celebrated the Tail of Svr Valtir the Bald Leslve. namely 
David’s favourite crusading knight, Walter Leslie, an Angus man who had earned a 
reputation as a soldier of fortune on the continent in the service of Charles V, the 
Duke of Austria, the Holy Roman Emperor and the English White Company; David 
would elevate Leslie to the earldom of Ross by 1370.77 These works surely represent 
only a fraction of the chivalric literature current at David’s vernacular and French- 
speaking court.78 Finally, David may also have earned enough of a reputation 

through his association with famous European fighting men like Leslie to have 
Scottish arms recognised by continental heraldists, including the late fourteenth 
century Armorial of Gelre compiled by the two Nicholases de Hamyn, father and son, 
heralds of the Duke of Gueldres, and the contemporary Armorial of Bellenville: these 
armorials contain the royal arras of Bruce and Scotland as well as those of many of 
David’s cadre of knights.79

However, once again it was ultimately the generous patronage which 
David was prepared to offer known men of chivalry especially, but the lesser Scottish 
nobility in general, which proved an effective means of reducing the influence of 
David’s great magnate opponents and forwarding the Bruce regime’s policies. Dr 
Boardman has recently shown how after 1357 David’s patronage centred upon a core 
of those associated both with his wives and mistresses and a chivalric cadre of 
knights and esquires with good personal relations with the king; again, David used 
his patronage and support to ‘poach’ men from the affinities of the regional magnates 
and to interfere in sensitive localities.80

Dr Boardman’s work has focussed upon David’s favour to his 
chivalric cadre where it was designed to undennine Robert Steward and his adult sons 
and allies, David would impose three successive knights of such stock into the
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disputed earldom of Fife to deny the Stewarts. Firstly, William Ramsay of Colluthie, 
just north of Falkland in Fife, who had received several grants from David before 
1346 and was captured at Neville’s Cross; William would be in the Lord of Douglas’s 
following at Poitiers and serve David as sheriff of Edinburgh. Secondly, Thomas 
Bisset of Upsetlington (d.c. 1366), who had gone on crusade to Prussia with the 
Leslies in 1356 and to whom David had given the thanage of Aboyne in 
Aberdeenshire about 1345. Thirdly, in 1370, John Dunbar, described as David’s own 
esquire when in England in 1369, the son of the Alexander Ramsay adherent, Poitiers 
veteran and crusader to Prussia, Sir Patrick Dunbar; John was also the brother of 
Agnes, David’s intended third wife. Throughout the 1360s David would also keep 
Isabella, heiress to Fife, surrounded by a group of his knights and esquires, including 
Robert Erskine (who had received a papal crusader’s indulgence sometime before 
1359), his brother Alan Erskine (captured in 1346, keeper of Lochleven castle in the 
1360s) William Dischington (one of Alexander Ramsay’s adherents, David’s master- 
of-works, sheriff of Fife and justiciar north of Forth) and William de Landellis, 
bishop of St Andrews.81

In 1357-58, David - as in 1341 - would be obliged to recognise the 
territorial status quo which had been established in his absence, confirming the 
Steward, lord of Douglas and Patrick, the octogenarian earl of March, as earls of 
Strathearn, Douglas and Moray respectively. 82 But such wilful interference as David 

would make in the natural course of the Fife inheritance was typical of the way the 
king would begin very quickly to favour his chivalric cadre and lesser knights while 
totally excluding most of the greater magnates from such good lordship. This 
partiality is clearly reflected in the way David’s grants of royal demesne - including 
forest lands and former thanages - and his rents of land in free barony or regality were 
predominantly made to his in-laws and chivalric cadre, many of them as fiefs in return 
for knight’s services. To take the royal thanages as an example, David granted the 
thanage of Aberdeen in part to William Keith, the Marischal (lieutenant of the earldom 
of Moray for David by 1368), and also to Sir John Herries, another Ramsay adherent 
before 1342 and Poitiers veteran whom David would lift out of the earl of Douglas’s 
affinity by granting him Terregles barony in Dumfriesshire in free barony. David’s 
second queen, Margaret Logie, and her son, John, would be given the disputed 
Abnethia of Dull in north-western Perthsire, depriving the Steward of these lands - 
after David divorced Margaret he gave Dull to his own cousin, Robert Bruce of 
Clackmannan. Sir John Edmonstone, David’s coroner of Lothian (1362), a justiciar 
south of Forth (1368) and envoy to London with the king in 1369, would receive 
Boyne in Banffshire in free barony (1369). David’s favourite crusader, Walter Leslie,
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would receive the thanages of Aberchirder (Banffshire) and Kincardine, Aberluthnot 
and Fettercairn (Kincardineshire). The latter three thananges had been granted by 
David before 1346 to his brother-in-law, William, earl of Sutherland (d. 1370); Leslie 
held all these lands of the crown for three knights’ service. Leslie’s crusading 
associate, Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk (whose family had a strong thirteenth 
century crusading tradition), would receive Newdosk (Kincardinshire). Sir William 
Cunningham - to whom David would entrust the lordship of the earldom of Carrick in 
1362 as the third husband of Eleanor, widow of Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick (d. 
1333) - received Kinclaven (Perthshire), held by Queen Margaret before her divorce, 
and the Steward before her; Cunningham would serve David as an envoy to London 
in 1370. It should be noted that this largesse continued despite parliament’s 
stipulations, in 1357 and 1367, that David should curtail and revoke demesne
alienations.83

Thus David would narrow the focus of a policy of patronage first used 
by his father. For in stark contrast to Robert I’s reign, the great magnates - even more 
so than in David’s first kingship - received little or no crown patronage after 1358. 
Moreover, while David’s cadre of knights and esquires might receive tax remissions, 
pensions or charter confirmations of royal demesne ‘notwithstanding...parliamentary 
revocation’, the Stewarts and the earls of Douglas, March and Ross often found 
themselves intimidated by those at David’s court into resigning valuable territories. 
For example, the Steward’s sons would be denied full title to Fife, Menteith and 
Atholl (and the Steward even to Strathearn for a w h i l e ) . 8 4  I n  1366, David would 

force the Steward to resign the lands of Logie in the heart of Strathearn so that he 
could confirm it as a barony in regality to liis stepson, John L o g ie .8 5  More generally, 
throughout the 1360s, David would further populate baronies in eastern and northern 
Perthsire - adjacent to the Stewarts’ earldoms - with crown supporters like Robert 
Ramsay, sheriff of Forfar (Longforgan); Malcolm Drummond, Queen Margaret’s 
brother and bailie of Dull (Cargill and Auchterarder); Sir Walter Oliphant, David’s 
brother-in-law by 1365 (Gask and many other lands); Alan Erskine, brother of 
Robert, keeper of Lochleven castle and sheriff of Kinross (Inchture); Nicholas 
Erskine, son of Robert and a royal esquire and frequent pilgrim to England (Kinnoul); 
Robert Bruce of Clackmannan (Rait, held first by Margaret Logie); and John Herries 
of Terregles (Glasclune, which Sir Thomas Bisset, earl of Fife (ca. 1363-66), had 
given to his wife, Isabella of F i f e ) . 86

After 1357, David would also impose his own men in important 
crown offices, Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus - a lieutenant of the Steward during
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David’s captivity - lost the Chamberlainship to David’s cousin, Thomas, earl of Mar, 
in 1358-59. The earls of Ross and Douglas would lose the justiciarships north and 
south of Forth respectively about 1359-60, to be replaced by a number of David’s 
favoured knights. 87 And by 1367, David would be using knights like Walter Leslie, 
Robert Erskine, Hugh Eglintoun, Duncan Wallace and Walter Haliburton to shadow 
the earls of Douglas and March/Moray as wardens of the east march; the two earls 
would increasingly become ‘not disposed’ to co-operate with the crown, Douglas 
especially being excluded or absent from parliaments in the later 1360s.88 David 
would use his patronage to appeal to a number of laymen within the natural territorial 
or political affinities of these two earls. In particular, David would secure the loyalty 
of many of the knights who had followed Douglas at Poitiers in 1356. These included 
Archibald Douglas, a bastard of the ‘good’ Sir James, Lord of Douglas, and the 
future third earl of Douglas (d. 1400). David would help secure Archibald’s release 
from England by 1359 and make him keeper of Edinburgh castle, sole warden of the 
west march and his regional lieutenant as Lord of Galloway by 1369.89 But David 
would also favour Archibald and his cousin, James Douglas of Lothian, as heirs to 
the lands of that flower of chivalry, William Douglas of Liddesdale, who was killed 
by his family rival in 1353, William, Lord and, by 1358, first earl of Douglas. For 
example, in 1369, David would finally force the Douglas earl to resign the Lothian 
castle and barony of Dalkeith to James Douglas, whom David also gave the leadership 
of all his men throughout the kingdom: in 1365, Froissart had visited the Douglas earl 
at Dalkeith castle and seen ‘five brothers, all of the name of Dalkeith, esquires in the 
household of King David’ - surely James and his brothers. Froissart also met the 
earls of March, Mar, Sutherland and Fife (Thomas Bisset).90

David would also interfere in the lands and followings of the elderly 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray (b. c. 1282), In April 1359, David would take the 
remarkable (but abortive) step of granting Moray to the English Duke of Lancaster as 
part of a plan to cancel his ransom and impose Edward I ll’s third son as his heir 
presumptive instead of the Steward; and David would extend some patronage to the 
keeper of Dunbar castle, Alexander Recklington (a frequent pilgrim south after 1363) 
and other Dunbar men like Alexander Cockburn, as well as earl Patrick’s heirs, 
George, John and Agnes Dunbar. By 1367 David would also impose his own 
administration over Moray, headed by William Keith, the Marischal. Thus even 
before earl Patrick’s death in 1368, David must have been assured of the backing of 
the Dunbar Lothian/Berwickshire affinity.91

This patronage again formed the core of an attempt at a general
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regional settlement of Scotland in favour of the crown and its supporters throughout 
the 1360s. But such partiality would inevitably provoke a reaction from those 
discriminated against, as it had done in October 1346. In 1360, Thomas Stewart, earl 
of Angus, was blamed for the murder of David’s mistress, Katherine Mortimer - a 
crime of which other great lords were also said to be guilty. Angus had been 
motivated to act not only because David had replaced him as Chamberlain and 
favoured Anglophile diplomacy, but also because David had clearly been extending 
patronage to knights and esquires within Angus’s regional affinity while the earl acted 
as a hostage for the king in England. This included Norman and Walter Leslie, 
Alexander and William Lindsay, Robert Ramsay (sheriff of Forfar), Alexander 
Montgomery of Eagleshame and Roger Mortimer of Inverbervie (probably 
Katherine’s father or brother). David’s ability to appeal to these men and their 
militarised followings surely made it easier to charge and incarcerate Angus in 
Dumbarton castle, where he would he die about 1362-63. Angus’s affinity thereafter 
can be found serving David and participating in crusades and p i l g r i m a g e s .92

David’s patronage to the affinity of Thomas, earl of Mar, may also 
have been partly behind that lord’s falling out with his royal cousin in late 1362. But 
the contemporary Sir Thomas Gray records that Mar was enraged by David’s taking 
the side of Sir William Keith, the Marischal, against Mar in a trial by combat between 
the two overseen by David at B d in b u r g h .9 3  Robert I had built an enclosed park there 

and David had had the tilting ground and great stables of the English garrison of the 
1330s r e p a ir e d .9 4  David was forced to besiege Mar’s castle of Kildrummy and 
temporarily forfeit his earldom and adjacent lordship of Garioch. In doing so, David 
would be able to rely upon some of Mar’s own men to keep that castle - Ingram de 
Wyntoun and Walter Moigne - whilst the earl went into exile as a liege man of 
Edward III in his wars against France, with David’s approval. Moigne had been 
given forest lands in Kincardineshire by the crown about 1343 and was captured at 
Neville’s Cross; he visited David in captivity and crusaded with the Leslies. From 
1360 Moigne would serve David as a household steward, sheriff of Aberdeen, a 
castle inspector and justice clerk north of Forth, as well as receiving the royal park of 
Drum (Kincardineshire) and an income from the thanage of Aboyne in Aberdeenshire 
(which he shared with the Marischal). Ingram de Wyntoun’s relative, Alan (married 
controversially to the daughter of Sir Alexander Seton) had died while on pilgrimage 
to the Holy Land about 1347. Similar careers will be outlined for the Mar men, 
Lawrence Gilliebrand, John le Grant, the Mel drums (sheriffs of Aberdeen) and 
Abernethys (justiciars). This would make it easier for David to imprison an
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increasingly truculent Mar on the Bass Rock in 1370 and continue exploiting his
lands ,95

However, David’s dispute with Mar also highlights the fine line 
between the king’s good relations with men of chivalry and the need to keep them 
satisfied with patronage. In 1368, David would oversee another trial by combat at 
Edinburgh between two of his chivalric cadre, James Douglas of Lothian and Thomas 
Erskine, equipped by David and knighted for the occasion by Archibald Douglas and 
Robert Erskine (Thomas’s father). Fordun emphasises David’s anxiety to preserve 
the loyalty of both sides, an act he accomplished by interrupting the fight and 
awarding James the disputed lands of the daughter of Douglas of Liddesdale and 
Thomas a sum of cash. This settlement would be a prelude to David’s choice of his 
intended third wife, Agnes Dunbar. James Douglas would be one of the key 
beneficiaries of the new aristocartic coalition which David created after his divorce 
from Margaret Logie, while Thomas would become sheriff of Edinburgh and keeper 
of that shire’s castle, and Robert Erskine became guardian of Agnes in Stirling castle; 
Thomas would succeed his father as precentor of the Hospitaller’s lands.96

David’s attractive court and his ability to win knights over with timely 
patronage would be both a central cause of the rebellion of the Steward and earls of 
Douglas and March/Moray in spring 1363, and a decisive factor for the royal triumph 
over that opposition. As Dr Boardman has shown, as well as attempting to 
marginalise or even destroy David and his Anglophile policies and heavy ransom 
taxes, the earls were concerned to protect their specific territorial interests and to 
reduce the influence of David’s favourites and his intended second wife, Margaret 
Logie.97 Hence, as described by both Fordun and Gray, the earls’ complaints about 
the lack of ‘such fair lordship as [they] would have liked’ from the crown and attacks, 
at least by the earl of Douglas, upon the king’s ‘evil counsel...imprisoning the king’s 
people wheresoever he could take them.’ But David would be able to overwhelm 
Douglas’s forces not just because the Steward and March seem to have been too 
intimidated by the crown to enter the field, but because the crown could make an 
outlay of over £600 on hired troops as well as make a number of on-the-spot 
payments to individual knights and esquires for their service against the earls. 
Furthermore, David controlled the key castles through his knights Robert Erskine 
(Stirling), Archibald Douglas (Edinburgh), Alan Erskine (Lochleven) and Malcolm 
Fleming, junior ( D u m b a r t o n ) .9 8

The three earls would be obliged to swear oaths to ‘maintain and 
support...all proceedings already begun by my lord and his ministers and
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whomsoever my lord king wishes to call his faithful men.’ It was such a group of 
household knights and clerics whom David would take to London in November 1363 
to try to capitalise upon his subjection of his opponents by reviving his plan to 
mitigate his ransom and replace the Steward as his heir presumptive with a younger 
son of Edward III, David may have felt that he would be helped on this mission by 
the ‘gret special tie’ which existed between Edward and himself, based on the mutual 
interest of Christian chivalry. Edward would give gifts to some of David’s household 
knights and clerics, including Robert Erskine, John Lyle and John Herries.99 
Moreover, it was on this trip that David would meet Peter I of Cyprus and promise 
him the support of Scottish knights in his crusade to recover Alexandria. In October 
1365, Walter and Norman Leslie would be with Peter when he took that city for a 
short while, Norman indeed dying in the process; and David may have dispatched a 
far larger body of knights and clerics to join them or otherwise make a pilgrimage on 
the continent at that time.KX)

David may also have hoped that a common interest in chivalry would 
win over his former opponents to the crown agenda. David seems to have had a love- 
hate relationship with William, earl of Douglas, who was a few years younger than 
the king. William may have been brought up at Chateau Gaillard with his elder 
brother, John, at the same time as David. William may also have had David’s support 
in his destruction of William Douglas of Liddesdale in 1 3 5 3 . But  the future earl 
did earn himself a reputation as a man of chivalry fighting at Poitiers and obviously 
had some input to Froissart’s story collecting in 1365. Douglas - and Patrick, earl of 
March/Moray - would take an interest in pilgrimage to England in the 1360s.102 

Douglas may have had a hand in securing David’s release in 1357 and must have 
expected ‘good lordship’ from his king, something he would rebel for in 1363. David 
may have included Douglas in his foundation of the church of St Monans in 1362, 
where the roof corbels include royal, Bruce and Douglas arms. 103 in November 
1363, Douglas would also be rewarded by Edward III at Westminster with the 
restoration of Douglas lands in England emerging as part of David’s succession-peace 
plan at that time. As a result, in 1365, it was to David, Erskine, and the earls of Mar 
and Douglas (who were brothers-in-law), that Edward’s Queen, Philippa of Hainault, 
would recommend Froissart.i04 However, Douglas would ultimately be alienated by 
David’s preference for Archibald the Grim and James of Lothian as heirs to the good 
Sir James Douglas’s position as close allies of the Bruce crown and to the lands of 
William Douglas of Liddesdale.

During the 1360s David could have used talk of joint crusades to help



142

get Edward III and his sons to consider his siiccessionpeace plan. Edward’s third 
son, John of Gaunt, David’s candidate as his heir presumptive after 1359, was 
certainly the kind of young, energetic type of knight which David employed and 
admired. And Edward’s second son, Lionel of Clarence, whom Bower names as 
David’s choice as Scotland’s heir presumptive in 1363-64, would plan a crusade just 
before his death in 1368.106 in 1364, David may also have held a tournament at 
Edinburgh to help popularise his diplomatic mission of late 1363 to England, 
something he had already done in 1359.107 But David was surely not so quixotic as 
to think that chivalric projects alone would persuade Edward III and his council or 
key members of the Scottish political community to accept David’s younger son plan. 
Certainly, in 1363-64 Edward III forced David to offer the Scots an Anglo-Scottish 
peace plan which would have seen Edward himself recognised as David’s heir 
presumptive, David’s offers of Scottish troops to help Edward in Ireland may have 
been designed to appeal to service seeking knights at the Scottish court. But it would 
be this plan which the Scottish parliament of March 1364 would be divided over and 
eventually reject. Thus it will be shown that whilst there was considerable support for 
David’s diplomacy and Anglo-Norman court ethos, there was also much support in 
Scotland for the retention of the Steward, really a lord of the Gael, as David’s heir, 
and for a renewal of the Franco-Scottish a U ia n c e .io s

In this context, it can be argued that David’s chivalric cadre was best 
suited to intimidating the crown’s opponents on an individual basis, undermining 
their specific interests. A classic illustration of this is David’s treatment of the 
Steward’s brother-in-law, William, earl of Ross. In 1366, the crusader Walter Leslie 
would receive a papal dispensation to wed Ross’s daughter, Euphemia. In 1371, after 
David II’s death, Ross would complain to parliament that this had been done against 
his will and was a prelude to David’s interference in the Ross inheritance for the sake 
of advancing Leslie as the crown’s agent in the north. Probably in spring 1368, David 
would insist that Ross and his designated heir (his brother, Hugh Ross of Philorth) 
should resign their lands (many of them granted to the family by Robert I) to the 
crown so that they might be re-entailed to Leslie (with some also going to David’s 
stepson, John Logie). Ross would claim that when he wrote to the Steward and 
others to have them intercede on liis behalf with David, his messenger was seized by 
one John de Aberchirder, an esquire in the service of Leslie. But when Ross came to 
David at Aberdeen to complain, ‘seeing Sir Walter very powerful at court with the 
King and Queen...and faced with David’s rigour and in fear of his indignation’, the 
earl fled. David would come to Inverness in both 1368 and 1369, and in 1370 Ross
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finally resigned his earldom and lordship of Skye to have them tailzied to L e s lie . 109

David had obviously established a strong personal relationship of 
lordship with Leslie - who was a regular crown charter witness in the late 1360s - and 
other knights. 110 Despite Leslie’s apparent lack of a native following in northern 

Scotland, it will be argued that his reputation and skills as a crusader and mercenary 
seem to have provided an effective extension of royal authority when backed by 
David in person. Indeed, Leslie may have been able to act as a figurehead for David to 
a large group of knights and esquires north of Tay where the disruption of the wars of 
the 1330s, and the plagues of 1350-51 and 1362, had - as elsewhere in Scotland - left 
a vacuum in which many laymen made their living through military service: this 
martial society included William Keith, the Marischal, and the affinities of Angus, 
Mar and the north-east, with whom Leslie will be shown acting on several 
occasions. 111 A similar intimidating presence, large experienced retinue and amassed 
personal fortune, surrounded Archibald the ‘Grim’ Douglas, David’s agent in the 
south-west as a march warden and Lord of Galloway from 1369: Froissart would 
describe Archibald’s sword as requiring two ordinary men to wield it, while Bower 
would write that ‘Archibald everywhere had in his following a large company of 
knights and men of c o u r a g e . ’ M2

Conclusion
Wyntoun’s source was clear about the nature of David’s patronage: 

'Agayne th e  s t o u t  r y e h t syow t was he;

T i l  sy m p il he s c h e w it  d e b o n e r te .

He g a f  t o  gud men la r g e ly

And w ald e mak sa  p rew aly

H is g i f t y t h a t  he w alde l a t  nane w i t .

Be hym t i l  qwham he w alde g i f  i t .

And u n a sk y t he g a f  o f t y s i s

The g i f t  was th e  f e r  mar t o  p r y s e .

Throw qewyn and d eb o n erte

H is menys h a r t i s  t i l  hym wan h e . '

With the support of such ‘sympil’ men and their followings, it will be argued that 
David was able to continue discriminating against the greater magnates of Scotland 
with relative impunity towards the end of his reign, despite his apparent inability to 
finalise an Anglo-Scottish peace deal to his advantage. For a short time in spring 1368 - 
about the same time as he confronted Ross - David gaoled the Steward and his fourth
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son, Alexander, the future Wolf of Badenoch , in Lochleven castle, presumably for 
their failure to control lawlessness in their Perthshire lands; Alexander would be back 
in gaol in 1369, In that year, David would also be able to take the submission of the 
Steward’s son-in-law, John MacDonald of the Isles, at Inverness. After his divorce 
from Margaret Logie in 1368, David, with a potentially fruitful new young wife 
waiting in the wings, would begin to extend great amounts of patronage to the 
younger generation of Dunbars and Douglases, and to the Erskines; when this was 
done in direct opposition to the interests of the Stewarts and the earls of Mar, Ross 
and Douglas, they seem to have made no retaliation.1

By the late 1360s, then, there was arguably an impressive 
cosmopolitan image attributable to David, an almost fatherly figure at the centre of a 
court awash, as Bower asserted, with men of chivalry to be found increasingly based 
at Edinburgh castle, where, after 1368, David intended to build a new square tower, 
perhaps inspired by Chateau Gaillaird or Windsor castle, i 14 The following chapters 
of this thesis, therefore, will look in detail at the piecemeal process whereby David 
built up a wide basis of support in both periods of his adult kingship and examine just 
how effective he was in asserting the interests and status of the crown and its 
supporters over those of the regional magnates of Scotland. However, such a study 
must approach the questions raised by the unfinished nature of David’s reign. Just 
what did he intend doing with his chivalric support once he attained supremacy over 
his greater magnates? Had he lived, would David have been able to retain the loyalty 
of these knights and esquires if he failed to produce a Bruce heir and found himself 
up against the alternative lordship of the emerging Stewart and Douglas scions, who 
might be provoked to react violently against David’s style of kingsliip?

NOTES
1. This chapter’s thematic line of research was suggested to me by Dr Stephen Boardman’s 

occasional paper, ‘David II: Scotland’s Crusader King?’ (1993); 1 would like to tliank Dr Boardman 

for my copy of that paper. This chapter is also prompted by interpretations of David’s reign, affinity 

and patronage in: A, Grant, Independence and Nationhood, 176-8; A. MacQuarrie, Scotland and the 

Crusades. 1095-1560 (Edinburgh 1985), 71-85; B. Webster, ‘David II and the Government of 

Fourteenth Century Scotland.’

2. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 154, 244.
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Chapter 4: The First ‘Kingship’ of David II,

June 1341 - October 1346. !

L The First Six Months.
David had been raised to early adulthood by experienced Scottish councillors 

in France and he had begun to exercise the duties of his office sometime in 1339. 
Still, it must have been a huge culture shock for the seventeen year old to disembark 
at Inverbervie between the 2nd and 16th of June 1341 as King of Scots, with a 
colossal amount of work and reward expected of him. But before he was even able to 
step off the boat, he may have suffered another kind of shock. Tradition records that 
one of the first acts he perfonned on his native soil was the foundation of a Carmelite 
chapel at Inverbervie to give thanks for his landing in rough seas, avoiding 
shipwreck. This was an early indication of the observation of piety and the need to 
pay his dues which David would bring to his reign. Reaching Aberdeen by 22 June 
1341, he seems also to have raised the town of Inverbervie to royal burgh status with 
the same right to hold a weekly market as those of Aberdeen, Montrose and Dundee: 
this was clearly the act of a king anxious to popularise and mark resoundingly the 
return of his personal authority. It was the crown’s need to raise support for the re
establishment of its overall leadership both in war and the everyday running of 
government which would dominate the next five years .2

Within this period, there is a relative paucity of government records extant to 
the modern historian. This may have the misleading effect of leaving David’s return 
in June 1341 as a seemingly low-key affair. Yet his first year as king in Scotland was 
an understandably tentative and cautious one. David’s itinerary in his first months 
home kept him safely within the regional sphere of influence which had sustained his 
court in exile. From Inverbervie he moved to Arbroath by 17 June, and then to 
Dundee by 18 June; here he issued several confirmations of Robert I’s grants of the 
Abbey of Arbroath’s land and jurisdiction rights, which seem to have been under 
threat in the 1330s. He then moved into the hunting grounds of his late Lieutenant, 
Andrew Murray, in Mar and Garioch, stopping by 20 June at Kildrummy castle, held 
by David’s aunt, Christian Bruce, and her late husband’s followers. After this he 
continued north to the key burgh of Aberdeen, surely to thank its burgesses and shire 
officers for their supply lines to his court in France.

Then on 18 July, David visited Stirling where the English garrison in the 
castle had probably just surrendered after a siege which had been ongoing, with 
intermittent truces, since the fall of Perth in 1339. The king was clearly making
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progress west, for by 11 August he was at Dumbarton castle, that other key supply 
and communication port of his exile, held by David’s “foster-father” and household 
steward, Malcolm Fleming of Biggar. Shortly before this, David must have ordered 
the issue of summons to a full parliament at Scone by 17 September 1341, from 
where and when his next royal acts survive. Prior to this, however, David may have 
taken part in a raid into northern England as far as Heddon Laws, near the ri ver Tyne, 
about 26 August, probably in the company of Wiliam Douglas of Lothian. But this is 
not certain; for whilst a small Scottish force did penetrate this far at that time, the 
Scottish chroniclers state that David made his first raid under the banner of John 
Randolph, earl of Moray. The latter was apparently still a paroled prisoner of England 
either in that country or en route from France to Scotland in mid 1341; he remained 
absent as a crown charter witness until 9 November 1341 at Ayr.3

Nonetheless, even with the risk of this possible royal raid included in the 
king’s itinerary, David could be said to have been playing only to his strengths in the 
first few months of his majority. These strengths, moreover, were clearly limited and 
beset by tensions inherent from his calamitous minority. Not the least of these was 
the evident political animosity between David and his close councillors on the one 
hand and his ambitious nephew and heir-presumptive, Robert the Steward, on the 
other. Remarkably, whilst he had served as Lieutenant in David’s name from the 
spring of 1338, the Steward, according to the available charter witness lists, does not 
seem to have presented himself to his King upon his return from France or to have 
accompanied him on his progress throughout non-Balliol Scotland before September 
1341. They may have had contact at the capitulation of Stirling castle when David 
stopped there in July 1341. But the only charter David issued at that time was 
witnessed by Duncan, earl of Fife, and the knights David Lindsay of Crawford, 
Malcolm Fleming, Alexander Seton and Philip Meldrum: moreover, it was a grant of 
the earldom of Atholl to William Douglas of Lothian, an act which it will be shown 
may have further alienated the Steward.4 it is interesting that while Fordun makes no 
mention of the siege of Stirling, both Andrew Wyntoun’s source, and after him 
Walter Bower, state that it was the Steward who oversaw this operation and give the 
impression that it fell quite quickly; Wyntoun and Bower state, however, that the 
Steward returned to his own west-coast Clydeside lands after the fall of Stirling castle 
in April of 1342. But the Steward was present at David’s court as a charter witness 
throughout 1342, suggesting that the castle had in fact fallen in 1341 and that while 
the Steward left Maurice Murray of Drums regard, William Douglas and the 
Lanarkshire knight, William Livingston, to tackle Stirling, he himself was back, say, 
in Bute or at Irvine between April 1341 and September 1341. Moreover, it is only
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Wyntoun and Bower - pro-Steward chroniclers - who assert that it was the Steward 
who made Maurice Murray keeper of Stirling castle, whereas in reality it was more j
likely that David made this appointment to a knight whom the king described in June j
1341 as ‘our beloved cousin.’5

Thus the Steward, and William, earl of Ross, only appear definitely and j
unavoidably at court at the Scone parliament of September 1341. Logically, his |
Lieutenancy and military services would have entitled the Steward to early gratitude j
and tangible rewards from David. However, whilst knights like Malcolm Fleming |
and William Douglas had received great favour from their king in June-July 1341, no j
such patronage seems to have been directed to the Steward. Instead the first crown j
recognition of his dubious services came in February 1342, when all the Steward’s i
lands - except those of the baronies of Bathgate and Ratho in West Lothian, which j
Robert I had given Walter Steward upon his marriage to Matjory Bruce (and which {
had been worth about 250 merks a year c, 1278) - were confirmed by a now lost j

1royal charter (extant only in note form) issued during a council held at Aberdeen. This j
is a grant more suggestive of the crown attempting to allay on paper - if not in practice - I

doubts over the Steward’s status and war-record. If this was a formal pardon it must |
have been linked to the suspicion that in 1335 the Steward had submitted to the Anglo- |
Balliol party as well as later seeking to advance his own interests through his office of a
Lieutenant. Tellingly, the only other magnate for whom such a placative confirmation j
of all lands is extant is Patrick Dunbar, earl of March, and can be dated roughly to J
1344. March had joined the Anglo-Balliol camp between 1333 and 1335 and was also |
absent as a crown charter witness between David’s return to Scotland and the Scone |

iparliament in September 1341. It was these two regional magnates - the Steward and |
March - who would be least favoured by David after 1341 and who would be accused j
of abandoning David on the battlefield at Neville’s Cross in England in October |
1346.6

Between June and September 1341, David was closely attended by a handful 
of loyalist prelates and magnates. Those named amongst this group included several 
men who had at one time or another been at David’s court in France, namely Robert 
Keith, the Marischal and sheriff of Aberdeen; Sir Alexander Seton; Sir Malcolm 
Fleming; William Douglas of Lothian and Thomas Charteris, the Chancellor. There 
were also appearances at court by Adam de Moravia, bishop of Brechin; Alexander de 
Kinnimund, bishop of Aberdeen; John de Pilmor the bishop of Moray; Roger the 
bishop of Ross, and the Abbots of Dumfermline, Coupar Angus and Lindores. All of 
these prelates were Fife and Scotland north of Tay, that area within which David 
moved in the summer of 1341. Several of the magnates and knights of these regions
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also appeared at court at this time: Duncan, earl of Fife; David Hay, the Constable; 
David Lindsay of Crawford (whom Froissart would state had helped David escape to 
France); the Angus men, Roger Mortimer and John Catnbron; and the Mar/Banff men 
Philip Meldrum and John Bonville. Finally, when David reached Dumbarton he was 
attended not only by Douglas and Fleming, but the knights Maurice Murray of 
Drumsregard and Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie. Thus most of the leading men of 
chivalry of the realm - the siege and guerilla fighters of the 1330s - had attended their 
returned king.?

The presence of the Steward at Dumbarton might at least have been expected. 
But the absence of the Steward and March from David’s court throughout this period 
must be seen as a result of their natural expectation that upon his return David would 
usher in his majority by putting his house in order, punishing and pardoning traitors 
and rewarding prominent loyalists from the 1330s. Jean Froissart, again perhaps 
acting as David’s mouthpiece to glorify an event which was in reality an anti-climax 
or embarrassment to the crown, depicts two different versions of the king’s return to 
Scotland, both as joyous, populist occasions. In one, David lands unannounced 
somewhere in Moray in a Flemish boat, to be met by crowds who carried him to 
feasting and celebrations at Perth (which the Steward had of course recaptured in 
1339). There Froissart has David proclaim his intentions to avenge the attacks of the 
English “[else] he would lose his kingdom, and his life into the bargain.” In the other 
rendering, Froissart has David land at Edinburgh with a large contingent of French 
knights who accompany him to Edinburgh castle, where he is greeted by William 
Douglas, Robert Erskine, Simon Fraser, Alexander Ramsay and other barons and 
knights: there is no mention of the Steward or March. Scottish and French knights 
then accompany David on a progress around his realm. Telescoping actual events in 
both these versions, Froissart then has David call a parliament in which he plans the 
invasion of England; this, of course, would happen in 1346.8

Yet whilst fictional, Froissart’s accounts do bear some relation to the more 
realistic assertions of some of the Scottish chroniclers that David promised in 1341 to 
reward those men - or their heirs - who had fought and died for him in the past 
decade. Indeed, it is clear from the available charter evidence that David did start to do 
this in 1341 as part of a wider, gradual process of restoring Robert I ’s settlement of 
Scotland and winning back, to the person of the king and his royal government the 
initiative both in war and domestic politics.9

David would surely have declared his intentions to do so at the Scone 
parliament of 17 to 22 September 1341. Unfortunately, few of the formal records of
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i
this assembly survive. On the surface little appears to have been done. But during the |
parliament David did issue two charters confirming the rights and some of the lands |
of the Abbey of Scone, probably as a means of reasserting its jurisdiction after its |
erosion during David’s absence. He also issued three land charters; one granting j

1lands in Forfar resigned to the crown (presumably at the Scone parliament) to one |
In gel ram of the Ard in Invernessshire, for the service of an archer; another granting |
William Douglas the large border tracts of Eskdale and Ewesdale which he had |
recovered after 1338 and which James l_.ovel 1 had forfeited; and a third confirming a I
grant by John Randolph, earl of Moray, to John Urwell of lands and forests in j
Moray. 10 |

The Scone parliament of September 1341 also probably recorded the crown’s 
commitment to restore the machinery of everyday government and the judiciary. Sir |
Alexander Seton and Adam, bishop of Brechin, were appointed lord auditors of |
causes and complaints, presumably to begin hearing a backlog of territorial and |
jurisdictional disputes other than that concerning the Abbey of Scone. At the same j

time, an inquest must also have been appointed for late 1341 under Robert Keith, i
sheriff of Aberdeen, to ascertain the right of the Bishop of Aberdeen to the second |
teinds of the diocese. A direct role in justice may also have been demanded by |
narllament of David, as would be the case in 1357: indeed, in 1342-43 he may have 1I
attended justice ayres at Cupar and elsewhere north of Forth, and he would oversee
the settlement of several indi vidual magnate disputes before 1346. However, it would |
take time for the judiciary to yield a reasonable income for the crown; for now |

1government would have to rely on the extra income generated by the two small |
contributions levied by the parliaments of October 1340 and May 1341. Finally, |
David mav have begun this oarliament bv reauiring his subjects to renew their oaths |

•/  c ?  1 « / I  c ?  %f

1of homage and fealty to him. 11 î
I

These moves clearly reflect David II s commibnent to restoring and extending j
the Bruce settlement of Scotland and the political status quo which had been achieved I
by 1332. It is apparent that he would do so by applying the same methods which 
Robert I had used extensively between 1314 and 1329: that is, by making numerous 
grants of lands and offices in the various regions of Scotland to men and institutions 
loyal to his regime. This would involve forfeiture of some individuals of proven 
Anglo-Balliol loyalties and a number of grants to magnates and knights in return for 
specified military services; some of these services would be called upon in the form 
of popular booty raids into northern England designed to boost the king’s personal 
reputation and coffers. In 1341 the majority of extant dated and roughly datable 
grants which survive show that David had begun distributing and cottfi.rming lands in
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those areas he passed through: the north-east and central Scotland, across to the west 
coast around the Clyde and down into Ayr and the south-west. Not only was David 
thus backing up the majority of these grants in person by the proximity of his court, 
but he was also arguably moving to resettle regions badly disturbed by the Anglo- 
Balliol invasions.

However, guiding this process was a complex layer of regional limitations 
upon David’s authority and the political tensions which had both arisen during his 
exile. For example, while as yet without an established political reputation or a large 
natural following, David had to use - as had the Scottish crown naturally - powerful 
locality men like William Douglas of Lothian to control areas outwith the king’s writ 
and close to Anglo-Balliol influence. Thus David granted Douglas the lands of 
Kilbucho barony and Newlands in Peeblesshire on 11 August 1341; then the middle 
march areas of Eskdale and Ewesdale in September 1341; and the keepership of 
Edinburgh castle. As Dr Brown has shown, this was as much, if not more so, a 
concession by David to a territorial status quo established by Douglas’s aggressive 
military lordship in the late 1330s, as it was the harnessing of a loyal subject to the 
crown’s service. 12

David was also obliged to concede the regional and political authority of the 
Steward. But this did not stop David from limiting that influence indirectly, by 
travelling to Lanark and Ayr in November 1341 and making several grants to lesser 
knights in that area, in theory beginning the process of placing crown men around the 
Steward’s territorial base. In particular this involved massive patronage to David’s 
chosen “foster-father”, Malcolm Fleming, who received a grant of free warren for his 
lands of Lenzie, Kilmarnock and Dalziel on 20 June 1341 and then, on 9 November 
1341, the regality earldom of Wigtown, formerly policed by the Comyns as sheriffs 
there, now to be held of the crown in retun for the services of five knights. 
Strategically, this was a vital grant and had to be placed in the control of an effective 
regional magnate. For not only did it encompass some of the territory most 
sympathetic to the Balliol-Comyn cause but in theory it expanded the crown’s 
authority by proxy into a region bordered on one side by the Stewart’s lands in Kyle- 
Stewart and Cunningham and the Bruce lands in Carrick, and on the other by the 
Randolph lands of Nithsdale and Annandale and the Douglas lands in Dumfriesshire 
and the west march. As the keeper of the castle of Dumbarton, Fleming might thus 
have seemed to David to have been a sound loyalist bet to counter the Steward and to 
maintain the Bruce cause: indeed, it is possible that David’s many visits to Dumbarton 
between 1341 and 1346 were made to reinforce the Flemings’ hold of that 
strongpoiut against the Steward and the heirs of Sir John Menteith of Arran and
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Knapdale (a Stewart cadet, d.c. 1329) who had held the castle against Robert I ’s 
wishes before 1329.13

In the same way David may have looked upon William Douglas as an 
effective check on the Steward’s intrusion into the ancient earldoms of central 
Scotland. On 18 July 1341, at Stirling just after the fall of the English garrison there, 
David had granted Douglas the forfeited Strathbogie earldom of Atholl; Douglas’s 
uncle, Andrew, was already sheriff of the massive shire of Perth. David may have 
hoped that these Douglas holdings would rekindle the Strathbogie-Steward-Douglas 
rivalries which had first surfaced at the Dairsie parliament of April 1335, shortly 
before Strathbogie had negotiated the Steward’s submission to Balliol and a few 
months before Strathbogie’s death at Culblean against an army which had included 
Douglas. Similarly, David may have hoped to check or undermine Stewart interests in 
Argyll by giving, in late 1341, the large tract of Kintyre - which Robert I had given to 
Robert Steward - to Angus, the aggressive bastard of John MacDonald of the Isles 
(despite that lord’s alliance with Edward III in 1336).14 These early snubs to the 

Steward were typical of the way David would treat his heir presumptive throughout 
his kingship, and of the crown’s pragmatic search for allies in the outlying localities.

With these opening gambits in place David again sought further to popularise 
his role as leader in war by launching a plunder raid into northern England in late 
January or early February 1342, perhaps under his own banner for the first time or 
still that of John Randolph, earl of Moray who returned to Scotland about this time. 
Upon his return from this excursion David would hold not only a council at Aberdeen 
but also a tournament, an appropriate means of lifting his own military leadership a 
mark above the likes of the Steward, March, William Douglas and o t h e r s .  15

Taken together, these royal alienations and martial actions give an impression 
of confidence and authority naturally assumed on the part of the young David II. 
Since his return he had quickly made some attempt to alter the balance of power in 
Bruce Scotland radically in his favour, as well as restoring government. His 
resolution to act must have been helped by the guidance - or even control over him - 
of older and more experienced men, especially John. Randolph, Fleming and the 
bishop of Moray, but perhaps also William Douglas and Alexander Ramsay. Yet in 
reality, just as much as Robert t ’s grants of Carrick and Annandale-Moray to Edward 
Bruce and Thomas Randolph before 1314, many of David’s grants in 1341-42 were 
perhaps paper-based creations only, never realising the effect of checks and balances 
the crown desired. Malcolm Fleming was significantly not styled earl of Wigtown in 
royal charters until 1343-44, and his family would never have any great authority
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over the native men of Wigtown and Galloway while Malcolm remained at court or in 
Dumbarton. More immediately, David would fall out with the ambitious Douglas in 
1342 and the Steward would force David to reverse his grants of Atholl and Kintyre 
between February 1342 and July 1343. David had not been so confident as to make 
any of these calculated grants during the Scone parliament of 1341 with the Steward 
and others present. But nor had he made any attempt to reconcile the Bnice-Stewart 
link; instead his actions had confirmed the path of deteriorating relations which would 
persist between David and his heir presumptive throughout his reign.

Thus at the outset, David’s plans to refashion the Bruce resettlement of 
Scotland to suit the political and territorial structures which had emerged from the 
second stage of the wars of independence, was beset by the relative weakness and 
inexperience of the crown and the strength of some of his potential political 
opponents within Scotland. Clearly, as with Robert I’s resettlement, David would 
have to pursue a gradual process of winning political reckonings and support for his 
domestic and foreign policies. Royal patronage would inevitably prove the key to 
these processes.

ii. An. Overview oC David l l ’s Resettlement of Scotland. 1342-46.
Those royal acts extant with place-dates, and those now lost but recorded in 

brief and approximately dated in William Robertson’s seventeenth century index (of 
which there are over 300 for David’s reign), amount surely - as with those of Robert 
I - to only a proportion of all the alienations of lands and offices made by the king in 
the period 1341-46. Nonetheless, they show that David attempted a quite deliberate 
policy of rewarding men he felt would be loyal to his person, regime and policies in 
the various regions of Scotland. Throughout the first five years of his majority 
various patterns in this settlement can be outlined. 16

The greatest concentration of crown alienations fall predictably in the south
east, central- north-east and most especially the south-west regions of Scotland, those 
areas where landholding was arguably most disrupted in the 1330s. Although 
David’s grants between 1341 and 1346 name over 40 individuals (in addition to the 
past enemies, John Balliol, William Soules and John Comyn) as having forfeited 
their lands to the crown, only a handful of significant magnates can be included 
among those punished for their Anglo-Balliol support in the 1330s. These men were 
predominately from the south-west, central and north-east of Scotland, the former 
seats of Balliol and Comyn power. They included substantial knights like Lawrence 
Abernethy, the Mowbrays, Eustace Loreigne, the Troups, Godfrey de Ros and most 
significantly, Mali se, eighth earl of Strathearn. Overall, however, David seems to
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have forfeited mostly minor landowners, many of them burgesses. Many families’ 
lands were restored by David to the heirs of guilty parties: for example, the Murrays 
of TuUibardine recovered their lands in Men te ith at David’s request in late 1341, 
despite their betrayal at Dupplin.D More importantly, David found it necessary or 
expedient to confirm some of the lands of several of those greater magnates known to 
have colluded with Balliol and England, namely the Steward, John MacDonald of the 
Isles, Patrick Dunbar, ear! of March, the MacRuaries (whom Robert I had forfeited in 
1325) and John Logie of Strathgartney (the son of the conspirator of 1320).

But whilst David was careful to be at once conciliatory and restricti ve of these 
greater men’s interests, he also began to use his patronage to attract the service of a 
large number of young knights, in particular from the east-coast lowlands. Although 
David would make far fewer grants than Robert 1 in return for specified military 
services, it is clear that the ability to provide an armed following was one of the chief 
values of these men to the crown. Indeed, it has been shown that, before 1346, David 
made grants of land and offices to many of the men of the kind of chi valric stock he 

would look to throughout his kingship. 18 This embraced many knights and esquires 
who would be captured or killed while fighting alongside their king at Neville’s 
Cross in October 1346 and some men who would go on to become prominent in 
David’s service after his release from captivity in England in 1357. Between 1341 
and 1346, the young David must also have appealed to this type of young, chivalric 
layman at a direct personal level through raids into northern England, tournaments 
and, quite simply, through the great energy he displayed as king. His occasional 
appearences at places like Mouswald and Middlebie in Dumfriesshire, and Elgin and 
Netherdale in Banffshire, suggest that, at least during his ‘first kingship’, David 
reinforced a good many of his grants with personal ayres, akin to those of his 
father. 19 Lastly, in general, David’s rate of alienations would increase in 1344, 1345 
and 1346- as a result, it will be argued, of his gaining the upper-hand in several 
political confrontations resulting from some of his earlier grants.

a) The South-West and West aud Middle marches [Appendix la].
About 100 acts issued by David’s chancery between 1341 and 1346 

pertaining to the south-west of Scotland survive. He favoured a large body of native 
men as well as numerous knights whose main lands lay outwith the region but who 
had proven their loyalty and political value to the Bruce regime before and since 
1329. The former group included knights like Robert Wallace of Auchincmive who 
had been constable of Dumbarton castle in the 1330s for Malcolm Fleming and was
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sheriff of Ayr by July 1342 : although he was a tenant of Robert Steward David gave 
Robert Wallace lands in Kyle, Carrick and Ayr in 1 3 4 2  and 1 3 4 4 , David also 
appointed Robert’s cousin, John Wallace of Riccarton (a regular Steward charter 
witness in this reign), as sergeant of Carrick in 1 3 4 4 -4 5 : about 1 3 6 7 -6 8 , Robert’s 
grandson, Duncan Wallace, would wed Eleanor Douglas, Countess of Carrick, 
widow of Alexander B ru ce .2 0

Elsewhere among the natives of the south-west David gave Gilbert Carrick 
several grants of lands in Dumfriesshire and Ayrshire throughout the period: he also 
made him life coroner of Ayr in 1342.21 David gave the Bruce family’s traditional 
allies in Annandale, the Carruthers, the lands of Middlebie and Mousewald in 
Dumfriesshire. Throughout 1 3 4 4  and 1 3 4 5  David also confirmed the chieftainships 
of at least four south-western Gaelic clans, including that of .lohn Kennedy of Dunure 
in Ayrshire; Kennedy would serve David and Queen Margaret in the 1 3 6 0 s ,22 He 
also pardoned and favoured the McDowalls, despite their past allegiance to Balliol, 
and restored Caerlaverock to the Maxwells; and he confirmed lands to Randolph, 
Lord of Annandale, adherents like the C r a w fo r d s .2 3

Of those non-native men favoured by David in the south-west, among the 
most notable were Maurice Murray of Drumsregard in Lanarkshire, who received the 
baronies of Sprouston (which Robert I had originally given to his bastard, Robert, 
who was killed at Halidon Hill) and Hawick (which Robert 1 had given to the good 
Sir James Douglas), both in Roxburghshire, in 1 3 4 2  and 1 3 4 5  respectively. To his 
key councillor, John Randolph, earl of Moray and Lord of Annandale and Man, 
David gave the offices of commendator of Dumfiresshire and a life Justiciary of 
Annandale and Man in 1 3 4 4 .2 4  Curiously, the king also issued acts as Lord of 
Annandale himself, staying at the Carruthers’ manor baronies of Middlebie and 
Mouswald in that lordship in 1 343  and 1 3 4 4  and calling upon the service of other 
traditional pro-Bruce families like the Corbetts, Johnstones and the bailie of 
Annandale, Alexander Stewart (the lord of Dam ley by 1 3 4 5 ).

As we have seen, before 1 3 4 2 , Alexander Stewart was a follower of the 
famous warrior, Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie, and may have been knighted by 
David himself during a raid into northern England c. 1 3 4 2 -4 3 . In December 1 3 4 3 , 

David gave Alexander Stewart and others the right to hear cases involving Annandale 
men in Clydesdale (where the Steward was really dominant), and he gave Alexander 
the barony of Cambusnethan in Lanarkshire about 1 3 4 5 . By September 1 3 4 4 , David 
looked to Alexander’s cousin. Sir John Stewart of Dalswinton, as warden of the west 
march .25 David also gave the lands of Crosswell in Galloway to an Alan Stewart
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about 1345: it would be Alan and John Kennedy of Dunure - whose chieftainship 
David had confinned - whom Wyntoun and Bower would name as fighting to recover 
Galloway from the Anglo-Balliol forces in the 1350s.26 In 1341-42, David had also 
given Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie himself the lands of Hawthornden in 
Roxburghshire; another of Ramsay’s followers, Thomas Boyd of Noddsdale (son of 
Robert i ’s loyal knight, Robert Boyd) also received forfeited Dumfriesshire lands 
about 1342. About 1345-6 David gave Sir David of Annan (son of Henry Annan, 
Robert I’s acting sheriff of Clackmannan in 1329), the forfeited Lovell barony of 
Tnnerkyn’ in Dumfriesshire. Annan was later named by Bower as distinguishing 
himself in the company of William Douglas in the 1330s; he would be captured at 
Neville’s Cross in 1346 and, with his kin, serve David thereafter.27

Malcolm Fleming received further lands in Wigtown besides his regality 
earldom. This included the barony lands of Mochrum sometime in early 1342, which 
Robert I had originally given to Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick, but which had been 
held since that lord’s death by Patrick, earl of March: however, on 18 June 1342, 
David recovered Mochrum from Fleming in exchange for the lands of Rhinns in 
G a l l o w a y ,28 Patronage was also given to Andrew Buttergask, who had been both a 
deputy Chamberlain and a deputy .Justiciar for the earl of Moray before 1339, and a 
clerk of the wardrobe for David before 1341. After David’s return Buttergask would 
serve as a Justiciar of an unspecified area, as an exchequer auditor and, by 1344, as 
sheriff of the massive shire of Perth: he received the lands of LSannak’ in 
Dumfriesshire (1342) and half of the lands of Urr in Galloway (1345), as well as 
much forfeited land in north-east S c o t l a n d . 2 9  Then some time in 1342, David 

confirmed the lands of Enoch in Dumfriesshire to Sir Robert Menzies, an Atholl 
knight (a crusader to Spain in 1330 with Robert I’s heart) who would be killed at 
Neville’s Cross; but David made this grant only after the Steward had resigned this 
territory to Menzies, probably against his will.30 David also confirmed the lands of 
several south-west religious institutions: the Ayr friars preachers, the abbey of 
Dundrennan and Simon de Wedale, bishop of Galloway.31

Thus on paper at least these and the other lesser, if more numerous, grants 
David made in this region in these years appear to have given him the beginnings of a 
strong basis for support in the south-west, not least through the extension of the royal 
jurisdiction through men like Fleming, In theory this replaced the wartime losses of 
obvious crown men like Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick, and Robert Bruce of 
Liddesdale, and bolstered John Randolph, who also had extensive lands in the north 
and was more often at court than in Annandale or natrolling the marches. However, it
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4a. David H s main grants in the South-W est and west and middle
marches. 1341-6.

Loni\(ic(Vire

1. Sprouston - Maurice Murray
2. Hawick - Maurice Murray
3. Dalswinton - John Stew art

4 . Mochrum - Malcolm Fleming
5. W igtown - Malcolm Fleming

6. Enoch - Robert Menzies
7. S ton eh ou se - Maurice Murray
8. Strathaven - William Murray
9. W iston - William Livingston
10. Walston - Jam es Sandilands

11. Cam busthnethan - Alexander Stew art
12. Roberton - William Jardine
13. Covington - John Maitland 

14. Kilmarnock - Malcolm Fleming
1 5. Dalziel - Malcolm Fleming 

R - Roxburgh castle; H - Hermitage ca stle  
Ni - Nithsdale; KS - Kyle Stew art 

Cu - Cunningham; R - Renfrew



173

is evident that the second Bruce king’s writ remained severely limited among the 
native families of this quarter. Sometime in 1344, David seems to have been prepared 
or obliged to confirm the recognition conceded both by Alexander TIT and Robert 1 
that the men of the community of Galloway should have the right to put pleas to the 
traditional common laws of their region, rather than to the summons and justice of 
royal officials. The doubtful effectiveness of the Fleming Wigtown regality has been 
mentioned. Edward Balliol and the English, moreover, continued to encroach upon 
and waste the lands around the Galloway coast and west m a r c h e s . 3 2  Tn the latter, 
besides, David was forced to recognise the near autonomy of William Douglas of 
Lothian who would secure the west march lordship of Liddesdale against crown 
wishes in 1342. Robert I had given the former Soules lordship to his bastard Robert 
Bruce in 1320; Archibald Douglas (the lieutenant 1332-33), William’s brother, had 
secured it for himself. Thus William’s presence there surely overrode the access to 
the border of John Randolph, John Stewart of Dais win ton the warden of that march 
and David’s bailli es of Atuiandale-33 The see of York continued to have a strong 

influence over the diocese of Galloway. Finally, David’s personal presence in the 
south-west was minimal in this period: he may only have skirted it at the burgh of 
Ayr (November 1341/June 1343), and Middlebie (December 1343) and Mouswald 
(September 1344) in D u m f n e s s h ir e .3 4

b) The Lothians and  South-East [Appendix lb].
Just as in the south-west, David forfeited a fair number of minor landholders 

in the L.othians atid the east march; he made about 80 grants concerning this region in 
this period which survive in some form today. As elsewhere, David made a number 
of grants to men who served him as daily councillors and officers between 1341 and 
1346, and a number to men who would be prominent in his service after 1357. This 
again included minor lands to the Bruce patriot of the 1330s, Maurice Murray (as well 
as massive patronage to William Douglas of T_othian, discussed below). But it also 
included Richard Dumbarton, the clerk of the rolls (Hallys in Edinburgh); the Lothian 
knight, John Preston, who was given the barony of Gorton outside Edinburgh in 
January 1342 and who would become a prominent household knight for David after 
1357; Sir William More, the custodian of the lands of the Scottish Knights 
Hospitaller and son of the former Chamberlain, Reginald More, who received the 
barony of Abercorn outside Edinburgh (resigned by John Graham, earl of Menteith, 
about 1346) and the lands of Tempi 1 to un near Linlithgow. Sir William Bickerton 
(whose father, Walter, had been given the barony of Downie in Forfarshire by Robert
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1) recei ved the barony of Laiffness in Haddington about 1342.35
There was also patronage to another former Alexander Ramsay follower,

Walter Haliburton, a sheriff and ambassador and architect for David in the 1350s and 
1360s; he received the Berwickshire lands of Laraberton before 1345. Another 
Ramsay esquire, Hugh Eglintoun - probably knighted by David in 1342 - received 
Bondington and half of Norton in Edinburgh. Alexander Ramsay’s brother, William 
Ramsay of Colluthie in Fife, received the lands of East Fenton, Tnverleith and Nether 
Liberton in Edinburgh about 1344-45: William would be elevated to the earldom of 
Fife by David about 1358, probably because of the military reputation he would earn 
in the 1350s. Bartholomew Leon, bailie of Kinghorn in Fife, and an ambassador for 
David to England and the curia in 1349-50, was given the barony of Barnbougle 
outside Edinburgh after its resignation to the crown by John Graham, earl of 
Menteith, in 1346; Adam de Argento, David’s moneyer, received lands in Edinburgh; 
and the knight James Sandilands of Newark in Fife, who would visit David several 
times during his captivity in England after 1346, received lands in Peeblesshire in
1345. In 1345 David confirmed lands in Haddington to Sir Robert Maitland of 
Thirlestane and lands at Traquhair, Peeblesshire to William Maitland. David was also 
able tom rely upon the senior patriot knight whom Robert I had elevated in the 
Lothians, Sir Alexander Seton, precentor of the Knights Hospitaller ca, 1 3 4 5 - 48,36

David also made several grants confirming and extending tlie jurisdictions of a 
number of the abbeys within this region. In particular, David gratited the Abbey of 
Holyrood regality status in December 1342 (an act confirmed in June 1343); this 
house was also to provide a chaplain to the royal household. The rights of the abbeys 
of Dumfermline, Newbattle and Kelso (forest rights in Berwick, Selkirk and 
Jedburgh and a regality) were also reinforced before 1345.37

However, at first David had to leave much of the authority pertaining to the 
crown in this region to the Douglases through William Douglas of Lothian (who was 
given Kilbucho and Newlands in Peeblesshire and the barony of Dalkeith near I
Edinburgh before January 1342) and his brothers, William (keeper of Edinburgh |
castle after 1341), and John (keeper of Lochleven castle and granted the lands of 
Yester in Lothian in 1344-45), and their uncle, Andrew (sheriff of Perth ca. 1339- 
45). Yet although David had been able to work with William Douglas before 1341, a 
number of the royal grants after 1341 to lesser individuals outlined above may have 
been designed by David to act as checks on the influence there of the Douglases, 
especially after Douglas of Lothian/Liddesdale became guardian of the Douglas family 
lands of Douglasdale, Selkirk, l^auderdale, Eskdale and lands in Peeblesshire in May
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4b. David Il s main grants in the South-East» 1341-6.

10

1. Gorton - John Preston
2. Abercorn - William More

3. Luff n ess - Walter Bickerton
4. Barnbougle - Bartholomew Leon

5. Dalkeith - William Douglas
6. Dalhousie - Alexander Ramsay

7. Liberton - William Ramsay
8. tnverleith - William Ramsay

9. Ratho -taken by crown from Robert Steward
10. Bathgate - taken by crown from Robert Steward

11. Bonnington - Hugh Eglintoun 
1 2. Lamberton - Walter Haliburton 

La - Lauderdale (Douglas land)
Li - Liddesdale (William Douglas)
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1342: he had done so by forcing the cleric, Hugh, Lord Douglas, to appoint 
Liddesdale as guardian of his adolescent nephew, William, now Lord of Douglas, 
then still in exile in F r a n c e  38

David also confirmed the lands of Patrick, earl of March in the south-west and 
elsewhere in 1344-45; but David would try to undermine March’s affinity at the same 
time by widening the rift in the earl’s following already made by the independent- 
minded warlord Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie. As we have seen, David also 
removed some of the Steward’s influence from this region by withholding the 
Lothian baronies of Bathgate and Ratho from his nephew’s general confirmation 
charter of 1341-42. Yet it would only really be as a result of confrontation between 
the crown and Douglas over the sheriffship of Teviotdale that David would be able to 
exert greater control over the castle and burgh of Edinburgh and its hinterland and the 
south-east in g e n e r a l  .39

c) Central Scotland [Appendix Ic].
Over 85 acts are known to have been made in this period in relation to this 

vast area of territory, encompassing four of the most ancient earldoms of Scotland, 
The resettlement of these regions to the political advantage of the crown was the most 
complex and potentially explosive undertaking for David after his return from France. 
For the losses in war and changes of allegiance of the 1330s had created a definite 
political vacuum in the heart of Scotland which the Steward had been quick to exploit, 

Fife was the most settled of the earldoms in question. But although Duncan, 
earl of Fife, had been rehabilitated despite his participation in the coronation of 
Edward Balliol in 1332, David may still have expected some right to that earldom for 
himself as a result of the act of pardon and tailzie given to Duncan by Robert I in 
1315; the latter meant that Fife would revert to the ‘assignees’ of the crown if Duncan 
died without an heir - and Duncan only had a daughter married in England in the 
1340s.40 Between 1341 and 1346, David certainly granted and confirmed a number 
of charters of lands in Fife and Kinross to magnates like Alexander Ramsay of 
Dalhousie, William Ramsay of Colluthie, several lesser Ramsays, Walter Haliburton, 
David Annan, Roger Mortimer of Inverbervie, John Monypenny, David Weymss of 
Weymss (the sheriff of Fife), Simon Gourlay (who was made coroner of Fife in 
1342), David Chalmers, Christian Bruce (David’s aunt), Robert Glen (who about 
1345 married David’s illegitimate sister, Margaret), Walter Bisset and many other 
lesser men.41 David also took pains to ensure the provision of William de Landellis, 

presumably of Fife baronial stock, to the bishopric of St Andrews in late 1342. It
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4c. David Il s main grants in Central Scotland. 1341-6.

SbfaiKttVA

1. Camock - Alexander Ramsay
2. Murthly - John Ireland

3. Strathgartney - John Logie (resigned by John Menteith)
4. Fortingall - Alexander Menzies

5. Dull - lands here o f Robert Menzies
6. Logie

7. Callendar - William Livingston 
Athol! - William Douglas (who gave it to  Robert Steward) 

S tra th ea rn  - Maurice Moray 
M enteith  - John Graham 

C - Clackmannanshire; K - Kinrossshire
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could thus be said that the king had gone quite some way by 1346 to preparing for the 
transfer' of Fife to the control of the crown in anticipation of Duncan’s death.

In Menteith David was able to look to the support of John Graham, who was 
presumably recognised by the crown sometime after June 134! as earl of Menteith by 
right of his marriage (about 1336) to the daughter of earl Alan of Menteith (d, 1309): 
before 1346 Graham would resign several territories for David to grant to others and 
would act heroically at the battle of Neville’s Cross.42 Nonetheless a good many of 
David’s grants of lands and offices in Perthshire and Stirlingshire between 1341 and 
1346 must be seen as calculated in the context of strong contention between the 
crown and the Steward for control of the ear ldoms of Strathearn and Athol I and their 
key burghs and castles and surrounding hinterlands. This included the Perthshire 
lordships of Strath Tay, Strath Braan and Strathord held by Duncan, earl of Fife, and 
other lands Duncan had granted to lesser knights. In 1342, David seems to have 
begun the process of intruding on Duncan’s Perthshire lands by confirming the Fife 
earl’s grants of the barony of Murthly (near Dunkeld) to John Ireland, and Morenish 
and Edramucky (west of northern Atholl, near Dull) to Sir Robert Menzies, By 1346- 
47, the Steward would also have begun to intrude on earl Duncan’s interests.43 The 

course of this Bruce-Stewart confrontation in central Scotland in the 1340s would 
determine the political balance of power within Scotland at local and national levels, 
just as it would in the struggle between David and the Steward for control of Fife and 
Menteith in the 1350s and 1360s.44

d) Scotland ju s t north  of Tay [Appendix Id],
Granting about 50 known acts relating to this region, David not only issued 

.numerous protections to the wealthy Abbey of Arbroath 4.5, but he once more made a 
number of grants to knights prominent in his service both before and after October
1346. This included, again, Andrew Buttergask, who was given half of Pettie in 
Forfar; Robert Wallace, the sheriff of Ayr% who received lands at Diirris, 
Kincardineshire; Roger Mortimer of Inverbervie, who had been among those who 
met David upon his return to Scotland in June 1341 and who may have been the 
father of David’s mistress by 1359-60, was given lands in Fife; Walter Moigne, who 
would serve David in Mar and the north-east after 1357, got Drum forest in 
Kincardineshire about 1343; members of the Ramsay family, who probably filled the 
office of sheriff of Forfar, received lands at Crankestoun (Kincardineshire) and
Maines in Forfarshire; Sir David Chalmers received ‘Breirtoun’ in Kincardineshire |
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4d. David Il s main grants in Scotland iust north of Tav« 1341-6.

1. Durris - Robert W allace/William Fraser
2. Inverbervie - Roger Mortimer

3. Newdosk - Reginald Cheyne
4. Kincardine - Earl o f  Sutherland
5. Aberluthnot - Earl of Sutherland

6. Dunnotar - Earl o f Sutherland
7. Brechin - David Barclay

8. Downie - Earl o f Sutherland
9. Red Castle - William, lord o f Douglas

10. Cowie - William Fraser
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and fishings on the Tay; Reginald Cheyne. whose family had held the sheriffship of 
Kincardine before 1306, was given the thanage of Newdoskis in Kincardineshire. 
William Fraser of Cowie, an esquire named by Wyntoun and Bower for his part in 
William Douglas’s capture of Edinburgh castle in 1341, received Durris and other
lands in Kincardineshire.46

This region also contained the main family lands of Robert I’s chosen 
hereditary Marischals and constables, the Robert Keith and Gilbert Hay of Errol; 
Robert’s brother, Edward Keith, was given unspecified lands and an office by David 
about 1345. David also granted an annuity from the customs of Dundee and forest 
lands to the Abbey of Restenneth, where his brother John Bruce was buried and 
where he held Councils in June 1342 and May 1346.47 It was to close family 
members whom David looked as his agents north of Tay in this period. In September 
1345, William earl of Sutherland, who had married David’s full sister, Margaret, 
sometime after December 1342, received the thanages of Kincardine, A bed uthnott 
and Fettercaim, and Downie in Forfarshire, which had previously been held of the 
crown in return for the service of three knights. In 1346, Sutherland was also given 
the right to rebuild a castle at Dunnotar, destroyed by Andrew Murray in 1336.48 |n 
sum, while Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, and Thomas, earl of Mar, were still 
minors (with Mar in England), David had gone some way to attracting the support of 
some of the knights and institutions of this region.49

e) The North-East and Far North [Appendix le].
Containing the former Cornyn earldom of Buchan and the lordship of 

Strathbogie, this region had incurred a great deal of disruption in the 1330s at the 
hands of David Strathbogie of Atholl and of Edward III himself, not least because 
through the port of Aberdeen and the regality of the earldom of Moray it had been an 
invaluable lifeline bringing supply and finance to David’s court in France.50 Issuing 
over 50 surviving acts relating to these regions before October 1346, David typically 
favoured a number of laymen close to his person and household. The former justiciar 
and deputy chamberlain, Andrew Buttergask and his brother Adam, a clerk of the 
Wardrobe, received extensive lands in Banff, including the baronies of Westford and 
Troup (forfeited by Ham el in de troup, sheriff of Banff, who had been an acquired 
suspect in the Soules-Balliol conspiracy trial of 1320) and forest park of Gilchill. Sir 
Philip Meldrum, who served David as sheriff of Banff and as temporary keeper of 
Roxburgh castle in the 1340s, received lands and forests in Aberdeenshire. So did his 
brother. Sir William Meldrum. who had served as a deputy Justiciar in Aberdeen
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4e. David IPs main grants in the North-East and Far North. 1341-6.

1. Troup - Andrew Buttergask
2. Aden - Edward Keith

3. Kintore - Edward Keith/Maud Bruce
4. Aboyne - Thomas Bisset
5. Schivas - Thomas Lypp

6. Rothiemay - William Abernethy
7. Ciuny - Earl of Sutherland
8. Formartine - Maud Bruce
9. Duffus - David Chalmers
10. Drum - Walter Moigne

U - Urquhart 
Ab - Abernethy 

B - Badenoch [part of Moray regality]
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before June 1341.51
Notably, Philip Meldrum, Andrew Buttergask and the Banffshire knight, 

John Bonville (who had received lands in the north-east from Robert Ï), were charter 
witnesses in the 1340s for both David and Christian Bruce (d. 1357), David’s aunt 
and the widow of the late Lieutenant, Andrew Murray, whom Robert I had given the 
regality lordship of Garioch. By 1346 David seems to have overseen the transfer of 
Christian’s lands to her sons, John and William Murray (but with Garioch reverting 
to the crown).52 Philip Meldrum in particular was a regular at court between 1344 

and October 1346; Bonville had served as sheriff of Aberdeen, an office filled in the 
meantime by Robet Keith, the Marischal and after 1345 by Sir Alexander Fraser of 
Touchfraser, another Robert T favourite (and former Chamberlain 1319-26).53 
Keith’s brother, Edward, also received the forest of Kintore and the barony of Aden 
in Aberdeenshire sometime in 1345. David Chalmers received lands in 
Aberdeenshire; Reginald Cheyne received lands at Duffis in Elgin; Sir Thomas Bisset 
of Upsetlington, the crusader whom David would make earl of Fife in 1363, received 
the fief-than age of Aboyne in 1345. Robert Glen, David’s brother-in-law, received 
forest lands at Kintore in Aberdeenshire about 1344. On 22 September 1345, Thomas 
Lypp was made constable of Cullen in Banff and given the barony of Schivas in 
Aberdeenshire, despite his having been ‘falsely accused of treacheiy by Robert 1 ’ On 
22 November 1345, Sir William Abernethy received the barony of Rothiemay, which 
Robert 1 had given to Murdoch of Menteith.54 in this way David seems to have built 
up a loyalist network in the north-east; in August 1346 Christian Bruce issued a 
charter witnessed by the bishop of Aberdeen, the earl of Sutherland, Philip Meldrum, 
William Abernethy, Alexander Leslie (the father of David’s future crusading knights, 
Walter and Norman) and Andrew Buttergask.55

Further to the west, between Moray and as far north as Sutherland and 
Caithness, David seems to have been anxious to build up an alternative loyalist bloc, 
probably as an ally for John Randolph, earl of Moray (which was still held for 10 
knights’ service and included the lordship of Badenoch), and as a check on the 
increasingly self-interested William, fifth earl of Ross. The latter had usurped the 
office of Justiciar North of Forth from the absent Randolph by 1339 to add to the 
considerable estates Robert I had given the Ross family in Buchan and Ross before 
1329; in the 1340s earl William would attempt to take control forcibly of the earldoms 
of Caithness and Orkney, Perhaps to begin checking Ross autonomy David 
confirmed some grants to Moray’s followers and had perhaps secured his faithful 

ambassador, Thomas Fingask, as bishop of Caithness by November 1342.56



183

However, it would only be after another political confrontation, this time between the 
crown and Ross in 1344, that David could really think about building up the interests 
of his brother-in-law, William, earl of Sutherland. In October and November 1345, 
Sutherland received a grant of free regality of his earldom, as well as the free barony 
of Cl any in Aberdeenshire, Probably at the same time David’s second sister, Maud, 
received the thanages of Fromartine and Kintore in that shire; these would later pass 
on to Sutherland, who was also heir to a quarter of the disputed earldom of 
Caithness.57

D The W est Coast and  Isles [Appendix If  j.
It was undeniably in this region that David had least authority throughout his 

reign. In the period 1341-46 his writ was probably limited to the port and castle of 
Dumbarton and its hinterland under Malcolm Fleming, bordering on to the earldom of 
Lennox whose incumbents had been committed, if quiet, Bruce supporters since 
1306; Robert I had given Malcolm, earl of Lennox, the Grampian lordship of 
Strath’an before 1329 and the hereditary sheriffship of C la c k m a n n a n  ,58 David also 
made a number of grants of baronies in Lanarkshire between 1341 and 1346 to men 
like Maurice Murray of Drumsregard and his son, William [Stanehouse and 
Strathaven], William Livingstone [Wiston], the Annandale men Alexander Stewart of 
Darnley [Cambusnethan] and William Jardine [Roberton], John Maitland [Covington] 
and James Sandilands [Wiston],59  Beyond this, David could only involve himself in 
the resettlement of lands and offices in Clydesdale, Argyll, Kintyre, Knapdale and the 
Western Isles on very few occasions and from a distance, surely with only a 
speculative view to changing the balance of magnate power in that region in his 
favour.

As these lands existed really as a separatist enclave outwith the Scottish king’s 
domain, David, with more pressing mainland concerns at hand, does not seem to 
have troubled himself with ati immediate intervention in the loyalties of Argyll and the 
Isles after June 1341. John MacDonald of the Isles had concluded an alliance with 
Edward Balliol and Edward III in 1336, receiving an opportunistic grant from Balliol 
of most of the island and mainland coastal interests of his rivals, the forfeited 
MacRuaris and several other Gaelic families, as well as those of the Steward 
(Kintyre) and the earl of Ross ( S k y e ) , 6 0  MacDonald - when not embroiled in 
territorial disputes with other Isles families - was thus able to control much of the 
traffic between Ireland and Scotland. But sometime in late 1341 David had sought at 
once to re-hamess MacDonald power in the feudal relationship with the Bruce regime
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first made by Robert î, and to recognise in part the status-quo in the Isles and Argyll; 
yet at the same time David looked to dent the interests of his chief political rival, the 
Steward and generally distract the autonomous lords of that region. For he granted to 
Angus Og, the bastard of John MacDonald of the Isles, the isles of Islay, Jura, 
Col on say and the lands of Morar and Kintyre, the last of which had been granted by 
Robert I to the Steward-61

That the tenurial terms of this act were ever enforced remains doubtful. But 
David’s intentions in the west may be hinted at by Walter Bower, who would praise 
as one of David’s major achievements his pacification of the highlands and islands:

'F or b eca u se  t h e  w i ld  c a t e r a n s  a c r o s s  th e  m ou n tains and 

in  th e  i s la n d s  ap peared  a lw a y s  t o  be a lm o st u n tam eab le  and r e b e ls  

a g a in s t  th e  k in g s  and law -m akers o f  S cotlan d ^  th e  k in g  was c a u t io u s  

in  th e  f o l l o w i n g  w ay, n am ely  by p e r s u a d in g  and in d u c in g  on e  

c h i e f t a i n  t o  k i l l  o r  c a p tu r e  [a n o th e r  o n e ] ,  o r  b r in g  b e fo r e  th e  

k in g  som eone e l s e  l i k e  him [ i n  h i s  p l a c e ] ,  a f t e r  p r o m is in g  th e  

m ovable and im m oveable good s o f  th e  dead  man t o  him  a t  a p r i c e .  

When t h e s e  good s o f  th e  man s e l e c t e d  had been  e x p r e s s ly  p rom ised  

and g i v e n ,  e a c h  o f  th e  r e b e l  c a t e r a n s  d e c e iv e d  and d e s t r o y e d  

a n o th er  in  t u r n . . . ' 6 2

A speculative policy of divide and rule may thus best d escr ib e  David’s intervention in 
the west before 1346. He seems to have attempted to win over or intimidate certain 
influential kindreds there to act as destabilisers of the interests of other major players. 
The Steward and MacDonald would certainly remain at feud over Kintyre until 1350. 
Elsewhere, in July 1342, David confirmed to Archibald Campbell of Lochawe the 
lands of his late brother in Argyll, to which he added the barony of Mel fort in May 
1343. However, the fact that David withheld from Archibald his father’s lands in 
Lochawe suggests either that the king was punishing the Campbells of that region for 
their probable submission to Balliol along with the Steward around 1335, or that he 
was trying to force them to switch allegiances away from the Steward and back to the 
Bruce regime, which had made a Campbell earl of Atholl before 1329; Archibald 
Campbell would not receive his father’s lands until 1358.63

Nonetheless, such crown interference could backfire. Among the events of 
1342, the contemporary English chronicler, Henry Knighton, asserts that:

“a  d i s p u t e  a r o s e  i n  S c o t l a n d  b e tw e e n  K in g  D a v id , who h a d  m ade 

h i m s e l f  k i n g ,  a n d  J o h n  [M acD o n a ld ] o f  I s l a y  a n d  o t h e r s  t h e r e .  

B u t K in g  D a v id  bow ed  t o  t h e i r  w i l l ,  f o r  i f  h e  h a d  n o t  h e
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w o u ld  h a v e  l o s t  t h e  k in g d o m . . . ”64

Uîidoubledîy, this contains much exaggeration, for no such desperate crisis is 
apparent in the Scottish sources for the period. But Knighton may be conflating 
tensions which had arisen between David, the Steward and John MacDonald as a 
result of the Kintyre grant to Angus of the Isles. The truth of David stepping down 
from open confrontation over this matter may lie in the several acts which he issued 
when he came to Ayr about 12 June 1343, made “after diligent discussion and 
bearing the peace of our realm in mind.” In these, David grants anew to John 
MacDonald of the Isles most of the island and Argyll lands granted to him by Edward 
Balliol, including Glencoe, Duror and the Lome castles which Robert 1 had forfeited 
from the Macdougalls, but wU/t the exception o f  Kintyre and Skye. These were 
presumably returned to the Steward and William, earl of Ross. About the same time 
(January 1343) Robert Steward’s brother, John, may have wed a daughter of John 
MacDonald, perhaps as part of a settlement of the Stewart-MacDonald feud: but it 
would require the marriage of John MacDonald himself to one of the Steward’s 
daughters in 1350 finally to end the tensions which David had stoked before 1343. 
David had probably done so under the guidance of John Randolph, earl of Moray, 
who surely sought to weaken both the MacDonalds and the earl of Ross, Randolph’s 
rival for the justiciary north of Forth: David’s June 1343 grant to MacDonald had 
included confirmation of his sasine to Lochaber (which had been part of the Moray 
regality) ‘free from all action and dispute’.65

Yet although David thus seems to have been faced down by the opposition of 
the Steward, MacDonald, Ross and others, in June 1343 David also had to pacify a 
Ross-MacRiiari feud which he had worsened: at that time he granted to Reginald 
MacRuari the lands of Uist, Barra, and the lordship of Garmoran, and confirmed a 
grant by the earl of Ross to MacRuari of lands in Kintail in Wester Ross. Robert I 
had forfeited the MacRuari es in 1325 but now David seems not only to have 
pardoned them but to have confirmed their recovery of lands - probably by force - 
from the MacDonalds. However, it would be the earl of Ross who would murder 
Reginald MacRuari at the muster of David’s host in 1346, probably in the course of a 
feud over the lordship of Garmoran near Skye.66 About June 1343, David had also 
given the barony of Assynt in Sutherland (in return for the service of a 26 oar galley) 
to Torquil MacLeod of Harris, lands in Islay to the MacNaughtons (for a 20 oar 
galley), and perhaps some favour to the Mackenzies, all of whom were feud enemies 
of the earl of Ross, a lord whom David would further undermine after 1357.67
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the WesT^oast and in the Isles. 1341-6.4f. David IPs main era on

1. Lewis - John MacDonald
2. Harris - Reginald MacRuari
3. Uist - MacRuari
4. Barra - MacRuari
5. Tiree - John MacDonald
6. Coll - John MacDonald
7. Colonsay - John MacDonald
8. Islay - John MacDonald
9. Kintyre - Angus MacDonald 1341; but back

to Robert Stewaid 1343.
10. Knapdale
11. Skye - Angus MacDonald 1341; but back to

Earl of Ross 1343

12. Gigha - John MacDonald
13. Jura - John MacDonald
14. Mull - John MacDonald
15. Morvem - John MacDonald
16. Glenelg - Torquil MacLeod
17. Kintail - MacRuari
18. Rhum - MacRuari
19. Eigg - MacRuari
20 Garmoran | Moidart, Morar, Ansaig, 

KnoydartI - MacRuari
21. Lochaber - John MacDonald
22. L(x:hawe - Campbells
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In September 1343 - just a few months after backing down over his isles patronage - 
David would also move to reduce the influence of the Menteiths of Arran, Knapdale 
and Strathgartney (Stewart cadets), discussed below. And even William, earl of 
Sutherland’s marriage to Margaret Bruce was arranged by David about December 
1342 to prevent further ‘wars, disputes and many offences, on which account 
murders, burnings, depredations, forays...’ had occurred: this may simply have 
involved David giving Sutherland quasi-official status as his in-law to quell, start or 
turn tensions in the north to the crown’s advantage.68

David’s intervention in the west, the isles and the north-western highlands of 
Scotland in this period, then, was a far less certain one of divide and rule than 
elsewhere in Scotland. Thus in an area where - unlike his father - David never 
travelled in person, his authority remained severely retarded. This weakness was 
reflected in Edward Ill’s ability to impose his own choice as bishop of Argyll through 
Avignon in 1344 and to appeal to the defection of John MacDonald of the Isles once 
more in the 1350s and the continued resistance after 1346 of the royal writ by the 
islesmen, Menteith of Arran and Knapdale, the earl of Ross and the S t e w a r d .6 9

iii. Implementing Royal Domestic Policy, ca Feb. 1342 - Oct. 1346.
Such, then, is its scale, that the ongoing Bruce resettlement of Scotland begun 

by David 11 between June 1341 and October 1346, must amount to much more than 
the “intermittent and fitful government” perceived in this period by one historian.70 
Nonetheless, for David to make this settlement the everyday concern of his 
government required him to seize the political initiative and to control the resources of 
patronage. This was inevitably a cyclical campaign which built up its own momentum 
as David’s authority in the various localities, his support and his resources in turn 
augmented each other. But. in the course of this reassertion of royal leadership, David 
had to face several political crises in addition to the hazy controversy over his isles 
policy: these crises brought him into confrontation with some of bis greatest lay 
subjects and were often provoked as much by David’s emerging personality as by his

All of this took place not only while David was still very young and learning 
the ropes of kingship, but against a background of intermittent diplomatic and military 
jousting against England, It also began from a starting point of extreme poverty for 
the Scottish crown. David was able to hold annual parliaments or councils between 
1341 and 1346, and to restore annual exchequer audits (for which only the records of 
May 1341 to August 1343 are extant). Yet the costs of everyday government and of
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David’s royal household were such that expenditure outstripped income. The three 
extant audited exchequer accounts for the period (two of burgh, fermes and customs, 
one by the ill-fated Chamberlain, William Bullock) all register “superexpenses” ; 
Bullock received just over £2,530 in August 1343, all of which was spent and more, 
and which had included the special income of the extra estates’ contributions granted 
in 1340-41 (totalling about £1,205); contrast this to the almost £3,800 intromitted in 
1331, Besides, in 1342 David was still paying off debts incurred in exile; the north
east continued to provide him with most of his cash, and the sheriffs and bailies of 
the far south-east and south-west of Scotland were not yet remitting in c o m e  J î

This surely meant that David’s household - and much of the rest of Scotland - 
remained dependent upon the aid of France. In 1341-42 David may have received a 
further payment from Philip VI of about £500. Bullock’s account certainly contains 
no references to expenditure on any of the luxury foodstuffs or goods which David 
would buy after 1357; and Froissart recorded the comments of visiting Fretich 
knights about the poverty of David’s realm. In 1345 and 1346, moreover, we find 
David relaying between Edinburgh and Dumbarton. He was perhaps frequenting the 
latter to receive supplies from French ships. For 1342-43, Bullock recorded 
payments for carriages leaving Dumbarton to go to Ayr, Kilwinning, Haddington, 
Stirling and Linlithgow, perhaps to distribute badly needed goods. In the kind of war- 
wasted climate which must have prevailed across much of the country at that time, the 
pestilence which Fordun records as devestating poultry in 1344 would thus have hit 
the Scots all the harder, just as in 1337-38 famine had been widespread in 
Scotland.72 These misfortunes arguably add an extra dimension to David’s need to 
secure the control of resources and authority in Scotland’s localities by wresting it 
from those magnates who had benefitted from the wartime conditions.

In February 1342, David held a Council at Aberdeen. As this occurred after 
he had led a raid into northern England, perhaps under his own banner, and then held 
a tournament at Aberdeen, David might have expected this assembly to provide him 
with a public stage to further his own agenda. Instead David found himself on the 
receiving end of collusion against his authority between William Douglas of Lothian, 
whom David had made lord of the earldom of Atholl in July 1341, and Robert the 
Steward. The Steward appears to have brought a legal action at the council, claiming 
that the lordship of Liddesdale on the west march belonged to him. The basis of the 
Steward’s claim to this is uncertain, for Robert 1 had given this former possession of 
the traitor William Soules to his own bastard son, Robert. Nonetheless, in 1342 
William Douglas’s claim to the lordship was rightly adjudged to rest upon the 
unlawful seizure of the vacant Liddesdale by Archibald Douglas the Tyneman (fatrier
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of William, Lord of Douglas) when he was king’s Lieutenant between December 
1332 and July 1333, Thus on 14th February 1342, David was obliged to issue letters 
under his privy seal awarding 1 Jddesdale to Robert Steward. What remains unclear, 
though, is whether David had attempted to give Liddesdale to Douglas, or if Douglas 
himself had sought the title to the lordship he had physically reoccupied in the 1330s. 
David had already showered Douglas with regional influence. It is clear that before 
the Aberdeen council he still regarded Douglas - who had visited him in France in 
1339 - as a necessary and valuable regional lieutenant and one whose military skill 
and fame reflected well upon the crown; David had probably made the natural choice 
of Douglas as warden of the Middle M a r c h .73

However, Douglas and the Steward seem to have cut a deal. This had taken 
place either in the course of the two days following the council’s decision on 
Liddesdale or, more likely, as a result of a longer term plan between Douglas and the 
Steward, which David had sought to scupper by requiring the Steward to prove his 
claim to Liddesdale before a parliamentary assize. Having failed in this attempt, David 
was obliged on 16 February to confirm Douglas’s alienation of Atholl to the Steward 
in exchange for a grant of Liddesdale to Douglas by the Steward. This was not an 
excambion which David could have desired, for it added to both magnates’ regional 
dominance and reversed David’s policy of dividing and ruling his subjects, indeed, 
some indication that he was at least cool - more likely deeply angered - towards this 
outcome was the fact that the Steward was not allowed to use the title to the earldom: 
in contrast Malcolm Fleming, Maurice Murray and John Graham would each be 
allowed title to their earldoms of Wigtown, Strathearn and Menteith respecti vely by 
David in the same period. Furthermore, while the Steward had been able to expand 
his regional influence, David seems also to have taken the opportunily about that time 
to add a little to the crown’s east-coast stomping grounds around Edinburgh: as we 
have seen, during the same Aberdeen council all the Steward’s lands were confirmed 
probably as part of a pardon he received from David, except the valuable Lothian 
baronies of Bathgate and Ratho.

Yet by any standards, David must have viewed the Aberdeen Council as a 
disaster, and one which compromised any of the useful impact of his first six months 
back in Scotland. The only tangible results known to have been secured for the crown 
at that assembly were a safe guarding of the rights of the burgh of Aberdeen and 
probably further moves to secure the second teinds of the diocese to the bishop of 
Aberdeen. David may indeed have been so humiliated and burdened with unfinished 
business as to make atrangements at Aberdeen for another Council to be held quickly 
at Restenneth Abbey (where his brother was buried) as early as June 1342: David



1 9 0

readied the abbey via Kin loss in Moray, Kildrurnmy castle and Dundee. But before 
this council could take place, the young David and his close advisors seem to have 
provoked a greater crisis by an act of retaliation directed against Douglas of 
Liddesdale’s interests. For on 30 March 1342, Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie, that 
other famed leader of chivalry to emerge during the 1330s, captured the castle of 
Roxburgh. In return, David gave Ramsay the sheriffship of Teviotdale and Roxburgh 
castle (and, if Bovver is correct, the warden ship of the east march).74

This can only have been a royal action designed to counter or damage 
Douglas’s growing influence in the Lodiians and on the Scottish marches: it is 
Fordun who asserts that before 1340 Douglas had cleared Teviotdale of most of the 
Rnglish occupation, just as the good Sir James Douglas had done before 1329. But 
David’s appointment of Ramsay in that region must have come sometime in June or 
July of 1342, probably at the Restenneth council.75 |t  had surely not taken effect 

before 20 May 1342, when at Dundee David granted a charter entailing the family 
estates of the 'good’ Sir James, upon William, Lord of Douglas (the future first earl 
of Douglas), then a minor being raised in France and the ward of Douglas of 
Liddesdale; most significantly, the latter was named in the charter as the heir 
presumptive of I.ord William, effectively leaving him in complete control of the 
powerful Douglas interest in the marches: this included Douglasdale, Selkirk, 
Lauderdale, Eskdale, Stablegordon and Buittle (Dumfriesshire), Rutherglen, Bedrule 
(Roxburghshire) and Romanno (Peeblesshire). David’s attitude to this retailzie is 
uncertain; it may have given him further reason to favour Ramsay or it may have been 
designed to reconcile Douglas of Liddesdale, warden of the middle march, to 
Ramsay’s new position.76

Whatever the sequence of grants, Douglas of I Jddesdale was last a royal 
charter witness on 18 June 1342 at the Restenneth council, and it was after this date 
that he reacted unequivocally to David’s choice of Ramsay as sheriff for Teviotdale.77 

All the Scottish chronicles concur that Douglas appeared at Hawick (the caput of a 
barony which Robett I had given to the good Sir James Douglas but which David II 
had granted to Sir Maurice Murray of Drumsregard in 1341) while Ramsay was 
conducting a sheriff court in the local church. 1 Jddesdale seized Ramsay and carried 
him off to Hermitage castle where after 17 days of imprisonment Ramsay died of 
starvation. Writing in the 1440s, the pro-Stewart Bower states that:

“many in d eed  th in k  t h a t  A le x a n d e r 's  d e a th  was ca u sed  

among o th e r  r e a so n s  by th e  k in g ' s  in a d v e r te n c e  and n e g l ig e n c e ,  n o t  

t o  sa y  v a c c i n a t i n g  b e h a v io u r . He had c a r e l e s s l y  c o n fe r r e d  th e
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s h e r if fd o m  o f  T e v io td a le  f i r s t  on th e  f o r e s a id  W illia m , and th en  on 

t h e  renowned A lex a n d er - . ." 7 8

ïn contrast, Fordun, writing in favour of David, makes no mention of any prior grant 
of the office to Douglas and adds the detail that Douglas attacked Ramsay despite the 
fact that “shortly before, all misunderstandings had been settled, and friendship 
renewed afresh”, suggesting that David had perhaps already had to intervene to end a 
feud between the two knights and their military followings. But again these were 
tensions which David and his close councillors may have encouraged deliberately: for 
on 6 January 1342 he had given William Douglas the Lothian barony of Dalkeith, 
which bordered directly on Dalhousie, Ramsay’s main la n d s  79

The motives for, and timing of, Ramsay’s murder are important For a case 
can also be made as much for Douglas having been provoked by proactive measure 
by a crown struggling to reduce its own territorial weakness, as for David having 
been provoked to act against Douglas. For about the same time David removed from 
the office of royal Chamberlain the cleric, William Bullock, who had helped Douglas 
of I Jddesdale capture Edinburgh castle in 1341 and who had since become rector of 
Douglas church. Interestingly, it is Fordun who places David’s arrest of Bullock 
upon suspicion of treason before Douglas’s murder of Ramsay. This is certainly 
possible, Bullock entered his last account as Chamberlain at Dundee on 11 June 1342 
and was presumably at the Restenneth council of that month. It was perhaps here that 
Bullock was arrested on David’s orders by Sir David Barclay of Brechin, and 
imprisoned in Lochindorb castle where he too died of starvation (although David had 
been to Kinloss in Moray in March 1342). The choice of this stronghold in Moray 
suggests that John Randolph, earl of Moray, may have been behind the crown’s 
actions in an attempt to reduce the influence of his past comrade in arms, Douglas, in 
Liddesdale on the west march and in the marches in general; David would sanction 
such vindictive political violence on several future o c c a s io n s .8 0

It is clear that Bullock was still an associate of Douglas of Liddesdale whilst 
also, as Fordun puts it, one of David’s closest councillors and his key financial 
officer. Sometime in 1350 at Aberdeen, Liddesdale would order the murder of 
Bullock’s killer, David Barclay of Brechin, who had also been a sheriff of Fife and 
steward of David Bruce’s household before 1329, and who would also murder 
Liddesdale’s brother, John, in 1348. Evidently the Ramsay and Bullock 
assassinations were linked by the resulting I.othian feud which erupted between the 
followings of 1 Jddesdale and Ramsay. Before Ramsay’s murder, David Barclay can 
be found in the following of William Douglas, raising the likelihood that David
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‘poached’ Barclay back into crown service.si But after 1342 Barclay can arguably be 
included among the Ramsay of Dalhousie group for, as we have seen, after Ramsay’s 
death David TT began to adopt the following of knights and esquires whom Ramsay 
had trained- Thus, it will be shown that when parliament at Scone in June 1344 
ordered the Ramsay and Douglas followings to cease their feud, David was more or 
less cautioning his own men to stop violence against Douglas’s affinity.82

Nonetheless, this blood-letting would continue into the 1350s. Thus in 
provoking feud between Ramsay and Douglas of 1 Jddesdale, David had begun a feud 
which lasted over a decade, embroiling men at both local and central levels. As 
Fordun stated, Ramsay’s death meant that:

"feuds and m isu n d ersta n d in g s^  u n d y in g , a s  i t  w ere , and 

e n d le s s  a r o s e  in  th e  kingdom , n o t o n ly  among th e  l o r d s ,  b u t ev en  

among th e  common p eo p le ?  s o  t h a t ,  t h e n c e f o r t h ,  th e y  murdered each  

o th e r  w ith  m utual s la u g h t e r ,  and s le w  each  o th e r  w ith  th e  s w o r d . ”83

Douglas’s murder of Ramsay was a bold action against a crown officer which 
seemed to betray as little fear of royal authority by its perpetrator as would the 
political murder of David Stewart, Duke of Rothesay, by the Duke of Albany and the 
fourth Earl of Douglas in 1402, However, Douglas had underestimated David’s 
capabilities. Wyntoun’s source states that David was saddened and enraged by 
Ramsay’s loss and frequently sent out armed parties to arrest Douglas, Douglas was 
only saved from the king’s wrath by the intervention of the Steward, to whom 
Douglas had withdrawn. The Steward would understandably have sheltered the 
murderer in Methven or in the west of Scotland because he feared that, if Douglas lost 
1 Jddesdale, then David might also forfeit Atholl. But even if the Steward did manage j
to defuse David’s anger by reminding him of the brave service and suffering which j
Douglas had done in his name in the 1330s, pardon for the murder of Ramsay still j

Icame at a price. Indeed, even though David had obviously miscalculated in his policy j
of divide and rule when he appointed Ramsay to Teviotdale, he was strong enough to |
exploit the resulting situation to weaken both Douglas and Stewart interests.84

There is some evidence that after June 1342 Douglas of Liddesdale lost 
control of a number of offices and was generally cowed into avoiding David’s court 
until May 1345. As a march warden, Douglas was involved in peace talks with 
English envoys at Lochmaben in August 1343 which resulted in a three year Anglo- 
Scottish truce. But elsewhere his influence declined. His elder half-brother, also 
William, had been keeper of Edinburgh castle and sheriff of Edinburgh since April
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1341. However, David’s increased presence there throughout the rest of this period 
(especially from 1345 onwards) suggests that he had this man replaced in both posts. 
Certainly in the exchequer account of burgh fermes and customs rendered on 6 
August 1343 over £545 was collected in Edinburgh as compared to only £112 on 13 
June 1342: even though Edinburgh was reported as “totally waste” in 1342, the great 
increase in income from this burgh might suggest that David had more direct access to 
its resources. Furthermore, by at least 26 November 1344, William Ramsay of 
Colluthie, the brother of Ramsay of Dalhousie who received several grants from 
David before 1346 and who was prominent in David’s service after 1357 as earl of 
Fife, had become sheriff of E d in b u r g h .85

The same pattern holds for the burgh of Perth, at the heart of the Steward’s 
territorial ambitions in the 1340s, which had been captured after his siege there in 
1339 by four divisions led by himself, the earl of Ross, William Douglas and 
Maurice Murray of Drumsregard; the sheriffship of Perth’s hinterland - embracing 
much of Stratherau, Menteith and Atholl - had been thereafter entrusted to Douglas’s 
uncle, Andrew, However, by 29 June 1344, and in all probability much sooner, 
Andrew Douglas had been replaced there by Andrew Buttergask: - Randolph’s deputy 
justiciar before 1339, the sheriff of Perth in 1334 and who was the recipient of 
extensive lands from the crown between 1341 and 1346 and an office as clerk of 
David’s wardrobe. Buttergask’s intrusion into the Perth office may have helped 
David’s income from Perthshire increase from £94 in 1342 to £142 in 1 3 4 3 ,8 6  

Moreover, although the Scottish chroniclers state that David forgave Douglas of 
l iddesdale and allowed him to take up the sheriffship of Teviotdale and Roxburgh 
castle for life, this may not have occurred until as late as October 1345 through a 
grant issued at Lanark when Douglas finally reappeared back at court after his 
withdrawal after June 1342; in October 1345, there must have been some 
reconciliation between David and Douglas. Although Douglas was not present agaiti 
as a royal charter witness before Neville’s Cross, he would be captured there with the 
king after leading a division with John Randolph, earl of Moray and lord of 
Annandale. David, Moray and Douglas may have raided northern England together in 
October 1345 and Moray and Douglas would raid via the west march in early 1346: in 
the exercise of war across the west march, at least, David could not afford to ignore 
Douglas’s experience and regional in f lu e n c e ,8 7

However, in 1343 at least, the Banffshire knight, Philip Meldrum - a regular 
daily councillor for David in this period and the sheriff of Banff - was paid as keeper 
of Roxburgh castle. Throughout 1343, 1344 and 1345, David also made a number of
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grants to men within Douglas’s affinity, namely his brother John Douglas, James 
Sandilands, William de Towers of Dairy, William Livingston and William Fraser of 
Cowie. David’s violent replacement of William Bullock as Chamberlain with the 
clerk, John of Roxburgh, must have ensured that more cash income actually found its 
way to the royal coffers and that considerably less money was paid to Douglas and 
his associates as had happened in Bullock’s last term: unfortunately, the relevant 
exchequer accounts do not survive. Finally, about 1344, David may have begun to 
offer some hope of lordship to Liddesdale’s nephew, William, l ord of Douglas, who 
would not return from France until c. 1348, when he would enter into violent rivalry 
with Liddesdale for control of the Douglas family lands, eventually killing the elder 
knight in 1353; David seems to have given the young Lord some of the fotfeited 
Forfar barony of Redcastle.88

To some extent David was thus able to exploit the moral high ground which 
fell to him with Douglas’s murder of Ramsay and the Steward’s short alliance with 
Douglas. The tension at court as a result of this head-to-head must have been potent 
throughout the rest of David’s ‘first reign’. It would not have been helped by minor 
squabbles between the crown and the Steward which emerged in addition to David’s 
interference with Kintyre in 1341, and the Campbells of I ochawe in .July 1342 (while 
David was at Dumbarton). For example, on 13 November 1342, Pope Clement VI 
(David’s ally, the former Archbishop of Rouen) issued his judgement over the 
provision to the church of Rait, east of Perth. David and the Steward had backed rival 
candidates to this benefice with the king’s choice, Robert Semple, being chosen after 
having been in fear of his life from the Steward’s man, “to whom the rights did not 
belong”: after 1357 David and the Steward would compete for control of the barony 
of Rait. Elsewhere, sometime before 31 July 1343, the Steward had burned timbers 
intended for the mill at Crail, a royal burgh and constabulary which yielded the crown 
over £50 as well as fish for David’s household between 1341 and 1343, and situated 
in Fife adjacetit to the earldotn which the crown and the Stewarts would dispute over 
after 1357.89

These incidents occurred against a wider background of increasingly frequent 
crown alienations as part of David’s ongoing resettlement. However, whilst David 
made many solid and uncontroversial grants throughout the second half of 1342 - for 
example creating a regality for the Edinburgh Abbey of Holyrood - there is evidence 
that the Steward felt particularly intimidated by some of David’s acts. Indeed, while 
the Steward was busy forging alliances with the Clann Donnchaidh, the MacRuaris of 
Glen Tilt and others so as to strengthen his position in Atholl, David seems to have 
been trying to attract the suppott of knights and esquires with a history of service to
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the Steward and/or to plant his own men near Stewart interests in Perthshire.90 At 
first this was done in a low-key manner. David had already begun to extend some 
favour to Sir Maurice Murray of Drumregard, the sheriff of l.anark, who was a 
regular crown charter witness from July 1341. After the fall of Stirling castle in July 
1341, Moray became its keeper, presumably at. David’s rather than the Steward’s 
bequest. In late 1342, David also confirmed lands in Perthshire to Sir Robert 
Menzies, some of them resigned by Duncan, earl of Fife. Then in January 1343, 
David confirmed to Menzies the lands of Fornachine and Glengoiilandie in the 
Abnethia of Dull to the north-west of Atholl, gifted to him by the king’s natural 
brother, Robert Bruce of Clackmannan (d. 1333).9i

As we have seen, in June 1343 David seems to have been forced to back 
down over his interference in the disputes between John MacDonald of the Isles and 
the Steward over Kintyre and MacDonald and the earl of Ross over Skye.92 Yet, 
perhaps in retaliation, David’s alienations became much bolder in the autumn of 
1343. On 17 September 1343, David ordered the sheriff of Perth (perhaps by that 
time, Andrew Buttergask) to restore John Logie, the son of the forfeited Balliol 
conspirator of 1320, to his lands of Strathgartney, the large barony situated in west 
Menteith. This was to be done “in accordance with the terms of the surrender of 
Perth” which the Steward had arranged in 1339 and even though this barony had 
been granted by Robert I to Sir John Menteith (d. c. 1329) of Arran and Knapdale, 
the fomier guardian of the earldom of Menteith.

The Menteiths were of course originally Stewarts and it would be this family 
(through its branches of Knapdale/Arran and Ruskie), the Steward and the Catupbells 
against whom David would back the Drummonds in a bloody feud in the late 1350s 
and 1360s. But, OTice again, David’s patronage in the 1340s may have deliberately 
provoked this feud into life. For in 1343 John Logie was probably already the 
husband of Margaret Drummond, whom David would take as his second wife in 
1363. Moreover, between 1339 and 1343 it is likely that I.ogie had been denied 
retoration to Strathgartney by Sir John Menteith (junior) with the collusion of his 
cousin, the Steward (who as Lieutenant should have ensured that Logie received 
sasine after the fall of Perth); after David’s capture by the English in 1346 the 
Steward would allow Menteith to recover Strathgartney. Furthermore, in the 1340s 
David would extend some patronage to the Drummonds surely as a means of drawing 
their loyalty to the crown against the Stewarts and Menteiths within the central 
Scottish earldoms. About 1345 David would make Malcolm Drummond, John 
Louie’s brother-in-law. the coroner of Perth and give him the Perthshire lands of
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Tulliecravan and Dronan. About that time David also gave the Perthshire lands of 
Mary Muschet to John Drummond, Margaret Drummond’s uncle and the knight 
whom David would make earl of Menteith about 1360. Before 1346 David seems 
also to have favoured the Drummonds’ ally against the Menteiths, a William 
Murray.93

Then on 3 1 October 1343, during a parliament at Scone for which no records 
survive, David must have shattered the aspirations of the Steward by granting the 
earldom and title of Strathearn to Sir Maurice Murray, a knight whom the king had 
already poached from the Steward’s affinity. This alienation of one of the most 
valuable provinces In Scotland clearly heightened the tension at court between David 
and his nephew. For it led to the remarkable circumstances of the following 
parliament at Scone in June 1344 where Mali se, the eighth earl of Strathearn - who 
had been forfeited by an assize at a Council held at Perth under the Steward as 
Lieutenant in 1339 - was once more tried for his allegedly treasonous contract with 
Edward Balliol. The most logical way to explain the need for such a retrial is that 
either the Steward or another interested party hoped to claim Malise’s patrimony and 
thus block Maurice Murray’s claim to the earldom through his wife (a marriage 
dispensated by the Pope in 1339 and thus perhaps arranged by the Steward); or, 
facing resistance to his interference in Strathearn from the Steward, David had felt the 
need to seek a very public assertion of the crown’s right to dispose of this earldom. 
The assize of nineteen men at the parliament of June 1344 included a majority to 
whom David had extended considerable patronage; they found Mali se once more 
innocent of treason but guilty of surrendering his earldom unlawfully to Balliol - 
Strathearn was again forfeited to the c r o w n .94

David’s success in thus seeing off the Steward’s challenge to his interference 
in the Perthshire earldoms opened the floodgates to further royal patronage of laymen 
in that region. For as well as confirming Strathearn to Maurice Moray in 1344, and 
his favour to the Drummonds in 1345, David was able, sometime in 1344, to confirm 
Robert I’s grant of the large lordship of Fortingall, west of Atholl around Dull, to Sir 
Alexander Menzies (father of Sir Robert Menzies). David also gave Perthshire and 
Stirlingshire lands to knights and esquires like William Towers of Dairy, Sir Thomas 
Menzies, Hugh Blair, Gilbert Carrick, Lawrence Gilliebrand (a Mar man), Philip 
Meldrum (his temporary keeper of Roxburgh castle) and William Li vingston (who 
was given the barony of Callendar in July 1345).95 pi July 1344, David secured the 
provision of Richard Pilmor (the brother of John Pilmor, the bishop of Moray) to the 
Perthshire bishopric of Dunkeld, perhaps foiling the hopes of rivals backed by
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Bdwani ïîl and the Stewarts.96 Moreover, David gave some favour in these regions 
before 1346 to families normally found within the Steward’s affinity, namely the 
Danielstotis, Semples, Fausides, Liddales, Lyle of Duchal and minor Stewart scions, 
some of whom would be captured or killed at Neville’s Cross despite the Steward’s 
desertion there.97

But the crown’s swelling confidence and a number of its more controversial 
royal grants may have brought some of David’s key political opponents together at 
the Scone parliament of June 1344 which reforfeited Malise, eighth earl of Strathearn. 
Mali se was absent from Scone but represented there by William, earl of Ross, and 
Roger, bishop of Ross. The earl of Ross had received no apparent patronage from 
David after June 1341, despite his leadership of a division at the siege of Perth in 
1339 and his service as Justiciar North of Forth (and perhaps as a lieutenant in that 
region) since at least 1339, Like the Steward, Ross may have been better able to 
defend his claim to the isle of Skye after David’s regrants to the MacDonalds in June 
1343, Yet it is apparent that Ross was involved in long-running territorial feuds with 
the MacRuari es, and with the Mackenzies of Kintail; Ross made a destructive 
herschip through Kinlochewe against the Mackenzies sometime in the period 1342- 
44. These were feuds which David’s grants must have aggravated, especially that of 
Garmoran to Reginald MacRuari.98 Furthermore, the need for a second trial for 
treason of Malise of Strathearn, who was also the earl of Orkney and Caithness, 
presented a direct threat to the interests of Ross. For on 28 May 1344, Malise had 
given earl William, his brother-in-law, control of the marriage of Malise’s second 
daughter, Isabella, a deal which should soon have brought Ross part of the earldom 
of Caithness, more if he pressed for it. Interestingly, the timing of this contract 
between Malise and Ross may mean that Ross had chosen to oppose the crown in 
Council (in the end unsuccessfully) after the trial had been arranged. There may also 
(as perhaps in June 1343) have been some collusion between the Steward and Ross 
in opposing David with a view to securing the northern earldoms for Ross and 
Strathearn for the Steward.99

Although Caithness and Orkney remained really outside David’s interests , it 
was against Ross that another allied item of parliamentary business was directed at the 
same parliament of June 1344. Frustrating!y, the only record of the outcome of this 
matter was the declaration:

“in  p r e se n c e  o f  th e  p r e la t e s  and n o b le s  o f  th e  r e a lm .- « [ t h a t ] 

S ir  John R an d o lp h , e a r l  o f  M oray, lo r d  o f  A n n an d ale  and Man, 

c o n f e s s e d  t h a t  he had no r i g h t  t o  th e  o f f i c e  o f  j u s t i c i a r  b en o rth
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th e  F ir t h  o f  F o rth  by way o f  h e r i t a g e ,  b u t f o r  o b t a in in g  s a id  

o f f i c e  p u t h im s e lf  in  our lo r d  th e  t i n g ' s  w i l l . ”100

It is uncertain whether Randolph had been pressing for the dismissal of Ross in this 
capacity because earl William had seized the office from Randolph’s retainers about 
1339 while earl John was captive in England; or if David - just as Robert 1 had 
employed Thomas Randolph - had sought to impose John Randolph as heredtitary 
Justiciar, but had been opposed by Ross and other magTiates in parliament. Rut their 
real reasons for removing Ross from this key office may have been his various 
abuses of power in attacking the Mackenzies, interfering in the teinds of the bishopric 
of Aberdeen and attempting to seize control of Caithness against the will of Malise’s 
other daughtersJ 01

However, parliament’s declaration in effect left the door open for David to 
change the Justiciar north of Forth when and if he desired. His intention to do so is 
perhaps foreshadowed by his trip to Netherdale in the north-east over Christmas and 
New Year of 1344-45; at that time he issued letters to the burgesses of Inverness that 
no official save the Chamberlain was to have any authority over their weights and 
measures, probably a direct challenge to the earl of Ross’s influence over that town. 
David seems to have called the earl of Ross to his presence again at Elgin in 
November 1345, just after he had promoted his brother-in-law, William, earl of 
Sutherland- to a regality in Sutherland (surely as a buffer between Ross and 
Caithness) and further territory in the north-east. 102 Although there is no indication 

that Randolph of Moray was made Justiciar North of Forth after the 1344 pariiament, 
Maurice Murray, David’s new earl of Strathearn, did receive an unspecified justiciary 
about 1345 (although this may have been south-of-Forth, attached to his new lands in 
Roxburghshire); and it will be shown that the eail of Ross was removed by David as 
Justiciar in the north in 1359 after he had resumed that office during David’s captivity 
(and after the deaths of Randolph and Maurice Murray in a battle which Ross had
shirked). 103

The rest of the business of the June 1344 parliament likewise seems to have 
been a public success and expression of confident authority for David. There was a 
parliamentary assertion of the rights of the bishop of Aberdeen to the second teinds of 
the diocese, affording strong financial backing to the new bishop, William de Deyn, 
who as Abbot of Kilwinning had been with David in France. Then there was a 
contract of cautioners drawn up to end the feud between the followings of William 
Douglas of Liddesdale atid Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie: the earls of Fife,
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Sutherland and Strathearn and Sir William Cunningham acted as cautioners for 
Ramsay’s men, and the Steward and the earls of March and Wigtown for
Douglas’s. 104

This stage-managed display of crown authority seems to have given a 
mandate to David’s resettlement of Scotland in general, not just in central Scotland: a 
greater number of acts were issued throughout 1344, 1345 and 1346 than before that 
period. As well as challenging the interests of the Steward and the earl of Ross, and 
cowing William Douglas of Liddesdale, David also seems to have increased his 
pressure on the ageing and issueless Patrick, earl of March (born, c. 1282). Some 
time in 1344, David seems to have issued March with a general confimiation of his 
lands, perhaps as a pardon for his association with Balliol. But apart from a 
confinnation of his castlewards, David gave no further favour to March despite his 
participation in raids into England with Douglas before 1341. Rather, David may 
have begun to undermine March’s persoïial influence by confirming the earl’s 
charters to his adherents. David himself visited Dunbar in 1343 and may already have 
begun his asscoiation with the earl’s cousin/brother-in-law, Sir Patrick Dunbar, who 
would enter David’s service as a crusader and was the father of David’s Dunbar allies 
of the 1360s: Sir Patrick and many other Lothian knights would be among those 
captured at Neville’s Cross despite the March earl’s desertioti. As with the Steward, 
David’s discrimination against March continued despite the earl’s regular presence at
court. 105

After 1344, David may also have begun to formulate provisional plans 
concerning a matter which his father had had to deal with in 1315, 1318 and 1324 
and which would obsess David after 1357: the royal succession and the 
understandable crown preference for a more pliable Bruce descendant than the 
Steward. As we have seen, some doubt may already have been cast over this matter 
by the presence of Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick (d. 1333). But in 1345, David 
raised his brother-in-law, William, earl of Sutherland, to a regality and several 
baronies, creating a strong ally for John Randolph and Maurice Murray north of 
Forth. Some fifteenth-century Scottish chroniclers stated later that by the 1350s, 
Sutherland’s son, John (born about 1346-47) was considered as heir presumptive to 
the crown. Interestingly the Sutherland boy shared the same Christian name as David 
IPs brother (who had died in childbirth) and the Steward’s own eldest son: it is likely 
that all three of these heirs were named with a view to their possible succession as 
John I of Scotland (thus obliterating John Balliol’s kingship). 106

Given the obvious and growing level of political animosity between David
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and the Steward in the 1330s and 1340s, and the recent success of the crown in June 
1344 in dictating political and territorial changes to its opponents, it is reasonable to 
consider a situation in which the as yet childless David Tl might have looked for an 
alternative heir presumptive and hoped to legitimise his choice through an act of 
Parliament similar to those organised by Robert 1. David may already have been 
estranged from his Queen, Joan of the Tower, the sister of Edward III, and in the 
arms of Scottish mistresses; he was thus unlikely to have a legitimate son (or 
daughter) in the near future. Moreover, the Steward - who by this stage had several 
sons and daughters - was after all descended from the daughter of Robert Fs first 
marriage, to Isabella of Mar, the sister of Donald, earl of Mar, a courtier of Edward II 
and the Scottish Guardian of 1332 accused by English commentators of leanings 
towards Balliol. Conversely, Margaret Bruce was the second daughter of Robert I’s 
second marriage to Elizabeth de Burgh, the daughter of the earl of Ulster, from which 
David himself was the eldest and only surviving son: thus John Sutherland was the 
son of a full sister of David II whilst the Steward was David’s h a l f - n e p h e w .  107

It is in this context that the incident reported by Fordun must be placed. 
Sometime in spring 1344, a man claiming to be Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick, 
came to Scotland from England with “clear evidence” of his identity. Fearing death at 
the hands of those who occupied his lands the pretender fled to Carrick, but was 
arrested by David and hanged in July at Ayr in the presence of Robert Steward, 
Malcolm Fleming the earl of Wigtown, and others3 08 The real Alexander Bruce is 
reported to have died at Halidon Hill in 1333. But a pretender clearly posed a 
potentially troublesome dilemma not only to the Steward’s hold on the former 
Strath bogie earldom of Atholl (for Alexander Bruce was the bastard of David 
Strath bogie’s sister and Edward Bruce) but also to David II s resettlement of the 
south-west of Scotland and any plans he may have had to rejig the succession to the 
Scottish kingship. It is an incident which betrays the concerns of the main political 
players of the time, and most especially the sensitivity of the Bruce line to such 
difficulties. This incident came hot on the heels of the coTitroversial parliament of 
June 1344.109

However, it is more likely, at least before the birth of John Sutherland (c. 
1346) and unsubstantiated rumours that he became the preferred heir presutnptive to 
the Bruce dynasty, that David tried instead to set the Stewart succession on terms 
more favourable to himself; that is by winning the support of Robert Steward’s eldest 
son and heir John Stewart of Kyle, born about 1337-38. Before October 1346, David 
dispensed patronage to Mohn Stewart’, although all of these acts survive only
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through Robertson’s index of lost rolls and include grants made to other men of that 
name, scions of the main Stewart line (who would be captured at Neville’s Cross), 
and Robert Steward’s younger brother, John of Railston. But the noted grant of the 
Argyll lordship of Kinfyre and its church advocations (about 1345-46), to a ‘John 
Stewart’ perhaps represents David’s first attempts to take over the political career of 
the Stewart most likely - as Robert Steward was eight years older than David - to 
succeed if the second Bruce king had no child of his own. David may thus have 
obliged Robert Steward to resign some of his lands to his heir; in the same way, 
Robert I had favoured Robert Steward as a minor instead of the adult Walter Steward. 
Dr Boardman has sbown how after 1366 David tried to win over the adult John 
Stewart of Kyle, even granting him a quasi-royal marriage and the earldom of 
Carrick. But the seeds of this alternative Bruce-Stewart faction may have been sown 
by David in the first period of his kingship. John Stewart of Kyle would be praised 
by Fordun for his recovery of the Bruce lands of Annandale from Anglo-RaJliol 
occupation after 1346; he would be among the Scottish ambassadors who negotiated 
David’s final release from capti vity in 1357 (for which he would be a hostage), at a 

time when Robert Steward was obviously reluctant to seek the king’s return.no
There are no parliamentary or exchequer records available for the period after 

June 1344. Thus despite the obvious tensions and uncertainties among the major 
|)olitical players in Scotland at this time, it seems as though the last two years of 
David’s first kingship passed without remarkable domestic incident. It would be fair 
to say that by this period David had gained the political initiative within Scotland. In 
theory he had extended his writ through the jurisdictions he had granted to 
Sutherland, Randolph of Moray and Murray of Strathearn in the north, and to 
Fleming of Wigtown - and Randolph again - in the south. Douglas of Liddesdale 
seems to have been cowed after 1342. At some point in the not too distant future 
David must have expected the premier earldom of Fife to revert to the ‘assignees’ of 
the crown. After mid-1342 David also seems to have taken control of the three key 
castles of central Scotland, namely Dumbarton, Stirling and Edinburgh; he kept them 
well stocked with munitions and siege engines. He had in place a reliable body of 
loyalist bailies and sheriffs, and, although the relevant exchequer records are lacking, 
they had presumably enabled the royal government to restore shire courts and ayres 
and to increase the amount of crown revenue. After 1344, David may also have 
regained control of the key office of justiciar north of Forth from William, earl of 
Ross.

Ayres were certainly held at Inverbervie in 1341 and in Inverketthing and 
Cupar in 1342, with David perhaps in attendance. His energetic itnerary saw the
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young king cover much of lowland Scodand in this period. David proved himself 
well able to impose judicial, decisions in person: Wynitoun’s source records the 
seizure in 1.345 of a daughter of the house of Seton by one Alan de Wyntoun, whom 
David arrested and caused to be wed to the woman in order to prevent further feuds. 
The marriage of William, earl of Sutherland, and Margaret Bruce bad also been 
undertaken ostensibly to help end “wars, disputes and many offences.” Together with 
the Douglas-Ramsay peace imposed in 1344 and the several noble marriage 
dispensations which David sought from, the Papacy during the 1340s and 1350s to 
end feuds between families, these actions suggest David had an established reputation 
for enforcing the peace in his own court. But it has been argued that David may have 
provoked some of these rivalries deliberately with a view to making the participants 
weaker and more obliging to the crownJH

The extensive patronage of his resettlement of the various regions of Scotland 
had allowed David to lay the basis of a core of young, vigorous crown supporters 
both at court and in the localities. The close attendance and guidance of the earls 
Randolph of Moray, Malcolm Fleming and Maurice Murray, and of knights like 
Philip Meldrum, William Livingston, Andrew Buttergask and Thomas Charteris, the 
Chancellor, must have made David’s court an increasingly intimidating arena, for the 
Steward, William Douglas of IJddesdale and the earls of March and Ross. If David’s 
career had continued uninterrupted by war at this stage he would surely have been 
well placed to continue his erosion of the territorial and political influence of these 
men. This is not to assert, however, that David’s emerging aggression, his occasional 
vindictiveness and his commitment to the authoritarian dominance of the Bruce 
regime would not have provoked these magnates into a rebellion or a civil war which 
the crown would have had to fight very hard to win: not least of all because court- 
bound magnates like Randolph, Maurice Murray and Fleming may have had very 
limited support in their designated earldoms. In the early years of his ‘first kingship’ 
David had on occasion been forced to back down from undermining the interests of 
those he perceived as his opponents: most obviously against the Steward over Atholl 
and Kintyre, against the earl of Ross over Skye and in punishing Douglas of 
Liddesdale for the murder of Ramsay. Notietheless, after a great deal of unglamorous 
hard work David had come a long way from the tentative impact he had made in the 
first six months of his kingship.

However, all that David had achieved since his return from France was to be 
lost in a single day’s battle against a numerically inferior English army. Moreover, it 
is a telling paradox that the very success and blatant partiality of David’s divide-and- 
rule patronage since June 1341 contributed directly to this catastrophic defeat.
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iv. The B attle of Neville''^ Cross, 17 O ctober 1346.
David had returned from France in June 1341 with Franco-Flemish knights 

and men-at-arms in tow, fully committed to supporting Philip VI against England by 
maintaining aggression towards Edward Ill’s northern border; this would drain that 
would-be conqueror’s invasion resources in France.! 12 But up to 1346 David’s own 
war record had been low key and uninspiring. David took part in and, on two 
occasions at least, led raids into northern England, in mid 1341 and February and 
July 1342. These may have been popular with his subjects and useful as sources of 
booty, and they did manage to keep northern England in a state of intermittent fear of 
Scottish attack. Yet they represented surely only a  minimal effort on the part of the 

Scottish crown. 113 David may have won his spurs, but the only real military 
successes of the period had been achieved by his war-hardened magnates in the 
capture of Roxburgh and Stirling castles in 1341. As Froissart noted, David 
entertained French truce ambassadors at Aberdeen about April 1343. But beyond this, 
the evidence suggests that David’s contact with France dwindled to an exchange of 
messages through relatively minor individuals, 114 Scotland’s diplomacy with 
England in turn involved an intermittent series of failed peace talks and short truces in 
1342 and 1343 until a shaky three year three-way truce was agreed on 18 August 
1343.115 But the Scots did not pay much attention to this ceasefire. In autumn 1343 
the Duke of Lancaster had to relieve a Scottish siege of Lochmaben castle in in 
Annandale, a region which the Douglas of Liddesdale and John Randolph of Moray 
seem to have slowly cleared of English occupation in this period: in June 1344 the 
English king’s council noted that the Scots were decidely lukewarm about the truce 
and the north was placed on a war footing with Edward Balliol named as Captain.) 16

However, although this phoney war allowed David time to consolidate his 
position within Scotland, the progress of his regime and the independence of 
Scotland were still indelibly linked to the fortunes of France. Philip VI was still 
probably sending sporadic supplies to a badly impoverished Scotland via Dumbarton, 
and he consistently sought to include Scotland in any peace talks and truces between 
France and England. In 1341-42, Philip arranged the exchange and release from 
England of John Randolph, earl of Moray. Moreover, alliance with Philip also 
brought the support of the new pro-French Pope, Clement VI (1342-52) who during 
the 1330s had been Archbishop of Rouen and had spoken out in favour of French 
expeditionary forces to help Scotland. In late 1342, David II and Philip VI wrote to
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Clement together to have William de landellis created bishop of St Andrews, In June 
1343 and February 1344 Clement had called for David to send ambassadors to 
Avignon to meet French and English envoys, although there is no indication that any 
were sentJD

Thus it was that when France was faced with the threat of a fresh large scale 
invasion by Edward III in 1346, at a time when Philip’s forces were badly 
overstretched and outflanked by an English presence in Flanders, David had to come 
through on his commitment to the treaty of CorbeiL This was necessary not only to 
fulfill the debt he owed to Philip for shelter in the 1330s, but to maintain his only ally 
and a vital supply line, and to keep Edward III distracted from supporting Edward 
Balliol’s claim to Scotland anew. However, perhaps lulled into accepting as normal 
the state of inertia into which the war had slipped since 1341, David would only 

decide to act in France’s interest when it was too late.PS
The French must have been aware of the planned English invasion across the 

Channel by the winter of 1345-46. But it was after a series of small defeats in the 
following spring, which stretched the French resources to breaking point, that Philip 
appealed directly to David in the most earnest and beseeching of terms. In a letter of 
20 June 1346, he wrote:

"I b eg  yoUf I im p lo re  you w ith  a l l  th e  f o r c e  I c a n , t o  

remember th e  bonds o f  b lo o d  and f r ie n d s h ip  b etw een  u s . Do f o r  me 

what I  w ould  w i l l i n g l y  do f o r  you  in  su ch  a c r i s i s ,  and do i t  a s  

q u ic k ly  and th o r o u g h ly  as w ith  G od's h e lp  you a re  a b l e , "119

Although filled with dramadc exaggeration and familiarity, with the intention, of 
prompting David to immediate action, this letter must have reached Scotland shortly 
before or just after Edward I l l’s invasion force sailed for Normandy on 28 June 
1346. However, although Edward III, the Black Prince and most of the chivalry of 
England landed on 12 July at La Hogue and immediately began to cut a path south 
through Normandy towards Paris, there is no evidence of a direct response from 
David.

Admittedly, the Scottish king may already have acted in response to French 
appeals in raiding quite deep into Cumberland in October 1345 in the company of 
William Douglas of Liddesdale and John Randolph, earl of Moray: this force wasted 
the march lands as far south as Penrith and must have provoked the English counter- 
raid into Annandale in December 1345. Moreover, a small Scottish raiding party did 
enter Cumberland again in July 1346 under Randolph and Douglas, but these two
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recent rivals quarrelled over the besieging of the peel of Liddale. In the face of 
northern English paranoia about imminent Scottish attacks, a short Anglo-Scottish 
truce was concluded immediately thereafter, to last until 29 September 1346, David 
clearly did not believe the actual extent of France’s weakness.!20

On 22 July 1346 Philip wrote to David once more, this time from St Denis 
(where a number of Scottish expatriates were based), with Edward I ll’s army just 
some 20 miles to the west of Paris. In this letter Philip emphasised the fact that most 
of Edward’s forces were in France and Flanders and that north en England was a 
“defenceless void”: if David could attack, Edward would surely have to return with 
an army to England, at which point Philip promised to send over a force to help 
defeat the English. 121 Not all of this was exaggeration. Although the English - whoo  o o  o  c

may have obtained a copy of one of Philip’s letters to David - had prepared civilian 
levies in the north in case of Scottish attack, the regular March, garrisons were thin, 
undeq^aid and mutinous, particularly at Carlisle and Berwick. But Philip’s plan for a 
joint Franco-Scottish invasion of England was fantasy, and on this basis David was 
right to be sceptical about the need for sudden action. Yet the desperate tone of 
Philip’s letters proved justified. On 26 August 1346 the French king’s army was 
defeated by Edward III and the Black Prince at Crécy, with Philip losing two horses 
out from under him and sustaining arrow wounds to the face before escaping the 
rout.. Among those killed on the French side were the King of Bohemia - who had 
taken to the battlefield at Buironfesse with Philip and David II in 1339 - and five 
French Counts and one Duke, most of the French king’s valued Lieutenants. 122

News of this disaster must have reached Scotland by mid September, if not 
sooner, and it was surely now that David committed himself to a revenge attack in 
support of France: it is likely he notified Philip of his intentions. 123 But David had 
arguably allowed himself to he placed in a no-win situation. Robert I had shown that 
it required a sustained long-term guerilla campaign against northern England to 
effectively damage the English war effort. Singular instances of Scottish violence, if 
sufficient, tended to provoke devastating English retaliation: Edward III had burned 
the Lcthians and as far as Aberdeen in 1336 after Culblean. 124 David and his council 
may have realised that, despite the victory of Crécy, Edward III could not hope to 
occupy France, nor even dictate terms to Philip VI, and that his invasion would have 
to remain a giant mounted raid of destruction. In this light David may have decided 
that he should make a similar chévauchee of limited objectives into northern England 
and - in keeping with his father’s tradition - avoid a pitched battle. But while France 
would never be able to help the Scots militarily in her present state, David would have
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felt the need to mount an operation on a scale so large as to maintain his own 
credibility in the eyes of Philip VI and so retain the French alliance. He must also 
have looked upon this as an opportunity to act as Scotland’s leader in war in a style 
which surpassed the capabilities of his political opponents within Scotland: 
Wyntoun’s source describes the 22 year old David as: “stout, young and joly, And 
yarnyt for to se fechting.-”i25 As has been argued, David’s use of the nationalist 
icon of St Margaret’s Black Rood in October 1346 underlines his hope that this 
would be a significant campaign led by the crown.

So it was that in early October 1346 David mustered a force of between 
12,000 and 20,000 men at Perth. No preparatory council or parliament seems to have 
been held to ratify this campaign. But as the available lists of those Scots killed and 
captured at the forthcoming battle show, this was an unpaid army with an 
impressively wide basis of geographical support, including men from the western 
Isles and Argyll, the far north and the south-west of Scotland as well as the eastern 
lowlands: it included most significatU. magnates. Yet even before they had set off, the 
policy of divide and rule which David had employed since June 1341 to restrict some 
of his political opponents in Scotland undermined this public display of unity behind 
the king. For William, earl of Ross, is reported to have murdered Reginald MacRuari 
and his following in their beds in the monastery of Rlcho near Perth, before deserting 
the muster to avoid David’s retribution. This was the second time in four years that, 
in the course of carrying out his duty to the king, one of David’s political allies in a 
sensitive locality had been murdered by a rival. But despite David’s anger, the late 
fifteenth-ceritury chronicler of the priory of Pluscarden (in Invernessshire) reports 
that the king ignored the ironic advice of guerrilla-warfare expert, William Douglas of 
Liddesdale, to call off the attack and to punish Ross.

Certainly by 7 October, David and his array had crossed the border in the 
west March, following the course of many Bruce raids from the period 1314-27.126 

What followed was an ugly ten days of destructive plunderitig, designed, it seems, to 
provoke an English force into battle on the Scots’ terms. No specific objective seems 
to have been targetted by the Scots; they aimed to do simply as much damage as 
possible so as to divert Edward III from France. Several days were spent in the siege 
and destruction of the peel of Liddale: English chronicles report that David had its 
governor, Walter Selby, killed unshriven in his presence. At this stage Wyntoun’s 
source, Walter Bower and the contemporary chronicler of the priory of Lanercost 
(which the Scots destroyed in 1346), all assert that David once more rejected the 
advice of Douglas, this time to withdraw. If true, David was perhaps right to distrust 
the counsel of the west marcher lord who would benefit most from the destruction of
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Liddale. But there was clearly disagreement between David and some of his subjects 
over the tactics of this invasion. Some of the English chronicles later attempted to 
scandalize this dissension by stating that the Scottish king stabbed his own page-boy 
to death for disagreeing with his alleged plan to march on l  .o n d o n .i2 7

The Scots moved on from Liddale to ravage Durham’s churchlands 
penetrating some 20 miles across the border: Bower laments that in doing so David 
ignored a warning vision of St Cuthbert and heeded only the advice of young men 
and flatterers to continue. 128 Three days were spent burning the Priory of Hexham. 
The garrison city of Carlisle had already been spared by David after its citizens had 
paid the Scots a ransom. A full seizure of this town or of Berwick, especially if it had 
come before the battle of Crecy, might have been ettough to worry Edward Til and to 
relieve France. Indeed, David’s grant of the hereditary sheriffship of Tweeddale and 
the leadership of the men of that shire to Sir Patrick Reming (brother of Mai com, earl 
of Wigtown) at the Restenneth Council of May 1346 may have been a prelude to an 
earlier plan to reclaim Scottish influence in the eastern M a r c h .  129 However, once the 
Scots reached the manors of the Bishopric of Durham just south of the cathedral town 
of that diocese, they were .sut prised while camped at Beaurepaire (Bearpark), within a 
mile of Durham, by an English civilian array of betwen 8,000 and 15,000 men - 
certainly tnuch fewer than the Scots - led by Archbishop Thoresby of York, and the 
Lords Henry Percy and Ralph de Neville. The resulting battle betrayed not only 
David’s impatience and inexperience as a military commander but also the political 
tensions within Scotland which David’s kingship since 1341 had reflected and 
heightened.

The Scots were almost certainly arranged in three divisions. The respective 
commanders of these battalions are less certain. Wyntoun states that David II himself 
led one, the earl of Moray and William Douglas of Liddesdale the second, and the 
Steward the third: Bower states that the earl of March was co-commander of the 
Steward’s division. However, a letter written by Thomas Samson, a Yorkshire cleric, 
shortly after the battle, suggests a different deployment. Samson names the Steward 
and the earls of Strathearn and Wigtown as the commanders of the vanguard, with 
David II in charge of the middle section with Douglas of Liddedsdale and the earl of 
March; the earl of Moray and the remaining significant barons commanded the rear
guard. If the latter stmcture is correct, then what was to follow was all the more self- 
destructive: but it should be noted that Samson would report incorrectly that the 
Steward and March were killed at Neville’s Cross. 130

Assembled in their divisions on low ground, the Scots were fatally provoked
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into attacking the English force by the ravaging effect of the Yorkshire and Lancashire 
archers. As they moved forward up a ridge the broken ground of ravines before the 
Scots’ vanguard, probably under Moray, scattered their forces. Wyntoun’s source 
stresses the tactical errors of first Randolph and then David, whose division found 
itself boxed in; in contrast, Wyntoun’s source described the Steward’s division as 
having Towtne to stand in fycht.’ But despite these setbacks sheer weight of 
numbers, together with the great experience of some of their commanders, might 
have allowed the Scots to overcome: Samson and some of the chroniclers report that 
the Scots made two or three assaults and that it was only the stout defence of tlie 
English infantry which repulsed them.Di Yet at some point - perhaps at the first 
signs of difficulty - the inherent factionalism amongst the Scots cost them the battle. 
For although William Douglas probably stayed to fight beside David, Robert the 
Steward and Patrick, earl of March, fled the battlefield in the face of heavy archer fire 
and the arrival of fresh English cavalry under Thomas de Lucy. If Wyntoun’s 
description of the Scots battalions is realistic then this withdrawal involved the 
desertion of at least a whole division from David’s flank, up to a third of the Scottish 
forces. But if Thomas Samson’s account is the more accurate, then the flight of the 
Steward and March may have ripped their large followings away from two of the 
Scottish divisions. Either way their actions must have crippled David’s army. 
Fordun, collecting his annals from the 1330s, states that these two “took to flight, 
and got away unhurt”, clearly implying cowardice on their part. He is backed up in 
this by the contemporary English chronicler of the Cumberland priory of Lanercost, 
who states in exaggerated fury that David’s army sacked that priory, the towns of 
Hexham, Corbridge, Darlington, and Durham and the castles of Redpath and 
Newforth, yet he was abandoned on the field of Durham by March and the Steward, 
who:

“i f  one was w orth  l i t t l e . t h e  o th e r  was w orth  n o th in g - - - t h e s e  

tw o tu r n in g  tail, fo u g h t  w ith  s u c c e s s ,  fo r  w ith  t h e i r  b a t t a l i o n ,  

w ith o u t  any h u r t ,  th e y  r e tu r n e d  t o  S c o t la n d  and th u s  l e d  o f f  th e  

d a n ce , l e v in g  David t o  c a p er  as he w is h e d .”

It was left to Wyntoun and Bower, writing under Stewart kings, to insist that the 
Steward and March had acted prudently in retreating from a lost cause, while Jolm 
Randolph, earl of Moray’s division was cut down and David’s became boxed in and 
was routed with the king himself captured, after a hand-to-hand struggle, by the 
Yorkshire knight, John de Coupland. 132

Just to what extent the actions of the Steward, March and Ross fatally
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weakened the Scottish anny remains speculative, although the degree to which David 
would persecute these magnates after his release from English captivity in 1357 
suggests that he blamed them personally for his fate in 1346, But more immediately, 
the defeat of Neville’s Cross was a disaster for the Scottish crown on a par with both 
William I’s capture at Alnwick in 1174 and the battle of Flodden in 1513. As has 
been shown, David would later attempt to counter English chronicle accounts, poems 
and songs and mitigate some of the humiliation of defeat by glorifying the battle 
through the writings of Jean Froissart, the French chivalric chronicler who came to 
the Scottish court from England in 1365. If David had been killed in 1346, he might 
have earned a reputation akin to that of James IV: a survivor, who had secured his 
authority in Scodand and was popular with, and generous to, most of his noble 
subjects, but feared and respected by his opponents, only to be undone by his 
o verambitious bravery in battle for France against En gland.D3

However, propaganda could do little in 1346 or later to undo the political 
transformation which defeat brought to Scotland. There was a strikingly direct 
correspondance between those knights and esquires to whom David had given 
significant patronage since 1341 and those Scots identified by various sources as 
remaining loyal to David and being killed or captured at Neville’s Cross: many of 
those captured would become prominent in David’s service after 1346. But in one 
afternoon the core of the Bruce regime’s loyal councillors and officers had been slain. 
This butcher’s bill included David’s key advisor, .fohn Randolph of Moray, as well 
as Maurice Murray of Strathearn; Charteris the Chancellor; Carrick the Chamberlain; 
Keith the Marischal and his brothers; Hay the Constable; Philip Meldrum; Andrew 
Buttergask and many other knights favoured by David, John Graham, earl of 
Menteith, was captured and executed by Edward III. Moreover, David was now the 
badly injured captive of his enemy, along with a large number of his loyal knights 
and esquires: to secure his freedom David could expect to have to make massive 
concessions to Edward III and perhaps Edward Balliol; significantly, the latter had 
been present with about 150 men on the English side at Neville’s C r o s s .  134 The 

resulting political vacuum in Scotland - both in central government and in the 
localities - could now be exploited by David’s main opponents, the Steward, the earls 
of Ross and March and John MacDonald of the Isles, who would also be involved in 
any diplomatic process to secure David’s release or renew the Franco-Scottish 
alliance. Therefore, in view of the circumstances and consequences of David’s defeat, 
17 October 1346 was a defining moment in David’s kingship.
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Scots killed at NevilleLs Cross and named above as patroiiized by
David II, 1341-46 Source; Oeuvres de Froissart, v, 125-145 and v, 489-493;

Froissart’s Chronicles, ed. T. Johnes, i f  190-6.

John Randolph, earl of Moray; Maurice Moray, earl of Strathearn; Robert Keith, Marischal; Edward 

Keith; John Roxburgh, Chamberlain; Thomas Charteris, Chancellor; John Bonville; Thomas Boyd; 

Andrew Buttergask; John Crawford; William Fraser of Cowie; Philip Meldrum; Humphrey 

Kirkpatrick; Robert Maitland(?).

Also named by Froissart and Thomas Samson but not conspicuously patronized by David II 1341-46 

and including some w4io can not be exactly identified or are incorrectly named as killed: - Humphrey 

de Bois; Roger Cameron; David fitz Robert; William Haliburton; William Hay: Gilbert Inchmartin; 

Edmund Keith; Reginald Kirkpatrick; David Lindsay (of Crawford?); John Lindsay; John More; 

Adam Moygrave; William Mowbray; William Ramsay; Michael Scott; John Sinclair: Alexander 

Strachan; John Stewart of Damley; John Stewart of Dreghorn; Alan Stewart; Adam Whitson; John 

Maitland.

Scots taken at Neville’s named above a;s patronized by David ï l ,
1341-46  Source Rot. Scot., i, 678-9

William Douglas of Liddesdale; Malcolm, earl of Wigtown; John Graham, earl of Mentheith; Walter 

Haliburton; William Ramsay of Colluthie; William More of Abercom; Gilbert Carrick; David 

Armand; Alexander Stewart of Darnley; Sir Patrick Dunbar; William Jardine; William Livingston; 

William Moray; John Preston; Walter Moigne, Thomas Lippes; Adam Foullarton; Robert Wallace; 

Bartholomew de Leon; John Herries; John Stewart of Dalswinton.

Also captured and given patronage by David IL 1341-71:

Nicholas Knockdalian [RMS I App ii no. 1063]; John Douglas {ibid, no. 1068]; Neso [Henry?] de 

Ramsay [RMS I App ii no.s 964, 994, 998, 1072]; John Maxwell [RRS VI no. s 89, 129]; Fergus 

Crawford; Alexander Steel; William de Vans [RRS VI no. 283(A), sheriffship of Elgin, 1363); John 

Sinclair; William Mowbray; David Fitzwalter [RRS VI no.s 271, 418]; Andrew Campbell [RRS VI 

no.s 232, 393]; George Abernethy [RRS VI no. 417, justiciarship 1368]; Lawrence Gilliebrand 

[RMS 1 App ii no. 903, 959, 1354; E.R., i, 618, steward of the queen’s house; E.R., ii, 52, envoy 

to London 1360] Alexander Ramsay; Alexander Haliburton; William Baillie [RRS VI no. 166(A); 

RMS I App ii no. 1011]; John Gif lard; Roger Crawford (or Chalmers?) [RMS I App ii no.s 843, 

1005]; John Stewart, bastard; Patrick Polwarth [E.R., i, 414, sheriff of Fife, 1332]; David Murray; 

Robert Chisholm [E.R., i, 569, account as sheriff of Inverness, 1359; E.R., ii, 143, keeper of 

Urquhart castle, 1362]; David Graham; John Haliburton; Patrick Herries; Roger Kirkpatrick,

Also named as captured hv York cleric, Thomas Samson - James Sandilands [RRS Vi no.s 94, 114, 

115, 127. 131163]; Henry Douglas, brother of James Douglas of Dalkeith [ibid, no.s 411, 452,



455]; Hemy Kerr \ibii1 no. 332; E.R., ii, 38].

2 1 1
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NOTES

1. M. Lynch, Scotland - A New History^ 135, writes of D avid’s two kingships, 

1341-6, 1357-71.

2. RRS VI no. 483; D.E. Easson, M edieval Religious Houses: Scotland^ 114, 

although the barony grant to the burgh may have taken place in 1359.

3. RRS VÏ no.s 25 to 37 for David’s itinerary and parliament; Chron. Bower, vti, 

243 for the raid. There is a suitable gap in David’s A cta for him to have gone on 

this raid. On 11 August at Dumbarton he granted a charter to W illiam Douglas of 

Lothian, who would probably have acompanied David on this raid; David’s next 

act was issued at Scone on 17 September.

4. RRS VI no. 31.

5. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 136; Chron. Bower, vii, 141, 145; CDS ill no. 1383 for  

the surrender of Stirling.

6 . RMS I App II no.s 823 [Stewardj, 947 [M arch). Alexander l i l  had bought 

Bathgate and Ratho from the de Bohun family for £989 c. 1282 jA.A.M. Duncan, 

Scotland - the Making o f  the Kingdom^ 587j. Thus David II may have decided to 

revoke this valuable royal possession in 1341; however, the Steward seem s to 

have retained possession of these baronies.

7. RRS VI no.s 25 to 34.

8 . Oeuvres de Froissart, ill, 432-6; FroissarFs Chronicles, ed. T. johnes, 282.

9. Chron. Boece, 323, where David is said to have had a bill of names of those

killed in 1332 and 1333 drawn up.

10. RRS VI no.s 34  to 37.

11. A .P.S., i, 293-4, for Keith and Seton; Registrum Episcopatus A herdonensis, 

i, 69, 73 for the Aberdeen teinds; E.R., i, clxiv, 501, 511, 513, 514 for the

contribution  and Aberdeen teinds. On 29 March 1342 D avid ordered his
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C hancellor, Thom as C harteris, to annul all grants made by past abbots of 

Lindores which had already been revoked in parliament by Robert Ï and Thomas 

Randolph earl of Moray; this measure was decided upon in the parliament held at 

Scone in 1341. This raises the possib ility  that in Septem ber 1341 David had 

introduced a limited revocation of alienations made during his exile [Chartulary  

o f  Lindores Abbey 119S-1479, ed. J. D ow den (S co ttish  H istory  Society , 

Edinburgh 1903), 173]; this may explain the crown’̂ s recovery of Bathgate and 

Ratho from the Steward. David would issue parliam entary revocations in 1357 

and 1367; in 1357 parliam ent also dem anded that David make Justice ayres in 

person to strike terror into wrongdoers - see ch. 6, pp. 280-5.

12. RRS VI no.s 3 2 , 36, 42, 43.

13. Patrick Abercrom bie, The Martial Achievements o f  the Scottish Nation, ii, 

81, asserts that in 1340 Malcolm Flem ing had resigned Dumbarton castle to the 

Steward. Certainly, in 1334-35 the Steward had helped Fleming get David out of  

Dumbarton and used the castle as a base to attack Anglo-Balliol forces occupying 

the Stew art lands in C lydeside [see eh. 2, pp. 80-4]. David would visit 

Dumbarton about 11 August 1341; 4 July and 10 December 1342; 17 October 

1344; 25 May, 10 July, 28 Septem ber, 18 October and 28 December 1345; 5 

May and 27 August 1346. David and the Steward and their follow ers would  

squabble for control o f Dumbarton after 1357 as well: see ch. 8, pp. 378-84.

14. RRS VI no.s 30 , 31, 39, 483(D). John of the Isles sent David hawks in 1342 

[E.R., i, 511]. For 1335 and M acDonald’s alliance with England see ch. 2, pp. 

81-90, 92-6.

15. Chron. Bower, vii, 137,151, 243; KnightoiCs Chronicle 1337-96, ed. G. H. 

Martin (Oxford 1995), 39.

16. For full listings of D avid’s patronage region by region in th is period see 

Appendix 1.

17. RRS VI no. 54; S.R.O. GD 38 1/62/8.

18. See ch. 3, passim.
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19. ‘Place-dates; David II to James V’ in Atlas o f Scottish History to 1707 ed P. G. B. McNeill and

H. L. MacQueeru 171.

20. Rj\4S I App ii no.s 788, 928, 1032; The Book o f Wallace eà. C. Rogers (2 volumes, Grampian 

Club, 1889), i, 8-15. About c. 1343 the Steward granted lands in Kyle to Robert Wallace [SRO RH 

1/2/112]. The loyalty of Robert’s son, Duncan Wallace, may also have been contested by David and 

the Steward after 1357 - see ch. 10.

21. RMS I App ii no.s 831, 844, 894-5, 1100.

22. RMS I App ii n o . s  912 [clan of Gillolane - Gilbert McGillolane chief], 913 [Kenelman - 

Michael McGorth chief], 914 [Kennedy], 982 [McGowan - Donald Edzear chief]; W.R. Kermack, 

‘Kindred of the Bear’, The Scottish Genealogist, xix, i, (1972), 14-15, outlines the Kennedy lands in 

Carrick near the barony of Kirkmichael [given to James, lord of Douglas, by Robert I], the 

MacGowan lands about Drurascore in Nithsdale [a Randolph possession], the Connan lands in 

Galloway and the uncertain Kenelman lands. For Kennedy in the 1360s see ch. 9.

23. RMS I App ii no.s §35, 1006, 1(X37 [constable of Kircudbright] for the MacDowalls. RMS I 

App ii no. 1081 and W. Fraser ed.. The Book o f Caerlaverock, i, 106-10, for the Maxwells. RMS I 

App ii n o .s  755, 838, 910, 1005, 1115, 1116 for the Crawfords.

24. RMS I App ii no.s 775 , 1015, 1097 [Maurice Murray], 915,973 [Randolph].

25. RRS VI no. s 78, 81 for David acting in Annandale where his charters were wilnes,sed by Maurice 

Murray, Malcolm Fleming, John Carruthers chancellor of Annandale, John Stewart of Dalswinton 

and others; RMS I App ii no. 1010 and ch. 3, pp. 122-4, for Alexander Stewart.

26. RMS I App ii no. 936; Chron. Bower, vii, 269, Alan Stewart was also captured at Neville’s 

Cross ill 1346 - see below pp. 209-11.

27. RMS 1 App ii no.s 777 [Ramsay], 830 [Boyd], 1112 [Annan]; E.R., i, 104,547 [Henry Annan); 

E.R., ii, 222, [David Annan paid for Queen Margaret’s expenses in 1369] Chron. Bower, vii, 113.

28. RRS VI no. 52; RMS I App ii no.s g69, 927. In 1369 David would regrant Mochrum to 

Patrick, earl of March’s successor, George, tenth earl of March, son of Alexander Ramsay’s follower, 

the crusader and Poitiers veteran. Sir Patrick Dunbar (d, 1357 in the Holyland). See ch. 10 for the 

younger Dunbars.

■ ,1
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29. For Butlergask’s career see ch. 2, pp. 84-6 and E.R., i, ad indecmv, RMS I App ii no.s 792, 840.

30. RMS I App ii no. 727.

31. / W ,  no.s 7 5 0 , ggg, 8 3 7 , 8 4 5 , i039; RRS VI no.s 7 4 , 7 9 .

32. RMS 1 App ii no. 1012; R.D. Oram, ‘Bruce, Balliol and the Lordship of Galloway’, 42-7; R.C. 

Reid, ‘Edward Balliol’, 42-7. Balliol would maintain a house on Hestan Isle off the Galloway coast 

into the 1350s.

33. For Douglas’s possession of Liddesdale see below pp. 183-6. Chron. Bower, vii, 149, names 

Randolph of Moray as warden of the west march, Douglas as warden of the middle march, and 

Ramsay as warden of the east march before mid-1342.

34. J. Dowden, The Bishops o f Scotland, 360-1; Atlas o f Scottish History to 1707, 171, 

surprisingly discounts David’s visits to Annandale, but he was attended there by the men of 

Annandale.

35. RMS I App ii no.s 9 5 9  and RMS I App ii n o . s  775, 969 [Moray]; RRS VI no. 41 |Preston]; 

RMS I App ii no.s 81.5, 916 [More]; ibid, no. 748 [Bickerton]. John Preston had fought for the 

Bruce Scots in the 1330s; in June 1338 he can be found receiving lands from his sister-in-law (the 

widow of Sir Lawrence Preston), an act witnessed by David Livingston, David Weymss, Alan de 

Vi pont (keeper of Lochleven castle) and others [SRO GD 122/140]. For Preston after 1346 see 

chapters 5 to Spassim  (especially ch. 8, pp. 387-9] and Appendix 2.

36. RMS I App ii no.s g09, 921 [Haliburton]; ibid, no. 922 [Eglinloun]; ibid, n o .s  902, 962, 1070 

[W. Ramsay]; RRS VI no. 104 [Leonj; RMS 1 App ii no.s 1026, 1121 [Argento]; RRS VI no. 95 

[Sandilands]; ibid, no. 1073 |W. Maitland}; RRS VI no. 97 [R. Maitland]. For Haliburton and 

William Ramsay see ch. 3, pp. 121-3, 134-7; for Leon and Sandilands see ch. 5, pp. 229-35. In the 

1360s Robert Maitland would be the first husband of David IPs intended third wife, Agnes Dunbar; 

see ch. 10.

37. RRS VI no.s 59 , 60, 71 [Holyrood], 66(A), 89, 90, 101; RMS I App ii no.s 770, 807. 847, 

856, 857 [Kelso].

38. RRS VI no. 51; M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 39-43; discussed below pp. 189-95.
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39. See below, pp. 189-96.

40. See ch. 1, pp. 18-23.

41. RRS VI no.s 40 [A. Ramsay], 62 [Earl Duncan to Roger Mortimer]; RMS 1 App ii no.s 760 

[confirmation of Duncan to Thomas Lumsden], 765 (A. Ramsay], 766 [Moneypeny], 780 [Gouiiay],

889 [Christian Bruce, lands resigned by Duncan], 971 and 976 [D. Weymss, resigned by Duncan],

964 }Henry Ramsay], 994 [Nesome Ram,say], 1021 (John Ramsay], 1029 ]Glen], 1118 [Chalmers],

1119 [Annan], 1132 [Bisselj.

42. RRS VI no.s J04 [Graham resigns Barn bougie, Edinburgh], 107 [lands in Berwickshire]; RMS I 

App ii no. 815 ] Abercorn]; H.M.C. XI Duke of Hamilton, 219 ]Torboulton in Kyle-Stewarl).

Chron. Bower, vii, 259-61 and ch. 3, pp. 124-9, below pp. 208-11 for Graham at Neville’s Cross.

43. RRS VI no.s 55 53 ; g Boardman, The Harly Stewart Kings, 12, n63. That the boundaries of 

Murthly are stated in 1342 to have been under dispute may indicate the Steward’s intrusion into these 

lands.

44. For the Steward’s influence in Fife by 1346 and David’s response after 1357 see ch. 5, pp. 224- 

31, ch. 6 , pp. 280-6, 300-2, ch. 7, pp. 345-53 and ch. 10.

45. RRS VI no.s 22 , 25 to 29, 70.

46. RMS I App ii no.s g4 i [Buttergask], 874 [Moigne], 876 [Wallace], 879 and 1118 [D. Chalmers];

955 [Malcolm Ramsay], 957 [William Chalmers], 963 [Patrick Ramsay], 979 ]W. Menzies], 1023 

{Cheyne], 1050 [Fraser]. Ibid, no. 884, RRS VI no. « 28, 62, Chron. Lanercost, 272 [Mortimer]. For 

William Fraser see Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 144.

i
47. RMS 1 App ii n o .s  923, 925, 958 and RRS VI n o .s  52, 53, 80(A) for Restenneth; RMS 1 App ii j

i
no. 1027 [Keith].

48. RRS VI no.s 94(A), 100(A); RMS 1 App ii no.s 961,970, 1035; W. Fraser ed.. The Sutherland

i, 28-31.

49. David made small grants to Mar men like Lawrence Gilliebrand [RMS I App ii no. 959] and 

some grants before 1346 to Margaret Abernethy, Countess of Angus, mother of Thomas Stewart 

[RRS VI no. 76; RMS I App ii no. 1030]. In 1345 Lawrence Gilliebrand also received lands in 

Little Morphy, Aberdeenshire, from Margaret Bruce, wife of William, earl of Sutherland [SRO



217

GD42/1].

50. However, RRS VI no. 92, Issued on I .luly 1345, did see David 11 pardon Aberdeen burgh lor ils 

associations with the king’s enemies.

51. RMS I App ii no.s 729, 782, 791, 842, 892 IButtergasks]; 851, 890 [P. Meldrum]. William 

Meldrum may have been a Knights Hospitaller, receiving a grant from the Precentor of that Order, 

Alexander Seton, at Aberdeen on 28 March 1345 at a time when David 11 was also in that burgh {The 

Knights o f St. John ofJentsalern in Scotland, 49-50; RRS VI no. 87].

52. RMS 1 App ii no. 1083. before 1346 David also confirmed some of Christian Bruce’s charters to 

knights like Andrew Buttergask [ibid, no.® 769, 779] David may have given William Murray some 

patronage and lie may have been captured at Neville’s Cross - see below pp. 203-5. David would give 

Garioch to his cousin, Thomas, earl of Mar, in 1358 - see ch. 6, pp. 280-6.

53. For Philip Meldrum see RRS VI no. 25; E.R., i, 535, clxxxii; CDS iii no. 1527; RMS 1 App ii 

n o . s  417  ̂ 851, 890, 987, 1104. For William Meldrum see RRS VI no. 213, E.R., ii, 1. For 

Bonville see RRS VI no. 474(C), RMS I App ii no.s 414, 415  ̂ 515, E.R., i, 210, clxxxi, ch. 1, p. 

6. For the sheriffs of Aberdeen see E.R., i, 34, 107, 542 and RMS I App ii no.® 761 [Keith], 977 

[Eraser].

54. RMS I App ii no.s 1020 [Keith]; 1103 [Chalmers]; 975, 990 [Cheyne]; 1090 [Bisset]; 960 

I Glen]. RRS VI n o .s  94(Ad) [Lypp], 99 [Abernethy].

55. H.M.C., Ix (Mar & Kelly), 2.

56. For example, David confirmed Randolph’s grant to John Urwell of the forest of Drumine in 

Elgin [RRS VI no. 58]. For Fingask see Watt, Scottish Graduates, 187-9, ch. 2, n38 and ch. 3, pp. 

130-32 - it was probably Fingask who secured the papal dispensation for William, earl of Sutherland 

to wed Margaret Bruce. For Ross’s interference in Caithness see below pp. 196-203 and ch. 7, pp. 

347-56.

57. RRS VI no.s 95  ̂98(A); RMS I App ii n o .s  939  ̂ 999, 1071 [Maud Bruce); W. Fraser ed.. The 

Sutherland Book, i, 29-31. Maud Bruce was married to a Thomas Isaac, esquire, to whom David paid 

a fee of £6 in 1342 for an unspecified office [E.R., i, 510]. Significantly, Maud’s daughter [Chron. 

Fordun, ii, 360] married John of Lome, for whose significant association with Daid 11 after 1357 see 

ch. 6 , pp. 289-94 and ch. 10.
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58. On 18 June 1342, David confirmed Maldouen, earl of Lennox’s grant of Luss to liis son, 

Gitlemore [RRS VI no. 53J. For Robert Î and the Lennox see ch. 1, pp- 4-5, 21-3,32-5.

59. RMS 1 App ii no.® 738 [Malcolm Fleming], 747 [Livingston], 822 and 904 [Moray], 824 

[Maitlandi, 967 [Sandilands], 1010 [Stewart], 1013 [Jardine]; RRS VI no.® 30 [Fleming], 38 

[Maitland], 94 [Sandilands], 100 [Stewart].

60. Acts oj the Lords o f the Isles, 1.

61. Ibid, Appendix no. 1 ; RRS VI no. 483(D).

62. Chron. Bower, vii, 361.

63. RRS VI no.s 54  ̂69, 166. For the submission of the Steward and his follow'ers in 1335 see ch. 

2, pp. 85-9.

64. Chron. Knighton, 41. It is possible, though, thst Knighton mistook. MacDoanld for Macdougall 

of Argyll; the original latin of his chroncile names ‘

65. RRS VI no. 72; Acts o f the Ĵ jords o f the Isles, Appendix no.* A2 and B24. For the Steward- 

MacDonald marriage of 1350 see ch 5, pp. 244-50. Lochaber had originally been part of the Moray 

regality held by Thomas Randolph; Jolm Randolph had been to Tarbert (where a royal castle had been 

begun in the thirteenth century) in 1335 to seek an alliance with John MacDonald of the Isles- see 

ch. 2, pp. 86-9. In 1342 the earl of Ross and MacDonald had also concluded a marriage peace deal

thus paving the way for some sort of collusion between the Steward, Ross and MacDonald to force

David to back down over his interference in the west and isles; no clear evidence of this crisis for the 

crown is however apparent in the sources for this period [SRO RH2/6/4]. The earl of Ross was a 

charter witness at Aberdeen on. 1 May 1343 but not at Ayr in June where there were no witnesses 

recorded to the Isles charters; there was however a sederunt list for David’s charter to the Abbey of 

Holyrood issued at Ayr on the same day: the bishop of St Andrews, the Steward, the earl of Moray, 

the earl of March, Maurice Murray, Malcolm Fleming, Thomas Charteris the Chancellor [RRS VI 

no.s 68, 71-73].

66. RRS VI no.s 73  ̂485; Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 174.

67. RRS VI no. 487 [MacLeod], 488 [McNaughton]; D, McNaughton, The Clan McNaughton 

(Edinburgh, 1977), 18-21; A, Mackenzie, History o f the Mackenzies, 50-58; A. Mackenzie, History
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o f the MacLeods (Inverness 1889), 9, 287.

68. W. Fraser ed.. The Sutherland Book, i, 30-2; A. Maekay, The Book o f Mackay (Edinburgh 

1906), 44-6, which outlines the Sutherlands’ feud against the Mackays. For David and Sir John 

Menteith see below pp. 195-203 and ch. 6, pp. 285-92,304-8.

69. J. Dowden, The Bishops o f Scotland, 381; Ac/.ç of the lords o f the Isles, Ixvi-ii.

70. B. Webster, ‘David II and the Government of Fourteenth Century Scotland’, 56.

71. E.R., i, clxv, 477-542. In 1331 the Chamberlain’s income had included £1,474 from the 

sheriffs, £499 from the burgh provosts and £1,799 from the cuslamars; in 1342 Bullock had taken 

£500 from the sheriffs, £318 from the provosts and £379 from the custaraars.

72. B.N. (Paris) MS Clairambault 212/64 for £500; E.R. i 490, 521,529 which also records the 

receipt of much income in kind, as flour, barley etc.; RRS VI no.* 86 to 108 - Dunfermline [9 Mar 

‘45] - Aberdeen [28 Mar] - Edinburgh [12-15 Apr] - Dumbarton [25 May] - Edinburgh [1 Jul] - 

Dumbarton [10 Jul] - Edinburgh [2 Sept] - Dumbarton [28 Sept] - Lanark [6-10 Oct] - Dunbar 115 

Oct] - Dumbarton [18 Oct] - Aberdeen [4 Nov] - Elgin [22 Nov] - Dumbarton [28 Dec] - Edinburgh 

[30 Mar ‘46] - Dumbarton [5-6 May] - Perth [25-8 May] - Edinburgh [1 July] - Dumbarton [27 Jul] - 

Edinburgh [1 Sept] - Stirling [8 Sept]; Chron. Fordun, ii, 358.

73. RRS VI no.* 44, 44(A), 45, 46, 47; A.P.S. i 294; M.Brown, ‘The Development of Scottish 

Border Lordship’, 1332-58’, 9-13; Chron. Bower, vii, 149. Douglas also received the barony of 

Aberdotir in Fife from John Randolph, earl of Moray (whom Bower staled was warden of the west 

march), in February 1342, a clear indication that Liddesdale’s association with Randolph since the 

1330s only broke down after the Ramsay murder,

74. E.R., i, 503.

75. The witnesses to the two survivng royal acts issued during the Restenneth council (a grant of 

Galloway lands to Malcolm Fleming in exchange for Mochrum in Dumfriesshire, and an inspection 

of Robert I’s inspection of an earl of Lennox’s cliarters) were the bishops of Aberdeen, Ross and 

brechin, William, earl of Ross, Malcolm Fleming Maurice Murray (our cousin), Wiliam Douglas of 

Liddesdale, Thomas Cliarteris and Philip Meldrum [RRS VI no.* 52-3]. Although he did not witness 

it is likely that the Steward was there; but he may have been fearful of David’s anger over lo.sing 

Atholl and Liddesdale; in July 1342, while at Dumbarton David would interfere with the lands of the 

Steward’s allies of the 1330s, the Campbells of Locliawe - see above pp, 185-8.
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76. RRS VI no. 51; M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 39-44-. David may not have been totally 

adverse to this Douglas retailzie as he had probably been brought up at Château Gaillard with 

William, Lord of Douglas. Even though Liddesdale now forced Hugh Douglas to resign effective 

control of the Douglas family lands to that absent minor the retailzie also cut out Lord William’s 

sisters from the Douglas inheritance, naming Liddesdale himself and then Archibald the ‘Grim’ 

Douglas (a bastard of the good Sir James) as the heirs. Archibald may also have been brought up at 

Chateau Gail laird; thus David perhaps felt he could win over both the younger Black Douglas heirs 

to his support and remove Liddesdale at a later date - in many ways this was wliat did happen.

77. RRS VI no. 53. On 22 May 1342 at Edinburgh Hugh Douglas granted another charter to 

Liddesdale [H.M.C., xi Duke of Hamilton, 207].

78. Chron. Bowser, vii, 153.

79. Chron. Fordun, ii, 357-8; RRS VI no.* 41,42. Perhaps as a counter-balance, though, David had 

also given Sir John Preston - who would be captured at Neville’s Cross and serve David as a 

household knight after 1357 - the neighbouring barony of Gorton on the same day; Henry Preston 

was sheriff of Lothian for Robert I [ch. 1, pp. 13-6].

80. See the discussions below of the death of Douglas of Liddesdale in 1353 fch. 5, pp. 250-4].

81. At Edinburgh on 22 May 1342 Hugh, Lord of Douglas, granted a charter to Douglas of 

Liddesdale witnessed by David Barclay, William Livingston, Andrew Douglas, William Bullock the 

Chamberlain, Richard Small dean of Glasgow, William Fairley and James Sandilands [H.M.C. XI 

Duke of Hamilton, 207]. But by 1345 Barclay can be found acting as a witness at Monimail in Fife 

for David Lindsay of Crawford with the earl of Sutherland and Edward Keith [ibid, 210]. David 

Barclay’s son, David, would be a knight of the kind of chivalric, crusading stock David looked to 

employ after 1357 [see ch. 3, pp. 125-30].

82. Chron. Bower, vii, 157, 275; J.M. Thomson, ‘A Roll of the Scottish Parliament, 1344’, 240; 

see below pp. 189-91. Barclay liad also received the lands of Brechin from Robert I after the forfeiture 

and execution of Sir David Brechin for his pait in the Soules-Balliol conspiracy of 1320, and had 

arranged that king’s funeral. For Alexander Ramsay’s affinity see above ch. 3, pp. 125-33.

83. Chron. Fordun, ii, 358.

84. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 166-8. Liddesdale would al.so have turned to the Steward as an opponent of
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John Randolph, earl of Moray, who seems to have had some complicily in the murder of Bullœk; in 

1335 the Steward and Randolph had been at loggerheads over the Lieutenancy and control of crown 

resources, a confrontation which erupted at the Dairsie parliament of 1335, at which Douglas seems 

to have associated with Randolph and who he would accompany to France later that decade - see ch. 2, 

pp. 82-92.

85. E.R., i, 492, 500, 502-3, 523; S.R.O. RH 1/2/911 - a charter by the Steward of 26 November 

1344 confirming a grant by Alan Stewart to a burgess of Edinburgh witnessed by the bishop of St 

Andrews, Maurice, earl of Strathearn, John Roxburgh (the Chamberlain) and William Ramsay, 

sheriff of Edinburgh. For the control of Edinburgh castle after 1346 see ch. 5, pp. 230-4, ch. 6 , pp.

310-6.

86. E .R , i, 499-542 RMS i no. 196; RRS VI no. 348(G).

87. RRS VI no.s 53  ̂ 95; RMS 1 App ii no. 1130 [a grant of an unspecified life sheriffship to 

Douglas]. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 178 and Chron. Bower, vii, 257 for 1346 divisions. The Douglas 

family chronicler dates the seizure of Ramsay to 20 June 1342 and describes Liddesdale as a “banished 

man” from court until just before the battle of Neville’s Cross [David Hume of Oodscroft, A Gemral 

History o f Scotland Together with a Particular History o f the Houses o f Douglas and Angus,

(Edinburgh 1644), 75}. For the 1345-46 raids see Calendar o f Inqiiisitions Miscelianeoiis (London 

1916), vol. ii 1307-48, no, 2051 and below pp. 204-9.

88. E.R., i, 499-515 passim  (this includes payment of .£53 to Douglas for bringing arms from 

France to the siege of Perth in 1339 and £33 as his brother’s fee as keeper of Edinburgh castle), 535 

[Meldrum]; RMS i App 11 no.* 967, 1068, 1127 [to William Douglas, junior], 1130 and RRS VI 

no.* 93, 94, 95 for David’s favour to Douglas men- see H.M.C. XI Duke of Hamilton, 106-10, for 

Douglas’s affinity. Fraser of Cowie’s sons were prominent in David’s service after 1357. According 

to Bower, after Douglas of Liddesdale’s death in 1353 Roxburgh castle would be entrusted to a John 

Barclay who seiwed David after 1357 [vii, 157]; in 1346, however, Douglas’s men had to surrender |

Roxburgh to the Percies. |
I
189. C P  AT iii Papal Letters 1342-62, 67; E.R., i, 521. For David’s and the Steward’s dispute over |

Rail in the 1360s see ch. 10. j

90. S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 7; SRO GD 45 Dalhousie Muniments IV Sec. 27, 74.

91. E.R., i, 502-3; RRS VI no.* 63, 64; RMS i App II no.* 1045 ]lands in Kinross to Thomas 

Menzies], 979 [Alyth forest in Kincardine to William Menzies]. For Robert I’s favour to the Menzies



see ch. 1, pp. 18-20. Sometime between 1342 and 1346 the Steward as ‘U^rd of Atholl’ confirmed 

Alexander Menzies grant of lands in Atholl to his son, Robert Menzies [SRO GD1/408].

92. See above pp. 184-90.

93. RRS VI no. 75; S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 16-7. For the Druniniond-Menteith feud 

after 1357 see ch. 7, pp. 336-42. In 1343, David had appealed to the Pope for a dispensation for the 

marriage of William Murray to the daughter of Duncan Campbell, so as to end homicides and 

.scandals, a sign that the Drummond/Murray v. Campbell/Menteith feud had already broken out 

[C.P.R., i, 27]. This William Murray may have been the son of Maurice Murray, earl of Strathearn, 

to whom David had given the barony of Stanehouse in Lanarkshire. The Drummonds had been 

favoured before 1329 by Murdoch, earl of of Menteith, Robert I’s ally [H.M.C., x, 86]

94. RRS VI no. 77; J.M. Thomson ‘A Roll of the Scottish Parliament, 1344% 238-9. The assize 

which decided Stiathearn’s fate was manned by the earls of Fife, Wigtown and Menteith, the knights 

John Maxwell, Thomas Boyd, William Livingston, John Crawford, Andrew Douglas, William 

Ramsay, David Weymss, Hugh Eglintoun, David Barclay, Alan Cathcart, Robert Menzies, 

Alexander Cragy, Michael Scot, and the clerics Michael Muncur, William Seraple, Joachim Kinbuk.

95. RRS VI no. 93; RMS I App ii no.* 908, 941, 959, 986, 1016, 1104 - see Appendix 1 for full 

listing. This grant of Callendar ŵ as made as Patrick Callendar had forfeited it “and had not recovered 

it at the will of the king unless through Robert Steward of Scotland, his nephew and Lieutenant”, 

presumably in the same manner as the restoration of Strathgartney to John Logie wdien Perth 

surrendered {Miscellany o f the Scottish History Society, v (Edinburgh 1933), no. 9].

96. Walt, Scottish Graduates, 451-2. Edwmrd III backed Malcolm of Innerpeffrey (d. 1343) while a 

third claimant, Duncan de Strathearn, was represented at Avignon by Alexander Stewart, the 

Archdeacon of Ross, who was a Stewart of Menteith and would become Bishop of Ross in 1350.

97. RMS I App ii no. * 799, 929, 1019, 1044, 1064 [DanielstonsJ; 789, 933 , 936, 1010, 1106 

[Stewarts]; 898, 1051 [Fausides]; 943 [Seraple);758 [William Liddale];942,951 jLyle].

98. A. Mackenzie, History o f the Mackenzies (Inverness 1894), 49-52. In 1346 Ross had Kenneth 

Mackenzie of Kintail executed. About this time Margaret Bruce (d. 1347), David Il’s sister and the 

wife of William, earl of Sutherland, had had a bastard by a Mackenzie: David would help this child 

become Prior of Beauly in Rossshire presumably thus further antagonising the earl of Ross 

[Highland Papers, ii, ed. J.R.N. MacPbail (Scottish History Society, Edinburgh 1916), 13].
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99. For Ross’s pursuit of control of Caithness and Orkney see B. Crawford, T he Earls of Orkney- 

Cailluiess and their Reallions with Norway and Scotland, 1158-1470’ (Unpublished Ph.D. thesis. 

University of St Andrews, 1971), 21-39, 112-34, 163-78, 217-24. Malise, earl of Strathearn/Orkney- 

Caithness, had had five daughters; the eldest, by Malise’s first wife, had the rightful claim to 

Caithness, but Ross would push the claim of the second daughter (by Malise’s second wife, Ross’s 

sister), his neice, Isabella, whom he would wed off to William Sinclair of Rosslyn about 1344. R. 

W. Saint-Clair, The Saint Clairs o f the Isles {Hew Zealand 1898), 91 for the Ross feuds. William 

Sinclair’s father, John, would be captured at Neville’s Cross in 1346.

100. J. M. Thomson, ‘A Roll of the Scottish Parliament, 1344’, 238,

101. When he resumed the office of Justiciar north of Forth after 1346 Ross would be accussed of 

interfering in the collection of the crown’s revenue in the north - see ch. 5, pp. 221-4. In April 1342, 

David had ordered the justiciar north of Forth and other officers to give the second teinds of Aberdeen 

and Banff to the bishop of Al^erdeen )RRS VI no. 50].

102. RRS VI no.s 85, 98(A), 99. In November 1345 David also granted Sir William Abernelhy the 

barony of Rothiemay (which Robert I had given to Murdoch of Menteith and David Strathbogie liad 

forfeited).

103. RMS i App II no, 968; see ch. 6 , pp. 295-300.

104. J. M, Thomson, ‘A Roll of the Scottish Parliament, 1344’, 237, 240; Watt, Scottish 

Graduates, 149-50 for Deyn. Interestingly, Hector Boece narrates the events of a dispute between 

David II (who eventually relented) and the chapter of Aberdeen when the king tried to inijX)se one 

‘Nicholas’, who had come back from France with him in 1341, as Bishop of Aberdeen instead of 

Alexander de Kinnimund (II) (who would become bishop of Aberdeen about 1355); this may, 

however, date to the 1340s [H. Boece, Murthlacensiiim et AberdonensiumEpiscoporiimVitae, ed. J. 

Moir (Spalding 1894), 22-4]. A Nicholas Knocfcdalian would be captured alongside David II at 

Neville’s Cross [see below pp. 209-1IJ.

105. RMS I App ii no.s 852, 853 and 854 [March to Adam HeburnJ, 947, For Sir Patrick Dunbar 

see ch. 3, pp. 126-9, 141-5, David may have used the issue of the earl of March’s past disloyalty and 

the offer of a pardon/confirmation charter to secure the earl’s support during the parliament of June 

1344.

..4
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106. Chron. Bovver, vii, 377; Cliron. Pliiscarden, i, 240; Chron. Boece, 333; S. Board man. The 

Early Stewart Kings, 8-9, 39. RRS VI no. 208, dated 28 February 1359, granls the barony of 

Urquhart to William, earl of Sutherland, and his son John, ‘the nephew  ̂of King David’, the same 

style as given to Robert the Steward. Although there is no surviving documentary evidence that John 

Sutherland was made David’s official heir presumptive, John Sutherland’s descent through Margaret 

Bruce would be used in the reign of James VI ( 1566-1625) to trick the crown into confirming the 

Sutherland regality {A. MacKay, The Book o f MacKay, 46-7]. Bannockburn had also been fougin on 

St John the Baptist’s day [24 June).

107. David had already begun to favour the likes of John Wgie, the husband of his second Queen, 

Margaret Logie, and her father Malcolm Drummond. He had also patronised Roger Mortimer, the 

possible father of his murdered mistress of 1360, Katherine Mortimer. Moreover, David’s frequent 

visits to Dumbarton may have been an excuse to woo Maijorie Fleming, the daughter of Malcolm, 

earl of Wigtown, with whom David had been brought up and to whom he sent the gift of a signet in 

1343 [E.R. i 511). For Stewart and Bruce pedigrees see The Scots Peerage, i, 7-9. The expediency of 

bypassing the children of a first marriage to favour the children of a second in an inheritance would be 

practised elsewhere in fourteenth century Scotland: William, earl of Ross, would force the claim of 

Isabella, second daughter (by a second wife) of Malise, earl of Strathearn, over Caithness in the 1350s 

[B. Crawford, ‘The Earls of Orkney-Caithness’, 29-39, 178-83); John MacDonald of the Isles would 

bypass his first wife’s children [H.L.MacQueen, ‘The Kin of Kennedy, ‘Kenkynnol’ and the 

Common Law’, in A. Grant and K.J Stringer eds.. Medieval Scotland, 274-96,291); David II would 

try to cast doubts over the Steward’s first marriage and its offspring, and the Steward as Robert II 

would as a result pass a succession tailzie in 1373 which, laid out the right of his first marriage’s 

sons to succeed before his second marriage’s sons [see ch. 5, pp. 228-33 and ch. 8 , pp. 399-402).

108. Chron. Fordun, i, 366-7; Chron. Bower, vii, 159.

109. Only 7 royal acts survive for 1344, a low number which might suggest some sort of crisis in 

government, a bit like the disruption which obviously occured in 1320 and which would occur in 

1359 and 1363; there is no evidence to place David at Ayr in July 1344, although he was at 

Mouswald in Dumfriesshire in September 1344, perhaps at the end of an ayre in the south-west 

[RRS VI no. s 80 to 85)? However, it is just possible that the Alexander Bruce pretender arrived in 

1343. David was certainly at Ayr in June 1343 when - according to English chroniclers - he faced a 

crisis which threatened to cost him the kingship, although this seems to have involved his 

controversial policy in the isles - see above pp. 180-5.

110. Robertson’s Index [RMS I App ii no.s 933, 1066, 1092, 1106] also records grants to ‘John 

Stewart’ of: half of the lands of Ferdill in Perthshire (c. 1345); 40/- of lands at Culven in
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Dumfriesshire (c. 1345-6); a pension of some of the customs of Edinburgh (c. 1345-6 - which the 

gap in the Exchequer Rolls leaves unverified). Robert Steward gave .lolin, son of the deceased .lames 

Stewart the barony of Kelly in Fife c. 1342 [SRO GD45 Daihousie Muniments/ iv, 74; RMS 1 App 

ii no. 789]. For .lohn Stewart of Kyle in the l35()/60s see Chron. Bower, vii, 297, Rot. Scot., i, 

809, ch. 5, pp. 250-4, ch. 9, and S. Boardman, The Early Slewarl Kings, 22.

111. E.R., i, 483, 499; RMS i App ii no. 973; H.L. MacQueen, Common Law and Eeudal Soriely 

in Medieval Scotland (Edinburgh 1993), 153, 156 [Inverbervie ayre suit between Walter Mowbray 

and the Abtey of Arbroathj; W. Fraxer ed.. The Sinherhind Bonk. (3 vols, Edinburgh 1879), i, 30-1 ; 

CPR iii Papal Letters 1342-62, 27, 286, 331. For example, in 1343 David asked for a papal 

dispensation to allow marriage to end “homicides and scandals” between William de Moravia and 

Duncan Campbell (part of the ongoing Menteiih-Drummond feud).

112. Chron. Le Bel, i, 274-6.

113. Chron. Bower, vii, 151, 243.

114. E.R., i, 501, 502; sometime before 1 1 June 1342, Walter Moffat the archdeacon of Lothian, 

John Her ward, William Livingston and John Stewart of Darnley were each paid for trips to France on 

David’s business; Patrick Graham was paid £13 for going to Norway for David and Joan. A safe- 

conduct was granted for 100 unnamed Scots to go abroad via England in April 1345, perhaps on their 

way to fight for Philip VI in France |Rot. Scot., i 660).

115. On 14 February 1342 and 29 April 1342 Edward 111 sent Scottish, envoys safe-conduct.s to meet 

English ambassadors for peace talks. The Scots envoys had perhaps been appointed by the February 

1342 parliament at Aberdeen: they included the bishops of Brechin, Aberdeen and St Andrews; the 

earls of March and Moray; William Douglas of f jddesdale; William Bullock, the Chamberlain; and 

Thomas Charleris, the Chancellor. After this no named Scottish envoys were appointed t(̂  visit 

England until 1348, although English envoys continued to be appointed periodically to meet the 

Scots in 1343 (or rather just William Douglas and John Stewart of Darnley, successive Wai'dens of 

the west March). Rot. Scot. i 621, 637, 640; C D S. iii no. 1386.

116. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Siege of Lochmaben Castle in 1343’, TDGNHAS, xxxi (1954), 74-7; 

Rot. Scot., f, 648-9; C.J. Neville, Violence, Custom and Law: the Anglo-Scoltish Border Lands in 

the Later Middle Agc..y (Edinburgh 1998), 33-5.

117. A.D.M. Barren, The Papacy, Scotland, and Northern England, 1342-78,58-9, 116,192; CPR iii 

Papal Letters 1342-62, 5; Eoedera, i, 1224. But the good Franco-Scottish papal relations of this
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period did not slop Clement VI from occasionally wooing Edward 111 - for example he favoured that 

king’s nominees to the bishoprics of Galloway and Argyll, in 1344 in which year he may even have 

proposed that Edward be compensated for losing his lands in France by annexing Scotland [J. 

Campbell, ‘England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the I4tb Century’, 213]. Clement seems 

to have tried to exert some pressure on David 11 to make peace with England: on 16 February 1344 he 

wrote to David and ‘exhorts him to acquiesce in the counsels of the prelates of his realm and others 

who love justice, peace and truth; and suggests that he should send envoys to the pope to meet those 

of the kings of France and England...’

118. For the course of the war in England and France in 1345-46 see J. Sumption, The Hundred 

Years War, 495-555.

119. Chron. Hemingburgh, ii, 421-2; Philip also sent a copy of this letter to Patrick Dunbar, earl of 

March, raising the possibility that in the late 1330s he had crossed to France, or was remembered 

from his trip there in 1320 with the Decelaration of Arbroath j A.A.M. Duncan, ‘The War of the 

Scots’, 129’.

120. H. Summerson, Medieval Carlisle: The City and the Borders from ilw im e Eleventh to the Mid- 

Sixteenth Century (2 vols., London 1993), 272-9 with Map. J. Campbell, ‘England, Scotland and 

the Hundred Years War in the 14th Century’, 194; .1. Sumption, The Hundred Years War, 504. An 

inquisition held by the English at Carlisle in March 1347 recorded that ‘William de Douglas and very 

many other Scots enemies on Monday after Michaelmas 19 Edward 111 (1345) entered Cumberland 

and burned and destroyed lands and goods; David de Bruys with his great army, the earl of Murray, 

William de Douglas, and very many other others on Monday after St Luke 19 Edward 111 entered the 

said county and for six days ravaged the lands and robbed the inhabitants of their goods; a similar raid 

was made on Monday before St James 20 Edward 111; on Saturday after the octave of Michaelmas 20 

Edward III the said David and very many others entered the said county and lay for 4 days at the peel 

of Lydell and burned and wasted divers lands and robbed the inhabitants of their gœ ds’ [Calendar o f 

Inquisitions Miscellaneous, ii, no. 2051]. For the Liddale raid P.R.O. SC 42/19 and 156A.

121. Chron. Hemingburgh, ii, 422-3.

122. J. Sumption, The Hundred Years War, 528-32.

123. A.N. JJ 76/6217 - a remission by Philip VI of December 1346 in which the French king grants 

a pardon, at the intercession of the king of Scots, to Perrinet, son of Adam Lescot (‘The Scot’, a 

family associated wdth David’s escape to France in 1334 and the Paris abbey of St Denis, from where
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Philip had wriLen to David in July 1346). Moreover, Humphrey Kirkpatrick, who some of the 

French chroniclers - including Froissart - name as a Scot attached to St Denis when David anived 

there in 1334 (and to whom Robert 1 had given some lands), was also named among those killed at 

Neville’s Cross, making it likely that he acted as a go-between for Philip and David - see c I l 2 , pp. 

79-81 and list below pp. 209-11.

124. C. McNaniee, The Wars of the Briiees, passim; for Edward Ill’s attacks on Scotland in 1336 see 

ch. 2, pp. 92-4.

125. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 168.

126. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 174; Chron. Bower, vii, 251; Chron. Pluscarden, i, 222-3. A seventeenth 

century history of the MacDonalds reports that Reginald MacRauri “cleaved fast to King Robert the 

Bruce and David Bruce his son, with wdiom he was in great esteem...Being intimate with King 

David, he purchased some of MacLeod of Harris’s rights from the king. Moreover, he took upon him 

the sole government of the Isles for nine years...” [Highiaiid Papers, i, 17).

127. Chron. Lanercost, 337; R.H. Robbins ed., Historical Poems o f the XlVth ami XVili Cemiries 

(New York 1959), no. 10. ‘The Battle of Naville’s Cross’ by Lawrence Minot. Chron. Le Bel, i, 

284, asserts that David - with a force of 60,000 - was headed for Wales.

128. Chron. Bower, vii, 255.

129. RRS VI no. 108. At the Perth Council of 1346 David II had also granted the barony of 

Barnbougle in the sheriffdom of Edinburgh to his Ambassador, Bartholonietv de Loen, after it had 

been resigned on 3 May 1346 by John Graham earl of Menteith (d. 1346). It should be noted that 

this grant clearly upset the Steward’s designs on Menteith for David waauld have to repeat this act on 

6 January 1362 this time adding the condiLion. that for the holders of Menteith (by then the Stewarts) 

to recover Barnbougle they would have to pay 2,000 merks to Loen |RRS VI no. s 104, 267; S. 

Boardman, 7'he Early Stewart Kings, 16,39, 56; see ch. 7, pp. 338-43).

130. Samson’s letter is reproduced in Oeuvres de Froissart, v, 488-92, and includes a detailed 

itinerary for the Scottish army and extensive lists of those Scots captured and killed, and which 

English lords they were captured by: he states that William Douglas was captured with Malcolm 

Fleming by Robert Bertram. The battle was also described in part in a contemporary letter by the 

pi'ior of Durham to his absent bishop [B.L. MS. Colt. Faustina A. VI. f. 47, reproduced in J. Raine
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éd., Historia Dunelmemis Scriptores Très (Surlees Society, ix, London 1839, no. cccxxxvii]

131. K. DeVries, Injunlry Warfare in the Fourteenth Cetttury, 176-88; .1. Sumption, The Hundred 

Years War, 550-5; F. Graham, Fatuous Northern (Newcastle 1977), 12-6; A.H. Burne, ‘The

Battle of Neville’s Cross’, Durham University Journal, xU (1949), 100-6.

132. Chron. Lanercost, 330-9; Chron. Fordun, ii, 358. It is possible, though, that William Douglas 

was also captured while in Bight front the battlefield. Apart from Liddesdale himself and his brother 

John, there are no obvious Douglas men among those listed as definitely captured in 1346, for 

example, no James Sandrlands or Andrew Orniistoun (who would both visit Douglas in Etigland after 

1346).

1.33. For Froissart’s version of Neville’s Cross see ch. 3, pp. 127-33; for English popuhir and 

propaganda accounts of the battle see above n. 130 and Remtn Brilannicarimi Medii Aevi Scritpares: 

PoTitleal Poems and Songs {2 vols., London 1857), i, 40-53,83-7, 141-3, 188.

134. Rot. Scot., i, 630, 637, 640, 691, 699; R.C. Reid, ‘Edward Balliol’, 43- 45. Balliol was paid a 

total of £417 for 90 days service with 50 men at arms, one banneret, 8 knights, 40 esquires and 50 

mounted archers; he had been intermittently raiding Scotland with the English border lords since 

1341.
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Chapter 5: David Il s Captivity in England and the Ascendency 
of Robert the Steward, Oct. 1346 to Sept. 1357.

Introduction.
Dr Boardman has shown convincingly that two themes dominated the period

1346-57: the political and territorial ascendency of David IPs heir presumptive, 
Robert the Steward; and the increasingly desperate attempts of David to broker his 
release from captivity in England on teims acceptable to a sufficient number of Scots. 
The shadowy and complex course of the diplomacy of this period has been 
investigated in some detail by Professor A.A.M. Duncan. However, the concern 
here, while examining the nature of this diplomacy, is also to illustrate how David 
had to seek the support of certain Scots in order to counter the political opposition of 
the Steward, just as he had done during the first period of his active majority (1341- 
46). The variegating balance of political power within Scotland clearly affected 
David’s ability to expedite his own freedom, and vice-versa. At the same time, wider 

circumstances within Europe affected both these situations.!

i. The Steward's first Lieutenancy, ca 1347-50.
After his capture on 17 October 1346, either on the battlefield at Neville’s 

Cross or in retreat northwards at Merrington, David received treatment for his 
wounds at Bamburgh castle on the east coast of Northumberland. He was probably 
seriously ill; two barber surgeons from York were paid to treat him as he “lay there 
having been wounded with an arrow...and to extract the arrow and heal him with 
despatch.” Froissart would later assert that at this time David’s captor, John de 
Coupland- traded demands with Edward III, his queen and nobles so as to cash in on 
David’s political value: while the English argued over him, states Froissart, David 
reminded them that if he died from his wounds the Scots would make themselves a 

new king.2 Thus it was not until 8 December 1346 that Edward III, now returned 
from France, ordered his uncle, Thomas Rokeby, to oversee the transfer of “David de 
Brus” from York to the Tower of London. Sometime, then, in that month - or in the 
new year - David, mounted on a black courser, was led through the streets of London 
and then by barge across the Thames to the Tower, past crowds of townspeople. His 
incarceration there was both preceded and followed by that of many of his fellow 
Scottish knights. Edward III had ordered all Scots taken in battle to be held for the 
crown and not to be released for private ransom: John de Coupland was created a 
knight and granted a pension of £500 for surrendering his prize to the English king.3
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All of this suggests that as soon as David was taken, if not long before, 
Edward III had already decided to abandon Edward Balliol and to attempt to force a 
diplomatic solution of the Anglo-Scottish conflict based upon English recognition of 
David II, even though the latter would not be titled ‘King of Scots’ by English 
sources until about 1349-50. Certainly, the English king made no attempt at a 
complete military exploitation of the Scottish defeat. In 1347 the English did reoccupy 
much of Berwickshire, Roxburghshire, Peeblesshire, the forests of Eskdale, Selkirk 
and Jedburgh, Teviotdale, An nan dale, Nithsdale and Galloway, a feat easier to 
accomplish after the capture of Douglas of Liddesdale: John de Coupland became 
sheriff of Roxburgh in 1347-8. In the south-west of Scotland many native men 
returned to their allegiance to Balliol who established himself at Caerlaverock and his 
island manor house of Hestan. But within a year or two the Scots cleared the English 
occupation regime out of much of the south-eastern shires and forest lands; it was left 
to Balliol and a. handful of the Disinherited lords to penetrate any further into 
Scotland. Balliol had hired Henry Percy and John de Neville - his comrades at 
Neville’s Cross - and their followings for a year in January 1347. Andrew 
Wyntoun’s contemporary source states that in that year they raided as far as Glasgow 
and Falkirk and into the Lothians; but no more large English chevauchee’s were to be 
launched until that by Edward III himself in 1356. This gives the impression that 
Edward III, preoccupied from 1337 with war in France, was content in 1346-47 to 
secure his northern border and otherwise to use the old Balliol threat to pressurise the 
Scots to negotiate over David’s release, taking any Scottish territory seized as a 
bonus. In the same way, about 4 November 1346, Edward III seems to have 
approached John MacDonald of the Isles, at that time in feud with the Steward over 
Kintyre, for a possible renewal of his alliance of 1336. In April 1347 the Scots were 
included in an Anglo-French truce; the next twelve years in the marches were to be 
characterised by periods of intermittent truce and small-scale retaliatory raiding.4

According to Wyntoun’s source and to Bower, this Anglo-Balliol threat in 
1347 was enough to cause the Scots to choose Robert Steward as king’s “Warden” or 
“Guardian” in David’s absence. However, there is some doubt about the timing and 
nature of this appointment. Fordun has already been shown to have used his 
contemporary Scottish annals to criticise the Steward. In one version of his history he 
states that the Steward was created “Guardian” in 1346 in the immediate aftermath of 
Neville’s Cross. But in another version he states that the Steward was at first 
guardian for only three years, from 1347 to 1350, a statement which wil l be shown to 
be closer to the truth. Besides, in reality in any acts the Steward issued in this office 
between 1346 and 1357, he was styled “king’s lieutenant”, a designation which
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suggests that he had the same qualified powers as he had had in the 1330s.5
The great lacunae in Scottish parliament and exchequer records and royal acts 

for the period of David’s captivity, makes it difficult to clarify this discrepancy. 6 But 
it is entirely possible, given the history of tension between the Steward and David’s 
supporters in the past decade, that there was some conflict over the control of Scottish 
government in 1346-47. Queen Joan may have sought to head a regency government 
in David’s name at various times after 1346. Some slight evidence for this may be 
found in three papal responses to petitions for benefices sent to Avignon in the name 
of David 11, Joan queen of Scots and John de Pilmor, bishop of Moray, made 
between 29 November 1346 and 18 May 13477 Yet very few of David’s close 
councillors had smvived Neville’s Cross: the Steward would have been well able to 
override any opposition to his assumption of control over as much of the government 
as he could. In a petition to the Papacy dated 8 October 1347 the Steward was 
certainly entitled “David’s Lieutenant.” He may have been created such at a Council 
held at Perth about 3 May 1347.8

The Steward may also have been able to impose his own adherents into the 
key offices of Chamberlain and Chancellor. About October 1347, Norman Leslie, the 
crusader who would serve David II after 1357, was deputy Chamberlain, a post he 
would hold in the 1350s under Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, a lieutenant of the 
Steward and Chamberlain: this leaves open the possibility that Angus first held that 
office in 1346-7, But by at least August 1348, Robert Erskine was Chamberlain, a 
Lanarkshire tenant of the Steward who was also acting for that magnate as bailie of 
the lands of Duncan, earl of Fife, who had been captured at Neville’s Cross and who 
would not be ransomed from England until February 1350. A cleric, William de 
Caldwell, from Neilston in Ayrshire - a region of Steward dominance - may also have
been made Chancellor bv 1347-87

1However, it is highly likely that the Scottish government in the immediate 1
aftermath of Neville’s Cross was made up of an awkward coalition of magnates and 
prelates, as well as regionally fragmented and partially collapsed, just as in the 1330s.
It is very difficult to distinguish which of the few extant royal acts from this period I
were issued with David’s direct input and approval or by the Steward or others in j
David’s name without his consent. Exchequer audits were not held after 1346. David |
and the Steward would both try to sway the loyalty of key men like Erskine and |
Caldwell who may, after all, have been appointed with, the approval of David or a ;
council of his supporters and Queen Joan against the Steward’s wishes after Neville’s 1

I

Cross: indeed, more sense of the grants of this period can be made if it is accepted j
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that David and the Steward really began to compete for the loyalty of these officers 
after their appointments.lO Elsewhere, William, earl of Ross, who had fallen out with 
the Steward as Guardian about 1339-40, can be identified acting as justiciar north of 
Forth about 1348-49 in Kincardineshire and at Arbroath, where the Abbey’s 
resources seem to have been preyed upon by Ross and knights like William Keith, 
the Mari schal. Ross had thus recovered the office he had lost to the crown in 1344; 
but he and the Steward must once more have been squabbling over the control of the 
crown’s resources and offices in David’s absence, especially just north of Tay, to 
where the Scottish political community had to retreat in the face of Aiiglo-Balliol 
agression in 1347-48. u

What is clear, though, is that, where he could influence policy, the Steward 
very quickly began to pursue his own interests, often in a manner detrimental to peace 
with England and thus to David’s release. About 12 November 1347, at a second 
council held at Dundee (where what royal income was collected may have been 
intromitted), acts were issued under the great seal in David’s name which banned all 
Flemings from Scotland and transferred the Scottish staple from Bruges in Flanders 
to Middleburg in Zeeland. As Flanders had just turned against France, these acts can, 
only have been designed to help Scotland’s ally, Philip VI, while both their conflicts 
with England continued. It is highly unlikely that Edward ill would have allowed 
David IT access to his councillors in order to countenance these acts. Indeed no 
official Scottish embassy had visited David in London by this juncture. Thus the 
Steward had probably ordered this use of a royal s e a l . ! 2

Then on 22 November 1347, a dispensation for the marriage of the Steward 
and the late Elisabeth Mure, and the right to legitimate the offspring of this match (4 
sons and 2 daughters by 1346) was requested of the Papacy at Avignon by the Kings 
of France and Scotland and seven Scottish bishops: this was granted on 10 December
1347- Again, it is unlikely that Edward 111 would have allowed David 11 such 
collusion with Philip VI after Neville’s Cross (although the appeal to the papacy may 
have been made before the battle). Thus this petition surely reflects the grave concern 
of the Steward, immediately after David’s capture, to legitimise his children from his 
first marriage in advance of the very possible event of his becoming king. David had 
already given the Steward, his half-nephew, clear cause to doubt the certainty of his 
succession. He had promoted William, earl of Sutherland’s marriage to his full sister, 
Margaret Bruce, in 1342 and rewarded the couple with extensive regality lands. Some 
fifteenth and sixteenth century Scottish chroniclers assert that by 1357 David looked 
upon Sutherland’s son, John, born sometime in early 1346, as the heir presumptive
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to the crown ahead of the Steward. Moreover, in 1364 - when David threatened to 
replace the Stewart succession with an. English prince - the Steward would be anxious 
to fulfill his obligatiotis to the chapter of Glasgow for the legitimation of his marriage 
to Elizabeth Mure, suggesting that David had played upon doubts about its legitimacy 
in the intervening decades.!3

Yet there may have been a more immediate catalyst to the Steward’s request of 
a papal legitimation, in November 1347. Margaret Bruce had died shortly after 30 
March 1346, perhaps in childbirth with her son. On 9 November 1347, William, earl 
of Sutherland, requested a papal dispensation for his second marriage, which had 
already taken place, to Joanna Menteith, the widow successively of Malise, the 
seventh earl of Strathearn, John Campbell, earl of Athol I, and Maurice Murray, earl 
of Strathearn (killed at Neville’s Cross): unbeknown to the couple, William was 
related within the fourth degree of consanguinity to both Campbell and Murray. 
Sutherland himself had been, captured at Neville’s Cross but seems to have returned 
to Scotland quite shortly thereafter. The legitimation of his marriage to Joanna in 
November 1347 may thus have posed a fresh threat not only to the possibility of a 
Stewart succession to the kingship, but also to the Steward’s territorial ambitions in 
Atholl and Strathearn: if the Steward wanted his now adolescent sons to succeed to 
these earldoms they had to be legitimate. 14

At this time the Steward was pursuing his territorial ambitions vigorously. 
Sometime in 1348 he appointed Sir John Menteith of Ruskie (near present-day Lake 
of Menteith), a Stewart cadet, as sheriff of Clackmannanshire; Robert I had, though, 
granted this office in heredity to the earls of Lennox, rivals of the Menteiths. The 
Steward’s support must also have allowed Sir John Menteith of Arran and Knapdale 
to overturn much of the loss of territory he had suffered since David 11 had restored 
John Logie in 1343 to the large barony of Strathgactney between Menteith and 
Lennox (which Robert I had given to Menteith’s grandfather after Logie’s father’s 
involvement in the Soules conspiracy).!^

Elsewhere, by March of 1347 the Steward himself was acting as the bailie of 
Duncan, earl of Fife’s lands of Strath Tay, Strath Braan and Strathord in 
Perthshire. !6 Then on 21 November 1348, the day before the Steward requested his 
own marriage legitimation, a papal dispensation was sought for John Murray, the 
royal pantler and son of Andrew Murray and Christian Bruce, to wed Margaret 
Graham, daughter and heiress of the late John Graham, earl of Menteith, executed by 
Edward 111 after Neville’s Cross. John Murray (d. 1351) and his son, Thomas, 
would serve as lieutenants to the Steward as Lieutenant before 1357. The Steward
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may also have appointed John’s brother (or cousin), William Murray, as keeper of 
Edinburgh castle, allowing that knight; to pursue his own violent ambitions and feuds 

in the LothiansJ?
In time David must have received word of the Steward’s activities. They 

surely enraged and frustrated him. For as well as forwarding his own interests, the 
Steward had made no apparent efforts to broker an Anglo-Scottish truce or begin 
talks for David’s release: the Scots’ aggressive pro-French stance, which David 
himself had championed before October 1346, continued sporadically. However, 
faced with such circumstances and the Steward’s self-promotion, David resolved to 
make energetic efforts on his own behalf. He could have had contact with the earl of 
Sutherland before that magnate returned to Scotland. Furthermore, on 20 November 
1347, Edward III issued a safe-conduct for William Ramsay of Colluthie and Sir 
Patrick Dunbar to leave their English captivity on parole to go to Scotland on the 
business of ‘David Bruce’. Ramsay, brother of Alexander Ramsay of Daihousie, had 
been patronised by David and been sheriff of Edinburgh before 1346 and would be 
created earl of Fife by David II in 1358; Dunbar was a former adherent of Ramsay of 
Daihousie and the kind of chivalric, crusading layman David had appealed to before 
his capture and would do so to an even greater extent after 1357.18

These private embassies by David II loyalists were followed by others. On 7 
December 1347, William Livingston, the sheriff of Haddington and a close daily 
councillor to David before 1346, recei ved a safe-conduct to come from. Scotland to 
visit his king in London together with Walter B Ian tyre, David’s Dominican 
confessor. On 30 January 1348, William Ramsay, Patrick Dunbar and Walter 
Blantyre were allowed to leave for Scotland on David Bruce’s business with Sir 
David Annan, another captive knight rewarded by David before 1346, and who 
would be a frequent daily councillor for the king after 1357. On the same day as these 
four men were given leave to go north, a safe-conduct was issued to Adam de 
Moravia, bishop of Brechin, Robert Erskine and William Meldrum to come south for 
talks about David’s release (they were allowed to return to Scotland after 16 April 
1348). Moravia was a strong David II loyalist. Erskine may already have made 
known his desire to benefit from David’s patronage rather than the Steward’s. 
Meldrum had been sheriff of Aberdeen and a deputy Justiciar north of Forth before 
1346: he may also have been a knight Hospitaller. He continued as sheriff of 
Aberdeen after 1346, perhaps using his regular trips to London over the next four 
years to bring David cash from that shire: in August 1348 he was ordered by Erskine 
as Chamberlain to intervene in the revenues of Crail for the abbey of Abroath. Lastly, 
on 24 Aoril 1348. Sir Walter Haliburton, later to serve as a councillor for David 11,
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was allowed to leave captivity in England to go to Scotland; throughout his captivity 
David would be visited and supplied by the Scottish knight, Andrew Campbell of 
Redcastle in Forfarshire (another 1346 captive) and his doctor, Hector Leched^

All this activity surely reflected the beginnings of a revivial of a loyalist David 
IT party within Scotland: Erskine and Livingston in particular had not been captured in 
1346 and would be regular crown charter witnesses after 1357. The reputation for 
generous patronage which David had established in the early 1340s, and the political 
and territorial opposition of many Scots to the growing Stewart family, must have 
formed the basis of this royalist faction: they may have been helped by a desire 
among southern Scots for peace and the chance to restore livelihoods. However, the 
recreation of support for the crown was a slow process. The vacuum left by the 
losses at Neville’s Cross would have been sorely felt. Inevitably, the extent of the 
royalist party’s political influence was severely limited in Scotland. Sometime in 1347- 
48, David’s supporters seem to have been able to replace William Murray as keeper 
of Edinburgh castle with Sir David Lindsay of C r a w f o r d .  20 But elsewhere authority 

lay with the various regional, magnates of Scotland. David and his supporters would 
have to win over some of these men before they could overawe the political and 
diplomatic initiative within Scotland of the Steward,

David seems to have begun this process by using the supporters of his fellow 
captive and difficult ally, William Douglas of Liddesdale. About April 1348, a safe- 
conduct was issued for a large party of Scots to come to London. This included the 
David loyalists William Landellis, the bishop of St Andrews; Thomas Fingask, the 
bishop of Caithness (active for David in the 1330s); Adam, bishop of Brechin; David 
Lindsay of Crawford, Robert Erskine, William Meldrum; and the two Douglas men, 
Sir James Sandilands and Sir Andrew Ormistoun, both of whom had previously 
visited Liddesdale in the Tower, Liddesdale’s brother, Andrew, the former sheriff of 
Perth, was also included on a safe-conduct in August 1348 to come to England on 
David Bruce’s behalf: he may have resented the Steward’s imposition of Sir John 
Danielston as sheriff of Perth after 1346. By late 1348, David himself would be 
requesting safe passage for these Douglas followers as “his people.” Sandi lands and 
Ormistoun would also visit David about February 1349.21 Qn 20 October 1349, 
David granted Sandilands the barony of Roberton in Lanarkshire (which the king had 
previously given to William Jardine, one of those kilnd at Neville’s Cross). As 
Professor Duncan, has shown, this act was issued from Edinburgh under the 
supervision of David’s clerk of the Rolls since 1341, Robert Dumbarton, who was in 
London in Julv 1349 and travelled between there and Scotland throughout the rest of
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the king’s captivity. Thus this act marks David’s resumption of some input to 
government in Scot!and.22

By mid-1348 David’s supporters had achieved some success in establishing 
lines of communication to their exiled king and in re-exerting their influence over 
political authority in Scotland. Queen Joan was able once more to send papal petitions 
in her own and her husband’s names; about October 1348 she may have visited David 
in L o n d o n .23 The Steward surely suffered from this royalist resurgency. On 9 June 

1348, from his heartland of Renfrew, the Steward had issued his only surviving, act 
as “king’s lieutenant” before 1356, in which he ordered the sheriff of Dumbarton not 
to tax the men of the Abbey of Paisley, a house which the Stewarts had founded. 
That the sheriff of Dumbarton at that time was probably still Malcolm Fleming, earl of 
Wigtown (who had escaped from captivity in England in 1347), perhaps betrays the 
open conflict over resources which would predictably have been ongoing between the 
Steward, crown supporters and other regional magnates at this time: however, the 
Steward may have managed to impose John Danielston in Dumbarton, as well as 
allowing Sir John Menteith to reoccupy Strathgartney and the sheriffship of 
Clackmannan,24

But the fact tliat safe-conducts through England for similar parties of Scottish 
royalists as that of April 1348 had to be reissued throughout the rest of that year 
suggests that they were not always used, if at all. Moreover, these conducts were 
interspersed by the declaration of short Anglo-Scottish truces on 2 July, 3 August and 
22 October 1348. On 18 November 1348, an Anglo-French truce was made which 
included the Scots by virtue of their alliance with France. This activity, together with 
the apparent collapse of Scottish government, gives the impression of a sort of 
phoney war, in which it would be reasonable to hypothesise that David’s close 
suooorters were struggling to overcome the factional impasse and to get other 
significant Scots to support talks for their king’s release at the risk of incurring the 
Steward’s displeasure.

This was especially true of William, Lord of Douglas, son of Archibald 
Douglas the Regent of 1333. William had been brought up in France, where he had 
perhaps had some contact with David 11. Yet sometime in 1347-48 he returned to 
Scotland to find most of his lands under the control of the followers of his ambitious 
(but now captive) guardian, William Douglas of Liddesdale, and the rest occupied by 
the English. Immediatelv. he set about recovering these lands, basing himself at 
Edinburgh castle by December 1348 (where he may have helped his uncle, David 
Lindsay, become castle keeper), employing his followers from Douglasdale and
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launching raids from Jedburgh forest.25 Thus men like the L.ord of Douglas would 
have been understandably cautious in their commitment to any Anglo-Scottish 
dialogue which sought to achieve the release of David yet which might involve the 
loss of the Douglas family’s march lands either to England or to the Disinherited 
Anglo-Balliol lords, or the simultaneous release of Douglas of Liddesdale. The 
Disinherited threat was one which would have made still more Scots receptive to the 
policies of the Steward and to the entreaties of the French to continue profitable booty 
warfare against England, Such French pleas were undoubtedly made to the Scots 
throughout this period: in 1348 Philip VI sent the Scots at least 20 suits of armour 
and perhaps other s u p p l i e s .26

Thus it was that the Anglo-Scottish relations of 1348-49 were characterised 
by an UTico-ordinated interchange of sporadic raids into England and embassies of 
royalists to talks at London on the business of ‘David de Bras.’ About June 1348, 
Patrick, earl of March, and William, earl of Sutherland, raided for livestock as far as 
Bamburgh and caused much destruction about Coupland’s Roxburgh castle.27 Yet 
David may have been able to further the process of winning over more of those Scots 
most equivocal to his plight when the earl of March visited him sometime after 12 
August 1348. March was followed by Sir Alexander Seton, a Robert 1 loyalist and by 
1348 precentor of the Scottish Knights Hospitaller; in February 1349 safe-conducts 
were also issued again for the bishops of Brechin, Caithness and St Andrews, David 
Lindsay, Robert Erskine and William Meldruirt. Further progress may have been 
made through David’s personal relations with Edward 111. On 23 April 1349, as the 
Black Death spread into England, David attended the inaugural tournament of the 
Order of St George at Windsor. Then on 9 June 1349, David and Edward jointly 
petitioned the pope for benefices for Yorkshire clerics with David surely significantly 
styled ‘king of Scots’ almost a year before the English crown’s financiers would 
accord him the same style in their accounts.28

But despite David’s improving personal relations with Edward III, in June 
1349, English intelligence had reported to Edward 111 that:

'The S c o ts  a r e  g r e a t l y  c h e e r e d  b e c a u se  o f  th é  p e s t i l e n c e ;  

th e y  d a i l y  do a l l  th e  i n j u r i e s  th e y  can  by la n d  and s e a  and c a p tu re  

v i c t u a l s  com ing t o  th e  town [B erw ick ] from E nglan d . They have made 

la d d e r s  and o th e r  e n g in e s  t o  come to  th e  town t o  t r y  i f  th e y  can  

ta k e  i t . '

However, between May and December 1349. several of the lesser knights who had
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been captured alongside David at Neville’s Cross - Walter Haliburton, David Annan 
and William de Vaus - were granted their freedom by Edward III after they had sworn - 
in the presence of David ÎI - not to bear arms against that English king again.29 The 
release of Scots knights with David’s approval under such passive terms clearly 
suggests that the Scottish king and his supporters were moving towards some 
agreement with Edward and his council. That these developments coincided with the 
issue of David’s first charter since 1346 through his clerk, Robert Dumbarton, at 
Edinburgh in October 1349, further suggests that David’s party had regained some 
influence in Scotland.3()

ii. The Release Talks of 1349-52.
Just what terms for David’s release the royalist Scots had actually been 

discussing on their embassies to England since 1348 only becomes clear in retrospect 
from diplomatic sources relating to the period 1350-52, From the response by Pope 
Clement VI (David’s former ally, the Archbishop of Rouen), dated 9 August 1350, to 
a letter from David II, it is clear that in the proceeding months Edward III had tried to 
exploit the strong position he had won through Neville’s Cross, presenting harsh 
demands to the Scots which do much to explain the failure of Scottish embassies in 
the last three years to pursue talks very far, David had written - probably around late 
1349, early 1350 - that:

“For fo u r  y e a r s  D avid  k in g  o f  S c o ts  and some o f  h is  b aron s  

and k n ig h ts  have been  d e ta in e d  in  c a p t i v i t y  in  E nglan d , w h ile  th e  

kingdom h as been  and i s  b e in g  d e s p o i le d  by th e  k in g  o f  E nglan d , s o  

t h a t  th e  c a p t iv e s  have n e i t h e r  w e a lth  nor f r ie n d s  t o  ransom  them ; 

he was r e s i s t i n g  a s  b e s t  he c o u ld ,  w ith  t h e  h e lp  o f  t h e  F rench  

k in g , b ut l o s t  h is  f o lk  in  a war and now l i e s  c a p t iv e  and d e s o la t e ,  

and w i l l  b e fr e e d  o n ly  w ith  th e  h e lp  o f  th e  pope and th e  k in g  o f  

F ra n ce . He t h e r e f o r e  im p lo res  th e  pope t o  w r it e  t o  th e  French k in g ,  

t o  in v o lv e  him in  t h e s e  a f f a i r s , and i f  a p ea ce  o r  lo n g  t r u c e  i s  

made betw een  th e  k in g s  o f  E ngland and F ran ce , th e  k in g  o f  S c o ts  may 

e n jo y  i t  and be f r e e d .  The pope i s  a sk ed  to  sen d  a r e sp o n se  by S ir  

W a lter  H a lib u r to n  and S i r  B arth olom ew  L oen , b e a r e r s  o f  t h i s  

m essa g e , who a r e  ab ou t t o  r e tu n  t o  c a p t i v i t y .  I f  th e  k in g  o f  F rance  

d o es n o t h e lp ,  th e n  D avid  knows no o th e r  su p p o rt than d iv in e  a id .

And th e  k in g  o f  E ngland a sk s  th e  fo l lo w in g  t o  p erm it th e  k in g  

o f  S c o ts  and h i s  f e l l o w  c a p t iv e s  t o  d e p a r t .  T hat th e  k in g  o f  S c o ts  

and th e  men o f  h is  rea lm  sh o u ld  do homage t o  th e  k in g  o f  E ngland
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now and in  th e  f u t u r e .  And th e  k in g  o f  S c o tla n d  and h is  s u c c e s s o r s ,  
k in g s  f o r  t h e  t im e ,  s h a l l  a lw a y s  be [r e a d y ]  w ith  t h e  f o r c e s  o f  

t h e i r  rea lm  t o  h e lp  th e  k in g  o f  E ngland fo r  th e  t im e  a g a in s t  th e  

k in g  and kingdom  o f  P ra n ce . T hat t h e  k in g  o f  S c o t la n d  o f  th e  t im e  

s h a l l  be h e ld  c i t e d  t o  come t o  th e  p a r lia m e n ts  and g r e a t  c o u n c i l s  

o f  t h e  k in g  o f  E n g la n d . T hat t h o s e  b a n ish e d  and p r o s c r ib e d  from  

S c o tla n d  fo r  t h e i r  d e m e r it s ,  and t h e i r  h e i r s ,  whose goods w ere lo n g  

ago c o n f i s c a t e d  b o th  by la w  and by t h e  cu sto m  o f  t h e  re a lm , and  

d is t r ib u t e d  by th e  k in g  o f  S c o t s  and h is  f o lk  among d iv e r s  p e r s o n s ,  

sh o u ld  r e c o v e r  t h e i r  p r i s t i n e  s t a t u s  and t h e i r  g o o d s . T hat i f  i t  

should , happen t h a t  t h e  k in g  o f  S c o t la n d  o f  t h e  t im e  s h o u ld  d ie  

w ith o u t a la w fu l  h e ir  born o f  h i s  body, th e  k in g  o f  E ngland , or  h is  

son  o f  th e  t im e  sh o u ld  be k in g  o f  S c o t s ,  And t h a t  th e  p r e s e n t  k in g  

o f  England and h is  f o lk  sh o u ld  have a l l  th e  c a s t l e s  and f o r t r e s s e s  

o f  th e  kingdom  o f  S c o t la n d  under t h e i r  pow er, u n t i l  ea c h  and e v e r y  

one o f  th e  fo r e g o in g  i s  f u l f i l l e d .  31

Clearly, in this letter David was at pains to present himself as the pious victim placed 
under duress by an avaricious English king who had destroyed the peace of Europe. 
In many ways, this letter served the same purpose as the Declaration of Arbroath of 
1320, and it achieved much the same goal. The Pope was persuaded to write to the 
new king of France, John II, advocating an Anglo-French peace (Philip VI died on 
22 August 1350): but the French seem to have made no immediate response.32

However, there was undoubtedly a deeper agenda behind David’s letter. 
Edward I ll’s demands - if these claims of English superiority are in fact what he 
sought in 1349 - are reminiscent of Edward I ’s terms for Scottish submission.33 
Realistically, however, Edward III can only have hoped to use such drastic demands 
as a starting point of strength in talks with David’s supporters: the demands for 
homage were thus surely only a bargaining lever. Nonetheless, some of the terms - 
mutual military alliance, the restoration of the Disinherited and the issue of the 
Scottish succession - would remain the core of any Anglo-Scottish peace deals (but 
not truces) tabled during David’s reign. In particular. Professor Duncan has shown 
convincingly that, in the face of Edward Ill’s demands of 1349, David probably came 
to propose by 1350-51, if not sooner, that he be freed in return for the recognition of 
a younger son of Edward 111 as his heir presumptive to the Scottish kingship 34; 
David and his supporters also seem to have persuaded the English to soften their 
demands in other areas. Until at least the late 1360s, this would remain the guiding
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principle of David I l’s attempts to conclude a firm peace deal with England. By 
making concessions to the Disinherited and admitting a younger son of the English 
king as his heir presumptive, David could cancel his ransom and undermine the 
Steward’s political influence: but at a later date he could also wipe the slate completely 
clean by producing a son of his own thus avoiding what would besides have been no 
personal union, of the crowns but one in which an English prince would have become 
king of a still independent Scotland, In theory his plan would have involved much 
less loss of Scottish integrity than had been conceded in the treaty of Birgham of 
1290.

As Professor Duncan has shown, a contemporary record survives of 
arguments used in a debate held in the Scottish parliament of March 1364. In that 
assembly David 11 would attempt to propose that a younger son of Edward 10, or 
Edward himself, be recognised as the heir presumptive to the Scottish kingship in 
return for the cancellation of the ransom which the Scots had eventually agreed to pay 
for David’s release in 1357. The 1364 debate document rehearses arguments about 
points of Anglo-Scottish diplomacy raised in the past. It thus contains outline details 
of terras which had been, offered to the Scots in 1350-51 : this provisional indenture 
had probably been drawn up at Anglo-Scottish talks held at York in August 1350 and 
perhaps modified in London (receiving David’s input) before being presented to a 
Scottish council or parliament at Dundee in May 1351 by William Douglas of 
Liddesdale who was released on parole between 16 December 1350 and April-May 
1351.35

According to the 1364 debate document, the 1350-51 package called at least 
for the Scots to pay a ransom of £40,000 for David, to recognise a younger son of 
Edward III as David’s heir presumptive, to restore the disinherited Anglo-Balliol 
lords to their Scottish lands and to commit Scotland to give England military aid in 
her wars; it is possible also that the Scots were expected to hand over some Scottish 
castles to English keeping until the first instalment of the ransom was paid.36 Clearly, 
then, in the space of a few months after his anxious letter to the Pope, David II and 
his supporters had managed to soften Edward Ill’s attitude over some issues: most 
obviously the clauses about homage and parliamentary attendance had been dropped. 
This may not, of course, have been difficult. Edward III would have made strong but 
flexible demands to set the ball rolling and to force Scottish concessions; David, 
moreover, may have shrewdly exaggerated the English demands in his letter to the 
Papacy. Resides, the ongoing cost of war against France and Scotland must have 
been taking its toll during what were the most deadly years of the Black Death in 
England (and in Scotland); some respite and relief would have been welcome for both
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sides.
It remained, though, for the Scottish political community to consider and react 

to these proposals: throughout 1350 and 1351 these terms must have undergone 
further modifications. In April-June 1351, at Hexham, Scottish and English 
commissioners would sit down for talks and conclude a more concrete provisional 
“indenture” for David’s release. However, it would be left to David himself, paroled 
from the Tower between November 1351 and April 1352 (after talks to arrange 
hostages for the king at Newcastle in August-Septeraber 1351), to return to Scotland 
and persuade his subjects to accept the conditions proposed for his release. This 
personal embassy by David suggests that he still had to win over many significant 
Scots, Nevertheless, he and his close supporters must have won over a good number 
of Scots between 1349 and May 1351 for “meaningful negotiations” about his release 
to have taken place at all.37

There is much evidence to support this. On 15 May 1351, at the parliament 
held at Dundee to consider the £40,000 ransom package presented by Douglas of 
Liddesdale, a charter was issued in David’s name which confirmed a grant by 
Duncan, earl of Fife, to .lames Sandilands and his new wife, Eleanor Douglas; the 
latter was Countess of Garrick, the widow of Alexander Bruce, earl of Garrick (d.
1333) and daughter of Archibald Douglas, the Guardian (d. 1333), and thus sister of 
William, Lord of Douglas. This act may represent a direct royal attempt to forestall 
the Steward’s interests in Fife by imposing a Bruce-Douglas interest in the area. It I
was another act overseen by David’s clerk, Robert Dumbarton and among its I
witnesses were Robert Erskine, the Chamberlain, and William Caldwell, the I
Chancel I or .38 Professor Duncan is surely mistaken in emphasis when he argues that :
David had thus been able to reactivate his control of Scottish government by imposing j
Erskine and Caldwell in these offices in 1350: Erskine had held the Chamberlainship |
since at least 1348. But David had surelv manaaed bv 1350-51 to align these key men I

C ? C? %» J;

Ias his supporters and, through them gain control of the purse and patronage strings 1

so vital to greasing the wheels for his release. I
More importantly, the fact that Robert Steward witnesses the same charter but 

is not styled ‘King’s Lieutenant’ must mean that, as Fordun stated in one of the 
versions of his annals, he had been displaced from this office some time in 1349 or 
1350 (just by whom is discussed below). Indeed the Steward’s influence seems to 
have been severely limited, a fact reflected in the large tmmber of Bruce loyalists who 
also witnessed the Dundee parliament charter: this included the bishop of St 
Andrews, Thomas, earl of Mar, William, earl of Sutherland, David IJndsay, Erskine,
William Livinuston and Caldwell.39 Mar. who had been brought un in England since
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his capture by the Balliol Scots c. 1332-34, must have come into contact with David 
when the Icing was a captive; indeed. David must have sent Mar north in 1350 as a go- 
between for the crown, a service Mar woud provide between David and Edward in 
the 1360s .40

But as well as lookirig to these loyalists, David may also have hoped that 
William Douglas of 1 .iddesdale and his large following of I .othian and border knights 
would support an Anglo-Scottish deal: this would presumably also include terms for 
Liddesdale’s release. I Jddesdsale’s trip to Scotland between December 1350 and the 
Dundee parliament of May 1351, to present the £40,000 ransom package to the 
Scots, would seem to confirm this. However, as Dr Brown has shown, Liddesdale 
was by now competing for the loyalty of his affinity against his ward, William, Lord 
of Douglas. Moreover, Liddesdale - who in the 1340s had sided at least twice with 
the Steward against David II, had his own private agenda to follow. About 25 
January 1350 or 1351, alleges John Fordun, Liddesdale had had a John St Michael 
kill Sir David Barclay of Brechin at Aberdeen in revenge for the deaths of William 
Bullock in 1342 (a death David II had sanctioned) and the death of Liddesdale’s 
brother, John, in 1348, Thus with Liddesdale’s unreliability manifest, David may 
have turned as early as 1350-51 to William, Lord of Douglas, as an alternative ally 
against the opposition of the Steward and in support of his release proposals.4i

For one thing is apparent. Even with all this potential support, David’s 
representatives were unable to bring the Scots to finalise an agreement with Edward 
III at the spring 1351 talks at Hexham or at Newcastle in late summer 1351; or to 
persuade the Scots parliament to accept the £40,000 ransom package. David would 
have to undertake further private negotiatiotis in person in l_ondon in late 1351 before 
being freed on parole to Scotland to win further backing and ratification of the 
indenture proposed. But it is clear that David was aware of the need for him to do so 
even before all the 1351 talks began. This is apparent if sense cari be made of some 
cryptic instructions sent by Edward III to his border commissioner, Ralph de Neville, 
probably in early 1351, which have been examined in turn by C.J. Johnson (1921) 
and Professor Duncan (1988).42

After thanking Neville and expressing trust in him, Edward mentions the 
obstruction of the king’s business by “EB” who will not agree to ways of peace 
reasonable to one party and the other. Edward is angered by this, but if EB will 
agree, the king will consider his previous war “half won”. Then Edward mentions 
“the new offers of DB and the agreement between him and WD and how the said Sir 
Hush will be willins to asree to things and live and die with the suffering in order
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that he may be able to be certified that the earl of R and the others are willing to 
agree.” Edward continues that if EB will not agree then a truce should be agreed for 
EB’s lifetime, and the affirmation of others should be sought secretly, Edward then 
states that “all these things depend upon whether DB can carry out what he has 
promised,” Edward then queries Neville about the manner of speaking and of making 
promises which he had used to EB’s councillors. He asks for ‘certification’ on the 
business or the causes impeding it. In closing, he stresses the need for haste because 
views differ, “and how DB has sent for the certification.”

Professor Duncan argues convincingly that this must mean that David has 
proposed sometime in 1350-51 that Edward Ill’s second son, the ten year old John, 
earl of Richmond, be named as heir presumptive to the Scottish kingship in a release 
deal. This would correspond to the “earl of R” mentioned in the instructions to 
Neville and be consistent with the events of 1364 when parliament seems to have 
reaffirmed that John of Richmond (by then John of Gaunt), if anyone, should be 
sought as David’s heir should he fail to produce a Bruce son. Thus in 1350-51, 
Duncan argues, “Sir Hugh” is surely code for David IT himself, elsewhere refeired to 
as DB, and who had sent for certification of agreement to the terms from certain 
parties, presumably the Scots, having promised Edward III that he would do his best 
to persuade them to accept the terms offered. EB is clearly Edward Balliol. That 
Balliol was aware of Edward Ill’s intention to recognise and release David II under 
terms which would surely negate the Balliol claim to the Scottish kingship is 
underlined by his request of letters of assurance from Edward III that these 
negotiations would not prejudice the Balliol claim: these were granted on 4 March 
1351 (thus roughly dating these secret instructions).43 “WD” is obviously one or 
other William Douglas (either the knight of Liddesdale or the younger Lord), C.J. 
Johnson argues that this is William Douglas of Liddesdale and that ‘Sir Hugh’ must 
be his brother. Hush Douglas: but the obvious oroblem with this suggestion is that 
Hugh Douglas was dead by 1350.

The conclusion that David had proposed some form of succession deal to 
Edward ill, probably involving his third son, John, should not he doubted in the 
light of later events.44 But there is another possible interpretation of some of these 
instructions. “{T jhe earl of R ” could be William, earl of Ross, and “Sir Hugh” his 
brother Hugh. For the Ross lords would have been valuable allies for David II and 
his supporters against the political and territorial influence of the Steward. Indeed, the 
earl of Ross probably had ambitions towards the recovery of Malise, eighth earl of 
Strathearn’s lands of Caithness and Orkney, and perhaps even Strathearn itself. 
Throughout the 1350s Ross would oress the claim to Caithness of William Sinclair,
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of Rosslyn whom the Ross earl had wed to his ward, Isabella, second daughter of 
Malise: Ross would also impose his own followers into Caithness offices. Malise had 
been forfeited of Strathearn by the Steward in 1339 and again by David IT in 1344: in 
that year Malise had granted his son-in-law, William, earl of Ross, the right to 
Isabella’s marriage, and Ross had defended Malise in parliament. Ross and Malise 
may have tried to recover Strathearn in 1347, after the death at Neville’s Cross of Sir 
Maurice Murray, who had been given this earldom by David IT in 1343. But the main 
obstacle to any Ross claim to Strathearn was the Steward: the Stewarts’ designs on 
the ancient Perthshire earldoms of Scotland would also have been a challenge to 
Ross’s hold on the justiciarship North of Forth. Tensions between the Steward and 
Ross as Justiciar had surfaced in 1339 - when they had bickered at the siege of Perth - 
and must have re-erupted again after 1346; the families would only arrange a marriage 
to end their territorial feud in 1355.45

However, Ross may have had further reason to challenge the Steward’s 
position after the marriage of the Steward’s daughter to John MacDonald of the Isles 
about 18 July 1350: this was a match which ended the Stewart-MacDonald feud and 
gave John of the Isles mainland Kintyre. Since Ross’s murder of Reginald MacRauri 
at the muster of the Scottish host in 1346, the MacDonalds had been expanding their 
influence into the MacRuari lands, probably encroaching on Ross’s ambitions in the 
Great Glen, lochaber, Skye and Garmoran at a time when Ross was also involved in 
mainland feuds with the MacKenzies of Kintail.46 The death of John Randolph, earl 
of Moray, at Neville’s Cross (leaving Ross’s sister as his widow) had furthermore 
created a vacuum in the north of Scotland around Moray, Badeîioch and Dull (north 
western Perthshire), and L.ochaber. John of the Isles and the Steward - with his 
association with the caterans of Clann Dormchaidh in highland Perthshire - would 
have been well placed to exploit this void thus overwhelming the Ross challenge. But 
by allying with David IT in 1350-51, Ross might receive pardon for his murder of 
MacRuari in 1346 and crown support for his key Justiciarship and territorial 
ambitions in Scotland north of Forth.47

David II had sufficient opportunity to contact the earl of Ross. As Justiciar 
north of Forth, the earl was served by two deputies, Hugh Ross and William 
Meldrum, the latter a regular loyalist visitor to David in captivity. Moreover, on 30 
April 1350, the earl of Ross named his brother Hugh as his heir “on condition of 
obtaining the consent of the king.” Thus at some time in 1350-51 Hugh Ross must 
have visited David IT in l.ondon, putting him in an excellent position to serve his king 
by relaying appeals to Scotland for support for an Anglo-Scottish agreement and
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David’s release; it also followed that Hugh would serve as one of seven hostages for 
David’s parole in 1351-52. This must, then, be what Edward Ill’s secret instructions 
written about February-March 1351 require: for “Sir Hugh” Ross to seek 
confirmation that William, earl of Ross (the earl of R), “and the others” will support 
David’s proposals and be willing “to live and die with the suffering” which might 
result from a Steward led backlash to this pi an .48

That William, earl of Ross, apart from his office as Justiciar north of Forth, 
was in a position to influence the balance of power within Scotland at that time should 
not be doubted. For one piece of evidence so far overlooked by historians of this 
period is a petition to the Papacy made sometime in 1350 requesting absolution from 
pilgrimage to the curia for “William Earl of Ross, Thomas Earl of Mar, William de 
Douai as. lord of the same. Quardkms o f the realm ofSeotland...t\\ev being unable to
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come to Rome on account of the destruction of the state and the wars.” This would 
suggest that Ross, Mar and the young fo rd  of Douglas had played a direct role in the 
removal of the Steward as IJeutenant some time in 1349-50: the obvious conclusion 
to make is that “the others” whom Edward Ill’s orders would have “Sir Hugh” Ross 
consult in Scotland were the Lord of Douglas and Mar. It is significant that these two 
magnates would both fall out with David after 1357 as they felt that he had failed to 
give them such good lordship as they expected, probably as a reward for the support 
thev gave at this stase during his caotivitv. Ross mav have already served as a 
Lieutenant north of Forth ca 1338-41; Mar, David’s cousin, could also claim to have 
some place in the succession to the kingship after the Stewarts (and Douglas was 
Mar’s brother-in-law and heir).49

It was, then, to these three magnates as joint Guardians or Lieutenants that 
David sent for ‘certification’ - presumably their agreement to support the indenture for 
David’s release drawn up at the Hexham talks of spring 1351 (which Douglas of 
Liddesdale would present to a Scottish parliament in May 1351), or even the revised 
indenture which would be finalised by the Newcastle talks of 1351 and by David in 
more private talks in London thereafter. It was to support these three Lieutenants that 
David had aligned the com mi ted support of Robert Erskine as Chamberlain and 
William Caldwell as Chancellor. Moreover, it was during the office of this 
triumvarate that the Scottish government must have produced a new issue of silver 
and copper coinage as a means of financing David’s proposed ransom. The 
depreciated value of this coinage issue (in contrast to the value of the last issues of 
Robert I and the traditional parity of Scottish and English coinage) must thus not be 
blamed upon the lieutenancy of the S t e w a r d .50
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Furthermore, in this context of this new three way leadership the make-up of 
the Scottish embassies of 1350-51 make more sense. From May 1350, Edward Ill’s 
financiers styled David ‘king of Scots’ and increased his payments of subsistence and 
e x p e n s e s , 5 l  In August 1350, safe-conducts to London had been issued to Lawrence 
Gilliebrand (captured at Neville’s Cross), Andrew and William Meldrum and the 
cleric, John Cmmdell, all tenants of Thomas, earl of Mar (while William Meldrum 
was a deputy justiciar for the earl of Ross). Passes were also issued at that time to 
William Livingston, Robert Erskine and William de Vaus. As Professor Duncan 
points out, the absence of an earl or prelate from these embassies betrays their 
unofficial nature (perhaps because they were sent south after a coup in government?): 
But in March 1351, passes to the talks at Hexham were issued to the bishops of St 
Andrews, Brechin, Aberdeen and Dunblane, and the knights Livingston, Erskine, 
Annan, Haliburton and William Douglas of Liddesdale; the latter made his pitch to the 
Dundee parliament about the £40,000 ransom package for David’s release shortly 
thereafter- On 28 June 1351 safe-conducts to the talks at Newcastle in August- 
September 1351 were issued to the same bishops as in the spring (except with 
Fingask of Caithness exchanged for that of Aberdeen), to the earls of March, Angus 
and Sutherland, the knights David IJndsay, Livingston, Erskine, William 
Cunningham of Kilmaurs (whom David would later make lord of Carrick) and, 
cmcially, two of the three new Lieutenants, Mar and William, Lord of D o u g la s .5 2

Thus David II, through his supporters, had demonstrated a clear 
understanding of the political situation which had developed in Scotland during his 
absence, and had been able to use promises of patronage to begin to turn these 
circumstances to his advantage. For the first time a significant portion of the Scottish 
political communtity was roused to take concrete steps to secure the release of their 
king. However, David’s new regime and his release plans must have suffered an 
early setback. According to the 1364 parliamentary debate document, at the May 1351 
parliament William Douglas of Liddesdale’s presentation of the initial £40,000 
ransom package, which would also have seen one of Edward I ll’s younger sons 
named as David’s heir presumptive, was debated by the assembled ‘council’ under 
the Guardianship of Robert the Steward:

“o n  t h i s  a r t i c l e ,  some o f  t h e  c o u n c i l  d e c id e d  t h a t  t h e  

r e q u e s t s  o f  t h e  k in g  o f  E nglan d  sh o u ld  be a cc ep ted ^  b r in g in g  

forw ard  f o r  th e  p u r p o se  many argu em en ts t o  su p p o r t t h e i r  c a s e ,  

o th e r s  o f  th e  c o u n c i l  a s s e r t i n g  th e  c o n tr a r y , t h a t  i t  was in  no way 

e x p e d ie n t  n o r  s h o u ld  t h e r e  be a g reem en t t o  t h e  r e q u e s t s ,  a l s o  

b r in g in g  forw ard  re a so n s  fo r  t h e i r  own p a r t , . , ”33
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The clear inference made by the debate document’s author is that the 1351 package 
was rejected by parliament and that opposition to this plan was led by the Steward. 
Admittedly, the 1364 document may have confused diplomatic offers and events from 
the wider rjeriod 1350-71 (the document’s author was away on the continent between 
1351 and 1363).54 But it is highly likely that at some point in 1351 - as a result of a 
reaction against the ransom/succession plan proposed for David’s release - the 
Steward and his supporters were able to regain control of the Lieutenancy and to 
organise opposition to the diplomatic efforts of David and his supporters. The 
arguments which the Steward must have used to block this ransom-succession plan 
are discussed below in relation to subsequent plans for David’s release and later plans 
for the remission of his ransom 55; however, it is obvious that the Steward would 

have been primarily motivated by the threatened English displacement of the 
(increasingly) possible Stewart succession to the Scottish kingship.

This second revolution in government may have occured during the May 1351 
parliament at Dundee, or, more likely, shortly thereafter: the inclusion of the Lord of 
Douglas atid the earl of Mar in the safe-conduct to the autumn talks at Newcastle 
perhaps suggests that the triumvarate lieutenancy lasted at least until late June 1351. 
However, it was clear by the autumn of 1351 that the proposals for David’s release 
needed some modification and that David would have to make a greater personal 
effort to secure enough support in Scotland to have these plans accepted. David had 
been present at preparartory ‘parlas’ at York from late 1350 but he was sent back to 
the Tower of 1 .ondon in July/August 1351, a clear indication that the Anglo-Scottish 
talks had broken down (briefly as it turned out) as a result of events at D u n d e e . 5 6  

But at Newcastle in September 1351 arrangements were made for David himself to go 
to Scotland on parole; sometime after 14 November 1351 he was temporarily released 
ÎTI exchatige for seven Scottish magnate hostages. These hostages were representative 
of the factions within Scotland, echoing Edward Ill’s perception iti his secret letter 
that “opinions differ”: the son and heir of the Steward and that of Sir John Murray of 
Both well, the Pantler, clearly represented a party fearful of David’s release; the heir 
of Patrick, earl of March, and the earl of Ross’s brother, Hugh, may also have been 
wary of this but hopeful of reward if they backed David; the sons and heirs of 
Malcolm Fleming, earl of Wigtown, William, earl of Sutherland and Sir David 
Lindsay were strong royalists.5?

It can be said for certain that the Newcastle talks of late 1351 - and David’s 
private consultations with Edward III - agreed that a modified indenture for David Il’s 
release would be offered to a Scottish oarliament: the resoonse of that bodv would be
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brought to secondary talks at Berwick in March 1352. Professor Duncan, though, 
has identified tliis modified indenture as a package of terms deal included by the 
editors of the nineteenth century edition of the Acts of the Parliaments of Scotland 
amongt the business of the infamous successicn-peace parliament of March 1364.58

This indenture includes, broadly, that the English would restore Scottish 
territory to the extent it had been at the death of Robert L A truce of 1,000 years 
would be observed while no ransom for David II would be sought. Homage was not 
mentioned but David would hold Scotland “without [Edward III] demanding anything 
for it in the future.” There was to be a mutual military alliance, with either country 
making war paying for the other power to help. More specifically, a Scottish force 
whose size may have been specified was to serve England in its foreign, wars, though 
not in F la n d e r s .5 9  The Scots were also to restore lands of specified value to several of 

the named Anglo-Balliol and Scottish Disinherited lords. Furtlter, a younger son of 
Edward III was to be heir presumptive to the Scottish kingship if David should die 
without lawful issue (there was a lacunae in the indenture for ‘male’ issue). If “there 
is debate and dissension between any persons” about the succession, the king of 
England was to assist only his son in this matter. As Duncan argues, this would 
presumably leave the Scots themselves to settle the rival claims of any Scots to the 
kingship “by the laws usages and statutes of Scotland”: clearly, this reflected the 
likelihood of the Steward’s objections. Disputes over Annandale were to be settled by 
David Î1 and the earl of Hereford who had occupied half of that lordship after 1347. 
Finally, churchmen of both realms would be restored to the benefices they had held 
before the battle of Neville’s Cross.

If, in 1351-52, these were the terms offered to the Scots by Edward III and, 
by agreement, David II, then the Scottish king had apparently been able to alter the 
English king’s demands even further since late 1350 to raid 1351: there is no mention 
here of the £40,000 (about 60,000 metks) ransom sought under the terms presented 
to the Scots by William Douglas of Liddesdsale, or of the harsh demarids expressed 
in David’s letter to the Pope of 1350, The mitigation of the ransom by the concession 
that one of Edward I ll’s younger sons would be David’s heir presumptive was 
probably the most significant of “the new offers of DB” as the English king had 
described them in his secret instructions to Ralph Neville. We cannot be absolutely 
sure that this idea was first proposed as part of the package which Douglas of 
Liddesdale brought north in May 1351. But as Professor Duncan emphasies, the fact 
that the younger son clause was not the first clause of the 1351 indenture may mean it 
was only seen as an ‘open possibility’, an tfdea floated throughout 1351. Yet that 
David himself had suggested this alternative is indicated by further secret instructions
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from the English king to his border warden-conservators dated in March 1352 which 
spoke of the terms ‘negotiated with [David] before he left London...[and that] he had 
sworn before Edward III to do his best to bring them about’. The succession issue 
and the younger son plan was something David would return to in 1359 and 1363-4: 
by the latter juncture, and probably long before then, the succession clause would 
have become the primary clause of the proposed Anglo-Scottish p e a c e ,6 0

Nonetheless, just as a majority of Scots had rejected the terms tabled in May 
1351 (and would reject revised terms in March 1364) so they rejected those of 1351- 
52. David’s campaign in Scotland in the winter of 1351-52 was an abject failure in 
this respect. What evidence there is of this trip might suggest that David had the 
initiative. A parliament was held at Scone from late February to early March 1352. 
Prior to this it might be presumed that David had been fairly itinerant throughout the 
lowlands both in persuading Scottish parliamentarians to consider his release and in 
assessing the political circumstances in Scotland for himself. The only survivng acts 
of the Scone parliament are six charters by David 11, Three of these concern the rights 
of Scottish burghs, suggesting that David was appealing to the burgesses in 
parliament. The other three confirm land grants to Robert Erskine, David’s new 
Chamberlain and one of the leading negotiators of his release. These grants were 
made by Robert Steward (lands and the leadership of tenantry in Erskine, 
Renfrewshire), Duncan, earl of Fife (Cults in Fife), and Thomas Stewart, earl of 
Angus (A dam ton in Ayrshire). The Steward was baillie of Fife’s lands; Angus, who 
had assumed his majority about 1350, was one of the Bonkle cadets of the Stewart 
family and would serve as a lieutenant in Angus and the Mearns under the Steward’s 
king’s Lieutenancy by at least 1354. The obvious conclusion to make about these 
grants to Erskine is that they were either made by these magnates under duress by 
David II, or had been made in the past year to soften the attitude of Erskine, who had 
David’s ear.61

However, by March 1352 the reality may have been that David felt the need to 
confirm these grants to Erskine in a desperate attempt to win back his Chamberlain’s 
waning loyalty and in the face of the resurgence of the Steward’s influence. The 
Steward, Fife and Angus may thus have made their grants to Erskine some time in
1350-51 as part of a campaign to win over, erode or intimidate David’s affinity and 
undermine the Anglo-Scottish deal in progress: in March 1352, during the Scone 
parliament which would reject this deal, the Steward and his allies may even have 
obliged David to confirm their grants to Erskine, who had now swapped sides. 
Angus was certainly among the ambassadors at the Newcastle talks of September 
1351.62
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When the Scottish commissioners finally came to Berwick in late March 
1352, the Scots announced their rejection of Edward Ill’s conditions just as they 
must have done by a majority after much heated debate (as ‘opinions differ’) at the 
Scone parliament earlier that month. There may have been several reasons for this 
breakdown in David’s support. First of all, in the face of the removal of the 
triumvarate lieutenancy of the earls of Ross and Mar and the Lord of Douglas, the 
coalition of magnate support which David 11 and his supporters had worked so hard 
to form in the last five years may have collapsed further. When David did finally 
secure his freedom in 1357, his first parliament insisted that he act to ensure that “no- 
one henceforth..make war against their n e i g h b o u r .” 63 in the 1350s there may have 
been several great magnate feuds. As we have seen, William, earl of Ross, was 
preoccupied by feuds in the north of Scotland; the marriage alliance contracted 
between the Steward and John of the Isles in 1350 may also have brought strife for 
the earl of Ross. But on 6 May 1355 Ross would contract to wed his sister, the 
widow of John Randolph, earl of Moray, to no-one less than the Steward, so as to 
end strife between these two regional magnates. Similarly, in the 1350s Robert 
Erskine seems to have been involved in a feud against the Keiths and Menteiths of 
Menteith, the Stewart cadet family which the Steward had supported in their feud 
against the Drummonds since the 1340s and promoted in Clackmannanshire and 
Strathgartney after 1346: after 1357, of course, David II would support the 
Drummonds, the family of his future second w if e .6 4

Then on 18 September 1352, Thomas, earl of Mar, asked the papacy for a 
dispensation to allow him to wed the daughter and heiress of John Graham, earl of 
Menteith (d. 1346), who was also the widow of John Murray of Bothwell in 
Lanarkshire. Murray, the Pander and an ally of the Steward, died in England 
sometime in 1351 as a hostage for David’s parole; John’s son, Thomas Murray, 
would also die as a hostage for David II in England about 1361, Thus in 1352 the earl 
of Mar may have been laying claim not only to the earldom of Menteith against the 
interests of the Steward, but also to the Murray’s lands of Bothwell and the north
eastern lordship of Garioch, which bordered on Mar. Robert I had given Garioch to 
John Murray’s father, Andrew, the Lieutenant of 1333 and 1335-38, who was the 
late husband of David IT’s aunt, Christian Bruce. It should be noted that after 
Christian died in 1357, David II would give Garioch to the earl of Mar. Moreover, 
after the death of Thomas Murray of Bothwell in 1361, his family’s lands would be 
disputed by the Steward’s son, Robert, by then lord of the earldom of Menteith, and 
another of David It’s favourite knights, Archibald ‘the Grim’ D o u g l a s  65
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Finally, discussing the 1350s, Fordun laments the “great many...causes of 
unfriendliness, and many a grudge stirred up between the two Douglases by their 
thirst for power.” William Douglas of Liddesdale had been paroled to Scotland in 
1348 and was released again in 1350-51: his feud with his nephew William, l-ord of 
Douglas, could thus easily have erupted during David’s visit, so denying the younger 
Lord the chance to back his king in parliament. The Douglas feud would certainly 
have been intensified after Liddesdale became a liege man of Edward III against all 
but David Bruce between 1 February 1352 and 17 July 1352, an arrangement which 
may have been made without David’s knowledge or approval in order to protect 
Liddesdale from English claimants. Thus whilst the charters David issued when he 
was at the Scone parliament on parole in Scotland in February 1352 were witnessed 
by several bishops, the Steward, the earls of March, Angus, Sutherland, Wigtown 
and Lennox, Robert Erskine, William Livingston, John Preston and David’s clerk, 
Robert Dumbarton, the Lord of Douglas (like the earls of Ross and Mar) was
absent.66

Clearly, then, the specific political concerns and ambitions of various Scottish 
magnates could easily have shattered some of the consensus achieved by David II by 
1351: the Steward and his allies, indeed, must surely have hoped to achieve this. 
Interestingly, it is the quite reliable contemporary English chronicler, Sir Thomas 
Gray - who would be captured and held in Edinburgh by the Scots in 1355 - who 
states in reference to the Scottish magnates that:

" th e re  was much en vy  among them  who m ight be h y e s t ;  f o r  

ev e ry  one ru l,ld  in  h is  owne G u n t r e y . ” 67

The fragmentation of centtal political authority which this suggests in Scotland in the 
1350s would not have helped David’s campaign to be released. Queen Joan and 
David might easily have found themselves bereft of committed major supporters at the 
time of David’s parole: Adam de Moravia, bishop of Brechin, a key ambassador for 
the Bruces since the 1320s had also died by November 1351.68

However, it was still more likely to have been the harshness of the proposed 
conditions of David’s freedom which proved decisive in the winter of 1351-52. The 
omission from the indenture of any large ransom, or the need for homage for 
Scotland, or for long-term Scottish hostages, may have proved attractive to some 
Scots. Many, including the king, must have felt that David - still only 28 years old - 
could produce an heir in the future thus nullifying the Scottish succession 
concessions to England oronosed in the deal.69 But the issue of the restoration of the
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Disinherited lords must have been anathema to the political and territorial interests of 
men like the Steward, William, Lord of Douglas (especially if the Percies and the 
Bohun earls of Hereford - lords of Annandale since a grant by Edward Ralliol in 
1334 - were to receive Scottish lands) and many other Scots who had built their 
careers on war against England and the lands given to them by Robert I in his 
resettlement of Scotland after 1314. Just as it would in 1364, a deal between the 
kings of Scotland and England which involved the restoration of the Disinherited may 
have driven many key Scots, who might otherwise have been persuaded to support 
David 11, into the anti-English, pro-French camp, championed by the Steward. The 
impression that David was conceding too much to Edward 111 in 1351-52 also gave 
sufficient cause for fifteenth century English forgeries of charters of homage for 
Scotland by David to the English king dated to that time.70

The new king of France, John 11, seems to have played upon these fears. In 
late September 1351 he wrote a series of four letters, at least one of which was 
addressed to “the Guardian, prelates, princes, barons and nobles” of Scotland. In the 
first of these he urged the Scots to continue supporting France against England, in the 
second he warned them of the possibility that David 11 would invade Scotland with an 
English force if necessary to enforce their acceptance of his release deal: to counter 
this John offered the Scots the support of 500 French men-at-arms and 500 archers. 
In the third letter John offered to restore the French lands of Edward Ballioi who, he 
writes, had been considering making peace with France and the Scots; John urged the 
Scots to consider Balliol’s offer. Lastly he promised the Scots that his fleet would 
protect Scottish merchant shipping, which had recently been targetted by the English. 
About August 1352, John may have sent further letters to the bishop of St Andrews 
and other important Scots, promising to maintain the Franco-Scottish alliance.71

Through these letters, John II may simply have been rumour-mongeritig, 
keeping his own options open. But John may actually have offered a pardon to 
Ballioi by correspondence: in .luly 1351 the name and record of payment to Edward 
Ralliol ‘king of Scots’ was scored out of the English crown’s Close Rolls, although it 
was restored to its regular £200 stipend soon after.72 Moreover, as Professor Duncan 
points out, these letters may have come in response to an embassy which the troubled 
Scottish parliament of May 1351 could have dispatched to France. The address of one 
of John’s letters, to the “Guardian (single!)” and others in Scotland, seems to confirm 
that the three man leadership of Scotland of Ross, Mar and Douglas of 1350 had been 
replaced by the Stewar^Es. Ross, Mar and the Lord of Douglas - the ‘Guardians’ of 
1350 - were all consnicuous bv their absence from the vital March 1352 parliament
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(or at least as witnesses to the charters issued during its session).
Thus Rol^ert Steward may have made approaches to France at a time when the 

first package (the £40,000 ramsom-succession deal) for David’s release had been 
presented to the Scots; it is interesting that the 500 archers and 500 men-at-arms 
offered by John II in 1351 would be sought again by the Steward against David’s 
will in 1359, and again by the Steward as Robert li in 1 3 7 1 .73 At the very least, John 
l l ’s letters in 1351 underline the fact that the Scottish political community was not 
represented by a single voice of leadership. Not only was there a party willing to hear 
overtures from France, but Edward Ralliol, anticipating his abandonment by Edward 
111, may have approached some Scots and John II with offers of a reconciliation. 
Ralliol - who may have been at York at the same time as David in 1350-51, but who 
is not apparently included in the terms of the indenture - could have easily played 
upon Scots’ fears of the Disinherited and the chance that David II had become a 
vassal of Edward III.74

Moreover, there is some slight suggestion that if the Scots could not be 
persuaded to accept the 1351-52 terms, then David II and/or William Douglas of 
Liddesdale would indeed have used force to impose this deal upon the Scots. On 1 
February 1352, Edward III gave any Scots within his peace leave to join Liddesdale 
in putting down “a certain party who wish to rise up or rebel against David 11” in his 
camnaian for accentance of the vounaer-son indenture; this was surelv a reference to

1 o  1 o  •* •/

the Stewarts and their supporters.75 Furthermore, the contemporary English 
chronicler, Henry Knighton, gives an interesting account of the Scots’ rejection of the 
Anglo-Scottish deal of 1352:

“D avid  Brus th e  k in g  o f  S c o t s ,  who had b een  a p r is o n e r  

u n t i l  th e n , was s e n t  i n t o  S c o t la n d ,  under gu ard , sw orn t o  r e c a l l  

th e  S c o ts  i n t o  f e a l t y  t o  t h e  k in g  o f  E ngland a s th e y  u sed  t o  b e ,  

and a s  t h a t  same k in g  D avid  had on ce  been  th e  sworn l i e g e  man o f  

th e  k in g  o f  E n g lan d , a s  th e  S c o t s  w ere accustom ed  t o  b e . However, 

th e  S c o ts  answ ered w ith  one a s s e n t  and one v o i c e ,  t h a t  w h i l s t  th e y  

w ish ed  t o  ransom  t h e i r  k in g , th e y  w ould n e v e r  su bm it th e m se lv e s  t o  

th e  k in g  o f  E ngland , so  k in g  D avid re tu rn ed  t o  th e  Tower.”

Much of this may be fabricated propaganda or confusion of events from 1351 or 
later. But Knighton then describes the reaction of the Scots to an Anglo-Scottish 
agreement allegedly presented by David II at Newcastle in early 1353;

“t h e  S c o t s  r e f u s e d  t o  h a v e  t h e i r  k in g  u n l e s s  he 

e n t i r e l y  ren o u n ced  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  th e  E n g l i s h ,  and s i m i l a r l y
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r e fu s e d  to  su b m it th e m s e lv e s  t o  them . And th e y  warned him t h a t  

th e y  w ould n e i t h e r  ransom  him n or a l lo w  him t o  be ransom ed u n le s s  

he pardoned  them  f o r  a l l  th e  a c t s  and i n j u r i e s  th e y  had d on e, and 

a l l  th e  o f f e n c e s  t h a t  th e y  had com m itted  d u r in g  th e  t im e  o f  h i s  

c a p t i v i t y ,  and he sh o u ld  g iv e  them  s e c u r i t y  fo r  t h a t ,  or  o th e r w is e  

th e y  th r e a te n e d  t o  ch o o se  a n o th e r  k in g  t o  r u le  th e m ., . ”76

Some of this is much more believable and must be a misdated version of events of 
early 1352 when the Steward, David’s heir and the wartime leader of the 1330s, used 
the support for his claim to the kingship and his family’s burgeoning territorial 
influence to block the succession, plan. Andrew Wyntoun’s source also states that 
when the Scots rejected terms for David’s release, after David had been on parole to 
Scotland, then “word wes of his lousing mare”, surely a reference to the k i n g s h i p . 7 7  

Moreover, Knighton also adds that the English council had ordered that if the Scots 
rejected the package offered then the earl of Northampton was to lead a force from the 
north of England into ScoUand accompanied by David 11. Again, this may be a 
twisted version of instructions issued by Edward 111 and his council about 28 March 
1352 that if David’s negotiations in Scotland were of no effect, then David and 
William Douglas of Liddesdale were to be quizzed upon their return to captivity to see 
if “progress could be made in another way.” If so, David could remain at Bew ick or 
Newcastle until 27 May 1352 “to see what progress [or exploit] he could make in the 
meantime.” Professor Dutican has interpreted this as an invitation for David to ask his 
Scottish supporters to use force to impose the younger-son indenture upon his 
Scottish opponents. However, it is evident that this did not involve the projected use 
of English forces: no such mobilisation was made at this time probably because the 
English were not confident of predicting or influencing the situation in Scotland, or in 
their trust in David’s o f f e r s .7 8

By late March 1352, David must have known tliat the Scots would reject the 
Newcastle indenture. On 30 March 1352, at the Renfrewshire burgh of Rutherglen, 
just before David returned to captivity in England, he ordered the issue of a charter to 
Alexander Stewart of Darnley of the land of Petti nain in Lanarkshire, forfeited by the 
late Herbert Maxwell, to be held for the service of four armed men atid four archers. 
This may have been a last personal act of defiance by David before his plans failed. 
Not only did he grant the lands of a forfeited Ralliol supporter to a Stewart cadet, 
close to the Steward’s heartlands, while he himself was itinerant in that area; but he 
did so for a surprisingly large return in militaty services from a man who had served 
him as a justiciar in Annandale before 1346, a former Alexander Ramsay of
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Dalhoiisie retainer who had fought after Neville’s Cross to recover Galloway from 
Ballioi and England, and who would surety have backed David in any military 

attempt to impose a release deal in Scodand in 135279
In many ways this act was a curiously petulant stab at both the Steward and 

the failed peace process. But it is clear that David had misjudged the Scottish political 
and ideological climate which had developed as a  result of the wars of Independence 
and the events of the first half of his reign; and he had been partly undone by 
developments outwith his control. At the first time of asking, the Scots - admittedly 
riven by factionalism - had rejected his succession-peace plan twice in quick 
succession, doing so the second time in their king’s presence. Whilst the logic of 
David’s plan can be explained and even justified by relation to the more amicable 
Anglo-Scottish relations of the thirteenth centmy, David could be said to have 
underestimated the anti-English pull of the Steward. The latter must have been able to 
present himself as the Guardian in war against England in the 1330s and the 
successor to the martial tradition of Robert I and his lieutenants: he could also use the 
promises of French support and his own and his many sons’ places in the succession 
to counter David’s Anglophile suggestions and even the outside chance of the Ballioi 
alternative. The Steward could also attack the issue of the compensation of the 
Disinherited by arguing that Robert I had never conceded in any formal peace that 
these lords and cross-border landholding should be restored, and that to do so would 
undermine the patrimony of many important Scottish families who had ensured the 
Bruce regime’s survival.

These important arguments - and further minor points - would be used by the 
Steward and his supporters to defeat David’s revival of the succession-peace plan in 
1359 and 1363-64. This is the point to stress. Between 1346 and 1351, as between 
1334 and 1341, the rivalries which asserted themselves in David’s absence set the 
tone and political agenda of the active kingship of the second Bruce monarch which 
followed. Moreover, once David had got himself out of captivity by striking a very 
different deal, he would seek to revive the Anglo-Scottish succession-peace 
agreement first inbled in 1351, not by modifying its terms drastically, but by first 
overawing his Scottish opponents through various confrontations.

iii. The Ransom-Truce treaty of 1354.
By 16 May 1352 David 11 was back in the Tower of London; he may have 

been ill. According to Bower:
On f a i l i n g  t o  a c h ie v e  w hat he w a n ted , [D a v id ] h u r r ie d  

t o  E ngland  w ith o u t  d e la y ,  o n ce  th e  h o s ta g e s  had b een  s e n t  b a ck .
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A fte r  h is  d ep a r tu re  from th e  kingdom , John S tew ard , th e  g u a r d ia n 's  

s o n , lo r d  o f  K y l e . . - c o l l e c t e d  an army t o g e t h e r  and made a s t a y  in  

Annandale fo r  a s  lo n g  as n eeded  u n t i l  he b rou ght a l l  th e  p e o p le  o f  

t h a t  r e g io n  t o  t h e  a l l e g i a n c e  and f ir m  p e a c e  o f  o u r  lo r d  th e  

k in g . . , ' 80

However, there is no evidence at this time that the Franco-Scottish alliance was 
activated in joint aggression against England, David must have been gravely 
humiliated and in some despair at ever having enough committed support in Scotland 
to achieve his release. But the diplomatic initiative seems to have remained with his 
party. In March 1352 the English arnljassadors had been instructed to take David back 
into custody and to ‘treat and hear what the Scots have to say, without departing from 
the previous negotiations.’ But after David’s return to captivity talks would be 
pursued with a view to very different, less controversially political, conditions for 
David’s release

Probably in the course of this shift in the talks, things seemed to have moved 
falteringly. Throughout the rest of 1352 and into the spring of 1353, David fell back 
upon the services of a number of his chivatric knights to communicate with Scotland: 
this included Thomas Bisset of Upsetlington, David Annan, Walter Haliburton and 
Andrew Campbell (who had all promised never to bear arms against England again). 
This seems to have born some fruit within roughly a year. Not only did Edward 
Ballioi feel the need to seek renewed assurances about his claim to Scotland from 
Edward 111 on 8 March 1353, but on 7 July 1353 David was granted a safe-conduct 
to go to Newcastle (this perhaps explains Knighton’s confusion about these talks and 
those of 1351-52). Nothing appears to have come of atiy talks held there, however, 
and by 30 July 1353 Queen Joan could request passage to visit David in London; in 
November he may have been allowed north to Berwick for abortive talks.81

But things did begin to turn to favour David once more. He seems to have 
regained some control of what was left of the Scottish chancery. By March 1353, 
Patrick Leuchars, the new bishop of Brechin (a follower of Adam de Moravia) and a 
David loyalist, was Chancellor; Robert Dumbarton seems to have had control of some 
of the king’s seals, allowing David to grant a number of charters in 1353 and into 
1354, several of them to royalists captured at Neville’s Cross like William Mel drum, 
John Stewart of Dalswinton (warden of the west march before 1346 and who may 
have visited David in London in 1351), William Maitland of Thirlestane, Walter 
Haliburton and James Sandilands, Then on 1 August 1353 an Anglo-French truce 
was reached which included Scotland.82
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hi the same month David may also have played a part in the violent removal of 
one major obstacle to peace between England and Scotland. According to Fordun, 
some time in August 1353. William Douglas of Liddesdale was slain by his ward, 
William, Lord of Douglas, in Ettrick forest, in revenge for the deaths of Alexander 
Ramsay of Dalhousie and David Barclay of Brechin, and to end the feud between 
these two family rivals. The Lord of Douglas may have visited Edward III sometime 
after 16 .lanuary 1353, perhaps also using this occasion to speak with David 11. It 
was at this point that David 11 may have given his countenance for the removal of 
Liddesdale, who in July 1352 had become a liege man of Edward III, holding his 
lands (including liddesdale and the vale of Moffat in Annandale) of the English king. 
While Liddesdale continued in English service, the Lord of Douglas was necessarily 
committed to war against England and in support of France in order to protect and 
recover his family lands. So by accepting the elimination of Liddesdale, David left an 
ooenin V for the I .ord of Douvlas to surmort accommodation with En viand thereafter.

1 O 1 I o

If he did, Douglas might have brought with him the firm support of his Douglasdale. 
Lothian atid Teviotdale followers and key allies like David Lindsay of Crawford, 
keeper of Edinburgh castle, and Thomas Stewart, the young earl of Angus, who 
would both take part in a number of embassies to England after 1350; thus Douglas’s 
change of mind might swing the balance in Scotland, just as it had briefly when he 
was a joint lieutenant ca 1349-51.83

Certainly, on 12 February 1354, in a charter issued at Edinburgh through 
clerk Robert Dumbarton, David was prepared to confirm all of William, Lord of 
Douglas’s lands, including Liddesdale, which had first belonged to 1 ord William’s 
father, Archibald the Guardian (d. 1333); this grant also confirmed Lord William’s 
hereditary control of the sheriffship of Peebles, as well as his leadership of the men in 
that area, Roxburghshire, and the upper Clyde valley (close to Steward interests). 
Then on 28 February 1354, David repeated a confirmation he had first made in May 
1351 of an inspection by Duncan, earl of Fife (who had died in 1353), of the 1 ord of 
Douglas’s grant of the barony of West Calder in West Lothian to lames Sandilands 
and his wife, Eleanor Douglas (the former widow of Alexander Bruce, earl of 
Carrick, and the Lord of Douglas’s sister). Sandilands had been rewarded by David 
in 134.5 (the barony of Wiston, Lanarkshire, and Peebleshire annuals) and 1349 
(Roberton in Lanarkshire), and had visited David in England; by 1354 he had 
evidently transferred his allegiance from Douglas of Liddesdale to the Lord of 
Douvlas. and that affinity now looked to David for natronage, presumably lots of it ifI O ' 1 «/
his release could be achieved. Admittedly, David’s confirmation of Douglas interests 
necessarily confirmed the regional dominance of the Douglas Lord on the marches.
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power which had been achieved through military lordship without royal approval or 
leadership. As has been shown, by the battle of Poitiers in 1356, the Lord of Douglas 
would also have adopted many of the former lothian followers of Alexander Ramsay 
(d. 1342) whom David had employed before 1346. Nonetheless, David may have felt 
such concessions worthwhile in securing allies against the Steward and even that their 
shared Lothian affinities might bring the Bruce crown and Black Douglases back 
together as lord and liege as before 1 3 2 9 . 8 4

David, through his clerk, Robert Dumbarton, seems to have had Douglas’s 
grant to Sandilands repeated again at a coimcil held at Inverkeithing about 1 April 
1354- As in 1350, this Scottish council included a large number of David loyalists. 
Among the witnesses to the several royal charters of confirmation issued at. 
Inverkei thing at that time were the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, Robert 
Dumbarton, the earls of Wigtown and Sutherland and the ktiights Robert Erskine (no 
longer styled Chamberlain), William Livingston and .lohn Preston. This council 
probably decided to reopen talks with England, just as a year long Anglo-French 
truce was declared on 6 April 1354. Moreover, unlike those of 1351, the embassy 
dispatched to Newcastle after 18 June 1354 was of strong royalist opinion: it 
consisited of the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin and the Abbot of Dunfermline, 
the earls of March (whom David styled ‘our cousin’ in charters at this time) and 
Sutherland, Robert Erskine and William l . iv in g s t o n  85

Therefore, it was probably the combination of the unrepresentative nature of 
this embassy, together with the terms of indenture which it concluded with English 
commissioners on 13 July 1354, which meant that this deal would fall through. It 
must be stressed that after the failure of the ransom/succession indentures of 1351- 
52, David’s supporters struck a starkly apolitical deal in luly 1354. Gone were 
clauses about the restoration of the disinherited, mutual military aid and changes in 
the Scottish succession. The omission of the first of these terms was surely designed 
to placate David’s new ally, the ! .ord of Douglas: omission of the last may have been 
designed to soften the Steward into accepting David’s reliirn. In their place was a 
straightforward ransom treaty whereby the Scots would pay England 90,000 merks 
over 9 years during which a truce would prevail which would include Ballioi and the 
allies of England: David would be released on 25 August 1354. Probably in 
compensation for dropping clauses about military aid and the Disinherited, Edward 
and his council had upped the ransom demand by about 30,000 merks since 1350.86 

However, the clauses detailing the conditions under which Scottish noble 
hostages should be sent to England as surety for this ransom were bound to be
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extremely iinoopular with the great magnates; as far as men like the Lord of Douglas
J i t  O  C? '  w

were concerned, they were perhaps totally unexpected. Twenty magnates’ sons 
and/or heirs were to be sent south. This list was dominated by the sons of David 
loyalists like William, earl of Sutherland, and Malcolm, earl of Wigtown. Yet, 
crucially, it did not include the heirs of the Steward or of William, earl of Ross.87 
This is a clear indication that the July 1354 talks were initiated solely by royalists, that 
the Steward - officially the king’s IJeutenant again - did not feel bound to participate 
and Ross too was alientaed once more from David. But in addition to these hostages, 
whilst after each instalment of the ransom had been paid a hostage would be released 
(starting with the earl of March’s son), if the Scots defaulted on the ransom at any 
time then the sons/heirs of the Steward and March (who had both fled the battlefield 
in 1346) were to be returned as hostages before David or anyone else. Moreover, the 
first instalment was to be guaranteed by merchants from the main royal burghs: but if 
this payment was not made David would have to enter either himself or, if he 
preferred, two earls and two barons from a list made up of the Steward, the 1-ord of 
Douglas, Thomas Murray the Pantler, and John MacDonald of the Isles (the 
Steward’s son-in-law).

Objections by certain Scots to these terms and the higher ransom sum may lie 
behind the delay in talks which occured during the summer of 1354, It was at this 
time that David’s government personnel seem to have lost conUol or at least ceased to 
be active in their offices. It is probable that, as in 1351, those opposed to the treaty, 
headed by the Steward, had made some appeal to France and that there was open 
disagreement within the Scottish council. The talks stalled. David was not released on 
August 25. On 5 October he was to be be handed over to John de Co upland, the 
English sheriff of Roxburgh, as a prelude to his release. But by 17 October 1354 the 
Steward was in a position to recommence issuing acts as the “king’s lieutenant”: on 
that day he ordered Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, “his lieutenant in Angus and the 
Mearns”, to protect the rights of the Abbey of Arbroath; Angus may also have 
become Chamberlain by this juncture. Scottish commissioners did attend rescheduled 
talks at Berwick sometime after November which revived the ransom treaty and 
styled David as “king of Scots.” But they were not pursued further.88

iv. The S tew ard’s secoud Lieiiteiiaiicy ea. 1,354-57.
The events which followed in 1355 underline the likelihood that the Steward 

had succeeded in sabotaging the 1354 talks by promoting the alternative of an 
aggressive foreign policy in support of France, against England. In the short term this 
would benefit William, Lord of Douglaa, and magnates like him, far more than the
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loss of cash and heirs involved in the proposed treaty for David’s ransom and release, 
.hist like David in 1350-51 and 1353-54, the Steward had managed to work himself 
back into a position of strength within Scotland by means of various alliances and 
appointments. About 1351 the Steward may have managed to oust the triumvarate of 
Ross, Mar and Douglas from the Guardianship; but it was not until 1354-55 that he 
was really able to initiate Scottish policy.

By 6 May 1355, the Steward had concluded a marriage alliance with William, 
earl of Ross, the justiciar North of Forth, a match which effectively gave the Ross 
family a stake in the inheritance of Strathearn.89 He had also managed to persuade 
William, Lord of Douglas, to recognise his authority as Lieutenant. Andrew 
Wyntoun’s source states that Douglas fought to bring the men of the Scottish marches 
and Galloway back into David’s faith from 1353 onwards: but in doing so he had to 
bring Galloway tnen like Dougal MacDowall to the Steward to swear fealty. Douglas 
had done the same to .lames Tweed!e of Drumelzier in Peeblesshire by 8 December 
1355, and perhaps also to William Gordon of Kenmure in Galloway by as early as 9 
May 1354. As Dr Brown emphasies, after 1353 Douglas’s taking of oaths from 
march men from Galloway to Teviotdale as a means of renewing their fealty to Bruce 
also strengthened his own personal affinity and lordship in the marches. The Steward - 
whom Rower states had taken submissions of fealty from Scots south of Forth in the 
1330s - seems to have been willing to leave Douglas otherwise to control Edinburgh 
and Scotland south of Forth while he exploited the vacuum of royal power north of 
Forth; this was a ‘laissez faire’ approach which reasserted itself after David l l ’s 
death. 90

The Steward could also rely upon the support of his three young adult sons as 
regional lieutenants; as we have seen, John Stewart of Kyle (who would have gone 
south as a hostage for at least two years under the 1354 treaty), reoccupied Annandale 
for the Scots after 1353. The Steward’s second son, Robert, the future earl of 
Menteith and Fife (and Duke of Albany), may have begun to come into his own in 
Menteith. Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, and Thomas Murray of Bothwell, also 
acted as regional officers for the Steward. Crucially, Angus can first be identified as 
Chamberlain in June 1356, but may have ocupied this vacancy much earlier, so 
taking control of the finance so vital to David’s ransom; Patrick, bishop of Brechin’s 
Chancellorship may have been disrupted between 1353 and 1355.91

Thus by 1355 the Steward had in place a loose political authority which left 
the various regions of Scotland in the hands of magnates happy to support France 
against England. This alliance itself must have been a powerful obstacle against the
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revival of David’s party. For, on 15 September 1355, John 11 of France released 
some 40,000 gold ecus (about 15,000 merks) to the Scots factors at B r u g e s .92 

According to Fordun, the Scots had agreed to take this cash to fight against England 
“after sundry interviews and councils held in sundry places.” But in their lust for 
fresh wealth the gold was shared among the chief magnates while “others, of meaner 
sort, they sent away empty.” This disappointed lesser sort of Scottish knight would 
be just the kind of man David would attract to his service after 1357, But in 1355 his 
far distant patronage could not compete in Scotland. Besides, John 11 had already 
dispatched a force of 50 to 60 French men-at-arms to Scotland under Rugene de 
Garancières. This force, although made up mostly of young aristocrats serving a 
military apprenticeship, was a presence which spurred the Scots to raids on English 
occupied Scotland: indeed one French chronicler asserts that it was sent ‘pour mettre 
les Éscoz en mouvement de faire guerre aux Anglais’, suggesting perhaps that the 
Steward had gone back on promises to fight for France which he had made in 1351- 
52. Nonetheless, the prospect of French cash, English booty and a little glory was 
surely much more tangible than losing money on the release of the isolated Bruce 
king.93

David now clearly lost touch with his supporters. Throughout 1355 no safe- 
condiicts were issued to the familiar lesser Scottish clerics and knights who had 
visited him before 1354; no royal acts survive from 1355.94 Thus, although Edward 
III had David moved to more comfortable house arrest at Odiharn castle in Hampshire 
in early 1355, David must have looked upon events in Scotland with increasing 
desperation. By March 1355 the Steward’s foreigti policy had done sufficient damage 
to Scottish trade - on top of the devalued coinage David’s government had issued in 
1351 - to warrant Edward 111 reducing the value his subjects should attach to Scottish 
m o n e y . 95 Then in November 1355, according to Fordun, Wyntoun’s source and 

Bower, the Scots captured the town of Berwick. This assault was apparently led by 
the earl of Angus and the earl of March (who may also have seized Norham castle), 
although the French expeditionary force, Douglas and the Steward may also have 
visited the Scots’ new prize. In that year Douglas had already joined forces with the 
French, the earl of March and William Ramsay of Collesie in raiding as far south as 
Norham. The Scots and French had also defeated an English force of several hundred 
men at Nisbet near Jedburgh, capturing several knights including Thomas Beaumont 
and Thomas Gray, the author of the Scalacronica. Sir Roger Kirkpatrick had also 
managed to recapture the castles of Caerlaverock and Dalswinton for the Bruce 
Scots .96
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But the bubble of the lucrative French alliance was about to burst. It is 
doubtful whether Garancières and his men were ever well received by the Scots. 
They had arrived in mid-1355 but some had started to drift home by November: 
Garancières himself left from Aberdeen in .lanuary 1356 after having refused to give 
the Scots captured English arm amen ts.97 it seems likely that similar tensions over 
strategy, leadership, spoils and victual as would undermine the French expedition to 
vScotland of Jean de Vienne in 1385 (as described by Froissart) had made the 1355 
expedition tense: the Steward is conspicuous by his absence from chronicle accounts 
of the affair, just as he would avoid Vienne in 1385.98 Once the French had gone, the 
Scots were left to face the English retaliation alone. After the capture of Berwick, 
Edward III led a large army north in January-February 1356. The Scottish response 
to this retaliation indicated some dissatisfaction with the leadership of the Steward 
and, once again, the absence of a single magnate voice able to speak and lead for 
Scotland. According to Fordun, the occupying Scots had to abandon Berwick as they 
“were hopeless of getting succour from their own nation, owing to the feuds among 
the chiefs.”99 However, it was Edward’s subsequent heirschip of the Lothians as far 
as Edinburgh, the “Burnt Candlemas”, which surely turned many more Scots against 
the Steward’s Francophile policy and made them receptive of renewed attempts to 
ransom David.

V, The Battle of Poitiers and the Treaty of Berwick, Ï356-57.
Once again loyalists began to visit David in England. On 10 May 1356, the 

bishops of St Andrews and Brechin (the Chancellor), William Livingston and Robert 
Esrkine received a safe-conduct to do so. They were to be joined by Norman Leslie, 
by then a deputy Chamberlain; Leslie, a crusading knight, would rise to prominence 
in David’s service after 1357 as an ambassador. Then on 22 May 1356, Robert 
Dumbarton and Adam Lanark, David’s future Dominican confessor, were also 
granted leave to visit their king. These grants occurred against the background of a 
renewed flurry of diplomatic activity. Most significantly, at Newcastle on 20 January 
1356, a very bitter Edward Ballioi, presumably disillusioned by Edward I l l’s so- 
called reassurances, had finally resigned his claim to Scotland to the English king, 
just before the Burnt Candlemas. This anti-climax retnoved a major obstacle to any 
sort of Anglo-Scottish deal which recognised David as king of Scots or mooted
changes in the Scottish succession. 100 {

On 18 April 1356. the Lord of Douglas concluded an independent truce for 
the middle and east marches with the Percy earl of Northampton. Three weeks before
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this, on 31 March 1356, Edward Ill’s representatives had been able to begin talks 
with John MacDonald of the Isles, presumably in search of an alliance similar to the 

one they had arranged in 1336701 Evidently, by this stage the Steward had lost the 
trust of some of his key allies and the initiative over Scotland’s foreign policy,
David’s party must have looked once more, as in 1350 and 1354, for the support of 
Douglas to tip the scales in Scotland in their favour. Interestingly, Froissart (who 
visited Scotland in 1365) states that while Edward ITT had burned Lothian in early 
1356, Douglas had hid in Jedburgh forest in the company of proven past and future 
Scottish royalists, the earls of Sutherland and Mar, Robert Erskine and Archibald, the 
Grim Douglas (who may also have been brought up at Château Gaillard alongside 
David)-i02

However, rather than simply commit himself to David II, the land of Douglas 
seems to have preferred at first to pursue an independent policy, probably partly as 
repayment for the shelter France had afforded him as a minor and otherwise in pursuit 
of his ambitions as a European knight. On 3 June 1356, Douglas and William 
Ramsay of CoUuthie were given a safe-conduct to visit David to discuss his release.
Yet it remains to be seen, if they made this trip. For by August-September 1356,
Douglas and a large body of his affinity of followers (perhaps up to 300 men) were 
on continental pilgrimage and had got as far as France where they joined the army of 
John IT against that of Edward I ll’s son, the Black Prince, at Poitiers. Clearly, for 
many Scots the allure of personal ambition and direct royal patronage from France
was still strong. With Douglas were Archibald Douglas (a bastard of the Good Sir I

Ï
James), William Ramsay of CoUuthie, William Gladstanes, Robert (William?) I

Livingston, John Berries, John le Grant, Sir Patrick Dunbar, Henry Gray, probably I
John Gordon of Kenmure and William Towers of Dairy, and surely many more 
I othian and marcher laymen. According to Froissart, who would meet the Douglases
in Scotland in 1365, John IT gave the Douglas Tord some £500, a knighthood and 
various lands. 103

It seems inconceivable that David could have approved of this expedition. 
However, if David had had contact with Douglas in London in summer 1356 we 
must consider the possibility that David secretly condoned his intention to fight in 
France, or at least was made aware of it, David may have felt that allowing Scots to 
fight for France in France would finally convince Edward III of the importance of 
restoring a pro-English David as king of Scots on more favourable terms than 
previously offered: David’s approval for Douglas’s trip may explain why so many 
former adherents of Alexander Ramsay, adopted and rewarded by David before
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1346, now fought apparently against their king’s interests.
This remains highly debatable, but David must have approved mightily of the 

unexpected outcome of the battle between John 11 and the far smaller force of the 
Black Prince on 19 September 1356. For the catastrophic defeat of the French and the 
capture of John II and a number of other European leaders proved a far greater 
catalyst to diplomatic change than any moves which David and his supporters had 
undertaken since 1346. Indeed it revolutionised the political situation within Scotland 
as well as in Europe.*04 Edward 111 could now look to use his two captive kings and 
several aristocratic prisoners against each other to conclude peace settlements 
advantageous to England in terms of territory and cash to replenish her exhausted 
coffers. The Scots were now without an ally against England and without a direct; 
source of royal patronage. The Steward’s and Douglas’s Francophile policy was 
bankrupt. Moreover, in addition to David, Edward III had other hostages with whom 
to persuade the Scots. Although the l ord  of Douglas had escaped Poitiers, William 
Ramsay of CoUuthie, Herries of Terregles, Sir Patrick Dunbar and several other 
knights named by Fordun among Douglas’s party were captured and taken to 
London, all now surely aware of the potential futility of all-out war against England 
for France. Archibald Douglas seems to have evaded capture but may have come into 
contact with David in late 1357 after his unlawful capture in a border skirmish.ihS

It followed that on 13 December 1356, Edward III issued a safe-conduct for 
the bishops of St Andrews, Brechin and Caithness, William Livingston, Robert 
Erskine and Sir Thomas Fauside (a follower of the Steward) to come to I on don. 
Probably before this embassy could leave Scotland (or at least after they had had 
exploratory talks with Edward 111), another safe-conduct was issued, on 17 January 
1357, to a larger Scottish party which now included William Keith, the Marischal, 
and Thomas, earl of Angus, the Chamberlain. About the same time a Scottish council 
was held at Perth. Bv the beginning of Mav 1357 the Scottish envovs had agreed

J  O  C ? J  J  o

upon an Anglo-Scottish truce which was to be preserved by Douglas and the earl of 
March on the east march, and the Steward’s son, John, in the west. Significantly, 
this truce already referred to David as “roi d’Escoce.” There now seems to have been 
sufficient pressure heaped upon the Steward within Scotland by Queen Joan, and 
most of the major prelates and magnates, for him to put his name to these renewed 
negotiations for David’s release: at the January 1357 council at Perth the Steward had 
appointed ambassadors on behalf of the community of the realm to treat for David’s
release. *06

David himself does not aopear to have been allowed direct contact with the
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main Scottish embassy. Instead he had to rely on visits from his personal servants, 
Robert Dumbarton, Adam l.anark and Hector Leche (his doctor), or from hardcore 
loyalists like the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, Erskine and Livingston. 
However, David may also have been able to influence talks in Scotland and between 
the peace commissioners through those Scots captured at Poitiers, several of whom 
were allowed to go to Scotland on parole on David’s business in August 1357. As we 
have seen, most of these knights would become prominent in David’s service after
1357, especially Archibald Douglas - for whose ransom David himself would be 
responsible - and William Ramsay of CoUuthie, who would become earl of Fife in
1358.*07 Moreover, from late 1356 David’s supporters were able to issue grants in 
his name to loyalists; John Gray of Broxmouth (a future clerk of the Register whose 
son was named as a hostage for David in 1354 and 1357), William Sinclair (the earl 
of Ross’s pawn in his claim for Caithness), James Sandilands and Patrick Ramsay of 
Dalhousie received favour before David’s release. The Steward seems to have bowed 
to the inevitable.*08

In 1357, though, David may also have been able to rely on the active support 
of Thomas, earl of Mar, On 30 June 1357, Mar had recei ved leave to visit Edward III 
for “certain causes.” Then in August of that year Mar had been at Bruges where he 
seems to have sold the barony of Foveran in Aberdeenshire for 1,000 ecus, perhaps 
as a means of raising credit to finance support for David IPs ransom. Mar sold more 
property in the next few years to clear apparent debts, but in August 1357 he had 
been in Brages with his clerk, John Cromdale, who was there on David IPs business 
expressly to raise money for the king’s ransom: Cromdale had visited David in 1350. 
By 1358 Mar would be the crown’s Chamberlain, in charge of the first instalment of 
the ransom: David would employ many Mar men in crown service in the 1360s.*09

Thus, in 1357, it was through the revival of the relationships which he had 
had with a large number of Scottish clergy and knights in 1350-2 and 1353-4, that 
David was able to bring pressure to bear upon the Steward and other Scots hostile or 
indifferent to his release. Promises of future patronage must have proved vital in 
eroding the Steward’s influence. The Lieutenant’s last act in his office was made at a 
Scottish council at Edinburgh in September 1357: he issued full powers to Scottish 
Ambassadors to treat for David’s release in talks at Berwick. **0 Admittedly, it had 

required the revolution of European politics finally to force the Scots to agree to terms 
for David’s release: without John IPs capture David would surely have languished 
longer in captivity. As it happened, David’s was just one of many ransom-release 
truces negotiated bv the English between 1356 and 1361.***
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However, while Edward 111 musfc have been able to dictate terms to the Scots 
at the negotiating table, it may have been the shrewd work which David undertook 
behind the scenes which ultimately made the conditons of his release palatable to 
many influential Scots. The ransom treaty itself was concluded at Berwick on 3 
October 1357.1 *2 h  i§ noticeable that despite their inclusion in a safe-conduct to talks 
of August 1357, pro-Steward magnates like Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, John 
Stewart of Kyle and Thomas Murray of Bothwell do not seem to have taken an active 
part in the final talks. Instead the treaty was polished almost solely by genuine or 
hopeful David loyalists, namely the bishops of St Andrews, Brechin and Caithness, 
the earl of March, Erskine and Livingston. Thomas, earl of Mar, was also piobably 
in England at that time. The procurators at the talks for many of the Scottish prelates 
included David de Mar, treasurer of Moray and secretary to Queen Joan; and 
Alexander Bur, archdeacon of Moray, whom David would later employ as a 
troubleshooting bishop o f  M o r a y .* *3

As in 1354 it was a straightforward ransom package devoid of controversial 
clauses about the Disinherited, homage and the Scottish succession. The Scots were 
to pay 100,000 merks (£66,666) to England over the next ten years, with the first 
payment of 10,000 merks due on the feast of St John the Baptist next (24 June, a 
feast David observed throughout his life, but also the anni versary of Bannockburn, a 
fact which was surely not lost on Edward III in attempting to revive Edward IPs 
reputation). Until this ransom was paid 20 Scottish hostages would remain in 
England. But most significantly, there were two changes in this list from that of 
1354: the sons and heirs of the earl of March and Sir Adam Foullarton (a former 
Alexander Ramsay adherent) were replaced with those of the Steward and William, 
earl of R o s s .*  *4 Clearly, David’s siippporters had used the treaty to single out those 
they saw as David’s main political opponents: both the Steward and Ross had 
abandoned David’s host in 1346 and their families had been allied by marriage since 
1355.

There were further clauses inserted in the treaty concerning the Steward’s son 
and heir, John Stewart of Kyle. After the first instalment of 10,000 merks was paid 
he could be replaced by another son of the Steward, a concession which must have 
done little to placate the Lieutenant, For he himself was still named as a possible 
hostage should the Scots default on the ransom. If David did not choose to enter 
himself as a hostage if this happened, he was to send three from a list including the 
Steward, the earls of March, Mar, Ross, Angus, Sutherland, the Lord of Douglas 
and Thomas Murray of Bothwell. This was a draft which was made up equally of
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Steward and David loyalists. However, if the Scots were late in paying arrears on 
instalments, David was to send to England two earls or two from a list made up of the 
Steward, Douglas and Thomas Murray within three weeks of defaulting on payment, 
David’s party had thus secured and exploited the political initiative in Scotland in 
1357 to give David a political weapon he could use after his return. The treaty also 
laid out guarantees for each country’s merchant shipping, as well as the ecclessiastical 
rights of their clergy and their relationship to the Papacy and communications from 
the Pope. Neither king was to harbour rebels against the other. Moreover, John 
MacDonald of the Isles, Edward Ballioi and other allies of Edward 111 were to be 
included in the truce established by this treaty. However, John of the Isles was not to 
be obliged to pay any of David’s ransom. This was a clear confirmation that in 1356- 
57 MacDonald had reached some form of alliance with E n g la n d .*  *5

But it is the contemporary English chronicler, Henry Knighton, who again 
adds further detail to our knowledge of Anglo-Scottish relations at this time. He 
asserts that in 1357 David had been at London, staying at the Blackfriars with Queen 
Joan just before his release, and there had offered to help Edward 111 with his wars, 
presumably against France. No such promise of military aid was included in the 
treaty of Berwick: but as David had offered such aid in 1351 and would offer military 
aid to Edward in the 1360s as part of a peace deal, it is possible that the Scottish king 
did make such an offer in private. But Knighton also states that David arranged for 
Scottish merchants to travel in and out of England, with the same rights for English 
tradesmen, “as though they [the Scots and English] were one people and one nation.” 
Knighton then adds that David also arranged for Scottish money to be allowed to 
circulate in England and for Scottish clerics to study at English Universities.* *6

True, Knighton may here be misplacing some of the detail of the trip David 
would make to l.ondon in 1359. But on 28 October 1357 Edward 111 did grant a 
general licence for Scottish clerics to study in England. Two days later, Edward 
licensed Scottish merchants to trade in England. By mid-1358, after pleas to Edward 
by David, Scottish money had been restored to a value roughly equal to that of 
England. From late 1357 onwards there was a growing flow of Scottish merchants 
seeking passage into England with their wares, and clerics off to Oxbridge. In the 
1360s this traffic would swell to tremendous proportions and be parallelled only by 
the traffic of Scottish knights and esquires on pilgrimage to English shrines. * *7 
Moreover, David may also have expressed his resolve to match Edward I l l’s 
commitment to establishing a system of border tribunals to settle all present and future 
Anglo-Scottish border disputes and breaches of the tnice: the treaty of Berwick had
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certainly included causes calling for the English and Scottish march wardens to 
ensure the payment of damages awarded in border cases within a month and for 
neither party to harbour rebels against the other king. Dr Cynthia Neville had shown 
convincingly that during David’s captivity Edward had elevated his warden- 
conservators - offices increasingly filled by the key magnates and prelates of northern 
England - to oversee and participate in a system of border dispute hearings which 
used mixed English and Scottish juries. Throughout the 1350s and 1360s this system 
(which would also oversee the Scots’ ransom payments and hostage exchanges) 
would be elaborated and consolidated by the English crown and its officers, and in 
part, it will be shown, by David’s reciprocation of judicial developments in 
Scotland’s marches; these border tribunals could also prove useful to the newly 
restored Scottish crown in containing the violent ambition of magntes like William, 
Lord of Douglas, and the earl of March.* *8

Clearly, then, in the last months of his imprisonment, David had been able to 
call upon the good personal relations he had forged with Edward lit to lay shrewdly 
the basis of profitable and amicable Anglo-Scottish relations, .lust as in 1349-50, 
there is some evidence that David had grown closer to Edward in 1357. In April 1357 
he attended another St George tournament at Smithfield in l.ondon. Then in early 
September 1357, David took the London road to the martyr’s tomb of St Thomas 
Becket at Canterbury. A “conversation” which David had had through a window at 
Odiharn with the English Chancellor, the bishop of Winchester, may have arranged 
this trip, which David felt “would be greatly to his [David’s] ease and agreeable to his 
guardian [Edward III].” As we have seen, David would apply to revisit Canterbury 
on several occasions in the 1360s and, combined with his favour to Arbroath Abbey 
which was dedicated to Becket, may thus have hoped to win Edward I l l’s trust 
through a shared ethos of cosmopolitan Christian chivalry. David’s relations with 
Queen Joan may also have improved during the 1350s.1 *9

David’s bargaining in 1357 may thus have formed the basis of the “rycht gret 
special te” which both Wyntoun’s source and Bower insist David had with Edward 111 
in the 1360s. *20 But at the time of talks for his release the favoured-nation and co
operative neighbour arrangements which David secured would also have appealed to 
important elements in the Scottish council and parliament of the estates which not 
only sent commissioners to draw up the treaty of Berwick, but which would have to 
ratify its terms. The presence of burgesses at the September 1357 council which 
dispatched the commissioners underlines the value of the treaty clauses which 
protected Scottish merchant shipping, and David’s private deals over Anglo-Scottish



269

trade and the value of the Scottish coinage. The burgesses’ support was also vital in 
underwriting and guaranteeing David’s ransom. After decades of war and the loss of 
a third of Scotland’s population due to the Black Death about 1349-50, many Scots 
must have longed for a return to everyday concerns like commerce. By the same 
token, those terms which protected the integrity of the Scottish church and law, and 
David’s deal to let Scottish clerics study at Oxbridge, would have been popular with 
the prelates participating in parliament and in the Anglo-Scottish talks.*2!

C onclusion
With these extra agreements in view, then, most Scots may have been 

persuaded that David and his representatives had done a relatively good deal in 1357. 
At £66,666, the ransom the Scots were expected to pay was relatively light, and had 
only been raised by 10,000 merks (£4,000) since 1354. With the inclusion in the 
truce of Edward Ballioi, who had resigned his claim to Scotland to Edward 111 in 
1356, those Scots whose families had received the lands of the Disinherited from 
Robert I might have expected that that fifth column would dwindle into unimportance; 
and the chance for the improvement of border dispute administration offered the hope 
of settled conditions in the ravaged marches and the prolongation of the truce and 
trade. Furthermore, the treaty in no way impinged upon Scotland’s integrity by 
requiring military services, parliamentary attendance or admissions of homage. In 
many ways, despite the humiliation of defeat and imprisonment for their king, and his 
ransom bill, the treaty left Bruce Scotland more secure as an independent nation than 
had the treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton. If the ransom could be paid off within the 
ten year Anglo-Scottish truce, a longer peace deal could be concluded at that time, 
Edward 111 too must have been largely satisfied with the likely influx of cash, a stable 
northern border and further possible Scottish concessions which this treaty offered 
him while he turned to deal with his other captive, .lohn 11 of France.

With the treaty ready for ratification by the English and Scottish parliaments, 
and the twenty Scottish hostages handed over to their English keepers at Berwick, 
David was released about 6 October 1357. He was met at Berwick by a large 
contingent of Scots. This included the bishops of St Andrews, Caithness and 
Brechin; the earls of March, Angus and Sutherland; and the knights Thomas Murray, 
.lames lindsay, David Graham, Robert Erskine, William Livingston, David Weymss 
(the sheriff of Fife), Roger Kirkpatrick, Thomas Bisset (the crusader whom David 
would make earl of Fife in 1363), William de Vaus (a steward of David’s household 
by 1358) and William Ramsay of CoUuthie; the earl of Mar may also have been there. 
The Steward was absent: indeed, throughout David’s capti vitv he had never been to
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England or attended talks on the border. In the months preceding October, the 
Steward seems to have remained on his family lands at Rothesay, or Irvine in 
Ayrshire or at Methven in Perth. As in 1341 he probably sought to stay out of 
David’s sight Also absent from Berwick were the Lord of Douglas and the earl of 
Ross. *22

Nonetheless, the presence at Berwick of those Scots that did attend David and 
his English gaoler, Sir William Trussell, makes a nonsense of Andrew Wyntoun’s 
source’s claim that the Scottish king returned to Scotland with “hot a chalmer childe 
a l l a n e . ” l2 3  As in 1341, it could be said that in October 1357 David returned to 
Scotland after a prolonged exile with a potentially wide basis of political support 
already in place. However, just as in 1341 he returned to rule a country which been 
without royal authority for over a decade. Over the course of eleven long years, the 
Steward had been able to expand his political and territorial influence well beyond the 
extent he had achieved during David’s first exile: as well as the traditional Stewart 
lands in the west, the Stewart hegemony of central Scotland now embraced Atholl 
and the vacant earldoms of Strathearn, Menteith and Fife, their adjoining lordships 
and north towards Badenoch and Dull. The Steward had also made some important 
political alliances within Scotland since 1346, acted once more as a leader of 
government and war, and had become clearly associated with military co-operation 
with France against E n  gland. *24

David had undeniably been deeply frustrated and humiliated by the Steward’s 
domestic and diplomatic opposition. It is notable that Fordun and Froissart, two pro- 
Bruce contemporary chroniclers, make no mention of the failed release indentures of
1351-52 and 1354: conversely, contemporary English chroniclers and the pro- 
Stewart histories of Wyntoun, Bower and their continuators, do mention these 
f a i lu r e  s .  *25 Moreover, it is obvious that upon his return, David had it all to do again 

in his ‘second kingship’. He would have to balance many competing interests. He 
would have to restore Scottish government and justice, and the authority and income 
of the crown. In doing so he would have to challenge the entrenched territorial and 
political position of several Scottish magnates, in part reimposing the Bruce 
settlement of Robert I and 1341-46 after eleven years of magnate autonomy. At the 
same time he would have to reward the support many Scottish magnates, clerics, 
lesser knights and burgesses had given him since 1346: especially expectant of 
reward must have been the earl of March and the new players, William, Lord of 
Douglas and Thomas, earl of Mar. David would have to work very hard to renew his 
relations of personal lordship with these and the many lesser Scots who had become
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proTvvitierit in his absence. He would also have to ensure the full and regular payment 
of his ransom, or find some other way to offset his obligations to England in a. 
manner which was acceptable to a majority of Scots. And, of course, aged only 33 in 
1357, he would have to produce a male heir to provide for a Bruce succession. It 
would be to a pursuit of a panacea for all of his perceived problems that David would 
dedicate himself after 1357.
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NOTES

1. s. Boardman, The Early Stewarl Kings, 7-10; A.A.M. Duncan, ‘Honi soit qui mal y pense’, 113-

1.41 - which reproduces a number of important diplomatic documents - and his ‘The Regnal Y ear of 

David IP, 105-119.

2. C.H Talbot & E.A. Hammond, The Medical Practioners in Medieval England: A Biographical 

Register (London 1965), 94, 387; Oeuvres de Froissart, v, 137-145. Another arrow head seems to 

liave remained embedded in David’s skull; Froissart and Bower would later assert that it was not 

removed until David prayed to St Monan about 1362, perhaps for relief from the headaches the metal 

fragment still gave him in 1365 at the full moon [Chron. Bower, vii, 261, 462n).

3. Rot. Scot., i. 679 to 685.

4. C..I. Neville, Violence, Custom and Law: the Anglo-Scottish Border Lands in the Later Middle 

Ages (Edinburgh 1998), 37-41. B. Webster, ‘The English Occupation of Dumfriesshire in the 

Fourteenth Century’, 64-80; R.C. Reid, ‘Edward Ballioi’, 43-5; R.D. Oram, ‘Bruce, Ballioi and the 

Lordship of Galloway’, 45-6; Chron Wyntoun, vi, 188; for John of the Isles see Foedera, iii, part 1, 

93. For the later submission to Bruce of south-western men who had joined Ballioi after Neville’s 

Cross see below pp. 249-54-.

5. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 188; Chron. Bower, vii, 271-3, 466n; Chron. Fordun, ii, 358-9; S. 

Boardman, ‘Chronicle Propaganda in Fourteenth Century Scotland’, 37-42; RRS VI no.s 112, 133, 

137, 138. 141, 143, 146.

6. There are no A.P.S. records for this period other than a few charters issued during councils; there 

is only a single sheriff’s account for 1347 for Aberdeenshire [by William Meldrumj extant in the 

E.R., i. In 1358 a few sheriffs would intromit partial accounts which reached back sometimes as far 

as 1353 or 1348 [Kinross, Clackmannan, Aberdeen, Perth]. There are only some twenty to thirty 

charters in the RMS or RRS which can be dated to between October 1346 and October 1357 (see 

Appendix I for full listings].

7. C.P.P., i, 109, 110; RRS VI p. 45. Clement had written to Queen Joan sympathising with her 

over David’s capture; Pilmor had been a chaplain to Pope Clement VI when the latter had been 

Archbishop of Rouen while David II was exiled in France [Watt, Scottish Graduates, 450-1],

8. C.P.P., i, 130; A.P.S., i, 294.
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9. For Leslie in 1347 see S.R.O. GD 79/1/7 in which, at the request of David II, he caused the 

Dundee and Perth cuslamars to pay an annual to the Perth Blackfriars; for Erskine as Chamberlain in 

1348 see B.M. Add MSS. 33, 245 f. 53b-54; for Erskine as bailie of Fife c. 1345 see vii, 

305; for Caldwell see Watt, Scottish Graduates, 72-3 - in 1341 Caldwell had received a £20 for 

unspecified duties in 1341-2.

10. Robert Erskine’s first appearence as Chamberlain in August 1348 roughly coincides with his 

regular participation in embassies to see David in England after January 1348, a fact which suggests 

he was a Bruce appointee in 1347-48 and not, as A.A.M. Duncan suggests, of 1.350, when both he 

and Caldwell can be found fulfilling their offices in a full Council (The Regnal Year of David IP, 

107-81.

11. On 17 December 1346, at Finavon in Forfar, letters were issued in David’s name, ordering the 

justiciars and other officials not to exact tallages in the lands of the Abbey of Aihroath. At Forfar on 

17 July 1348 an act by the earl of Ross as Justiciar north of Forth (presumably Ross) was issued 

charging a Dundee burgess with exacting an unlawful toll on the Abbey \Regislrum de Ponmure, i, 

167-9). In November 1341 letters in David’s name granted the customs of Arbroath burgh to 

Arbroath Abbey |RRS VI no. 116]. In March 1352 David ordered his justiciars to prevent any 

interference in the Abbey’s customs at Arbroath {ibid, no. 123}. On 4 November 1353, letters in 

David’s name issued from Berwick - and thus probably by the king - ordered William Keith to stop 

helping his brother, John, to unjustly occupy lands in the Mearns owned by the Abbey (RRS VI 

no.s 109, 124]. In October 1354, the Steward as Lieutenant ordered Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, 

his lieutenenal in Angus and the Mearns, to maintain the Abbey of Arbroath against the 

encroachments of John Keith; in March that year two of William Keith’s charters had been confirmed 

in David’s name (RRS VI no.s 133, 134, 135]. For magnate interference in the crown’s resources in 

the 1330s see ch. 2, pp. 82-4, and for later magnate interference see ch. 6, pp. 292-300, ch. 7, pp. 

326-31,332-7 and ch. 9.

12. RRS VI no.s 110, 111, 113. On 20 July 1348, at Forfar, a charter was issued in David’s name 

granting the church of Philorth to the bishop of Aberdeen; as the barony of Phil or th was held by 

Hugh Ross, brother of the earl of Ross, this may have been a move by the Steward designed to 

undermine Ross influence.

13. C.P.P., I, 124; S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 8-9, 16,39, and ch. 4, pp. 193-8 for the 

Sutherland alternative; see ch. 8, pp. 399-401 for 1364.
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14. Regesla Valicana, vol. 1.84, f. 116 (cited in Scots Peerage, vii, 327-8).

15. RRS VI no. 492. For Robert 1 and the Menleiths see ch. 1, pp. 16-22; for David IPs restoration 

of Strathgartney to John Logie see ch. 4, pp. 173-6; David would be obliged to officially restore 

Slralhgarlney to John Menteith in 1359 - see ch. 6, pp. 283-6, 304-7.

16. SRO GD 121 Murthly Castle Muniments Box 4/Bundle lO/no.3, for the Steward in Fife. It may 

have been through these offices that the Steward contracted to wed liinrself, and later one of his sons 

to Duncan earl of Fife’s daughter, Isabella (but she would wed William de Felton while in England). 

See S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 12-7; Scalacronica, 126; see ch. 6, pp. 286-9, 304-8. 

Robert Erskine had been baillie for the earl of Fife c. 1345 [H.M.C., viii, 305)

17. C.P.P., i, 303. Chron. Wymtoun, vi, 188, states that William Murray helped an Alan Wynloun 

seize the daughter of Alexander Selon and caused general rioting in Lothian. Both the earl of Fife and 

John Graham had been captured at Neville’s Cross and tried for treason against Edward III: Fife had 

been pardoned and ransomed, but Graham was executed in Februaiy 1347.

18. Rot. Scot, i, 707; see ch. 3, passim.

19. Rot. Scot., i, 708 to 715; P.R.O. B403/325 to 38! passim. Scots had also been allowed to visit 

the earl of Fife and William Douglas of Liddesdale. For Meldrum see E.R., i, 542-3; The Knights o f 

St. .John o f Jerusalem in Scotland, 49-51, when on 28 March 1345, at Aberdeen, Sir Alexander Selon 

(who would visit David in London in 1348) confirmed the sale to William Meldrum of some 

Hospitaller land upon which the rent was payable on the feast of St John the Baptist; David was at 

Aberdeen at that time, holding a Council. For Meldrum and Erskine see B.M. Add MSS. 33,245 

f.53b-54; on 24 June 1349, Erskine as Chamberlian ordered the sheriff and bailies of Fife to pay a 4 

merk annual to the Abbey of Arbroath [ibid, f. I40bj. Probably as a rewrard for being his deputy 

justiciar, Maurice Murray, earl of Strathearn (d. 1346), had given Meldrum the lands of Ttillachboy in 

Mar [SRO GDI Miscallaneous/30).

20. Chron. Wymtoun, vi, 188, states that Murray was killed at Dirleton castle in East Lothian; this 

was in David IPs ward by 1346 fJ.S. Richardson, Dirleton Castle (HMSO 1992), 4; see ch. 8, pp. 

373-9.

21. Rot. Scot., i, 715, 718, 727; CDS, iii, no. 1527, 1540. For Danielston see E.R., i, 553.

22. RRS VI no. 114; A.A.M. Duncan, The Regnal Year of David IP, 117, crucially demonstrates



275

llial Robert Dumbarton used a ‘short’ mistaken calculation lor David’s regnal year, a (act which 

means that acts issued by Dumbarton (and thus with David’s input) can sometimes be identil'ied but 

must be redated from Bruce Webster’s Acts o f David U (RRS VI], For Dumbarton see RRS VI pp. 

12 and for his safe-conducts see Rot. Scot., i, 729, 739, 733 (June 1349 pass to David; pass to 

Scotland and back to London March-Easter 1350; extension from June to Christmas 1350) and 

A.A.M.. Duncan, ‘Honi soit qui ma y pense’, 112.

23. RRS VI pp. 45-6; Rot. Scot., i, 722.

24. For Dumbarton castle see RRS VI no. 112; ch. 2, pp. 82-4; Rot. Scot., i, 680. Danielston was 

certainly keeper of Dumbarton castle by April 1359 (E.R., i, 574]; Malcolm Fleming died about 

1358 and had a daughter wed to Danielston \ Scots Peerage, viii, 520-3]. Although Fleming had 

escaped from England in 1347, in May 1349, Edward 111 would issue passes for Fleming’s servants to 

visit him in England [Rot. Scot., i, 729], suggesting that for a time at least he had re-entered 

captivity, giving the Steward access to Dumbarton.

25. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 192; Chron. Bower, vii, 271; W. Fraser ed. The Douglas Book, i, 216- 

221 ; M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 43-6

26. Les Journaux du Trésor de Philippe VI de Valois, ed. J. Viard (Paris 1899), no. 1278; J. 

Campbell, ‘England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the Fourteenth Century’, 198.

27. J. Campbell, ‘England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the Fourteenth Century’, 196- 

199.

28. RRS VI pp. 46 [papal petitions]. This Anglo-papal recognition of David’s status is surely a 

more accurate dating of David’s change in fortunes than, as A.A.M. Duncan claims, the Close Rolls’ 

styling of David as ‘King of Scots’ ; for although this source does so f or the first time in May 1350 - 

and David’s receipt of expenses from Edward 111 increases drastically at this time - Edward Balliol was 

still styled ‘king of Scots’ in the same roll between 1350 and 1356 and received similar sums of 

money (P.R.O. E403/353 to /370 passim’, see ii48 below].

29. Rot. Scot., i, 721 [March], 722[Seton|, 728]David Annand], 729[Walter Haliburton], 

7 3 1 [William de Vaus], 731-2[Report in June 1349 - the Scots attacking Berwick were probably led 

by William, Lord of Douglas]. These Scottish knights were released under pain of loss of a £200 

surety each and ‘sur la foi de chivalerie.’
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30. For this charter see above n22.

31. C.P.P., i, 203. This letter confirms the fact that David had been denied contact with the French 

crown since October 1346, making it likely that the Steward had used David’s name to secure the 

French king’s support in seeking his marriage legitimation in 1347. Contrary to Professor Duncan’s 

arguement that Haliburlon and Leon were not prisoners in England, they were both listed as captured 

in 1346. It must be stressed - as Mr Webster points out - that David had in no way conceded to these 

demands but w'as simply relaying them as Edward’s demands in his appeal to the Pope.

32. J. Campbell, ‘England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the Fourteenth Century’, 199- 

201 .

33. And of Henry IPs and John I’s demands from William I in 1174 and 1209 respectively [A.A.M. 

Dimcan, Scotland - the Making o f the Kitigdom, ch. 9j.

34. A-A.M. Duncan, ‘Honi soit qui mal y pense’, 116-131.

35. A.A.M. Duncan éd., ‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, 1-57; Liddesdale’s trip and offer 

are discussed in ‘Honi soit qui mal y pense’, 123-5.

36. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, 27, 43-5.

37. Rot. Scot., i, 741, 743.

38. RRS VI no.s 114, 115; for a discussion of Robert Dumbarton and Sandilands see A.A.M. 

Duncan ‘The Regnal Year of David 11’, 109-15.

39. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘The Laws of Malcolm MacKenneth’, 257-8; Chron. Bower, vii, 466n (for 

Fordun variation) ; for Mar see ch. 3, passim and ch. 7, pp. 352-9.

40. For Mar in the 1360s see ch. 7, pp. 348-53 and A.A.M. Duncan, ‘The Laws of Malcolm 

MacKenneth’, 257-9.

41. Rot. Scot., i, 737, 740 for Liddesdale’s paroles; M. Brown, ‘The Development of Scottish Border 

Lordship, 1332-58’, 19-21; Chron. Fordun, ii, 359.

42. PRO, C4-7/22/13/5. This document was looked at by C..T. Johnson in ‘Negotiations for the 

Ransom of David Bruce in 1349’, E.H.R., xxxvi (1921), 57-8, but redated and reinterpretted by
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A.A.M. Duncan, ‘Honi soit qui mal y pense’, 121-3. 1 have used Duncan’s translation of the 

instructions; but it is argued below that their dating should be modified - see n71.

43. Rot. Scot., i, 739.

44. It is tempting to speculate that David had come up with the younger son plan as early as 1349 

when he made some appeals to the pope for benfice provisions with Edward III and Henry de 

Grosmont, Duke of Lancaster, the future father-in-law of John of Guant and the magnate wiiora 

David would grant the earldom of Moray in 1359 as a prelude to introducing Gaunt (Grosmont’s son- 

in-law and heir) to the Scottish political scene: see ch. 6, pp. 304-8.

45. For 1339 see ch. 2, pp. 95-6. For Ross in Caithness after 1344 see B. Crawford, ‘The Earls of 

Orkney-Caithness’, 29-34, 175-83. For Malise’s grant of Isabella’s marriage to Ross in 1344 see ch. 

4, pp. l% -5 and S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 11-2. For the Stewrard-Ross marriage see 

below pp. 253-8,

46. C.P.R., iii, 381, for Isles-Steward marriage; A. Mackenzie, A History o f the Mackenzies 

(Inverness 1894), 50-8; D.J. MacDonald, Clan Donald (Inverness 1978), 66; J. & R. Munro eds., 

Acts o f the Lords o f the Isles, passim; N. MacLean-Brislol, Warriors and Priests: The History o f the 

Clan MacLean, 1300-1570 (East Lothian), 16-23, discusses John of the Isles’ feud with the Macleans 

and John of Lome (settled c. 1354); for David’s plans for John Maedougall of Lome, who was in 

exile in England until some time during David's captivity see ch. 6, pp. 290-4 and ch. 10.

47. S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 7 ,28n3l, and ‘Lordship in the North-East: the Badenoch 

Stewarts I. Alexander Stewart, earl of Buclian, Lord of Badenoch’, Northern Scotlatid, xv ( 1996), 1 -3. 

To affect this Stewart marriage John MacDonald first divorced Amy MacRuari, whose father bad been 

murdered by the earl of Ross in 1346 thus bringing Garmoran to the Lords of the I.sles; MacDonald 

was confirmed by Robert II, his father-in-law/, in Garmoran in 1372 and in Kintyre in 1376.

48. W. Fraser ed.. The History o f the Cantegies Earls o f Southesk (2 volumes, Edinburgh 1867), ii, 

486-7, and NLS ch. 14322 for a justice ayre process at Dundee in February 1347/8 overseen by 

Samuel Wilton and Andrew Douglas (w4io may have visited David II in April-August 1348), the 

deputies of Sir Hugh Ross and William Meldrum, who were in turn deputies of William, earl of 

Ross, the Justiciar north of Forth. SRO GD 297/163 or RH 1//116 for Hugh Ross as his brother’s 

heir. Hugh Ross was in Scotland as a charter witness on 17 May 1350 [ Calendar o f Writs ofMiinro 

ofFoulis, 1299-1823, ed. C.T. Innes (SRS Edinburgh 1940), no.4], 4 December 1350 [Atie Account 

of the Fatnilie o f limes, ed. D. Forbes (Aberdeen 1698), 61] and 30 March 1351 {Illustrations o f the 

Topography and Antiquities o f Aberdeen and Banff {5 volumes, Aberdeen 1859-62), iii, 525]. See
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below pp. 248-51 for the seven hostages of 1351-52.

49. C.P.R, iii, 200.

50. H.J. Dakers, ‘The First Issue of David IF, British Numismatic Journal, xxiii (1938-41), 51-8. 

For Edward IIP reaction to the devalued nature of the Scottish coinage in 1356 see below pp. 250-2; 

for David’s restoration of the Scottish, coinage parity with England ca 1357-58 see pp. 256-8. The 

Scottish 1351 issue bears a close resemblance to the 1351 sterling issue in England.

51. PRO E403/354 onwards. From just a few shillings a day David began to receive regular pouches 

of £13 6/- 8d (interestingly, the same size of cash gift he w/ould use regularly in Scotland after 1357); 

but he also received larger one-off payments - £40 in October 1350, £20 at York in late 1350, £133 

from John Coupland at York in July 1351.

52. Rot. Scot., i, 734, 736, 740, 741 - in May 1350 David’s knights Annan and Haliburlon and his 

clerk, Dumbarton, had also had safe-conducts to and from England; A.A.M. Duncan, ‘Honi soit qui 

mal y pense’, 120-1. For charters illustrating Thomas, eaii of Mar’s affinity see: Miscellany o j the 

Scottish History Society, v, 12; Illustrations o f the Topography and Antiquities o f Aberdeen and 

Banff, V , 155-6, 715-8, 752; SRO GD 124 Mar and Kelly charters.

53. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, 27.

54. See ch. 8, pp. 392-403.

55. See in particular below pp. 240-2, chapters 6, 8 and 9.

56. For David’s movement to York see P.R.O. E403/355 m. 14, 15 (costs fora new bed and horse 

for David),/357 m. 16 and/358 m. 17,20.

57. Rot. Scot., i, 741, 744.

58. A.P.S., i, 497a [PRO E39/2/2| reproduced in A.A.M. Duncan, ‘Honi soil qui mal y pense’, 139- 

41 and discussed at 127-8. The internal evidence of this indenture makes it clear that it dates to 1351 

and not 1363 as the original Thomson/Inties A.P.S. w/ould have it. The proposal of Scottish military 

aid to England against Flanders reflects the events of 1348-50; mention of David Strathbogie as one 

of the Disinherited to be restored refers to the son of the former traitor of Bannockburn who was of 

age in 1351; the Wakes were ommited from the Disinherited list so as to allow/ Edw/ard 111 to conceed 

Liddesdale to William Douglas of Liddesdale on 17 July 1352.
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59. As Professor Duncan points out, in July 1351 Flanders had allied itself with France against 

England, but the Scots had vital trade links wnth the Flemings; the Scottish staple seems to have 

moved back to Bruges between 1349 and 1355 after the Steward had moved it to Middleburg in 1348.

60. PRO E39/17/I0d; A.A.M. Duncan, ‘Honi Soit qui mal y pense’, 129-31, 138 [reproduction of 

these 1352 instructions[.

61. RRS VI no.s 117 to 122. Prior to the Scone parliament David had issued letters under his privy 

seal on 14 November 1351 from Newcastle [no. 116] in which he granted the customs of the burgh 

of Arbroath to the Abbey of Arbroath. This may have been designed to protect the income of the 

Scottish chancery from the Steward and others (as had had to be done in the 1330s) or to please 

Edward III, for Arbroath was dedicated to St Thomas Becket, the English saint whom David would 

venerate while in England.

62. The witness lists to these original grants to Erskine suggest that the Steward and his allies may 

have been able to intimidate or appeal to many of David’s supporters. About 1350-51 the Steward 

had also granted Erskine lands in Erskine ‘for his homage and service’, an act witne.ssed by the abbot 

of Paisley, David Lindsay, William Caldwell the Chamberlain, William Semple and Reginald 

Craw ford; the grant of the tenantry of Erskine was tvilnessed by Malcolm Fleming the ear! of 

Wigtown, David Lindsay, William Cunningham of Kilmaurs, John Stew/art (the Steward’s brother), 

John Lyle of Duchal in Lanarkshire (a knight favoured by David before 1346 and captured at Neville’s 

Cross), Caldwell, Semple and others [SRO GDI24 Mar & Kellie/406, /407|. Duncan, earl of Fife’s 

grant to Erskine was wdtnessed by the bishops of St Andrews and Caithness, the provost of SI 

Andrews, the knights David Barclay and Andrew Valence, and again by William Douglas of 

Liddesdale (dating it roughly to December 1350 to May 1351), Andrew Campbell and Andrew and 

William Meldrum [ibid, / 1116, 1117[. Thomas, earl of Angus’s grant to Erskine was witnessed by 

the bishops of St Andrew/s and Glasgow, the Steward, William Lord of Douglas, John Stewart, 

William Cunningham, John Douglas, John Lindsay, Adam Foullarton (a former esquire of Alexander 

Ramsay of Dalhousie), William Semple, Norman Leslie and Reginald Crawford [/7;/V/, /I 119]. 

Angus, David Lindsay and William Cunningham all joined Erskine at the Newcastle talks of 

September 1351. But Erskine, Caldwell and others can thus be shown to have witnessed both royal 

and Stew/ard charters about 1350-51, suggesting perhaps that their loyalties could be swayed.

63. A.P.S., I, 492.

64. C.P.R., iii (1342-62), 286, 287; in 1355 Erskine w-as given a papal dispensation (at the request
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of David II) to wed Christiana Keith, a relation of the Menteiths, so as to end their feud. For the 

Menteith feud after 1357 see ch. 6, pp. 284-90, 304-8 and ch. 7, pp. 337-9,

65. C.P.R. iii 467 for Mar’s 1352 dispensation - this was renewed on 4 June 1354, after Mar had 

wed Margaret Oraltam, suggesting perhaps that there was some dispute over Mar’s claim to his w ife 

and her lands. For the Murrays of Bothw/ell see Scots Peerage, ii, 128-31; for Christian Bruce see 

Chron. Fordoun, ii, 366; for the Stewart-Douglas feud over the Murrays’ lands see A.P.S., i, 505 and 

ch. 7, pp. 350-5.

66. Chron. Fordun, ii, 360; Rot. Scot., i, 748, 752; M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 45, 207.

67. Scalacronica, 118.

68. J. Dowden, The Bishops o f Scotland, 180-1.

69. R. Nicholson, ‘David II, the Historians and the Chroniclers’, and Scotland - the Inter Middle 

Ages, 158, has defended David’s concessions to Edward HI in 1352: “the utmost David was willing 

to conceed was an alteration in the succession that would only take affect if he himself died 

childless.”

70. B.M. Add MSS. 6,113; R. Nicholson, ‘David II, the Historians and the Chroniclers’, 61-3; a 

fake 14 year truce between England and Scotland was also made in the fifteenth century, dated to 

1352.

71. A.N. JJ 36/620 and 621; reproduced in Oeuvres de Froissart , xviii, 336-8, A.P.S., xii, no. 15 

and W. Robertson ed.. The ParUatnentay Records o f Scotland, 90, 99-100. Discussed in J. Campliell, 

‘England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the Fourteenth century’, 198-201, and A.A.M. 

Duncan, ‘Honi soit qui mal y pense’, 126-7. The fact that Edward Balliol had requested letters of 

assurance about his Scottish claims from Edward III in March 1351 and then could be named by John 

II as seeking a Franco-Scottish alliance against David H’s plans in September 1351 suggests that 

edward Ill’s secret instructions to Ralph Neville should be dated to early 1351, not later in that year 

as argued by Professor Duncan.

72. PRO E403/356 m. 9, /357 m. 23, /358 m. 23.

73. See ch. 6, pp. 300-10.
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74. PRO E403/360 m. 14.

75. Rot. Scot., i, 748; M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 45.

76. Chron. Knighton, 121-4. j

77. Chron. Wyntoun, vi, 224.

78. Foedera, iii, 78; A.A.M. Duncan, ‘Honi soit qi mal y pense’, 133-4. However, further 
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I
i
i
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Chapter 6: The Restoration of Royal Lordship and Government..
ca Oct. 1357 - 1360.

Introduction.
There is no extant record of any celebrations held in Scotland to mark David’s 

return from captivity shortly after 6 October 1357. Perhaps, though, the story Jean 
Froissart relates for David’s return home in 1341, of his being taken to Edinburgh 
castle or Perth for festivities of “joy and solemnity,” actually points to events in 
1357.1 But without positive proof of any sort of reaction to David’s homecoming, it 
remains difficult to gauge the exact mood and political climate in Scotland at this time. 
It is likely that it was a time of mixed emotions, of relief that David had returned and 
expectation of his renewed lordship in some quarters, fear of his retribution and 
political agenda in others.

Following David’s return there was certainly no appearance of delay on the 
part of the crown. A “full council” was called at Scone by 6 November: thus the body 
which ratified the Treaty of Berwick was not officially recorded at the time as a 
“Parliament”. This might suggest anxiety on the part of David to finalise the terms of 
his release, without even waiting the necessary forty days to summon a full Scottish 
parliament. At first glance, David seems to have met no opposition in seeking the 
approval of this Scone assembly. Indeed, the ratification of the treaty by both the 
Scots and English was beset by none of the stalling and reluctance to finalise 
territorial and sovereignty concessions which would later undermine the 1360 Anglo- 
French treaty for John l l ’s release by Edward 111. Moreover, in the November 
Scottish ratification David was styled properly as ‘king of Scots’, where as in the 
original October treaty drawn up at Berwick he had remained ‘David de Brus.’ This 
emphasises the viability of the ‘non-political’ nature of the 1354 and final 1356-57 
Anglo-Scottish indentures for David’s release and the commitment of both the 
English and Scottish crowns to ensuring the the truce remained uncompromised.2

The “full council” which met at Scone nonetheless had the attendance and 
remit of a Scottish parliament. Indeed, for the first time in its history, it was recorded 
as an assembly of the “three estates.” This, the first officially recognised attendance 
of burgesses, was necesssary for the financing of David’s ransom. It was this 
concern which was recorded as the first agreed action, of the council: the great 
customs of the realm were to be doubled and an assessment to be made by crown 
officers of the taxable value of livestock and goods throughout the realm, in both 
rural and burgh areas. Swift action on this matter was vital as the first ransom 
instalment of 10,000 merks was to be paid to England on 24 June 1358: it was
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probably in order to hear the results of the assessment ordered in November 1357, 
and of further crown finance initiatives, that three successive councils would 
subsequently be called in 1358.3

However, while these acts suggest an apparent consensus for swift action on 
the financing of the ransom amongst those representing the political community, there 
must have been tensions at the Scone assembly - perhaps even debate and 
disagreement - which its recorded acts only begin to hint at. First of all, there was 
obvious criticism of the Regency government of Robert the Steward (and the 
justiciarship of the earl of Ross) in the statutory insistence that the king should hold 
justice ayres in person in the immediate future in order to put terror into “evil doers.”
Allied to this was an enabling act that “good and sufficient” crown officers were to be 
appointed to replace those current incumbents unable to act in person. The king was 
also to review all homicides committed since October 1346, with particular regard to 
any pardons issued by his “Lieutenants” (n.b. the use of the plural, confirming the 
interregnum triumvirate of Ross, Mar and the Lord of Douglas about 1350). More 
generally, “no-one [was] to henceforth make war against his neighbours”, a statement 
which points to the violent pursuit of local rivalries by magnates in David’s absence.

These acts suggest that a collapse of government bureaucracy and law and 
order had taken place under the Steward, as well as laying the way for David to 
re impose his own choice of men as crown officers in the localities. But they also 
underline the wider degree of hope and great expectation placed upon the returning 
David, by his subjects, to deliver certain things, both general and specific, the 
restoration of justice included. Wyntoun’s source contains, indeed, the colourful 
story that at this, David’s first assembly after his release, the king himself had to 
threaten his subjects with a ceremonial mace to prevent them from mobbing him with 
demands.4 One of these demands may have been made official. It was the soon to be 
familiar plea that the king “live of his own” without the need for extraordinary 
taxation to support his household and government at a time when an extraordinary tax j
had already been levied on a wartorn and plague-weary Scotland to pay off David’s |
ransom. With this in view an enabling act was issued by the Scone council to allow 
for the revocation of crown demesne and feudal casualties currently in other peoples’ ;
hands. i

This is the earliest survivng record of a revocation of demesne by a medieval i
Scottish king; English kings had been making similar ‘resumptions’ of royal lands 
since the eleventh century, although Edward III had not made one during David’s 
time in England which might have served as an example. It is not clear how far back 
the 1357 Scottish revocation was to extend - perhaps to the extent of the royal
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demesne in 1329 - but it was to include crown lands feued in David’s absence, 
presumably by the Steward as Lieutenant and his allies. Undoubtedly, this act could 
be a lucrative and authoritarian tool if David could enforce it, something his clerical 
councillors may have advised him he could do to ease his cash flow and assert his 
authority. Yet it also surely reflected the concerns of the wider Scottish political 
community to limit the possible drain on their resources by a king in need of both a 
huge ransom and the cost of whatever level of royal living and governing he hoped to 
become accustomed to. Notably, the 1357 revocation act stipulated that the crown 
was not to alienate demesne or casualties in the future without “mature counsel”, 
nresumablv from a council of magnates and clergv: as such it mav have reoresented
1 O  Of-* V  k

both a prerogative but also a potentially severe constraint for David’s regime. This 
must in part explain why David does not seem to have enforced a general revocation 
of royal demesne at this time. He would try to recover control of lands and resources 
appropriated by the Steward and others since 1346. But David may also have 
preferred to leave in place (and un-taxed by demands for composition) much of the 
recent alienation of former thanages, forest lands, burgh fermes, feudal casualties and 
barony jurisdictions which Robert I and he himself had approved as a vital 
cotnponent of the Bruce settlement of Scotland; this would prove invaluable at a time 
when the king and Bruce government needed to build up as much lay support as it 
could after an eleven year hiatus. David would, though, make more calculated use of 
a second parliamentary revocation which was granted in 1 3 6 7 .5

Overall, then, the general feel of the November 1357 full council and the 
succeeding months is an understandably mixed one. David appeared to have been in a 
strong position from which to make up the ground lost over the past eleven years; he 
acted quickly to ensure the payment of his ransom and official acceptance of the terms 
of his release. However, there were important limitations upon his authority in 1357-
58. He needed the approval and continued support of the estates to pay off his 
ransom. Moreover, in restoring the crown’s bureaucracy, resources and authority 
David had once again, as in 1341, to contend with the established regional hegemony 
and political standpoints of several of the greater Scottish magnates, most obviously 
of his heir and neohew. Robert the Steward: these magnate nositions had areatlv 
expanded and entrenched themselves since 1346.

Thus David’s ‘second reign’ (1357-1371) would be dominated by the king’s 
agenda for reducing the territorial and political influence of his great magnates and 
offsetting, somehow, the ransom he owed to Edward 111. But in late 1357 there was, 
wisely, no sign of David’s intentions to act in pursuit of these goals as a “king 
unleashed” uoon his Scottish oononents even though, in hindsight, we can see he
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probably thirsted for a speedy breaking of Stewart power in particular.^ Hector 
Boece, writing about 1520, asserts that after his release, David sought to take revenge 
on those who had abandoned him in battle in 1346, namely the Steward and Patrick, 
earl of March. But in reality, David at first saw the need to be cautious. By November 
1357, indeed, it was the Steward and March, two of the magnates who had perhaps 
most to fear from their king’s return, who had been created earls of Strathearn and 
Morav resnectivelv. Admittedlv. this was a necessary recognition bv David of the 
regional dominance these men already enieyed, just as in 1341 he had conceeded 
Douglas of Liddesdale’s and Sir Alexander Ramsay’s control of the Scottish 
Marches. The same can be said of David’s grant of the new earldom of Douglas to 
William, Lx)rd of Douglas, by 4 February 1358. The earls of March (in the east 
march) and Douglas (in the west and middle?) were probably also allowed to continue 
to act as March wardens, along with the bishop of St Andrews.7

Thus there was to be no explosive assault by David on those he perceived as 
his real or potential opponents, anticipating that later launched by lames Î against the 
the former Guardians the Albany Stewarts, in 1424-25. Instead, David’s kingship 
after 1357 was to be characterised by a more “low-key” but nonetheless systematic 
and energetic campaign to undermine the territorial and political Interests of several 
Scottish magnates. In doing so, David would deploy a more sober, calculating form 
of the chivalric lordship he had exploited between 1341 and 1346, but one which 
would prove just as controversial. In the spring of 1363, this would provoke perhaps 
the most remarkable event of his reign, the rebellion of the Steward and the earls of 
March and Douglas. But this was not to be the first backlash against David’s kingship 
after his release: the policies he pursued provoked a major crisis for the crown in
1359.

i. David’s Territorial Resettlement of Scotland, ca Oct. 1357 - 1360.
After an eleven year absence it was inevitable that David would have to make 

some redistribution of lands and offices within the various regions of Scotland upon 
his return. However, in 1357-58, there was by no means the same need for David to 
make as widespread a forfeiture of Scots who had supported the Anglo-Ralliol 
invaders as he had done in 1341. The Anglo-Balliol occupation in the 1350s had 
really only affected south-west Scotland and the lower marches whilst actual conflict 
had been confined to these regions and, with the Burnt Candlemas of 1356, Lo the 
Lothians. It followed that the majority of the thirty or so extant forfeitures of lands of 
named laymen which occurred in the period between October 1357 and spring 1363 
involved lands in areas like Gallowav and the shires of Dumfries, Berwick, Selkirk

j
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and Roxburgh. No major Scottish magnates lost any of their lands as a result of this 
crown action but the south-west and the borders remained a very difficult area for 
David’s government to control.

Yet in 1357-58 there was still an urgent need for David to reconstruct much of 
the territorial resettlement and accompanying political balance of power between the 
Bruce regime and regional magnates which had been achieved by Robert Ï and by 
David himself between 1341 and 1346. This would be a two fold process. David 
would have to try to contain and erode the regional hegemony which magnates like 
the Steward, William, earl of Ross, the Lord of Douglas and others had established 
by means of coercive military lordship and marriage alliances in the absence of the 
crown since the battle of Neville’s Cross. This fundamental and circular issue of the 
control of authority and resources had been a central theme of David’s kingship 
between 1341 and 1346 and had created considerable crown-magnate tensions.

Secondly, after 1357 David would have to rebuild the wide geographical basis 
of support from magnates and lesser knights throughout the various regions of 
Scotland with which in the 1340s he had challenged the autonomy and opposition of 
some of those magnate families who had risen in Robert I’s service as regional agents 
of the crown: for David’s loyalist cadre had been gravely depleted at the battle of 
Neville’s Cross, although its rump had played a crucial role in securing his release 
from England- As Dr Boardman has shown, and as already touched on above, this 
rebuilding of loyalist support by David would involve his patronage of knights and 
lesser magnate families as crown agents within sensitive localities, either as crown 
officers or as the holders of significant lands. Typically, as before 1346, David 
would use’ good lordship’ to Tift’ these lesser men out of the natural affinities of the 
regional magnates; but after 1357 the crown’s followers would increasingly centre 
around a core of men interested in the crusades and other expressions of 
knightetTantry.8

In October 1357 David had to begin this daunting task from a position which 
in many ways gave the impression that the Bruce dynasty had slipped back since 
1346 to being just another magnate house. Ceriainly the first significant grants which 
David made after his return to Scotland reflect the regional dominance of the great 
magnates at that time: namely the creation of Robert the Steward as earl of Strathearn 
and Patrick, earl of March, as earl of Moray by November 1357; and the creation of 
the earldom of Douglas for William, Lord of that family, by 4 February 1358 thus 
confirming his domination of the southern nobility. On 25 January 1358, David also 
confirmed the Steward-engineered grant of about 1348 of the sheriffship of 
Clackmannan to Sir John Menteith of Ruskie. In doing so, David recognised the
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status quo in the localities and perhaps in part persuaded his greatest subjects to j
accept the terms of his release, terms which included the possibility that these j

magnates would serve as hostages for their king as well as contribute to his ransom.9 J
Yet while these were necessary concessions David surely always viewed them |

as expedient promises which could be withdrawn or deprived of genuine influence at |
a later date. Certainly, thereafter he began to limit the majority of his patronage to j
proven crown loyalists and knights of chivalric repute, many of them prominent as |
crown charter witnesses and ambassadors supporting moves for David’s release in |
the early 1350s, In 1358 he certainly made a large number of grants involving lands |
and offices throughout mainland Scotland, most of them to minor laymen [see Î
Appendix 1], But in the first four months of 1358 there were grants to key royalists |
like Sir John Preston (Glenesslin in Dumfriesshire, an Edinburgh tenement and the |
Perthshire and Fife lands of the late, forfeited, Joachitn Kinbuck); Maurice Murray, a |
natural son of Maurice Murray, earl of Strathearn (d. 1346); Malcolm Fleming of i
Biggar, nephew of David’s late foster-father and ally, though not titled earl of j
Wigtown (the barony of Lenzie in Lanarkshire); John Kennedy of Dunure in Carrick {

’j

(of all his lands): Eleanor Bruce (née Douglas), Countess of Carrick, David’s great- |
aunt and the widow of Sir James Sandilands (the barony of West Calder in |
Edinburgh shire given to them by her brother, the Lord of Douglas); Thomas, earl of j
Mar, who was given the strategically vital lordship of Garioch, formerly held by j
Andrew Munay of Both well, the Pantler and his wife, Christian Bruce, David’s aunt, |
whose son John had died in 1351 as a hostage in England for David’s parole and j
whose grandson, Thomas, would also serve and die as a hostage for David after j
1357; John Allincrum and John Gray of Broxmonth, both clerks Register and ,|
exchequer auditors while Allincrum may also have acted as sheriff of Peebles in 
1359; Sir Adam Gordon, of confirmation of Robert I’s grant of the massive lordship 
of Strathbogie in the north-east, which like Garioch controlled the passes north to 
Moray and Invernessshire; and Walter Haliburton of Dirleton (of the barony of 
Bolton in East Lothian). Many of these grants, including that of Garioch to Mar, were 
made during a council held at Edinburgh in January-February 1358 (for which no 
recorded acts survive) at which time the earldom of Douglas was also created:

Douglas was then keeper of Edinburgh castle, 19
A number of these favoured nobles were prominent on David’s daily council 

as crown charter witnesses in this period, particularly Preston, Haliburton and Mar.
But present more regularly at court in this capacity in the first three or four years after 
David’s return were the Bruce loyalists who had played key roles in the talks for 
David’s release, William de Landellis, the bishop of St Andrews, Patrick de
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Leuchars, the bishop of Brechin and Chancellor, and the knights Robert Erskine and 
William Livingston (the sheriff of Lanark by 1359). However, also present at court 
for the majority of royal acts issued in this period were Robert the Steward, William, 
earl of Douglas, and Patrick, earl of March/Moray. Thus it is reasonable to suggest a 
working environment in which David relied upon the attendance of the core of his 
loyalist knights and prelates to attempt when necessary to intimidate and overawe - or 
to resist the influence of - the greater magnates at court: to force them to accept and 
often witness royal grants and policies which were detrimental to their own or other 
magnate’s particular territorial and political interests, or to face down their opposition 
over policy matters. David may have been helped in this process by the attendance at 
court once or twice a year, at particular times, of other knights known to be favoured 
and/or employed by the crown in this period: that is, knights like David Annan, .lohn 
Herries, Hugh Eglintoun, William Cunningham, William, earl of Sutherland and 
William Ramsay of Colluthie (who would be made earl of Fife by David), all of 
whom appeared first in 1358; Archibald the ‘Grim’ Douglas, William Liddale the 
sheriff of Aberdeen, William Keith the Marischal and sheriff of Kincardine, William 
Gledstanes and John Lyle of Duchal by 1359; Walter Moigne and Roger Mortimer by
1360. However, David’s attitude to, and personal relations with, his great magnates 
would not be uniformly hostile. While he remained committed to reducing the power 
of the Stewarts and Ross, David may have hoped to win over the support of the earls 
of Douglas and the octogenarian earl of March/Moray: as Dr Brown has shown, 
David would attempt to tap back into the support of the same group of ambitious 
Lothian and marcher knights and kindreds as these earls included in their affinities.H 

But David seems to have begun his campaign to undermine the interests of the 
Steward very quickly. By 2 April 1358 he had recognised the veteran of Poitiers, 
William Ramsay of Colluthie, as earl of Fife. The English contemporary chronicler, 
Sir Thomas Gray, says that “people” claimed that David was persuaded to do so by 
Ramsay’s [un-named] wife, hinting, perhaps, at a mistress for David. However, 
Gray adds that David had in fact declared his right to bestow Fife by right of Robert 
I’s 1315 forfeiture and regranting of the earldom with tailzie to the crown, after earl 
Duncan’s pardon for a murder. This tailzie was to be put into effect if Duncan died 
without a male heir, which he did in 1353, so denying the automatic succession of 
Fife and several Perthshire baronies to Isabella, whom Duncan had had by the 
widowed Duchess of Gloucester (Maria de Monthermer), Edward I’s daughter. Gray 
states that “it was intended that she [Isabella] should be sold to Robert the Steward of 
Scotland [for a wife, a contiact probably arranged between Duncan and his bailie, the 
Steward, about 1346], but she married for love William de Felton, a knight of
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Northumberland...and she laid claim to the earldom which had been renounced by
that contract.” i2

Thus in imposing William Ramsay as earl of Fife, and admitting him to his 
daily council in 1358 and 1359, David succeeded in denying the claims of the 
Stewarts and Isabella (who remained in England until at least 1358) and bringing the 
militarily experienced kinsman of Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie (d. 1342) into 
close royal service along with a number of his Lothian adherents. D But as well as the 
landed, fiscal and military value of Fife, David’s concern to control the ancient 
earldom may have centered upon the role which the incumbent of that house 
traditionally played in the inauguration of any new Scottish king: Robert I had shared 
this concern, and the Steward was surely similarly motivated. 14 Yet that Ramsay’s 
title in Fife was in reality exercised on David’s behalf is suggested by the other 
avenues of control over that region which David exercised at this time. The crown 
already possessed strong interests in Fife at Crail, Kinghorn, Dunfermline and 
Inverkei thing and had the support of John, Abbot of Dunfermline, and the bishop of 
St Andrews (a town David visited in March 1358 perhaps while entitling Ramsay). 
Yet in 1359 not onlv did Ramsav receive the burgh of Cuoar a gift of £200 (to add to 
a pension of £40 in 1358), but David made Sir John Crichton keeper of the Fife castle 
of Lochleven as well as sheriff of Kinross, thus tying another Lothian knight into 
royal service across the Forth. Also in that year David obliged Ramsay to wed his 
daughter, Elizabeth, to Sir Thomas Bisset of I Ipsetlington (on the Berwickshire 
border) in order to end a feud between their families: Bisset, another crusader, would 
be the knight David would make Lord of the earldom of Fife in 1363.15

The Steward’s frustration in 1358 must thus have been hard felt. For not only 
had he been seeking the earldom of Fife by marriage to add to his neighbouring 
earldoms of Atholl and Strathearn, but he (and Robert Erskine for him) had acted 
since 1346 as bailie of earl Duncan’s Perthshire lands - and presumably of Fife after 
Duncan’s death in 1353. Moreover, David’s use of the 1315 tailzie also overrode 
another tailzie of 1309 whereby earl Duncan, in the event of his line failing, had 
agreed that Fife should pass to the earl of Menteith and his heirs. By 1357 the 
Steward, through his third son, Robert Stewart, the future Duke of Albany, had 
begun to lay a claim to the vacant earldom of Menteith. The Steward seems to have 
allowed the last incumbent, John Murray of Both well, the royal Pantler, to use the 
title of Menteith by right of his marriage to Margaret, Countess of Menteith (whom 
Murray had married about 1348 when she was aged 14, after Edward I ll’s execution 
of her first husband. Sir John Graham, after Neville’s Cross). Rut .lohn Murray had
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died in 1351 as a hostage for David in England: Countess Margaret had then been 
wed to Thomas, earl of Mar in 1354, perhaps against her will and at David IPs 
bidding, until Mar had his marriage to her annul ed by 24 February 1359 at the latest, 
perhaps much sooner. The Steward’s third son, Robert, would thereafter pursue the 
Menteith heiress. But he was hampered in this by David’s sponsorship of the 
Drummond-Logie faction in their ongoing feud with the Menteiths, Campbells and 
Stewarts: in 1359, David had given the office of bailie of the Abnethia of Dull in 
highland Perthshire (bordering on Badenoch and Atholl and thus lands pursued by 
the Steward) to John Drummond of Concraig, uncle of his future second wife,
Margaret Logie (née Drummond). By 1359 Margaret was wife of Sir John Logie, 
whom in 1343 David had restored to his father’s lands of Strathgartney, the large 
lordship in west Menteith which Robert I had given to Sir John Menteith of A (ran and j
Knapdale and which the latter’s grandson had probaly seized back from the Logies |
between 1346 and 1357 with the Steward’s a p p r o v a l .  16 |

Yet David’s assertion of authority over a new, loyalist earl of Fife was not the \
crown’s only decisive action at this time. As already mentioned, sometime between j
16 March and 8 June 1358 David replaced Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, as |

IChamberlain with Thomas, earl of Mar, the king’s Anglophile cousin and the new |
lord of Garioch: the earl of Angus is notable by his absence from court thereafter until j
23 March 1360, when he wi tnessed a crown grant of a third of the king’s annual rent ]
from the burgh of Dundee and a third of the land of Pitkerro in Forfar to Robert |
Erskine, an act which may once more have dented Angus’s interests. David visited |

IDundee and Arbroath in both 1358 and 1359. Such crown interference surely j
contributed to the violent split between Angus and David in June 1360.17 I

Any tension between crown and specific magnates caused by these acts of j
i

patrotiage, together with the background of subdued conflict for control of sources of |
crown revenue in certain localities, may have combined to undermine the productivity |

i
of the two councils held at Perth and Edinburgh in March and August 1358 =|
respectively. But David continued to intervene in sensitive areas. In early 1358 he I

attempted to redress the balance of power in the western isles and Argyllshire and, I

perhaps, to open up another alternative path for the Bruce succession to the kingship. ]
On 23 January 1358, at Edinburgh - two days before he confirmed Sir John Menteith I
as sheriff of Clackmannan - David granted to John Maedougall of Lome all the lands |
in Lome of the late Alexander of Lome, including his castles along the firth of Lome |
which were in the possession of John MacDonald of the Isles. John of l om e had ;j
been brought up in exile in England since his family’s ejection for supporting Balliol I
and the Comyns by Robert I and the MacDonalds before 1329. But c. 1353-54, John I
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had returned to Scotland where he married Joanna, the daughter of David’s eldest: full 
sister, Maud, and her husband, a Thomas Isaac, Thus it is possible that during his 
captivity David had arranged for the rehabilitation of Lome and his entry into the 
royal family. By 1358 the Lorne-Broce match may have bom offspring in the shape 
of a son, Alan, another full nephew of David II; like John Sutherland, Alan could 
have been put forward as an alternative heir presumptive, if David failed to produce a 
direct heir, ahead of the Steward and his sons. This surely explains why Fordun - 
working for David - makes particular note of the Lome marriage and Maud’s death 
and burial at Dunfermline in 1353.18

However, at first, in September 1354, John of Lome had had to make an 
indenture with John MacDonald of the Isles in which he quitclaimed to MacDonald 
the isles of Mull, Jura and Tiree, the land of the churches of Duror and Glencoe and 
the castles of Cairn na Burgh More (for which Lome also gave three hostages) and 
Cairn na Burgh Beg. These were lands and strongpoints for which David had been 
obliged to give MacDonald charters in June 1343 confinning his occupation by force; 
but Lome may have tried (and failed) to seize them back before 1354. MacDonald’s 
position was obviously bolstered by his marriage to the daughter of the ‘king’s 
Lieutenant’, the Steward: part of the Lome-MacDonald arbitration and territorial deal 
in 1354 was that MacDonald agreed to accept no letters, gift or feu from any king, or 
any guardian of Scotland, over the surrendered Lome lands. 19

However, David’s grant to Lome in January 1358 reversed this situation, 
restoring. Lome’s title to his castles. David would fall out with John of Lome for a 
while in the 1360s (perhaps because David failed to really back his nephew up amidst 
the crown’s opponents),20 But in 1358 Lome’s value to David was more immediate 
than as just a possible father of royal heirs in the future, lairne had alliances with a 
number of western kindreds whom David had previously patronised, including bonds 
against all but the king with Gilbert of Glasserie in Argyll, and Archibald (or 
Gillespie) Campbell of Lochawe.2l In the months following David’s favour to Lome 
in 1358, the crown also renewed its contact with these men, surely as a speculative 
attempt to acquire more anti-MacDonald allies who could also he used in the west 
against the Steward, John Menteith of Arran and perhaps even William, earl of Ross: 
in this sense David may have hoped to replace Reginald MacRuari, whom Ross had 
murdered in 1346. On 25 January 1358 David confirmed Gillespie Campbell’s 
possession of his father’s lands of l .ochawe, lands denied to that family in the 1340s. 
Then on 20 May 1358, David granted lands forfeited in Argyll to Gilbert of Glasserie 
who had bonds with the Campbells. Also in 1358-59, David made several grants of
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lands in the earldom of Lennox, where the incumbent family was strangely quiet but 
ostensibly loyal to the Bruces in this p e r io d .2 2

Elsewhere, there are also a number of interesting undated acts by David, 
which can be roughly assigned to 1358-59, which would have allowed the crown to 
reassert its authority through loyal agents in other regions. For example, in the south
west of Scotland David granted further lands to Malcolm Fleming of Biggar. He may 
also have made Sir William Cunningham the lord of the traditionally Bruce earldom 
of Carrick, an act confirmed sometime in 1362. This would have created a crown 
man in an area which had been largely recovered from the English after 1346 by the 
Lord (now earl) of Douglas and John. Stewart of Kyle, the Steward’s heir, both of 
whom had extensive lands in this region; thus Cunningham’s elevation illustrates 
how badly the Bruce regime lacked its own kin network with which to counter that of 
the Stewarts, Douglases and Dunbars, But David also seems to have rewarded the 
recovery of much of Galloway to the Bruce faith in the 1350s by Sir Roger 
Kirkpatrick. The latter’s was a record of service, recorded by Wyntoun and Bower, 
of a knight who had also been captured at Neville’s Cross: he received lands in 
Dumfriesshire sometime in 1357-58 and was sheriff of A y r .2 3

However, it is Bower who dates the murder of Kirkpatrick by one James 
Lindsay - possibly of Kirkmichael (brother-in-law of the Steward) or of Crawford (a 
COUSÎT) of the earl of Douglas) - to 24 June 1358. The motive for this homicide 
remains vague in the chronicle accounts. Bower refers to its marking a fulfibnent of 
the legend that the descendants of the Kirkpatrick and Lindsay who tiad helped 
Robert Bruce kill John Comyn of Badenoch iti 1306 would revisit the crime on each 
other; Wyntoun’s source states that it resulted from a dispute over Caetiaverock 
castle. Although in fact Lindsay may have acted out of anger directed against David’s 
ransom finances, the chroniclers concur that David had Lindsay arrested and came 
with his court as far south as Dumfries, where he had him executed. This swift 
justice, though, does not seem to have prevented David from drawing further 
members of the Lindsay kindred into his service: he seems to have made a John 
Lindsay sheriff or coroner of Ayr about 1358-9. Then in October 1358 David granted 
the barony of the Byres near Edinburgh and lands in the shires of Inverness, 
Aberdeen and Forfar to Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk, a crusading associate of 
Walter and Norman Leslie and an Angus m a n .2 4

By as early as the autumn of 1358, then., a definite element of factionalism, 
encouraged by David’s partial patronage, had re asserted itself in Scottish 
government. However, it is clear that David was still in need both of further support
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from significant Scots and of greater control over the localities in order to back up his 
domestic and diplomatic agenda: the crown’s acts of 1358 betray David’s weaknesses 
as much as his determination to interfere and assert royal authority. Just as James I 
would look to the support of other magnates and their affinities (including the 
Douglas earl) against the Albany Stewarts, so David seems at first to have looked to 
reward and further nurture the erratic support shown for his release before 1357 by 
the Lord of Douglas and earl of March, with whom the crown had Lothian adherents 
in common. Not only did William become an earl in early 1358, but on 12 November 
1357 David had granted Douglas a charter of all the lands which the Good Sir James 
Douglas (d. 1330) and the Guardian Archibald Douglas (d. 1333) had possessed at 
their deaths: this included the west march lordship of Liddesdale. Sometime in 1358 
David also gave the Douglas earl some lands and forest rights in Strathbran, Logie 
and Strathord in Perthshire: Strathord at that time was in the hands of Thomas 
Stewart, earl of Angus, through the Steward’s favour as Lieutenant, and Strathbran 
had belonged to Duncan, earl of F if e .  25 The earl of Douglas was Justiciar of Lothian, 
keeper of Edinburgh castle and warden of the east and middle march alongside 
Patrick, earl of March, in 1358: he would have been particularly valuable to David not 
only as a crown lieutenant in the south of Scotland but with a view to persuading 
Scots to accept the Anglo-Scottisli deal which David would propose to Edward III in 
early 1359. David may also have expected the earl of March to pass away soon 
leaving his lands and affinity to the sons of the crusader, Sir Palrick D u tib a r .2 6

No such ambiguity, however, characterised David’s relations with William, 
earl of Ross after 1357. As we have seen, Ross had committed murder in 1346 and 
abandoned the Scottish host before Neville’s Cross. He had also failed to provide 
decisive support for the plans for David’s release in 1350-52 when Ross was a joint 
IJeutenant; then in 1355 Ross had agreed a marriage alliance with the Steward, who 
became Ross’s brother-in-law by wedding the widow of John Randolph, earl of 
Moray and recieving the lands of the lordship of Badenoch as his new wife’s terce. 
Ross was thus given a stake in the inheritence of Stratheam and freedom to press his 
claims to Caithness and Orkney by the forceful intrusion there of his nephew by 
marriage, William Sinclair. Such was Ross’s independent nature that in 1358-59 
David should understandably try to erode his regional dominance of the north of 
Scotland and his value to the Steward.

On I I  February 1358 David granted William Sinclair the lands of Mertoun 
and Merchiston near Edinburgh, perhaps as a mean of undermining Ross’s 
in f lu e n c e .2 7  But at that time Caithness and Qrknev were really beyond David’s reach
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and interest; his real concern was Ross’s control of crown offices and resources in 
the north. Thus it was that at the Scone parliament of November 1358 (for which, 
again, no recorded proceedings survive) Ross was removed as Justiciar north of 
Forth - probably for fiscal impropriety - and as hereditary sheriff of Crotnartie: Adam 
Urquhart was to fill the latter office instead. On the same day - 18 November - David 
also ordered the sheriff of Inverness (Sir Robert Chisholm), his bailies and the 
coroner of Caithness, to prohibit visits to Orkney except for pilgrimages and 
commerce; this probably came in response to Norwegian complaints about the 
interference of Ross and his men in Orkney’s offices and finances. These royal 
actions were followed up on 28 February 1359 by David’s grant of the key castle and 
barony of Urquhart in Invernessshire to William, earl of Sutherland, and his son,
John (“the king’s nephew”); this was an obvious royalist counter to Ross’s 
dominance of the north. On the same day, David also confirmed the rights of William 
Mackintosh in the lands of Glenloy and Loch Arkaig in Invernessshire. This may 
have been in support of a family which had been at feud with the earl of Ross in 
David’s absence. Ross had certainly used his position as Justiciar north of Forth to 
pursue his own territorial quarrel with another family, the Mackenzies, in the 1350s: 
they seem to have appealed to David 11 against Ross in 1357-58. Finally, sometime in 
1359 David confirmed lands in Perthshire resigned to William Sinclair by the earl of
Ross.28

In harrassing Ross, David was able to rely upon several knights, esquires and 
clerics in positions of authority in the north. By 1359 David had made Sir Robert 
Chisholm sheriff of Inverness; David had knighted Chisholm in 1357 and in the late 
1360s would be able to rely upon him as a retainer of Alexander de Bur, the royalist !|
bishop of Moray, in protecting the regality of his diocese and upholding the law in 
Badenoch and Strathspey. Also by 1359 there were new active sheriffs of Aberdeen I

(William Liddale) and Banff (William Fotheringham). William Meldrum, a former j
sheriff of Aberdeen and past deputy Justiciar for the earl of Ross, was among those j

1
knights whom David used in the 1360s as royalist Justiciars north of Forth. David j
was also able to call upon the support of the bishops of Caithness and Aberdeen, and j
around this time may have succeeded in imposing his bastard nephew, Dougall, a son I
of Margaret Bruce (d. 1346), as Prior of Beauly in Rossshire. It was probably the jj
strong position which he perceived he had achieved in the north which encouraged i
David to arbitrarily disposess Patrick, earl of March, by making a grant of the j
earldom of Moray to the Duke of Lancaster, John of Gaunt’s father-in-law, on 5 j
April 1359, an act discussd below; David may have hoped this English house could |
replace the defunct Randolph regality and lieutenancy in the north.29 -
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U has already been shown that William, earl of Sutherland’s and Margaret 
Bruce’s line had an important role to fulfil for the crown in the north at this time, and 
perhaps in the Scottish succession. The sixteenth century historian, Hector Boece, 
asserts that upon his return to Scotland in 1357 David broke the 1326 tailzie of the 
kingship to the Steward and transferred it to “Alexander (sic) Sutherland”, earl 
William’s son and “caussit all the nobillis of Scotland to be sworn to keip the 
s a m y n ,”3 0  Such a change in the Bruce succession may have been, based upon David’s 
assumption that the Steward would die before he [David] did and that the Steward’s 
children by his first wife, Elisabeth Mure (for which a papal dispensation had been 
secured in 1347 by falsely using David’s name), could be ruled illegitimate, leaving 
the way clear for John. Sutherland 3i

However, any formal recognition of the rights of John Sutherland - or of the 
other alternative, the offspring of John of Ix)rne, David’s nephew by marriage - 
would surely have left some trace in the Scottish records, even though little or no 
record of the statutes of the various Scottish councils and parliaments for the period 
1358-62 survive today. David may have been simply content to have them as 
standbys in the event that it became apparent he would fail to produce his own 
children; in the meantime he did pay the expenses of both William and John 
Sutherland when they were hostages in England for the ransom, a privilege accorded 
to no other Scottish nobles. Moreover, as well as the grant of Urquhart, the earl of 
Sutherland also received a regrant of his extensive Kincardine lands on 24 July 1359 
despite having resigned these in exchange for the barony of Urquhart the year 
before .32

But if David did have a place for either of his full nephews and their families 
in his succession it remained secondary in importance to a success!on-peace deal with 
England. David’s ability to pursue this diplomatic goal was bound up with his 
fortunes in exerting his influence in the Scottish localités and his ability to raise 
revenue in the face of growing magnate opposition to his policies. In 1358-59 
David’s charter place dates suggest that he stuck close to predominantly east-coast 
lowland royal burghs and castles, and especially Edinburgh, rarely venturing into 
regional magnates’ spheres of influence, and that he relied on his patronage to stake a 
claim for royal influence in these outlying areas. David’s financial fortunes in this 
period confirm the difficulties he faced with magnate self-interest. His attempts to 
resettle further some regions of Scotland in the crown’s favour must be seen as 
interrelated to his attempts to achieve and cost his diplomatic goals.
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ii. Royal Fiaaucej 1358-60.
Professor Duticati has recently emphasised the remarkable speed and extent of 

the restoration of crown bureaucracy after David’s return from captivity in England. 
He points in particular to the recommencement of justice ayres and David’s selection 
of loyalist knights as Justiciars, sheriffs and coroners in a system based for the first 
time upon standardised fees for officers’ services to the crown, and the increasing use 
of written judicial brieves and recorded principles of law backed by a growing body 
of clerical civil servants and lawyers in royal service.33 This impression concurs with 
what can be summarised as the Ranald Nicholson/Bruce Webster thesis: that is, that 
David’s regime after 1357 can be described as one of relatively “intensive 
government” with high levels of bureaucracy, especially as regards the collection of 
crown revenue, the holding of councils and parliaments, and the administration of 
justice. Not only did this apparently allow David to raise almost annual extraordinary 
taxation , but he also established a good personal reputation for enforcing justice, one 
which Wyntoun’s source and Bower emphasised in their summaries of David’s later 
reign .34

However, while the Nicholson-Webster thesis can most readily be sustained 
with regard to David’s reign in the later 1360s, in the first few years after his release 
royal government can in reality be seen to have been uneven: increasingly successful 
in some geographical and/or organisational areas over a period of time but patchy in 
others. The level of crown government acheived - and more importantly recorded - by 
say, 1360, was far greater than anything which had been maintained in David’s 
absence. Yet it is evident that after 1357 David and his supporters had to compete 
with regional magnates to regain control of the offices and resources of this 
bureaucracy.

In the autumn of 1358 a series of week-long justice ayres were held in each of 
Inverness (29 Sept-), Aberdeen (8 Oct-), Inverbervie (15 Oct-), Forfar, 
Clackmatinan, and Perth (19 Oct-), thus constituting a northern justice circuit: two 
ayres had been held in Cupar in 1357. There is evidence that ayres were also held 
sometime in 1358 or 1359 at Peebles and Lanark, perhaps as part of a southern 
circuit But there is no evidence - other than a gap in his itinerary for the autumn of 
1358 - that David himself had attended these ayres in person, as the Council of 
November 1357 had stipulated.35 David had gone from that assembly to Lanark in 
December 1357 and had then spent Christmas at Stirling castle. Thereafter he spent 
most of 1358 at Edinburgh, a clear indication that he had settled upon the caput of his 
regional Lothian affinitv and the castle of the most economically important Scottish
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burgh - after the loss of Berwick - as his premier court seat: he held two councils at 
Edinburgh in 1358. Yet David was still fairly itinerant: in 1358, between his 
prolonged stays at Edinburgh, his presence was at least recorded at Dumbarton ( 11 
January, 3 May), Perth (15 January. 12-16 March for a council, 20 August, 22 
November), St Andrews (20 March), Arbroath (14 May), Dundee (18 August) and 
Scone (for a parliament about 1 2 - 1 8  N o v e m b e r ) .36

Not only is it possible, then, that these justice ayres were not overseen by 
David but the economic returns from their courts were very low despite the backlog 
of cases there may have been: only the ayres at Inverbervie in Kincardineshire, and 
that at Perth yielded any useful sums, about £235 and £162 respectively. Moreover, it 
is uncertain just who fulfilled the offices of Justiciar both north and south of the 
Forth. William, earl of Ross, had acted as Justiciar in the north since the 1330s. 
although in 1344 John Randolph, earl of Moray, had tried to re-claim, this office with 
crown backing: Maurice Moray, earl of Stratheam (d. 1346) may have held this office 
before Ross reclaimed it after Neville’s Cross. But after Ross’s removal from this 
post in parliament at Scone in November 1358 it was given to the royalist knight, 
Robert Erskine, by 1359-60.37 David must have justified this transfer on the basis of 
the earl of Ross’s misuse of royal income in the north: when the justice profi ts for the 
1358 ayres and other source of income were entered by the deputy of William 
Meldrum, sheriff of Aberdeen (and himself deputy Justiciar north of Forth under the 
earl of Ross) in April 1359, the exchequer audit recorded the earl of Ross’s denial 
that he had blocked this intromission. Ross had also collected income “without cause” 
from the Caithness lands of his neice and ward, Isabella, daughter of Mali se, the 
forfeited earl of Stratheam. Furthermore, at the same time as he lost his office of 
Justiciar, Ross had been obliged by David to resign the hereditary sheriffdom of 
Cromartie. Robert I had given the Ross family this office but David now passed it to 
Sir Adam Urquhart: this was clearly done under the terms of the act of the November 
1357 council that crown officers should be replaced with “good and sufficient men” if 
they could not fulfill their offices in person.38

In this period at least, David had similar difficulties enforcing and making 
profitable justice ayres in the south, through the traditional offices of the Justiciars of 
the Lothians and of Galloway. That the recorded income from the ayres held at 
Peebles and I.anark in 1358-59 was as little as 40 shillings surely points to the 
domination in these regions of William, the new first earl of Douglas, as well as to 
the disruption caused in this area since 1346 by plague and war with England. In 
1358-59 Douglas certainly had control of the king’s meadow near Peebles and
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received several remissions of some of the Peebleshire and Lanarkshire wool customs 
which he paid to the crown to help with the ransom before 1363. However, on 10 
July 1359, David would have cause to issue letters ordering the justiciar of Lothian - 
the earl of Douglas - to stop interfering with the regality of the Abbey of Melrose 
which David had granted and given protection while the house remained in the peace 
of the Engish occupation in 1357-58: clearly Douglas had continued to extract 
revenue from Melrose’s lands as he had probably done during David’s captivity. 
Sometime before April 1360 we will see that David removed Douglas as Justiciar of 
Lothian, in which capacity the earl had held an ayre at Edinburgh that year, replacing 
him with Sir Hugh Eglintoun and other royalist knights: David and Douglas would 
continue to compete for the favour of Melrose and the dominance of their respective 
family’s associations with this house.39

Yet despite the replacement of both Ross and Douglas as Justiciars only one 
other ayre is recorded as having been held between 1359 and 1362-63: this occurred 
at Perth between 2 May 1360 and June 1361 with David in attendance. The fact that 
in 1361 David could assign a teind of justice profits from the royal pleas of Galloway 
to the Abbey of Holyrood suggests that ayres continued to take place; as Professor 
MacQueen has stressed, justice ayres were certainly regular in the later years of 
David’s reign.40 But in the first few years after his return from England the fiscal and 

geographical scope of the crown’s main arm of justice would seem to have been 
limited by magnate self-interest and the weakness of David’s writ in certain regions. 
It is notable, for example, that the Flemings of Biggar were no longer styled in this 
period as earls of Wigtown, a title they would later sell because of their inability to 
control the native families of western Galloway: this must bring into question the 
extent of David’s judicial influence over the traditionally difficult south-west: indeed 

there is no record of a ‘Justiciar of Galloway’ between 1357 and 1371,41
However, the most succesful ayre for David’s regime in this period, at 

Inverbervie in Kincardineshire in 1358, the coastal town where David had landed on 
his return from France in 1341, may have exploited a weakness in magnate self- 
interest, It gave David’s government an ostensibly friendly base in what may have 
been a difficult shire for the crown to police. For the area just north of Tay had 
presumably been dominated since about 1350 by Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, a 
lieutenant for the Steward as ‘king’s Lieutenant’ in Angus and the Mearns and more 
importantly Chamberlain between about 1354-55 (or even earlier) and 16 March 
1358. Aside from the devastation of war, Angus’s control of the chief fiscal office of 
the crown must have been among the largest contributing factors to the enormous
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reduction in crown income by 1357. In lieu of crown patronage the Steward and 
Angus would have allowed crown income to remain with men in the localities as well 
as tapping the crown’s revenues and landed resources for themselves: the Exchequer 
rolls for this period name a large number of individuals as being in possession of 
crown lands by the consent of either David or the ‘Regent’ (the Steward). A similar 
competition between crown and subjects over income had characterised the early 
period of David’s minority in the late 1330s and his ‘first kingship’ about 1341-43.42

Only one account intromitted under the earl of Angus’s Chamberlainship has 
survived, intromitted by his deputy Norman Leslie, for the period between 29 
September 1357 and 16 March 1358: it brought in just £361. This was an extreme fall 
from the £2,529 intromitted in the last extant Chamberlain’s account in 1341-42 
(which had surely risen even more by 1346). But the fact that Norman Leslie would 
thereafter be prominent in David’s service as an Ambassador, fiscal officer and 
crusader suggests that the earl of Angus may have been effectively removed from the 
Chamberlain’s office soon after David’s return from England. Angus certainly 
recei ved safe-conducts to and from England throughout 1358 and 1359 as a ransom 
hostage for David 11. Shortly after March 1358, David officially replaced Angus as 
Chamberlain with Thomas, earl of Mar, who along with his affinity of knights and 
clerics had supported efforts to secure his royal cousin’s release in the 1350s and 
would have been a well-placed regional counter to the Stewart Angus earl: as early as 
27 January 1358 David had given Mar the key north-east lordship of Garioch in 
regality.43

Nonetheless, in 1359, the earl of Angus is recorded as still being in 
possession of the barony of Strathord in Perthshire, a former possession of Duncan, 
earl of Fife, whose lands should have reverted to the crown with his death in 1353. 
Some time in 1358 David had granted lands in Strathord to William, earl of Douglas, 
an ally of the earl of Angus in the 1350s: moreover, most of the earl of Fife’s lands 
had passed in 1358 to the crown placeman in that title, William Ramsay. Angus must 
have obtained Strathord through his association with the Steward, who had acted as 
bailie of the earl of Fife’s land in Perthshire since 1346. The Steward as Regent had 
of course made Angus Chamberlain and a regional lieutenant but was also now 
seeking to extend his territorial influence to include Fife, Angus also had possession 
of various other crown lands in Kincardineshire in 1358-59.44

Such difficulties as David and his close supporters faced in recovering 
control of crown offices and resources are manifest in the sheriffs’ accounts 
intromitted at Dundee in April 1359 (including the income from the previous year’s
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justice ayres): David was present at this audit s e s s io n .45 Predictably, there are no 
accounts intromitted for some of those shires still affected by English assault or 
occupation, namely Wigtown, Dumfries, Selkirk, Roxburgh and Berwick. Yet the 
date of April 1359 may in itself point to problems in re-establishing a system of 
collection sooner after November 1357. The majority of the sheriffs accounts 
intromitted detail income only as far back as Martinmas 1357 or Easter 1358. Only a 
handful made a scrappy attempt to account for income during David’s captivity, the 
accounts of the shires of Aberdeen and Clackmannan looking back as far as 1348, 
Fife’s to 1353 and those of Perth and Kinross to 1355: it is clear little could be done 
about income despoiled by regional magnates, or simply not paid, between 1346 and 
135%

Moreover, in 1357-59, as well as those tensions with the earls of Ross and 
Angus already mentioned, the crown’s ability to bring in badly-needed cash was 
undermined in several sensitive localities. By 1358-59 the sheriff of the massive shire 
of Perth - which encompassed much of Mentei th, Stratheam and Atholl, among the 
wealthiest lands in Scotland - was a Steward retainer, Sir John Danielston, who was 
also keeper of Dumbarton castle and sheriff of Dunbartonshire, having displaced the 
royalist Malcolm Fleming of Biggar, earl of Wigtown, who died sometime before
1357. But Danielston (or his deputy Henry Fotheringham), was “deforced” of 
income in 1358-59 on at least three occasions: once by an unnamed Atholl man; once 
by Hugh Ross, brother of the earl of Ross and another deputy sheriff of Perth by 
1361 (who had “forgotten” to pay rent on some lands); and once by the Steward 
himself! To be fair the earl of M ar’s men are also recorded as having plundered 
Perthshire to the tune of £22, but it seems reasonable to suggest that in reality the 
deforcements recorded in this account were a cover for disbursements of income from 
this shire peimitted by the Steward to men like his brother-in-law, Hugh Ross, his 
cousin, the earl of Angus, and the Stewarts Perthshire adherents.46

In Lanarkshire the Steward had also claimed in 1358-59 that he was exempt 
from royal demands for the castle wards of Kilbride. In Kincardineshire and Angus 
and the Mearns, competition for resources between the crowns’ agents and those of 
the Steward and his allies may have begun to get out of hand: the Steward’s men 
were attacked at a fair at Dundee (where the exchequer audit was held in April 1359 
and where, it will be argued, David tried to propose controversial Anglo-Scottish 
diplomacy at the same time). The earl of Angus’s men were remitted for some 
unspecified crime in 1358-59. Unnamed men had also been attacked during the 
lucrati ve justice ayre held at Inverbervie in September 1358, while a number of the 
crown’s demesne lands in Kincardineshire were recorded as being in the hands of
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either of the earls of Mar or Angus. Elsewhere, John Danielston’s account for 
Dumbartonshire was (perhaps conveniently) incomplete: Danielston himself had his 
hands on some crown lands by 1359, namely Tillicoultry (Stirlingshire) and the mills 
of Perth and die barony of Cadzow in Lanarkshire (which Robert I had given to Sir 
Walter Fitzgilbert, whose son, David FitzWalter must thus have been ousted by 
Danielston), An inquiry was to he held as to why the Peebles justice ayre returns had 
not been intromitted by the earl of Douglas: Peeblesshire only yielded £16, while 
another £13 from there had gone to the earl of Douglas as sheriff there. No account 
was returned by a sheriff of Edinburgh, an office also presumably controlled up to 
1357 at least, and probably till 1360, by the earl of Douglas and his adherents who 
had based themselves at Edinburgh castle since about 1348. Fife also failed to 
intromit its justice profits, despite two 1357 ayres at Cupar. Finally, despite its 
traditional role as a source of royal income during war, the first account entered in 
1359 for Aberdeenshire (dating back to 1348) was rejected as being too small: a 
second account, though, overseen by the earl of Mar as Chamberlain, was accepted.47 

This struggle to generate and capture income for the crown must have been 
underlined by the return of the Chamberlain’s account also given at Dundee in April 
1359: just £279. By then the cleric, Walter of Biggar of the church of Errol in the 
Mearns, had replaced the earl of Mar as Chamberlain. This was a development which 
might suggest that Mar - last recorded as Chamberlain about February 1359 when in 
London with David 11 - had simply served as a stop-gap ‘enforcer’ for the crown, 
especially for the collection of income in Angus and the Mearns, Aberdeenshire and 
highland Perthshire. With, his authority asserted Mar had then handed over to Walter 
of Biggar, a clerk, of the wardrobe, a man better able to handle the bureaucratic 
auditing of the office in the weeks before the account was due: in. the same fashion, 
Walter would later resign his office to Sir Robert Erskine, the crown’s fixer, in the 
crisis year of 1363. Alternatively, Walter’s assumption of the office in 1358, the 
plundering by Mar’s men in Perthshire in 1359, and that earl’s later career, may all 
point to Mar’s growing greed and unreliability in the eyes of the crown, a suspicion 
which result in a split between king and subject in 1362: clearly, it was in the nature 
of regional magnates to seek private profit from royal resources under their charge.48 

Furthermore, as we have seen, despite the crown’s need to repossess its 
resources, no income seems to have been produced by the parliamentary revocation 
ordered in November 1357. Î Jke David’s apparently hesistant regional resettlement 
and caution in keeping his household and person in lowland royalist centres in 1358- 
59, this might be taken as a sign of royal weakness at this time: David would make a 
second parliamentary revocation in 1367, by which time he was in a position to
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exploit this prerogative and use it against his political opponents. It should be noted, 
though, that in 1358-59 David may already have begun his later regular habit of 
dispensing royal feudal casualties ‘at will’ as a source of patronage. This was a 
channel of crown largesse which was fitfully recorded and which thus seems to have 
ignored the November 1357 parliament statute insisting this should only be done with 
“mature counsel.”

Leaving royal demesne like thanages and forests in magnate hands left intact 
much of the Bruce resettlement achieved before 1346: the same can be said for crown 
remissions and annuities which remained alienated after 1357, However, the 
persistence in 1359 of demesne “in the hands of” particular nobles and prelates by 
concession of ‘the Regent’ (the Steward) or David, points also to the crown’s 
inability or unwillingness to act on another 1357 parliament statute: that crown land 
feued (or leased) since October 1346 should be r e v o k e d .49 The crown may also have 
experienced great difficulty and little profit in the assessment of lands and goods 
ordered in November 1357. Tliat in 1358 three councils (Edinburgh - .lanuary; Perth - 
March; Edinburgh - August) and a parliament (Scone - November) had been held yet 
for which no recorded statutes or minutes survive, perhaps hints at the bitter scramble 
for control of resources which evidently had broken out in some areas since David’s 
return: this may have resulted in a resisitance and delay of tax assessors’ reports to 
king and council. But it will become clear that there were several other areas of 
conflict between crown and magnates which may have undermined these and 
subsequent assemblies of the estates.

It is harder to tell to what degree similar tensions between crown and 
magnates affected the collection of burgh customs and fermes in the years 1358-59, 
No custumars/bailies accounts were returned in 1358, probably as the burgesses had 
agreed to guarantee the first 10,000 merk instalment of David’s ransom, set in farm 
against the customs they would normally pay to the crown: the first instalment was 
paid on time by 24 June 1358 at Berwick, where it was taken by Patrick, earl of 
M a r c h / M o r a y .50 March’s employment in so acting for the crown may have been so 
unpopular with other magnates as to result, according to Wyntoun and Bower, in 
March’s ‘capture’ by a James Lindsay, either of Kirkmichael (brother-in-law of the 
Steward) or of Crawford (cousin and adherent of the Douglas earl). This must have 
occuired about the same time as Lindsay murdered Roger Kirkpatrick, sheriff of Ayr. 
However, by the time the first customs and fermes accounts were intromitted to the 
exchequer, at Dundee in April 1359, David had again raised the customs rate, 
presumably at one of the three councils held in 1358, to help pay the second 
instiament of the ransom: it was now treble that of ore-1357. He had also succeeded
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in persuading Edward III once more to recognise the equal value of Scottish and 
English coinage.5i

Nonetheless, although the ciistoms/fermes returns in 1359 amounted to over 
£2,500, only about £700 of this was set aside to pay the next instalment of the 
ransom. Once again, there was reluctance from the usual suspects to restore the 
crown’s income, and presumably a lack of clout on David’s part to insist that these 
monies were sunendered. In April 1359 not only was it reported that the Steward had 
the valuable fermes of Perth (worth £49 in 1362), but the earl of Angus had a lease of 
the fermes of both the great royal market burgh of Crail (worth some £52) and of the 
royal seat of Stirling (worth £70 in 1364): David had even been forced to withhold 
repayment of a £21 loan extended to him by the Steward through the Perth b a i l ie s .5 2

It is evident, then, that at this stave - larvelv regardless of how David soent
f  * c? c? c  1

his income - his government could not bring in enough cash to pay the next 
instalment of his ransom. David clearly needed to find a further lucrative and 
sustainable source of income if he was to continue paying off this debt. It was surely 
with this intention that a series of three “contributions” (for unspecified amounts, 
probably between 3d and 6d in the £) were ordered by the Scottish estates’ 
assemblies of 1358-59, based on the findings of the assessment of lands and goods 
ordered in November 1357. The first contribution was most likely ordered at the 
Scone parliament of November 1358, for which no recorded statutes survive. The 
second contribution was presumably ordered at the subsequent council at Dundee in 
April 1359, at the same time and place as the Exchequer audit of the troubled 
sheriffs’, Chamberlain’s and custorns/fermes accounts, discussed above. The third 
levy must have been granted at the parliament at Scone in October 1359. However, it 
was not until May 1360 at Perth that any great part of the income from these 
contributions was intromitted.53 in the meantime, with regard to paying the second 
ransom instalment, a realisation by the crown that it would have to default had 
actually anticipated the collection and intromission of all the April 1359 sheriffs’, 
Chamberlain’s and customs/fermes accounts: this surely betrays the difficulties in 
collection which the crown must have experienced in 1358. For on 12 February 1359 
David’s Queen, .loan of the Tower, had obtained from Edward III and his council, on 
behalf of David II, a license to delay the next ransom instalment for six months 
beyond 24 June 1359. Remarkably, this had been arranged at London through a 
Scottish embassy probably headed by David II himself about the New Year of 1358- 
59, the safe-conduct for which had been issued on 14 July 1358 (and had thus been 

requested just as the first ransom instalment was paid).54
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David’s safe-condiicl; had also been issued shortly after news that the papacy 
had rejected his request that the Scottish clergy be liable to contribute a special tenth 
towards the cost of his ransom,55 Thus in the face of a financial crisis and the 
consequences of defaulting on his ransom, David seems to have prepared to attempt a 
diplomatic solution to his fiscal problems. David was accompanied to London in late 
1358 by Thomas, earl of Mar (the Chamberlain), Robert Erskine, Hugh Eglintoun 
and John Preston, men among David’s closest daily councillors at this time: the trip 
cost £666. However, the advance work for this delay may have been made by the 
embassy of William, bishop of St Andrews and Patrick, bishop of Brechin (the 
Chancellor) and the earls of March and Douglas; the latter magnates faced internment 
as hostages should the Scots default on the ransom and were granted passage to 
England ‘on the business of David be Brus’ on 26 October 1358, The postponement 
had also been arranged despite David’s evident estrangement from Joan, who had left 
for England, never to return, sometime after May 1358. Throughout this period there 
is no evidence that David paid Joan the terce of 2,000 merks a year to which she was 
entitled.56

It is in this context that the experience of magnates like the Steward and the 
earls of Angus, Douglas, March and Ross as temporary hostages for David’s ransom 
should be set. It must be stressed that the twenty magnate sons originally surrendered 
as hostages for David in 1357 seem to have returned to Scotland very quickly: little or 
no provision for their stay at English royal or magnatial sites can be found. Instead j
only certain prominent, and usually adult, individuals seem to have served as i
hostages for David, most of them allies of the Steward before 1357 and potential |
opponents of the Bruce regime. Thomas, earl of Angus, was given safe-conducts to |
England as a hostage on 20 March 1358 and 1 July 1358 (and, at various times, back 
to Scotland for a while). Thomas Murray of Bothwell, the Pan tier, was a hostage 
after 8 May 1358. On 7 June 1358 the Steward, Douglas, March and Ross were I
ordered to enter themselves as hostages, and indeed they were absent as crown j
charter witnesses between 28 June and 20 August. Finally, when the first ransom j
instalment was paid on 24 June 1358 the Steward himself was supposed to replace |
his son and heir, John Stewart of Kyle, as a hostage, presumably until the next {
10,000 merk payment was handed over by the Scots: he may, though, have sent his I
third son, Robert. >

The short enforced absences of these magnates would have given David and I
I

his councillors and locality officers a chance to increase their ability to collect revenue |
from sensitive areas. Such absences also allowed David to continue interfering with |
the territorial interests of these and other magnates. But at the same time, David may |
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have had to allow the Steward, Douglas, Angus and Thomas Murray to continue to 
control certain royal resources within their regional spheres of influence so as to 
offset their costs and displeasure in serving as hostages for the crown; the adolescent 
John Sutherland’s time as a hostage may also have been designed as a sop to the
earls .57

ill. Diplomacy and Domestic Crisis, October 1357 - 1360,
As well as attempting to offset the problem of paying 10,000 merks annually 

in ransom instalments to England - out of a meagre royal income hampered by 
magnate self-interest - David’s trip to London over the winter of 1358-59 was also 
designed to find a solution to the threat he perceived from the Steward as his heir 
presumptive. The outcome of this was the agreement to postpone the payment of the 
second 10,000 merks of the ransom until December 1359. However, upon his return 
to Scotland, at the council held at Dundee in April 1359 which must have been called 
to ratify the ransom delay agreement, David made an astounding grant of the earldom 
of Moray to Henry de Grosmont, Duke of Lancaster, and his heirs, an act witnessed 
by the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, the Steward, the earl of Douglas, William 
Livingston and Robert Erskine.58

The only logical explanation for this grant is that as Lancaster was about to 
become the father-in-law of Edward Ill’s third son, John of Gaunt, then David had in 
some way revived the possibility of a younger son of the English king being 
designated as his heir presumptive. This idea had first been raised during the talks for 
David’s release in 1350-52, and Gaunt, at that time earl of Richmond, was probably 
the prince considered. By 1359 Gaunt was 19 years of age and just beginning to 
establish, a  reputation as a knight. He had accompanied his father to France in 1355 
and would do so again in October 1359, where he would perform bravely in combat; 
he would prove himself again in jousts held to celebrate his wedding to Lancaster’s 
daughter in May 1359. Thus, as Gaunt’s biographer stresses, he was just the sort of 
energetic, literate, intelligent, pious and valorous type which David liked to employ: 
he may have met David at the St George day Garter tournaments of 1349 and 1357. 
David may, moreover, have argued to the Scots that as a prince and northern English 
magnate, the support of Gaunt’s Lancastrian inheritence and even his kingship over 
Scotland would bring the Scots influence against Edward III or future English kings 
in the English council. This would certainly be an argument rehearsed as part of the 
parliamentary debate over the proposed Anglo-Scottish succession-peace deal of 
1364, in which Gaunt was once more proposed as an alternative heir. This argument 
may have sprung from the tradional role of the house of Lancaster as an antagonist of
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the Plantagenet crown and sometime ally of the Scots.59
Such hopes aside, Gaunt’s recognition as David’s heir might eventually bring 

Lancaster into the Scottish crown’s demesne, so replacing the lost earldom of 
Huntingdon and the northern English counties which the Scottish kings had held of 
the English crown in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. As we shall see, David and 
some of his magnates were by no means adverse to reviving the cross-border 
landholding which their families had enjoyed before 1286 as a basis of closer Anglo- 
Scottish relations. Some indication, though, that the Gaunt-lmicaster line may have 
been arranged with these personal and diplomatic benefits in view may lie in the 
ramour that Gaunt’s sister-in-law, Henry de Grosmont’s eldest daughter, had been 
poisoned to allow Grosmont’s second daughter, Blanche, and her new husband, 
Gaunt, to inherit the dukedom. Yet overriding all these contentions, the fact remained 
that if Gaunt was recognised as David’s heir presumptive then the ransom would 
presumably be cancelled and David would still have the opportunity, as a relatively 
young man, to produce his own son and thus rule out Gaunt’s English succession. 
Even though David was trapped in an uneasy marriage to an estranged English 
princess, this deal was still a reasonable gamble and one for which the advantages 
would hold good into the 1360s: Queen -loan’s intervention on David’s behalf in 
February 1359 may besides have signalled something of a reconciliation for the 
couple, both still young.

In 1350-52 David himself had taken the initiative, proposed the younger son 
plan and tried to convince his Scottish subjects of the value of these terms, only to 
have them rejected by Scottish Parliaments in May 1351 and February 1352. It would 
thus be logical to suppose that during his trip to England in 1358-59 David, just about 
to turn 34 years of age, had again proposed this idea to Edward III: the potential 
future use of Gaunt as the holder of a Scottish principality would have been entirely 
consistent with Edward’s imperial employment of his other sons. David thus surely 
secured a delay in the payment of the second instalment of his ransom so as to be able 
to prepare the groundwork in Scotland for the transference of the succession to John 
of Gaunt, through the Duke of Lancaster: hence the grant of the earldom of Moray in 
Council in April 1359 to give this alternative line a stake in Scotland. Immediately, as 
Professor Duncan points out, such a grant set a precedent for royal intervention 
overruling a succession through a female; this might also be applied to block the 
succession to the kingship through Matjorie Bruce to her son, the S te w a r d .6 0

However, in October-November 1357 David had already given Moray to 
Patrick Dunbar, earl of March, whose sister had been the mother of John Randolph, 
earl of Moray (d. 1346). Admittedly, David had probably done so reluctantly.

I
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recognising an already entrenched status quo and a lawful inheritence. Moreover,
Robert Ï had originally granted Moray as a male tailzie only, and with the death of that 
family in the male line David technically retained the right to enforce the earldom’s 
reversion to the crown. But for different reasons March’s loss of Moray in 1359 
should not necessarily be looked upon as arbitrary royal mistreatment of the aging 
earl. Probably as penance for his desertion of David at Neville’s Cross, and in order 
to protect his patrimony from the ambition of the Douglases (on the marches), the ear! 
of Ross and the Stewarts (for Moray, the Steward having wed John Randolph’s 
widow, Ross’s sister, in 1355), March had taken part in talks for David’s release 
throughout the 1350s. In 1358 he had had safe-conducts to visit England and Queen 
Joan, and in June that year he had delivered the first ransom instalment to Berwick.
David had also executed the man who had taken March prisoner for some unspecified 
reason in 1358, James IJndsay. Finally, earl Patrick was actually related, within four 
degrees, to the house of Lancaster.61

This suggests a certain amount of trust between David and the old earl, who 
was also a warden of the east March. The earl’s past record and his family history, 
would moreover have been useful to David in talks with England for a firmer peace 
deal: March had not received any of the Disinherited lords’ lands from Robert I, some 
of which might be restored by the peace David proposed. Thus when Queen Joan 
arranged a ransom delay and David made behind the scenes deals for renewed 
succession-peace talks, March may have consented to this plan, prepared to give up 
Moray with promises of further patronage to himself and his heirs after the deal was 
done; perhaps the earldom, of Moray if Gaunt became king of Scots, and most likely 
the restoration of his Anglo-occupied Berwickshire lands and some of his family’s 
former English holdings. March certainly had a record in the first half of the 
fourteenth century of co-operation with England in return for lands. David may have 
hoped to win the support of the earl of Douglas with similar offers of English lands 
and a consolidated Douglas position in the marches in compensation for some 
restoration of the disenfranchised Anglo-Balliol lords which would presumably have 
formed part of any new Anglo-Scottish deal (as in 1351-52): Douglas would be 
offered English lands as part of such a deal in 1364.62

But it is evident that any succession-peace deal which David may have tabled 
in early 1359 must have been rejected - as in 1352 - by a majority of the Scottish 
noble and clerical magnates. Indeed, the controversy which this deal must have 
caused in Scotland may help explain the absence of records from the April council 
and October parliament held in 1359 at Dundee and Scone respectively: this suggests .
a crisis in government. As we have seen, in 1352, according to the English
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chronicler, Henry Knighton, the Scottish parliament had expressed a preference to 
ransom their king or replace him with another Scot (surely the Steward) rather than 
admit the chance of an English succession: in 1354 and 1357 it had thus been an 
apolitical ransom treaty which had been pursued for David’s release. However, 
looking ahead, in March 1364, after a second trip to London by David, a Scottish 
parliament would once again reject that king’s proposals for a succession deal with 
England which would have cancelled his ransom: indeed a majority of Scots then 
expressed a will to continue paying the ransom. But in 1364 David also proposed to 
parliament that the Scots help Edward III with his foreign wars. The latter had also 
been a term of the 1351-52 proposals; it is logical, then, that it would also have been 
revived in some form in 1359,63

The latter factor surely explains why Thomas, earl of Mar, can be found 
agreeing on 24 February 1359 - a fortnight after he had helped David and Joan secure 
the ransom delay - to become a liege man of Edward 111 and to fight for him in 
France; Mar was to do so in return for 600 merks (£400) a year until such time as 
Edward Hi provided him with a suitable marriage partner: this allows us to date 
approximately Mar’s divorce from his first wife, Margaret, Countess and heiress of 
the earldom of Menteith. Mar was absent as a witness to David’s acts between 16 
November 1358 and 26 October 136^ (just after the Anglo-French treaty of Bretigny) 
and thereafter he does not reappear in Scotland until 28 May 1361. Mar, like the earl 
of March, was a magnate with significant English connections, having been brought 
up in England, which would have been useful to David, as would his past experience 
as joint King’s Lieutenant ca 1349-51 and his control of the royal purse strings in 
Scotland in 1358-59. Mar’s father, Donald, had been loyal to Edward II and had 
perhaps had a Balliol bastard, also Thomas, who would act as Thomas of Mar’s 
steward in England: after 1357 David also extended some favour to a number of Mar 
adherents, some of whom had been captured at Neville’s Cross and/or visited David 
in cantivitv.64 Thomas, earl of Anaus. rnav also have been exoected to fiaht for

1 «/ ^ o * •/ 1 c?

Edward III on the Continent: there are a large number of safe-conducts for some of 
h is  retainers to travel abroad in 1 35 8 -5 9 .6 3

In short, greater sense can be made of all the diplomatic events between 1350 
and 1364 if, in 1359, David had again revived his younger son diplomatic scheme. 
But better sense can also be made of this period if it can be shown that David suffered 
a far more serious backlash to his plans in the council of April 1359 than has 
previously been recognised. For, just as in 1351-52, in 1359 David had probably 
grossly underestimated the anti-English sentiment of the estates, despite the growing
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trade, pilgrimage and ecclesiastical peacetime traffic between the two realms and 
Edward Ill’s commitment to establishing a system of border tribunals to preserve the 
truce.66 Opposition to David must have been building throughout 1358, in the face of 
his fiscalism and his interference in various regions and offices. The Steward, 
especially, must have been alarmed by David’s gains in Fife and his favour to 
Sutherland and John of Lome. Thus the Steward was undoubtedly well motivated 
and able to exploit the alarm caused by David’s transfer of the earldom of Moray, the 
threat of the return of the Disinherited and the imposition of an English heir 
presumptive; he seems to have been able to lead the Council into forcing David to 
drop his Anglophile plans and continue to pay the ransom. Moreover, the Steward 
seems also to have used this opposition to force the crown to look elsewhere for 
ransom resources, namely to France and the papacy. For by 30 June 1359, a Fran co- 
Scottish alliance would have been swiftly concluded in which the French offered to 

pay off some of David’s ransom if the Scots would resume war against England.67
This is not to suggest a full blown marginalisation of David’s person and 

government in 1359. Rather that in the face of much general pressure against his 
proposed deal with England, directed or even actually hijacked by the Steward and 
others, David had to submit to a redirection of policy. It would have been easy for the 
Steward to use the same arguments as he had employed in 1351-52 and 1354 to sell 
the French alternative to significant Scots and to criticise David’s plan. The possibility 
of the T'etum of the Disinherited and the loss of lands was an obvious threat to the 
Stewarts, Douglases and other families. The earl of Douglas in particular had already 
based his military lordship and territorial influence on defending the marches against 
England and alliance with France. Indeed, in June 1358 he and some of his followers 
had seized Hermitage castle in Roxburghshire from its English garrison: this occurred 
just before Douglas was named with the Steward, March and Ross as hostages for 
David’s ransom. Further Anglo-Scottish border altercations involving Douglas men 
would be recorded as taking place in November 1359, tensions which prompted 
Edward 111 to order a border assize to inquire into the circumstances surrounding the 
loss of the Hermitage. But these incidents may simply mark either end of a private 
Douglas guerilla campaign, to recover lands in the marches which had been ongoing 
since David’s release and which thus placed the earl in potential opposition to David’s 
diplomatic plans. The Steward would also have been able to appeal to Thomas 
Stewart, earl of Angus, the deprived Chamberlain and a ransom hostage who had 
captured Berwick with the earl of March and the French expeditionary force of 1355; 
Angus was a close ally of the Douglas e a r l  .68
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There is further evidence to show that the diplomatic volte-face of spring 1359 
from England to France, while on the surface shrewd and impressively duplicitous in 
terms of Anglo-Scottish relations, was not something David could have wanted. 
David’s surviving acts of 1359 certaitdy suggest some sort of disruption to his 
agenda: 63 royal acts are known to have been issued in 1358, but only 31 in 1359, 
hinting at an interruption to his resettlement patronage. Moreover, on 5 April, the 
very day, indeed, of his grant of Moray to Lancaster, David may have been forced to 
concede letters patent restoring the lorsdhip of Strathgartney in west Menteith to Sir 
John Menteith, whom David had deprived of Robert Fs gift of that territory by 
restoring it in 1343 to Sir John Logie, grandson of one of the Balliol-Soules 
conspirators of 1320. Sir John Menteith, backed by the Steward, had probably 
reoccupied Strathgartney by force after Neville’s Cross. Logie was also the husband 
of David’s future second queen, and an ally of the Drummonds in their feud with, the 
Menteiths, Campbells and Stewarts in the earldom of Menteith; this was a dispute 
which would come to a head in 1360 and be solved with distinct partiality by the 
crown (perhaps partly in response to the events of 1359).69

Then at Edinburgh in early May 1359, David inspected two grants by Thomas 
Muiray of Bothwell, the Pantler (a Steward lieutenant during David’s captivity and a 
ransom hostage between 1357 and his death in 1361), to a Robert Stewart of 
Schenbothy and to Robert Erskine: the Steward, the earl of Douglas (who probably 
still controlled Edinburgh castle as justiciar of Lothian at this time), Robert Erskine 
and Sir John Lyle of Duchal (a frequent witness to both royal and Steward charters) 
were present as royal charter witnesses on these occasions. Yet prior to these acts 
David’s grants had been uncompromising in their interference in regional magnates’ 
interests and the pursuit of his diplomatic aims: in late February 1359 David had 
granted Urquhart barony and castle to William, earl of Sutherland, and lands in 
Invernessshire to the Mackintosh family, both moves further damaging, to the earl of 
Ross’s waning influence. The earl of Sutherland was himself a  hostage after .Tune
1358. not being reolaced bv his son John until Julv 1359; this suggests perhaps that 
the king had made sure that John was in Scotland in May 1359 as he had a role to 
play in David’s succession plans as they were to be presented in the Dundee council 
in April. Elsewhere, on 15 March 1359, David had granted Sir John Herries - a 
Douglas follower at Poitiers whom David may now have offered better lordship - the 
barony of Terregles in Dumfriesshire in free barony which had first been resigned by 
the earl of Mar: Herries would accompany David as a favoured royal household 
knight on his diplomatic trip to London in 1363-64 .70

But as well as exploiting the bad general reaction to David’s finance and
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diplomacy plans of April 1359 to force the king to make concessions in the Menteith 
feud, the Steward also took decisive steps to repair his interests in the disputed 
earldom of Fife. David’s man, William Ramsay of Colluthie, earl of Fife, witnessed a 
royal charter at Dundee on 8 April. But, as Dr Boardmati has shown, by 20 
November 1359, Countess Isabella, dauther of the late Duncan, earl of Fife, had 
returned to Scotland after the death of her English husband (d. Spetember 1358) and 
can be found in the Steward’s castle at Metliven, styling herself as heiress of Duncan, 
earl of Fife (d. 1353), for whom the Steward had been bailie of his lands after 1346. 
In November 1359, Isabella took the remarkable step of confirming a grant by David 
II to Sir .lohn Preston, of lands in Fife, an act which suggests Isabella had asserted 
her independence from the crown. She must have been able to do so with Stewart 
support because David had been forced to allow her to return, from England and 
reclaim her inheritence either in the course of the Steward-led reaction to the crown’s 
Anglophile diplomacy in spring 1359; or as the cost the Stewarts demanded of the 
crown in return for their abandonment (probably in summer-autumn 1359) of the 
Franco-Scottish treaty negotiated against David’s wishes in June 1359.71

By July 1361 Isabella would be wed to the Steward’s second son, Walter, 
whom she would give an entail of the earldom of Fife with tailzie to his younger 
Stewart brothers, thus completely undoing the arrangement Robert I had made with 
earl Duncan in 1315 which would bring the earldom to the ‘assignees’ of the crown: 
as a result, by May 1361 William Ramsay can be found to have reverted to his old 
title of knight. By 22 July 1360, David may have reasserted some influence over 
Isabella or her lands, when he confirmed her resignation of the eastern Perthshire 
barony of Kinnoul and made a grant of that land to Robert Erskine. But David was 
not then or later able to restore Ramsay to Fife or prevent the Walter Stewart-Isabella 
marriage: the weakening of royal authority which the Steward-led reaction to his 
diplomacy had caused in spring 1359 thus proved costly.72

But it is David’s commission to the Scottish ambassadors who were sent to 
France - and the terms of the deal they sought and secured there - which most 
strongly suggests that David had forced by Steward-led opposition to make a drastic 
change of diplomacy after April 1359, Dated at Edinburgh on 10 May 1359 - a month 
after the Dundee council - the commission empowers the ambassadors to secure a 
firmer alliance and confederation between France and Scotland binding upon “the 
king of Scots, or his Lieutenant, or others of sufficient power” in that realm. The 
Franco-Scottish treaties of 1295, 1326 and 1371 were all made in the names of the 
“king of Scots and his heirs.” The conveniently vague scope of the 1359 commission 
does reflect David’s issueless status at this time: but it would also have enabled the
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Steward and his heirs, the most likely ‘Lieutenants’ or ‘others of sufficient power” in 
the event of David’s death without issue - or his removal after a civil war - to have 
exercised power over this alliance. Moreover, it must be stressed that in 1359 David 
was incredibly vulnerable, being estranged from Queen Joan - then in England - 
approaching middle age and c h i ld le s s 73

The ambassadors chosen for this job also suggest an unofficial origin for the 
embassy’s agenda. It consisted of only three knights - no earls or prelates: and they 
managed to conclude what might have proved a major treaty within a month74 Robert 

Erskine, whilst he had apparently supported David’s release plans in 1350 as 
Chamberlain, had probably shifted his allegiance to the Steward, his feudal superior, 
sometime in 1351 or 1352. Erskine thereafter lost the Chamberlainship and aside 
from David’s confirmation of charters to Erskine from other magnates (Mar and 
Angus) in 1358-59, had not received any direct royal patronage since David’s release. 
Indeed, Erskine would only begin to receive new, direct favour from David in 1360 
and only in a really substantial form from 1363 when he committed himself to 
supporting David’s diplomatic plans in the face of the Steward’s rebellion. Even then 
Erskine may have continued to play a double game as a Steward retainer and regular 
Stewart charter witness, and as fatlier-in-law of the earl of Douglas.75 The second 
ambassador, Norman Ij^slie, was a deputy Chamberlain and an Angus man, who 
despite his crusading experience would not really enter David’s favour until after the 
removal of the earl of Angus in 1360. Besides, Bower reports that in 1360 Leslie was 
captured fighting at Fauvy in France against the English: as this occurred at the same 
time as Thomas, earl of Mar, had engaged to fight for Edward III in France with a 
hundred of his men, Leslie’s actions in 1359 cannot have been countenanced by 
David.76 Thirdly, John le Grant (a relatively minor figure to send on such an errand), 
had been a Randolph man as keeper of Damaway forest in Moray, had become a Mar 
adherent but followed the Lord of Douglas at Poitiers. Grant must have felt his 
patrimony threatened by David’s grant of Moray to Lancaster in April 1359; his 
participation in the 1359 French embassy must have caused him problems of lordship 
as the earl of Mar was then fighting for Edward III. Tellingly, Grant did not actually 
take part in the final Franco-Scottish talks with the Dauphin Charles’s representatives 
at Paris in June 1359: moreover, a pension of £40 granted to him by David about 
1358 does not seem to have been paid after 1359, and in the late 1360s David would 
replace Grant as keeper of Damaway with a Richard Comyn (a man of chivalric and 
Anglophile leanings) who in turn was ousted in favour of Grant’s heirs by the 
Steward as Robert II in 1371.77
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Erskine and Leslie, however, represented to the Dauphin’s men in June 1359 
that the Scots, who had suffered much trying to help the French, had never looked 
upon their ‘aliances et amitéz’ with France as having been severed; but they lamented 
that the Scots could not resume war against England until David’s ransom had been 
paid and the Scottish hostages recovered. With this in view they asked that the French 
give them the remaining 90,(XX) merks of the ransom together with aid and counsel in 
time of peace and war and help in persuading the papacy to annul the Anglo-Scottish 
truce of 1357; in return, the Scots’ promised to make ‘bonne et forte’ war against 
England. The ambassadors also cited past promises by the French to supply the Scots 
with 500 archers and 500 armed men, offers which had been made by John II in 
September 1351 probably in response to an embassy sent to France by the Steward as 
part of his opposition to David H’s succession-peace plan with E n g la n d .7 8  Roughly 
the same figures for French troops to be sent to Scotland - and an offer of 100,000 
French nobles to pay off the remainder of David’s ransom - would be included in an 
additional secret military concord made between Robert IT (the Steward) and Charles 
V (the Dauphin of 1359) in March 1371. The latter deal would be made in secret just 
a month after David H’s death, at the same time as the open renewal of the Franco- 
Scottish mutual defence alliance: a similar deal which would have brought the Scots 
‘mil hommes d’armes chevaliers et escuiers’ and 40,000 francs would be made in 
August 1383: John de Vienne would bring an exneditionary force of iust over LOOO 
men with him to Scotland in 1385.79 Thus at all these crucial points of Franco- 
Scottish contact - 1351, 1354-55, 1359, 1371 and 1383-5 - it was the Stewarts, not 
David, who oversaw these Scottish approaches. In 1359 David had clearly been 
forced to condone approaches to France, in direct contradiction to his recent talks and 
agreements with the earls of March and Mar, Edward III, the Duke of Lancaster, 
John of Gaunt and the English council.

In European terms, the Steward’s approaches to France in 1359 were as well 
timed as those of 1351-52 and 1354-55. Anglo-French talks had been ongoing since 
Poitiers (September 1356) for the ransom and release of John II of France: the terms 
of the interim indentures proposed by these talks were harsh enough to prompt the 
Dauphin Charles to seek out alternative alliances against England- The timing of these 
controversial Anglo-French talks moreover coincides closely with David’s succession- 
peace plan of 1359 and the Scots reaction in approaching France. On 24 March 1359 
a Treaty of London was drawn up whereby the French offered to cede almost half of 
France to England in full sovereignty in return for John II’s release and Edward Ill’s 
relinquishment of his claim to the French kingship. This indenture was even more 
punitive than an earlier treaty of I_ondon (18 May 1358) which, as well as allocating
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much of France to Edward III, had also called for the French to break off contact with 
the Scots and to pay a ransom of £666,666 - £ 100,000 of which was to he paid 
before John’s release.80

However, just as the Steward and many worried Scots might have perceived 
that English demands could push France and Scotland together, so David - who had 
had some contact with John U in England after 1356 - may have realized that English 
military and diplomatic pressure would soon force France to come to terms. The 
weaknesses of the French at this time are reflected in the actual terras they offered to 
the Scottish ambassadors in June 1359. The talks had taken on board many 
eventualities, including the likelihood that the French might make peace with England 
(in which case they promised not to break off the Scottish alliance) or that they might 
not have enough money to pay off David’s ransom (in which case thay promised to 
give what aid and counsel they could). But in the final agreement they only offered 
the Scots 50,000 merks - not the full remainder of the ransom which the Scots had 
sought; this sura was to be paid on 5 April 1360 at the Augustinian church at Bruges 
(in the same way as payment had been made to the Scottish magnates in 1355). In 
return the ‘King, Governor or the Guardian of Scotland and their heirs and 
successors who are Kings, Governors or Guardians of Scotland’ were to make war 
upon England as soon as ten (unidentified) Scottish hostages, then due to be released, 
were safe. The French withholding of more cash and of any troops from Scotland 
surely reflected both the Dauphin’s own internal troubles and depleted resources and 
his doubts about the effectiveness and reliabilty of this Scots’ offer; most obviously, 
ha may have been aware that David II did not actually want such a deal and that 
France was really dealing with the Steward.

Edward III does not seem to have aware of this new Franco-Scottish deal. 
The mobilisation of English garrisons in Roxburghshire and Berwickshire in 
November 1359 were measures consistent with England’s war-footing in anticipation 
of Edward’s planned expedition to France in the new y e a r .S i  An Anglo-French peace 

would eventually be concluded in May 1360 and the Franco-Scottish treaty of June 
1359 would never be ratified by a Scots parliament or put into effect. However, 
David seems to have regained the initiative in Scotland before the impotence of the 
French became apparent. By 10 June 1359 - unusually at Glasgow - David seems to 
have sliaken off any constraints placed upon him by a pro-French alliance headed by 
the Steward. On that day David issued letters ordering Douglas, the justiciar of 
Lothian, to stop interfering in the regality of the Abbey of Melrose, then in Edward 
Ill’s peace; the Abbey’s stability and the preservation of the 1357 truce clearly had 
direct influence on the Analo-Scottish oeace talks. Douglas himself was absent as a
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crown charter witness between June 1359 and January 1360. Tn between these dates, 
David’s acts suggest the reassertion o f  his a u t h o r i t y .82

On 2 July 1359 David confirmed a Douglas charter to a minor Perthshire 
landowner (2 July); on 8 July he re-confi.rrned the Steward’s and Douglas’s pardon 
of 1355 in David’s name of James Tweedie of Drumelzier for supporting England (as 
if to break off any allegiance Tweedie, the owner of an important border tower in 
Peeblesshire, may have owed to these magnates); on 24 July David regranted the 
thanage of Kincardine to the earl of Sutherland, who had been replaced as a hostage 
in England by his son, John; on 31 July the king inspected a charter by Duncan, earl 
of Fife, to the Abbey of IJndores made when the Steward was lJeutenant.83 At Elgin 

on 12 August David issued letters to John de Pilmor, bishop of Moray, allowing him 
to proceed by ecclesiatical censures - with the secuar support of justiciars and sheriffs 
in tliat regioti, - against those who had interfered with the fiscal and provisional rights 
of the church of Moray. Pilrnor’s successor, Alexander de Bur (archdeaon of Moray 
with David and Joan’s support between 1350 and 1362), would serve David as a 
judicial officer in Moray, Badenoch and Strathspey throughout the 1360s. Thus the 
censures of 1359 may have been directed against both the Stewarts (who had 
acquired Badenoch by marriage in 1355) and the earl of Ross; this act and David’s 
passage to Elgin in August 1359 may also have been designed to mark his intention to 
control the Moray regality using his own men, despite his (for now) abortive grant of 
the earldom to Lancaster and the earl of March’s continued title to the lands: by 
September 1367, if not much sooner, William Keith, the Marischal, would be acting 
as the king’s ‘lieutenant of the earldom of Moray’.84

There then followed a gap in royal chancery activity until October 1359, when 
a parliament was held at Scone which lasted at least three weeks. No recorded 
decisions of this assembly survive. Yet it can reasonably be speculated that some 
heated debate and posturing took place between David and the Steward and their close 
supporters, with the crown emerging best off. The earl of Douglas is conspicuous by 
his absence as a witness to the several charters issued during this assembly.85 Weeks 

before this parliament, on 28 July 1359, the earl of Douglas had been issued with a 
safe-conduct by Edward 111 to make a pilgrimage to Canterbury, a move presumably 
designed to take him out of David’s angry reach for a while. The earl of March also 
received such a safe-conduct in late August suggesting, that he too - faced with the 
loss of Moray - may have changed his mind in spring 1359 and supported the 
Steward’s French plan; March’s deforcement of the crown’s contribution collector for 
Berwick some time before August 1360 would seem to confirm this change of heart.
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The earl of Angus had also been granted a pass to enter England on 8 August as a 
hostage for David’s ransom. As a result the Steward - who had far more to risk by 
breaking openly with David or simply retreating to leave to him his own devices - 
must have been badly isolated during this parliament amongst a large group of 
royalists.86 On 23 October David inspected a charter by Thomas, earl of Mar, to 
William loith, burgess of Aberdeen (and a steward of Queen Joan’s household). Mar 
was probably also absent from the parliament, having recei ved a safe-conduct on 27 
August to take TOO men to England and after 3 October to France to fight for Edward 
111.87 But David’s inspection was witnessed by the bishops of St Andrews and 

Brechin, the Steward, William Keith the Marischal, Robert Erskine, Walter 
Mali burton, .lohn Hemes and David Annan. Three days later the Steward - along with 
William, earl of Ross - had to witness David’s grant of lands in Inverness to the 
chapel of the Virgin in that burgh. Also witnessing were the bishops of St Andrews, 
Brechin and Ross, Walter Wardlaw archdeacon of Lothian (a key ambassador to 
England alongside Robert Erskine and the bishop and provost of St Andrews in the 
1360s), Alexander Bur archdeacon of Moray, Haliburton and Herries.88

Faced with such a royalist majority the Steward had to acquiesce. The October 
parliament thus seems not only to have granted David a further contribution to help 
pay the ransom but to have consented to - or at least not been able to block - his 
resumption of Anglo-Scottish talks: embassies to l^ondon would resume with greater 
intensity in 1360, Financially, David was able to take advantage of a perhaps 
unexpected bonus from the rogue embassy of Erskine and Leslie of 1359. For after 
concluding their deal with the Dauphin, the two knights had carried on to Avignon 
and secured, on 9 August, Pope Clement V ll’s approval of a Scottish clerical tenth to 
be collected half-yearly for three years to help pay off David’s ransom. David may 
have consented to this embassy while abhoring that to France, and his regime may 
have used news of this windfall to cover up the emharassment of being forced to 
approach the Dauphin: Fordun and Bower certainly recorded this papal concession as 
a royal success. This grant was secured despite the papacy’s previous refusal of this 
request in 1358.89

However, these new sources of income were not enough to allow David’s 
government to pay off the delayed second instalment of his ransom: the Scots seem to 
have only been able to make two payments of 2,500 merks each at Bruges (on 23 
December 1359 and 20 February 1360). There is an outside chance that the Scots had 
already paid the remaining second half of the instalment (and Edward Ill’s receipt of 
this sum has gone unrecorded); when the time for the next instalment came round by
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24 June 1360 the 10,000 merks handed over then would be described as the ‘tertium 
solutionem.’ However, when the Scots came to renegotiate the ransom in 1365 the 
English would only recognise two complete payments by the Scots, just 20,000 
merks; thus the 5,000 merks paid during the winter of 1359-60 seem to have been 
ignored, perhaps because they were paid so late. Although the third instalment would 
be paid the loss of 10,000 merks still outstripped the royal income: David would have 
to continue looking for a diplomatic solution to reduce or avoid further payments.90

Conclusion
In the first two years after his release from over a decade of captivity, David 

had managed to survive a potentially major political crisis, initiate moves to mitigate 
his ransom burden and begin to erode what he understandably perceived as the over
weening influence of some of Scotland’s regional magnates, particularly Robert 
Steward. David’s resumed patronage, moreover, had recovered for the crown the 
support of a growing number of lesser knights, magnates and prelates who sought to 
fulfill their ambitions through royal service.

David’s first acts of 1360 arguably reflected the growth in his influence. He 
was based then in Edinburgh, probably having removed the earl of Douglas as keeper 
of the castle, replacing him sometime between April 1359 and May 1360 with John 
Lyle of Duchal; Lyle was a Steward tenant who had, however, been captured at 
Neville’s Cross and served as a steward for Queen Joan in 1357-58; he would 
accompany David on his key diplomatic trip as a royal household knight to l.ondon in 
1363, serve as a royal household steward and express an interest in pilgrimages and 
the crusades.9l On 10 January 1360, then, David inspected two charters by William, 
earl of Douglas, to Melrose Abbey and the famil y of Towers of Dairy (whose current 
head had been involved in an altercation on the borders in November 1359, probably 
in the Douglas earl’s company with whose lorship he may have become dissatsfied).92 
It is David’s winning over of two of the key witnesses to these original Douglas 
charters (both of them captured fighting for Douglas at Poitiers, like John Herries of 
Terregles and William Ramsay of Colluthie) which underlines the growth in the 
crown’s authority and pulling power since 1357.

The first. Sir William Gledstanes, had agreed never to bear arms against 
Edward III again on 4 October 1358: by May 1360 Gledstanes would be a paid 
official for David on the border watching over the sheep/wool trade which played an 
important part in Scotland’s ability to raise ransom cash. Secondly, David had taken a 
personal interest in securing the release from England by July 1359 of Archibald ‘the
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Grim’ Douglas, William and John Towers of Dairy and John Gordon of Kenmure, 
who had all been captured on the marches in autumn 1357 and ransomed 
unlawfully. 3̂ At Edinburgh on 15 March 1359 Archibald had appeared for the first 
time as a crown charter witness (to the crown/Mar grant to John Berries). Archibald, 
who may have been brought up at Chateau Gailard with David II, would go on to 
serve the king as keeper of Edinburgh castle, warden of the west march and Lord of 
Galloway; in general - as Dr Brown has shown - Archibald would act a pro-Bruce 
counter on the marches to the Douglas earl through a relationship of lordship akin to 
that of Archibald’s father, the ‘good’ Sir James, with Robert L As well as poaching 
these and other laymen dissatisfied with the earl of Douglas’s lordship, David must 
also have replaced the earl as warden of the west march about 1359-60 with John 
Stewart of Dais win ton, who had acted in this office as an Annandale man for David 
before 1346. Archibald Douglas, William Towers and John Berries all had safe- 
conducts to England in July 1359 and could have kept Edward III aware of events in 
Scotland for David.94

However, the years 1358 and 1359 had been equally dangerous and difficult 
for David. Be had managed very quickly to revive his younger-son succession/peace 
plan for Anglo-Scottish relations. But at the first time of asking by their now liberated 
king, the Scots had rejected these ideas. Worse, it is likely that the Steward - 
probably joined temporarily by the earls of Douglas, Angus, March and Ross and 
others - had used the unpopularity of David’s diplomatic and financial policies to 
attempt to marginalise the crown’s authority. David had been forced to authorise a 
revival of the Franco-Scottish alliance and he had lost control over the disputed 
earldom of Fife, Not only did this backlash against David provide a starting poirU; and 
precedent for the more violent attempt to destroy his authority, support and person 
which would occur with the rebellion the Stewarts, Douglas and March of 1363; but 
the forcible redirection of royal diplomacy in 1359 also foreshadows the numerous 
occasions of the later fourteenth and fifteenth centuries under the first two Stewart 
kings - who were both major players between 1357 and 1371 - when regional 
magnates acted to usurp royal authority over patronage, justice and diplomacy to 
protect their own interests.95

With hindsight it could be argued that from the experience of 1359 - added to 
that of the early 1350s - David must have realised that he had acted prematurely. To 
forward his agenda he would have to secure the support of some of these regional 
magnates by appealing to their vested interests, to what they would perceive as ‘good 
lordshit)’ and concessions of aiitonomv from their kin». This new-won support for
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the crown would probably take the form of an aristocratic coalition directed against 
the Steward- something David had at times tried to create in the months after his 
release. As his support stood by 1359-60, it would surely not be enough to overawe 
magnates like the Steward or Douglas - or a majority of Scots in parliament when 
confronted with David’s partial patronage, fiscalism and highly controversial 
overtures to Edward III and the Disinherited. Yet despite these apparently obvious 
problems it will be shown that, because of considerations of finance. Anglo-Scottish 
relations and the perceived threat of the Stewart succession, David felt that he had to 
continue to pursue really the same strategies - with increasing intensity - between 
1360 and 1363; this would have dangerous consequences.
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clerk of the liverance for David 11 c. 1342, had been sponsered to a Moray prebend by David and Joan 

at that time, and to the archdeaconry of Moray about 1350; in 1357 he acted as a proctor promising 

the Moray diocese’s support of David ll’s ransom; however. Bur may also have been involved in the 

murder of Sir David Barclay of Brechin in Aberdeen in 1348 and may thus have been an adherent of 

William Douglas of Liddesdale [Walt, Scottish Graduates, 67-70). For Keith see ch. 9.

85. RRS VI no.s 223 to 226.

86. Rot. Scot., i, 840, 841; E.R., ii, 44.

87. Rot. Scot., i, 841,842; it might be wondered too if Mar remained loyal to David in the crisis of 

1359 in the face of the specific terms of the deal he was proposing with England. Certainly, David’s 

failure to sustain ‘good lordship’ to Mar would cause the earl to waver in his loyalties after 1362 - 

see ch. 7, pp. 357-62. For William Leith see E.R., i, 594.
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88. Waller Haliburton and David Annan - who had been freed alier iheir capture at Neville’s Cross by 

swearing, in the presence of David Ü, never to bear amis against Edward 111. - had a joint safe-conduct 

to England in May 1358 and presumably supported David’s Anglophile plans [Rot.xScoi., i, 8231. 

.lohn Herries likewise received a safe-conducl to England in July 1359 [ibkl 840).

89. Chron. Fordun, ii, 367; Chron, Bower, vii, 313; This would not be the last time - during 

David’s or in subsequent reigns - tliat Scots approached the curia against the direct wishes of the 

crown. The concession of the tenth in 1359 also underlines the value of using knights of known 

chivalric repute as ambassadors: Leslie had been on several crusades to Prussia and while at the 

papacy Erskine requested papal annulment of his obligation to travel to the Holy Land, claiming that 

David needed him in government jsee ch. 3), In 1358 David had sent dette  and lawyers to request the 

papal tenth | above ii54].

90. Rot. Scot., i, 845, 846, 851; see E.R., ii, xxxv-xliv for a discussion of David’s income and 

ransom finances at this time.

91. E.R., ii, 50, 78, 129, 134, 178 {steward for Queen Margaret 1368), 261 {envoy to Flanders). 

Sometime in 1359-60 a David Libberton was also appointed constable of Edinburgh castle by David 

{RRS VI no. 495(F)).

92. RRS VI no. 228; CDS iv no. 40.

93. William and John Towers of Dairy had been captured along with Archibald Douglas on the border 

in autumn 1357; while the earl of Douglas recaptured Harmilage castle in 1358 these knights w ould 

have to endure a march tribunal to decide whether their ransoming had been unlawful. The latter case 

woiuld drag on into 1359 but would be solved with David l l’s help. This situation - together with 

the Lord/earl of Douglas’s possible abandonmetrl of those of his following captured at Poitiers 

(w'hich had included the Towers of Dairy, William Ramsay of Colluthie, John Herries and others - 

see ch. 5) may have turned these men to look instead for royal lorsdsliip [Rot. Scot., i, 826, 838-9, 

848; C.J. Neville, Violence, Cnstoni and Law, 48-9).

94. For Poitiers see Chron. Fordun, i, ch. clxxxvi. Rot. Scot., i, 829 and E.R., ii, 51, 78 for 

Gledstanes. Rot. Scot., i, 838, 840 for the July 1359 safe-conducts. For Archibald’s career see ch. 3, 

pp. 139-43 and below, passim, and M. Brown, The Black Douglases, ch. 3 (and pp. 48 for the 

Gledstanes, pp. 62 for Stewart of Dalswinton). Throughout this period David made a number of 

confirmations of charters by the Douglas earl which could be construed either as favour to the earl or 

as an attempt to poach the earl’s affinity: as well as those discussed in the text see RMS I App ii
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no.s 1263 (Douglas lo William Dispensa], 1275 [Douglas to Thomas ‘Roscins’l, 1349 [Douglas lo 

Thomas Harkars of the barony of Preston in Dumfriesshire, resigned by David’s ambassador to the 

papacy in 1350, Bartholomew de Leon]. David also patronised Lothian knights like Alexander 

Haliburton, Alexander Cockburn, the Hepburns, Lindsays, Kens and Edinburgh burgesses like Roger 

Hogg [tW , noA 1179, 1229, 1235, 1240, 1248, 1272, 1312, 1316, 1328]. There is also a note of 

an enigmatic ‘obligatio’ between David and the earl between ca. 1357 and 1360 \ihid, no. 1178] 

which may have been some agreement over Douglas lands or offices in the event of an Anglo- 

Scottish peace. David would make grants in the late 1360s containing clauses of conditions in case 

an Anglo-Scottish peace was made - see ch. 10. For David’s intrusion into Douglas’s affinity^ see M. 

Brown, The Black Douglases, chapters 2 , 3 , 8  and \0 passifu.

95. S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Klngsi M. Brow n, ‘Scotland Tamed: Kings and Magnates in 

Late Medieval Scotland: a review of recent work.’
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C hap ter 7: A uthority  and  Provocation, 1360-1363. 

Iiitrodsictiop
David had managed to survive a period of crisis in April/May 1359. He had 

done so through an unpredictable mixture of factors: his own kingship, well-placed 
patronage, the self-interest which prevented his opponents from concerting their 
opposition to his policies, events in Europe which overtook developments in 
Scotland, and luck. However, any lessons he had learned from that experience do not 
seem to have deterred him from pressing on from 1360 with the policies he had 
favoured since his release from captivity. He must have had heightened fears about 
the potential extent of opposition in Scotland to his aims. This perhaps helps explain 
why although a council and parliament would be held in 1360, no further assemblies 
of the estates would he summoned until late 1362. No record of the discussions and 
decisions of the estates’ meetings which were held in 1360 survive today. It is 
possible that David sought to bide his time, build up his domestic support and 
authority in the meantime and further Anglo-Scottish diplomacy to such a stage where 
he could present his subjects with as near a fait accompli as possible, one the Steward 
and other regional magnates could do little to resist politically, in parliament, or 
physically. Certainly, these were the themes which dominated this period: David’s 
pursuit of further support, finances and independence of policy while reducing the 
influence of the great regional Scottish magnates. When he intensified these allied 
strategies and they threatened to converge about 1362-63 he would provoke a second, 
potentially more catastrophic reaction against his kingship.

i. Fm ance, 1360-61.
The parliament of November 1358, the council of April 1359 and the 

parliament of October 1359 had granted David’s government small successive 
contributions to help pay the ransom. However, it was only from May 1360 that any 
part of the income from these extraordinary taxes was intromitted regularly. i As was 
the case in 1358 and 1359 problems of collection for the crown were apparent. Only a 
fragmentary and belated account for the first contribution survives in May 1360, 
detailing a mere £63 collected from a few land sources, including £20 from the 
earldom of Menteith: a further £84 of contribution had already been intromitted by 
Walter Biggar, the Chamberlain, in April 1359, again from a few landed sources.

But the second contribution, also intromitted in May 1360 at an exchequer 
audit at Perth - and presumably collected in the year since the crisis of April-May 
1359 - returned some £1,758 from three groups of sources, namely assessed magnate
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lands, the sheriffs and the burghs, thus amounting to a far wider range of payees. 
This included: £73 from Stirlingshire; £38 from Peeblesshire; £44 from 
Roxburghshire; £26 from the earldom of Menteith; £106 from Kincardineshire; only 
£14 from Clackmannanshire (where Sir John Menteith was sheriff); £150 from lands 
in Buchan, Garioch and Aberdeenshire; £68 from the earldom of Mar; only 22/- from 
Dumbartonshire (where the Steward man, Sir John Danielston, was sheriff); £39 
from Invernessshire; £6 from Forres and £15 from. Elgin.; £280 from. Forfarshire; £45 
from Perthshire; £35 from the earldom of Atholl; £10 from Kinrossshtre; £13 from 
Berwickshire; £52 from Kyle Stewart and £40 from Cunningham; £205 from 
Fifeshire; £57 from Wigtownshire and £189 from the burghs in total. As there is no 
record of what exact level of contribution was levied (probably, though, a tenth of 
assessed values) we cannot be sure how effective the government’s collection system 
was. The figures would seem to suggest that its effecdveness varied regionally. Yet i t 
is clear that by 1360 David’s regime had managed to begin to reassert the crown’s 
right to extract significant sums from some areas which particular regional magnates 
would have considered within their sphere of influence. That is, Mentei th, Atholl, 
Perthshire, Kyle, Cunningham, Lanarkshire, Badenoch and perhaps Fife for the 
Steward; Peeblesshire, and some of Lanarkshire for the earl of Douglas; the shires of 
Stirling, Kincardine and Forfar for the earl of Angus; Invernessshire and Buchan for 
the earl of Ross and his brother, Hugh of Philorth; Elgin and Forres for the earl of 
March/Moray; and from Garioch and Mar for the earl of Mar.

The customs and fermes accounts intromitted in April 1360, just a month 
before the first and second contributions given in by the Chamberlain, paint a similar 
picture of growing crown authority and income. At that time the customs brought in 
almost £4,500 and the fermes some £360 (of which Aberdeen alone contributed 
£213). Part of this increase can be put down to the trebling of the customs rate from 
its pre-1357 level. But great credit must also go to the swelling of trade with England 
which David had helped encourage in 1357-58. David himself had apparently 
excellent relations with the royal burghs. In Edinburgh in particular, throughout the 
1360s David can be found extending patronage to, and making religious foundations 
with, various prominent burgesses of the town, men who would also serve in 
parliament and visit England regularly. In 1360 Edinburgh’s customs had yielded 
some £1,300 and its hinterlands of Linlithgow and Haddington £459 and £261 
respectively: Edinburgh had become the main continental export outlet for Scottish 
and imported English wool. However, some of the increased burgh income for the 
crown must have resulted from the displacement of the control over some of these 
trade centres enjoyed before 1357 by the regional magnates. Notably, the fermes of
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Perth, Stirling and Crail had been wrested from the hands of the Steward and earl of 
Angus by 1360; heavy customs were also extracted from Perth and Dundee. 
Moreover, David managed to erode and oust the earl of Douglas from his dominance 
of Edinburgh in 1 3 6 0 -61 .2

This pattern is confirmed by the returns of the third contribution entered in 
two parts, in August 1360 and June 1361, This yielded a total of over £3,195, 
including some £509 from Forfarshire and £37 from Kincardineshire, large sums 
which may be explained by the arrest of the earl of Angus about July 1360. By June 
1361 the customs and fermes had also brought in over £1,900 for the year 1360-61. 
This was a vast improvement in crown income but still not enough to ensure tliat the 
Scots could pay off 10,000 merks of their king’s ransom annually and still pay for 
government and the royal houshold. As we have seen David had only been able to 
pay half of the second ransom instalment six months late; the third instalment was, 
though, paid on time across the border, significantly by David himself, about 24 June 
1360.3 Yet in view of the still inadequate crown income - and because of the 
potentially advantageous diplomatic alternatives which David had already proposed - 
this would be the last ransom instalment David would pay until 1365.

ii. Anglo-Scottish Diplomacy, 1360-63.
In late 1359 Thomas, earl of Mar, David’s cousin, had been despatched to 

England and on to France to fight for Edward III, as had Thomas, earl of Angus, 
who seems to have been forced into this service under the terms of his position as a 
ransom hostage. The English may have been alarmed by rumours of new Scottish 
contact with France in 1359: the northern English garrisons had certainly been placed 
on war-footing while Edward III campaigned in France in 1359-60. Yet although no 
significant Scottish embassies went south in late 1359 and early 1360 to resume talks 
with Edward’s council about a firmer Anglo-Scottish peace, David does seem to have 
kept the ball rolling in that direction. In April 1360 a safe-conduct was issued for a 
representative of Edward Balliol to enter Scotland: Balliol would still have had to be 
accommodated in any Anglo-Scottish deal which involved the Disinherited. In the 
same month passes were given to John Herries of Tercegles (a daily councillor 
rewarded by David in 1358-59) and John Lyle of Duchal (the new keeper of 
Edinburgh castle) to visit Queen Joan in London as her ‘familiars’: Archibald Douglas 
and William Towers of Dairy also finalised their ransom release necessary after their 
capture at Poitiers.4

Then on 1 Mav 1360, at ‘Rokelle’ in Annandale, David and John Stewart of
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Dalswinton, warden of the west march, reached a separate arrangement with the de 
Bohun earl of Hereford’s men to share control of the administration and resources of 
the former Bruce and Randolph lordship of Annandale, still partly occupied by the 
English 5 This accord, which would be renewed throughout the 1360s, must have 
undercut the influence in the west march of the earl of Douglas, who from 1353 had 
begun to forcibly reoccupy Liddesdale; in 1358-59 Douglas had continued to pursue 
his own interests on the marches with aggression despite the truce and David’s talks 
with Edward III,

The 1360 deal with Hereford served to strengthen the system of Anglo- 
Scottish border tribunals under march wardens which Edward I I I  had encouraged as 
a means of preserving the 1357 t r u c e . 6 I t  also coincided with David’s moves to 

reduce the Douglas earl’s influence in the marches and Scotland south of Forth 
generally. Most obviously, on 5 May 1360, on his way back from talks with 
Hereford, David had gone to Sweetheart Abbey in Dumfriesshire to confirm that 
house’s grants from Devorguilla (d. 1290), mother of John Balliol and lad y  of 
Galloway, a region the Douglas earl had recovered from the English after 1353: the 
Steward and Douglas were among the witnesses to that inspection. Then, on 27 May 
1360, David once more ordered the justiciar of Lothian (Douglas) to stop interfering 
in the regality of the Abbey of Melrose (which was still in the protection of the 
English); David would visit Melrose in person in .lune 1360 while handing over the 
third ransom instalment.?

But David’s decision to make this his last payment until he had secured 
diplomatic concessions from Edward I I I  surely reflected developments in Anglo- 
French diplomacy which cannot have been unexpected. On 8 May 1360, after an 
unsuccessful English winter campaign in France, the treaty of Bretigny was agreed 
between Edward III and John 11 and his subjects: John was to be released in return 
for £500,000 ransom, French noble hostages and English sovereignty over much of 
France, while the Anglo-Flemish and Franco-Scottish alliances were to be dropped. 
This agreement was due to be ratified by August 1361.^ As in 1.356-57, David now 
had some breathing space in which to pursue his own agenda. The collapse of the 
French war effort and their massive debt and hostages meant that in the near future at 
least there was little or no possibility of a reactivation of the Franco-Scottish alliance: 
the Steward and others would not be able to tout this alternative lo debunk David’s 
Anglophile plans as they had done between 1350 and 1359. Moreover, English war 
exhaustion despite the new peace - offset by the likelihood of cash from John l l ’s 
ransom and surrendered lands in France - might make Edward I I I  more receptive of
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overtures seeking concessions to Scotland which would lead to a firm peace on that 
front as well, with the man who was, after all, his brother-in-law, a king with a 
similar interest in Christian chivalry: the chance of an English succession to an 
independent Scotland would have been a very tempting way for the ageing Edward 
111 to secure something tangible from the capture of both his main opponents, the 
kings of France and Scotland.

A safe-conduct for Scottish ambassadors to visit Edward 111 and his council 
was thus issued as early as 26 .Inly 1360, a month after the treaty of Bretigny. This 
embassy included Patrick Leiichars, the bishop of Brechin and Chancellor; Walter 
Wardlaw (the successor to the royalist, Walter Moffat, as Archdeacon of Lothian); 
Robert Esrkine (who had received direct patronage from David since late 1359), and 
Sir John Preston. But it also included Patrick, earl, of March/Moray, perhaps a sign 
that the subject of talks was again to be the Lancaster-Moray deal first forwarded in 
1359. On. 20 August 1360 Edward 111 appointed his own magnate ambassadors to 
discuss a “perpetual league and peace with David de Brus.” Although we have no 
more details of these talks, this would seem to indicate that Edward 111 was prepared 
to cancel, the truce and ransom which, was the basis of the treaty of Berwick and re
consider an arrangement whereby he or one of his sons might succeed to the Scottish 
throne: this would secure Scotland as a more definite neutral or ally which could be 
used to pressurize France into maintaining the peace of Bretigny and John IPs 
ransom, or in the event that France and England went back to an expensive war.9

Edward I ll’s desire for some sort of advantageous accommodation with 
David II can only have increased over the next two or three years as it became 
apparent that neither he nor the French were prepared to ratify the treaty of Bretigny 
and so confirm the mutual concessions they had agreed to in 1360. This Anglo- 
French phoney war would have given David the opportunity to continue stalling 
ransom payments by sending numerous embassies to England. But this gamble 
would become increasingly risky the more likely it became that the treaty of Bretigny 
would collapse and Anglo-French war resume: at some point David would have to try 
to close a deal.

It could be that continuing political opposition in Scotland to a deal with 
Edward III along the lines of that rejected in 1359 meant that David and his closest 
councillors never had a mandate to conclude such a treaty. 10 After a parliament at 
Scone in October 1360 and a council at Perth a month later, David called no more 
assemblies until September 1362. This may reflect a complete breakdown of any sort 
of working relationship between king and council or parliament between 1360 and 
1362; in many ways this ties in neatly with the strong domestic tensions which arose
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between David and a number of his regional magnates in this period, most especially 
with Robert the Steward whose right of royal succession would have been displaced 
as part of the Anglo-Scottish deal which David favoured. But the stark, absence of 
Scottish councils or parliaments between November 1360 and September 1362, 
alongside continuing Scottish embassies to England, gi ves rather the impression of 
David stalling Edward over the ransom while he worked towards that time within 
Scotland when he felt he could command sufficient support to push a deal with 
England over the ransom and succession through a Scottish p a r l i a m e n t . u

So it was that on 12 January 1361 the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, 
the earls of March and Douglas, the Archdeacon of Lothian and the knights John 
Preston, Robert Erskine and over 150 retainers, were given a safe-conduct to visit 
Edward III. The make-up of this embassy - two prelates, two earls, two knights - 
strongly suggests that this group had been approved by the October 1360 Scone 
parliament or the November 1360 Perth council. However, by 16 March 1361 David 
was requesting passage from the English Chancellor (the bishop of Worcester with 
whom David had had contact before 1357) for a far more private embassy to the 
English king: the bishop of St Andrews and the royal secretary John Cartick were to 
converse with Edward “on matters touching [David’s] self and realm.” By December 
1361 the Scottish embassy had been reduced to just the bishops of St Andrews and 
Brechin, the Archdeacon of Lothian and Erskine and Preston. Seemingly the earls of 
March and Douglas had been excluded, a change whose timing fits in with the rapid 
deterioration of David’s relations with these magnates, discussed below. 
Furthermore, after 26 March 1361, David’s ambassadors had greater impetus to 
pursue a successi on -ransom deal with Edward 111; for on that date Henry de 
Grosraont, Duke of Lancaster died and was succeeded by John of G a u n t .  12

The ratification deadline for the treaty of Bretigny came and went in 
November 1361. By March 1362 it was clear that Edward III was unwilling to 
relinquish his title as ‘king of France’ until John 11 had fulfilled all the harsh terms of 
his release: the French, though, were beginning to falter in their ransom payments. 
This might have been a good time for David to approach the French to try to revive 
the alliance proposed in 1359, this time through his own initiative. But there is no 
evidence he did so. Instead, David clearly seemed intent on exploiting the likelihood 
of renewed Anglo-French war to secure a remission of his ransom from the 
overstretched Edward III,

Some time after 15 April 1362 another Scottish embassy was dispatched to 
England on “David de Brus’s business” manned by the usual crown loyalists, except 
that now Norman l .eslie reolaced Sir John Preston: with the removal of the earl of
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Angus (discussed below), Leslie, one of the 1359 rogue envoys to France and the 
curia (and a crusader), had, like Erskine, been won. over by David. On 25 June 1362 
English Ambassadors were once more appointed to reach a final peace with the Scots. 
No details survive of these talks if they were held. Yet the events of the next year 
suggest strongly that David was moving towards attempting a final agreement with 
Edward 01. For on 14 March 1363 a safe-conduct was issued to the bishops of St 
Andrews and Brechin, the Archdeacon of Lothian, the Abbot of Dunfermline, 
Norman Leslie and David’s secretary, John Garrick, to visit Edward III and his 
council. This travel pass had surely been requested before the rebellion of the 
Steward and the earls of Douglas and March in Scotland in the spring of 1363. Thus 
the timing of the rebellion suggests that part of the Steward’s motivation in trying to 
destroy David and his men had been a fear of what they were in the course of 
proposing about the ransom and succession. David may also have requested a safe- 
conduct for himself and forty retainers to visit Edward III - issued on 18 April 1363 - 
before the Steward’s rebellion. The Steward must have been doubly worried. For 
unlike the situation in 1359, not only were the French out of contention as a Scottish 
ally, but by spring 1363 David was about to marry again, thus raising the possibility 
of a Bruce heir to offset both the Stewart and Gaunt alternatives: the estranged Queen 
Joan had died in August 1362, perhaps prompting the burst of diplomatic activity late 
that year. David would certainly take his crushing of the earls’ rebellion and his 
second marriage as a mandate for him to visit Edward III in December 1363 and 
finalise an indenture over the ransom and Scottish succession which he would 

propose to a Scottish parliament in March 1364.13

iii- Finance, 1361-63-
Despite this stroîig diplomatic provocation of the Steward by David, the extant 

contemporary chronicles for the reign suggest another, though related, motive for the 
earls’ rebellion in 1363. According to Sir Thomas Gray, in that year the earls 
“complained that the said king had forced them to break the conditions, to which they 
had sworn on the body of God before the King of England, about paying the ransom 
of the said king their lord, which [ransom] had been levied by an impost on the 
commonality and squandered by evil counsel, wherefore they demanded reparation 
and wiser government.” Although such talk of evil counsel has about it a 
conventional air of loyal subjects excusing their rebellious actions it will become clear 
that magnate resentment of both David’s close supporters and his fiscalism were 
genuine grievances in 1363.14

For after he stopped paying instalments in June 1360 David was able to fund
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his own. projects with the customs and contribution money collected for the ransom. 
Overall - royal income between 1360 and 1363 continued to increase steadily, hi May
1360 the Chamberain had intromitted some £3,128; for the next year to June 1361 
this rose to £4,895 and for the year after that up to a massive £7,380 to August 1362. 
In August 1362 David was even £4,544 in credit through his Chamberlain’s receipts, 
whereas prior to this expenditure had always outstripped or just fallen short of total 
income. Similarly, the burgh customs and fermes for June 1361 amounted to £573 
and £647 respectively; in March 1362 they returned an impressive £7,384 and £370 
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  15 W i t h  this ready cash available David was able to spend heavy sums on 
diplomacy; £520 was spent on embassies to England between April 1359 and June
1361 alone, with a further £372 spent by August 1362. David also spent increasingly 
large sums on the cost of his own royal household- Over £435 was spent on the 
king’s household between April 1359 and May 1360, almost 14% of the total income 
recorded by the Chamberlain. But between May 1360 and June 1361 David spent 
over £1,608 on his household, about 32% of the Chamberlain’s receipts. By August
1362 this had dropped back to 15%, but David had still spent some £1,105 on his 
household that year; these sums do not include the considerable cash dispensed 
straight from the customs and fermes to the clerks of the wardrobe, liverance and 
stewards of the royal household. This swollen income undoubtedly strenghtened the 
crown’s position in Scotland; but this would last only as long as David avoided 
ransom payments or managed to reduced the amount he had to pay each y e a r .  16

By 1362, of course, David was also spending cash on side projects like the 
building of a church at St Monans in Fife or the redemption of the crown jewels from 
hock, as well as paying for what must have been extensive repairs to the castles of 
Stirling and Dumbarton, captained by Robert Erskine and John Danielston, and 
Edinburgh, captained by Archibald ‘the Grim’ Douglas: these men received large fees 
for these duties, amounting to £200 a year each. David was also disbursing large 
sums to individual knights and clerics in his service in the form of gifts and pensions, 
a channel of patronage which was as partial as that of David’s land and office grants 
in this period. 17

It is surely understandable, then, that by 1363 the Steward and earls of 
Douglas and March/Moray should be provoked so far as to rebel after David had 
succeeded in almost doubling his income between 1361 and 1362. A pension of £40 
granted to the Steward by David in 1358-59 does not seem to have been paid (just 
like that of John le Grant, one of the 1359 envoys to France); March and Douglas 
likewise received no cash from the crown. 18 Bv 1362-63 not only was David able to
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rely on large returns from royal burghs like Edinburgh, Haddington,. Linlithgow and 
Aberdeen, but he was also extracting healthy sums from burghs and regions which 
might be supposed to lie within the spheres of influence (and during the 1350s, the 
control) of some regional magnates: that is, areas like Invernessshire, Perthshire, 
Peeblesshire, Fife and Lanarkshire. The same could be said of the clerical Tenth 
Penny which the Papacy had allowed David for three years in 1359. This would yield 
the crown some £1,753 by December 1364, but before 1363 it is notable that this 
levy extracted large sums from Peeblesshire and Rutherglen (the Douglas earFs 
stomping-grounds) and Atholl (the Steward’s e a r l d o m ) .  19

Together with the heavy tax on exports, this increase in the crown’s surplus 
wealth must have upset the Steward, the earl of Douglas and others. Indeed, it is 
notable that in lieu of a debt owed to him by the king, the Steward was uplifting the 
royal fermes of the Abnethia of Dull in highland Perthshire by .lune 1361, formerly 
lands held by David’s half-brother, Robert (d. 1333). By August 1362 the customs 
and fermes of Peebles were also being withheld from the crown following, the death 
of John Allincrum, sheriff of Peebles. These actions hint at the Steward’s and 
Douglas earl’s continued refusal to co-operate with David’s f i s c a l i s m . 2 0  Moreover, 
Fordun - usually supportive of the crown - lamented of the clerical tenth that after 
David had taken his permitted three years’ worth ( 1359-62), “nevertheless, when so 
much had been got, all the temporalities held from the king, or otherwise by 
churchmen, were, by that king’s directions, made to contribute together with the 
barons and other freeholders of the kingdom - though the clergy made a strong stance 
against this.” The exchequer rolls record the failure of several dioceses to intromit the 
tenth due by the time of the Chamberlain’s accounts in 1361 and 1362, and not just 
those in Stewart, Ross and Douglas regions.21 Such exactions must have been felt 
especially heavily at a time when Scottish wool prices had slumped (and would not 
recover until the later 1360s) and most lands were half or less the value they had been 
in the thirteenth century. Outbreaks of the airbom form of the Black Death had proven 
even more devastating in 1349-50 and 1362, claiming a third of the population. These 
circumstances must in turn, have added to the struggle between crown and magnates 
for the control of territory, offices and r e s o u r c e s . 2 2

Clerical, or parliamentary, opposition to David’s taxes would perhaps be a 
greater feature of the reign after 1364. But that prior to this, David did operate, quite 
successfully and ruthlessly, such a monetary policy (and avoided parliaments in 1361- 
62) is a fair charge. His money policies could even be equated with the later notorious 
fiscalism of the fifteenth century Stewart king, James 111 (1460-88), whose rapacity,
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devalued coinage, taxes, favourites and diplomacy embroiled him in political conflict 
with many of his magnates in 1482 and, fatally, against his heir and many of his 
subjects in 1488.23 For, like James 111, David seems to have hoarded cash. By 
December 1364 the Chamberlain, Walter Biggar, could record the holding of over 
£1,333 in the “King’s Deposit” at Stirling castle: this fund had probably been 
accumulated there over the past four years since ransom payments had ceased. In 
1361 and 1362 Walter Biggar had also dispersed occasional sums of about £240 to 
David for unspecified personal use. Moreover, David also enjoyed some income from 
his new coinage programme. He had been very quick to establish a mint at Edinburgh 
by December 1357 under the burgess, Adam Torrie, and Florentine moneyers whom 
David seems to have met while captive in England. His minting policies were clearly 
heavily influenced by Edward 111: in 1358-59 an issue of silver groats and nobles was 
produced virtually copying Edward’s issues: David also coined a handful of gold 
nobles, the first gold coinage of Scotland. By June 1361 David’s share of this new 
money (7d to 8u in every £ minted) brought the crown £145; between then and 
September 1364 it brought him some £544.24

By 1363, then, David and his close councillors had apparently succeeded in 
establishing an increasingly effective crown bureaucracy for the generation and 
collection of royal revenue. Thus if the ability to increase and sustain income to pay 
for governernent is a reasonable benchmark of strong kingship David had begun to 
prove himself forcefully after 1359, overcoming initial resistance from locality 
magnates: this income would prove invaluable in helping David secure enough 
support in times of crisis. However, this augmented revenue did not come from 
‘normal’ or legitimate crown sources: there is no exchequer evidence that extensive 
income came from justice ayres held in northern Scotland after 1358-9 (for which 
there is no evidence) although regular southern ayres seem to have been held in 1361 
and 1362.25 Nor had David extracted any of the income he was entitled to from the 
parliamentary revocation of crown demesne of November 1357. Instead the greater 
part of the crown’s income after 1360 can be shown to have resulted from David’s no 
longer paying ransom instalments to England and hoarding cash from inflated 
customs and extraordinary parliamentary contributions. From early 1359 onwards he 
had revived the Anglo-Scottish talks of 1350-52 and pursued the possibilty of a 
diplomatic settlement with Edward III, involving the Scottish succession and the 
remission of the ransom. But David faced growing opposition to these associated 
fiscal and diplomatic policies from his heir presumptive, the Steward, and other 
regional Scottish magnates. In turn these magnate grievances, which resulted in the
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earls’ rebell on of spring 1363, were also fuelled by their opposition to David’s allied 
policy of territorial resettlement in Scotland to the advantage of the crown.

iv. Patronage and Crown-Magnate Relations, 1360-63. 
a. Fife and Menteith, 1360.

It was within this period that David’s chancery can be said to have got 
into its stride, issuing a regular stream of grants.26 His ability to convey land and 
changes of office remained predictably limited in particular areas, especially the far 
north, south-west and western isles. But throughout the eastern coastal lowlands and 
the central belt - from Invernessshire down to Peeblesshire, across to Dunbartonshire 
and into Perthshire - he was able to intervene with mounting effect This allowed him 
to challenge his regional magnates’ authority in several localities.

As discussed above, by 20 November 1359, David had suffered a major 
setback to his territorial resettlement and containment of the Steward. As Dr 
Boardman has shown, Isabella, Countess of Fife, had asserted her right to Fife with 
Stewart support: by 21 .luly 1361, the Steward’s second son, Walter, would have 
married Isabella and assumed control of her lands. David could only look to bolster 
what little authority remained to him in Fife. For example, on 22 July 1360 he 
confirmed the resignation by Countess Isabella of Fife of the barony of Kinnoul in 
western Perthshire to Robert Erskine, probably as part of his effort finally to win 
over this valuable ‘fixer’ from the Steward’s influence. In October 1360 David also 
conrirmed William Douglas of Liddesdale’s grant of the Fife barony and castle of 
Aberdour (originally given to Liddesdale by john Randolph, earl of Moray) to the 
young James Douglas of Lothian (Liddesdale’s nephew); David also confirmed one 
of earl Duncan of Fife’s grants to the Abbey of 1 Jndores. Finally, about January 
1361 David seems to have forced the Steward to resign the barony of Kellie in Fife 
(given to him by Robert I) to Sir Walter Oliphant, David’s future brother-in-law and 
the son of Robert I’s ‘escheator’.27

But David was able to further offset the loss of Fife by intervening quite 
partially in the long-running feud over the earldom of Menteith. Originally, it had 
begun as a feud between the Drummonds and the Menteiths of Ruskie over the 
earldom of Lennox; but it had spread and shifted to Menteith, of which Sir John 
Menteith of Knapdale/Airan’s grandfather had been guardian before 1320. Menteith 
liad then passed to Murdoch of Menteith (the Soules-Balliol betrayer d. 1333) and Sir 
John Graham (d. 1346). Meantime, as we have seen. Sir John Menteith of 
Knapdale/Arran had used his association with the Steward and David l l ’s prolonged 
absences to intrude forcibly into the Menteith lordship of Strathgartney, by 1359
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displacing Sir John I..ogie, an ally and in-law of the D r u m m o n d s .28
However, on 17 May 1360 the larger Menteith feud was ostensibly brought to 

an end through a settlement overseen by the new Justiciars north of Forth, Robert 
Erskine and Hugh Eglintoun, at Stirling. Three Menteith brothers and others had died 
recently in the conflict against John Drummond of Concraig, his brothers and Walter 
Murray of Tullibardine (in Strathearn). As part of the peace these families were to 
guarantee each other’s lands and defence. However, the settlement also stipulated that 
the Steward, the earl of Douglas, Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, and Sir John 
Menteith of Knapdale/Arran, were all to dismiss any enmity and rancour they had 
towards the Drummonds and to refrain from further pursuit of their quarrel with 
them. Moreover, as part of the peace Mary, Countess of Menteith, was to hand over 
her lands in Kilmun in Cowal, which she held of the Steward, to the Campbells of 
Loch Awe; David may thus have hoped to further detach the Campbells from the 
Steward .29

But most significantly, John Drummond of Concraig was to wed Countess 
Mary’s daughter, Margaret Menteith, the heiress to the earldom of Menteith and the 
divorced spouse of Thomas, earl of Mar: John Drummond, indeed, had already had 
children by Margaret, a fact which suggests some collusion between David, 
Drummond and the earl of Mar (who had entered Edward I ll’s service in February 
1359 with the promise of a new bride of suitable rank).30 The favourable outcome of 
the Stirling assize of May 1360 for the crown may have been assured by David’s 
winning over of Robert Erskine, one of the justiciars. As well as paying Erskine’s 
expenses while on embassy to France (against David’s will) and the curia, the king 
had confinned Erskine’s barony of Kinnoul in Perthshire (free from feudal casualties) 
in July 1360 and granted him the Perthshire lands of Kintulloch and a third of the 
annualrents of Dundee and the Forfarshire lands of Pitkerro; Erskine was also sheriff 
and castle keeper at Stirling - where David would begin to store his own ‘deposit’ of 
funds. Now trusted, Erskine became a permanent fixture on David’s embassies to 
London after July 1360.31

There is compelling evidence that the Drummond-Menteith match, and the 
favourable settlement to the Drummonds in general in the face of tremendous magnate 
anger towards their family, had been organised by David 11. David had given John 
Drummond and his brother, Malcolm, lands in Perthshire in the 1340s; he had also 
made Malcolm coroner of Perthshire. Then in 1359 he had made John Drummond 
baillie of the Abnethia of Dull in highland Perthshire. At that time the Steward had 
laid claim to the fermes of Dull (which had formerly belonged to a bastard of Robert
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I); DuUj bordering on Atholl, Mar and Badenoch, would be the subject of conflict 
between the crown and Stewart magnates until the 1390s. But while John Drummond 
was Lord or Earl of Menteith after 1360, the crown was able to extract some revenue 
from Atholl, Menteith and Stratheani. Crucially, the Drummonds were the maiden 
family of Margaret Logie, wife of the John Logie (d.c. 1362) ousted by the Menteiths 
from Strathgartney; David would take Margaret as his second wife in 1363, thereafter 
extending considerable favour to the Drummonds and Margaret’s step-son, John 
Logie, in Perthshire and elsewhere.

However, David continued to make up for the loss of influence which he had 
been forced to concede in Fife in 1358-59; some time in 1361 David may have 
confirmed the key barony of Fortingall - to the north-west of Atholl and adjacent to 
Dull - to Sir Alexander Menzies, a grant first made by Robert L David also made 
many minor grants of lands in central Scotland in the period 1361,-63. Thus although 
it is unlikely that the king was involved with Margaret Logie by 1360, the Menteith 
feud settlement - and David’s patronage in general - was a clear challenge to the 
Steward hegemony in central Scotland: it is likely that the Steward’s third son, Robert 
(who may have been a ransom hostage in 1360), had hoped to wed Margaret 
Menteith .32

b, David’s relations with Thomas Stewarty earl of Angus.
However, whilst the Steward and the earls of Douglas and Angus were thus 

in one instatice united in opposition to David over a particular issue - the Menteith 
feud - each had at the same time individual grievances which would have caused them 
to unite further at that time against David’s domestic and diplomatic policies; so had 
other magnates. The first of these crown-magnates clashes to manifest itself violently 
was that with Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus.

By late 1359 Angus was increasingly out of favour. On 8 August 1359 he had 
been issued with a safe-conduct to England, presumably as a hostage for David’s 
ransom once again or as a militaty servant for Edward III in France. But by 15 March 
1360 Angus had broken bis parole with Edward 111 as a hostage.33 He was 

nonetheless in Scotland at Stirling on 23 March 1360 where he was a witness to 
David’s grant of an annualrent from Dundee and lands in Forfar to Sir Robert 
Erskine; and he was cited in the Menteith feud settlement in May. The elevation of 
Erskine as a crown agent in Angus and the Meatus, while Angus had been stripped 
since 1357 of his status as Chamberlain and a regional lieutenant, and maltreated as a 
crown hostage, may have been enough to provoke the earl to violence: as might 
David’s increasing abilitv to extract large revenues from Foifarshire. But Angus’s
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retaliation was to have a very specific and revealing target. For, on 24 June 1360, by 
which time Angus’s broken parole must have been clear to David, the earl was 
involved in the murder of David’s mistress, one Katherine Mortimer. According to 
Sir Thomas Gray:

“ [A ]b o u t t h e  f e a s t  o f  S t  John (24 J u n e ) ,  K a th e r in e  de  

M ortim er , a young la d y  o f  L ondon, had becom e s o  in t im a t e  w ith  

M onsieur D avid  de B ru s , who was c a l l e d  K ing by th e  S c o t s ,  th ro u g h  

th e  f r ie n d s h ip  he had c o n tr a c te d  w ith  h er  w h ile  he was a p r is o n e r  

[ i n  E n g la n d ] t h a t ,  i n  t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  h i s  w i f e ,  t h e  K ing o f  

E n g la n d 's  s i s t e r ,  who a t  t h a t  t im e  was r e s id in g  w ith  h er  b r o th e r ,  

he [D a v id ]  c o u ld  n o t  d i s p e n s e  w it h  h e r  p r e s e n c e .  He r o d e  

c o n t in u a l ly  w ith  h e r , w h ich  d is p la y  o f  fa v o u r  was d i s p l e a s i n g  t o  

some o f  th e  S c o t t i s h  lo r d s .  A S c o t t i s h  y o u th  named R ich ard  o f  H u ll ,  

a t  th e  i n s t i g a t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  g r e a t  men o f  S c o t la n d , p re ten d e d  t o  

sp ea k  w ith  th e  s a id  K a th er in e  upon th e  k in g 's  a f f a i r s  a s  th e y  w ere  

r id in g  from  M elro se  n ea r  S o u tra  and s tr u c k  h er  in  th e  body w ith  a 

d a g g e r , k i l l i n g  h er  and th ro w in g  h er  from  h er  h o r se  t o  th e  grou n d, 

R ich a rd , b e in g  w e l l  m ounted, e s c a p e d . The deed  h a v in g  b een  done in  

t h i s  manner, th e  s a id  k in g , who was r id in g  in  fr o n t  a lo n g  th e  road , 

r e tu r n e d  on h e a r in g  t h e  o u tc r y  and made g r e a t  la m e n ta t io n  f o r  th e  

c r u e l  l o s s  he had s u s t a in e d  in  h is  m i s t r e s s .  He ca u sed  h er  t o  be  

ta k en  t o  N e w b a ttle  w here he a fte r w a r d s  ca u sed  h e r  t o  be h on ou rab ly  

i n t e r r e d ."34

David had been to the border to hand over the third instalment of his ransom, 
a transaction recorded as taking place on 24 June 1360.35 However, no trace of 
Katherine Mortimer can be found in any Scottish source for this period. In this case 
Gray’s assertion of her great influence over David may be exaggerated. Nonetheless, 
it is interesting that he describes her as a Londoner, an association which may be a 
distortion of the Anglophile label which many Scots would have attached to David at 
a time when he was pursuing a renewed Anglo-Scottish peace with a view to a 
possible English succession to his realm. Yet although Mortimer is indeed a northern 
English name, it is more likely that Katherine was a daughter or niece (or possibly a 
sister) of Sir Roger Mortimer, a Scottish knight with lands in the Meams, Perthshire 
and Fife.

Roger Mortimer appeared as a witness to one of David’s charters on 23 March 
1360 at Stirling, on the same day that Thomas, earl of Angus, witnessed what would
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prove to be his first and last royal charter after 1357. Roger had previously been a 
crown charter witness at Inverbervie in the Mearns in June 1341 when David had 
landed back in Scotland from France, He had received David’s confirmation df a 
grant of Thomaston in Fife from Duncan, earl of Fife, on 31 December 1342. 
Someime in 1358 David confirmed to Roger a grant of Dun more in west Fife (near 
the Forth crossing at Kincardine), but only after the Steward had re si gned these 
lands. Then on 31 January 1360 David had confirmed John Campbell, earl of 
Athoil’s grant to Roger of Ballandro and a third of Inverbervie in the Mearns: this 
was a grant David would reaffirm in 1368 notwithstanding a parliamentary revocation 
of 1367. These grants may have been designed to strengthen Roger’s role as a crown 
agent on land adjacent to Stewart interests. Mortimer was, moreover, married to 
Margaret Menteith, a sister of Sir John Menteith of Arran. Roger thus surely had a 
relevant role in David’s challenge to Stewart power in central Scotland and Angus.36

If Katherine Mortimer had represented English interests in Scotland and been 
able to exclude the great magnates from David’s counsel, then it is understandable 
that “certain great men’’ would have conspired to have her removed. However, of the 
Scottish chroniclers, Walter Rower - and not Ford un or Wyntoun - is the first to 
mention Katherine, writing in the 1440s. Bower, who berated David for his frequent 
adultery at great length, blames only Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, for Katherine’s 
death, stating that in doing so he had abandoned “the advice of older men of good 
sense...joined in the games of violence, and had recourse to the pleasures of loose- 
living men.’’ Bower also describes Katherine as Welsh and names two of Angus’s 
men, “Richard Holly’’ and a “Dewar”, as her killers, explaining that David had Angus 
arrested and imprisoned in Dumbarton castle for this crime and “because of 
disturbances and damaging actions perpetrated against him and against the 

community” .37
David himself clearly only blamed Angus for Katherine’s death. But it is 

possible that her death only provided David with an excuse for David to pick off a 
magnate he had sought to undermine since 1357, really the weakest of all those who 
might have consented to the murder. Angus’s destruction would besides have served 
as a retort to David’s loss of Fife to the Stewarts during the crisis of 1359. The cost 
of Angus’s imprisonment in Dumbarton castle was paid for between June 1361 and 
August 1362 where he was kept by Sir John Danielston.3B But as to the assassins, 
“Holly” or, as Thomas Gray has it, “Hull” , appear to be English names, and indeed 
there are a couple of plain ‘Richard’s or Richard de Hulls named in records of assizes 
of northern England at this time as lawbreakers who may be the killers, men whom
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Angus had perhaps met while on his trips back and forth as a hostage to England. 39 
However, the killer may have been Robert. Dalziel (hence ‘de Hull’?), a Lanarkshire 
knight and tenant of the earl of Douglas (Angus’s close ally) and whom David had 
actually made hereditary sergeand of Lanark sometime in 1360: on 23 March 1363 
(just as the three earls rebelled) David would give the baronies of Dalziel and 
Motherwell to Robert Stewart of Schenbothie after the foifeiture of ‘Robert Dalziel, 
knight in England.’ Thus Angus’s use of his longstanding association with the earl of 
Douglas should not be ruled out as a mechanism in Katherine’s murder in 1360:
Douglas certainly had sufficient motives himself, and just before the murder, David 
and Katherine had been at Melrose Abbey, a house over which the king had recently 
challenged Douglas’s influetice.40

Taking into account the likely bias of the English chronicler Gray and of 
Bower, Angus’s motives in killing Katherine Mortimer are thus better explained if the 
English angle is played down. Instead it is understandable that Angus may have killed 
her because she represented a point of contact between David and his ‘poaching’ of 
the natural affinity of the earl’s region of Angus and the Mearns into the service of the 
crown. There was evidently a struggle going on between David and Angus for 
cotnmand of the loyalties of the men of that region. David did not always have things 
his own way in this: Sir Thomas Gray asserts that Norman Leslie, an ambassador for 
David in 1359 but also an Angus adherent and that earl’s deputy as chamberlain, was 
captured by the English while fighting in France in 1360; thus Angus’s broken parole 
to Edward III at that time may have been a very real threat to Anglo-Scottish relations.
However, not only had David extended patronage to Sir Roger Mortimer in 1359-60 
but he had drawn into his favour crusading knights like Walter and Norman I.cslie 
and Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk. In 1358 David had also given a third of the 
barony of Longforgan in Perthshire to Sir Robert Ramsay, the sheriff of Forfar:
Ramsay would be prominent among those knights who gave military support to the 
crown against the three earls’ rebellion of 1363. David had also given some favour to j
other men named as followers of the earl of Angus, namely Alexander Montgomery j
of Eagleshame in Lanark, Alexander Scrymgeour of Dundee, Alexander Cockburn, 1

the crusading esquire Richard Comyn, and William Sinclair of Roslin (Angus’s j
brother-in-law). In February 1360 David had given lands at Inverbervie to Andrew |
Campbell, a knight captured at Neville’s Cross who had served David in captivity.
By 1363 Alexander Strachan would be coroner of Forfar; David would extend some 
favour to the Strachans north of Tay in that decade.4i |

Therefore, as in October 1346, David’s success in appealing to the service of |
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knights from within the regional following of a greater magnate, and the ability to 
extract revenue and enforce royal policy in the localities which this patronage 
brought, had been responsible for provoking a backlash from the magnate 
challenged. Nonetheless, David’s widening basis of support seems also to have 
enabled him to deal with the intransigent very quickly. It must be admitted, however, 
that Angus’s imprisonment in Dumbarton castle may have been a compromise which 
fell short of the full weight of punishment (perhaps execution) which David wanted to 
inflict on the earl: for Dumbarton was kept by John Danielston, a Steward retainer. 
There is, moreover, no direct evidence that David was able to effect a formal trial and 
forfeiture of Angus, although this could have taken place at the parliament at Scone of 
October 1360 for which no records survive. However, that David did consider Angus 
forfeit in some way is signalled by the marriage of Thomas, earl of Mar, Angus’s 
neighbour and successor as Chamberlain, to Margaret Sinclair, Countess of Angus, 
sometime in 1360: Angus had clearly been obliged to annul his marriage about the 
same time as he was imprisoned. As we have seen, after 1360 David also took 
increasingly large sums of income from Forfarshire as well as paying a pension to 
Margaret, Countess of Angus, as if he was in charge of her person in the same way 
as he and the Steward had sought to control Isabella, heiress to the earldom of Fife. 
David may similarly have been paying a pension to the Countess of Strathearn, the 
widow of late his adherent, Maurice Murray, earl of Strathearn (d. 1346), in order to 
maintain some level of influence over that r e g i o n .42

c. Crown versus the Stewarts in central Scotland, 1362-63.
The Stewart earl of Angus’s downfall must have been a hellish shock to other 

great magnates in general, and another blow to the Steward’s tenitorial and political 
network within central Scotland. However, thereafter, the Steward and David seem to 
have traded blows in their struggle for control of the various earldoms, lordships and 
crown offices of this region, and the loyalties of their inhabitants. The Steward 
enjoyed the first success, for sometime in 1361 John Drummond of Cargill and 
Lord/Earl of Menteith died. On 19 September 1361 a papal dispensation was 
requested by the Steward for the marriage of his third son, Robert, to Drummond’s 
widow, Margaret, Countess of Menteith. That this was requested without the support 
of David II is a clear indication that this match represerited an independent, quick and 
opportunistic political move by the Stewarts, probably based upon physical control of 
Margaret and her lands. That the Stewarts regarded it as one which stabilised their 
position in Perthshire is underlined by their plea to the Pope that the wedding be 
allowed “in order that the earldoms of Strathearn and Menteith may not be
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endangered,”43

This was surely a reference to the Men tei th - D rumm on d feud which had 
probably reflared after April 1360. Certainly, David had not stopped his sponsorship 
of the Drummonds since then. But with the Stewart’s capture of Menteith by 
marriage, David was obliged to wage a more Tow-key’, defensive policy to uphold 
his foothold in these ancient earldoms, as Dr Boardman has shown. For example, on 
12 November 1361 at Scone David confirmed Margaret Murray, Countess of 
Menteith’s grant of Aberfoyle in Menteith to John Drummond, so that Drummond’s 
heirs could retain this patrimony. Sometime in 1361 David had also confirmed lands 
in Strathord in highland Perthshire to Andrew, son of Duncan of Atholl, head of the 
Steward’s tenants the Clann Donnchaidh, which had been granted to Andrew by 
Duncan, earl of Fife. Andrew’s father, Robert, had resigned the large north-western 
Perthshire barony of Fortingall to Robert 1 who had then granted it to the Atholl 
knight, Sir Alexander Menzies: David also confirmed this resignation in 1361 and 
granted the Dumfriesshire barony of Enoch to Alexander’s nephew. Sir Robert 
Menzies, the son and namesake of the Atholl knight who had fought with James 
Douglas in Spain, in 1330 and died at Neville’s Cross. The Clann Donnchaidh would 
pursue violent cateran self-interests in Atholl, Badenoch and Moray in the 1360s; but 
in theory these grants gave David some influence over a swathe of territory across 
highland Perthshire from Strathord to Dull and Fortingall and the re-established 
Macdougall presence at Glencoe and Lome. David would attempt to further 
strenghten this royalist influence in the late I360s.44

Meantime, on 6 January 1362 David reissued an act he had first granted in 
1346, confirming the resignation by John Graham, earl of Menteith (d. 1347), of the 
barony of Barnbougle in the constabulary of Linlithgow (for the service of one 
archer) to Bartholomew de Leon, a knight who had served David as an ambassador to 
England and the papacy in 1350: but in 1362 David added the condition that if the 
heirs of Graham - i.e. by marriage Robert Stewart after September 1361 - wanted to 
recover Barnbougle they would have to pay a debt of 2,000 merks owed by Graham 
and his wife to the crown for their marriage and relief. In 1362-63 David also 
remitted some contribution funds to John Drummond’s nephew, Maurice 
Drummond. Moreover, as with Walter Stewart in Fife, David did not let Robert 
Stewart enjoy the title of the earl of Menteith; Robert only received full title days after 
David’s death and the accession of his father, the Steward, as Robert H in 1371. 
Finally, in December 1362 David would confirm the Steward’s grant of Tullibardine 
in Strathearn to Wal ter Murray, the Drummonds ally against the Menteiths (whom in 
1343 David had restored to his lands despite his support for Balliol in the 1330s).45
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Nonetheless, with the death of John Drummond David had suffered another 
clear setback in his attempt to undermine Steward authority in central Scotland soon 
after he had lost control of the earldom of Fife, and with this a dent to his hopes to 
push forward his Anglo-Scottish proposals. Worse still, this occurred in the same 
year as the death from plague whilst a hostage in England of John Sutherland, heir of 
William, earl of Sutherland, and David’s full nephew, a teenager who had perhaps 
been recognised in 1357-58 as having some place in the Scottish succession which 
displaced the Stewarts’, However, another unexpected death swung fortune in 
David’s favour when, sometime after August 1362, Walter Stewart, Lord of Fife, 
died.

His passing occurred against the background of ari intensive and determined 
intrusion of crown placemen and influence into that earldom and shire. Sometime in 
1361 David had made Robert Erskine’s brother, Alan Erskine of Inchmartin, the 
coroner of Fife; by mid 1363 Alan would also be keeper of Lochleven castle (and 
probably sheriff of Kinross). In 1361 David gave Sir Walter Oliphant, an associate of 
the Drummonds, the barony of Kellie in Fife. Oliphant would become David’s 
brother-in-law in 1365 and receive massive crown patronage in Forfarshire and 
eastern Perthshire. In 1361 David also extended patronage in Fife to the Abbot of 
Inchmahome and the prior of Crail. This appeal to the prelates of Fife may have been 
boosted on 1 March 1362 when David founded a chapel at St Monans in Fife to give 
thanks for his preservation from near ship wreck. This foundation also staked a clear 
personal claim for David in Fife, one he probably visited annually. By 1362 William 
Ramsay of Colluthie, the displaced earl of Fife, was once again sheri ff of Edinburgh 
with a £20 royal pension (a post he had held before Neville’s Cross). William 
Dischington, the knight and architect David paid to build the church of St Monans, 
may have become sheriff of Fife by 1362; he thus replaced the Weymss family in this 
office. And in the same year David also granted lands in Fife and Edinburgh to John 
Bissett, brother of Thomas Bissett of Upsetlington.46

Thomas Bissett was the owner of lands in Perthshire and Stirlingshire and a 
former crusader whom David clearly intended as the next earl of Fife: moreover, as 
the owner of lands in Berwickshire Bisset had concluded his own private peace with 
Edward III in 1359 and regularly visited England since then, Anglophile leanings he 
thus shared with David. As Dr Boardman has shown, by 10 January 1363 David had 
control of Isabella, Countess of Fife, having seized, or obliged the release of, her 
person from the Steward’s castle at Methven sometime after Walter Stewart’s death in 
late 1362. Isabella appeared in January 1363 at St Andrews when she was granted a 
charter of the Perthshire lands of Glasclune bv Thomas Bissett in the presence of
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David’s loyalists, the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, Robert Erskine and 
William Dischington, and the dubiously motivated Patrick, earl of March/Moray: on 
28 December 1362, Isabella had granted to Alan Erskine, David’s coroner of Fife and 
keeper of Lochleven castle, the reliefs of Weymss.47 |t  was probably clear to 
contemporaries that David intended to wed Isabella off to Thomas Bissett, thus 
directly challenging the status quo in Fife he had been forced to recognise in 1359-60. 
This tightening of the crown’s grip on Fife must have been all the more threatening to 
the Steward’s position as it coincided with David’s apparent moves to step up his 
talks with Edward III and take a new wife.

More importantly, the woman David had chosen as his new wife at once 
fused the crown’s domestic and diplomatic agendas as a threat to the Steward’s 
territorial and political position. For by 20 January 1363 it was probably public 
knowledge that David intended to actually wed Margaret Logie, the daughter of Sir 
Malcolm Drummond (brother of the late John Drummond of Menteith) and the widow 
or ex-wife of Sir John, Logie (d.c. 1362), a rival to Sir John Menteith of Arran over 
the lands of Strathgartney in Menteith. David’s marriage to Margaret was meant not 
only to produce a son - Margaret had already given Logie one - but also to admit 
increased royal intervention in Strathearn, Menteith and Atholl. This renewal of the 
Drummond-Menteith/Stewart feud bad probably already begun with royal approval: 
on 3 December 1362 David had confirmed the Steward’s grant of Tullibardine in 
Strathearn to Walter Murray, the Drummonds’ ally in the feud settled in 1360. This 
was not surely a resignation which the Steward had made happily. Finally, on 17 
February 1363 David confirmed Maurice Drummond’s grant of lands in Stormont in 
Perthshire to the Perth burgess, John Mercer, the tnati responsible for the financing 
of David’s ransom at Bruges.48

By the spring of 1363, therefore, the Steward was in trouble. David had 
succeeded in reversing the Stewarts’ gains in Fife and he had begun to erode their 
dominance over the ancient earldoms of central Scotland. He had managed to raise 
more than enough income for his court and government and had tabled talks with 
Edward III to cancel his ransom and displace the Steward and his adult sons from the 
Bruce succession. The imminence of his second marriage made it possible that he 
would provide his own heir soon anyway. He had also succeeded in weakening some 
of the Stewarts’ valuable allies. Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus had been imprisoned 
and his lands taken over by the crown or the earl of Mar. Angus seems furthermore to 
have died at Dumbarton between August 1362 and March 1363, a sense of timing 
which again coincides with David’s success in Fife, his plans for marriage, his 
intensified talks with England and. as a result, the three earls’ rebellion of 1363:
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Bower reports that Angus died of the plague in 1362 but the Steward and others may 
have been motivated to rebel by suspicions of foul p la y  4 9

Yet the Steward had also lost the support of Thomas Murray of Bothwell, the 
Pander. He died while a hostage for David in England in 1361. On 23 July 1362 
Archibald the ‘Grim’ Douglas obtained a papal dispensation to wed Murray’s widow, 
Joanna, daughter of the late David loyalist, Maurice Murray, earl of Strathearn (d. 
1346). As Dr Brown has shown, this brought Archibald - by then keeper of 
Edinburgh castle for David II - possession of the entire Murray Inheritance, This 
included the strategically vital lands of Bothwell (with its castle), Strathaven, 
Stonehouse and Drumsregard in Lanarkshire, Stewarton in Ayrshire, lands in 
Annandale, the baronies of Hawick, and Sprouston in Roxburghshire, as well as 
scattered pockets of land from Cromartie, through Moray and Elgin to 
Kincardineshire and Angus; Archibald may also have inherited Maurice Murray’s 
contacts in Strathearn. Archibald achieved this despite the fact that these lands had not 
pertained to Thomas Murray’s wife. Thus it seems likely that by personally 
interfering in the natural course of an inheritence David had created in Archibald a 
crown agent with a major stake and a territorial/military following in Scotland south 
of Forth and bases from which to act throughout the realm. Archibald also thwarted 
the ambitions of Robert Stewart (junior) towards these lands: by 1368 Robert and 
Archibald, the latter by then David’s lieutenant in Galloway, would be at feud over 
this t e r r ito r y . 50  Such a pragmatic redirection of a succession was something the king 

had done and would do elsewhere in the localities and in the succession to the 
kingship if he could.

d, David’s Relations with the earls o f March/Moray and Douglas,
It could be argued that had not David also alienated William, earl of Douglas, 

and Patrick, earl of March/Moray, by spring 1363, then he would have been in a 
position to press ahead with his plans to break decisively Stewart autonomy and 
political influence. However, it seems as if the crown’s natural antipathy to what it 
perceived as over-powerful regional magnate kindreds, and David’s personal 
preference - as the only representative of his family - for the service of loyal lesser 
knights in the localities, combined to set the Bruce regime at odds with the four 
magnates whom David could quite easily have won over to a reduction of Steward 
power and alliance with England instead of France: namely, the earls of Douglas and 
March/Moray and, to a lesser extent, the earls of Ross and Mar.

Again it is the sixteenth century historian, Hector Boece, who asserts that 
David, as part of a plan to punish those nobles who had abandoned him at Neville’s
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Cross, “take sundry landis fra the Erie of Marche for his fleyng..,” This may be a 
confused reference to David’s grant, of the earldom of Moray to Henry, Duke of 
Lancaster, in April 1359. But as we have seen, the earl of March may have consented 
to this as part of an Anglo-Scottish deal, the talks for which he was party to between 
1358 and 1362. March had already taken part in the talks for David’s ransom in 1356- 
57 and he had shown an interest in pilgrimages to English shrines after 1357; he was 
thus not out of step with the kind of court and courtier David liked to have around.5) 
However, there is no evidence that March received any new patronage from David 
after 1357. Instead, it may be the case that the ambitious but ancient March, by then 
in his eighties, found himself increasingly excluded from Anglo-Scottish talks and 
David’s favour throughout 1361 and 1362.

A strong picture of David systematically undermining March/Moray’s regional 
affinity, as he had done to the earl of Angus, can be built up for the period before 
spring 1363. David favoured a number of knights in the Lothians and south-east 
Scotland, namely, Simon Preston (later the family of Craigmillar) as the sheriff of 
Edinburgh, Walter Haliburton as the sheriff of Berwick and Henry Kerr as sheriff of 
Roxburgh, all by 1359: March held no such office or justiciarship in the south-east. 
David also began to favour the younger generation of Dunbars, that is George and 
John, the sons of Sir Patrick Dunbar who was the cousin/brother-in-law of the earl of 
March and a veteran of crusades to Prussia and of Poitiers; after 1368 David would 
promote George and John Dunbar as the issueless earl Patrick’s heirs into the 
earldoms of Moray and Fife. Before 1363 David also began to draw in the Douglases 
of Lothian and the Sinclairs of Roslin to royal service. Moreover, as the heir to 
Moray, the earl of March might also have expected to inherit an interest in the 
Randolph lordship of Annandale. But David had taken control of Annandale himself 
and employed traditional Bruce allies, like the Carruthers, Corrys, and John Stewart 
of Dalswinton as justiciars and baillies to oversee this area: after all, it was 
surrounded by Steward, Douglas and March interests and half-occupied by the 
English earl of Hereford with whom David had reached a fiscal and administrative 
agreement in May 1360.52

David also poached the services of some of the earl of March’s new tenaïits in 
Moray. On 24 December 1362 he confirmed the Moray lands of Andrew Urwell, a 
former adherent of the Randolph earls of Moray, in return for rendering the same 
service to the crown as he had owed to the Randolphs. Then on 5 January 1363 
David confirmed earl Patrick’s grant of the sheriffship of Elgin in Moray to William 
de Vans. The latter had already served David as a household steward in 1358-9 and 
was another knight who had been captured at Neville’s Cross; he would later show
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interest in pilgrimages and crusades. Then on 18 .January 1363 David confirmed 
Gilbert of Glencamie’s main barony of the same name in Moray. These acts, together 
with David’s personal trips to Elgin, Kinloss or Spynie and perhaps other places in 
Moray in August 1359, November-December 1362 and January 1363 - and the 
provision of Alexander de Bur as bishop of Moray by 1362 with royal backing - 
would seem to confirm that David had not given up on using the Moray earldom as 
part of an Anglo-Scottish deal. He seems thus to have tried to keep a tight reign on 
March and his territories probably in expectation of earl Patrick’s death.53

These royal controls may even have intruded to the core of March’s 
Berwickshire affinity. By July 1363 David was in a position to grant a pension and 
Edinburgh tenement to Sir Alexander Recklington, keeper of March’s castle of 
Dunbar and a man who would show an interest in pilgrimages abroad along with 
some of David’s loyalist crusading knights in the later 1360s. Dunbar was one of the 
“royal castles” which parliament in 1368 would order to be inspected and repaired by |
David and the knights Walter l\oslie, Walter Haliburtion, Walter Moigne and Hugh 
Eglintoun. David may have taken this hold over March’s main household before 
1363.54 By early 1363 this proved too offensive to March, who had waited a long j

time in limbo without a return in royal patronage: March last appears at court at St I
Andrews about 10 January 1363 and must have rebelled sometime thereafter.55 j

As already mentioned, William, earl of Ross, had received similar treatment 
from the crown after having failed to support the Anglo-Scottish talks for David’s :
release in 1350 and subsequently making a marriage alliance with the Steward. In 
November 1358 Ross had been removed from the premier office as Justiciar north of 
Forth and as sheriff of Cromartie. David had extended patronage to a number of 
royalists in the north instead. However, it should be noted that in 1362-63 David may 
have acted to offset the oossibilitv of Ross sunoorting anv rebellion by the leading

I  •/ i  JL O  I—’

Scottish magnates against David. On 3 December 1362 David was at Spynie with the 
royalist bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, Robert Erskine and Archibald the 
‘Grim’ Douglas; also there was William, earl of Ross. On that occasion David had 
confirmed a resignation by the Steward of lands in Strathearn to William Murray of 
Tullibardine; yet on 12 May 1362 (at Scone, though probably not during a 
parliament) David had confirmed the crucial grant of 1344 by Malise, earl of 
Strathearn, of his second daughter’s claim to some of the earldom of Caithness, to his 
brother-in-law, William, earl of Ross; this seemed to condone Ross’s forceful seizure 
of the Caithness and Orkney lands of Mali se’s other daughters and to direct Ross’s 
attention outwith mainland royal Scotland, William’s brother, Hugh, a deputy
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justiciar under the earl, also seems to have received some compensatory patronage 
from David. As deputy sheriff of Perth he received a fee of £20 in 1361-62; Hugh 
also received a pension for the same amount some time in 1 3 6 2 . 5 6

However, while David thus pacified a likely ally of the Steward and opponent 
of the crown he unintentionally and dangerously alienated a possible crown 
supporter, William, first earl of Douglas. Like the earls of March, Ross and Mar, 
William of Douglas had given some suppod to talks for David’s release in the 1350s: 
Douglas also shared a similar interest with the king in pilgrimages and c h i v a l r y . 5 7  As 
a claimant to be heir to the strong personal ties which had existed between the good 
Sir James Douglas and Robert I, William may reasonably have expected to form a 
close relationship with David, and to act as a prominent agent of the crown both at 
court in central government and in those localities where his authority was strongest, 
chiefly the west and middle marches.

Such a relationship may have existed in some form. Douglas was a regular at 
court between 1357 and 1362. Both he and David had a strong connection with the 
Abbey of Melrose, perhaps visiting it together to commemorate the anniversaries of 
the deaths of Robert I and the good Sir J a m e s . 5 8  Douglas may also have been 
involved with David’s foundation of a church at St Monans in March 1362: the ribbed 
ceiling of the church displays several bosses, among them one for the crown, one for 
the Bruce lords of Annandale and one for the the house of Douglas which includes 
the red Bruce heart. This may represent the close military and political association 
between the royal house and the Douglases which later found literary expression in 
works like T.es Trois Fils du Noble Rois’. Froissart’s Chroniques, Barbour’s ‘The 
Bruce’ and Holland’s ‘The Howlat.’ 5 9

However, the kind of freedom that the Douglas earl would have expected 
from the crown in the marches, and in his dealings with English marcher lords, put 
him at odds with David’s style of kingship and policy aims. Diplomacy and partial 
crown patronage may have brought David and earl William into conflict in spring 
1359, with Douglas perhaps supporting the Steward’s renewed approaches to France 
and continuing aggression against England with his military following on the marches 
throughout 1358-59. Douglas’s loss of the office of justiciar of Lothian and of 
control of Edinburgh castle in 1360 may have been royal punitive responses to this 
intransigence. As Dr Brown argues, in 1360 David may also have obliged Douglas to 
fund masses at Melrose Abbey in memory of William Douglas of Liddesdale (whom 
the earl had slain in 1353) and donate the Roxburghshire church of Cavers to the 
monks; these acts of piety may also have been punishment for Douglas’s actions in
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1359. David’s accompaniement of the third ransom instalment to the border himself 
and a visit to Melrose in June 1360 (about the time of the anniversary of 
Bannockburn) may have been made because of fears of retaliation by Douglas (or the 
earl of M a r c h ) . 6 0

David’s weakening and harsh use of the Douglas earl may have further 
convinced the knights of T.othian, Teviotdale and the marches to serve the king. 
David used a number of Douglas adherents as household and locality crown officers, 
including many of those knights captured at Poitiers in 1356 who would have had 
some contact with David while in English prisons. Most notably, David had made 
William Ramsay of Colluthie earl of Fife. He had granted Sir John Merries the barony 
of Terregles in Galloway in 1359. Sir William Gledstanes, Douglas’s bailie at 
Melrose, had become a march official for David, preventing the export of Scottish 
wool to England: indeed, Gledstanes office may have been directed in part at the wool 
interests of Douglas and the Abbey of Melrose. Sir John 1 .yle of Duchal had received 
the barony of Lundie in Forfarshire in 1361 and become a household steward for 
David and keeper of Edinburgh castle in 1359-60. The king had also extended 
patronage to Sir Patrick Dunbar and his sons. In 1361 David favoured John 
Allincrum, burgess of Perth and sheriff of Peebles; in November 1362 John 
Edmonstone - who would serve David as an ambassador and daily councillor - was 
made hereditary coroner of Lothian. Most of these men would receive extensive 
patronage from David after 1363. David also extended some patronage to men whose 
service Douglas shared with the earl of March; the Cockburns, Towers of Dairy 
Prestons, Hepburns, Kerrs and Haliburton s.61

But most significantly, David had taken on Archibald the ‘Grim’ Douglas, a 
bastard of the good Sir James, a potential heir presumptive of the Douglas earldom 
and a knight of fearsome reputation. As we have seen, David paid for Archibald’s 
ransom from English captivity by 1359; with David’s help by 1362 Archibald had 
married into the lands of Bothwell, Avondale, Drumsregard, Sprouston and Hawick, 
all of which gave him an important base from which to exert influence over the 
Scottish marches and as a royalist counter to the Douglas earl.

Archibald may have become warden of the west march as early as 1362, 
replacing John Stewart of Dalswinton and policing the agreement David had struck 
with the earl of Hereford for the joint administration of Annandale. David had 
certainly increased his influence over the south-west by 1362. Perhaps also with a 
view to further limiting the earl of Douglas’s influence in southern Scotland, David 
had given the lordship (and perhaps the title) of the earldom of Carrick to Sir William 
Cunningham sometime in 1358 or (more likely) 1362. In doing so David may have
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denied the claims of Douglas’s man, John Towers of Dairy, to this earldom by virtue 
of his father William Tower’s marriage to Eleanor Douglas, Countess of Carrick and 
sister of the Douglas earl: Towers was Eleanor’s third husband, the first having been 
Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick and David’s cousin (d. 1332); her second husband 
had been Sir James Sandilands (d. c. 1357), the Douglas of Liddesdale retainer 
whom David had employed and rewarded in the 1340s.62 In September 1361 David 
had granted lands in Carrick to John Kennedy of Dunure; in March 1363 a Thomas 
Durance would be made coroner of Dumfries. Back in June 1361 David had also 
confirmed the Abbey of Holyrood’s teinds of pleas between the Cree and Nith 
(Galloway); by 1369 Archibald Douglas would be expected to collect and protect this 
income as 1 .ord of Galloway.63 '

Sometime in 1362 David also made Archibald Douglas keeper of Edinburgh 
castle, a post held in the 1350s by William, Lord (now earl) of Douglas. In that year 
Archibald features for the first time as a regular crown charter witness, a development 
which suggests that he had become a close councillor of the king at a time when the 
Douglas earl had removed himself from court.64 This change in Douglas 
representation at court may be related to David’s apparently decisive shift in favour 
away from the earl over to those Douglases whom the late William Douglas of 
Liddesdale had named as his heirs before his death in 1353, that is Archibald and 
James Douglas of Lothian, Liddesdale’s nephews. In December 1357 David had 
apparently signalled his support for William, D^rd/earl of Douglas, to take control of 
Liddesdale’s former lands by confirming his possession of the lands held by the good 
Sir James and those of the guardian Archibald Douglas (d. 1333, brother of Douglas 
of Liddesdale), which had included the lordship of Liddesdale. This would have been 
a natural ambition for the earl, and this was an act which David had first issued in 
1354. In doing so David thus seemingly ignored Liddesdale’s 1342 tailzie of his 
lands to Archibald the ‘Grim’ and James of î^othian, attd the Steward’s excarnbion of 
Liddesdale for the earldom of Atholl, again of 1342.65

However, on 20 October 1360, David confirmed Liddesdale’s grant of 
Aberdour in Fife to James Douglas of Lothian: eight days later David had to confirm 
John Randolph, earl of Moray’s original grant of Aberdour to Douglas of Liddesdale, 
suggesting perhaps that there was some opposition to this grant - David would have 
to reconfirm this Randolph grant of Aberdour again in 1366 at a time when the 
Liddesdale inheritance was in dispute.66 Elsewhere, on 14 September 1360 at 
Aberdeen, David had confirmed a grant by one John of St Michael of lands in 
Glenesk in Forfar: St Michael was the man named bv Bower as the assassin whom
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William Douglas of Liddesdale had ordered to kill Sir David Barclay, in Aberdeen, in 
1348, as part of the ongoing Liddesdale-Ramsay I^othian feud. This would seem to 
suggest that in 1360 David had shifted his backing to the Lothian/Liddesdale side of 
the Douglas family and had perhaps dealt with John St Michael in court. Not long 
after this, on 12 January 1361, David gave James Douglas of Lothian the lands of 
John Rchyll in the shire of Edinburgh; on 24 January he granted James the royal 
rights in the lands of Crony an ton, Mollin, Raehills and Minnygap in Dumfriesshire 
after the foifeiture of John Corry for unlicensed alienation.67

As we shall see, James Douglas of Lothian would receive extensive crown 
patronage in the later 1360s, culminating in 1369 in a grant of the barony and castle 
of Dalkeith (which David had given William Douglas of Liddesdale in 1342). In 1365 
at least, Dalkeith castle - and presumably its lands - were occupied by William, earl of 
Douglas, where he would be visited by Jean Froissart in 1365. Yet the fact that 
Froissart could also see there five brothers of the name Dalkeith (i.e. James Douglas 
of Lothian and his brothers), all described as squires in the household of David, 
points to a power struggle for control of patrimony within the Douglas kindred, a 
continuation of the feud which had erupted between the lx>rd/Earl of Douglas and 
Douglas of I Jddesdale. This was clearly a struggle in which the Grim Archibald and 
the Douglases of lothian/Dalkeith were easing ahead by 1362 with royal backing, as 
the crown patronage they received suggests. Thus it is possible that the Douglas 
corbel in the church of St Monans in 1362 was meant to represent the renewal of 
Bruce lordship with the Black Douglases through Archibald Douglas, not the e a r l .6 8  

Admittedly, on 23 September 1360 David had granted Douglas the hereditary 
sheriffship of Lanark, an office occupied by the David loyalist, William Livingston, 
in 13-59. This may have compensated Douglas for the large amounts of cash which 
we have seen David was able to extract from areas of Douglas interest like the shires 
of Peebles and Edinburgh in 1360-1, although there is some evidence that the sheriff 
of Peebles, John Allincrum - who was also a  clerk of the Rolls and exchequer auditor 
for David - was killed in 1361-62.69 But Douglas’s jurisdiction in Lanarkshire must 
have been curbed by Archibald’s marriage into the Murray Lanarkshire baronies, 
which included the caput of Bothwell castle, in 1362. In the same way, the earl of 
Douglas was involved in the embassy to England about January 1361, but not that of 
December 1361 ; he was falling further and further out of royal f a v o u r .7 0

In sum, by 1362 David had in no way favoured Douglas with the kind of 
patronage, autonomy and status which he might reasonably have expected to receive 
after 1357: instead the crown had offered this good lordship to knights who may have
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become disatisfied with the Douglas earl’s own patronage. It is earl William’s general 
frustration which Sir Thomas Gray cites as one of the reasons for Douglas’s rebellion 
in spring 1363: that is, that “because of divers matters wherein it appeared to the said 
earl that the said king had not shown him such fair lordship as he would have liked.” 
Indeed this may have been enough to cause Douglas to remove himself from David’s 
court as early as I May 1362 when he was last a royal charter witness at Edinburgh: 
he may have left just as David and Archibald Douglas moved to secure the Murray 
inheritence. Both earl William and the earl of March do not seem to have attended the 
parliament at Aberdeen in September 1362. Instead Archibald Douglas is now 
prominent as a crown charter witness. But Gray also stresses Douglas’s anger with 
the crown over an incident which must surely have shocked all of the magnates 
discriminated against by David in late 1362 - early 1363; David’s assault upon and 
forfeiture of Thomas, earl, of Mar.71

e. The Siege of Kildrummy castle, autumn 1362.
The earl of Mar had become an important ally for David, helping him to 

secure his release from England and to reassert royal authority over much of north
east Scotland and the collection of crown revenue after 1357. Mar had also played a 
central role in David’s attempt to revive a possible succession-peace deal with Edward 
III in February 1359 by becoming the English king’s liege man against all his 
enemies except David, and actually serving in France with 100 men that year, in 
return for Edward’s promises of a suitable bride, a pension and compensation if his 
service to England cost him his lands in Scotland. In 1358 David had given Mar the 
important lordship of Garioch, adjacent to Mar, and perhaps approved - or even 
arranged - Mar’s marriage to Margaret Sinclair, Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus’s ex- 
wife, some time in 1360.

However, Mar seems to have been a troubled maverick. He had fiscal 
difficullies which obliged him to sell some of his own lands, worth 1,000 ecus, in 
1357, and otherwise to pursue the acquisidon of new lands and revenue quite 
ruthlessly. Although Mar could undertake this latter process with David’s approval in 
areas like Angus and Perthshire - and while he was Chamberlain in 1358-59 - it 
brought him into conflict with his royal cousin and patron elsewhere. For example, 
between. December 1357 and August 1359 David had cause to warn Mar not to molest 
the abbey of Lindores in northern Fife by seeking the homage and fealty of the monks 
there as freeholders of Garioch. David asserted that all religious foundations were 
subject to him without the need for any intermediary. David had confirmed the 
abbey’s right to hold their possessions directly of the king notwithstading the grant of
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Garioch to Mar; David may have gone to Mar’s castle of Kildrummy in September 
1359 to ensure the end of this dispute between the earl and the abbey; the king also 
seems to have granted lindores the liberties of the churches of Garioch (c. 1358-59) 
Admittedly, though, Mar was not alone in comrniting such a transgression. David 
seems to have been determined to protect all monastic and secular church regalities 
against intrusion as a principle of authority and resource management. For example, 
David had issued protections to the Abbey of Arbroath against the self-interest of 
Thomas, earl of Angus, and the Keiths, and to prevent the abbey from granting 
wasteful pensions. David also looked to successive bishops of Moray to enforce the 
law in their diocese and warned the earl of Douglas about interfering in the Abbey of 
Melrose’s regality.72

But the earl of Mar seems to have continued to pursue his own brand of 
fiscalism. Sir Thomas Gray writes that David’s reason for moving against Mar in 
1362 was “because of the extortions which the earl of Mar and his people had 
wrought upon the people of the district.” David’s government had begun to extract 
large sums from Garioch (£50) and Mar (£68) in 1360-61. But Mar’s extortions most 
likely involved a dispute between Mar and Sir William Keith, the Marischal (and the 
sheriff of Aberdeen in 1359), over lands or income from the north-east of Scotland. 
Gray states that:

“ t h e  a f f a i r  r o s e  c h i e f l y  f r o m  a n  a p p e a l  t o  [ t r i a l  b y ]  b a t t l e  

W h ic h  W i l l i a m  d e  K e i t h  d e l i v e r e d  t o  t h e  s a i d  e a r l  i n  t h e  s a i d  

k i n g ' s  c o u r t ?  w h e r e u p o n  t h e y  a p p e a r e d  a r m e d  i n  t h e  l i s t s  a t  

E d i n b u r g h ,  t h e  q u a r r e l  b e i n g  s e t t l e d  t h e r e  u n d e r  t h e  k i n g ' s  h a n d ,  

who s e e m e d  m o re  f a v o u r a b l e  t o  t h e  s a i d  W i l l i a m  t h a n  t o  t h e  s a i d  

e a r l ,  a l b e i t  h e  [ t h e  e a r l ]  w as h i s  n e a r  k i n s m a n .”73

However, if the earl “and his people” were to blame for exploiting the population then 
David must share some of the blame. For as with the affinities of the Steward and the 
earls of Angus, Ross, March and Douglajs, David had employed and/or rewarded 
several knights and clerics from within Mar’s regional following and personal court 
since 1357: indeed many of Mar’s men can be associated with David from the early 
1350s. along with the earl h i m s e l f .7 4

For example. Sir Waiter Moigne, who had been captured at Neville’s Cross, 
had visited David in England before 1357, and had been made a steward of the king’s 
household in 1359 and sheriff of Aberdeen in 1361-62 (significantly replacing 
William Keith, a freouent charter witness for Mar but his antagonist in 1362); Moigne

-;l
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had been given royal forest lands (which he shared with Keith) in Kincardineshire in 
1360. Moigne was an occasional royal charter witness between 1357 and 1371 and 
would go on to serve David as a Justiciar in the north and a castle inspector.75 By 
1362 David had also given a £20 pension to l.awrence Gilliebrand, who had also 
been captured at Neville’s Cross: Gilliebrand had been a steward of Queen Joan’s 
household in 1359 and an ambassador for David to Newcastle in 1360.76 in 1359 
and January 1363 David had confirmed the second teinds of the diocese to Alexander, 
bishop of Aberdeen, a prelate regularly on M ar’s personal council. David also 
favoured Mar’s brother (?), David de Mar, the treasurer of the bishopric of Moray, a 
steward of Queen Joan and by 1357 precentor of the lands of the Scottish 
Hospitallers. David also favoured John Crorndale, a canon of Ross and Mar’s clerk, 
and the king confirmed Mar’s grant in 1361 of lands in Banffshire to Thomas Hill, 
who was David’s valet after 1346.77

By late 1362 David had such a strong hold over Mar’s following that he was 
able to leave Kildrummy castle, once it had surrendered, in the hands of two of Mar’s 
own men, Walter Moigne and Ingram de Wyntoun. The siege itself seems to have 
taken place in September and October of 1362. David was in the north after August 
1362 to avoid a fresh outbreak of plague and appeared at Kildrummy on 7 and 19 
September and 13 October, probably with knights like Archibald Douglas, William 
Keith and Robert Erskine in tow. Apart from his quick visit to Sweetheart Abbey in 
Dumfriesshire and Melrose Abbey in 1360, David does not seem to have ventured 
outwith established royal centres between 1360 and 1363: he stayed mostly at 
Edinburgh, slightly less so at Perth, Aberdeen and Stirling.78

While the siege of Kildrummy was under way David held a council at 
Aberdeen about 11 September and remained in the north, staying at Spynie, Elgin and 
Kinloss into the new year. He seems to have been in confident, strident mood at the 
Aberdeen assembly and in the following weeks, issuing a Tiumber of acts. These 
included orders to a James Stewart of Kellie to stop injuring the men of the Abbey of 
Arbroath; a pension to William Ramsay of Colluthie (sheriff of Edinburgh); a grant to 
the chapter of Aberdeen; a grant of Kilsyth in Dumbartonshire to William 1 Jvingston; 
and the office of coroner of Lothian to John Edmonstone. Only a few witness lists 
survive for these grants: the Steward seems to have accompanied David to the north; 
the earl of Ross witnessed on 3 December at Spynie; John Herries and Walter Moigne 
witnessed on 14 September at Aberdeen, suggesting the end of the siege of 
Kildrummy by this date.79

The sieve itself was dius a short affair and has left no evidence of having been
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particularly violent. Moreover, the compromise which David thereafter reached with 
Mar suggests, as Professor Duncan has argued, that the cause of the dispute between 
the earl and king lay elsewhere. For David agreed to loan Mar 1,000 marks which he 
would pay back as £1,000 to recover Mar and Garioch over 5 years; meanwhile he 
was to go into self-imposed exile fighting for Edward ITT in France, wTiich is what he 
was given a pass to do on 20 February 1363.80 U seems possible, then, that since the 
Anglo-French peace of 1360 Edward had not paid Mar and that the ear) had broken 
his promise of service, perhaps endangering the ongoing Anglo-Scottish talks. 
David’s exile and subsidy of Mar may thus have been designed to force him back into 
fulfilling his part of the diplomatic scheme which the Scottish king seems to have 
been preparing to present to Edward ITT in person in the coming new year.

But David’s apparent temporary forfeiture of Mar and Garioch - for the formal 
recognition of which he may have called a council or parliament for early 1363, 
which due to unforeseen events was never held - must have alarmed the other great 
regional magnates. William, earl of Douglas, was certainly alienated by this royal 
aggression. For, as Sir Thomas Gray pointed out, Douglas was Mar’s brother-in-law 
and heir and thus must have felt his patrimony directly threatened by this assault and 
David’s general indifference to Douglas interests. If Mar’s exile had coincided with 
the death of Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus (an ally of the Douglas earl in the 1350s), 
sometime after August 1362, the great magnates may have been even more agitated: 
for Mar was married to Angus’s ex-wife and David’s control of Mar’s interests seems 
to have included access to those of Angus by January 1363.81 David’s swift passage 

from Elgin on 7 December 1363 to Mousewald in Annandale by 10 December may 
point to the beginnings of trouble on the marches, perhaps started by the earls of 
Douglas or March, both absent from the siege of Kildrummy and the Aberdeen 
council. David was back at Kinloss in the north-east by Christmas Eve where he 
secured Andrew Urwell’s services in Moray for the crown under the same terms as 
his family had owed to the Randolphs; this was arranged despite Patrick, earl of 
March’s title to Moray. Then at Spynie on 5 January 1363 David confimied Patrick, 
earl of March/Moray’s grant of the sheriffship of Elgin to William de Vans, a steward 
of David’s household and another knight captured alongside David in 1346.82
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[ch. 8, pp. 389-93] and the ongoing Douglas fam ily contentions o f the 1360s 

[ch. 9 and ch. 10], See ch. 3, pp. 133-7 for the church of St M ouans which was 

founded on land adjacent to Janies Sandilands’ Newark estate.

69. RRS VI no. 241(A); E.R., ii, 108.

70. Rot. Scot., I, 852.

71. S ealacron ica , 173; RRS VI no.s 274, 275(B) to 278.

72. RRS VI no.s 205, 222, 223; RMS ! App ii no.s 1284, 1297 J. Dowden ed., 

Chartulary o f  Lindores Abbey, 1195-1479 (Scottish H istory Society, Edinburgh  

1903), 196-200. John de Piim or, bishop o f M oray, died in mid 1362 and was 

replaced by the crown supporter, Alexander de Bur, who would be appointed by
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David in 1366 to uphold the law in the regality of his diocese against the 

law lessness o f m agnates like the Stew ard’s fourth son, A lexander Stewart of 

Badeiioch |RRS VI no. 355, 374; see ch. 9].

73. Sca lacro iiica , 172-3.

74. For M ar’s affinity see SRO GO 124 Mar and Kelly charters; lU iistm tions o f  

the Topography and A ntiquities o f  Aberdeen and B a n f f  v; Sco ttish  H istory  

Society M iscellany, v, 12; above ch. 3 and ch. 5.

75. RRS VI no.s 236, 474(C); RMS I App ii, no.* 874, 1362, 1387; E.R., i, 586 

and Ii, 49. David had given Moigne lands before 1346 - see eh. 4, pp. 208-12. 

Moigne had most recently been a charter witness for David at Scone in November 

1361 [RRS VI 264; see Appendix 2J.

76. RMS I App ii, no.* 903. 959. 1265, 1354; E.R., i. 585. 618 and ii, 2. 52 (40/- for NewcasDe].

As with Moigne. David had given. Gilliebrand lands before 1346 - see eh. 4, pp. 208-!2. In 1363 

both Moigne (£8) and Gilliebrand (£10) would be paid for supporting the king against the rebel earls 

lE-R.. ii, 166, 168].

77. RRS VI no. 234, 285(B); RMS 1 App ii no. 1336; The Knights o f St. John of Jerusalem in 

Scotland , 195; C.P.R. iv, 85, 104 - a John de Mar had also been a charter witness for the earl of 

Mar and a chaplain to Queen Joan while David de Mar had been her treasurer as well as a procurator 

for David’s ransom in 1357; John Cronidale was described as David’s kinsman jSRO GD 124 Mar 

and Kellie/110,/113].

78. RRS VI no.s 26(A) to 283. David issued charters once each at Forfar, Restenneth Abbey, 

Arbroath and Dumbarton castle, and at Ardross in 1362 (where he must have landed in Fife before 

founding St Monans chapel, having crossed the Forth from North Berwick).

79. RRS VI no.s 275(A) to 283 - there is a gap in David’s extant charters between 24 May 1362 at 

Stirling and 7 September 1362 at Kildrummy, surely suggesting a crisis; similar lacunae in the royal 

acts occur in the crisis years of 1320 [see ch. 1 j and 1363 [ch. 8, pp. 370-87],

80. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘The Laws of Malcolm MacKenneth’, 262-5; E.R., ii, 164; Rot. Scot., i, 870. 

Professor Duncan has searched the English Close Rolls for this period - PRO E403; I searched the 

Issue Rolls for years not cited in his footnotes, as well as reviewing the Rolls which were years of 

crisis or important embassies for David.
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81. Scalacronica, 173; in January 1363 David certainly issued back-to-back confirmations of charters 

by Mar and Angus [RRS VI no.* 286(A)(B)j

82. At Mousewald on 10 December 1362 David, as Lord of Annandale, granted some forfeited lands 

to John CaiTUthers (whom he had given. Mousewald in the 1340s) [RRS VI no.* 282,283 [de Vans]].
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Chapter 8: The Three Earls’*Rebellion and the 
Succession Issue. March 1363 to March 1364.

Introduction.
By early 1363, with the convergence of his diplomatic activity, his partial 

fiscalism and patronage, and his erosion of magnate power, David had given the 
greater Scottish magnates several general as well as numerous more private, particular 
reasons to be sickened of his kingship. The resulting rebellion of Robert the Steward, 
earl of Stratheam, his sons John Stewart of Kyle and Robert Stewart, Lord of 
Menteith and William, earl of Douglas and Patrick Dunbar, earl of March/Moray, 
undeniably had the potential to seriously undermine, marginalise or even destroy 
David’s person, regime and policies. The large provincial affinities and military 
power of these magnates should not be underestimated. Moreover, throughout the 
period 1360-63 a number of lesser magnates whom David had taken into his service 
continued to witness the charters of these magnates; for example, Robert Erskine, 
William Cunningham, John Lyle and Hugh Eglintoun witnessed Steward charters in 

places like Methven, Irvine and Bute; Archibald Douglas, Walter Haliburton and John 
Herries witnessed some Douglas charters. Thus in a crisis some of David’s own 
council and household might be swayed to turn against him. l However, for various 
reasons, the earls’ rebellion would fall far short of this worst-case scenario for David.

i. The Earls’ Rebellion, March-April 1363.
Most of our information about the nature and course of the rebellion comes 

from two of the contemporary chroniclers of David’s reign: firstly, the north-eastern 
Scottish cleric, John of Fordun, who was not only in David’s service in the 1360s, 
but who seems significantly to have first compiled his annals about 1363, perhaps 
with a view to their use by the crown as anti-Stewart propaganda; secondly, 
providing a potentially useful counter viewpoint, there is the Scalacronica of English 
border knight, Sir Thomas Gray, held captive briefly by the Scots in Edinburgh in 
1355 and whose narrative of politics and Anglo-Scottish relations during the rei gns of 
the first three Edwards covers the period between 1272 to 1364, These sources are 
quoted in full for comparison:

“The sam e year [1 3 6 3 ], a g rea t sedition and plot was s e t  on fo o t and 
hatched, in th e  kingdom of Scotland, by the  g rea te r and more powerful chiefs 
thereof. The m agnates m et to g e th e r against their lord the  king, and formed, among 
them selves, the  design of bending him to  their views upon a dem and which, as 
every one could see, was an unrighteous one - of banishing him: and, th a t  none of 
them  might draw back from th a t  resolve, indentures were drawn up, and seated 
with their several seals. Indeed, they  soon showed forth, by deeds, the  treason they

. ...
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had devised; and they  manfully rose up in g rea t num bers, with arms in their 
hands, to  gain their ends through force or fear. Accordingly they  took th e  king’s 
adherents, w heresoever they  could find them ; and having taken them , threw  them  
into prison. In hostile wise th ey  fell upon tow ns, and boroughs, and the  whole 
country, and shared the spoils of the  people, and wrought o ther damnable evils; to  
the  end th a t the  king, being so often pricked by the sword of compassion, should feel 
for the  woes of the  people, and the  more easily bow himself unto their wishes, 
however unwilling he might be. But the  king, acknowledging the  vantage-ground of 
power, put forth his hand unto strength; and, wishing to  check their rashness, and 
taking heed le st this insolence, If left inpunished, should, in tim e to  com e, turn out 
an example unto o thers elsewhere, white this g rea t carnage would go on gathering 
streng th , and the  s ta te  of th e  com m onwealth would seem  to  be impaired, he, in 
order th a t he might break down the  presum ption of those men, and thw art their 
plans, m ustered his lieges from the  four corners of his land, offering them  much 
money for their pay. First, however, with his w onted fo rebearance, he had a 
proclam ation published, th a t  th ey  and th e ir  a b e tto rs  should leave o ff this 
foolishness, and be still. But as they  were hardened in their stubbornness, and 
defended their own doings, he w ent a fte r  them , with som e men of courage, who 
listed to  die sooner than see the woes of their nation and the desolation of the  land. 
The king’s opponents, however, du rst n o t openly come to  blows with him and his; 
but when they  might not carry out w hat they  had begun, they  se n t an em bassy, 
asking for term s of peace, and subm itting them selves and theirs to  his will and 
pleasure. So, being a m ost meek man, who would rather forgive than avenge, he 
formed a wise resolution for the  nonce, and decided to  be indulgent towards them , 
taking an oath of fealty from them, lest they should again take upon them  to do such 
things, and the  comm untiy should go on and suffer g rea te r woes; and thus that 
trouble was se t  a t  rest. The following year, Robert Stewart, king David’s nephew, 
swore him fealty  afresh at inchmurdoch, in the  form given elsewhere.

In the year 1363, the  aforesaid lord David, king of Scotland, took to  wife, at 
inchmurdoch, a g rea t lady, named M argaret of Logie, of high and noble birth, and 
born in his kingdom; and he endow ed her with many lands and possessions, and 
raised her to  reign in honour with him, with the royal diadem .” 2

John of Fordun ca. 1320-84.

“Soon a fte r  that; [David’s siege of Kildrummy castle , late 1362], in the  
sam e season , there  arose d isagreem ent betw een the  said David, King of Scotland, 
and William, Earl of Douglas, who had the sister of the Ear! of Mar to  wife, because 
of divers m atters wherein it appeared to  the  said earl th a t  the  said king had not 
shown him such fair lordship as he would have liked. So he [Douglas] m ade a 
conspiracy, collected a large following, seized  and garrisoned the  castle  of Dlrleton, 
which castle was under ward of the  King.

The said earl, with th e  concurrence of the  Steward o f Scotland and the  Earl 
of March, who affixed their seals to  a petition laid before the said king, complained 
th a t the  said king had forced them  to  break the  conditions, to  which they  had sworn 
on the body of God before the King of England, about paying the ransom of the said 
king their lord, which [ransom ] had been levied by an im post on th e  commonality 
and squandered by evil counsel, w herefore th ey  dem anded reparation and wiser 
governm ent. For this reason th e  king m arched against the said earl, and when the  
king was in one d istrict the  earl rode into another against those who were of the 
king’s party, imprisoning the  king’s  people w heresoever he could take  them . He
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m arched to  Inverkeithing by night and cap tu red  the  Sheriff of Angus with a 
com pany of arm ed men on their way to  join the  king, and se n t them  to  prison in 
various places.

The said king m arched by night from Edinburgh, and very nearly surprised 
the  said Earl of Douglas a t Lanark, where he had lain at night, bu t he escaped  with 
difficulty, som e of his people being taken.

The Steward of Scotland, w ithout the  knowledge or consen t of his allies, 
made his p eace with his lord th e  king; the Earl of Douglas did so  also by himself, 
and the Earl of March did likewise.

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

This m arriage w as m ade so le ly  on account o f  love, which conquers all 
things. ”3

Sir Thomas Gray, d. 1364.

Although these two commentators differ in some important ways in their 
descriptions of the rebellion, they both paint a picture of a short, anti-climatic affair 
which lacked resolve and joint commitment by the three earls, and ended in 
convincing triumph for David; they also hint at the use of propaganda by crown and 
rebels. This impression, and some of the other circumstantial details provided by the 
chroniclers, can be largely confirmed by the government records of the period.

The earls’ outburst can be dated to between 9 March 1363 - when, at 
Edinburgh, the Steward was the last of the three rebels to stop serving as a royal 
charter witness ~ and 20 or 24 April. On 20 April Edward III revoked a safe-conduct 
into England which had been issued to Patrick, earl of March/Moray, and twelve of 
his followers, suggesting that by shortly before that date he had been captured by, or 
submitted to, David; four days later the Steward returned as a royal charter witness at 
St Andrews. The bulk of what fighting there was thus probably took place between 7 
April, when David was at Edinburgh, and 24 April: this gap of two weeks between 
royal acts is the most notable one during this period with David otherwise issuing acts 

on 17, 23,24 and 26 March, all at Edinburgh.^
However, the tensions - and indeed perhaps the violence - between David and 

his three greatest subjects may have continued beyond this neat time-frame. For 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray, and William, earl of Douglas, did not return as royal 
charter witnesses until 5 June 1363 and 16 July 1363 respectively. This was quite 
some time after 14 May when, according to Walter Bower, the Steward formally 
submitted and declared an oath of loyalty to David at the bishop of St Andrews’ 
manor of Inchmurdoch in Fife (now Boarhills just four miles south of St Andrews on 
the Fife coast). At the same time and place the king had married Margaret Logie.5
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Nonetheless, the separate returns of the three earls to court seem to confirm Thomas 
Gray’s assertion that these magnates made their peace with David one at a time and 
that the Steward had submitted first while Douglas had put up the greatest fight, so 
giving reason to be excluded from court the longest.

Dr Boardman has shown that the Steward’s aim in 1363 was to effect by 
force a political solution to his advantage; this surely anticipated the form of the coups 
which would later occur during his own reign as Robert IT and that of his son Robert 
III (John Stewart of Kyle in 1363). That is, that the Steward, having cut a deal with 
the politically and militarily influential earls of Douglas and March, would present 
complaints ostensibly in the interests of the ‘political community’ or ‘commonweal’ 
before David II in council or parliament; using this pretext of ‘popular’ calls for 
reform the Steward would thus marginalise the king, either placing him under the 
constraint of a council of magnates dominated by the three earls’ and their supporters, 
while the Steward acted as ‘king’s lieutenant’ once more; or even dethroning him for 
the treason of his projected deal with Edward III, which he had been working on 
since 1359 and apparently stepping up moves towards in early 1363. If these political 
moves failed, a straight civil war in which David was killed or exiled would produce 
the same desired result.

It is likely that David had called a council for the spring of 1363. The Steward - 
perhaps supported by Douglas and March - had besides already challenged David’s 
authority in a similar, if less violent, manner in 1359. It has been argued that in that 
year David had been coerced into seeking an alliance with France; perhaps petitions 
presented in the council at Dundee in April 1359 had masked this forced shift in 
power. In the same way, in 1363 complaints about ‘evil counsel’, squandered 
ransom (though justified from the earls’ point of view) and calls for ‘wiser 
government’ were surely used to mask the earls’ attempt to transfer authority to 

protect their own specific interests.^
Yet evidently, in 1363, if the three earls had at first banded together and 

submitted either a petition to David against his “evil counsel”, or otherwise publically 
proclaimed their grievances, then their union had quickly dissolved into the pursuit of 
these individual complaints against David’s lordship. Douglas, with David’s violent 
seizure of Mar’s lands and castles fresh in his mind, understandably had the greater 
cause to rebel. Gray asserts that he seized Dirleton castle in East Lothian, then in the 
ward of the crown. This would make sense. Douglas may already have established a 
significant fortification a few miles east of Dirleton, his new castle of Tantallon near 
North Berwick (the Lothian port across the Forth to Earlsferiy near St Monans), on 
the clifftops opposite the Bass Rock, Dirleton would be a logical military acquisition
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for Douglas if he was moving west, in force, against David and his supporters at 
Edinburgh- As Dr Brown has shown, Douglas’s targets in 1363 were to be 
individuals and families who had transferred their active allegiance from the Douglas 
earl to the crown, which was able to offer more by way of substantial patronage to 
ambitious knights than the earls could through cash gifts, smaller lands or military 
service. The earl of Angus had acted similarly by killing Katherine Mortimer in 1360 
and the earl of Douglas shared with the earl of March the service of a number of south
eastern laymen; the Stewarts may have likewise hit John Danielston in Dumbarton 
castle because he had left their allegiance to support David.

By 1363 Dirleton castle was in the hands of the Haliburtons who would 
establish that castle as a significant palace and strongpoint in the late fourteenth 
century. In the late 1350s and 1360s, though, Walter Haliburton and his family were 
strong adherents of David, with Walter being captured by the English in the aftermath 
of Neville’s Cross, acting as an ambassador to the papacy for David in 1350, and 
receiving the barony of Bolton in East lothian from David in 1353 (an act confinned 
in 1358). Bolton is about 9 miles south of Dirleton and three miles south of the royal 
burgh of Haddington; Walter was sheriff of Berwickshire for David by June 1364 
and would serve as an ambassador to England in 1369.7

Thus as both Fordun and Gray assert, and as we might expect, Douglas - and 
perhaps at first his confederates the Steward and March - sought to target David’s 
‘people’ or ‘adherents’, the recipients of his good lordship while the great magnates 
had been excluded or persecuted. This viol ence clearly spread beyond East Lothian in 
1363. The exchequer rolls for this period record large payments for repairs and 
munitions at both the castles of Edinburgh (which had siege engines) and Dumbarton.
Munitions were also sent by the crown to Stirling and Kildrummy castles, 
presumably out of fear that the fighting would spread. As Gray states, the earl of 
Douglas’s adherents caused damage by attacking the royal burgh of Inverkeithing at 
night, a fact which must add some weight to the claim that Douglas imprisoned Sir 
Robert Ramsay, sheriff of Forfar, a member of the Ramsay kindred which had 
served Douglas since 1353 and who seems to have become an adherent of David after

Ithe removal of the earl of Angus, the Douglas earl’s ally. Ramsay seems indeed to |
have been moving south to join David’s muster at Edinburgh, although he may rather i
have tried to head off a Douglas assault on David’s aimed supporters while they were
north of Forth (perhaps still in the field after taking Kildrummy); for the exchequer
rolls also record the destruction of corn at Inverbervie by the king’s horses and the i
commission of royal banners made at Aberdeen in this period. At least, though, the |
damage caused to Inverkeithing would seem partly to justify the chroniclers’ |



382

hyperbole about the rebels’ destruction of burghs.8
In the west, as well as some damage to Dumbarton castle, the exchequer rolls 

record £26 worth of damage to the sheep and wool at Dairy in Ayrshire belonging to 
Eleanor Douglas, Countess of Carrick, the earl of Douglas’s sister but also the 
widow successively of Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick (d. 1333), James Sandilands 
(a Douglas of Liddesdale/crown adherent, d. 1357) and William Towers of Dairy 
(another Douglas man to whom David had given, patronage since 1357); by 1363 
Eleanor was the wife of Sir William Cunningham (a sometime Steward charter 
witness) whom David had made Lord or lieutenant of the earldom of Carrick, 
probably in 1362. William, earl of Douglas, had been, made hereditary sheriff of 
Lanarkshire in 1362 and he may thus have been able to use Douglas castle in central 
Lanarkshire as a base from which to attack more adherents and property of the 
crown, most obviously Archibald Douglas, the Poitiers veteran whom David had 
given the Douglas earl’s former posts of keeper of Edinburgh castle and warden of 
the west march; in 1362 David had helped Archibald secure the Murray inheritance, 
which included Bothwell castle and several baronies in Lanarkshire and baronies in 
Roxburghshire. It is at l_anark that Gray asserts the rebellion was effectively brought 
to an end with David’s force suiprising Douglas and his men, capturing some and 
obliging the earl to flee, perhaps to somewhere like Cavers in Roxburghstiire or 

Hermitage castle in Liddesdale.9
Undeniably, as well as the evident disunity of the three earls, it was David’s 

decisive and well supported military action which ensured the crown’s swift success 
in 1363. Indeed this was a victory which underlined the value of David’s policy of 
extensive patronage to lesser magnates, knights and esquires of chivalric repute, a 
practice which we have seen that David favoured from as early as 1341, and which 
Bower emphasised in discussing David’s reign. 10 But in 1363, and as Fordun 
asserted, David also took the remarkable and politically astute step of paying for 
troops to crush the rebellion. The exchequer rolls record a disbursement of £618 to 
David’s force at Edinburgh for this purpose, presumably from the “king’s deposit” of 
over £3,000 held at that time in Stirling castle. At the rate of pay which English kings 
paid their troops at that time, David would have been able to field, say, some 800 to 
900 men-at-arms for a fortnight. It is likely, though, that he paid his troops less than 
the English rate and so could thus afford more troops for longer. For the period 
between 23 October 1362 and December 1364 David also paid his clerks of liverance -
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John de Ros (an occasional Steward charter witness) and John McKelly - well over 
£4,000, a figure which suggests a large crown outlay on horses and supplies in the 

field.ii
However, paying troops was a move which some might argue reveals 

David’s support to have been bought rather than naturally loyal. Yet this was surely 
the essential nature of David’s royal affinity. It was typically bought or ‘lifted’ out of 
the natural territorial or political affinities of the greater regional Scottish magnates. 
These lesser men could thus just as easily turn to serve their immediate local lord 
superior - say Douglas, March or the Steward - against the crown, if such action 
could be shown to be in their interests. So David had to pay through the nose and 
continue showing these lesser men favour to ensure their support in this time of 
crisis.

This he did to great effect in 1363-64. For not only did he pay for ordinary 
men-at-arms and lead them into battle himself at Lanark, but David also made a large 
number of individual payments to knights and esquires in return, for their loyalty 
against the three earls and their general service throughout 1363-64 (sums which also 
probably rewarded their support at the parliament of March 1364, discussed 
b e l o w ) .  12 This involved cash as gifts, remits and fees for services to men like the 

sometime Steward charter witnesses Robert Erskine (approximately £418) and his 
brother Alan (£49) and sons Andrew, Thomas and Nicholas (£28); John Lyle of 
Diichal, a steward of David’s household (£690); Andrew Cockburn (£6); John de 
Ros (£1,958) and John McKelly (£175), David’s clerks of liverance; William 
Cunningham, the l,ord of Carrick (£13); John Logie, son of David’s second Queen, 
Margaret (£3); Maurice Drummond (£20), Margaret’s brother; Walter Murray of 
Tullibardine, an ally of the Drummonds (£13); and John Danielston, keeper of 
Dumbarton castle (£313). It also included the sometime Douglas adherents and/or 
charter witnesses, Archibald the ‘Grim’ Douglas (£412), the young James Douglas of 
Lothian, an esquire in the royal houshold according to Froissart (£13), Patrick 
Hepburn (£10, which he had earned by an unspecified act of ‘liberacioun’), William 
Livingston (£3) and John Herries (£23); the March adherents and/or Lothian men 
Walter Haliburton (£10), William More of Abercorn (£13) and Simon Preston of 
Craigmillar (£10). Several Mar men were paid, including Gilbert Armstrong, a Moray 
cleric, provost of St Andrews and an ambassador and household steward for David 
by 1362 (£73); Walter Moigne (£8); Lawrence Gilliebrand (£10); Michael Logan 
(£5); and William Keith, the Marischal (£10). Cash also went to the Forfarshire 
men/Angus adherents Robert Ramsay, the sheriff of Forfar (£20), Alexander Lindsay 
of Glenesk (£15), Alexander Scrymgeour, constable of Dundee (£13), Andrew
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Campbell (£13) and the crusaders, Walter (£80) and Norman (£30) Leslie, who must 
all have been able to call upon substantial military followings.

David also made cash payments in 1363-64 to obvious royalist adherents like 
William, earl of Sutherland, and his wife (£132); Malcolm Fleming and his son 
David, a clerk of the audit for David (£82); William Ramsay of Colluthie, the defunct 
earl of Fife (£86); William Dischington, the builder of St Monans church, a 
household steward and an uncle by marriage to David II (£342); John White, a 
household steward for David (£41); Robert Chisholm, keeper of IJrquhart castle 
(£18); Walter Wardlaw, archdeacon of Lothian and a key ambassador for David 1359- 
67 before he became bishop of Glasgow (£56); John Gray of Broxmonth, clerk of 
the rolls (£53); Thomas Hill, David’s valet (£44); and Simon Reed, the constable of 
Edinburgh castle (£205) and his brother John (£132), these two Edinburgh officials 
receiving understandably large sums for their station. Not only had a number of the 
knights and esquires named above been captured alongside David II at Neville’s 
Cross - or joined him as captives in London after the battle of Poitiers - but along 
with the clerics named they had nearly all received considerable patronage from David 
since 1357; many of them would receive lands from the crown throughout the rest of 
1363 as well as in the years afterwards.

Frustratingly, we have no royal charter witness lists for the few acts issued by 
David 11 between 9 March and 24 April. But it is surely certain that the men in receipt 
of cash from the crown in 1363-64 formed the backbone of David’s court and 
military host during the spring rebellion. It must be stressed also, that in the face of

i
the rebellion David took careful steps to safeguard the financial resources which were |
to ensure his widespread support. For by 25 March 1363 - a date which surely helps |
further pinpoint the timing of the rebellion - Walter Biggar, the rector of the church of j
Errol in Kincardine, had been replaced as Chamberlain by Sir Robert Erskine, the |
keeper of Stirling castle where the king’s deposit was stored; Erskine served in this |
capacity until 11 December 1364 and must have played a crucial role in making I
disbursements to knights and esquires who had fought for David against the three 1
earls and in protecting the crown’s resources.D

The military experience, large affinities and wealth (from crusading and |
mercenaiy service on the continent) of men like the Leslies, Norman and Walter (who |
received an annuity of £40 in October 1363), Thomas Bisset, Archibald the ‘Grim’ j
Douglas and many other knights must not be underestimated as a factor in David’s j
leadership In person of an army which defeated the earl of Douglas and his less active I

* . . . . .  { allies, Froissart, for example, wrote of the Grim’s massive sword which took two |
normal men to wield it. while Bower would later write that Archibald - who had !
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fought at Poitiers and probably helped David besiege Kildrummy castle in 1362 - 
“everywhere had in his following a  large company of knights and men of courage.” M 
Such support would have been especially valuable for David in tackling the Steward, 
whose large family and potential Gael and ‘cateran’ following might have proved 
overwhelming if they had been mobilised and able to combine with the followers of 
the earl of Douglas, a knight of military fame and, as Dr Brown has shown, a great 
exponent of military lordship. Indeed, as we have seen, David and Douglas may have 
been in dispute before 1363 for control of the ‘army’ of the tenantry of the abbey of 
Melrose, a force Robert I had used between 1306 and 1314. David may have been 
able to secure the loyalty of this reservoir of men in 1363 by his payment to the Abbot 
of Melrose of some £66, which would have helped with his house’s rebuilding 
program; the king may also have been able to call upon the traditional Bruce support 
of the kindreds of Carrick (held by William Cunningham) and A n n a n d a l e .15

Similarly, David’s control of the key castles of royal lowland Scotland must 
have been an important factor in deciding the outcome of the rebellion, just as it 
would be in determining the political agenda of the next twel ve months. For in the 
spring of 1363 David could count upon Archibald the ‘Grim’ and Simon Reed as 
keeper and constable of Edinburgh castle (with Archibald being paid £200 in fees in 
1363-64); Sir Robert Erskine as keeper of Stirling castle and its deposit of gold; 
Erskine’s brother, Alan, as keeper of Lochleven castle; and Walter Moigne as ward 
keeper of Kildrummy castle for the crown. 16

But realising their tactical importance David may have moved to take greater 
control of other sensitive castles and their hinterlands. Sir John Danielston, a regular 
Steward charter witness throughout the 1360s, was paid a large sum as keeper of 
Dumbarton castle in 1363-64; he had displaced Sir Mai com Fleming of Biggar, the 
earl of Wigtown (d.c. 1357), as keeper there some time in the 1350s during the 
Steward’s Lieutenancy. However, David also made payments in 1363-64 to Sir 
Malcolm Fleming (cousin of the late Malcolm Fleming earl of Wigtown), for repairs 
to be made to Dumbarton castle; the king also paid for guard duty there, perhaps to 
keep an eye out for Stewart or Douglas activity or, more likely, any seaward threat 
from the Steward’s son-in-law, John MacDonald of the isles. By November 1364 
Malcolm Reming (junior) was sole keeper of Dumbarton castle - he can be linked by 
land transactions in the later 1360s to Robert Erskine, the right-hand man to whom 
David would entrust the keeping of Dumbarton castle about 1369. It is probable, 
then, that David had begun to make sure of his control of Dumbarton castle at the time 
of the earls’ rebellion by winning over or coercing Danielston, who was also sheriff
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of the massive shire of Perth: the rock castle gaoled the earl of Angus until his death 
sometime 1362-63, and, as always, provided a key sea link to the western isles, 
France and the continent. t7

As we have already seen, David may also have moved in spring 1363 to 
secure the earl of March’s castle of Dunbar. For on 2 and 3 July 1363, David gave a 
tenement in Edinburgh and confinned a March charter to Alexander Recklington, 
keeper of Dunbar. By 1368 Dunbar may have been listed amongst a number of “royal 
castles” to be inspected and repaired by David and his councillors, further suggesting 
that David had come into possession of this seacliff fortification earlier in the decade; 
in 1363 its value would have been obvious to David as a means of undermining the 
earl of March and outflanking the earl of Douglas’s castle of Tantallon. 18

U. The Aftermath of the Rebellion, April to November 1363,
Clearly, then, the very patronage which had in part provoked the three earls to 

rebel against David’s lordship proved a crucial expedient to the quick suppression of 
their revolt. For David this provided affirmation for his allied domestic and foreign 
policies, namely the building of a strong basis of crown support by placing his own 
choice of men in sensitive localties and crown offices, the erosion of great magnate 
influence and the remission of his ransom through a deal with England which would 
see the Steward displaced as David’s heir apparent. David had been moving further 
towards this diplomatic goal when the earls’ rebellion broke out: in March 1363 
Edward III had granted safe-conducts to England for Scottish ambassadors loyal to 
David - then on 18 April saf e-conducts were issued to David himself and a retinue of 
forty to visit England. Although David was clearly unable to go south straight away 
because of the rebellion there is evidence that he continued to press for decisive talks 
with Edward III: on 13 March 1363 one Peter, a cleric, was paid by the English king 
to come from and return, to the north with the letters of “David, King of Scotland” and 
Ralph de Nevill, Edward’s border commissioner and the official involved in the 
secret succession-peace talks of 1.350-52. It is likely that David also contacted 
Edward III to have him revoke the earl of March’s safe-conduct to England by 20 
April. David also paid for his valet Thomas Hill and the sometime adherents of the 
Douglas and March earls, Patrick Hepburn and John Herries, for trips to England 
about this time: he also sent a gift of falcons to Edward III and received John de 
Eliirtoun, the English king’s macer, in Scotland, giving him a gift of £10. a sum 
matched by Edward III himself on 31 January 1364 when he paid Eliirtoun for his 
expenses on “negotiations in Scotland.” 19
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That David felt that his crushing of the earl’s rebellion, and the support he 
had had in doing so, gave him a strong mandate to press ahead with his domestic and 
diplomatic agenda is suggested by the terms of the Steward’s submission. According 
to Walter Bower, the Steward gave this written and spoken promise (which Bower 
reproduces in full) at Inchmurdoch on 14 April 1363 as part of a very public penance, 
designed for maximum effect in asserting David’s authority. The Steward swore to: 

“ a s s i s t ,  d e f e n d -  m ai n t a i n  a n d  s u p p o r t  i n  a l l  p r o c e e d i n g s  

a lread y  b e g u n  o r  t o  b e  b e g u n  by my l o r d  a n d  h i s  m insters and 
w h o m so e v e r  my l o r d  k i n g  w i s h e s  t o  c a l l  h i s  f a i t h f u l  m e n . ”

This not only confirms David’s recent pursuit of a deal with England but the antipathy 
towards David’s close supporters as a motive for the earls’ actions. At the same time 
the Steward was to break any bonds he had made with the earls of Douglas and 
March and his own sons John Stewart of Kyle and Robert Stewart of Menteith: this 
suggests that Fordun was correct to write of the rebels’ making sealed indentures. 
The Steward was to inform David of any bonds he should make in the future and 
promise to turn in rebels to the crown, all “under pain of losing all right of succession 
to the kingdom of Scotland and to certain other lordships or lands which I 
acquire...!and of facing] perjury, dishonour, rejection and cancellation of my 
knighthood and defacing of my arms”, a fate similar to that which had befallen John 
Balliol as ‘Toom Tabard’ in 1296. The Steward’s submission was witnessed by a 
large group of David’s loyal prelates and knights: William de 1 .andellis, bishop of St 
Andrews; Patrick de Leuchars, bishop of Brechin and Chancellor; John, Abbot of 
Dunfermline; Walter Wardlaw whom the Bishop of St Andrews had made archdeacon 
of Lothian; Gilbert Armstrong, provost of St Andrews; Robert Esrkine the 
Chancellor; Archibald Douglas; Robert Ramsay, sheriff of Forfar; Thomas Fauside 
(actually a regular Stewart charter witness but who had been involved in David’s 
ransom talks in 1357); Norman Leslie, deputy Chamberlain, and the Leslies’ ally 
Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk and “many others.” The presence here of the 
Angus/Douglas men Ramsay, Leslie and 1 Jndsay affirms David’s influence over that
affinity.2ü

Bower adds that the other rebels were required to make similar written oaths 
specifically crafted to suit each individual. It is doubtful, however, that March and 
Douglas were required to do so at the same time as the Steward at Inchmurdoch. Earl 
Patrick returned as a crown charter witness on 5 June 1363 at Edinburgh, and earl 
William, who had put up the greatest fight, not until 16 July, also at Edinburgh. It is 
possible that one or both of these earls was warded in custody for the intervening
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period, perhaps at Lochleven castle, which was not far from Inverkeithing or 
Inchmurdoch and was kept by Robert Erskine’s brother, Alan, who had been made 
coroner of Fife in late 1362 and can be associated with David’s cadre of knights and 
esquires from within that disputed earldom. David himself visited Lochleven castle in 
late April or May 1363 where he granted Robert Erskine’s son, Andrew, the lands of 
Raploch near Stirling. He also paid for a new boat for the lochbound castle about this 
time. Moreover, Lochleven would be where David warded the Steward and his fourth 
son, Alexander, in 1 3 6 8 - 6 9 .2 1

Nonetheless, it is likely that in 1363 David in no way subjected the earls of 
Douglas and March to the kind of public humiliation and submission to royal 
authority which the Steward had to endure. After the rebellion David was anxious to 
recover the support of Douglas and March for his projected diplomatic deal with 
Edward HI and the subsequent political marginalisation of the Stewarts, just as he had 
looked for their support for his release before 1357 and for his Anglo-Scottish talks 
of 1358-59. The Steward may indeed already have been aware of this potential 
coalition between his fellow rebels and David as the inevitable outcome of the 
rebellion became clear. As Sir Thomas Gray stressed, the Steward was the first to 
make his peace with David “without the knowledge or consent of his allies.” Seeing 
that David had effectively undermined his affinity, the Steward had not been prepared 
to risk all or part of his family’s political and territorial future - including the kingship - 
in a civil war which he could not be sure of surviving: the ruthlessness of David in 
dealing with the earls of Angus and Mar must have served as further deterrents. Thus 
the Steward made little or no real military effort against the crown in spring 1363,

Yet despite this poor showing by the Stewarts and the apparent ease and 
confidence of the crown’s victory, David was still not in a position of absolute power 
from which to execute his agenda. Indeed, although Bower praises David’s pardon of 
the rebels as an act of virtuous magnanimity, the harsh reality was that David and his 
close supporters could not afford to punish heavily - by forfeiture, fine or 
imprisonment, and certainly not execution - any of the treasonous e a r l  s .  22 To have 

done so could only have provoked further, far more serious civil war in Scotland in 
which many of David’s supporters might have succumbed to divided loyalties 
depending on the course of the conflict. In that event, the childless David, relying on 
finite resources and the support of key men from within the regional magnate 
affinities against the earls’ extensive kindreds, could not have been sure of surviving 
with his political initiative, the basis of his support, or perhaps even his kingship and 
life, intact. There remained, then, a delicate balance of power in April-May 1363 
which the debacle of the earls’ rebellion had shifted expediently in favour of the
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crown. Tt remained for David to exploit this opportunity. Better then that, rather than 
risk civil war hy forfeiting the Steward, David should publically pardon him in a 
manner which asserted the crown’s authority and moral highground, then use this as 
a springboard to canvass further support for his political and diplomatic agenda so as 
to guarantee its acceptance by the majority of Scots. Besides, under the terms of his 
submission, if the Steward showed any further signs of rebellion he would forfeit his 
place in the succession and his lands, just what David surely wanted; the Steward 
would make no more open rebellion before David’s death.

Thus David had very effectively exploited the moment of his triumph by the 
extremely public stage upon which the Steward’s oath of loyalty was given. By 
receiving it in Fife, David also made a very solid final claim to the earldom for which 
he had been in dispute with the Steward and his sons since the 1350s. By far the 
majority of the named witnesses to the Steward’s submission at Inchmurdoch on 14 
May were Fife men and/or associated with David’s control of Isabella, Countess of 
Fife, from late 1362 onwards. As a direct result, this crown-Stewart struggle 
arguably culminated for the duration of David’s lifetime when on 8 June 1363 the 
king granted the earldom of Fife to Sir Thomas Bisset of I Jpsetlington, as it had been 
apparent he would as early as January 1363.23

However, the Steward had also gone down on bended ktiee shortly before or 
after David had wed Margaret Logie (née Drummond) at Inchmurdoch. Thus the 
Stewart’s defeat could be publically used as a seal of approval for David’s increased 
interference in the Stewart earldoms of Stratheam, Athol 1 and Menteith and their 
associated lordships by his promotion of the Drummonds and their allies. Moreover, 
the sense of a cotvfirmed mandate for David to press ahead with his diplomatic plans 
after the formal end of the earls’ rebellion would arguably have been heightened by 
the possibility that David, with a new wife, who had already given a son to her first 
husband, might produce his own heirs in the near future. The birth of a son would 
cancel out the costs of any Anglo-Scottish deal he might make involving the 
cancellation of his ransom in return for recognition of an Englishman as heir 
presumptive to the Scottish kingship; in theory, it would also legally and naturally 
reduce the Stewarts’ political authority as heirs presumptive. It is surely significant 
that, once again, by far the majority of those named as witnesses to the Steward’s 
submission at Inchmurdoch had also been involved in Anglo-Scottish lalks for David 
as ambassadors between 1359 and 1362-63 and would continue in this role after the 
rebellion. Indeed Erskine, Armstrong, Wardlaw and Landellis would form the 
backbone of these embassies; furthermore Thomas, Bisset, the new Lord of Fife, had 
Edward Ill’s nrotection for his border lands and had visited England in the I350s.24
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Yet there was still much hard work to be done to win sufficient support to 
make acceptance of the crown’s agenda a sure thing. Between 9 March and 20 
November 1363 David issued between 50 and 60 acts, detailed in. Table 2 below: 
compare this with the lesser activity of 33 crown acts issued in each of 1362 and 
1364.25 In the year of the rebellion David issued acts along an itinerary which, while 
dominated by stays in Edinburgh, included visits to St Andrews (24 April), 
Lochleven castle (25 April), Dundee (12 May), Perth (24-5-6 May, 27 September, 20 
November), Stirling (26 May, 6 October), Dunfermline (I October) and Melrose (27- 
8 O c to b e r ) .26 This itinerary surely represents a considerable canvassing effort by 

David and his courtiers, one to which some of the normal activities of government 
were subordinated. It is clear that in 1363 there was no collection of burgh customs 
and fermes or accounts by the king’s moneyer or wardrobe clerks: they were instead 
intromitted for two years in 1364. Similarly, all traffic of Scottish merchants, 
students and lay pilgrims to England (or at least Edward I ll’s issue of safe-conducts 
to such Scots) seems to have ceased between April and October-November 1363; 
David was obviously keeping a tight lid on just who talked to Edward ill. justice 
ayres may, however, have been held in Banff, Kincardine and Inverness in late 
1363.27

Many of the royal acts issued in mid 1363 were grants of lands, offices or 
annuities made to individuals to whom David would look for support in pushing 
through a succession-peace deal with Edward 111. That is, not just in the March 1364 
parliament in which David would put forward these diplomatic proposals for the 
Scots’ consideration; but either as part of the huge Scottish embassy which David 
himself would lead to London in November 1363 for talks with Edward 111, or as 
part of the resumed (and intensified) traffic of lay and ecclesiastical Scots issued with 
safe-conducts to England in December 1363 in anticipation of closer Anglo-Scottish 
relationS.28 The effect of these royal acts of patronage should be taken in context with 
the cash payments, discussed above, which David’s government was dispersing to its 
supporters throughout that year.

Table 2: Acts of David IL 9 March to 20 November 1363 29 
Number/Date/Place Recipient Subject

Walter Craigie289- 9 March Edinburgh

289A. 9 March Edinburgh 
289B, 17 March Edinburgh

Inspection of charter o f M argaret
Monfodc - grant of lands in Braidwtxxl, Lanaik. 

Walter Craigie Confirmation 289.
Adam Forester Grant of office of Justice clerkship

north of Forth
289C. 23 March Edinburgh Robert Stewart Dalzell and Motherwell in Lanaik - forfeit by
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289D. 23 March Edinburgh 

289E. 24 March Edinburgh

289F. 26 March Edinburgh

290. 7 April Edinburgh

291. 24 April St. Andrews

497A. 25 April Lochleven 

498. c. April

292. 12 May Dundee 

292A. 24 May Perth

293. 25 May 7

293Ad. 25 May Perth

294. 26 May Stirling

295. 26 May Perth 

295A. 28 May Perth

295B. 4 June Edinburgh

296. 5 June Edinburgh

296A. 8 June Edinburgh 

296B. 9 June Edinburgh

296C. 28 June Edinburgh

297. 1 July Edinburgh 

297A. 1 July Edinburgh 

297B. 2 July Edinburgh

297C. 3 July Edinburgh 

297D. 3 July Edinburgh 

297E. 3 July Edinburgh 

297F. 4 July Edinburgh

297G. 4 July Edinburgh 
297H. 7 July Edinburgh

298. 16 July Edinburgh

of Schenbothie Robert Dalziel, knight in England
John Graham Conf. of charter by John Graham of lands of

Elvinstone
William Wardlaw Grant of lands of Crossgale in barony of

Coldingham
Thomas Durrance Grant of coronorship of Dumfries 

Alexander Cockburn 20 merks p.a. from Haddington customs 

John Strang

Andrew Erskine 

Alexander Fraser

Dundee burgesses

Robert son of 
Duncan of Atholl 

Archibald Campbell

Archibald Campbell 

William Chalmers

Inspec. of charter of Richard Anstruther of land 
in Anstruther 

Grant of lands of Raploch, Stirling

Grant of barony of Thornton in Mearns by 
marriage to Angela Thornton 

Grant of lands in Dundee for new Toi booth to 
add to grant by Robert I 
Grant of half of lands ol Ferdili in 

Perthshire
Charier of Mary of Menteith of all her lands 

held of the Steward in barony of 
Cowal and lands in Kilnuui 

As no. 293.

Adam Brady

William Summers

Alexander More

bishop of St. Andrews

Thomas Bisset 

John Hepburn

George Dunbar

Inspec. of charter of Thomas, earl of 
Mar of land of East Ruthven, Mar 
Inspec. of charter of Gilberet Gkusseric 

of land in Rait, Gowrie 
Grant of annual from Baldelvie in 

Banff
Inspec. of charter of Alexander Elphinstone 

of lands in Kyhtmure, Lanark?
Conf. of grant of great customs of St 

Andrews 
Grant of all of the earldom of Ffe

Conf. of charter of Patrick, earl of 
March/Moray of lands of Over & 

Nether Merkill, E. Lothian 
Grant of half of barony of Tibbers & 

Morion, Dumfriesshire
As 296BJohn Hepburn

David Brown Grant of 6 Merks p.a. froniNewby in Peebleshire

Alexander Recklington Conf. of grant by Patrick, earl of
March and Moray of lands in Duns in 

Drumly
Mariota Comyn Grant of lands of Milfasloun, resigned to King 

Alexander Recklington Grant of tenement in Edinburgh 

Patrick, earl of March/Moray Grant of a 40 merks p.a pension 

Alexander Lindsay

John Lyle 
Adam Page

Abbey of Holyrood

Conf. of charter of Thomas, earl of Mar, of 
lands of Ruthven in Forfar 

Confirmation of all his lands 
Grant of a pension

Inspec. of letters of the Steward relaxing 
rent from lands of Carso, Stirling
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298A. 20 July Edinburgh

298B, 28 July Edinburgh

299. I August Edinburgh

299A. 4 August Edinburgh

299B. 4 August Edinburgh

299C. 23 August Edinburgh

299D. 23 August Edinburgh 

299E. 25 August Edinburgh

300. 25 August Edinburgh

300A. 25 August Edinburgh

301. 27 August Edinburgh

Henry Ashkirk

John Pitscoilie 

Adam There, Moneyer

Grant of forfaultry of A de Glendining 
in Roxburghshire 

Grant of lands in Perthshire

Abbey of Dunfermline 

Abbey of Dunfermline 

John Grav

Insjjee. of wadset by William More of 
lands of Dean in Edinburgh 

Grant of land of Gartnekcr in 
Clackmannanshire 

Grant of land of Tillicutry in 
Clackmannanshire 

Grant of 100 merks p.a. from northern justice
ayres

Grant of a tenement in EdinburghRoger Hogg

Alexander Lindsay Grant of 9 merks p.a. from Glenesk in Forfar

Robert Esrkine Grant of land of Marlee in Perthshire and an 
annualrenl of 13/- 4d resigned by James Balir - 

swapped for Adamton in barony of Kyle 
Andrew Kirkcaldy Grant of a pension

John Kennedy

302. 4 September Edinburgh John Maitland

Conf. of sale by Maijorie Montgomery of 
lands of Cassilis in Carrick 

Conf. of charter of William, earl of Douglas

302A. 7 September Edinburgh Adam vicar of Linlithgow 

303. 18 September Edinburgh

303A. 27 Seoptcmbcr Perth John Mercer 

303B/304. 1 October Dunfermline Robert Lauder

Grant of £11 p.a. - Linlithgow 
customs

Edinburgh church Conf. of W illiam More charier of 
lands of Ravelston in Edinburgh 
Grant of tenement in Perth

305. 13 October Edinburgh 

305A. 14 October Edinburgh

305B. 14 October Edinburgh

306. 16 October Edinburgh

307. 17 October Edinburgh

308. 17 October Edinburgh

308A. 18 October Edinburgh

308B. 18 October Edinburgh 

308C. 20 October Edinburgh

309. 20 October Edinburgh

310. 24 October Edinburgh

311. 24 October Edinburgh 

3I1A. 27 October Melrose

31 IB. 28 October Melrose

Inverkeithing burgh 

John Young

Walter Leslie

Conf. of Robert I grant of £20 p.a.

Grant of licence to anest illegal traders

Conf. of lack of John Hay of lands in 
Doun, Banffshire 

Grant of £40 p.a. from Dundee customs

William, usher of King’s chapel • Letter about his fees

Nicholas Sutherland Inspec. of charter of William, earl of
Sutherland, of lands in Torboll, Sutherland 

John of Linlithgow Conf of charter of Thomas, carl of
Mar, of .£10 from Cloueth, FoiTar 
Inspec. of letters of Robert I of lands 

in Duff us
Grant of Cowlvn and Buchan, Dumfriesshire

Mary Cheyne

Robert Corrie 

Henrv Niddrie

John Crab 

Abbey of Dunfermline 

Abbey of Dunfermline 

David Fleming

David Meldrum

Inspec. of charter of John of Benauchytyne of 
lands in Lanark and Edinburgh 

Conf. of sale by Adam Wauchop of 28/- p.a.
from Denburn, Rubislaw 

Conf. of right to buy/sell within 
Abbey rcgtdity 

Grant of Grange of Gcllct and West 
Rosylh, Fife 

Grant of 20 marls p.a. from Meikic 
Morfic, Kincardine and 100/- from 

Durscliin, Kincardine 
Conf. of charter of William More of half of
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West Byres, Edinburgh
311C. 20 November Perth Henry Leighton Inspec. of charier of John Murray of Newton,

of lands of Lochflats etc, Fife

Obviously a number of these acts had a clear tactical, edge to their issue from 
the crown’s point of view. A number were made to certain or possible Steward 
adherents, for example, those to Alexander Cockburn, John Lyle of Duchal, Robert 
Stewart of Schenbothie (a Steward cadet), Robert Erskine and the Perth burgess and 
ransom financier, John Mercer (who also got some cash from the crown in 1363- 
64).30 Other grants were evidently designed to reduce the Steward’s hold over certain 
areas. David confirmed a grant by Mary, Countess of Menteith - the mother-in-law of 
Robert Stewart, Lord of Menteith - to Gillespie Campbell of Lochawe, of the lands 
which the Countess had held of the Steward in Cowal and Kilmun; Gillespie was a 
Steward ally in the 1330s and in the feud against the Drummonds. The fact that David 
confirmed this grant three times (25 May/11 October) suggests that there was some 
dispute over its implementation probably stemming from the Steward having been 
forced to resign the lands in 1363. David’s inspection in May 1363 of a grant to 
Gilbert of Galsserie (whose mother was a Campbell of Lochawe) may have been 
designed to ensure the support of this Argyll lord and his allies for the crown’s policy 
in that region: David had made grants to both the Campbells and Glasserie in 1358.31 
Similarly, David may have forced the Steward to reduce a rental owed to him by the 
Abbey of Holyrood for the land of Carse in Striling from 128 merks p.a. to just 32 
merks p.a. (after Robert I had originally reduced it from 160 merks p.a.).32 David 
had shown Holyrood Abbey particular favour in the past and allowed it to provide the 
royal household chaplain. Robert Erskine swapped lands in Perthshire for those in 
Kyle of James Blair, who had received some patronage from David after 1357; Kyle, 
of course, was held by the Steward’s son, heir and co-rebel, John. David also 
confirmed a grant to the Claim Donnchaidh (the Steward’s cateran tenants in Atholl) 
by the late Campbell earl of Atholl (a scion of the Campbells of Locliawe): the king 
perhaps did so to pacify a troublesome element of the Steward following who would 
later be criticised for attacking the lands of Gilbert of Glencarnie in Moray and 
Atholl.33

David also made some obvious grants designed to increase his hold over the 
earl of March’s affinity and lands. As well as the grants to Alexander Recklington, 
keeper of Dunbar castle, he confirmed Patrick, earl of March’s grant of lands to Sir 
John Hepburn and made a grant of half of the barony of Tibbers and all of Morton in
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Dumfriesshire to March’s nephew and heir, young George Dunbar, However, David 
also granted a pension of £40 to the March earl himself, an obvious indication that 
while keeping a tight leash on this defeated rebel David was also anxious to ensure 
his pacification and acceptance of the crown’s agenda by attending in a small way to 
the aging earl’s fiscal grievances in his final years.

Similarly, there is some evidence that David’s grants in 1363 were designed 
to direct and contain the earl of Douglas. David confirmed a Douglas grant to John 
Maitland, Douglas’s bailie of Lauderdale and a key Eskdale man (and, incidentally, 
the father-in-law of Agnes Dunbar, sister of George Dunbar and David’s future 
mistress). In October 1363 David confirmed a grant by Robert I of an annuity of £20 
to Robert Lauder of the Bass, a (deputy?) justiciar of Lothian, whose father had been 
Robert I’s justiciar and whose son, Alan, was keeper of the earl of Douglas’s castle at 
Tantallon (just opposite the Bass rock) by 1363. David also gave lands and a 9 mark 
annuity to Douglas’s cousin, Alexander I Jndsay of Glenesk, the l.eslies’ crusading 
associate; and David granted the forfeited lands of an Adam Glendinning in 
Roxburghshire to a Henry Ashkirk, thus disenfranchising another member of the 
Douglas earl ’s key Eskdale forest suppoiters. But like the earl of March, Douglas had 
also received some cash from the crown in mid-1363 in the form of a £92 remission 
of his march lands’ wool custom.34

Elsewhere, however, the king’s mid-1363 acts had extended patronage to a 
number of adherents or grantees of the earls of Mar and Angus, thus presumably 
asserting his control over their forfeited lands, namely, Alexander Lindsay of 
Glenesk (who as well as his crown pension from Forfar received David’s 
confirmation of a grant by the earl of Mar), William Chalmers (son of David 
Chalmers, a knight heavily favoured by David 11 before 1346 when he was killed at 
Neville’s Cross), Sir Walter Leslie (an annuity of £40 from the customs of Dundee) 
and John, a burgess of Linlithgow.35

A number of the other grants David made at this time may have been designed 
to stabilise areas ravaged or disrupted by the three earls’ rebellion. For example, 
David paid particular attention to Ayrshire, Dumfriesshire and his family earldom of 
Carrick, In late March 1363, David had appointed one Thomas Durrance as coroner 
of Dumfriesshire; in August he confirmed a grant of Cassilis in Carrick to Sir John 
Kennedy of Dunure, whom he had recently pardoned after a priest had falsely 
slandered Kennedy to the c r o w n . 3 6  David also confirmed the trade monopoly against 
illegal traders of the burgh of Inverkeithing, which had been attacked by Douglas’s 
men; David’s grant of tolbooth land to the burgesses of Dundee was perhaps also an
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attempt to repair damage caused during the rebellion and a stop-gap until Anglo- 
Scottish trade resumed.

David also made some grants to strong crown supporters; namely, those to 
John Graham of TorbouUon; Andrew Erskine, Robert’s brother and keeper of 
Lochleven castle; Alexander Fraser of Durris and Cowie (who was then a ward of the 
crown), son of the Sir William who had helped capture Edinburgh castle in 1341 and 
had fallen at Neville’s Cross; Thomas Bisset, who became l.ord of the earldom of 
Fife; Adam Torr, the royal moneyer; John, Abbot of Dunfermline; John Gray of 
Broxmouth, clerk of the Rolls, an exchequer auditor and a later envoy to England and 
Flanders for the crown (who received a massive pension of 100 merks form the 
northern justice a y r e s ) 3 7 ;  Roger Hogg - a leading burgess of Edinburgh, 
parliamentarian and co-founder of an allar in St Giles church with David II - who also 
received some cash payments from the crown in 1363-64;38 William, earl of 
Sutherland (who received an extended safe-conduct in September 1363 to return to 

Scotland from his hostage status in England) and his brother, Nicholas Sutherland 39; 

and David Fleming, a clerk of the audit (and son of Malcolm, David’s new man in 
Dumbarton castle) who got a pension of 20 merks a year, William, bishop of St 
Andrews was given a royal confirmation of the customs of St Andrews for his work 
“for the benefit of us [David] and the commonwealth” ; this surely refers to 
Landellis’s work as an ambassador to England 1359-62 and David’s wedding. By the 
same token, in his large grant of Perthshire and Stirlingshire lands from David in 
August 1364 Robert Erskine - who had worked against David’s will in 1359 - would 
be described as “our beloved confederate,, for his thankful service and careful 
labour. ” 40

Overall, this intense period of royal acts reflects the canvassing for support 
which David and his close councillors undertook between April and October 1363. In 
issuing these acts David seems to have been attended by a core of key royalists, 
knights like Robert Erskine, Walter Haliburton, John Lyle, Archibald Douglas, John 
Herries and the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin; their presence would have 
helped overawe the cowed earls of Stratheam, March/Moray and Douglas who were 
all in attendance, mostly at Edinburgh, from July 1363. Nonetheless, despite this 
effort, David would remain unable to secure enough support to ensure acceptance by 
a majority of Scots of the Anglo-Scottish proposals which would be tabled in the five 
months after October 1363, The obvious place to bring together the support David 
had managed to gather after the rebellion, to tie up loose ends and confirm the 
mandate for the royal agenda, would have been at a council or parliament held in
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autumn 1363; this body might have conceded funding and named personnel for the 
embassy to London to be made in November that year. Mr Bruce Webster suggests 
that a council may indeed have been held in October at Edinburgh, or in mid 
November at Perth, but that this body was badly disrupted by divisions amongst the 
ScotS.41

Certainly, no record of any council, or its decisions survives for the autumn of 
1363; perhaps, indeed, like the councils and parliaments of 1359-62 David could not 
bring any assembly to endorse his agenda unanimously. Strong divisions amongst 
the Scots would undeniably assert themselves over the next few months. Moreover, 
as we have seen, in 1362-63 the factions within Scottish government and the 
aristocratic community were by no means clear-cut and tensions between crown and 
magnates and their supporters continued to run high. Hence on 15 June 1363, at 
Stirling, Sir William More - the son of the former Chamberlain and sometime 
preceptor of the lands of the Scottish knights Hospitaller - made a bond with Sir 
Robert Erskine, then Chamberlain, Justiciar, keeper of Stirling castle and a future 
Hospitaller preceptor, Erskine and More agreed to arbitrate in any disputes involving 
More and the Steward, William Keith the Marischal, Thomas earl of Mar, Archibald 
Douglas and the Erskine k in d r e d ,4 2

Judging by the More-Erskine bond, many Scots must have had a strong sense 
that despite the earls’ defeat conflict could still break out between the earl of Mar and 
Keith, the Marischal, whose dispute David had arbitrated - with violent consequences - 
in 1362. Moreover, the possibility of conflict between the Steward and More may 
have referred to the Stewarts’ pursuit of the lands of the late John Graham, earl of 
Menteith (d, 1346) who had given More the Lothian barony of Abercorn (across the 
Forth from Inverkeithing, the burgh hit by the earl of Douglas in the spring); Robert 
Stewart of Menteith was also then at feud with Archibald Douglas for the lands of the 
late Thomas Murray of Bothwell, second husband of John Graham’s widow. 
Furthermore, Edward 111 had paid large sums to William More in June 1360 and 
November 1361 for his surrender of the person of Maria (or Mary) Douglas, 
daughter and heiress of William. Douglas of Liddesdale (who had agreed to hold his 
lands of the English king in 1352). For More this may have led to tensions over her 
disputed inheritance not only with the Douglases - earl William, Archibald and James 
of Lothian - but with Robert Erskine and his son, Thomas; the latter must have wed 
Maria Douglas sometime between 1361 and 1368. Indeed Maria’s release from 
England and the restoration of her full title to Liddesdale may have been something 
which Robert Erskine and Archibald Douglas hoped to secure by supporting David’s 
talks with Edward 111: this may have brought them in turn into conflict with William,
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earl of Douglas, who had occupied Hermitage castle and Liddesdale by force in 1358. 
William More had received the barony of Abercorn and the Linlithgow lands of 
TempiItoun (near the Hospitaller’s base at Torphichen) from David II before 1346: he 
appears as a crown charter witness on 16 July 1363 (when the Steward was forced to 
reduce his rental to the Abbey of Holyrood) and received a royal confirmation of his 
alienation of Abercorn lands to David Meidrum on 28 October. More would also take 
part in trips to England after December 1363. That in the aftermath of the earls’ 
rebellion More felt the need of the assurances of Erskine, the crown’s key financial 
officer, regular ambassador to England and a man who was also still able to work 

with the Steward, underlines the strained political climate of that year."t3

iii. Em bassy to Eoglaiid, N ovem ber-D ecem ber 1363.
Despite these tensions, David, through a mixture of military coercion, sound 

patronage in the right quarters, and the energy and persuasiveness of his own 
personality, felt that he had engineered a strong enough position in Scotland after the 
rebellion as to allow him to leave his realm sometime after 20 November 1363 to head 
an embassy to London; this was his first since 1358-59. However, the main reason 
for his confidence may have been something other than his possession of the key 
lowland castles of Scotland. For on 6 December 1363, at Westminster, David was 
received by Edward III some ten days after the two kings and their councils had 
concluded indentures for an Anglo-Scottish agreement. Among David’s retinue on the 
6th was William, earl of Douglas, who received the gift of a gold cup and a purse of 
£13 from the English k in g .4 4  Therefore, some time between 16 July and autumn 

1363 David had been able to win over Douglas to the crown’s agenda by promising 
him the “fair lordship” he had come to feel David was denying him prior to spring of 
that year. Part of this new good lordship would involve the recovery of the Douglas’s 
former English lands as a condition of the projected Anglo-Scottish treaty.

But also with David at Westminster and in receipt of gifts from Edward III on 
6 December were Robert Erskine, the Chamberlain; Walter de Wardlaw, the 
archdeacon of Lothian and David’s Secretary; two unnamed household knights of 
David (probably Sir John I .yle of Duchal and Sir William Dischington); an unnamed 
clerical steward of his houshold (probably Gilbert Armstrong, provost of St 
Andrews); John Logie, David’s new stepson; the esquire “Heryng” (John Heryng, a 
former Alexander Ramsay adherent); a notary (perhaps William Calebre, discussed 
below), and two unnamed esquires, perhaps two of Thomas Hill, Nicholas Erskine 
and James Douglas of Lothian - the latter would visit l.ondon with David in 1369. 
Erskine, Lyle and Sir John Herries of Terregles had been among the consistent
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witnesses to David’s charters since April 1363 along with Archibald Douglas, 
Thomas Bisset the l.ord of Fife and Walter Hall burton 45; it was to the three latter 
men, the bishop of St Andrews and Patrick, bishop of Brechin, the Chancellor (and 
perhaps also Queen Margaret), whom David must have entrusted the safe-keeping of 
his realm in his absence.

But there is some degree of correspondence between the recipients of grants 
or cash from David between April and October 1363 and the large number of Scots 
named on joint safe-conducts to England issued by Edward III about 5 and 6 
December 1363.46 it is likely that David intended this large body of traffic to visit 
England throughout 1364 to help cement and perhaps celebrate the deal he hoped to 
strike with Edward. Those named on the big safe-conducts included John, Abbot of 
Dunfermline (whose provision in 1350 Bower says David had approved and who 
served the crown as an envoy to England and auditor 1359-62), some canons of the 
favoured Holyrood Abbey and the knights, John Maitland of Thirlestane, John 
Herries of Terregles and John Lyle of Duchal: all of these people had had grants from 
David in 1363 (Lyle’s coming about as a result of the death of the Countess of 
Strathearn). However, by far the ma.jority of the rest of those granted joint safe- 
conducts to England on 5/6 December 1363 can be shown to have strong ties to 
David and his administration throughout the 1360s.

Henry Kerr was sheriff of Roxburgh, a contribution collector for the crown 
and a knight whose kin had been released from English captivity in 1355 47; William 
Calebre was Chamberlain to Queen Margaret, the chaplain of the chapel to St Mary 
which David had built in Edinburgh castle and helped build St Monans chapel - he 
was probably with David in London in late 1363 48; Andrew Valence had allowed his 
son to be a hostage for David after 1.357 and had witnessed charters by Isabella, 
Countess of Fife when she was a ward of the crown 49; Nicholas Erskine was 
Robert’s son, an “armigero” for the king and a later crusader/pilgrim to the continent 
50; William Bisset was the son of Thomas, Lord of Fife, and a sometime ransom 

hostage 51; William Newbigging was a Forfar man who can be associated with 
William Oliphant, David’s future brother-in-law and a future sheriff of Forfar 52; 

John le Grant was a Mar adherent who had acted against David as an envoy to France 
in 1359 but who also had separate safe-conducts to England on David’s business on 
5 December 1363.53 David de Mar, a relative of the earl of Mar, was the treasurer of 
the bishopric of Moray, a former treasurer of Queen Joan, a procurator for David’s 
release/ransom in 1357 and, by 1363, preceptor of the lands of the Scottish Knights 
Hospitaller. David 11 may have been protecting David de Mar’s exploitation of the
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Order’s lands from the Papacy: in September 1363 the pope had written to the 
Scottish Idng asking him to help in the recovery of the Order’s lands and their unpaid 
tenth from M a r .5 4  Robert Erskine was David’s Chamberlain and right-hand man; 
William Gledstanes, a Poitiers veteran, had served David by policing wool 
movements on the b o r d e r  55; Hugh Eglintoun, although the Steward’s brother-in-law 
by 1361, had served David as a Justiciar in 1360 and had had a safe conduct to 
England in April 1363 56.

We have seen that James Douglas of I .othian (and later Dalkeith) had received 
some patronage from David since 1359 (and cash from the crown in 1363) - his 
brothers, John and William, joined him on the December 1363 safe-conducts to 
England 57; John Edmonstone had been made hereditary coroner of l^othian by David 
in November 1362, would later serve as a Justiciar, and witness crown and Douglas 
of Dalkeith charters 58; Thomas Barry (who got a £5 fee from David in 1363-64) was 
a Glasgow canon who later attained fame as a romantic/epic poet, served Walter 
Wardlaw when that cleric and crown supporter became the bishop of Glasgow (after 
1367), and himself became provost of Archibald Douglas’s collegiate church at 
Bothwell 5 9; Gilbert Herries was the son of John, David’s houshold knight: the 
William Ramsay named was the either defunct earl of Fife or that lord’s nephew and 
the new lord of Dalhousie; David Barclay of Brechin (jnr.) had been on crusade with 
the Leslies and Sir Patrick Dunbar to Prussia in early 1363 and was the kind of 
chivalric type whom David liked to employ (and he was the son of the man David had 
employed to kill William Bullock in 1342) 60; Thomas Hill had been David’s valet 
since before Neville’s Cross 61; Alexander Fraser of Cowie was in ward of the crown 

in 1363 62; and John Chisholm was the son of Robert, whom David had made keeper 
of Urquhart castle and sheriff of Inverness and who later supported David’s ally, the 
bishop of Moray, against the lawlessness of Alexander Stewart, ‘Wolf of 
B a d e n o c h . ’63 Finally, on 5 December 1363 David also had Edward 111 confirm the 

general right of Scottish clerics to visit England to study, a concession which had 
helped secure David’s release in 1357.

Thus in late 1363 David had an impressive list of mustered support tied into 
his administration with which to strengthen relations with England. It was arguably 
made all the stronger with Edward Ill’s issue of another separate safe-conduct, also 
on 6 December 1363, for the earls of March, Douglas and Sutherland to make a 
pilgrimage to Canterbury; on 6 and 13 December the earls of March and Douglas 
respectively also received individual safe-conducts to visit the shrine of St Thomas 
Becket. This suggests that David was anxious to renew the ideal Scottish aristocratic
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coalition to which he had looked for support during his negotiations with England 
between 1.354-57 and 1.359-62. It also serves to confirm that both the earls of March 
and Douglas were the kind of magnates - with an active interest in Christian chivalry 
and profitable (if turbulent) Anglo-Scottish relations - whom David liked to employ; 
they had already received similar safe-conducts for pilgrimage in England before 
1363. This association would have been strenghtened if David and Queen Margaret 
used the safe-conduct to the shrines at Canterbury and Walsingham which Edward Til 
granted them on 20 February 1364.64

However, the exiled Thomas, earl of Mar, must also be associated with this 
renewed crown-aristocratic coalition, and embassy to London in November-December 
1363- For not only had Mar received, in November 1362, a joint safe-conduct for 
pilgrimage in England along with the earls of March and Douglas (Mar’s brother-in- 
law), but on 25 November 1363 Edward III paid Mar - then in Westminster - .€66 as 
part of his fee for serving England against France; clearly, Mar had come to support 
David’s embassy and their relations had not been irrevocably strained by their 
confrontation in late 1362, a fact which must have placated the Douglas earl 
somewhat. Finally, we might tentatively add the presence of David’s new Queen, 
Margaret, to the autumn embassy; Erskine’s account as Chamberlain records the 
disbursement of some £1,337 for the “King’s expenses in England” and an additional 
sum of £532 for the joint expenses of the “King and Q ueen.”65

With such a retinue and funding David must have approached Edward I ll’s 
court with some confidence and in some style. Yet David’s self-assurance that he 
would be able to persuade Edward and his council to accept the Anglo-Scottish terms 
he put forward may have been much less certain. For although David had tried to 
maintain contact with Edward throughout 1363 through, heralds, letters, gifts, and the 
embassies of individual knights, the Anglo-Scottish talks of the period 1359-62 had 
seemed to stall continually. This may have been so not just because of opposition to 
David’s diplomacy from within Scotland, but because the English sought different, 
difficult terms. Nonetheless, wliat we know of the court background to the autumn 
1363 Anglo-Scottish talks suggests that David enjoyed quite friendly relations with 
Edward.

According to Froissart, who was at the English court at that time, David 
hastened to Westminster to meet Peter I of Cyprus, then recruiting across Europe for 
a crusade to recover Alexandria. David, with his established interest in patronising 
chivalry and the crusades, may have commended himself to Edward by arranging in 
November 1363 for Norman and W alter Leslie to join Peter’s crusade. This 
expedition would capture Alexandria in October 1365 (with Norman Leslie dying
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there); in 1364 the Leslies can besides be found with the English ‘White Company’ of 
mercenaries in Italy.66 |n 1363 David may also have atxanged for a larger body of his 
supporters to join Peter I but they only secured safe-conducts to do so in 1365 when 
it was too late. Significantly, this larger body may have included Archibald the 
‘Grim’ Douglas; Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk; David de Mar, treasurer of the 
Scottish Hospitallers; Walter Wardlaw Archdeacon of Lothian; Thomas Bisset, Lord 
of Fife and a crusader to Prussia in 1356; William Keith, the Marischal; Walter 
Moigne (another Prussia crusader in 1356), Richard Cornyn and Lawrence 
Gilliebrand, all Mar men; Nicholas Erskine, a royal esquire and son of Robert, the 
Chamberlain and future precentor of the Hospitallers whom the Papacy had excused 
from going to the Holy Land in 1359; John, Abbot of Dunfermline; Alexander 
Recklington (keeper of Dunbar castle) and several lesser figures. All of these men had 
supported David throughout the earls’ rebellion or been drafted into his affinity 
during the remainder of 1363; many of them are included in the safe-conducts to 
England of December 1363 for use in 1364.67

There were other instances of good personal relations between Edward and 
David’s embassy in 1363. On 8 December Edward 111 paid £24 for the ‘exsequies’ of 
Queen Joan of Scotland (who had died in August 1362), suggesting perhaps that he 
and David held belated funerary rites for her. Sometime during December “at the 
instance of David de Bruys of Scotland, the king’s [Edward I ll’s] brother, [Edward) 
pardoned...one Peter Malore” for an. offence against an English justice officer. 
Moreover, Edward Ill’s queen, Philippa, was clearly taken by the cultural outlook of 
David and his attendant magnates. In 1365 - the same year as Peter I’s crusade - 
Philippa would write letters to David, Robert Erskine and the earls of Douglas and 
Mar, recommending to them Jean Froissart; this would seem to confirm their 
collective presence in England in late 1363. While in Scotland Froissart would stay 
not only with the Scottish king but visit the households of the earl of Douglas, 
Douglas of Lothian ,/Dal kei th, the Grim Douglas, Robert Erskine and the earls of 
Mar, March, Fife (Thomas Bisset) and Sutherland. This activity - to the exclusion of 
the Steward - would seem to suggest a strong association between the English court 
and David’s forged aristocratic coalition based upon both cultural and political ties. It 
was the kind of heady, cultured, cosmopolitan relationship which David would have 

liked to make permanent.^
On the basis of this relationship in late 1363, David certainly attended the feast 

which Edward III gave for Peter I at Westminster; contemporary English chronicles 
and Froissart note that there were thus five kings there present, for also in attendance
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were Walderruir, king of Denmark and John 11 of F r a n c e .69 The presence of the latter 
must have complicated the course and outcome of David’s talks with Edward and his 
council. This seems to have been reflected in the nature of the alternative terms 
proposed by the English and Scottish camps.

iv. The Anglo-Scottish Indenture of November-December 1363.
On 27 November 1363 Edward and David and their councils drew up an 

indenture once more based upon the remission of David’s ransom in return for 
recognition of an English claim to the Scottish succession. Three contemporary 
sources survive for the terms of this indenture and the Scottish reaction to them. 
First, there are the acts of the Scottish parliament at Scone in March 1364 in which 
the terms of the indenture are recorded in full and the rejection of both by parliament 
stated.70 Secondly, the chronicle comments of Wyntoun’s late fourteenth century 

source (by a contemporary of David’s reign) and Rower’s later fifteenth century 
Scotichronicon comments.7i Thirdly, there survives a ‘Quaestio,’ or briefing 
document, written by William de Spyny, a clerk from Moray and secretary of William 
de I.andellis, bishop of St Andrews in the 1350s and 1360s and who became bishop 
of Moray in 1397, dying in 1406.72

Spyny recorded arguments both for and against acceptance of an Anglo- 
Scottish indenture whereby Edward III himself would be recognised as David’s heir 
presumptive; it has been shown that some of these arguments must have been drawn 
up in relation to the Anglo-Scottish talks of 1351-52, others for the indenture in 
question in 1363. Spyny related this ‘booklet’ of points of debate to an Aberdeen 
cleric in the late fourteenth century or early fifteenth century; this has recently been 
translated and edited into a modern addition by Professor Duncan, who has studied 
much of David IPs diplomacy in detail: Duncan argues convincingly that the 
‘Quaestio’ was commissioned by a member of David’s council to be shown to the 
clerks and advisors of the great magnates in 1364 to persuade them to pursue a 
particular course of diplomacy, discussed b e l o w .73

Although there are problems related to the creation and use of Spyny’s 
‘Quaestio’ it can be said to help make one distinction clear at the outset of any 
examination of the Anglo-Scottish talks of 1363 and their debate by the Scottish 
parliament at Scone in March 1364: namely, that Edward 111 had put forward the 
condition that he be recognised as David’s heir and that it was the package associated 
with this demand which David was to put to his subjects in March 1364. This 
occurred even though David himself seems to have put forward, once again, the
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alternative that a younger son of Edward ITT become his heir presumptive, an idea 
which Spyny’s record asserts Edward had rejected in late 1363. (It has already been 
shown that Professor Duncan has demonstrated that a second indenture, based on the 
younger son plan, included in the Thomson/lnnes A.P.S. edition of the nineteenth 
century - taken from a 1 .atin original in the British Museum - should actually be dated 
to the talks of 13 5 1 -5 2 .7 4 )

The package prepared in November 1363 stipulated first that the English king 
should succeed to an heirless David 11. In the 1351-52 indenture this possibility, 
involving a younger son of the English king rather than Edward 111 himself, had not 
been the first clause or priority of the talks. Clearly, then, by late 1363, Edward 111 
had cause to seek a far greater concession up front from David 11 and the Scots. His 
calculations may have been based upon a number of fluid contingencies. First, the 
likelihood that England and France would soon be back at war, the treaty of Bretigny 
never having been ratified by either side; John IPs presence in London in 1363 may 
have brought intelligence about the hostility of the Dauphin Charles and the French 
nobility, church and parlement to their ransom burden and loss of territory. Thus 
Edward 111 may have felt the need really to put the pressure on David to ensure the 
weakness and neutrality of the Scots. Alternatively, Edward may have been trying to 
present such harsh terms to ensure that the majority of Scots would force David 
instead to continue paying the ransom, giving England badly needed cash. But more 
immediately, Edward may have decided to make it more worth while for him to 
gamble on the Scottish king dicing issueless now that David had a new wife; thus 
Edward named himself rather than one of his younger sons as David’s heir 
presumptive.

However, some of the remainder of the 1363 indenture’s key terms were a 
marked improvement upon the terms offered in 1351-52, from the Scottish point-of- 
view. In return for a place in tire Scottish succession, Edward 111 would hand back 
the towns and castles of Berwick and Roxburgh and the castles of Jedburgh and 
Lochmaben, and all their hinterlands, possessions which the Scots had enjoyed in the 
time of Robert 1. More importantly, David’s ransom would be cancelled and the 
English king would pay compensation to the Disinherited (the indenture names the 
earl of Atholl, Beaumont, Ferrers and the heirs of Talbot and “all others” with a claim 
to Scottish lands in this catagory); thus under I363’s deal, unlike 1351-52, those 
Scots in possession of the Disinherited lands would be left undisturbed. Under 
1363’s indenture, moreover, the king of Scotland would “be put in possession and in 
heritable estate of the greater part of the land and rents which his ancestors had in the 
kingdom of England, and should have satisfaction for the remainder in a suitable
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place” doing service for these lands alone. Significantly, unlike 1351-52, a clause 
was now added in 1363 allowing the earl of Douglas to recover the heritable lands in 
England which had been held by his father (Archibald Douglas, the Guardi an d. 
1333) and uncle (the good Sir James d. 1330): the peace and return of English 
occupied Scotland would also consolidate the Douglas position in Liddesdale and the 
forest.

There then followed a number of promises for Scottish sovereignty, 
reminiscent of the provisions of the treaty of Birgham of 1290 which in turn had been 
echoed in the guarantees of the indenture of 1351-52. Scotland was to remain 
independent with a separate coronation for Edward Til or his heir on the stone of 
Scone which would be returned north; Scotland would have separate parliaments, a 
free church, its own laws and customs; there were to be no legal summons of cases 
out of Scotland to England; Scots were to fill the prelacies and chief government and 
shrival offices of the realm; the English king as king of Scots would make no 
revocations of land - tenure was to be guaranteed; Scottish merchants were to be left 
to trade freely and not to be obliged to go to Calais or pay more than half a merk per 
sack of wool in customs; the English king was not to alienate or divide up any of 
Scotland to anyone who might do homage to him (surely a stab at Edward Balliol); 
the English king was to receive the counsel of Scots on Scottish affairs, to introduce 
no new taxes or start new wars in which to embroil the Scots; he was to restore 
Scottish church lands; the Scots were only to do 40 days military service for England 
and they were lo be compensated for longer service - they were not to fight in wars in 
places where they had not previously fought; no laws were to be introduced against 
the good of the realm, David was to sound out the Scots prelates’ and magnates’ 
opinion on these terms and reply to Edward and his council by 7 April 1364.75

Yet despite the considerable advantage to the Scots of some of the 1363 
terms, it will become clear from the proceedings of the March 1364 parliament at 
Scone that David had not had things all his way at the negotiating table with Edward 
and his council. Aside from the obvious concession that Edward III or his heir would 
become Daviud’s heir presumptive - and the threat of regnal union this brought - the 
preamble to the indenture notes “protestations” about some of the terms by the 
councils of both kings without specifying the exact cause of complaint. But the clear 
impression given is that after Edward III had rejected David’s revival of the younger 
son plan - which Spyny’s Quaestio states as having happened in 1363 - then David 
and his supporters had had to work hard at damage control: by the same token, to get 
through the possibility of his own succession in Scotland, Edward had had to make 
some c o n c e s s i o n s . 7 6  Thus after conceding that the English king would become
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David’s heir presumptive, the indenture leaned heavily upon the language of the treaty 
of Birgham of 1290, carefully stipulating protection for the independence and 
institutions of Scotland and each of her three estates; most significantly, it also called 
for Edward III to compensate the Disinherited out of his own pocket or demesne. The 
latter change of responsibility and the recovery of former English lands were surely 
designed to appeal to Scottish magnates like the earls of Douglas (who was actually 
named in this capacity), March and Mar, whose ancestors had all had such cross- 
border interests: it must also have been designed to assure Disnherited lords like 
Percy atid the de Bohun earl of hereford that their norther English possessions would 
be stabilised. Furthermore, unlike 1351.-52, in 1363’s deal no specific troop numbers 
or service periods were specified for Scottish military aid to England; the clause about 
English pay for long military service by Scots to England was perhaps designed to 

placate Thomas, earl of M a r .7 7

But as Professor Duncan suggests, despite this rejection of his younger son 
plan David may have felt he could work with the Edward III succession indenture. 
The concessions over the Disinherited, territory and guarantees of Scottish 
sovereignty might still have made the gamble of hoping for a son of his own to avoid 
an English heir worth while if the ransom could be cancelled and Stewart power 
reduced in the meantime. Moreover, mutual Anglo-Scottish military alliance and a 
relurn to the cross-border landholding of the thirteenth century must have appealed to 
David’s cosmopolitan, chivalric outlook and his desire to operate as an equal of other 
monarchs on the European stage. David’s prolonged stay at Edward’s court and his 
participation in the celebrations of Peter I’s visit at Westminster in the month after the 
indenture had been drawn up, seem to suggest he was happy to do business with 
Edward, if not with the exact agreement drafted.

It will be argued that ultimately David did not look upon the indenture he had 
to present to the March 1364 parliament as a good enough deal or risk; he would 
prefer to argue the case for further pursuing the younger son plan which he had first 
tabled in 1351-52 and revived in 1359. Indeed both Edward III, in drawing up a 
provisional indenture, and David II, in agreeing to put this to his subjects, may have 
been aware of the reality that they needed to wait upon events in Europe and for the 
right moment to press for what they both really wanted.78

V. The Scone Parliament, IVIarch 1364.
The crown’s apparent inactivity between David’s return to Scotland by 1 

January 1364 and the parliament at Scone on 8 March 1364 suggests that David saw 
no point in pushing for support for the indenture as it stood. For that period only two
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royal acts survive, both in favour of the priory of Coldingham, gestures which were 
nonetheless bound to be designed to help sweeten Anglo-Scottish relations.79 
However, these two acts stand in stark contrast to the frenzy of royal grants issued 
throughout 1363, David may, though.,, have held a tournament at Edinburgh in 
January-February 1364 to celebrate his homecoming; he may also have been involved 
in the English king’s issue of safe-conducts for passage from England to Scotland for 
the ransom-hostage, William, earl of Sutherland, on 6 December 1363, so as to 
ensure his presence in parliament in March 1364. A safe-conduct issued by Edward 
III to Thomas, earl of Mar, on 4 March 1364 for him and twelve men to enter 
England suggests that Mar too may have been called to the Scottish parliament to help
David. 80

However, despite his dissatisfaction at the way the Westminster talks had 
gone, David still seems to have worked to ensure that the Scottish parliament of 
March 1364 at Scone moved in the direction he desired. His main political opponent 
in anything he would want to secure would, of course, have been the Steward. In 
early 1364 things were shaping up for a confrontation between these camps. On 1 
January David can be found at Edinburgh with the earl of Douglas, Robert Erskine, 
Walter Wardlaw the Archdeacon of Lothian, Gilbert Armstrong the provost of St 
Andrews, and the household esquires, John Herries and James Douglas of Lothian, 
all of whom had been with the king in London. The Steward was clearly avoiding the 
royal court in anticipation of a parliamentary challenge to his right in the Scottish 
succession. He had effectively been politically isolated; during David’s trip south the 
Steward had issued a charter at In chaff ray on 10 December 1363 which was 
witnessed by the Abbot there, the knights Thomas Fauside, Alexander Stewart (his 
fourth son), Maurice Drummond and the Perth burgess, John Mercer.8l

Then on 12 January 1364 the Steward was at Perth, where he confirmed his 
grant of £40 a year from his lands in the Carse of Stirling to the church of the 
bishopric of Glasgow, where he had been required to found an altar to the Virgin 
Mary and St Kentigern as part of the cost of his legitimation of his marriage to his 
first wife, Elizabeth Mure. The Steward had had this marriage and its offspring 
legitimised in 1347 probably without the approval of David but in that king’s name. 
Thus in the years, and probably the weeks, before March 1364 David must have 
challenged afresh the legitimacy of the Steward’s adult sons - John of Kyle, Robert 
of Menteith and Alexander (soon to be lord of Badenoch) - denying their place in the 
Scottish kingship succession. There may have been some measure of panic on the 
part of the Steward and his supporters in the winter of 1363-64 in the face of an
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apparently overwhelming shift of support to David between March and October 1363, 
including that of the earl of Douglas. The witnesses to the Steward’s charter at Perth 
on 12 January were John Stewart of Kyle, John Stewart the Steward’s brother, Sir 
Hugh Eglintoun, .Tohn Mercer the Perth burgess-financier, John de Ros and a ‘John
Taytars’.82

Nevertheless, we know from the fifty-seven clauses of William de Spyny’s 
‘Quaestio’ that some debate over the proposed indenture took, place in the March 1364 
parliament. Cautious use, however, should be made of this source. As we have seen, 
Spyny, whilst a clerk of the bishop of St Andrews in the 1350s, claimed to have 
attended a debate in Council in 1351, under Robert the Steward as ‘Regent’, in which 
a ransom plan put forward then for David’s release was considered and rejected, 
despite divisions amongst the Scots. Spyny was active as an envoy between Scotland 
and England between 1349 and 1351 and thus party to the negotiations of that period. 
Thus as Professor Duncan argues, Spyny seems to have used some of the points of 
debate from this 1351 council - along with arguments current in Scotland for and 
against the Anglo-Scottish indenture of November 1363 - to draw up his Latin treatise 
sometime in early 1364: he may also have used points raised in the February 1352 
parliament which rejected David’s first younger son succession-peace plan, although 
Spyny was abroad between mid-1351 and 1363. Thus Spyny intended his “booklet” 
as a lobbying tool to be circulated amongst the clerks advising the Scottish prelates 
and magnates at the March 1364 parliaTuent. Yet Spyny - who lived until 1406 - may 
also have amended the document after 1363 to fit both David’s specific aims at the 
1364 parliament, or even in response to later diplomatic talks and circumstances 
between 1365 and c. 1400. A paraphrased summary of Spyny’s booklet is necessary, 
therefore, not only for what it reveals about the political situation in March 1364 and 
David’s agenda at that time, but for what it also has to add to our understanding of the 
earls’ rebellion of 1363 and the position and tactics of Robert the Steward.83

The ‘Quaestio’ is introduced [clauses I to 51 as a “warning for future 
generations.” It cites the source of the arguments it contains as Spyny’s record of a 
1351 council under the Steward as Regent in which William Douglas of Liddesdale 
put forward the plan that the Scots should pay £40,000 for David’s release and 
recognise Edward 111 as his heir p r e s u m p t iv e .84 Interestingly, it is stated that at that 
time, David was a captive ill-treated by the English and shown “little or no courtesy 
from his own folk.” The Quaestio states, though, that in 1351 the “Scottish council 
was divided between those opposed and agreeable to this plan which in the end was 
rejected”; as for the king, “as is asserted by many, King David greatly favoured” this
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intrusion of Edward III.
Then the arguments in favour of accepting Edward IH as Scotland’s heir 

presumptive are outlined [clasues 6 to 23]. Traditionally, it is stated, kingdoms have 
been transferable - it is the prince and not the nation or nationalism that is important; i f  

Scots were to continue in the offices of Scottish government under Edward this 
should be acceptable; a separate Scottish coronation and parliaments would continue; 
besides, the Scots were too weak militarily to fight the English - they were without a 
“noble of the royal blood, or great lord, who is fit or able to lead the people.” [This 
seems to be a clear swipe at the Steward as Regent in the 1330s and 1350s] The 
Scots, furthermore, could expect no help from any neighbour [meaning, surely, that 
France could not support them]; the Scots nobles were “senseless...lifeless...few, 
young and untrained” against the experienced English.

Spyny then changes tack, stating that if the Scots were to lose a battle now 
they would not be able to pay any ransom to recover their lost relatives, as they were 
already paying the king’s ransom - this argument proves that Spyny added points 
relevant to the 1363-64 debate to those he had heard in 1351. So does the following 
clause, that the Scots “have behaved improperly concerning our hostages last given to 
them for the king” - this points to the recalcitrance of the earls of Strathearn, Douglas, 
March, Mar and especially Angus in this capacity after 1357, and the fact that only a 
few such big-name hostages had been entered, not the twenty first promised. 
Spyny’s next clause confirms one of the rebel earls’ main grievances in spring 1363, 
namely David’s fiscal ism - “we have failed to keep the promised times of payment [of 
David’s ransom] and many other things, not out of necessity but out of our own 
choice.” Spyny argues that these statements would seem to justify the English claim 
to the Scottish succession on moral grounds, as the Scots had broken their oaths on 
the treaty of Berwick of 1357.

The Quaestio continues, however, that David is “presumed to agree” with the 
idea of Edward III as his successor and that, besides, the Scottish king “has all the 
strong places” leaving nowhere for resistors to hide. [Again this is a statement 
relevant to David’s control of castles in 1363, ]not 1351. It is then asserted that the 
French cannot be allies to the Scots, and that the Norwegians are angry with the Scots 
[over the non-payment of the Norse annual for the western i s l e s ] . 85 Besides, the 
English are good fighters and lucky against the Scots and hold some Scottish [border] 
castles. If, instead of fighting, the Scots were to accede to these terms now, 
willingly, they would give the impression of doing so from a position of some 
strength and good-feeling, so securing a strong ally in England; this would mean a 
final Anglo-Scottish peace and so allow war-torn land to be reworked, towns and
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trade to prosper, land values to increase. After all, recognising Edward III as David’s 
heir presumptive was just like marrying a daughter of the Scottish king to the heir of 
the English king [as the Scots had agreed to do in 1290 by the Treaty of Birgham, 
although this point of history is not stated by Spyny]. The Quaestio continues that it 
was better thus to have a Prince to rule over them, than to suffer a “plunderer or 
tyrant”: this would seem to be either a reference to Edward I ll’s capabilities as an 
enemy of the Scots, as during the Burnt Candlemas of 1356, or a sideways criticism 
of the Steward’s self-interest as Lieutenant.86

Spyny then moves to arguments voiced in opposition to Edward I l l’s 
recognition as David’s heir presumptive, presented by a “loyal opinion” [clauses 24 
to 41]. To so subject Scotland to England would be illegal, as Scotland is subject 
only to the Pope - the scimus ftlii bull of 1299 is cited [suggesting, perhaps, that the 
Steward had drawn upon material used by the Scots against Edward I’s claims of 
overlordship c. 1299-1301]: if subjection occurs, the Scottish church will be 
swallowed by the English church just like the Welsh church, of St David’s; the 
English could not be trusted after having violently broken the previous peace - a 
reference to their breach of the Treaty of Edinburgh in 1332; the Scots would be 
wiped out by the English like the Welsh and Irish; the Disinherited will dispossess 
those Scots now on their lands despite Edward’s guarantees [again this is an 
argument more relevant to 1363’s indenture]. The English king will have to live in 
Scotland “by robbery” without taxes, revocations and higher customs - he will have 
to press for the casualties of ward, marriage and relief, which the present Scottish 
king does not exploit; all Scottish revenue will drain away to England. Edward will 
exterminate all Scots magnates of royal blood. Traditionally there have always been 
independent Scottish kings - even under Arthur there was a separate Scottish 
monarch; if the Scots gave up their realm willingly now, to rebel and fight for its 
recovery later would be treason against their superior [as in 1296]; they would lose 
their right to unction; why should they give in now if they had not given in in 1351 
when they were much weaker; if Edward III returned castles to the Scots he would 
recover them - after they had been repaired - as king of Scots; besides, Robert I, 
“such a wise, vigorous and able man” did not think that the Scots should recover their 
lands in England; thus to accept English rule would be to condemn the Scots’ own 
memory and give up what their grandfathers had fought for.

There then follows a section of arguments in riposte to those clauses in 
support of Edward III as David’s heir [clauses 42 to 52]. The English were also war- 
weary, their forces dispersed; David “has caused to be put forward such difficult and 
hard proposals, so that he may prove whether the spirit of bravery or the spark of life
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is alight in anyone, in whom the spirit and mind of our lord king can find pleasure, 
since he sees that he wishes to stand for the freedom of the people...” - he is not 
forgetful that his people “have hitherto put up with much” for his status and person 
and will continue to do so; it is, then, better to pay the ransom and keep our own 
king, Spyny then asserts that “we have many nobles ready to be made our leaders [an 
obvious defence of the Steward and jrerhaps the earl of Douglas] but I shall not name 
them lest those equally worthy and of greater merit are e n v io u s .” 87 He adds that the 
Scots might hope also “that God will bring them a child” [surely a reference to 
David’s recent marriage?]. The ransom can be paid if David lives of his own and 
“revokes inept grants made to the prejudice of the crown“ [this seems to be a criticism 
of David’s largesse to his chivalric cadre or more specific grants like that of Moray to 
the Duke of Lancaster]. Besides, Spyny adds, “our disinherited” can also help pay 
the ransom when they recover their lands. This cannot surely mean all the Anglo- 
Balliol lords (earlier described as “the disinherited” by Spyny) but rather perhaps the 
exiled earl of Mar as well.

Spyny continues, however, that it is better to resist than let the English have 
things easily - they might run out of luck; it is better to fight and “live at the common 
expense” for a while than live under perpetual English cruelty [this seems to be a 
defence of the Steward’s actions as Regent]. The English will not rest with this as the 
basis of any peace - they will try to destroy the Scots out of hatred - this is why 
Edward III rejected the alternative of one of his younger sons being recognised as 
David’s heir, something for which he would have been grateful if sincere in his 
dealings with Scotland. For all the foregoing reasons the Scots must also reject the 
recognition of Edward Ill’s eldest son, the Black Prince, as David’s heir.

Finally, Spyny closes with what appear to be recommendations for the 1364 
parliament [clauses 53 to 57]. l^etters or envoys should be sent to England to speak 
“boldly and plainly” that “this people, since it has chosen and adopted in a certain 
way a definite one of the sons of England, namely the lord John of Gaunt” thus 
rejects Edward III and the Black Prince as their king presumptive. Edward should 
think it great that the Scots offer his son this - if he rejects then it is clear he intends to 
annihilate the Scots out of hatred. If Gaunt is recognised this will mean Anglo- 
Scottish peace, as Gaunt will not risk losing his English lands (unlike Edward’s other 
sons). Moreover, Gaunt will produce heirs of Scottish descent from the [Cornyn] 
earls of Buchan; he will have influence on the English council against his father, 
whilst he holds Scotland undivided.

Clearly, this is an unusual, remarkable and revealing document. It contains far
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more convincing arguments against Scottish acceptance of Edward 111 and English 
rule than it does in favour of those conditions; there are no clauses in reply to these 
arguments of opposition, only a riposte of those arguments given in favour. Indeed, 
over all, the ‘Quaestio’ does a tremendous job in illiciting anti-English feeling in 
general in its main c la u s e s  88 Even the arguments for acceptance of Edward III might 
have done damage to David’s support of any sort of English place in the succession. 
For whilst these clauses are discreetly critical of the Steward they also refer to 
David’s unnecessary default on his ransom payments, his drain of resources through 
patronage and the problems over Scottish hostages. Moreover, the argument that 
David held all the key Scottish castles was hardly one designed to make Edward III a 
popular choice made without duress for the Scottish political community. Similarly, 
vague talks about the “luck” of the English against the Scots in war and Edward’s 
succession being just like a royal marriage between the realms appear weak 
arguments.

The arguments Spyny cites against the succession of Edward III in Scotland 
are far more persuasive and impassioned by nationalistic fears and may, indeed, have 
drawn upon Scottish anti-English propaganda used between 1296 and 1329. 
Moreover, they contain a surprisingly strong pro-Steward flavour. If they are a 
realistic reflection of Scottish feeling at; that time, it is easy to see that David may have 
sorely underestimated the effect of the wars of Independence and the Steward’s 
influence. Indeed, it is tempting to read some of Spyny’s arguments as actual Stewart 
propaganda current in 1364 against England and David 11, In particular, there are 
refemnces to St David, Arthur and Robert I, all figures who were extremely important 
to David, but which are here used to fortify a patriotic case against the E n g l i s h .89 
There are also flattering references to the other great Scottish magnates as potential 
leaders against England in war. Furthermore, a sword is raised for David to fall on; 
namely, that David knows his subjects have suffered much for him against the 
English and that, really, he has only forwarded these proposals to test their loyalty so 
that they can prove their worth by rejecting them. There are also indirect criticisms of 
David’s “inept” patronage and failure to live of his own and pay the ransom. A very 
strong determination to resume paying the ransom - for which contributions had been 
collected by the crown between 1360 and 1363 anyway - is expressed: of course, 
after David’s death in 1371, the Steward as Robert II would continue doing just this 
until 1377. Spyny, who died in 1406, may also be influenced by the Anglo-Scottish 
relations of the later fourteenth century, when war between the realms raged in the 
1380s and 1400-02.90 l.astly, whilst influenced heavily by the Steward’s point of
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view, these ‘anti-’ arguments may have been motivated by the traditionally 
nationalistic independence of the Scottish church. Spyny was one of their number and 
a skilled lawyer and notary of Imperial standing; his opposing arguments open with 
fears about English clerical overlordship, quoting Scimus filii (1299) and looking 
back to the papal processus of Baldred Bisset against Edward I’s claims of 
overlordship over Scotland.^!

However, Spyny’s document ends with a categorical commitment to pursuing 
John of Gaunt as an acceptable royal English heir presumptive to David: it is telling, 
moreover, that perhaps even the son of Robert Bruce was prepared to use Gaunt’s 
Comyn heritage to secure his diplomatic ends (just as he had pardoned former Comyn 
supporters like Macdougall of Lome to aid his domestic policies). As Professor 
Duncan argues, this seems to have been Spyny’s intention - and thus probably 
David’s - all along; to ensure the parliament’s rejection of the indenture which would 
promote Edward III (or his heir, the Black Prince) as David’s heir presumptive and 
pursue his existing plan involving a younger son as the basis of future Anglo-Scottish 
talks. Spyny may even have tacked on this section to an original pro-Stewart/anti- 
English ‘Quaestio’: arguably, this belated support for Gaunt still seems to sit uneasily 
with the strong anti-Englishness of the ‘Quaestio” s main c la u s e s .92

This conclusion seems to be reflected in the Scottish parliamentary records for 
March 1 3 6 4 . That body came out “in no wise willing to accept nor in any way assent 
to, those things which were sought by the King of England and his council” , 
rejecting the indenture as a threat to the integrity and freedom of the Scottish realm. 
But parliament did state that it was prepared to renew the Anglo-Scottish truce and 
continue paying the ransom (as the ‘Quaestio’ had argued); parliament agreed to 
dispatch Robert Erskine, Gilbert Armstrong the provost of St Andrews, and Walter 
Wardlaw the Archdeacon of Lothian, to England as ambassadors (presumably for this 
purpose) and to call a council to consider the terms they s e c u r e d .9 3  These three had 
been prominent in the Anglo-Scottish talks initiated by David between 1 3 5 9  and 
1 3 6 3 . Yet even before the March parliament, David had already arranged for such an 
embassy to return to England sometime in 1 3 6 4 : a safe-conduct had been issued to 
Esrkine, Armstrong, Wardlaw, David Fleming and a retinue of thirty on 10  December 
1 3 6 3 1 9 4

This last piece of evidence for David’s intentions is especially compelling. It 
is reasonable to in visage a situation in which David had come to the parliament of 
March 1364 with no intention of rallying support for the indenture he had had to 
agree to in London. Indeed he was anxious to see it rejected, but for support to be
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given for the speedy pursuit of better terms for the possible succession of John of 
Gaunt to Scotland, should David have no male heir of his own body; this was the 
idea he had first proposed in 1351-52 and had revived in 1359: the insistence of 
Spyny’s ‘Quaestio’ that the Scots had already ‘chosen and adopted’ Gaunt at some 
point (probably in. 1359) seems to confirm this intention. In the Scone parliament 
David and his close supporters still faced the considerable opposition of the Steward 
and his possible supporters (his sons, the earl of Ross, the bishops of Glasgow and 
Dunkeld, the Abbot of Tnchaffray, and their followings): The parliamentary records 
note the presence of a “partem adversum” in that body whose leader would logically 
have been David’s chief opponent and which must have provoked a heated debate.

Yet what also ensured that the Steward managed to block these indentures at 
this stage were the actions of magnates like the earls of Douglas and Mar who, 
despite assurances, must still have feared they would have to give up their lands to 
the Disinherited; vague terms for Scottish military aid to England, without 
reciprocation by the English, may also have alienated men David could otherwise 
have relied upon. In these circumstances he would have condoned their rejection of 
these terms in return for their support in future Anglo-Scottish talks about the 
younger son succession-peace plan. But, as we shall see, between 1364 atrd 1367 it 
was on these two issues - the Disinherited and Scottish military aid to England - that 
Erskine, Wardlaw and Armstrong, and the Scottish parliament, were to become stuck 
in their talks with Edward III and his council.95

This wish on David’s part for the Scottish parliament quickly to urge renewed 
talks with England may also be reflected in the conflicting chronicle accounts of the 
1364 parliament Both Wyntoun’s source (contemporary with David’s reign) and 
Bower, while they applauded David’s skill in justice, also wrote narratives of David’s 
reign which were favourable to the Steward. Bower states that the three earls’ 
rebellion was provoked in part by David’s proposal of an English succession in 
Scotland; he thus apparently muddles up the sequence of events in 1363-64. Yet 
David’s diplomatic activity since 1359 meant that Bower was not altogether wrong in 
his assertion of causality. However, Wyntoun’s source states that David proposed 
that a younger son of Edward III should become his heir and that he [David] became 
“wa and angry” when parliament rejected this plan. On the other hand, Bower - who 
had access to a reliable source of Scottish government papers for this period - states 
that David accepted parliament’s rejection of the indenture for a younger son of 
Edward III for in offering it “he [David] had kept his promise to the English, and did 
not regret in his heart that his request had been refused.” Thus there is an apparent 
contradiction between Wyntoun’s and Bower’s descriptions of David’s reaction to
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parliament’s decision- But it is one which may in fact reflect David’s mixed feelings 
at that time and his likely campaigning behind the scenes for his existing younger-son 
plan (which Edward TTf had rejected in November 1363). Both Wyntoun and Bower 
assert that it was a younger^-son plan which David tabled in 1364 and that the 
parliament insisted in response that there were suitable Scottish heirs to David, 
recognised as such by royal acts of succession. Thus Bower was surely not wrong in 
asserting that David was glad that the indenture he presented was rejected; he is only 
incorrect in stating that this was a younger-son plan. Moreover, Bower may not be 
totally mistaken when he states that in 1364 David suggested Lionel, the second son 
of Edward I I I ,  as the English prince he wanted as his heir p re s u m p tiv e .9 6

It is important, however, that Spyny’s remarkable “booklet” and David’s 
agenda should not be allowed to overshadow other major factors which must have 
undermined the proposed Anglo-Scottish indenture of 1363-64. Allied to the strong 
tradition of anti-Englishness which had emerged from the wars of Independence was 
the sometime Eranco-Scottish alliance. Just as it had been a major influence on the 
Anglo-Scottish talks of 1350-52, 1354-55 and 1359, the ‘auld alliance’ must have 
affected the course of the 1363 negotiations and the 1364 parliament. By 1363 it had 
become extremely uncertain if the Anglo-French peace and ransom treaty of Bretigny 
(1360) would continue to hold. Edward III had refused to ratify the treaty and to give 
up his claim to the title ‘king of France.’ In November 1362 - in the face of French 
defaults on John II’s ransom - Edward had concluded a separate ransom indenture 
with the French noble hostages lodged in London in John II’s place, which involved 
the cession to him of much French territory. However, in October 1363 the French 
parlement had rejected this deal, just as David was preparing to set out for London.97

Nevertheless, David seems to have hoped that he could persuade Edward III 
of the value of a neutral Scotland, unburdened by a ransom, in the event of France 
either sticking to the treaty of Bretigny, or breaking it and resuming war with 
England; or if Anglo-French war did break out David might stall, forcing Edward to 
make concessions to keep the Scots neutral. The presence of John II of France (and 
the king of Denmark, France’s intended ally at the time of the secret 1359 Franco- 
Scottlsh alliance) at the Westminster feast for Peter I of Cyprus in late 1363 may have 
suggested to David that the treaty of Bretigny had been salvaged. Spyny’s ‘Quaestio’ 
contains clauses in favour of Edward 01 which insist France could not help Scotland 
as an ally; it contains no counter claims that France could be approached against 
England.98

Yet. in rnanv wavs, for David, this was a naive basis on which to sue for
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such an Anglo-Scottish peace. It is more likely that Edward III and his council would 
prefer the Scots to remain subdued by the ransom and noble hostage terms of the 
treaty of Berwick (1.357) and the English military presence in Annandale, Roxburgh, 
Jedburgh and Berwick. Indeed, the presence of the harsher terms of the November 
1363 indenture give reasonable cause for speculation that Edward I l l’s aim at these 
and subsequent talks was to force the Scots to continue paying, the ransom; this 
would have been a welcome boost to England’s badly depleted resources.

But whatever conclusions David had drawn from the apparent diplomatic 
situation in western Europe in 1363, this situation changed dramatically immediately 
after David’s visit to London, By 4 January 1364 John II had been obliged to return 
to london as Edward Ill’s prisoner after the French had failed to pay his ransom: by 
8 April, admittedly weeks after the Scottish parliament in March at Scone, John II 
was dead. This meant that France could again be sought out as a Scottish ally, a 
strong, familiar alternative to any controversial ransom-succession deal with England. 
The Steward could now look once more to John II’s heir, Charles V, to join with 
Scotland against England. As the French dauphin, in June 1359, Charles had already 
shown himself willing to ally with the Scots and to offer to pay off some of David’s 
ransom if the Scots could guarantee aggression against England: he would be 
similarly inclined again in March 1371 after the Steward’s accession as Robert II. The 
pressure which the Steward and his Scottish magnate allies had brought to bear on 
David in 1359 had produced such a treaty: in 1364 the Steward may once more have 
been in touch with France and able to tempt magnates like William, earl of Douglas, 
Archibald Douglas, and Patrick, earl of March, with the rewards associated with the 
French alliance.99

Thus the death of Edward Balliol, England’s counter to the Bruce dynasty but 
now an obscure figure in northern England, about 27 January 1364, can have done 
little to cheer David. 100 For, it is reasonable to assume that the Steward - who had 
been in contact with John II in 1351-52 and 1354-55, thus undermining the Anglo- 
Scottish talks at those times - had once more sought support in Scotland for the 
Franco-Scottish alliance, and French offers of the latter anew, against David’s plans. 
There is some evidence for this. On 11 March 1363, John II of France had requested 
a papal dispensation for the marriage of Sir Hugh Eglintoun to Marjorie, sister of 
Robert the Steward, a match which had actually taken place before January 1361 
Thereafter and throughout the 1360s Eglintoun received extensive patronage from the 
Steward, his “dear brother-in-law” , whose charters he regularly witnessed. Thus the 
Steward may have been in illicit contact with the French king via Dumbarton 
throughout 1.363-64; if Eglintoun had gone himself in early 1363, his skill as an
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author of romantic poetry would have given him the communication, skills necessary 
for such a tr ip J O i

Divisions between the magnates ostensibly within David’s political faction 
may also have undermined the Scots’ solidarity at the Westminster negotiating table in 
November 1363 and determined allegiances in the March 1364 Scottish parliament.
For example, there was probably still a great deal of tension between the earl of 
Douglas and the alternative lines of Archibald the Grim and James of L.othian/Dalkeith 
as a result of David’s detachment of the latter magnates from earl William’s affinity.
Archibald and James may have objected to the earl’s ambition to recover his English 
lands as compensation for David’s greater favour to them.102 Similarly, there may 
have been lingering tensions between. Thomas, earl of Mar, and William Keith, the 
MarischaF and between those magnates named in the preventitive feud arbitration 
bond concluded between Robert Erskine and Sir William More in June 1363.

Another strong factor which the Steward and his supporters may have used to 
sway the Scone parliament was the unsettling presence of David’s new Queen,
Margaret of Logie. In later years she was to prove herself an aggressive and quite 
independent champion of the political and territorial interests of her family, the 
Drummonds, and of John Logie, her son. She would be responsible for David’s 
arrest of the Stewarts in 1368 and his intrusion into the earldom of Ross. However, 
her ambition would come to an end in 1368-69 when David annulled their marriage, 
although this was an action which she would have overturned by the papacy, thus 
remaining a thorn in the Steward’s side until her death in 1 3 7 5 .1 0 3  Yet as early as mid- j

1363 she may already have shown her true nature. Some time in that year she became 
involved in a dispute with the chapter of Glasgow over lands in Peeblesshire which 
she had asked to be given to John Martin, a burgess of Edinburgh (perhaps her clerk 
of liverance); she exchanged letters with William de Rae, bishop of Glasgow, who 
was perhaps a Steward supporter and may have had some role in the legitimation of 
the Steward’s first marriage and s o n s .  104

Moreover, the lands and income which David gifted upon Margaret as her 
dower may have alienated yet more Scots to support the Steward in March 1364.
These included shares of the customs and/or fermes of Aberdeen, Banff and (perhaps 
significantly for the earls’ rebellion) Inverkeithing. She was also given the lands of 
Kinghorn in Fife; Lethnedy, Ardeft, Balbryde, Stobhall, Cargill and Kinloch in 
eastern Perthshire. She also received some lands which must have threatened the 
Steward directly: namely, the Abnethia of Dull, which we have seen was in dispute 
between David and the Steward before 1363; and Kindevyn in Perthshire, which may
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have been resigned under royal duress by Sir Thomas Fauside, a Steward adherent. 
Although some of these lands do not enter the record as being in Margaret’s 
possession until 1365, her territorial and royal dynastic ambition - and her support by 
a king who had already shown himself willing to interfere in magnate possessions - 
may have proved a damaging association for David’s Anglo-Scottish plans. David is 
open to severe criticism (from Bower especially) for his destabilising choice of 
women of lesser Scottish noble families as his second and (planned) third wives. It 
was perhaps the deeply unpopular choice of Margaret which necessitated Fordun’s 
emphasis of her “high and noble birth.” 105

Finally, as Profesor Duncan points out, many Scots may not have shared 
David’s belief that he could produce a son, by Margaret or any other woman. This 
was despite David’s still being younger in 1363 than his own father (aged 50) when 
he had his first male heir, or, say, that other Scots king captured by the English and 
fond of proposing other expedient heirs (including Otto of of Saxony and Robert 
Bruce the Competitior) to his throne, William I (aged 55); both Robert I and William 
the Lion had suffered war wounds and serious illnesses before producing s o n s .136

Why also did David not seek an English or a French bride after 1362? Indeed, 
he was the first Scottish king since Alexander I (1107-1124) to take a Scottish wife. 
In his choice of bride after .loan of the Tower, Edward Ill’s sister, there is almost a 
contradiction within David’s apparent agenda - or vision - for Anglo-Scottish 
relations. By 1363, though not totally through choice, he had forged quite good 
personal relations with Edward III. Talk of the restoration of cross-border 
landholding and dynastic unions would seem to pigeon-hole David as someone who 
looked back to the Anglo-Scottish relations of the twelth and thirteenth centuries 
when the Scottish and English royal houses and aristocracies inter-wed. Robert I had 
arguably sought a return to a similar status quo through the treaty of Edinburgh- 
Northampton ( 1328). Thus David’s perceived need to wed Margaret Logie underlines 
his relative domestic weakness and the necessity of seeking out an ally in Scotland 
against the Stewarts, as well as a potential mother for direct Bruce heirs.137

However, the terms which David had brought back from Westminster in 
1364 - which he had negotiated himself - would have gone much further than the 
terms of the 1328 peace, not least in admitting an English succession and regnal 
union: in particular, the restoration of the disinherited and Scottish military aid had 
been terms which Robert I and his councillors had deliberately avoided (a point 
Spyny, and surely the Steward, had emphasised). So even though David could have 
relied for some vears to come the was onlv fortv in 1364) upon the feeling that he



419

would produce his own son and so mitigate all the succession concessions he had 
make to Edward TH, the Scots may not have been able to see past the apparent 
excesses of David’s diplomacy: their unacceptable nature was inevitable after 70 years 
of English aggression..

C o n clu sio n .
The misdirection of the November 1363 Anglo-Scottish talks, and the 

Steward-led opposition to the crown encountered in the March 1364 Scottish 
parliament, must have been a major blow to David II. He had failed to strike while the 
iron was hot and exploit the opportunity given to him by the three earls’ half-hearted 
rebellion. Arguably, after his necessary pardon of the Steward and the re-emergence 
of France as a potential ally, David would never again enjoy such advantagous 
circumstances in which to pursue his diplomatic agenda. However, in late March 
1364 he could not know this. Furthermore, the March parliament had by no means 
been a total disaster. David had secured a new embassy of his close councillors to 
visit England where, despite parliament’s talk of only renewing the truce and 
renegotiating the ransom, David’s representatives could pursue his plan for John of 
Gaunt to become his heir presumptive in return for the full remission of his ransom: 
the concession of the succession to an English prince could thereafter be averted by 
the production of a. son by David and Margaret.

Moreover, as part of the preparation for the Westminster talks of November 
1363 David had seen that he could restore the ideal aristocratic coalition of the earls of 
Douglas, March, Mar and Sutherland, Robert Erskine, Archibald Douglas, Thomas 
Bisset, the I.ord of Fife, and many other magnates of chivalric repute; this group 
would exclude the Steward and his large family and allies. In many ways this 
continued the tradition of Scottish magnate factions appealing to the English 
monarchy for intervention in Scotland, something which had been quite acceptable in 
the 12S)s and 1290s, and even for Robert Bruce in search of tlie Scottish throne. It is 
clear that in 1363 many Scottish magnates were prepared to accept John of Gaunt as 
their king in the event of David’s dying heirless, if - and this was an important if - the 
accompanying terms of this agreement were advantagous. That this was so is 
illustrated both by the continuation of Anglo-Scotlish peace talks along these lines 
between 1364 and 1368 and by the behaviour of these magnates after 1363.

In 1365 we find the leading Scottish magnates entertaining Jean Froissart 
during his visit to Scotland, to the exclusion of the Steward and the earl of Ross, after 
the Frenchman’s recommendation by Edward I ll’s Queen Philippa. Then, as Dr 
Boardman has shown, in March 1371 William, earl of Douglas, may have used
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Gaunt’s Comyn descent to challenge the Steward’s succession to David 11438 More 
importantly, in 1380 when John of Gaunt was temporarily exiled from England, he 
stayed at Holyrood Abbey (which had sent; chaplains with David to London in 1363); 
Gaunt was visited at the Abbey by William, earl of Douglas (also earl of Mar at that 
time), George Dunbar (I) the earl of March, and Archibald the ‘Grim’ Douglas; the 
Douglas earl even offered Gaunt 500 horse to help recover his Lancaster landsJW

Then in 1400 Gaunt’s son Henry IV invaded Scotland with an army made up 
almost entirely of his Lancaster tenants. He caused little or no damage, however, 
camping outside Edinburgh and receiving a delegation from the Abbey of Holyrood. 
He did, though, declare a claim to the realm of Scotland. He based this upon the right 
of England’s kings since the twelth century, but it is more likely that his claim rested 
upon a deal which David II and some of his magnates had struck with Gaunt, most 
likely in 1359: on his abortive campaign Henry IV even kept his written claims to 
Scotland in the chest which had originally housed David’s ransom. One of David’s 
magnate supporters’ descendants was then a liege man of Henry IV; George (II), earl 
of March, had defected to England after Robert III (formerly John Stewart of Kyle) 
had overturned March’s daughter’s marriage to the heir to the Scottish kingship, 
David Stewart, Duke of Rothesay: the latter’s hand was gi ven instead to a daughter of 
Archibald the ‘Grim’ (d. 1401), then third earl of Douglas. Clearly, there had been 
some falling out amongst David II’s magnate allies over rival dynastic claims. 
Moreover, it will be shown that after 1364 David may have chosen to admit John 
Stewart of Kyle (Robert III), and thus John’s future heir, David Stewart, to the
Scottish succession.! 13

A need for David further to win over the earls of Douglas, March/Moray and 
Mar - and even for a while to placate the Stewarts - may, then, have been the most 
important consequence of the events of 1363-64, David had not been able to break 
completely or politically oubnanouevre the Stewarts, despite the ominous wording of 
the Steward’s submission to him in May 1363. After March 1364, if he was to avoid 
outright civil war David would have to reach some sort; of accommodation with his 
nephew’s family, one which would relieve the pressure the crown had brought to 
bear on Stewart territorial and political interests between 1357 and 1364. This much 
is again suggested by the chronicle evidence. Writing in the late fourteenth century, 
Wyntoun’s pro-Stewart source does not mention the three earls’ rebellion but does 
attack David’s ‘younger son’ of England plan. Bower in the 1440s also attacked this 
plan and cited i t as the cause of the earls’ revolt.! H

However, John of Fordun - assembling his annals in part for David II in 1363
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as propaganda against the Steward - describes the revolt in detail but names only the 
Steward as a rebel; he does not implicate the men David wanted to win over in late 
1363, the earls of Douglas and March. However, Fordun makes absolutely no 
mention of the Anglo-Scottish talks of 1363-64, Even more tellingly, he records no 
more annals after 1363, his next record for David’s reign being only the bald 
statement of David’s death in 1371, without explanation of the cause. This would 
seem to suggest either that David’s administration had felt the need to draw a veil over 
the events of 1363-64 and to move on while toning down its propaganda assault on 
the Stewarts. Or, as a churchman, Fordun himself may have been alienated by 
David’s Anglophile ideas. Indeed he may have condemned David indirectly by using 
his history of the reign of Malcolm IV (1141-65). In 1160, while Mai com was 
fighting in France for England’s Henry II against Louis VII of France, a rebellion 
was raised against Malcolm because

" th e  S c o t t i s h  lo r d s  s e e in g  t h e i r  k in g ' s  t o o  g r e a t  in t im a c y  

and f r ie n d s h ip  w ith  H enry, k in g  o f  E ngland , w ere s o r e  t r o u b le d , and 

a l l  S c o t la n d  w ith  them . For th e y  fe a r e d  t h i s  in t im a c y  had shame and 

d is g r a c e  i a  s t o r e  f o r  th e m .”

Rising to seize Malcolm when he returned to Perth, Fordun states that the six rebel 
earls were led by Ferchard, earl of Strathearn, the title held by Robert Steward after 
1357; while this version of events parallels that in the twelth century Melrose 
chronicle, Fordun could be said to have emphasised the rebels’ anti-Englishness and 
the role of the Strathearn earl as a way of criticising David 11.112

NOTES
1. For the Steward’s cliarters: W. Fraser ed.. Memorials o f the Montgomeries, h, 1-9; W. Fraser ed.. 
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Black Douglases, 47-58, 166-77.

2. Chron Fordun, ii, chapters CLXXXIV and CLXXXV, 369-70. For Fordun’s contribution to 

David’s anti-Stewart propaganda see S. Boardman, ‘Chronicle Propaganda in Fourteenth Century 

Scotland.’ For Fordun in David’s service see introduction, p. xiv-xv. It should be noted, however, tliat 

Dr Dauvit Broun of Glaagow University has cast some doubt as to whether Fordun was actually the 

author of the Gesta Annalia.
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4. RRS VI no.s 289, 289(A-B-C-D-E-F), 290, 291; Rot. Scot, i, 872. Douglas was last a royal 

charter witness as early as 1 May 1362 (almost a year before the rebellion), the earl of March on 10 

March 1363 see ch. 7, pp. 354-9.
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slates: “A.D. 1150, M alaolm , King o f  S c o tla n d , r e tu r n e d  from  th e  e x p e d i t io n  t o  

T oulouse; and h av ing  reach ed  th e  town c a l l e d  P e r th ,  he was b e s ie g e d  th e r e in  by 

e a r l  F e r e te a th t  and f iv e  o th e r  e a r l s ,  who were in cen sed  a g a in s t  him because he 

had gone t o  T o u lo u se , and v/ho w ish ed , t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  ta k e  him p r i s o n e r .  T h is  

p re su m tio u s  d e s ig n  o f t h e i r s  was u n s u c c e s f u l . . .k in g  Malcolm le d  an army in t o  

Galloway th r e e  tim es . And he conquered h i s  enemies th e r e ,  and made a t r e a t y  w ith  

p e a c e ..
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Chauler 9: The Margaret Logie Years, ca, March 1364 to June 1368. 

Introduction
The parliament of March 1364 may not have been as much of a disastrous 

defeat for David II and his supporters as Wyntoun’s anonymous source portrayed it 
to be; it was certainly not as humiliating a rejection of the crown’s plans as had 
occurred during David’s parole to Scotland in 1352 and his attempted Moray- 
L.ancaster deal of 1359. Nonetheless, for various reasons, it was a major setback to 
David’s plans to mitigate his ransom, conclude some sort of peace with England and 
overwhelm the challenge to his authority from the great regional magnates of 
Scotland, all in one stroke; it was a setback which both the opposition of the Steward 
and others, and the diplomatic demands of the English king and council, would 
ensure persisted as a major hurdle for David, one which grew as he got older and 
remained childless.

A clear indication of the king’s awareness of this problem was the fact that 
after March 1364 he avoided the potent arena of full parliaments for two years, until 
July 1366. In the interim he worked to control the agenda and makeup of smaller 
councils held to discuss Anglo-Scottish diplomacy. His primary agenda was still to 
work to attain diplomatic settlement with England and lay the way for acceptance of 
any such deal by the majority of Scots in parliament. Such legitimation of his plans 
would give David a vital coping stone in his pursuit of political and territorial 
hegemony for the crown in Scotland. However, despite the potential for a son and 
heir through his new wife, Margaret l.ogie, David - now well into middle-age - 
would continue to be hampered in his efforts to secure this goal by Scottish 
opposition and English hard-bargaining. Indeed, David had to change tack regularly, 
reacting to the changing domestic and European circumstances of these years. Events 
in Scotland were still to be dominated by high diplomacy and ongoing internal tension 
between the crown and some of the greater Scottish magnates, particularly Robert the 
Steward, David’s heir presumptive. The relative lack of English records about the 
Anglo-Scottish talks of the period 1364-69, and of more detailed accounts of the 
Scottish debates on these matters, makes it very difficult to decipher the crucially 
central ‘enigma’ of David’s foreign policy in these years.

I. ^Ways to Progress’, March 1364 to May 1365.
The remainder of 1364 gives the appearance of a strong continuity in the 

policies David had pursued - both, at home and abroad - between 1359 and 1363-64. 
After the March 1364 parliament a number of safe-conducts were issued for Scots to
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travel to England, On 18 July 1364 the established Scottish ambassadorial team of 
Walter Wardlaw the archdeacon of Lothian, Gilbert Armstrong the provost of St. 
Andrews, and Robert Erskine (still Chamberlain) received safe-conducts to Edward 
III; they would receive several more throughout the period in question. However, 
despite the March 1364 parliament’s orders for the ambassadors simply to renegotiate 
the ransom and truce with England, David’s envoys would quickly reopen talks about 
Scottish concessions for a “bon pads” with the English. David 11 himself - and Queen 
Margaret - received a safe-conduct to visit St James’s shrine at Walsingham (Norfolk) 
on 20 August 1364, but do not seem to have gone. Yet about the same time, 
pilgrimage passes were issued for trips abroad (to the papacy) or to England to 
royalists like Archibald Douglas, Thomas Erskine, George Dunbar, Walter Wardlaw, 
Walter Biggar (the Chamberlain again by December 1364) and Simon Preston 
(constable of Edinburgh castle). Thomas, earl of Mar, continued reluctantly to serve 
Edward III in arms while in arranged ‘exile’ from Scotland; William, earl of 
Sutherland, remained a lonely, childless hostage for the ransom in the south, his 

expenses being paid by Davidd
David also seems to have resumed his ‘low-key’ - but really quite provocatve - 

tactic of trespassing upon the territorial interests and affinities of the major Scottish 
earls. David would continue to offer widespread patronage not just to his cadre of 
knights and esquires but to lesser locality men and institutions throughout Scotland 
between 1364 and 1368. But he especially favoured the family of his new Queen. On 
12 April 1364, while at Perth, David granted the former thanage of Tannadice in 
Angus to Queen Margaret’s son, John l . o g i e . 2  Then on 30 April David gave 

Margaret’s brother, Malcolm Drummond (whose son had married a daughter of 
Robert Erskine by 1363), the services of the free tenants of the Perthshire baronies of 
Cargill and Auchterarder. The former bounded on to the land of the Abbey of Scone 
and was just north of the former thanage of Kinclaven, which had itself been a royal 
residence for Alexander III, but was held by the Steward in 1361; yet, along with 
Dull, Kinclaven had been given to Queen Margaret as part of her dower lands. 
Auchterarder, also a former thanage, had been held of Robert I by the Muschet family 
for half a knight’s service. Clearly, as the Steward had feared, David intended the 
Drummond affinity - which already held other lands and offices in Strathearn, Atholl 
and Dull - to forward royal family influence within Stewart territorial interests, 
intensifying crown interference begun there before spring 1363 and forming the core 
of a bloc of royal support in central Scotland.3 David certainly spent a remarkable 
amount of time at Perth itself, making his presence felt at the heart of Stewart



4 3 6

interests; he was there off and on in April, June, July, September and November 
1364 at least, a pattern he continued therafterA

David may also have intruded his agents upon Stewart influence in the west. 
If not actually during the crisis of 1363, then certainly by 20 July 1364, Malcolm 
Fleming (a nephew of Malcom Fleming, earl of Wigtown, David’s foster-father in the 
1340s), had been made sheriff of Dumbarton and keeper of Dumbarton castle. This 
ousted the Steward man, John Danielston, and restored in part the regional role the 
Flemings had played for the crown before David’s captivity in England. Malcolm 
Fleming was li ghtly reprimanded in December 1364 for interfering with the Abbey of 
Paisley, the Stewart-favoured house (something Malcolm, earl of Wigtown, had been 
warned off doing by the Steward in 1348). David also seems to have used the 
Flemings to intrude Robert Erskine further into Dumbartonshire and the Lennox by 
January 1365, perhaps in anticipation of the job as Dumbarton castle keeper he would 
petform here later in the decade; Erskine had also received more Stirlingshire lands in 
August 1364.5

Elsewhere, David continued to favour the Black Douglases, namely Archibald 
the Grim and James Douglas of Lothian. But David gave no patronage to William, 
first earl of Douglas, On 25 August 1364 Archibald - still keeper of Edinburgh castle - 
was at the former Bruce castle of Lochraaben as warden of the West March and 
‘lieutenant of the King of Scotland’ to conclude a deal with John Multon, lieutenant 
of the earl of Hereford, over their lords’ joint administration of Annandale. The West 
March was a region which earl William had largely recovered from. English control 
about 1351-58 (with Archibald the Grim in his following) while John Stewart of 
Kyle and his following had recovered much of Annandale to David’s faith from 
1353. Then in September and November 1364, David gave Sir James Douglas an 
annual from several lands in Peeblesshire and royal park lands in Clackmannanshire; 
the latter had been escheated by the crown from Henry Kerr, a former sheriff of 
Roxburgh and an adherent of the earl of Douglas.6

David also oversaw interference in the territorial interests of the aging Patrick, 
earl of March and Moray (born c, 1282), who really began to fade as a major player 
in this period. On. I July 1364 David appointed Walter Haliburton, the sheriff of 
Berwick, to inquire as to whether or not the Berwickshire lands of Wester Lumsden 
belonged to the priory of Durham: in doing so David was arguably doing his part to 
reciprocate Edward I l l’s investment in border tribunals and march justice to ensure 
the preservation of the Anglo-Scottish truce.7 The earls of March had given l umsden 
to Durham priory; but by August 1367 Patrick would certainly have been obliged to
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recognise that he had legally lost other Scottish border lands to that English house. 
Yet by now David had begun to soft-peddle his interference in Dunbar interests; earl 
Patrick, must have known that his young cousins/nephews and heirs, George and 
John Dunbar, were already well-placed within the chivalric cadre of knights which 
David had built up around his court; this was a patronage link which also existed for 
James Douglas of Lothian’s family.8

David continued to oversee the lands of Thomas, earl of Mar, in 1364-65, 
ensuring crown access to the north-east and Moray. The crown may also have been 
beginning to interfere more directly in. the northern affinity of William, earl of Ross, 
the Steward’s brother-in-law: David inspected three of Ross’s charters in 1364. The 
value of the crown’s intrusion into these two northern earldoms would become clear 
after the death of Patrick, earl of March/Moray in 1368, at which time the earldom of 
Moray would revert officially to the crown, bridging the sensitive lands between 
Mar/Garioch and Ross which bordered on the growing Stewart interests in highland 

Pethshire and Badenoch.9
However, overall, the remainder of 1364 gives the impression of having been 

a quieter year than the previous one. While still full of tension between David and his 
key subjects, it was chamcterised by a stand-off, a general calming down, and waiting 
upon events outside Scotland (and, it should be said, in the royal bed chamber). The 
Steward and Douglas earl were regular witnesses to David’s charters in spite of his 
hostility and indifference to them and accompanied him throughout Scotland 
alongside the royalists Archibald Douglas, William Keith the Marischal, Walter 
Haliburton and ,lohn Harries of Terregles.iO

Continuity in Scottish politics is thus apparent at this time, but matters soon 
began to shift in focus. The March 1364 parliament had decided to send the usual 
ambassadors back to England to reject the peace package involving Edward I ll’s 
recognition as David’s heir presumptive and seek reformation of the truce and terms 
of payment of the ransom. However, the closing arguments of Spyny’s ‘Quaestio’ 
make it clear that the crown and its close supporters felt there was still the possibility 
of considerable backing amongst the Scottish parliamentarians for a peace package 
involving John of Gaunt’s recognition as David’s heir, the plan David had originated 
in 1351-52 and revived in 1359 and 1363. It is likely that, despite parliament’s 
recorded commitment to the ransom and truce, Erskine, Wardlaw, l.andellis and 
Armstrong tried to continue Anglo-Scottish peace talks along these lines in the second 
half of 1364. But, as at Westminster in November 1363, the English envoys seem to 
have demanded harsh terms as the most likely basis of peace in the near future. H
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An indenture of the provisional terms drawn up between the Scottish and 
English envoys in  autumn or winter of 1364 has survived. In this document the 
English outlined a protocol whereby, if the Scots paid off the ransom as well as an 
additional (unspecified) sum for the recovery of English occupied Scottish lands, then 
the English would be prepared to accept one of three ‘ways’ of making progress 
towards a full peace. Firstly, the restoration by the Scots of the lands of the 
disinherited Anglo-Balliol lords and others to be named. Secondly, the provision by 
the Scots of military assistance to England. Thirdly, the Scots should pay a sum 
additional to the ransom. A vague fourth ‘way’, involving partial fulfilment of each of 
these three terms, would also be c o n s id e r e d .12

As Professor Duncan has shown, these terms were clearly dictated by the 
English and reflected their need for ready cash, especially the demand that the ransom 
be paid off in full. Yet these new ‘ways’ had also surely been born of the mutual 
acceptance that, for now, both sides bad rejected the other’s slant on the succession- 
peace plan, even though these packages probably remained the ideal diplomatic goals 
of the respective kings. From that point of view, the 1364-65 Anglo-Scottish talks - 
and the reaction of Scottish and English councils and parliaments to them - were very 
much talks about future talks, a period of manoeuvring- And from David’s point of I

view, even though the younger son succession plan was again put on ice, the |
developments of 1364-65 did at least seem to bring the Bruce regime some advantage |
at home. }

A council met from 13 January 1365 in the Dominican friary at Perth to |
consider these ‘four ways’ to peace. This time, no record survives of the debate I

which, must have taken place, only the final decisions of that assembly. As Professor I
Duncan has shown, a majority of the Scottish political community present there was I
now apparently prepared to make concessions towards peace to the English based |
largely upon the terms first offered by David as part of his younger-son succession 1
proposal of 1351-52; thus David’s ambassadors may at least have been able partly to 1
revive that package during the talks of late 1364, even though the indenture drawn up I
reflected English demands.

The council agreed to send back the ambassadors to try to negotiate a final 
peace with England based on three points. Firstly, the disinherited noble families 
named in the 1351-52 and 1363-64 talks were to be restored to their Scottish lands 
along with the descendants of other forfeited lords now named - this included the 
lands of the Wakes, although if this particular family interest proved problematic it 
was to be dropped in favour of finalising the other points first. Secondly, a younger 
son of Edward III was to receive 1,000 Ubrates of former Balliol lands in Galloway
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in heredity, plus the isle of Man (valued at 1,000 merks), although Man might pass 
instead to the earl of Salisbury, in which case the younger son was to receive an 
alternative 1,000 merks worth of lands in England - both the prince and Salisbury earl 
were to become liege men of the king of Scotland. Thirdly, in order to ensure a firm 
peace, arrangements were to be sought whereby the Scottish ‘king’s men’ (but not 
the king himself) could have access to take part in the wars in Ireland (presumably 
fighting for Edward 111) - however, this last was only to be pursued after Scottish and 
Irish border disputes had been settled with E n g l a n d J 3

What this package seemed to allow was the possibility of a close Anglo- 
Scottish relationship being forged without conceding a place to the Plantagenets in the 
Scottish succession. Such a change in David’s aims might naturally have occurred in 
response to the continental developments of 1364. For since the death of .lohn II of 
France on 8 April, the Anglo-French phoney war had found military expression, even 
if open war between the two had not been officially declared. The English had 
triumphed in their support of the de Montfort claimant to the duchy of Brittany over 
the de Blois claimant backed by Charles V of France, when they defeated the 
mercenary force of Bertrand de Guesclin at Auray in September 1364. However, the 
English had still suffered setbacks with the French neutralisation of Navarre earlier in 
the year. In 1365 the French would also manage to neutralise or tie up English 
influence in Burgundy, Flanders and Brittany. Thus, even in late 1364, it must have 
seemed to David, his supporters and the rest of the Scots that they could try to 
squeeze more favourable terms out of Edward III, who might at any moment require 
a neutral or allied Scotland in an apparently unavoidable renewed Anglo-French w a r . 14 

But it must be remembered that the January 1365 council was only testing the 
waters ïorpossible Anglo-Scottish peace terms. Within this waiting upon events it 
was likely that David retained his ultimate goal of cancelling his ransom and 
displacing the Stewart succession with a younger son of Edward III, whose 
succession he could in turn avoid by siring his own Bruce heir. Giving Galloway and 
Man to a younger son could later be used as a back-door method of winning support 
for this English prince - now a Scottish magnate - as David’s heir presumptive, Just 
as the earldom of Moray had been proposed in 1359. But in offering Galloway lands 
David might also rid himself of a difficult region for the Bruce regime to control; or at 
least David might bring further stability to Justice on the marches by securing English 
vassals for the Scottish crown in south-west Scotland who also held lands in northern 
England and were influential on the English council. It is surely significant, however, 
that David now felt the earldom of Moray to be too valuable (in terms of challenging 
the earls of Ross and the Stewarts) or too controversial to include in this peace deal.
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Edward Til might just as easily be brought to concede thi s deal with David if 
he faced renewed war with France: at the Anglo-Scottish talks of the second half of 
1364 Edward III and his council may once more have demanded of the Scots a place 
for England in the Scottish succession and considerable Scottish military aid in 
France, just as they had done in 1350-52 and1363-64, and would do again in 1366-
67. Besides, although the offer of Galloway to an English prince surely reflected the 
difficulties David faced in controlling the south-west of Scotland, the presence and 
ambition in his service after 1362 of Archibald Douglas (the bastard of the Good Sir 
James whom Robert I had given the Balliol’s lordship of Buittle in Galloway) 
probably means that such an alienation could never seriously be considered by David 
if he wanted to retain the Grim’s support: by 1369 Archibald would be lord of 
Galloway as well as warden of the west march, having pacified the south-west over 
the past five years.

Moreover, in the January 1365 council David was apparently more careful 
than in 1363-64 to ensure that he did not offer to concede so much to Edward III as to 
risk giving political fuel for a revival of the Franco-Scottish alliance alternative by the 
Steward and earls of Douglas and March - as had happened in 1359 and, probably,
March 1364. Thus in the 1365 proposals Scottish military aid to England was to be 
limited to Ireland and there was no offer of what would undoubtedly have been 
unpopular service to England by Scots in France or Flanders, At any future 
opportunity, David could say to the French that he had never actually turned against 
Scotland’s auld ally. Service in Ireland also offered chivalric outlets for David’s cadre 1
of knights alongside the renewed crusades to Alexandria which took place in 1365. |
But once again, with an eye to his younger-son plan, David may have pressed for 
Scottish aid in Ireland to help Edward I ll’s second son, Lionel, Duke of Clarence, 
then the beleaguered Lieutenant of Ireland and the prince whom both the 
contemporary, Henry Knighton, and the later chronicler, Walter Bower, state David 
had proposed as his heir in 1364. Although Robert I had invested heavy personnel 
and resources in destabilising (and indeed trying to annex) Anglo-Ireland in 1315-18 j
and 1327, after the Anglo-Scottish treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton, he had also j
helped his young nepliew William de Burgh, a vassal of Edward III, to secure his |
inheitence as ear of Ulster in 1328: thus David’s offer to help England in Ireland was j
not altogether a reversal of his father’s policy. 15

Thus far it is possible to attempt to rationalise the diplomacy of January 1365,
However, the reality remains that by that juncture, even David - after the experience I
of March 1364 - knew surely that such an alliance with England could never be |
agreed upon in the prevailing political climate in Scotland without incurring civil war. j

t
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Most obviously, the restoration of the Disinherited was a problem which had not been 
solved for fifty years - it really could not be solved. If the Disinherited returned, 
Scottish magnates like the earl of Douglas and the Steward would lose much land, 
and the ambitions of Bruce loyalists like Archibald Douglas would be frustrated J 5

The Scottish council of January 1365 recognised this reality. If peace with 
England could not be concluded on the basis of the three articles it proposed then in 
the meantime a truce was to be sought based upon the resumed payment of David’s 
ransom; this would allow Anglo-Scottish peace talks to continue. 17 This is a logical 

fallback which surely suggests that, although not specifically stated, as far as the 
Scots were concerned the alternative three point peace plan mooted by the council of 
January 1365 was to include the cancellation of David’s ransom. The council decided 
that if a peace deal could not be agreed on these three points, then, first, the 20,000 
merks which the Scots had already paid to England as ransom were to be remitted 
and, beginning again, “six score thousand merks” (120,000) were to be paid in 
instalments of 5,000 merks a year for twenty-four years. If these  ransom 
arrangements were rejected by the English then the paid 20,000 merks was to be 
remitted and, “beginning anew”, £100,000 [that is 150,000 merks] was to be paid at
5,000 merks a year; this would take thirty-four years to pay off. Lastly, if neither of 
these terms suited, then, with the 20,000 merks already paid by the Scots once more 
remitted, they were to pay off KX),000 merks [£66,666] in just ten years at 10,000 
merks per year (as laid down in the original 1357 ransom treaty of Berwick, a fact the 
council record emphasises).

In the first and second ransom/truce packages recited here, the terms from the 
Scots’ point-of-view appear to get worse, with the sum owed ranging between 
£66,666 to £100,000; moreover the English seem only to have recognised two 
complete ransom instalments (from June 1358 and June 1360), ignoring the 5,000 
merks which the Scots had paid late in December 1359 and February 1360. 
However, the rate of return for the English, of course, in turn decreases, from twenty- 
four to thirty-four years of truce with Scotland, at only 5,000 merks income [about 
£3,333] per year; the annual instalments owed by the Scots would thus be smaller 
than before and now spread over two or three decades in which they could evade 
payment. It seems likely, then, that what David really desired was that both the Scots 
and, more especially, the English, be forced by default to accept a return to the 
original 1357 terms of 100,000 merks over 10 years; the slate would be wiped clean. 
For the English, who had experienced David’s delaying tactics over the ransom 
between 1357 and 1363, this plan at least meant that they might get a reasonable 
return if only two or three years’ worth of instalments were actually paid. 18 David,
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meantime, would restore Ms right to expect the estates to grant him a large annual 
contribution, undermine his opponents’ claims that he was wasting the ransom 
money and ensure that Anglo-Scottish peace talks progressed.

Proof that at this juncture the third simple ransom package was what David 
really wanted - or, really, was the only one he could expect to have accepted by both 
realms’ councils - lies in the fact that the ten year 100,000 merk payment plan was the 
only one for which the January 1365 Perth council made arrangements; only if that 
plan was accepted were the great customs to be assigned to the ransom to the sum of
8.000 merks per year; this was to be paid to the English at Bruges as before, with the 
guarantee of the Scottish burgesses. If the ten year plan was accepted by England the 
council also agreed to levy 6d per £ (a fortieth) per person annually (presumably for 
ten, years), with 2,000 merks being set aside for the ransom (making up the full
10.000 merks a year); the rest would go to the king’s expenses, 19

If this scheme had gone through these arrangements would surely have 
amounted to the resumption of regular taxation for the crown, the kind of ‘intensive 
gonvernment’ which Dr Nicholson insists that David’s masterful personality and 
regime asserted in his later y e a r s .  20 Undeniably, the January 1365 council at Perth 

did reflect, more than any other assembly after 1357, the genuine agenda and 
immediate aims of the king and his close supporters. All those in attendance at the 
council were bound to ‘approve, ratify and confirm’, under pain of perjury, any deal 
the ambassadors struck, by attaching their seal to the recorded statutes. They also 
promised not to ‘impede or in any way contradict’ the planned contribution. In 
general, the council members swore on the Gospels to ‘rise in concord with all their 
power against anyone who in any way infringes, impedes or gainsays the aforesaid 
matters...as if against a rebel to the king and a subverter of the common weal ’ - such 
parties were to be compelled to observe the Anglo-Scottish agreement.21

These oaths clearly spoke to the reaction of the greater Scottish magnates 
against David’s fiscal ism between 1357 and 1363. It is thus not totally sur])rising to 
find that the January 1365 council had drawn up these contingencies without the 
attendance of the Steward and the earls of March, Douglas and Ross, David’s most 
obvious opponents. It was only about 25 January 1365 that the four earls;

‘added  t h e i r  a d v ic e  and c o n s e n t  t o  e a c h  and a l l  th e  

a f o r e s a i d  [ m a t t e r s ]  i n  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  o u r  lo r d  th e  k in g  a t  

E d in b u r g h , a f t e r  t a k in g  a b o d i l y  o a th   ̂ a l t h o u g h  t h e y  w ere  
p e r s o n a l ly  n o t p r e s e n t  when m a tte r s  w ere f i r s t  o rd a in e d  a t  P er th . ’

At the same time, the common seals of the burghs of Edinburgh, Aberdeen, Perth and
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Dundee were attached to these clauses. The absence of these men and their retainers at 
the January council would have made it easy for David and his supporters to ensure 
that that body agreed to sign off on the long-winded contingencies for an Anglo- 
Scottish deal, all of which were really meant to buy time for David, keep the Anglo- 
Scottish talks rolling and, at most, ensure regular crown taxation for the ransom and 
David’s expenses.

So, ra ther than David acting with a sound m easure of 
‘circumspection...statesmanship and consent’, all these developments point to the 
direct exclusion and intimidation of the rebel earls by the crown and its supporters at 
the time of the January 1365 council and over the matters it d e c id e d .22 The earls were 
obliged to renew the oaths they had given after their failed rebellion in spring 1363. 
Douglas, in particular, had fallen back to a position of distrust in David’s eyes, 
despite his apparent support for the crown’s embassy to London in late 1363. 
William, earl of Ross, was now openly classed by the government as being allied to 
his brother-in-law, the Steward. The exclusion from Perth of the Steward - who 
regularly held court in Methven castle just a few miles away - says much about the 
moral and military authority of the crown at this time. The specific clauses of the three 
point plan outlined by the January 1365 council certainly seemed to target Stewart 
interests. Like the indenture of 1351-52 - but unlike that of 1363 - the 1365 plan now 
specifically entitled David Strathbogie, one of the disinherited descendants, to be 
restored to his Scottish lands as earl of Atholl; David clearly intended to forfeit the 
Steward of the main earldom he had acquired against David’s wishes in 1342 ,23  

Furthermore, the Scots’ offer by July 1365 - discussed below - that only western 
seaboard Scots should fight for Edward III in Ireland might have allowed David to 
marginalise the Steward, whose family lands were in Rothesay, Bute and the Clyde, 
as his lieutenant on these expeditions along with the MacDonalds and Campbells, just 
as Robert I had done in part with Edward B ru ce .2 4

Admittedly, the January 1365 council records do contain some limitations on 
the fiscal powers of the crown. The contribution and customs were only to be used if 
the ten year ransom plan was accepted; the contribution assigned to the king’s 
expenses was to be controlled by the Chamberlain. More significantly, no-one was to 
petition either ‘openly or in secret, for themselves or others’ for lands and casualties 
from the royal demesne; in case the ten year plan was enacted, these were to remain 
with the crown. However, whilst these conditions represent the natural concerns of 
the Scottish estates to ensure that the king lived of his own while the estates paid his 
ransom, their real effect i n restraining royal fiscal ism should not be exaggerated.
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David had already exploited earlier contributions and papal tenths to line his own 
coffers; and he would ignore more strongly worded parliamentary conditions about 
his finance in the future.

In sum, David emerges from the late 1364 Anglo-Scottish talks with a more 
strong-willed if equally controversial outline for peace and domestic settlement than 
he had had in 1363: but he was not necessarily any closer to closing a deal. His 
ability to lead his regime in an increasingly independent manner and override 
opposition was nonetheless in part confirmed on 20 May 1365, when an extension to 
the Anglo-Scottish truce until 2 February 1370 was concluded in an indenture at 
London. However, the Scottish ambassadors there had been either unable or 
unwilling to press finally for either the three point peace plan or the ten year 
ransom/truce plan propsed by the January 1365 council. These terms were rejected by 
Edward III, probably on the basis that the Scots’ peace plans made no mention of the 
payment of any sum additional to the ransom and only limited military aid to England: 
John of Gaunt may also have been put off by the demand that the younger English 
prince admitted to Galloway become a vassal of the Scots king.

According to English sources for the May 1365 agreement, the Scottish 
ambassadors had tried to secure a 25 year truce (part of the first rehashed ransom- 
truce proposal the Scottish council had agreed to seek); this suggests that they had 
only got this far in their presentation or that David had deliberately ignored his 
January 1365 council’s recorded decisions. Yet, if the Scottish ambassadors had 
acted in order to secure the advantage for Scotland of smaller annual payments over a 
longer period of truce, then they succeeded in part. For although on 20 May the 
ransom was reset at £100,000 (with the 25,000 merks already paid ignored 
completely), they were to pay only 6,000 merks [£4,000] a year, a drop in annual 
payments of 4,000 merks. This the Scots seemed prepared to do; regular payments 
would begin again in January 1366.25

Dr Nicholson has argued that David’s ambassadors struck a bad deal in May
1365. The English ambassadors had apparently dictated the course and terms of the 
talks. However, in reality, David may have managed to strike the best deal possible in 
unpredictable and changing circumstances at home and, especially, abroad. The 
indenture was undoubtedly advantageous to the English: they had secured a neutral 
Scotland in the event of renewed war with France and the prospect of some badly 
needed cash. However, despite the cost to Scotland in cash terms, the indenture was 
a deal which helped reinforce David’s grasp on the political initiative at home. 
Moreover, the actual reduction in annual ransom instalments mean that in theory 
David could oav un each vear and still have enough income left over to fund his
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domestic agenda: between 1358 and 1359 the 10,000 merks instalments had drained 
his revenue c o m p le te ly .26

It is surely significant that, although the May 1365 indenture did not conform 
exactly to any of the alternatives outlined by the Scottish council in January 1365, 
David felt able to ratify the deal with letters under his privy seal on 12 June 1365; he 
sent word of this confirmation by himself ‘in council’ to the English by 15 July, 
along with a request for a safe-conduct to further talks for William, bishop of St 
Andrews, Erskine, Wardlaw and Armstrong.27 Yet this was actually done before 
David had called any sort of assembly to consider the Anglo-Scottish discussions 
which had taken place in May 1365. He and his close councillors had acted alone; the 
diplomatic ball remained in his court, both in terms of continuing talks with England 
for a proper peace or longer ransom-truce, and in terms of determining the agenda in 
Scottish politics.

i t  Diplomatic Manoeuvres. May 1365 to July 1366. j
David’s mood by mid 1365 might, then, be said to be confident but edgy. He i

still avoided a full parliament. Indeed, he refused even to call a full general council to 
discuss the next diplomatic moves to be made. Wliat met after 24 July 1365 - again at 
Perth - is described in the Scottish parliamentary records as a ‘congregation’ of the 
king and fifteen men, the leading magnates of the day, the ambassadorial clerics,
Chamberlain and Chancellor. This was probably a body whose membership David 
had handpicked again, as in January 1365, with a view to ensuring support for what 
he wanted and overawing his opponents: the fifteen were headed by Robert Steward,
Patrick earl of March/Moray and William, earl of Douglas but also inlcuded the 
royalists, Robert Erskine, William Haliburton, Roger Mortimer, David Fleming, and 
the bishops of St Andrews, Moray, Brechin and Whithorn. The presence of men like 
Hugh Eglintoun, Gillespie Campbell of I .ochawe, the bishop of Dunkeld and the 
unpredictable John Macdougall of Lome can have given the Steward little comfort.28

Admittedly, this congregation may have been a council called at short notice.
As well as presumably ratifying the May 1365 resetting of the ransom and truce, the 
congregation’s members discussed the ambassadors’ report on the recent Anglo- 
Scottish negotiations; the records of their meeting thus provide some cryptic details 
about the talks for a full peace and alliance with England which had taken place since 
January 1365, or at least since the ransom/truce indenture was agreed in May that 
year. It is clear that that ransom indenture was looked upon by the majority of the 
fifteen magnates as inadequate, unfair and/or improvable - talks for a firm peace
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should be continued.
Clearly, the English king and/or his council were still demanding greater 

concessions from the Scots than they were prepared to make. The July 1365 
congregation recorded that, if no better deal could be struck (than what, exactly, it 
does not say) then the Scottish ambassadors were to offer 400 armed men and 600 
archers to assist the English when needed in England, at English expense on a 
perpetual basis. In return the English should be prepared to send 200 armed men and 
300 archers to help the Scots in Scotland when needed during the next 120 years. If 
the English would not accept these terms then the Scottish ambassadors could 
concede that Scots from the ‘marches’ of Ireland and Scotland (the western seaboard) 
would fight for Edward III in Ireland for three months a year for between five and 
fifteen years, with the number of troops to be fixed by negotiation. All fifteen men at 
the congregation at Perth swore on the gospels to observe any deal which the Scottish 
ambassadors might strike ‘for the sake of peace’.

As Professor Duncan rightly points out, these troop figures are similar to 
those first mooted in Anglo-Scottish talks in 1351-52; the English terms which the 
Scots had not improved upon by July 1366 were surely based upon the talks of 1351- 
52, 1359 and 1363-64, as well as the ‘four ways’ to progress towards peace thrashed 

out in late 1364 and responded to by the Scottish council of January 1365.29 In 1365 
the Scots must still have been prepared to make some concessions to Edward III and 
his council on the issues of the Disinherited and some restoration of cross-border land- 
holding. The persistence in negotiations of these terms so soon after a ransom/truce 
deal had been struck in May suggests that both the English and David and his close 
supporters wanted a firmer Anglo-Scottish peace if it brought them further political 
advantage; it also suggests that the majority of Scots were anxious to reduce the 
burden of ransom they owed.

To a significant extent, therefore, David had been able to control events in 
Scotland in 1365; he would not have to call another assembly until May 1366. 
However, another possible reason for David’s seeming high-handedness in 1365 
may have been his wish to appear as politically powerful as the French and English 
kings in the eyes of Jean Froissart. The French chronicler arrived in Scotland 
sometime in spring 1365 with letters of introduction from Edward I ll’s queen; this 
was the kind of royal patronage among equals which David would have enjoyed and 
sought to increase.30

Froissart stayed in Scotland - mostly with David - for ‘quarter of a year’, 
travelling around with the royal court and visiting, on his own, a number of the 
greater Scottish magnates at their family seats. It is apparent that at this time David
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and his supporters took the opportunity to relate to Froissart a narrative of the heroics 
of Robert I and of the military events of the 1330s and up to the battle of Neville’s 
Cross which painted the Scottish king and his supporters in a favourable chivalric 
light yet ignored utterly any part the Steward had played. Indeed, Froissart would 
later describe the Steward, as Robert II, as having:

“r e d -b le a r e d  e y e s ,  o f  t h e  c o lo u r  o f  san d alw ood , w h ich  c l e a r l y  

showed t h a t  he was no v a l i a n t  man, b u t one who w ould r a th e r  

rem ain  a t  home th a n  march t o  th e  f i e l d . ”

This was an impression Froissart may have gained at first hand in 1365. David also 
impressed upon Froissart the chivalric (and allegedly Arthurian) history of Scotland. 
There was probably also a tournament held at Edinburgh while Froissart was at court. 
And David’s urging for Scots like the Leslies, Archibald Douglas and William Keith 
to make pilgrimage to Amiens or join Peter I’s crusade to Alexandria - which 
recovered the holy city in October that year - may also have been partly for Froissart’s 
and Edward Ill’s benefit.3t

Yet while David was able to show off to his continental guest and play the 
confident lord over all his realm (the kind of king who didn’t need to call parliaments) 
he may have found that Froissart’s dual English and French patronage obliged the 
Scottish crown to appear at peace with all its magnates and to tone down its 
diplomatic stance. David may have felt, not unwillingly, that it was necessary for him 
to appear friendly with William, earl of Douglas and the March/Moray affinity. 
Certainly, David paid the Douglas earl £80 for wine delivered to the crown about 
August 1365; Douglas was a regular crown charter witness between January and 
August 1 3 6 5 .3 2

However, better relallons with Douglas may have been forced upon David 
during Froissart’s stay because the earl remained a strong draw for men of chivalry, a 
reputation which his connections with the French crown and war record at Poitiers 
must have helped. Froissart stayed with the Douglas earl at Dalkeith castle where he 
encountered five esquire brothers, all of the name of Douglas of Dalkeith and 
employed in the service of the royal household: the Douglas earl must have taken this 
opportunity to embellish Froissart’s knowledge of the Good Sir James Douglas’s 
magnificent crusade on the continent with Robert Bruce’s heart where he entertained 
Flemish and French knights on board his ship at Sluys like a king and died gloriously 
in battle in Granada against the Moors supported by a retinue of 8 knights and 26 
e s q u i r e s .3 3  In  1365 the reality must have been that David was still competing with
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magnates like earl William for the loyalties of ambitious knights like Archibald the 
Grim and James Douglas of Dalkeith. Moreover, the Scottish magnates whom 
Froissart later named in his chronicles as fighting to restore David’s Scotland against 
England in the 1350s included the Douglas earl as leader in Jedburgh forest, of a 
following headed by Archibald Douglas, the earl of Mar, the earl of March, the earl of 
Sutherland, William Ramsay (earl of Fife 1358-60) and Robert Erskine; this may 
have represented the ideal coalition which David still hoped to ally as servants of his 
crown in pursuing his domestic and diplomatic p o l i c i e s . 3 4

Froissart’s presence may, thus, have occasioned a short lull in David’s policy 
of partial patronage directed against his magnate opponents. However, the year 1365 
was really marked by a creeping escalation in David’s interference in Stewart 
territorial interests. On 28 February David had quite dramatically created an ‘instant’ 
familial ally in Sir Walter Oliphant, the new husband of the king’s illegitimate sister, 
Elizabeth Bruce. On that day Oliphant received in free barony the lands of Gask on 
the eastern border of the earldom of Strathearn, lying between the Stewart lordship of 
Methven and Malcolm Drummond’s tenants in the thanage of Auchterarder. Oliphant 
also received the lesser lands of Auchtertyre, Baieraig, Turin, Drimmie, Newtyle, 
Kinpurnie and Galloweald in Forfarshire, Aberdalgie and Dupplin in Perthshire and 
Glensauch in Kincardineshire. This made Oliphant, like his father for Robert I before 
him, an important crown agent in sensitive central Scotland; in 1368 he would serve 
as keeper of Stirling castle. On 18 February 1365 David had also given John Dundas 
the barony of Fingask in eastern Perthshire next to Queen Margaret’s lands of Rait. 
David’s grant of the lands of Gask to Oliphant and Dundas may have made in direct 
contravention of the rights of the Steward and resisted by that lord. For on 12 May 
1365, at Perth (while David was probably in Edinburgh) the Steward granted the 
lands of Foulis Gask to John Logie, Queen Margaret’s son by her first marriage; 
there was evidently competition between the king and his heir for the loyalties of 
these and other Perthshire men.35

Froissart’s presence may have brought an easier summer for the Steward. But 
on 25 September - significantly, while at Kildrummy castle in Mar - David issued 
letters under his privy seal giving Alexander de Bur, bishop of Moray, the power to 
punish crimes committed by his tenants in Strathspey and Badenoch without the 
interference of royal officers. As Dr Boardman has pointed out, explicit in this grant 
was crown criticism of the Steward’s control of this area while Regent in the 1350s: it 
cited ‘the defect of justice, the exercise of which failed at that time...’ Yet in more 
practical terms de Bur - whose clerical career had undoubtedly been advanced by 
David - now had powers as a crown agent in a region where the Stewarts had clear
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plans for expansion over the next few years and in which the influence of Patrick, 
earl of March/Moray, would soon be removed with his surely inevitable death in old 
age. In the same way David had imposed Margaret Logie and the Drummonds into 
the Abnethia of Dull in north-western Perthshire, in spite of the Steward’s hold in this 
region before 1363. It will be shown that between 1365 and 1369 David had to issue 
letters upholding the bishop of Moray’s judicial rights in those areas and to respond 
to parliamentary complaints of lawlessness in Badenoch, Atholl and other northern 
provincial lordships. Clearly, the bishop met resistance to his authority from the 
Steward and his third son, Alexander^ the future Wolf of Badenoch (who of course 
would bum Elgin cathedral in 1390).36

Elsewhere in the second half of 1365, David continued to favour his cadre of 
blood and marital relatives and knights and esquires, and to oversee his control of 
Fife and Mar.37 fn April he had confirmed Patrick, earl of March’s grants to 

Alexander Recklington, the keeper of Dunbar castle, an inspection of an original grant 
witnessed by Lothian men like Walter Haliburton, Alexander Cockbum, William 
Dischington and Patrick Polwarth, an indication that David was moving in decisively 
on the aging March’s affinity.38 Then on 2 October David gave Sir Alan Erskine - 
keeper of Lochleven castle - the barony of Inchture, again in eastern Perthshire next 
to the queen’s lands; Erskine also received lands in Fife that year.39 On 17 October 

Sir John Merries - among the Douglas earl’s retinue at Poitiers but a regular crown 
charter witness between 1363 and 1371 - received a confirmation of the barony of 
Terregles in Dumfriesshire, resigned by Thomas earl of Mar, in free baroTiy; this was 
a grant which had already been made in 1359, and the barony would be raised to 
regality status in 1367.'^

Arguably these, and other minor grants at this time 41̂  give the impression of 
a more confident, assertive king. This is an impression heightened by David’s open 
interest in chivalry at this time, his dispatching of a large body of men to lake part in 
Peter I’s crusade to recover Alexandria, his building projects at St Monans and 
Edinburgh and his more frequent presence at Edinburgh and Perth. Nonetheless, 
David may have felt a growing sense of unease and frustration by the beginning of
1366.

It was almost three years since the heady months when David had won the 
political and moral high-ground resulting to the crown from the three earls’ rebellion, 
and si nce he had married Margaret Logie and secured the earldom of Fife. Y et David 
might easily have felt that he had achieved nothing really concrete in that time despite 
a lot of hard work and heavy diplomacy on his part. True, he was closer to a peace
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deal with England after May I365’s ransom indenture - things were at least following 
the general direction he had initiated. On 22 January 1366 the first instalment of the 
renegotiated ransom was paid, some 6,000 merks; a second instalment may have 
been paid by March 1366. This had been raised through the combined income from 
the customs and contribution loans from the burgesses, clergy and sheriffdoms, 
David was able to use the excess from this income to pay his own and (at £600) his 
ambassadors’ expenses. These were envoys, it should be noted, whose movements 
and remit David was able to decide with no real reference to council or parliament: the 
latter had not met for two years, two meetings of the former had been packed with 
royalists. David had also managed to revive the ‘king’s deposit’; this contained £433 
by January 1366, presumably in Stirling castle.42

But the crown’s record between spring 1363 and 1366 had been of more 
effort and containment than tangible achievement; this bitter taste may have seeped 
into David’s perceptions of his reign as a whole. Indeed, the Anglo-Scottish 
diplomacy of the latter half of 1365 and 1366 almost seems to mark time standing 
still. The Scottish ambassadors were still preoccupied with wrangling with English 
representatives over possible terms for Anglo-Scottish peace, terms which had first 
been mooted in 1351-52 and revived, as we have seen, between November 1363 and 
January 1365, In December 1365 a council did meet at Perth: but the only decision 
recorded there was to erect new trons in every royal burgh for weighing wool, the 
vital export in raising customs revenue to help pay the ransom. The tron-keeper was 
also to be controller of customs for the burgh and was allowed to occupy the office of 
clerk of the cocket: Id for each sack weighed was to go to the c r o w n .43

It was not until May 1366 that a Scottish council - gathering at David’s 
favourite, Holyrood Abbey - met for discussions of their ambassadors’ report on the 
most recent Anglo-Scottish talks. The council admitted that these negotiations had 
been going on for a ‘long time’. Nevertheless, the council’s decision was to reject as 
‘intolerable and inadmissable’ the English demands concerning Scotland’s homage 
(to England), succession and ‘the dismemberment’ of the kingdom. The council did, 
however, authorise the ambassadors to renegotiate a fourth point, the issue of military 
aid by Scotland to England either in England or elsewhere. The latter decision might 
seem to suggest that the Scottish council felt that some sort of peace was possible 
based on this point alone, or at least one which did not make concessions over the 
first three rejected points.44

Professor Duncan has argued persuasively that this condemnation of the 
‘succession, homage and loss of territory’ sought by England was a clerical error by
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the recording scribe of the May 1366 council mistakenly using old documents; in 
reality, Dunan argues, the ‘four points’ which had proved ‘insufferable’ to that 
council were based upon the ‘four ways’ to peace first tabled in 1364-65. However, 
the possibility should not be dismissed that by May 1366 the English had indeed 
upped the ante. Faced by French gains on the continent and David’s manouevring at 
the negotiating table throughout 1365, Edward III and his council could quite easily 
have resorted to demanding heavy Scottish concessions as they had in 1350 and 1363 - 
to force the Scots to come to terms; the English king may have resumed making 
unreasonable Edward l-like demands of the Scots by February 1367, if not b e fo r e .4 5

Once again there was the realistic admission by the Scottish council of May 
1366 that full peace was unlikely based on the terms currently under discussion; 
whether these were based on the four ‘ways’ of 1364-65 or the English succession 
demands of 1363 cannot be known for certain. But in May 1366 the Scottish 
ambassadors were ordered yet again to try for a renegotiated ransom/truce deal. 
Although the parliamentary records give no indication as to the makeup of the May 
1366 Holyrood council - or the course and sides of the debate which surely took 
place there - this was further proof that some or all of the Scots felt that the terms of 
the May 1365 resetting of the ransom were too harsh. Under that deal the May 1366 
Holyrood council indicated that it would be necessaty for further contributions to be 
levied from the Scottish estates if the ransom was to be paid off before the existing 
Anglo-Scottish truce ran out (in February 1370). If this was the aim sought by the 
council - to be free from English constraints by the time the Anglo-French truce also 
ran out - that might indicate that a pro-French/anti-English party had had considerable 
input at the Holyrood meeting; were the Steward and the earl of Douglas once more 
resurgent in their opposition to David’s diplomacy and fiscalism?

David would certainly have to work hard to ensure enough support in 
Scotland to allow talks to continue on the lines he desired. At that time he may have 
received a further setback with the death of Thomas Bisset, Lord of Fife, by April 
1366, reopening the door for Stewart interference in the premier e a r ld o m ,46  

However, it seems likely that in May 1366 David and his close supporters were still 
largely in control of Scottish foreign policy. For to meet the expected ransom 
demands the king’s men were empowered by the council to collect ‘donations’ from 
Scottish magnates at certain unstated places and times. New Scottish coinage was 
also to be minted which retained its equal value with English currency. Like the 
appointment of more efficient burgh customs trons in December 1365, these were 
bureaucratic developments which could only have increased the authority and 
resources of the crown and allowed Anglo-Scottish peace talks to continue. This is an
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impression confirmed by the decisions recorded two months later, by the Scottish 
parliament which was held at Scone from 20 July 1366, Scotland’s first for over two 
years.

iii. David’s Policy Falters, July 1366 to September 1367.
At the Scone parliament of July 1366 it was once more agreed that the 

Scottish ambassadors (the bishop of St Andrews, Wardlaw, Armstrong and Erskine) 
could pursue talks based on four points for a ‘perpetual peace’ with England:

‘by c o n c e d in g  e v e r y th in g  w h ich  was co n ced ed  f o r  p ea ce  in  th e  

f i r s t  in s tr u m e n t made under th e  s e a l s  o f  th e  lo r d s :  and by fu r th e r  

n e g o t i a t i n g  on a  fo u r t h  p o in t ,  n a m ely , th e  m u tu al p r o v i s io n  o f  

a s s i s t a n c e  by f i g h t i n g  men a s  i t  can  be b e s t  g iv e n  and w ith  th e  

l e a s t  b u rd en , j u s t  a s  th e y  w ere ch a rg ed  on t h e  same p o in t  i n  th e  

l a s t  in s tru m en t made under th e  s e a l s . ’

That is, presumably, to proceed on the basis of the three articles agreed by the council 
of January 1365, namely the restoration of the Disinherited, the cession of Galloway 
to an English prince, and Scottish aid to England in Ireland. These articles had been 
the Scots’ response to the ‘four ways’ to peace outlined by the English in 1364; in 
July 1366 it was also agreed that there should be further negotiation on the issue of 
military aid given by each side to the other, as sought by councils since January 
1365/n

These decisions seem to represent no real advance on the estates’ recorded 
decisions between March 1364 and May 1366. However, it may be that what David 
had attained in that time was support for crown policies from more Scottish clerical 
and lay magnates in council and parliament - and in the localities - than he had been 
able to call upon before. Moreover, i f the parliament of July 1366 underlined the fact 
that David had not got very far domestically and diplomatically in the last two years, it 
also signalled the beginning of a more stubborn, aggressive phase in David’s use of 
that support in pursuit of his goals.

For on 26 July - during the Scone parliament - he gave Queen Margaret’s 
adolescent son, John Logie, the barony of Logie, carving it out of the earldom of 
Strathearn and granting it as a regality held directly of the crown. To do so had 
required the resignation of Logie by the Steward, a concession which David had 
surely forced his heir presumptive to make. This was not just another step in David’s 
infiltration of Stewart-dominated central Scotland. For further crown patronage then 
confirmed the place of the Logie-Drumrnond faction at the heart of the royal family
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and the king’s policies (and perhaps, if push came to shove, in the succession).48 For 
on the same day David also gave Logie ail the remaining royal lands in Annandale, a 
lordship for which David had done private Anglo-Scottish peace deals. It was also a 
former Randolph possession to which Patrick, earl of March - and maybe even the 
Steward (married to the widow of John Randolph, earl of Moray and I .ord of 
Annandale (d. 1346)) - might have hoped to forward a familial claim. David would 
continue to exercise his own control over Annandale, overseeing another 
administration deal with the earl of Hereford in December 1366. But that his favour to 
Logie was seen as a deeply unpopular, controversial dynastic grant in certain quarters 
is aptly illustrated by a bond which Sir John Kennedy of Dunure made in November 
of probably 1366 or 1367: that Ayrshire lord was to warn Queen Margaret and John 
Logie of all ‘snares’ or plots against them ‘with all the power of his followers, 
without any deceit whatsoever, within the kingdom of Scotland, and chiefly within 
the lordship of Annandale’. This arrangement also hints at the capacity for 
independent, action, tinged with aggressive paranoia about plots against her fading 
political position, which would betray Margaret to be a liability David could not 
afford to keep after 1368.49

But David’s grants to Logie take on greater significance when set alongside 
the fiscal policies David which initiated in the July 1366 parliament and the favour he 
began to show around 1366-67 to the Steward’s eldest son and heir, John Stewart, 
Lord of Kyle in Ayrshire (who had recovered some of Annandale from the English 
during the 1350s). As regards crown finance, the extraordinary taxes ordered by the 
July 1366 parliament point to the growing extent of David’s authority at such 
gatherings and throughout Scotland. In response to a suggestion probably first made 
at the Holyrood council of May 1366, a new assessment of the ‘veros valor’ - the true 
value - of Scottish lay and ecclesiastical lands was to be made by the government, to 
which the July parliament now added an assessment of the moveable goods of 
burgesses and husbandmen; this was to be complete by September 1366. On the 
basis of this, a further one-off contribution of 8,000 merks was to be raised to pay 
for the expenses of the king, and of the ambassadors to England. In the meantime the 
great customs (recently boosted by the instalment of trons) were still to be used to pay 
for the ransom instalments. However, for an unspecified number of years after this, 
an annual contribution of 8,000 merks was to be raised of which £4,000 (6,000 
merks) was to go towards the ransom while 1,000 merks each was to be given to the 
king and the ambassadors for their expenses; the first payment of these expenses was 
to be ‘loaned’ immediately to the exchequer by the estates (1,000 merks from the 
burgesses, 600 from the clergy and 400 from the nobility). Thus, even though the
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May 1.365 ransom indenture had not called for instalments as large as those required 
under the original 1357 treaty of Berwick (and planned for by the January 1365 
council) David was still able to increase his extraordinary revenue.

What the July 1366 fiscal arrangements meant was that the crown was hoping 
for a windfall of up to 10,000 merks for the king’s expenses and continued 
embassies to England before worrying about the next ransom instalment. David’s 
clerical bureaucracy would have been well able to organise such a levy. Large 
contribution and ransom sums had already been collected in the previous fiscal year; 
the assessment of lands and goods values, ordered by the July 1366 parliament, 
seems to have been quickly prepared. However, the parliamentary call for a new 
assessment to ascertain the ‘verus valor’ of Scotland’s lands and goods in 1366 must 
be taken to show that some opposition to David’s fiscalism still existed. The Scottish 
prelates and nobility would have been anxious to ensure that if the ransom was to be 
paid under David’s terms then its cost should be evenly distributed and reflect the 
conditions of their now war-weary realm. Thus not only were representatives of the 
burgesses and lesser landowners (‘freeholders’) summoned to the 1366 parliament 
but the third estate was to pay specific proportions of the taxation.50

When the new assessment was submitted in September 1366 the estates’ fears 
about their fiscal health in the face of David’s necessary and unnecessary rapacity 
proved justified. On average, land values had fallen by half since their ‘old extent’ 
{antiqua taxatio) had been estimated before 1286. In some areas - notably those 
closest to England - the affect of the wars of Independence and the massive loss of 
population through the plagues of 1350-51 and 1361-62 had proved far worse. In 
this context it is understandable that the suggestions by David’s tightly controlled 
councils of 1365 and 1366 about various heavy tax alternatives or arbitrary magnate 
‘donations’ should have provoked a general call for a new tax limit. The three earls’ 
grievances about David’s taxation and wasting of the ransom in 1363 seem 
forgivable.

However, the painfully low level of assessment may also in part have been 
due to the relative weakness of David’s authority in some areas and the inability of his 
officials to obtain access all lands for review. Tellingly, in mid 1366 the Steward 
resisted royal attempts to assess his lands of Cowal, Bute, Cumbrae and in Arran and 
Knapdale (where Sir John Menteith also had lands) all of which were worth £1,000 
antiqua taxatio (a.t.). These lands lay in the sheriffdom of Argyll, the very ‘western 
seaboard’ lands from which the 1365 Scottish council had proposed Scots be drafted 
to fight in Ireland for England. The verm valor assessment was also resisted in 
Argyllshire by the Steward’s son-in-law, John MacDonald of the Isles (£1,320 a.t.),
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Gillespie Campbell of Lochawe (£600 a.t.) and John Macdougall of Lome (£420
a.t.). Moreover, by 1368, the Sinclair heir to some of Caithness - whose claim had 
been forcibly asserted over all of that earldom by William, earl of Ross - would be in 
the care of William Keith, the Marischal; the latter had thus surely interfered in Ross’s 
interests on the king’s behalf earlier in that decade. Invernessshire had been 
reassessed in 1366.51

It will be shown that David had definitely begun to undermine the earl of Ross 
at this time. But John, L.ord of the Isles, was technically exempt from paying 
contributions towards David’s ransom under the terms of the treaty of Berwick. The 
Steward, Campbell and Lome had all been at the Holyrood council of May 1366 at 
which the assessment was first tabled: Lome, David’s nephew by marriage, may also 
have had some place in the Scottish succession after 1357. Yet these men had clearly 
acted on their resentment of the crown’s intimidation and fiscalism since then. 
Besides their resistance to land assessment apparent by September 1366, the July 
1366 parliament had cited the ‘contumacious absence’ from that assembly of the earl 
of Ross, Hugh Ross, John of the Isles, Lome (who was also a cousin of the Ross 
earl) and John Hay of Tolybothuill’, That parliament had also recorded the need for 
the crown to deal with rebels and lawlesness in Argyll, Atholl, Badenoch, Lochaber 
and Ross: this suggests widespread resistance to royal authority and tax 
assessment/collection by the Stewarts, MacDonald of the Isles and the earl of Ross.52 

David’s fiscalism would continue to prove controversial after 1366 and to be 
resisted in certain quarters in the face of the crown’s attempts to extract cash at a rate 
even higher than that projected as reasonable by the 1366 veros valor assessment. 
But as Dr Boardman has convincingly argued, David attempted about this time to 
pacify some of his aristocratic opponents by acknowledging the prospect of a Stewart 
succession: but he did so on terms dictated once more (as in 1318) by the Bruce 
dynasty. Sometime before 31 May 1367 - probably just after the July 1366 parliament - 
John Stewart, then approaching thirty years of age, married Annabel la Drummond, 
the niece of Queen Margaret Logie, and the daughter of the late John Drummond, earl 
of Menteith (d. 1361): the papal dispensation for this match had been granted on 13 
March 1366. Then on .31 May 1367, David granted the earldom of Atholl, resigned 
by the Steward, to John and Annabella, This charter was witnessed by a court 
dominated by David loyalists: the bishop of St Andrews, the earl of Douglas, 
Erskine, Walter Haliburton, David Annand and John Edmonstone. Thus David had 
seemingly wrested back, presumably by intimidation at court, the earldom which the 
Steward had secured by litigation against the crown’s wishes in 1344: as we have 
seen, David may have been planning to transfer this earldom since January 1365
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when the Scottish council had offered to restore the disinherited lord, David 
Strathbogie, earl of Atholl, to his lan d s.5 3

The implication seems to be that David had to some degree detached Kyle 
from his father and created a Stewart-Dmmmond line of succession which would 
enter the kingship and preserve David’s Anglophile policies, provided of course 
David (43 years old in March 1367) outlived Robert Steward (then 51 years old). 
Such poaching by the crown of a regional magnate’s affinity was, of course, a tactic 
David liked to employ. Moreover, after 1371, the tensions and coups which 
manifested themselves between Kyle and his father, and Kyle and Robert Stewart, 
Lord of Menteith (the future Duke of Albany), may have begun as a result of David’s 
favour to John in 1366-67. Kyle’s affinity after 1371 would include some of David 
l l ’s cadre, men like Thomas Erskine or William Cunningham of Kihnaurs (to whom 
David had given Garrick in 1362). Annabella Drummond may have had some claim to 
her father’s former earldom of Menteith, full title to which David denied Robert 
Stewart. Between 1388 and 1393 Robert Stewart marginalised Kyle/Robert Ill’s 
authority over government, Kyle and Annabella certainly named their eldest son and 
daughter, born after 1371, as David and Margaret. This David Stewart became Duke 
of Rothesay and Lieutenant for his father, John, who renamed himself Robert Til 
when he became king in 1390. In 1402 Rothesay was, of course, killed by Albany 
and the fourth earl of Douglas when his policies of peace with England and 
aggressive interference in the localities brought him into opposition with their 
interests; after his removal, Albany and Douglas divided power between their regional 
hegemonies and resumed war against England and alliance with France. These were 
rival policies which emerged in David I l’s re ig n .54

In 1366-67, therefore, David may have foreseen considerable political scope 
in allying John Stewart with the crown and Drummond-Logie faction. To do so 
convincingly could have altered radically the political balance of power in Scotland 
and enabled David to push his policies through. In theory, John Stewart’s lands in 
south-western Scotland and, after May 1367, his earldom in central Perthshire, 
would make him a useful counter against both the Stewarts (to whose territorial and 
political affinity he could gain access as his father’s heir) and the earl of Douglas. As 
David’s step-son, John Logie, came of age, he could perform the same function, 
again with lands in central and southern Scotland. David’s grants to both these men 
cost the crown nothing but, again in theory, denied the Steward a large portion of his 
main lands.

However, this is surely too .straightforward and retrospective a way to look at 
the ascendancy in 1366-67 of John Stewart. If David I l’s intention in giving Kyle a
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Drummond bride and AthoU was to set him up in opposition to the Steward, there is 
no proof that, such a direct change of loyalties took place. Kyle continued to witness 
his father’s charters up to 1371 and was recognised as Robert l l ’s heir immediately 
after David U’s death, although that tailzie must in part have been issued to allay 
doubts about Kyle’s right provoked by David’s favour to him before 1371. 
Moreover, for David to set Kyle up as a sanctioned Stewart heir to his throne would 
have been an open admission that he did not expect to have a son by Margaret l .ogie 
(although that is a very real possibility); in that case, a Drummond match for Kyle 
would have had less political value. Most tellingly of all, John Stewart - like his 
father - does not seem to have been allowed to use the title of earl of AtholL

Thus, in the context of 1366-67, David’s favour to John Stewart should 
perhaps be seen as a more subtle and speculative olive-branch exercise in crown 
patronage, one which reflected but tried to reduce the limitations which still 
constrained David’s authority; yet one which really made no difference to the political 
balance of power in Scotland. It may even have been sought by the Steward better to 
secure his patrimony from David’s personal antipathy to his nephew. By allowing the 
creation of a Stewart-Drummond earl in Perthshire David surely hoped to undermine, 
or in part placate, the Steward’s power and to further strengthen the Drummond- 
Logie position in central Scotland; and should David fail to have a son, Kyle would 
probably be his heir and might be persuaded to continue his policies. But the outcome 
of this investment in Kyle would depend on future domestic and diplomatic events, 
most especially whether or not David had a male heir by Margaret and outlived Robert 
Steward. Meantime for Kyle - just as for knights like Robert Erskine, Hugh 
Eglintoun and Archibald and James Douglas - it was wise and worthwhile to be able 
to play both sides of the Stewart-Bruce phoney war.

But the pretext David surely used to justify the Steward’s resignation of 
Atholl to his son was the July 1366 parliament’s decision that in order to uphold 
common justice the king should arrest rebels in Atholl, Argyll, Badenoch (the terce of 
the Steward’s second wife, the earl of Ross’s sister), Lochaber, Ross and other 
northern parts; most especially, the king should ensure that these rebels thereafter 
paid their share of the ransom contribution. Thus these areas were not only 
traditionally remote from royal authority, but lands held by the Steward and his allies 
and in-laws, the Ross earl, his brother Hugh, MacDonald of the Isles (Lochaber) and 
the Campbells. We have seen that these men were cited for non-attendance at the 
parliament of July 1366, In Atholl in particular, Gilbert of Glencarnie - whom David 
had favoured in Moray since 1357 - must have complained about attacks on his lands 
by the Clann Donnchaidh (Duncan Andrewson and his son, Robert): the latter were
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adherents of the Steward and his son Alexader Stewart, the future Wolf of Badenoch.
Such petitons against lawlessness prompted parliament to cite Atholl and 

Badenoch for crown intervention. While at Elgin in April 1367 David issued privy 
seal letters ordering Robert Duncanson of Atholl to stop wasting the lands of 
Glancarnie, During the same parliament David also reaffirmed the bishop of Moray’s 
rights over the tenants of Badenoch and Strathspey by ordering his officers in the 
north to enforce that authority with secular penalties; in May 1368 he would order the 
sheriff (Robert Chisholm) and bailies of Inverness to give the bishop of Moray the 
teinds of the profits of royal justice in his diocese. David would visit Strathord in 
northern Perthshire in January 1368 (where he would confirm lands in Moray, 
Banffshire and Perthshire to the Erasers): later in the same year David would 
temporarily arrest the Steward and his son, Alexander, and deny them title to 
Strathearn and the lordship of Methven.55

Therefore, David’s grants to John Logie and these charges against Stewart 
and allied lands in July 1366 can give the impression of an imminent Bruce assault on 
the autonomy of the Steward, Ross and the l ords of the Isles and Argyll; this would 
presumably be followed by the forceful collection of taxes to pay for royal policy and 
largesse. However, whilst resistance to royal authority in Atholl and elsewhere may 
have justified David’s transfer of that earldom to John Stewart in May 1367, there is 
little or no evidence, other than this transfer, of David taking direct military action to 
enforce the calls for justice of the 1366 parliament. His known itinerary between July 
1366 and May 1367 may have included circuits which were designed to intimidate 
rebels and opponetUs into obedience. Apart from Strathord, David went as far north 
as Aberdeen 117 August 1366, 11 April 13671 and Elgin [20 April 13671; as far west 
as Dumbarton [21 February 13671; and as far south as Drumelzier near the border in 
Peeblesshire [December 13661. He also continued to transact a fair amount of 
business at Perth.56 Yet there was no apparent outlay by the crown on armed 
expeditions, justice assizes or gaol facilities. Throughout this period, as before, 
David remained, really, an east coast king whose territorial and fiscal resources and 
affinitv onlv slightlv exceeded those of his great regional opponents, the Steward and 
Douglas. Thus David’s push for his policies in 1366 should not be exaggerated. 
Similar calls for the assertion of royal authority over this ‘Highland party’ would 
have to be made in parliament in 1367, 1368 and 1369,

The reality surely was that in 1366 David and his close supporters did not 
want to risk provoking any sort of full-blown confrontation with their Scottish 
opponents over territorial issues, royal finance or diplomacy. Furthermore, the 
indictment of lawlessness in Atholl, Badenoch and elsewhere, may have reflected
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contemporary dissatisfaction with the crown’s own neglect of justice in these and 
other regions, as much as an enabling act by which David might undermine the 
Steward and his allies. Indeed, the July 1366 parliament issued a number of statutes 
wliich seem to criticise David’s government as much as some of his subjects. 
Arguably, they constitute an attempt to place constraints upon David’s increasingly 
independent kingship and to reduce his preoccupation with diplomatic relations with 
England,

At the instance of the three estates the king was to see common justice 
enforced: royal letters upholding justice were not to be overruled - but whether they 
were being challenged and ignored by the crown or locality officers and men is not 
stated. The king’s remissions of criminals were, however, to be null and void if no 
compensation for the crimes excused had been made within a year; this seems to 
suggest that David had indulged in the kind of sale of pardons for which fifteenth 
century Stewart kings of Scotland would incur c r i t i c i s m . 57 The 1366 parliament also 
ordered crown officers to obey the Chamberlain or face removal from their positions; 
again this hints at resistance to the collection of contribution for David’s ransom 
and/or the embezzlement of this tax by some locality officers - deforcement of 
collectors had been common in the past.

Added to this, the July 1366 parliament’s demand that the king was not to 
take any purveyance and that clerical teinds should be guaranteed, emphasises the fact 
that David’s policies and fiscalism had clearly strained the patience and resources of 
many of his subjects, be they crown opponents, supporters or neutrals. This is placed 
beyond doubt by parliament’s insistence that the monies the estates had agreed in 
1366 to loan to and raise for David were to be used only for their stated purposes; that 
is, the king’s and ambassadors’ expenses and the ransom (and, with this, the 
recovery of the remaining hostages). These were not merely conventional concerns 
that the crown should live ‘of its own’ resources. The 1360s was still an era of 
inflation and plague, and the same motive of trying to limit the crown’s grasping 
fiscal policies is surely pardy behind parliament’s order that the royal household and 
other travellers should pay for their supplies and lodgings and desist from descending 
with their retinues on already over-burdened religious houses. Further proof that 
David had faced some criticism and constraint in the July 1366 parliament may lie in 
his delay in calling another assembly of the estates for over a year and two months, 
until September 1367.

There were, then, as in 1363-64, complex tensions at work in the Scottish 
political climate of 1366-67 and no simple dichotomy of factions. Despite his hard 
work and persistence in diplomatic matters, and the more assertive hand he had used
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in his finance and royal acts of July 1366, David was still not able to pursue the kind 
of totally independent kingship he desired. The 1366 parliament had rejected as 
‘intolerable’ some of Edward Ill’s current diplomatic suggestions and tried to place 
constraints on David’s spending and lifestyle. To be fair, once again, the uncertain 
phoney war between England and France had not developed to David’s advantage 
between May 1365 and May 1367. Indeed events had moved slowly and allowed 
little scope for a decisive shift in attitude among Scottish parliamentarians. In late 
1366 Charles V of France had sent Bertrand de Guesclin to help Henry of Trastamare 
seize the kingship of Castile from Pedro the Cruel. The latter when vanquished 
received the support of the Black Prince who, with John of Gaunt having joined him 
in Acquitaine in November 1366, set out to recover Castile in January 1367. This 
English expedition triumphed at Najera on 3 April 1367.58

However, it would be far too neat to suggest that David was able to use this 
English victory over France’s allies in April 1367 as a lever in the transfer of Atholl to 
John Stewart in May, and in further intrusion into other magnate interests. It was 
reported by the contemporary English chronicler, John of Reading, that many Scots 
had fought on the French side at Najera; the pro-French Scottish party must have 
suffered some setback as a result of the defeat.59 But the Castile expedition had 
bankrupted and crippled the Black Prince with illness, and his allies and many of the 
rest of Eurooe’s aristocracv fell to sauabblina among themselves: the victory did little
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or nothing in the short term to strengthen the positions of England or David. Gaunt’s 
own absence abroad until October 1367 must also have made it harder for David’s 
amabassadors to press for any sort of Anglo-Scottish deal involving this younger son 
of Edward III, The English king himself was increasingly less interested in the 
mechanics of his diplomacy and family empire; through him his council would simply 
continue making demands for extreme concessions by the Scots.

Indeed, by 8 February 1367, English attempts to squeeze the Scots on the one 
hand, and David’s persistence with his ‘four points’ or his younger son plan on the 
other, contributed to bring the negotiations to an impasse. On that day, Edward III 
ordered defensive measures to be taken on the borders ‘as any hope of peace [is 
gone], as is clear from the response of their [the Scots’] messengers recently made to 
us,’ Again, it is John of Reading who states that Edward III had berated the Scottish 
Ambassadors in England about February 1367, demanding that the Scots attend a 
parliament at York and put men-at-arms at England’s disposal. As their dialogue 
broke down, Reading asserts, Edward accused the Scots of planning to attack 
England while her troops were away in Castile; Reading states that when Edward 
refused to meet with the Scots any more they left to ally with the Danes and



461

Norwegians in plundering U l s t e r .60
This Ulster development, however (whilst an interesting twist on David’s 

earlier offers to serve Edward in Ireland), was surely a fabrication on John of 
Reading’s part, Archibald Douglas and George Dunbar may have begun the raids on 
English occupied lands in the Merse and Annandale which they would increase from 
1368. But no real Anglo-Scottish conflict erupted at this time. With the stalling of the 
talks process, the latter half of 1366 and 1367 was once again marked by David’s 
dependence on patronage as a low-key means of strengthening his own support and 
weakening that of his Scottish opponents while avoiding direct confrontation. Of 
those royal grants worthy of note, there was David’s grant of the thanage of 
Fromartine in Aberdeenshire to the hostage, William, earl of Sutherland, on 30 July 
1366.61 Then on 13 September 1366 David granted the lands of the new forest of 

Dumfries to Walter Leslie and his new wife, Euphemia, the daughter of William, earl 
of Ross, David had clearly already sanctioned the interference of Leslie into Ross’s 
affairs, culminating in 1370 with the earl being forced to tailzie his earldom and other 
lands to the crusading favourite of the king; Ross’s complaint to parliament in 1371, 
after David’s death, made it clear that David and Queen Margaret had had a direct role 
in intimidating Ross into allowing the Leslie-Euphemia match and resigning his

CP ÇP 1 C* V?

territory. In 1366 this agenda may not have been apparent although I,eslie can be 
found at Inverness in 1367 issuing a charter to Euphemia [Sinclair (sic)], the fifth 
daughter of Malise, late earl of Strathearn, Orkney and Caithness. But Leslie had had 
to secure a dispensation to wed Euphemia Ross; this was granted only by 8 December 
1366, some time after their betrothal, a timing which suggests that the marriage had 
been unwanted and challenged by R o s s .6 2

As Dr Boardman has shown, Walter l eslie’s military expertise and following 
and his crusading wealth would have been useful to David in any stand-off against 
the Steward and his a l l i e s .  63 But the potential extent of his influence in Ross should 
not be overestimated, for Leslie can have had no natural following in that region 
(Leslie castle was in Garioch). Nonetheless, Leslie’s advance must be taken in 
context with David’s other sponsored agents in the north and north-east of Scotland. 
For both Leslie and the bishop of Moray - with his authority over Badenoch and 
Strathspey - can be associated in the late I 3 ^ s  with a group of northern knights and 
esquires which included Hugh Fraser of Lovat, Alexander Fraser of Durris and 
Cowie, Duncan Fraser of Brownenekdy (Moray), Andrew Barclay of Garntoly, 
Adam Pringle, Walter Moigne, William Liddale, Robert Chisholm, Richard Comyn, 
Nicholas Sutherland (the earl’s brother), Walter Bisset, Philip Dumbrek, William



462

Fenton and William Keith, the M a r i s c h a l .64 These men formed David’s 
administration in the north and north-east after 1365. Moigne emerged as the clerk of 
the justiciary north of Forth; Chisholm was keeper of Urquhart castle; Alexander 
Fraser followed liddale  as sheriff of Aberdeen with Dumbrek as his deputy and a 
collector of the contribution; Comyn would become keeper of the Moray forest of 
Darnaway; and Keith would appear as ‘lieutenant of the earldom of Moray’ by 12 
September 1367 and in charge of Ross’s pawn in Caithness, the heir William 
Sinclair, by 1368. Some time in 1367 David also seems to have issued another order 
to his northern officers to prevent crossings to Orkney, surely as a means of denting 
the earl of Ross’s interference in this Norse p o s s e s s i o n . 65

Keith’s office underlines David’s determination to gain control of northern 
Scotland from the great regional magnates. Through these knights and the bishop of 
Moray he was able to assume authority over the Moray earldom of the ailing Patrick, 
earl of March. As well as inspecting a number of the March earl’s charters David 
made grants to Lothian and south-eastern Scots like Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie 
(junior), Alexander Cockburn, John Crichton, and William Lindsay of the Byres. On 
28 August 1367 David had confirmed the March earl’s admission that he had lost a 

land dispute with the priory of Durham. 66 Then between I and 4 September 1367 an 
Anglo-Scottish conference was held at Morislaw and the Friars preachers at 
Roxburgh, to arrange ‘great days of March’ to settle border differences and truce 
breaches. Among other Scottish magnates’ seals appended to this indenture the earl of 
March’s was notable by its absence and apparently had to be replaced by David l l ’s 
own seal. The king was moving in to exploit the vacuum which the likely death of the 
March earl would cause in northern and southern Scotland.67

David was also moving to reassert royal authority in the difficult south-west 
of Scotland at this time. In lanuary 1367 he restored the earldom of Wigtown to 
Thomas Fleming, nephew of David’s ‘foster-father’ Malcolm. However, David may 
already have begun to realise that the Flemings - based in Dumbarton - had no real 
authority over the native kindreds of the south-west. The Flemings’ earldom was 
significantly not restored with the full regality over Wigtown which they had 
originally received from David in 1342.68 Instead the crown had already turned to 
depend upon Archibald Douglas as its alternative agent in the south-west. The ‘Grim’ 
was warden of the west march by 1364 and retained sole control over that office in 
the Anglo-Scottish indenture concluded at Moorhouselaw in Roxburghshire in early 
September 1367 which made arrangements for ‘great days of march’ to be held in the 
east and west marches. In contrast, wardenship of the east and middle marches was
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unusually shared between the earls of Douglas and March, and the royalists, the 
bishops of St Andrews and Glasgow (Walter Wardlaw after 14 April 1367), Robert 
Erskine, Walter Leslie, Walter Haliburton, Hugh Eglintoun and Duncan Wallace {the 
sheriff of Ayr): in January 1368, Erskine alone would act for Scotland at an east 
march truce day.69

In securing this marches deal David had again to some degree matched 
Edward I l l’s encouragement of the leading magnates and prelates of northern 
England in taking part and upholding these border tribunals as ‘ warden-con servators ’ 
of the Anglo-Scottish truce. Rut it remains to be seen just what actual degree of 
control these appointments gave David over the actions of the earls of Douglas and 
March; and even over the crown’s agents, Archibald Douglas and the young 
Dunbars. In October 1368 David would complain to Edward III that these days of 
march were too slow to settle disputes, were ill-attended by certain wardens. 
Moreover, as we shall see, the earls of Douglas and March would become 
increasingly ‘indisposed’ to co-operate with the crown over border and diplomacy 
issues. Although Archibald Douglas would conclude a new judicial agreement with 
the Percies in 1369 (in which both parties promised to present truce-breakers to each 
other), the Grim and the Dunbars would seize back Annandale and Berwickshire 
lands from English occupation between 1368 and 1371. After 1371 co-operation on 
the marches would deteriorate until the earls of Douglas and March and Archibald, 
Lord of Galloway, enetered into open warfare with the Percies, Dacres and de Bohun 
earls of Hereford by 1377. Thus just as in the period 1342-46 and his strained 
relations with William Douglas of Liddesdale, in the late I36^s David may really have 
been unable to dispense with, or control, the aggressive lordship of the Douglases, 
Dunbars and other native families in the m a r c h e s .7 0

But in 1367 David’s favour to Archibald Douglas was parallelled by his 
indirect patronage to Sir James Douglas of Lothian. At Drumelzier near the border in 
Peebleshire on 14 December 1366, the day after David and Archibald Douglas had 
concluded their deal with the earl of Hereford, David confirmed a grant of 1351 by 
the late William Douglas, knight of I .iddesdale, to his nephew and heir, James, of the 
barony/castle of Aberdour in Fife, and a grant to James from William’s daughter, 
Maria (or Mary), of lands in I anarkshire. On the same day David also confirmed the 
earlier grant of Aberdour to Liddesdale by John Randolph, earl of Moray. David had 
already confirmed both these grants in late 1360. It is likely, then, that in 1366 James 
Douglas had faced some challenge to his claim to the lands of his uncle. This may 
have come from Robert Erskine’s son, Thomas, who had wed Liddesdale’s daughter 
in 1365: Thomas and James would come to blows over these lands. But in 1366 a
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challenge to the Liddesdale lands may also have come from William, earl of Douglas, 
who had killed William of l iddesdale in 1353 in a territorial dispute over control of 
the family’s expanding lands: the Douglas earl was probably an unwilling witness to 
these royal confirmations in 1366 and to David’s days of march deal in September 
1367.71

Certainly, in late 1366 David seems to have taken precautions to contain the 
Douglas earl’s interference and independent action in Anglo-Scottish relations. From 
his lands on the marches, the earl had probably sanctioned raids into English 
occupied lands in Scotland and across the border. The Scottish council of .January 
1365 had stipulated the need for peace on the borders before a firm deal could be 
secured; the same council had bound the earl of Douglas to observe any deal made. 
Yet in 1366 the clerics of Durham could complain that their hospital at Tweedmouth 
had been devastated by the Scots (although this may have been the work of Patrick, 
earl of March); and the Marches conference of September 1367 was designed in part 
to stop English raids into Annandale, surely made in retaliation for Scottish 
assaults .72

Earl William’s motives for assaulting England would have been central to the 
continued influence of his military lordship in southern Scotland and his hope of 
renewed Franco-Scottish alliance and French royal patronage for himself. He must 
also have objected - as he had done between 1357 and 1363 - to David’s misuse of 
the ransom money. It is significant that, as with the last ransom instalment paid in 
June 1360, David chose to escort the first instalment under renegotiated terms in 
January 1366 to the borders in person - he may have perceived a threat to the 
shipment of cash from the border earls. Similarly, in December 1366 David was once 
again at the border in person to renew his agreement with the earl of Hereford over 
the administration of Annandale. This included notification to the English that John 
Logie now held the Scottish part of that lordship, another development which must 
have alienated the earls of Douglas and March, both starved as they were of royal 
patronage.73 Finally, as mentioned above, in September 1367 the crown ensured that 
the earls of Douglas and March were chaperoned at the Marches conference at 
Roxburgh bv a groun dominated by David’s close supporters while ArchibaldC7 1 «/ i l

Douglas acted alone as warden of the west march and David’s agent in Annandale.
Such then were the actions of the crown between July 1366 and the 

parliament held at Scone in late September 1367. They were allied to David’s more 
obvious assault on both Stewart and Ross interests, with his forceful transfer of 
Atholl to John Stewart of Kyle and his collection of a larger and larger income, and
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his favour to Sir Walter I.eslie. It should be noted that David also managed to impose 
his faithful ambassador, Walter Wardlaw, archdeacon of Lothian, as the new bishop 
of Glasgow by 14 April 1367, a successful nomination which may have been used to 
put pressure on the Steward as to the legitimacy of his sons by his first m a r r i a g e .7 4  

On 18 January 1367, while at Perth, David also granted the barony of Kinnoul (like 
so many other royal grants of Perthshire land in this period, next to Queen Margaret’s 
lands of Kinclaven in eastern Perthshire) to Robert Erskine’s son, Nicholas, an 
esquire prominent among chivalric trips abroad by Scots in the 1360s.75  And while at 
Dumbarton in February 1367, David confirmed lands in Stirlingshire and Perthshire 
to John Drummond, who was bailie of the Abnethia of Dull for Queen Margaret. 
Altogether, David’s patronage between 1363 and mid-1367 amounted to the most 
impressive reassertion of the Bruce resettlement to date, putting crown supporters 
into most localities and offices in the north, north-east, central, south-west and south
east of Scotland. But David’s personal rule still awaited that one big break, either at 
home or diplomatically, to shift events decisi vely in his f a v o u t .7 6

iv. Staleinate: the Logie Policy U nravels, Sept. 1367 to June 1368,
The intensification of such a domestic policy by David must serve to 

contradict any appearance of a quieter, more settled period in Scottish politics after the 
three earls’ rebellion of 1363, or of more ‘circumspect’ kingship by David himself. 
Indeed, crown-magnate tensions were becoming disruptive again by the September 
1367 parliament at Scone. The earls of Douglas, March and Ross - whose interests 
had all been targetted by the crown in the last year - were cited for ‘contumacious 
absence’ from that assembly. As in 1359 and 1363, of David’s established 
opponents, only the Stewarts (Roberts senior and junior, and John of Kyle) - who 
had the most to lose by an open break with David - were present, although the earl of 
Douglas may have entered the intimidating chamber a few days into its p r o c e e d in g s .77

David would have been able to use the absence of the Steward’s past allies as 
a chance to press for greater freedom of action for the crown in diplomatic and, in 
turn, domestic affairs. The September 1367 parliament has been celebrated as an 
advance in the bumeacratic organisation of Scottish central government by its election 
of a select council of members to transact the business of parliament which would be 
reported to the following meeting of the political community; the rest of parliament 
could go home in light of the impending harvest,78 But in reality the election of such 
a committee from the three estates may have represented as much an attempt by David 
and his close supporters to manage a smaller group of parliamentarians favourable to
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the king’s policies. At this, the first assembly of the estates in over a year, David 
ceitainily needed to get the Anglo-Scottish talks back on track and perhaps avoid war 
with Edward 111 after the 1366 parliament’s rejection of England’s terms.

Proof that this assembly may have been easier for David to manage and 
intimidate lies in what was conceded to the crown at Scone. The king and his 
councillors were henceforth to be able to choose and dispatch ambassadors without 
calling a council or parliament. This was something David had really been doing since 
1363: by January 1368 David’s new favourite in northern Scotland, the crusader 
Walter Leslie, had been added to the usual embassy of Lande Ills, Armstrong, 
Wardlaw and ErskineJ9 But in September 1367 David was also, uniquely, granted 
the right to make a second revocation of all grants of royal demesne dating back to the 
reigns of Alexander III and Robert I. The latter should he seen aa part of David’s 
wider and quite complex fiscal policy at this time. His financial requirements 
probably remained threefold: to ensure that he could pay off his ransom and thus 
sustain strong ties and peace talks with England, while at the same time securing a 
substantial regular income for the crown.

David introduced his new fiscal policies probably in response to the likely 
shortfall in returns from the contribution to be levied on his subjects’ lands and goods - 
as would have been expected after the 1366 assessment revealed a drop in land values 
nationwide of often over a half since the thirteetith century, as well as resistance to tax 
assessment and collection in some regions. Indeed, the exchequer rolls reveal that 
whereas between January 1366 and January 1367 some £4,526 was collected as 
taxed ‘contribution’ out of the Chamberlain’s total income of £5,714, between 
January 1367 and January 1368 this had fallen to a total income of £l ,731; this was 
well short of the hoped for 8,000 merks a year. Not all of this decline could be 
accounted for by the new assessment - resistance to David’s collectors and a lack of 
specie must have formed a major part of this shortfall.80

Thus to counter this lost income David planned to make a far more extensive 
mandatory revocation of demesne and feudal casualties than he had done in 1357; he 
had hardly used the latter opportunity at all to raise cash for the ransom or other 
crown purposes probably because, at a  time of relative royal weakness, so much of 
the crown’s lands were in the hands of either his opponents or key supporters. But in 
1367 a revocation was a legalistic source of extra cash which the crown could exploit 
piecemeal in order to make up for the further drop in income which would result from 
the loss of parity between Scottish and English coinage which, occurred that year. 
Here David was caught in a vicious circle. The necessary drain of specie to pay for 
the ransom (further lump sums of 6,000 merks each were paid in January of both
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1367 and 1368), along with heavy exports and customs on this trade to raise each 
ransom instalment, meant that the decrease in the relative value of Scottish money 
against English was accelerated throughout the decade. This was a trend which David 
had tried - and for a while succeeded in - fighting in 1357, But on 7 October 1367, 
following a parliamentary ordinance of 27 September, David ordered his Warden of 
the Mint and royal moneyer to debase the Scottish coinage by between 5 and 10%. 
Thereafter die Scottish mint would mint twenty-three-and-a-half pennies per pound of 
silver as opposed to the English (and old Scottish rate) of twentydwo-and-a-half.81

But if David had at last had to relent on a matter over which he had been 
pressurised in the council of May 1366, the revocation and great customs could be 
used to compensate. It was surely with this in view that David raised the customs 
tariff in September 1367 from three up to four times that which it had been in 1357; 
with the customs assigned by previous councils/parliaments to paying the ransom, 
this increase would be necessary if the annual contribution was still to yield enough to 
meet the rest of the ransom instalment and the king’s and ambassadors’ expenses. 
Higher customs would also be valuable if David continued to encourage his southern 
royal burgh merchants to buy English wool and export it to the continent. The greater 
tariff would presumably make up for the higher outlay of Scottish cash to buy this 
wool; ideally, this wool and other goods could be exchanged for English c o in .82

That a second revocation was the idea of the king or his clerical advisors is 
revealed in the events of the months after the September 1367 parliament. The latter 
had managed to put in writing some conditions for the revocation. The demesne 
revoked was not to be realienated by the crown without the estates’ advice and 
consent, just as ‘mature counsel’ had been stipulated by parliament after the 1357 
revocation. In 1367 the fermes of alienated royal lands were to be repaid by their 
incumbents by Michaelmas next; and casualties held by private individuals within 
regalities and free barony liberties were to be returned to the crown. However, it can 
be shown that David exercised quite a free hand in deciding just who had to suffer 
revocation and the exact conditions under which it should be made; and he would 
continue to alienate royal feudal casualties and lands without any apparent formal 
consultation with the three estates. Thus David must confidently have expected to be 
able to circumvent any attempts by parliament to ensure that he lived of his own. He 
attempted to provide himself with a regular, sizeable income; and he anticipated a 
model of royal fiscalism in the exploitation of casualties, revocations and pardons 
which the Stewart kings of the fifteenth century would try to employ, with varying 
degrees of success.

The lands against which David’s administration moved to collect a
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revocation/restoration penalty were presented to the council held at Edinburgh in 
January 1368 and were mostly situated in Scotland north of Forth. They included 
lands which had belonged to Robert I by 1329, suggesting perhaps that a full 
revocation back to 1286 was considered too controversial. Yet the lands which were 
to be evoked made it obvious who was felt to be completely beyond the political pale 
by David. Many of his close councillors and chivalric cadre had lands included in the 
revocation; Walter Leslie, Alexander Lindsay, the Drummonds, Walter Haliburton, 
Robert Erskine, William earl of Sutherland, Robert Bruce (David’s cousin), William 
Dischington, John Logie and William Keith. However, the highest sum any of these 
men was asked to pay to the Chamberlain to recover these lands was £100 [from the 
highly-favoured Keith for Aboynel and most demands were for between £10 and 

£30.83
In stark contrast, Robert the Steward was expected to pay £120 for the lands 

of Badenoch (which he had held by right of his wife since 1355), while the bishop of 
Moray - to whom the crown had given judicial rights over his tenants in Badenoch - 
was billed for only £4. Elsewhere, John MacDonald of the Isles was asked for £200 
for I .ewis and I .ochaber and £200 for Gairnoran. It would seem that David wanted to 
fine the Steward and MacDonald in full for their years of unsanctioned occupation of 
these lands during David’s absence between 1346 and 1357 and perhaps for their 
evasion of land assessment in 1366. Finally, David seems simply to have revoked the 
casualties of the sheriffdom of Aberdeenshire from William, earl of Ross, without, 
any possibility of restoration, and confirmed William Keith’s control of the £10 rental 
and person of the earl of Ross’s pawn in Caithness, William S in c la ir .8 4

It was perhaps, then, as much this demand for money for Badenoch and 
Stewart lands elsewhere, as because of the general lawlessness cited in the 1366 
parliament, which would give David cause to imprison Robert Steward and one or 
more of his sons in I .ochleven castle sometime in 1368. Walter Rower, writing in the 
1440s, states that it was at the instance of Queen Margaret that David did so, gaoling 
the Steward and his three sons, John, Robert and Alexander in various castles (a 
move dated by Bower’s present-day editors to the winter of 1368-69), but releasing 
them after he had separated from Margaret in time for a parliament at Perth (which 

may have been that held in March 1369).85 However, the exchequer rolls detail costs 
for warding only the Steward and his third son, Alexander, in Lochleven castle - 
captained by Alan Erskine - sometime between January 1368 and January 1369, It 
was Alexander Stewart who would become infamous for his aggressive interest in 
Badenoch and northern Perthshire after 1370, So this makes it likely that it was over
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resistance to David’s revocation that he and his father were arrested. Queen Margaret 
may have taken against the Steward and Alexander because Badenoch bordered on to 
her dower lands of the Abnethia of Dull, If this was so then the absence of the 
Steward as a witness to royal acts between 10 May and 14 June 1368 may be 
accounted for by the few weeks Bower says the Stewarts spent in gaol; they would 
have been released just in time for the June 1368 parliament at Scone, probably just 
as David began moves to annul his marriage to Margaret Logie. Thus only a redating 
of Bower’s information is necessary.86

It should be emphasised, however, that David did not take the opportunity 
presented by the 1367 revocation to attempt further to undermine the territorial and 
political interests of the earls of March and Douglas. By the time of the January 1368 
council at Edinburgh the former was besides no longer able to influence events; but 
David’s non-harassment of Douglas may have reflected a realisation by the king that 
then, more than at any other time, he could not afford to provoke any concerted 
reaction from his past and potential opponents similar to that which had occurred in 
1359 and 1363; and he had certainly pushed the earls of March, Douglas, Ross and 
the Steward far enough in recent months, David may have come to this decision 
because it was surely obvious by early 1368 - if not long before then - that he was not 
going to be able to strike a favourable peace deal with England. Since 1363, Edward 
III had consistently demanded from the Scots too many costly concessions, which 
would have compromised the nation’s integrity and internal political relations.

This was one side of the double-edged conundrum, which David found 
himself in by 1368, For the English to lower their demands from Scotland and offer a 
peace deal which David could sell to the majority of Scots would require some 
English reverses in the struggle with France. This, however, might give some 
momentum within Scotland to the abandonment of talks with England and the 
renewal of the Franco-Scottish alliance, championed by the Steward and earl of 
Douglas. At the same time David could not hope to dictate decisively foreign policy 
for Scotland without the clout necessary to face down his Scottsh magnate opponents 
in an all-out crisis. This, indeed, was his biggest problem, and a growing one. As it 
became more and more obvious that he was not going to have a son (or even just a 
daughter) by Margaret Logie, more and more Scots would have seen the need to keep 
their options open in the event of a Stewart succession and renewed alliance with 
France. This problem would have increased in magnitude as David got older.

It was towards this worst-case scenario that things must have seemed to begin 
to degenerate for David in the Scottish parliament of 12 to 22 June 1368. At the 
beginning of this meeting another committee was elected to excuse the rest of
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parliament; but this time David does not seem to have been able to control the estates’ 
decisions. The records for this assembly state that ‘after four days and more of 
diligent advice and mature deliberation...’ it was decided that there was:

‘ . . . n o  n eed  t o  c o n c e d e  any o f  th e  p o in t s  w ith  o t h e r  d iv e r s  

a r t i c l e s  a d jo in e d  t o  t h e s e  p o in t s . . .w h i c h ,  a t  a n o th er  p a r lia m e n t a t  

w hich  more and g r e a t e r  men had b een  p r e s e n t  th a n  now [ probably .July 

1 3 6 6 ] . . . had b e e n  u n a n im o u s ly  tu r n e d  down a s  i n c o n v e n i e n t ,  

i n t o l e r a b l e  and u n o b ser v a b le  and le a d in g  t o  e x p r e s s  s e r v i t u d e . ’87

Clearly, the English were still being unreasonable in their demands with regard to the 
terms of mutual military aid which the Scots and English should offer each other: and 
the English may have revived the plan to divert the Scottish succession to the English 
crown (not a younger son of Edward Til) as well as demanding the restoration of the 
Disinherited and more cash.

This break-off in negotiations may not have been so disastrous for David. 
Parliament did allow that a more appropriate time might arise for talks to be renewed. 
It was felt, besides, that the remainder of the existing Anglo-Scottish truce ‘until 
1369’, with a six month grace period if either side wanted to renew war, gave the 
Scots enough of a cushion to wait upon events. In light of this. Professor Duncan has 
argued that David had deliberately had his envoys make too many concessions to the 
English so as to ensure that the Scottish parliament would reject the terms.88 It is true 
that by this juncture, with really only one major Scottish hostage left in England (the 
childless earl of Sutherland), David might indeed have been willing to risk breaking 
off peace talks with England and to settle for a reduced ransom deal. But surely, in 
June 1368 this would have required a trust in foresight far beyond David’s 
capabilities at a time when his lack of a fruitful wife threatened to undermine his entire 
political position. Moreover, it can be shown that David had not necessarily lost 
interest in pursuing his ideal younger-son succession plan and that he still Liked the 
idea of good Anglo-Scottish relations.

No mention was made in the June 1368 parliament of continuing to pay the 
ransom, the most recent instalment of which had been delivered in January 1368, The 
fact that the June 1368 parliamentary record cited 1369 as the end-date of the truce - 
when in fact the tmce was to last until February 1370 - suggests that the majority 
opinion in June 1368 was for that year’s instalment to be the last, with the renewal of 
war against England some time in 1369 the logical outcome unless the English could 
be brought to renegotiate the ransom. Certainly, the 1368 parliament decided that
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there was no need to impose a contribution for the king’s or ambassadors’ expenses. 
This was the first time since 1364 that no such tax had been granted, yet David had 
surely desired such a levy. Parliament requested David and some of his knights to 
inspect Edinburgh, Stirling, Dunbar (or Dumbarton?) and l.ochleven castles to 
prepare for war. Archibald Douglas was to serve as warden of the West marches; the 
earls of Douglas and March were to be consul ted about the appointment of wardens in 
the east. These earls, though, were described as ‘not well disposed for the task’ even 
though they were present at the parliament; this surely reflected the build up of their 
hostility towards David II and his policies of the past five years.

Clearly, a debate similar to those which had taken place between Scotland’s 
king, magnates and estates in 1352, 1359 and 1363 had occuned at Scone in 1368, 
one in which the crown’s policies lost ground to the fears and uncertainties of its 
opponents and neutrals, and even some of David’s supporters. Any complete 
withdrawal from talks with England would in theory have brought the possibility of 
Franco-Scottish alliance closer and meant that no renegotiation of the ransom/truce 
terms was possible; this would have been dangerous brinkmanship for David to have 
approached willingly.

Further indication that David had lost ground in June 1368 comes from the 
remainder of the parliament’s recorded decisions. Dissensions raging among some of 
Scotland’s magnates at that time were to be settled in order to prepare the country to 
defend itself in the event of war with England. These magnate feuds included some 
cited for settlement in the same parliament, several of which may have been fuelled by 
antagonism between the crown and its supporters on the one hand, and the Steward 
and his allies on the other. Most notably, a feud between Robert Stewart, Lord of 
Menteith, and Archibald Douglas over the latter’s denial of the lands of Bothwell 
assigned to the terce of Robert Stewart’s wife, the widow of Thomas Murray of 
Bothwell, was to be returned to the justiciar’s court. In another case, the king’s 
justiciar of Lothian, Sir Alexander Cockburn (an adherent of the March earldom), 
fined William Borthwick and Alan Lawder the huge sum of £1,000 each, penalties 
which were to be guaranteed by the Steward, Duncan Wallace, the sheriff of Ayr, and 
Sir William IJndsay of the Byres, The Steward must have looked upon the Menteith 
case and the conviction of I.awder, a bailie for Stewart lands in Berwickshire, as 
further crown slights of his family interests. Lastly, Sir David Annan, one of David’s 
chivalric cadre, along with ‘the barons of the earldom of Angus’, had been involved 
in a legal dispute with the earl of Ross’s attorneys since July 1366 over a 
confrontation which had taken place at the justice ay res of Robert Erskine held at 
Forfar and Dundee; the earl’s men were to be fined £10 for their part in what may
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have been Ross’s refusal simply to give up the priviliges and revenues of his former 
office of justiciar or even his attempt to resume its powers-89

Further to this, the June 1368 parliament called for David and the Steward to 
join together to assure that the Islesmen and Fhghlanders came to the king’s peace, so 
that the court might have a refuge in the north in the event of war with England, This 
was a clear indication that little had been done to pacify John of the Isles and other 
northern/western lords charged with lawlessness in their lands in July 1366. Indeed, 
parliament explicitly demanded that David and the Steward bring John MacDonald of 
the Isles, John Macdougall of Lome and Gillespie Campbell of Lochawe into the 
king’s peace; all of these men were Stewart allies whom David had intimidated in 
previous councils and parliaments.

With similar cause, the 1368 parliament also called for the Steward and the 
Stewart lords of Kyle and Menteith to dwell in their lands and to pacify them: they 
had clearly failed to do so despite parliament’s censures in 1367. But in 1368 
Thomas, earl of Mar, was similarly charged. This is the first clear suggestion that 
David had fallen out finally with Thomas, earl of Mar. Presumably, any open 
disgreement between the cousins must have related to David’s continued hold over 
the strategically vital earldom of Mar, castle of Kildrummy and lordship of Garioch, 
which Thomas was supposed to have ‘forfeited’ for five years only in 1362. With the 
collapse of Edward I ll’s campaigns in France and Flanders after 1364, Mar had been 
increasingly at a loose end and had returned to Scotland full-time by 1367. But he 
does not seem to have regained control of his patrimony: indeed, David used his 
second revocation to reclaim the lordship of Garioch for the c r o w n .90  Significantly, 

in late May 1368 Mar and his knights, John le Grant (the rebel envoy to France of 
1359) and Thomas Balliol, can be found with his disgruntled brother-in-law and heir, 
the earl of Douglas, at Cavers near Roxburgh: Mar and Balliol, indeed, granted their 
lands in Roxburghshire to the earl o f  D o u g l a s . 9 i  It will be shown that at the same 
time as these magnates met at Cavers, David was in the north at Forres and Inverness 
intimidating the earl of Ross while the Steward was probably in gaol in Lochleven. 
Mar seems also still to have been at feud with William Keith, the Marischal, David’s 
lieutenant in the earldom of M o r a y .92

C onclusion
In sum, what David faced in mid-1368 was the possibility of another 1359 or 

1363. That is, that without a viable Anglo-Scottish policy and, more importantly, a 
wife and the likelihhod of a son in the near future, David could face marginalisation
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or destruction through a resurgence in support for the alternative policies of his heir 
presumptive, the Steward, and his several vigorous adult sous, probably allied with 
other regional magnates and their followings who had been alienated by David and 
his close supporters. By June 1368 this danger must have seemed an imminent 
reality. In that month the Scone parliament had resoundingly dismissed the restricted 
avenue of peace terms which England and David had pursued since 1364. This 
occurred just after David had imprisoned the Steward for a spell, bad threatened the 
earl of Ross with the loss of his patrimony, and when the earls of Douglas, 
March/Moray and Mar were alienated from David’s court. The May 1365 ransom 
agreement at least meant that David was no worse off than in October 1357. But 
generally the renewal of ransom payments and opposition in Scotland to royal taxes 
after 1366 might lead to the sharp decline of the crown’s financial status if David’s 
position was challenged: in January 1369 the Chamberlain intromitted only £1,731. 
Moreover, David’s unfruitful match to the self-interested Margaret Logie had become 
as pointedly dangerous as his estrangement from Joan of the Tower in 1359.93

Thus it could be argued that four years of complex diplomatic and domestic 
stalling and manoeuvring on David’s part had really come to nought. The danger 
must have been all the greater as David was now 44 and perhaps already obviously ill 
(or at least unfit for fatherhood) as a result of the wounds he had received at Neville’s 
Cross, for which physicians attended him off and on. It followed that David’s 
response to this impending dilemma was to recreate the personal and political 
circumstances he had enjoyed after May 1363; to get rid of Margaret Logie and find a 
new wife backed by a stronger aristocratic coaltion loyal to the crown, and with her 
perhaps a son to continue the Bruce domestic and diplomatic agenda.

NOTES
1. Rot. Scot, i, 881-9; E.R., ii, 113, 142, 166, On October 30 1364 Edward III pardoned Thomas 

(Balliol?) of Mar, brother of the earl of Mar for the murder of one of the earls’ servants fCDS iv no. 

101 ].

2. For David’s patronage in this period see Appendix I. RRS VI no.* 317(A), 317(B); on the 

following day at St Andrews David gave a £2 pension from lands in Kincardineshire to Margaret 

Sinclair, widow of Thomas Stewart, ear! of Angus [the erstwhile wife of Thomas, earl of Mar].
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3. RRS VI no. 318; for earlier grants to the Drummonds of lands and offices see ch. 7, pp. 335-9 and 

ch. 8, pp. 380-5. For these lands in Perthshire see Atlas of Scottish History to 1707 , ed. P.G.B. 

McNeill and H.L.MacQiieen (Edinburgh 1996), 204; and Map 10. For Auchterarder see A. Grant, 

‘Thanes and Thanages’, 80. For Maurice Drummond’s marriage see: W. Drummond, The Geiiealogie 

of the Noble and Ancient House ofDrmnniond, 40; S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 37nl 10. 

The crown’s possessions in eastern and northem Perthshire also included the lordships which had 

belonged to Duncan, earl of Fife, namely Strath Tay, Strath Braan and Strathord, for which see ch. 6, 

pp. 283-90 and ch. 10.

4. RRS VI ad indecini acts issued at Perth, map of David’s itinerary p. 573; Atlas of Scottish 

History to 1707, 172 [Place-dates, David II 1357-71], which show that Perth was David’s second 

most important coiirt-site; in 1368 David would grant Perth the right to a merchant guild see below 

1141].

5. E.R., ii, 195, 221, 259, 295; RRS VI no.*326, 327, 333, 335 [in which Malcolm Fleming gave 

Robert Erskine lands in the barony of Lenzie]. Erskine’s family lands of Erskiiie were already in 

Lanarkshire, held of the Steward.

6. CDS iv no. 100; RRS VI no.* 328(A), 332; for Kerr see E.R., i, 568, M. Brown, The Black 

Douglases, 167-8, Chron. Bower, vii, 297 and ch. 8. Kerr and his brothers had been captured raiding 

Northern England c. 1355 [PRO SC 56/27]; Kerr had been given a safe-conduct to England with 

many other Scots in December 1363, but with David and the Douglas earl falling out once more - 

probably after Douglas had changed his mind over Anglo-Scottish peace during the March 1364 

parliament - Kerr was also out of crown favour.

7. C.J. Neville, Violence, Custotn and Law, ch. 3; for David’s further commitment to a system of 

march justice in 1367 see below pp. 445-50 and n70.

8. RRS VI no.* 322, 379. For the young Dunbar heirs see ch. 10.

9. RRS VI no.* 320, 324, 321, 323, 325 (B-C), 330, 331 - David also granted charters to the Angus 

man, Roger Mortimer in July 1364. David may also have overseen a settlement involving the 

murderer of his mistress, Katherine Mortimer, daughter of Roger; on 4 July 1364 Davi'd inspected a 

resignation by one Robert Hull of the town of Fyval in the Perthshire thaoage of Alyth - this may 

have been the man the Scalacronica calls ‘Richard Hull’ - see ch. 7. On 28 June 1364 David also 

ins|5ected a charter by William, earl of Sutherland, then a hostage in England,

10. RRS VI no.* 323 to 333. What we know of the king’s itinerary Look him from: Scone in March
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1364 to Perth, St Andrews then Edinburgh in April; back for an apparently long stay at Perth in 

June and early July; back again to Edinburgh, then to Ayr (20 July) and Dumfries (27 July), perhaps 

as part of a southern justice ayre which terminated at Edinburgh in August; for the rest of the year he 

moved between Edinburgh and Perth; he may, though, have spent Christmas at Linlithgow. It is 

possible he was preparing Linlithgow in the hope of its use as a royal nursery; he had asked a John 

Cairns to ‘build the manor house there for the king’s coming’ [J.A. Wilson, A History of 

Cambuslang (Glasgow 1929), 33]. David does not seem to have accompanied the northern justice 

ayre circuit that year.

11. See ch. 8.

12. PRO, E39/2/17, printed by C. Johnson, ‘Proposals for an Agreement with Scotland’, English 

Historical Review, x \x  (1915), 476; reproduced and discussed in A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question 

About the Succession, 1364’, 13-20.

13. A.P.S. i 495-6. 1 would like to thank Dr Alan MacDonald of the The Scottish Parliament 

Project at St Andrews University for access to Professor Duncan’s translations of the parliamentary 

records of this period which he donated to that project. The fact that some of the Latin phrases used 

in the records of these years are unusual and by no means formulaic suggests that the issues at stake 

were unusual in themselves. For David’s plan of 1351-52 see: ch. 5; A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question 

about the Succession, 1364’, 9-11.

14. A. Goodman, John of Gaunt, 43-5; M. Packe, King Edward III (London 1985), 254-61; G.P. 

Cuttino, English Medieval Diplomacy, 94-6.

15. For the diplomacy of 1359 and 1363 (which may have involved Lionel of Clarence) see chapters 

6 and 8; for the crusades of 1365 see ch. 3. For the Bruces in Ireland see S. Duffy, ‘The Bruce 

Brothers and the Irish Sea World, 1306-29’; C. McNaniee, The Wars of the Bruces, 253.

16. See ch. 8; in 1363 either Edward 111 or David 11 had tried to offset the unpopularity of the 

possibility of Edward 111 becoming David’s heir presumptive (as that year’s indenture laid down) by 

making the English king responsible for compensating the Disinherited in England.

17. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question About the Succession, 1364’, 15, argues that the Scottish council 

looked upon the revision of the ransom-truce as a response to the fourth ‘way’ sought by the English 

envoys in 1364: the council wanted to pay of the ransom ‘before a good and perpetual peace is 

altogether left’ behind but that the ransom should be rearranged in ‘a tolerable fashion’ while the 

Scots should seek ‘ a perpetual alliance of the kingdoms unequal in power but without servitude.’
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18. R. Nicholson, Edward III and the Scots, 275. David was canny enough to employ a tactic his 

father, Robert I, had used in securing peace with England in 1328: the 1365 offer to repay 20,000 

merks of the ransom already paid was similar to the £20,000 reparations which the Scots had 

promised and paid England under the treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton, of which the final payment 

in 1331 was followed by Edward Balliol’s arrival in England before invading Scotland [see ch. I ).

19. It should be noted that David may have seen the need to shift to this contingency plan right after 

the setback of the March 1364 parliament. For on 28 March 1364, at Perth, David issued a general 

charter to the burgesses of Scotland guaranteeing their exclusive rights to buy and sell within, the 

liberties of their respective burghs. Arguably, this was a pacifying promise of continued prosperity 

to an increasingly important parliamentary estate in Scotland, a move similar to the general Anglo- 

Scottish trade permit which David had secured from Edward III in September 1357 at the time of his 

original release and ransom. RRS VI no. 316; for David’s 1357 trade deal see ch. 5, pp. 262-5.

20. R. Nicholson, Scotland - the Later Middle Ages, 164-83.

21. The council also concluded that if negotiations proceeded to the ‘contrary’ of the terms outlined, 

this would cause ‘scandal and grave damage to the king, prelates and nobles, and also to the 

destruction to the whole community of the kingdom...’

22. Quote from B. Webster, ‘David 11 and the government of Fourteenth Century Scotland’, 115-30, 

who argues lliat David displayed such ‘circumspection’ and an ‘unusual poitical maturity’ in his later 

years.

23. For the Steward’s feud against David Strathbogie (senior), earl of Atholl, ca. 1335 - in which 

both men looked to forfeit each other’s lands - see ch. 2; for the Steward’s challenge of David’s gift 

of Atholl to Sir William Douglas in 1342 see ch. 4. The other Disinherited lords named by the 1365 

council to be restored were the lords of Percy, Beaumont, Talbot, Ferrers and Wake, Godfrey de Ros, 

Patrick MacCulloch, Ed ward Letham and William Washington.

24. Perhaps the four earls had been warded in custody at the beginning of the Perth council. For 

Edward Bruce see ch. 1; similarly, James Douglas’s crusade to Spain was a way of keeping Douglas 

and Randolph from becoming rivals after Robert’s death; For David’s antagonism towards the 

Steward, MacDonald of the Isles, the Campbells and others as a group see below pp. 450-60.

25. CDS iv no. 108; SRO State Papers 6/3. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession,
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1364’, 16-7] argues that the English limited the truce to four years to ensure that the Scots did not 

try to avoid paying - they would have to pay up in order to have any chance of renegotiating better 

terms when the truce ran out in 1370.

26. R. Nicholson, Scotland - the [jiter Middle Ages, 172.

27. RRS VI no.* 346, 499; CDS v no. 838.

28. A.P.S., i, 496.

29. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, 17-9.

30. P. Contamine, ‘Froissart and Scotland’, 51-2.

31. Oeuvres de Froissart, xi, 254; P. Contamine, ‘Froissart and Scotland.’ Describing the French 

expedition to Scotland of 1385 Froissart noted that Jean de Vienne and his men were met and badly 

treated by the earls of Douglas, March, Moray, Fife and Carrick, while Robert III remained in Me 

suavage Écosse’, probably his west coast lands [S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, (23-4, 137- 

8; H. Brown, Early Travellers in Scotland, 8-15]. For the tournament at Edinburgh in 1365 see E.R., 

ii, 222. For David’s interest in Peter I ’s crusade and the large number of royalists engaged in 

pilgramages at this time see ch. 3 and ch. 8.

32. E.R., ii, 200; RRS VI no.* 335 to 346.

33. Oeuvres de Froissart, iii, 207-9', Froissart’s Chronicles, ed. T. .lohnes, i, 74-6.

34. Oeuvres de Froissart , v, 119-20

35. RRS VI no.* 336 to 343; E.R., ii, 307; W. Fraser ed.. The Red Book of Grandiully, ii, 128-9 - 

the Steward’s charter was witnessed by John Stewart of Kyle [the Steward’s heir), John Stewart ]the 

Steward’s brother), Maurice Drummond [Queen Margaret Logie’s brother|, Walter Murray of 

Tullibardine [the Drummonds’ ally in their feud of 1360 against the Menteiths and Stewarts], Jolm de 

Ros, Hugh de Ros, John Mercer [the Perth burgess in charge of David’s ransom payments in Bruges] 

and ‘John Karly’.

36. RRS VI no. 348; S. Boardman, ‘Chronicle Propaganda in Fourteenth Century Scotland’ and 

‘Lordship in the North-East; the Badenoch Stewarts. 1 - Alexander Stewart, Earl of Buchan, Lord of
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Badenoch’, 2-3. For de Bur see Watt, Scottish Graduates, 67-70, chapters 6 and 8 and below pp. 450- 

60

37. RRS VI no. * 345, 347 ( A) [when at Kildrummy David inspected a charter by Thomas, earl of 

Mar], 348(D) [Mar to Herries]. Thomas Bisset, lord of the earldom of Fife, died sometime in 1365- 

66 and his lands must have reverted to the crown who controlled the reluctant person of Isabella, 

Countess of Fife, widow of Bisset and before him of Walter Stewart (d, 1362); on 3 June 1365, at 

Edinburgh, David inspected a charter by TsalMla Stewart, Lady of Fife’ to Michael Balfour - this 

suggests that Isabella would rather be allied to the Stewarts (and did not recognise her Bisset match], 

an association she would achieve after 1371.

38. RRS VI no. 344(A). These men would recieve some patronage from the crown ater the 

succession of George, tenth earl of March, in. July 1368 see ch. 10; SRO GD 246/1 and Reg'istrum 

Honoris de Morton, ii, 76-8.

39. RRS VI no.* 348(B)(C); Atlas o f Scottish History to 1707, 204.

40. RRS VI no.* 210, 348(D), 373. In 1369 Herries would follow Walter Oliphant as a temporary 

keeper of Stirling castle [E.R. ii 333].

41. RRS VI no.* 346 to 352(K), passim. Among his many other grants at this time, David also 

gave lands in Clackmannan to his cousin, Robert Bruce [see Map 10]. He made a number of 

inspections and confirmations of grants of land in Carrick and Dumfriesshire and gifts by others to 

the Abbeys of Restenneth, Lindores and Cambuskenneth. He confirmed an indenture controlling the 

bridge toll at Perth and granted the same burgh’s merchants the right to a merchant guild. In Januaiy 

1366, David gave a pension to the border knight, William Gladstanes, a Douglas man. On 18 

February 1366 David gave his master of works, William Dischington, the lands of Balraany and 

Aberlenoche in Forfamhire. In May 1366 he gave the lands of Newdoskis in Kincardineshire to the 

Leslies’ ally. Sir Alexander Lindsay. For all David’s grants after 1364 see Appendix 1.

42. SRO State Papers 6/2 and 3; E.R., ii, 217-5. In the first part of this account the burgesses 

contributed some £666 while the sheriffdoms yielded £1,352 towards the Chamberlain’s total of 

£3,518.

43. A.P.S., i, 497. At the same time, from Edinburgh castle, David also granted the burgesses of 

Edinburgh land next to the old tolbooth - near St Giles church - for a new tolbooth [RRS VI no. 

350]. As Dr Stevenson has shown the burghs were paying about 16% of the crown’s income in this
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period and Edinburgh the lion’s share of that \ Atlas o f Scottish History to 1707, 308]. In March 

1364 David had i.ssued a general charter confirming all the burghs’ trade rights [see above a. 18}.

44. A.P.S., i, 497-8.

45. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession, 1.364’, 17-1.9; the council of 1366 and the 

parliament of 1369 would reject the English demands (without specifying their exact nature) as 

intolerable but continue to pursue talks based on the four ways of 1364-65 - this would seem to 

suggest that at some point the English demands exceeded these perameters, perhaps even to the extent 

of homage, succession and dimemberment of Scotland (involving the grant of Galloway to a younger 

son of Edward III); for Edward Ill’s demands in 1367 see below, pp. 450-65.

46. RRS VI no. 352 (C) when David inspected a grant by Thomas Bisset to Isabella, Countess of 

Fife of the lands of Glasclune in Perthshire and Airth in Stirlingshire, probably just after Bissei’s 

death. After Bissei’s death David would logically have kept Isabella surrounded by royalist Fife men:

About 1365-66 Isabella can be found with the bishop of St Andrews, Robert and Alan Erskine and 

Michael Balfour [SRO GDI48/4].

47. A.P.S., i, 498-9; discu.ssed in A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, 17-9.

48. .lohn Logie did after all have the same Christian name as David’s possible twin, .John, who died

in childbirth, the Steward’s heir John Stewart of Kyle, and John Sutherland (d. 1361), any of whom |I
would presumably have reigned as John 1, thus obliterating the kingship of John Balliol; this is not

to assert that David gave Logie any formal recognition as a potential heir to the kingship, rather that |

David may have felt he could later suggest Logie if he had no direct Bruce heir or English alternative i
i

with which to oust the Stewarts, or if he wished to challenge the Stewarts in Strathearn. I

!
49. RRS VI no.* 353, 354, 363; S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 22, 3 6 n lll.  The Logie j

barony grant [See Map 10] was witnessed by the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, Patrick earl of I
iMarch, Thomas earl of Mar, William earl of Douglas, William Keith the Maiischal, Robert Erskine, ï

Walter Haliburton, Hugh Eglintoun; David would have to confirm the Logie regality in 1369 [see j
ch. 10]. The Annandale grant survives only in note form. For the Kennedy-Logie bond see A ]

Historical Account of the Noble Family o f  Kennedy, Marquess of Ailsa atid Earl o f Ca.ssilis - with t
j

notices of some of the Priticipal Cadets thereof 1849), 12n. For Kennedy in 1363-64 see |

ch. 8. i

50. It is possible that the term ‘freeholders’ was specifically included in the summons for the 1366 

parliament to ensure that only tenants of the crown attended and thus to limit the number of retainers -
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i.e. their own armed tenants - which the Steward and other magnates could bring with them [A.A.M. 

Duncan, ‘The Early Parliaments of Scotland’, SHR, xlv ( 1966), 54-5],

51. A.P.S., i, 499-501; see A.P.S., i, 500, 529 for Invernessshire and William Sinclair [cited in B. 

Crawford, ‘The Earls of Orkney-Caitbness’, 31-2]. Unfortunately, the reassessment accounts are 
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resistance by the Scots to the assessors. For a discussion of the various causes of the low 1365 

assessment - including the ‘erosion of royal authroity’ since 1286 - see E. Geramill & N. Mayhew, 

Changing Values in Medieval Scotland, 267-73.

52. A.P.S., i, 499-501; E.R., ii, 2l7-25;zU/os ffrstory io 1707,299,302-305,308, for

excellent discussions of David’s ransom taxation by Alexander Stevenson. E. Geramill and N. 

Mayhew, Changing Values in Medieval Scotland, 363-73, and R. Nicholson, Scotland - the Later 

Middle Ages, 175-6, stress that this new Verus Valor, as opposed to the Antigua Ta-xatio, did not 
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value of money. In April 1368 John Hay of Tolybothuill’, the earl of Ross’ cousin, may have been 

forced to buy from John Logie the marriage of Margaret, Hay’s wife, for 1.00 merks [SRO 

RH1/6/37].

53. RRS VI no. 372; SRO RH2/6/4/34; S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 17-8, 22-5; 

Indeed, David may have begun to look to ally his new wife’s family to John Stewart as early as 

1365, and certainly by March 1366. Sometime in the former year Ananbelia Drummond received £20 

from the crown while staying at Stirling castle, captained by Robert Erskine; this was where David 

would house his own intended third political bride, Agnes Dunbar, in 1369-71 [SRO RH2/6/4; see 

ch. 10]. See ch. 4 for suggestions that David tried to win Kyle over as an adolescent before 1346.

54. S, Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 81-260 passim, 139 for John Stewart, earl of Garrick’s 

affinity after 1371.

55. For Glasserie/Atholl see RRS VI no. 370. For David’s dealings with the Clann. Donnchaidh see 

ch. 7 and ch. 8. For the bislwp of Moray see RRS VI no.* 355, 394, 395. After 1371 Glasserie 

would eventually give up his lands in Atholl in the face of the Claim’s unchecked aggression [S. 

Boardman, ‘Lordship in the North-East’; A. Grant, ‘The Wolf of Badenoch’]. For David’s arrest of 

the Stewarts and denial of the title of Strathearn and Methven see below pp. 443-48 and ch. 10. For 

David’s trip to Strathord see RRS VI no. 387, when the royal charter witnesses were the bishops of 

St Andrews and Brechin, the Steward, Patrick earl of Marcli/Moray, William earl of Douglas, John 

Herries and David Annan.
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56. RRS VI no.* 356, 372,

57. At Perth on I November 1364 David liad issued letters remitting all royal suits against eighteen 

named individuals (probably from the south-west), although it is uncertain what their crimes had 

been [RRS VI no. 329].

58. M. Packe, King Edward III, 262-71; A. Goodman, John o f Gaunt, 46-7.

59. Chronica Johannis de Reading el Anonymi Cantuariensis, 1346-67 [Chron. John de Reading], ed. 

J. Tait (Manchester 1914), 184; A. Goodman, ‘A Letter from an Earl of Douglas to a King of 

Castile’, Ixiv (1985), 68-78, 69.

60. Chron. John de Reading, 180,347-8. Reading also correctly stated that the Scots paid a ransom 
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and Norway. The usual Scottish Ambassadors had received a safe-conduct to go to England on 18 
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ready its defences [Rot. Scot., i, 909-10] - but the Scots envoys may not have used this pass until 

the end of its validity [A. Goodman, John o f Gaunt, 47-8].

61. RRS VI no. 357.

62. RRS VI no. 360(A); C.P.R., iv, 59; D. Forbes, Ane Account o f the Famille o f limes, 1698 

(Aberdeen 1864), 70-3. The timing of Leslie’s marriage coincides with parliament’s complaint about 

lawlessness in Ross. For David’s interfemce in Ross see ch. 10. For Leslie in Inverness in 1367 see 

The Frasers o f Philorth, ii, 168-9.

63. S. Boardman, ‘David 11 - Scotland’s Crusader King?’, and The Early Stewart Kings, 25.

64. RRS VI no. s 374, 395. For the homage and fealty or attendance at the bishop of Moray’s court 

of most of these knights in the late 1360s see Registriim Episcopatis Moravemis, no. 286, 287, and 

288; The Charters o f the Priory o f Beauly with Notices o f the Priories o f Ardchatlen and Pliiscardine 

and o f the family o f the Founder, John Byset, ed. B.C. Batton (London, Grampian Club 1877), 87- 

91. For the association of some of them with Leslie see Illustrations o f the Topography and 

Antiquities o f Aberdeen and Banff (5 vols., Aberdeen 1859-62), ii, 217-8, 383 and iii, 43, 133, and 

V , 715, 720. For Leslie and the men of Angus see below n85.

65. For Moigne see A. A. M. Duncan, ‘The Laws of Malcolm MacKennetlT, 262-70; for the 

Aberdeen officers and Chisholm see E.R. ii 52,143, 333; for Keith see Registrmn Episcopatus
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Moravensîs, no. 287 and A.P.S., i, 529. On 6 April 1366 David had inspected a charter by William 

Keith to Adam Pringle; on 4 September 1366 David confirmed an agreement between William 

Fenton and Alexander Chisholm over the marriage of Margaret, daughter of the late Geoffrey of the 

Aird, whose family had been favoured by Robert I [see ch. 1 j; in October 1367 David gave Adam 

Pringle lands at Longforgan in Perthshire [see M ap 10]; on 18 January 1368 David gave Duncan 

Fraser lands in Moray, Perthshire and Banffshire [RRS VI no.* 351(F), 359, 383, 387). Hugh Fraser 

(who inherited the Aird, a lordship near Inverness), William Fenton and Alexander Chisholm did 

homage to the bishop of Moray in 1367-68 [W. Fraser ed.. The Frasers o f Philonk, i, 1.68-9). For 

David’s patronage in the far north and north-east in this period see Appendix 1. For David’s 

inhibition of trips to Orkney see Diploniatarium Norvegicum, eds. C.A. Lange and C.R. Unger 

(Norway 1849-1915), iii, 358.

66. RRS VI no.* 360(C), 365(A), 367, 368(A), 375, 378, 379. William Lindsay of the Byres,

whose family had a strong crusading tradition in the thirteenth century, is mentioned by Froissart for 

his rescue in 1378, in the company of Archibald Douglas, of Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie who 

had attacked Berwick castle with just 40 men \ IJves o f the Lindsays, i, 54-71 j.

67. CDS iv no. 134.

68. RRS VI no.* 39, 368 see ch. 4 for David’s favour to his ‘foster-father’. The Flemings also seem 

to have struggled to keep the Lanarkshire barony of Lenzie out of the hands of Queen Margaret’s 

ally, John Kennedy of Dunure [RRS VI no.s 160, 270, 335, 399]. David had of course tried to give 

Galloway away in 1365 to a younger son of Edward III.

69. CDS iv no.* 47, 100; Foedera, iii part ii, 841

70. C.J. Neville, Violence, Custom and Law, 51-9; C.C.R. 1369-74, 338. For Archibald’s and the 

Dunbars’ aggression in 1368-71 see ch. 10. The 1367 agreement at Moorhouselaw saw that site in 

Roxburghsire designated as the day of march venue in the east march (for 13 October) and Gretna in 

the west (for 18 October): it was agreed diat joint English and Scottish tribunals would hear cases for 

which restitution should be made by guilty parties within 15 days; if these parties failed to do so 

their feudal lords were to be held responsible; sheriffs in the marches shires were to help wardens 

apprehend suspects. In response to David’s complaint Edward 111 ordered the bishop of Carlisle to 

de\'ote greater effort and to be personally present at march days.

71. RRS VI no.* 364, 364(A), 365. The witnesses to these royal confirmations at Drumelzier 

included the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, the earl of Douglas, Robert Erskine, Walter
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Haliburton, William Dischington and Hugh Eglintoun. It should be noted, however, that the 

confirmation of Randolph’s grant was issued from Edinburgh, perhaps being pcjst-dated. For Thomas 

Erskine and Mary Douglas’s marriage see Vetera, 330, a papal dispensation requested by David II and 

Charles V. For the Erskine-Dalkeith rivalry over Mary Douglas see ch. 10.

72. C.P.R, iii 534; CDS iv no. 134; A. MacDonald, ‘Crossing the Border; a study of the Scottish 

military offensives against England c. 1369-1.403’ (Unpublished Ph.D. thesis. University of 

Aberdeen, 1995), 1-17, which also cites the bishop of Durham’s letter of complaint about border 

disturbances to David 11 in 1367 and a raid into Annandale in 1367 by Thomas de Lucy. In February

1367 it may have been as much against Douglas raids, as in anticipation of renewed Anglo-Scottish 

war after the breakdown of Anglo-Scottish and Anglo-French talks, that Edward III ordered the 

defenses of the north to be readied.

73. Rot. Scot., i, 899 | when Robert Erskine also had permission to bring 50 men at arms and 50 

archers to Newcastle]; CDS iv no.* 127, 128.

74. Watt, Scottish Graduâtes, 569-75; See ch. 8 for the Steward’s obligation to maintain a chapel in 

Glasgow cathedral for the legitimation of his first raairiage and its offspring

I
75. RRS VI no. 367(A); Atlas of Scottish History to 1707, 204. ;

76. RRS VI no. 500. |

77. A.P.S., i, 501-3; R. Nicholson, Scotland - the Later Middle Ages, 181; A.A.M. Duncan ‘A 1
j

Question About the Succession, 1364’, 19. Ross had been cited for absence from the July 1366 • |
I

parliament and was not a royal charter witness in 1368; Douglas was a royal charter witness at |

Stirling on 4 March 1368 but not again until 14 and 19 June at Scone during the parliament {RRS

VI no.* 391,397,399]; Patrick eaiJ of March/Moray was a royal charter witness at Elgin on 10 May :

1368 but not again until 4 July at Stirling with the Steward and earl of Douglas \ibid, no.* 394, J

402]. David would probably have i nlerrupted the parliament on 23-4 June to commemorate the battle |
Î

of Bannockburn, perhaps at Dunfermline where he may have overseen prepaiations for such |

celebrations on 12 June 1368. Could it be, however, that the earl of Douglas came in to witness j
David’s charters but refused to enter the intimidating arena of the parliament house? The earl and |

twenty of his men received a safe-conduct from Edward III to pass through England to the continent |

on 26 October 1367 along writh Thomas Erskine (and 6 men), John de Towers (4), Patrick Hepburn |

(6), Alexander Lindsay (6), Thomas Barry (3), William Calebre (6), John Edmonstone (6), William |

Lindsay of the Byres (6) and David’s stepson, John Logie (significantly with 12 men); but the earl j

does not seem to have used this [Rot. Scot., i, 915; see ch. 3 for these men]. |
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78. Acta Dominorum Conclilii: Acts o f the Lords of CouucU in Civil Causes, vol. 11 1496-1501, 

ed. G. Neil son and H. Paton (Edinburgh 1918), vii-xliii, which also suggests that David adopted the 

French practice of sitting in judgement over cases during parliament as he did in 1344 over Malise, 

earl of Strathearn. The.se developments would be taken a step further by the 1369-70 parliaments in 

which separate committees for judicial and general business would be elected by the estates [see 

below pp. 438-481. The 1367 committee included, on behalf of the barons, the Steward, John 

Stewart of Kyle, Robert Stewart of Menteith, Thomas earl of Mar, William Keith the Marischsal, 

Robert Erskine, Archibald Douglas, Walter Leslie, Walter Haliburton, Hugh Eglintoun^ David 

Graham, Duncan Wallace and David fit?. Walter, Chosen on the part of the clergy were the bishops of 

St Andrews, Glasgow, Moray, Brechin (the Chancellor) and Dunblane, Gilbert Armstrong the 

provost of St Andrews, the abbots of Dunfermline, Lindores and Arbroath, the procurators of the 

bishops of Ross and Dunkeld, and David de Mar the treasurer of Moray. Burgesses from Edinburgh, 

Aberdeen, Perth, Dundee, Montrose, Haddington and Linlithgow were also named. It would be 

interesting to know why the bishops of the dioceses dominated by the earl of Ross and Steward 

respectively chose to stay away from parliament. For David de Mar see chapters 3, 8 and 10 and 

Watt, Scottish Graduates, 382-4.

79. Rot, Scot., i, 916, 917 - a safe-conduct for Wardlaw and 20 men, Erskine and 12, Leslie and 8, 

and Armstrong and 5. Another safe-conduct was issued on 22 January 1368 to Landellis, Erskine, 

Armstrong, Wardlaw, Lelsie and similar numbers of retainers to come to Englai.id but they ŵ ere also 

to be joined by Sir Hugh Eglintoun, the Steward’s brother-in-law, perhaps a sign that David had losi 

some control over these embassies? Leslie received a separate safe-conduct to England on 26 January 

1368 along with the royalists William More of Abercorn, Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk, William 

Ramsay of Collessie (junior), Richard Comyii, John Cragie (who received a grant from David in 

August 1367 [RRS VI no. 377(A)]) and Roger Corry of Annandale.

80. E.R., ii, 254-64,286-91. This did not stop DaHd redeeming his pawned jewellery in 1368.

81. RRS VI no. 385; R. Nicholson, ‘Scottish Monetary Problems in the 14th and 15th Centuries’, 

106. The danger that the Scottish coinage would be devalued was perhaps in part ŵ by David liad not 

exploited the 1357 revocation. The devaluation of 1367 meant tluit David’s Edinburgh mint would 

strike 352 coins per lb of silver as opposed to 300 coins as in the past; yet it rvas also in 1367 that 

David issued his first run of gold nobles, modelled after Edw/ard Ill’s coinage.

82. A.P.S., i, 497-8. The May 1366 council declared that Scottish money should remain the same 

weight as English and carry distinguishing marks, probably to prevent counterfeiting and to help
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distinguish il from the issues of 1350-51 (under the three-way Lieutenancy of the earl of Ross, car! 

of Mar and Lord of Douglas) which was slightly debased, a trend David U had reversed in 1357-58 

[see ch. 5; H.J. Dackers, ‘The First issue of David IF, British Numismatic Journal, xxiii ( 1938-41), 

51-8; J. Davidson, ‘Distinguislhng Marks on the Later Issues of Davdi IF, 155-63; A. Tuck, ‘A 

Medieval Tax Haven’, 148-67]; for English wool see E.R., ii, ad indecim.

83. A.P.S., i, 528-30. David also ordered the revocation of annuities granted out without royal 

consent by religious houses like Scone Abbey [RRS VI no. 382],

84. Some further indication that this represented the continuation of the kind of bluntly partial royal 

patronage which David had employed since 1357 with regard to forest lands and grants of lands in 

regality and free barony, is shown by those confirmations of royal demesne he made in 1368-69 to 

some individuals and institutions ‘notwithstanding the parliamentary revocation.’ This group 

included: Robert Erskine; William Cunningham, the keeper of the earldom of Carrick since 1362; the 

Abbey of Cambuskenneth; the burgh of Dundee and a number of lesser knights - .see RRS VI no. * 

390, 504, 401, 505; for David’s grants of forest and regality/barony lands see ch. 3 .

85. Chron. Bower, vii, 333.

86. E.R., ii, 309, 347; RRS VI no.* 394, 397; S. Boardman, ‘Alexander Stewart, Earl of Buchan, 

Lord of Badenoch’; A. Grant, ‘The Wolf of Badenoch.’ David was unlikely to gaol .lohn Stewart of 

Kyle so soon after wooing him as a potential crown ally.

87. A.P.S., i, 504-6; A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, 19, is surely 

mistaken to argue that in this instance the 1368 parliament was referring to the parliament of 

September 1367 as belter attended; at that meeting three earls were cited as absent and smaller 

committees were besides elected to do busine.ss.

88. A.A.M. Duncan, ‘ A Question about the Succesion, 1364’, 19-20. It could be, though, that as 

had perhaps happened in the parliament of March 1364, David did want the Scottish estates to reject 

Edward Ill’s demands and look on David’s own plans for peace and alliance with England as an 

acceptable alternative [see ch. 8 for this parliament and Bower’s suggestion that David was glad the 

Scots rejected Edward Ill’s plan].

89. A.P.S., i, 505-6; for Lawder as a Stewart bailie/ grantee see SRO GD45(Dalhousie 

Muniments]/II/16/31 and GD86 | Fraser Charters]/7. Lawder also served as a clerk of the justiciary 

south of Forth in the late 1360s [H. MacQueen, Common Imw and. Feudal Society in Medieval
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Scotland, 81], and had received a charter from the earl of Douglas in 1366 [H.M.C. xi - Duke of 

HamiltoTi Papers, 208]. The dispute between Wiliiani, earl of Ross, and the lords of Angus may have 

involved Ross’s royalist nemesis, Walter Leslie, an associate of Angus men like Alexander Lindsay 

of Glenesk and Norman Leslie (d. 1365); in March 1366 Leslie can be found dealing with England to 

settle debts of the late, Thomas, earl of Angus [Rot. Scot., i, 901]. In March 1371 the earl of Ross 

would complain that David had denied him suit at the justiciary court at Inverness, perhaps a 

suggestion that the king feared Ross’s intrusion into his old office.

90. RRS VI no A 404,419(A). On 9 July 1368 David granted the lands of Cruthyeristoun in Garioch 

to John Lyon, his future Royal Secretary - these lands were said to have been held by Thomas of Mar 

when he field Garioch and had been in the king’s hands as a result of the 1367 revocation. Mar did, 

though, request safe-conducts to England and abroad in May and October 1368 [Rot, Scot., i, 921, 

924].

91. UliistralioHS o f  the Topography and Antiquities o f Aberdeen and Banff v, 160; Liber Sancte 

Marie de Metros, ii. no. 468. The witnesses to these acts included Duncan Wallace, John le Grant, 

William Lindsay of the Byres, William Maitland and several clerks.

92. Thomas, earl of Mar had been at feud with William Keith, the Marischal, since at least 1362 (see 

ch. 7]; during the June 1368 parliament a dispute between a John Brown of Migmar and Robert 

Uinfraville was settled with surety  ̂of £500 being pledged by both parlies - the pledge for Brown was 

made by the earl of Mar and Duncan Wallace (the sheriff of Ayr, a parliamentary/ prœurator for Mar’s 

brother-in-law, the earl of Douglas in 1368-69, and another witness at Cavers in May 1368) while 

Urafraville’s pledge was underwritten by William Keith [A.P.S., i, 506a]. Mar’s man, Lawrence 

Gilliebrand, was dead by January/ 1367 - in April 1367 David intervened to inhibit Gilliebrand’s 

transactions involving lands in Moray; Gilliebrand had sold the marriage of the heir of Glencarnie to 

Robert Duncanson of Atholl (RRS VI no. 370] probably against David’s wishes. David retained the 

loyalty/ of the keeper of Kildrummy castle, Walter Moigne, as a justiciar clerk north of Forth (W. 

Fraser ed.. The Chiefs of Grant, i, 36-42 and iii, 13]. On 6 January 1369 David would replace Mar’s 

man, John le Grant, the rebel envoy of 1359, with Richard Comym as keeper of the Moray forest and 

castle of Darnaway (RRS VI no, 419(A)].

93. E.R., ii, 291; but the customs and fertnes for that year yielded over £5,500 with o\/er £2,490 

coming from Edinburgh alone - £1,882 was set aside from Edinburgh’s customs for the ransom [ibid, 

265-85].
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C hapter 10: B r u c e  A s o e n d a n t ?  c a .  J u n e

1 3 6 8  to Feb. 1 3 7 1 .

i. The Logie Divorce and a fresh Bruce Party , June 1368 to Jan . 1369.
No traces of the official annuUment proceedings which David served against 

Margaret Logie survive today. But it is obvious that whatever pretext the king used to 
justify this unusual step for a monarch, David ended their union because she had 
failed to bear him a son (or even just a daughter), something she had done for her 
first husband. Bower implies that David divorced Margaret for this reason and dates 
their final separation to the end of Lent 1369, ca. 14 February. I However, it is 

probable that David began these proceedings as early as July 1368 with the very 
specific aim of removing Margaret Logie to replace her at some point with Agnes 
Dunbar, a young cousin/neice of Patrick, earl of March: he did this at this time to pre
empt the kind of crisis which had threatened his kingship in 1359 and 1363,

Agnes Dunbar was certainly David’s mistress and intended wife by January 
1371, when she was awarded a pension of £1,000 from the customs of Aberdeen, 
revenue which Queen Margaret had held. In December 1372 Agnes would be 
contracted by her brother, George Dunbar, the tenth earl of March, to marry Sir 
James Douglas of Dalkeith, formerly of Lothian, the nephew of William Douglas of 
Liddesdale and a knight favoured heavily by David 11,2 Yet it is possible that James 
Douglas had wanted to wed Agnes as early as 1368-69: at that time Jahres (d.l420) 
can be closely associated with that other upcoming twenty-something, George 
Dunbar, earl of march (d, c. 1420), and with Archibald Douglas as the new royalist 
agents in the marches. To wed Agnes Dunbar at that time, though, would require her 
separation from her first husband, Robert Maitland, son of John Maitland of 
Thirlestane, from a family of Lauderdale and Peebleshire retainers of the earls of 
March and Douglas. Agnes - probably in her twenties - had already borne Maitland 
two sons; her aristocratic associations meant that she would effectively form a nexus 
to tighten David’s relations of lordship with some of the key magnates of southern 
Scotland, tapping deeper into a network of kindreds more potent than the Drurarnond- 
Logie-Erskine interest of 1363.3

The events of late 1368 and 1369 suggest, then, that with these advantages in 
mind, David stepped in to claim Agnes for himself; he had already acted similarly in 
taking up with Margaret Logie, probably while her husband was still alive in 1362- 
63: he had also interfered, often on more than one occasion, in the marriage plans of 
the women-folk of the earls of Fife. Angus. Menteith and Mar (where in 1360-61 earl
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Thomas had divorced so as to wed the Countess of Angus who herself would go on 
to become the mistress of the first earl of Douglas), It can be shown that David’s 
patronage in the second half of 1368 and early 1369 was dominated by a settlement 
designed to compensate James Douglas, the Dunbars of March, the Maitlands and 
others affected by the king’s change of partner, and to create a new royal-magnate 
faction upon which to forward the crown ’s policies.

Margaret Logie can last be associated firmly with David in spring 1368. On 4 
January 1368 Edward III granted them both a safe-conduct to Canterbury. But by 
March 1368 David alone was requesting safe-conducts for clerks within the queen’s 
household,^ However, Margaret was probably at Aberdeen, Elgin, Forres and 
perhaps also Inverness with David in May 1368. The earl of Ross’s complaint against 
David’s intrusion of Walter Leslie into northern Scotland - which Ross made at 
Robert U’s first parliament on 24 June 1371 - staled that when David tried to give the 
lands of Ross and his brother, Hugh, to Leslie, he I Ross I wrote to the Steward, 
Thomas the earl of Mar, William Keith (then lieutenant of the earldom of Moray), 
Patrick bishop of Brechin (the Chancellor) and Euphemia Ross (Ross’s sister and the 
Steward’s second wife, who had named their first son David): the Ross earl asked 
these significant individuals in the north to to have them help him sue for the recoveiy 
of his lands. But these letters were seized with menaces by an esquire in the service 
of Leslie. When Ross came to the king at Aberdeen to complain and sue for his lands 
he found he could not begin do so without granting to the king, ‘for the use of John 
Logy’ (David’s step-son) the Platter forest lands in Forfarshire. Yet even after he had 
made this grant the king tried to bamboozle him over dinner with ‘a great schedule of 
questions...and many authorities of civil law’. Earl William fled back to his earldom, 
and Hugh Ross into hiding as a fugitive; then the earl came to meet the king again, 
this time at Inverness:

'B u t t h e  Lady M a rg a re t o f  L o g ie ,  th e n  Q ueen , w ith  h er  

c o u n c i l ,  h e a r in g  t h a t  I had th u s  re tu rn ed  w ith o u t a g r e e in g  w ith  S ir  

W a lter  [ L e s l i e ]  n o r  w ith  h e r ,  g a v e  p r e c e p t  and command t h a t  I 

s h o u ld  be a r r e s t e d  and im p r is o n e d , and a l l  my la n d s  s e i z e d  and 

reco g n o zed  in  th e  k in g ' s  h a n d s. The K ing w ould  by no means s u f f e r  

my body t o  be a r r e s t e d ,  b u t perm i-tted  a l l  my la n d s  t o  be s e iz e d  in

h is  h a n d s . '3

David was at Inverness on 19 May 1368, although the aftermath of this 
confrontation with Ross and the forcible re-entailing of his earldom, the lordship of 
Skye, and his lands in Moray and Aberdeenshire, probably took place when David
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was in Inverness in late 1369 and at a parliament in Perth in 1370.6 Ross’s written 
complaint graphically exposes David’s unpleasant but potent methods of intimidation 
at a time (May 1368) when the Steward and Alexander Stewart of Badenoch were 
probably in gaol in I.ochleven, the aged Patrick earl of March was close to death, and 
the earls of Douglas and Mar were far south at Cavers in Roxburghshire, Ross’s 
ordeal illustrates David’s use of his chi valric cadre and professional bureaucrats both 
at court and in the localities.

But Ross’s case also underlines just what a liability Margaret had become. 
Working with her own ‘council’ and followers she had become the head of a small 
but significant territorial bloc in central Scotland occupied by herself and the 
Drummond and Logie family. Margaret herself controlled the Logie’s territorial 
acquisitions in their regality in Strathearn and in the royal lands in Annandale (where 
we have seen that she engaged John Kennedy of Dunure to warn her of sedition); she 
also drained a substantial income from the customs and fermes of the royal burghs of 
Aberdeen, Kinghorn and Inverkeithing, and could claim to have amassed a vast 
personal fortune of over 8,000 gold nobles and 60,000 gold florins (about £14,400) 
as well as jewellery. Margaret’s grasping ambition, even extended beyond the life she 
saw for herself; not only did she have plans to expand further her son’s territorial 
influence - as Ross testified - but she had even ordered marble from London for her 
own tomb and for David, to be placed in Dunfermline Abbey alongside St Margaret 
and Robert 1.7 It seems, then, that in the spring of 1368 - sensing that David might be 
about to end their marriage - Margaret had simultaneously urged her husband to seize 
the persons of the Steward, his son, and the earl of Ross.

If Margaret was at Inverness with David in May 1368 this was perhaps her 
last public appearance as queen. The Pluscarden chronicler, continuing on from 
Bower in. the late fifteenth century, states that David separated from her for trying to 
impose a false heir on the kingdom. An alleged royal pregnancy might perhaps 
explain - beyond territorial rivalries in Perthshire - the antipathy between the Steward 
and Margaret in 1368 and David’s initial acceptance of her request that he gaol the 
Steward and forfeit Ross: if he was going to have an heir David could risk becoming 
more aggressive. But the discovery that the pregnancy was false or mistaken would 
have given David the motive and pretext he needed. Divorce for a king in the 
fourteenth century was a remarkable step. But David clearly needed to do so to 
achieve a revolution, and stabilisation, in Scottish politics; indeed, the situation in 
Scotland was so sensitive that David does not seem even to have considered seeking 
an English bride, a move which would surely have aided his diplomatic agenda.8



490

The first official hint that Margaret was on her way out came on 22 June 
1368, right at the end of the Scone parliament which had abandoned negotiations with 
England. On that day David granted the earldom and title of Carrick to John Stewart 
of Kyle (the Stewart lordship adjacent to the Ayrshire earldom) and his wife, 
Annabella Drummond (Margaret’s neice), in heredity. Thus it was not as a means of 
further accepting Kyle as his heir that David alienated his family’s traditional earldom 
(which he had held as heir to Robert 1) but rather as a means of compensating Kyle 
for the imminent devaluation of his Drummond bride and of offsetting the crisis 
posed to the crown by that hostile parliament: it is doubtful that David actually gave 
Kyle any real control over Carrick, probably retaining control of the earldom through 
lesser loyalists in that region (like Sir William Cunningham), just as he had done in 
Annandale and M o r a y  9 Nonetheless, that John Stewart was perhaps persuaded of 
the value of some support for David is suggested by the affinity which witnessed his 
charters as earl of Carrick to the Douglases of Dalkeith in 1370; this included Hugh 
Eglintoun and David Fitzwalter, but also royalists like the abbot of Holyrood, John 
Herries, William Dischington, John Kennedy of Dunure, William More of Abercorn 
and the Cunninghams.io Significantly, David’s grant of Carrick to Stewart in 1368 

was witnessed ‘by the three estates in parliament’, by the bishops of St Andrews, 
Brechin and Dunblane, Thomas earl of Mar, Robert Erskine, William Keith, 
Archibald Douglas, Hugh Eglintoun and William Dischington; clearly, the Steward 
and earls William of Douglas and Ross, and earl Patrick of March, had been 
excluded, or had left parliament, or were otherwise (as the parliamentary record 
states) ‘not disposed to’ giving their consent.

Indications that David’s marriage annulment would be followed by a match 
with Agnes Dunbar following her divorce from Robert Maitland, came over the 
course of the next few months. At Stirling on 25 July 1368 David granted several 
charters to her brother, George Dunbar, the cousin/nephew and heir of earl Patrick of 
March/Moray. It was one of these which included the resignation by Patrick to 
George of the earldom of March itself; Patrick - still styled earl of March/Moray - was 
last a royal charter witness on 26 July (when David gave a significant grant to John 
Logie, discussed below); Patrick must have died, in his eighties, shortly thereafter. 
Thus with the Dunbar Lothian and Berwickshire affintity solidly behind the crown 
David turned to compensate Agnes Dunbar’s other prospective bridegroom.

This royal patronage to James Douglas of L othian after July 1368 constituted 
a massive burst of favour, 12 At Dundee on 28 November 1368 David confirmed a 
grant of Fife lands by Duncan, earl of Fife (d. 1353) to James Douglas’s uncle,
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William Douglas of Liddesdale; he also confirmed a grant by the Steward to that 
William Douglas of lands in the barony of Bathgate. On 2 December David gave 
James the royal annualrents pertaining to the lands of Eshiels in Peeblesshire for life. 
Then at Perth, between 8 and lO December 1.368 a council was held for which, 
significantly, no record of proceedings survive, but at which David’s divorce (at least 
in Scotland) was probably finalised. 13 Three charters do, however, survive for 9-10 
December, one of which saw David order his justiciars south of Forth to make an 
inquest of mortancestor into the right of James Douglas to succeed his uncle, William 
Douglas of Liddesdale, in the lands of the the baronies of Kilbucho and Newlands in 
Peebleshire. David followed this on 5 January 1369, while still at Perth, by granting 
James Douglas the right to construct a castle in the Lothian barony of Dalkeith, which 
Froissart later described as being in the Douglas earl’s possession in 1365. In doing 
so David effecti vely revived part of William Douglas of Liddesdale’s tailzie to his 
heirs of 1342 which the Douglas earl had overridden in 1354: this may mean that at 
some later date David planned to challenge the Douglas earl over the lordship of 
Liddesdale itself on behalf of James D o u g l a s .  14 Then at Edinburgh on 3 February 
1369 David gave James lands in the royal constabulary of Kinghorn in Fife (from 
where Queen Margaret had drawn cash) quit of obligations of duties and pensions 
owed by that region, 15 Others seem to have felt obliged to recognise James Douglas’s 
new importance: in early 1369 the Steward, surrounded by royalists was probably 
forced to resign the lands of Kellor in Strathearn to James, an act later confirmed on 1 
February 1370 by Euphemia, Countess of Strathearn and Moray, the Steward’s 

independent-minded wife. 16
David thus satisfied the two main parties who would be affected by a crown- 

Dunbar marriage; it is interesting that these two ambitious families, the Dunbars and 
Douglases (in the person of earl George and Archibald the Grim, by then third earl of 
Douglas), would fall out in 1400 over which family should wed into the royal 
family.l7 It should be noted, however, that in 1368 there were further problems to be 
overcome in lining up the Dunbar-Douglas deal. On 27 January 1369 David remitted 
the relief James Douglas owed to the crown for his entry into the lands of Mary 
Douglas, late daughter of William of Liddesdale. An assize of 1 June 1367 at 
Dumfries had declared James’s right to the Dumfriesshire and Galloway lands of 
Mary. But James had only been able to enter these and other lands after David had 
personally arbitrated a feud over them between James and the eldest son of Robert 
Erski ne, Thomas, who had wed Mary Douglas in 1365-66, and claimed that the child 
she had died bearing him had been briefly alive, thus entitling him to some of her

I
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lands. This feud had been impossible to settle using the courts. As Fordun reports, 
David had to let the two men - created knights by Archibald Douglas and Robert 
Erskine respectively for the occasion - fight it out in single combat at Edinburgh, 
probably sometime in mid 1368. The king intervened anxiously more than once 
during the combat to arbitrate and eventually reconciled the two knights, giving James 
Douglas Mary’s border lands and some cash to Thomas Erskine.18

David had thus clearly learned his lesson about the dangers of alienating 
supporters through such combats from the Keith-Mar feud of 1362; in 1368 he 
compensated the deprived party heavily. In early July 1368 David gave Robert 
Erskine lands in Clackmannanshire, Forfarshire and Garioch (a fact which confirms 
that David had revoked this lordship from the earl of Mar in 1367-68). Then on 6 
March 1369 David confirmed a grant by William More of Abercorn of the land of 
Craigforth in Stirlingshire to Robert Erskine. More had ‘sold’ Mary Douglas to the 
English in the 1350s and must have had some stake in her marrage to Thomas 
Erskine: significantly, this Craigforth conveyance also contained an agreement that 
More and Erskine would arbitrate any dispute involving More, Archibald Douglas, 
the Steward, William Keith and the ear! of Mar, a bond first made in 1363 just after 
the three earls’ re b e l l io n .  19 Furthermore, as Dr Boardman has stressed, it was Robert 
Erskine as keeper of Stirling castle who liad custody of Agnes Dunbar in 1370-71 
while she awaited marriage to David. Thomas Erskine would become keeper of 
Edinburgh castle (replacing Archibald Douglas) and sheriff of Edinburgh before 
1371 ; lohn Dunbar would serve as Robert Erskine’s esquire in 1370. Thus the 
Erskines would represent the forefront of the new royalist coalition in central 
Scot! and. 20

Nor did David forget the men of the Drummond-Logie faction and their 
followers. In the past five years they had been intruded into sensitive localities and 
offices which would continue to prove valuable to David in any political or military 
confrontation with the Stewarts. The exchequer rolls for this period record that, 
before January 1369, Queen Margaret had passed the fermes of the Abnethia of Dull - 
worth £54 - to her son, John Irogie; she had also given the Perthshire lands of 
Stobhall, Cargill and Kynedeloch to her brother, Maurice Drummond (son-in—law of 
Robert Erskine). It is more likely, though, that it was David who had overseen these 
land transactions in her name after he had decided to abandon Margaret as Queen. On 
26 July 1368 (the day after Patrick, earl of March, had resigned his earldom) David 
did confirm John Logie’s possession of his regality barony of Logie in Strathearn, a 
creation David had first carved out in July 1366; like the grant of Carrick to John
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Stewart, this may have been an act designed to assure Logie of his continued 
importance in David’s plans in central Scotland despite the divorce, and to quash any 
Steward challenge to this intrusion into his main earldom which had occurred since 
1366.21

Margaret’s chancery also conducted a swap of lands with James Douglas of 
Lothian and the royalist knights, Walter Moigne and Thomas Bisset (junior, son of 
the late earl of Fife). Moreover by 17 January 1369, when the king was at Restenneth 
Abbey (where his brother was buried), David was able to give Margaret’s barony of 
Rail in Perthshire to his own cousin, Robert Bruce of Clackmannan: it should be 
noted that Rait had been a former Steward holding and had become the most central 
of several lordships in eastern Perthshire which David had given to his close 
supporters in the late 1360s: this included the Erskines, Drummonds and his brother- 
in-law, Walter Oliphant (who would serve as sheriff of Stirling in 1368-69). By 15 
March 1369 David would also be able to give Margaret’s Perthshire lands of Ferdell 
to Alexander Scrymygeour, his armorial bearer and the constable of Dundee - where 
David may have worked out many of the details of the divorce settlement in late 1368. 
The customs and fermes of the burgh of Aberdeen had also been received by the 
crown once more, for the period between March 1368 and January 1369, totalling an 
impressive £962; these had been part of Margaret’s d o w e r .22 Thus these transactions 
help date the annulment as beginning in mid 1368 and being finalised late in that year, 
somewhat earlier than suggested by Bower. The remainder of Margaret’s dower 
lands in Perthshire and Fife would have been revoked to the crown.

Finally, David may have used his new Dunbar/Douglas of Dalkeith coalition 
to secure control of the earldom of Fife more closely to the crown. On 3 January 
1369 Isabella of Fife gave James Douglas a pension of £20. In December 1369 
Isabella would give James lands in the Perthshire barony of Kinnoul, a barony which 
David had given, to Robert Erskine’s second son, Nicholas, in 1367, and which 
bordered on to the barony of Rait (formerly held by Queen Margaret but given to 
David 11’s cousin, Robert Bruce, in January 1369). This complex web of Fife-Erkine- 
Douglas-Bruce ties should be seen in the context of David’s intention, apparent by 
1370, to use George and Agnes Dunbar’s brother, John, in the vacant earldom of 
Fife.23

With his separation from Margaret Logie and choice of a third mistress from 
a Scottish magnate family, David had once more, in the space of a few months, 
radically altered Scottish politics to his advantage. In effect he had wisely used crown 
patronage and his personal persuasiveness to recreate the conditions of mid-1363,
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However, it must be stressed that this crown coup had only been initiated after the 
failure of David’s diplomacy and allied domestic aims to make any real headway in 
five years of trying. In all those years David had not had a clearcut opportunity to 
expand his authority beyond his east-coast lowland stomping grounds and break. 
Steward regional power, nor to secure a proper peace and alliance with England 
without paying his ransom. And he had been obliged to remove Margaret Logie in 
order to avert a repeat of the crises of 1359 and spring 1363 in which his magnatial 
opponents had threatened to marginalise his person and authority at a time when he 
was without a fruitful wife.

Yet despite having run-on-the-spot for all that time, David must have felt 
confident by January 1369 that be had at last found the right allies within Scotland to 
help him break the deadlock, in crown-magnate relations and, inseparable from this, to 
pressure England for an acceptable peace package. The importance of the alliance of 
the Grim/Lothian Douglases, the young Dunbars of March and the Erskines through 
David’s association with Agnes Dunbar must be stressed. In the two Douglas lines 
and the Dunbars David now had powerful allies in the marches able to act as a counter 
to the Douglas earl and his regional affinity: more so that at any time before 1368-69 
the chivalry of the Lothians may have been united in the service of the crown. 
Archibald Douglas, with his strong position as warden of the west march controlled 
the Ix)gie lands of Annandale: by late 1369 he would be created Lord of Galloway, a 
region in which James Douglas of Lothian now had the lands of Mary Douglas. 
Sometime after July 1368 George, earl of March, gave James Douglas the 
Dumfriesshire barony and castle of Morton, an act confirmed by David in 1369-70.24 
All three rising magnates - Archibald, James and George - shared a following of 
Lothian and borders knights and esquires with the king which the earl of Douglas had 
also tapped into since his murder of William Douglas of Liddesdale in 1353. 
Throughout the two or three years after the Logie divorce the Grim/Dalkeith-Dunbar 
ties would tighten - with royal approval - throughout the marches and the lothians.

As Dr Brown and Dr MacDonald have shown, to a significant extent David 
had no choice but to confirm and legitimate the aggressive lordship and position of 
these ambitious men in these border localities: between 1368 and 1371 the king seems 
to have allowed Archibald and George Dunbar to harass and displace English 
occupation of Annandale and Berwickshire. Yet in theory their need for royal 
patronage and service to boost their positions meant that David could, to some extent, 
use these regional men to control events on the borders which would have a direct 
impact on the truce and peace talks with Edward 111, As a natural son of the ‘good’ 
Sir James Douglas. Archibald’s service to David might also be seen as a revival of the
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Strong personal lordship which had existed between Robert T and the Black Douglas, 
a legend which William, first earl of Douglas, sought to use to enhance his own 
autonomous authority and status,25 By tying the Erskines into this network David 
was also able tô retain the best (male) features of the former Logie affinity and its 
influence over Stewart interests: Robert Erskine was father-in-law to both Maurice 
Drummond and William, earl of Douglas. David also retained royalists in the key 
royal castles of the day; Dalkeith, Dirleton and Dunbar castles would provide another 
check to the Douglas earl’s Tanatallon, east of Edinburgh, and formed part of a 
strategic chain of southern strongpoints which ranged across the marches to 
Lochmaben and Morton and back up to Bothwell.26 Finally, the death of Patrick, earl 
of March, brought the earldom of Moray back formally into the royal demesne- 
providing a counter to the earls of Ross and Mar (who had also lost Garioch to the 
crown) and the Stewarts in Badenoch.

For David, his marriage annulment proceedings must have been enlivened by 
the likelihood of renewed Anglo-French war. On 19 November 1368 Charles V of 
France had broken off the treaty of Bretigny, Admittedly, Edward III would not 
resume the title of king of France as a prelude to renewed war until 3 June 1369.27 
But David must have felt that at last the English would soon be willing to lower their 
sights in terms of demanding concessions for peace, or ransom for truce, from 
Scotland; the fact that the Anglo-Scottish truce itself was due to run out in February 
1370 would also gi ve David a  lever against Edward III. As in 1363 this would have 
been business David intended to oversee himself. He must have put in a request for a 
safe-conduct into England, for himself and 40 retainers, from Edward III in late 1368 
or early 1369; this was issued to him on 10 March 1369.28

Thus a new-felt confidence is apparent in David’s actions in late 1368 and 
early 1369, if tempered by some earnestness not to miss this window of opportunity 
and give time for the pro-French Scots to push for support for their alternative. In 
these months, as well as compensating and rewarding those concerned with his 
divorce, David made a number of grants to his cadre of knights and esquires: this 
included men like John Towers of Dairy, Robert Bruce his cousin, David Fitzwalter, 
Richard Cornyn, lohn Lyle of Duchal, Alexander Straiton, James Blair, John 
Abernethy, Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk and Alexander Cockburn.29 David also 
took steps to defend the liberties and lands of several monastic houses and burghs. 
Sometime in 1368-69 he had even granted Scotland’s bishops the right to make wills 
of testament for their personal goods, all of which had previously been forfeit to the 
crown on their deaths: this may have been designed to win clerical and papal support
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for David’s divorce p r o c e e d in g s .30 The new tower at Edinburgh castle was also 
started at this time; the contribution income of over £8,000 which the Chamberlain 
recorded in January 1369 would have made this relatively easy to fund even though 
£4,000 went to England as ransom (so defying the June 1369 parliament’s decision 
to stop paying) and some contribution remained in arrears.31

ii- Reinvested Brnce Kingship, ca. March to October 1369.
There was undeniably a reinvigorated air about David’s kingship as he neared 

46 years of age, anticipating his new bride. In 1369 David should have been able to 
apply his refocussed support to resume his allied policies of asserting the regional and 
political authority of the crown over those great magnates of Scotland who were by 
now his traditional opponents, and negotiating a full peace, without ransom, with 
England. The question remained, however, whether circumstances, time and David’s 
own abilities and limitations would allow him to exploit fully this platform for 
pursuing royal hegemony in domestic and diplomatic policy.

The recorded statutes and other events of the parliament held in the King’s 
hall at the Friars Preachers in Perth, after 6 March 1369, underline the extent to which 
David and his supporters had regained the in i t ia t iv e .3 2  As at the assemblies of 1365, 
1366 and 1367, in March 1369 David was able to exercise close control over the 
personnel and agenda of parliament. “Since this parliament was ordained to be held 
on five points.,.by consent and confirmation of the three assembled communities, on 
account of the want and dearth of the time, certain persons were chosen to hold that 
parliament, leave being given to the others to come back.” In fact, two separate 
committees were elected from the estates, one to deal with falsed judgements, the 
other to discuss general business.

The judicial committee was manned by mostly royalist clerics: the bishops of 
Moray, Brechin (the Chancellor) and Dunblane, the Abbot of Dunfermline, John 
Peebles (a papal collector and clerk of Walter Wardlaw, bishop of Glasgow), John de 
Carrick (David’s Secretary, ambassador and future Chancellor) and David de Mar, 
for whom David had now secured promotion to the archdeaconry of Lothian. The 
larger general business committee, on the other hand, included the Steward and some 
of his allies - David Graham, David Fitzwalter - and past contumacious absentees, 
Thomas earl of Mar, Gillespie Campbell of Lochawe and John Macdougall of 
L o r n e .3 3  But it was dominated by crown knights like George, earl of March, 
Archibald and James Douglas, Robert and Alan Erskine, Walter Leslie, William 
Keith, Walter Haliburton, Alexander Lindsay, William Dischington, Roger Mortimer,
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John Kennedy, William Mel drum, Thomas Irwin and others, as well as crown clerics 
headed by the bishops of St Andrews, Glasgow, Brechin, Moray and Aberdeen, 
Gilbert Armstrong the provost of St Andrews, John de Carrick, David de Mar and 
Walter Biggar, the Chamberlain. However, no Stewart adult sons were admitted to 
this committee, and the earl of Douglas - as in 1367 - was at court that month to 
witness royal charters but sent a procurator into parliament: whether this was an 
arrangement imposed on the earl by David or the beleaguered earl’s own choice 
remains to be seen. Some other magnates (unnamed) were cited as contumaciously 
absent. These may have included William, earl of Ross - after his ill-treatment by 
David and his Queen in 1368 - and John MacDonald of the Isles: the bishop of Ross, 
Alexander Stewart, also sent a procurator.

Clearly, these committee arrangements were designed, once more, to allow 
David and his inner council to outnumber the Steward and other opponents of the 
crown. In this context, the first and main item, of business, ‘the pacification and rule 
of the Highlands’, was a return to a theme of parliaments of the last three years. Since 
it was first cited in 1366, David had either been unable to deal with the lawlessness of 
this region or had deliberately exaggerated its extent to give himself a pretext for 
action against the Stewarts and their allies. But in March 1369 David turned the 
screw. The Steward and his sons were to be held responsible for dealing with 
lawlessness in the earldoms of Strathearn, Atholl and Menteith and for all their other 
lands and lordships in the Highlands (presumably Badenoch and Strathspey). Indeed, 
when, the general business committee reported back to full parliament, the Steward, 
John Stewart, earl of Carrick and Atholl, and Robert Stewart, lord of Menteith, 
“undertook by their oaths to our lord king in parliament” to pacify their lands “under 
certain penalties imposed on them there by the king”: they were specifically to help 
“the lord king and his agents in collections, contributions and other matters touching 
the office of these agents.”

These oaths were surely similar to those gi ven by the Stewart and his sons in 
1363 and 1364, especially in their recognition of David’s chosen agents: they also 
confirm the difficulty that David’s regime had had in making the Steward and his 
allies pay taxes in recent years. Moreover, as the parliamentary record suggests, the 
1369 oaths may also have followed those of 1363 by stipulating that future Stewart 
disobedience would result in a change in the Scottish succession. These promises 
came a few months after a period of brief imprisonment by the crown for the Steward 
and at least one of his sons: indeed, Alexander Stewart of Badenoch may have been 
warded again in Lochleven castle at this time, a useful hostage to ensure the 
Steward’s acquiesence.34
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At the same time, David increased the pressure on the Steward's allies in 
north and north-western Scotland. The March 1369 parliament applied the same 
obligations and oaths placed on Stewart lands to those of William, earl of Ross (and 
Lord of Skye), Gillespie Campbell of Lochawe, .lohn Macdougall of Lome and 
Thomas, earl of M a r .35 However, although John of Lome had come into conflict 
with the crown over fiscal assessment and parliamentary attendance since 1365, 
David may now have been able to revive the value of his nephew by marriage 
(perhaps first pinpointed by David in 1358) to further his dynastic and territorial 
challenge of Stewart power. On 12 March, during the Perth parliament, David 
granted the lands of Glen Lyon in Athol I to John of Lome and his wife [see M ap 
10]. As Dr Boardman suggests, this may have been a quite succesful attempt to win 
over Lome as a crown agent now imposed within Stewart interests in Perthshire. But 
Lome’s value may have amounted to much more than this. By 1370 ! .orne would be 
serving, David as baillie of the Abnethia of Dull, lands previously given to Queen 
Margaret. In theory this gave the crown an agent with authority over a swathe of the 
Steward’s Perthshire lands, moving westwards from Strathord and Strath Tay 
(Perthshire lordships which had belonged to Duncan, earl of Fife) through Glen 
Lyon, Dull and the large lordship of Fortingall (held by the Menzies family), across 
to John of Lome’s own lands and castles about Glencoe and Duror. In effect this 
gave David’s supporters planted in eastern Perthshire access to the ancients central 
earldoms, the MacDonald of the Isles’ interests and the Stewart’s lordship of Kintyre. 
In particular, Lome had bonds with royalists like Gilbert of Glencarnie, at that time 
besieged by Clann Donnchaidh attacks on his Atholl la n d s .3 6

But this regional favour to Lome also coincided with David’s divorce and 
must have been a calculated move to build up the interest of another possible 
alternative heir to the Scottish kingship: for by 1369 Lome had had a son and 
daughter by the daughter of David’s full sister, Matilda. Lome’s promotion and 
family were thus used by David to fill some of the vacuum caused by the devaluation 
of the I x)gie-Drummonds as the potential heirs to the kingship ahead of the Stewarts.

Elsewhere, on 15 March 1369 David confirmed all Gillespie Campbell’s 
charters of the lands of Craignish, Mel fort, Strachur, Cowal and Lochawe, together 
with the added cash inducement of half of the relief which would fall due to the 
crown if Gillespie died with an heir of full age (which he was likely to do); these 
were lands which David had tried to deny the Campbells of Lochawe about 1342-43 
as Stewart allies, but which David had given finally to Gillespie in 1358, at exactly 
the same time as he first favoured lohn o f  I .o m e .3 7  However, despite these grants.
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Map 10; David IPs main land grants in Perthshire/northern Scotland, ca. 1365-71
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1. Auchterarder - Malcolm Drummond
2. Logie - John Logie (in regality)
3. Gask - Walter Oliphant
4. Meihven - returned to Robert Steward after

revocation 1369-70?
5. Strathrartney - John Mentieth - disputed?
6. Kinnoul - Nicholas Erskine
7. Rait - Queen/Robert Bruce of Clackmannan
8. Fingask - John Dundas
9. Inchture - Alan Erskine
10/11. Longforgan - Adam Pringle
12. Cargill - Malcolm Drummond
13. Kinclaven - Queen/William Cunningham
14. Strathord - crown (former earl of Fife

lordship)
15. Philorth - Hugh Ross (re-tailzied to Walter

Leslie)
16. Findlater - as 15.
17. Fortingall - Menzies family
18. Dull - Queen/John Macdougall of Lome
19. Glamis - John Logie

20. Tannadice - John Logie
21. Newdosk - Alexander Lindsay
22. Redcastle - Robert Stewart of Schenbothy
23. Inverbervie - Roger Mortimer
24. Dun - Robert Erskine
25. Durris - Alexander Fraser
26. Inverarity - Alexander Lindsay
27. Kincardine - Walter Leslie
28. Boyne - John Edmonstone
29. Aberchirder - Walter Leslie
Glen Lyon - John Macdougall of Lome 
Forfeit to the Crown: - Angus (A) (1360); 
M ar and G arioch (1362/1367); M oray  
(1368, William Keith king’s lieutenant here by 
1367).
Ross - re-tailzied to Walter Leslie (with Skye) 
Strathspey/Badenoch (B)- Stewart lands; 
Bishop of Moray given junsdiction here 1364-. 
Fife - John Dunbar
Strath Tay/Strath Braan - former earl of 
Fife lordships - reverted to crown.
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crown income from Argyll and the isles remained non-existant between January 1369 
and January 1370 and, just as these northen and western men had been scared away 
from past parliaments, Campbell - and Thomas, earl of Mar - would be cited for 
contumacious absence from, the Perth parliament of February 1370.

In the March 1369 parliament David also reserved particular attention to taking 
steps to curbing the autonomy of another Highland miscreant, the Steward’s son-in- 
law (and the earl of Ross’s brother-in-law), John MacDonald of the Isles (and of 
Lochaber). But in contrast to the parliament of 1368, David was not now required by 
the estates to work with the Steward to ensure that MacDonald be brought to the 
king’s peace. Instead, David was asked “in his own person and by others with his 
special authority...to compel and press, with a firm hand, in divers and convenient 
places...John of the Isles and his sons, and others adhering to him....to come to the 
king’s obedience, and stand at law, and undertake services and burdens along with 
m a in la n d e r s .”38 As we have seen, by 1368-69 David had a large body of knights in 
north-eastern and northern Scotland upon whom he could call as military lieutenants 
and officers in such an expedition, as well as, now, John of Lome. David’s concern 
in acting against MacDonald was probably as much financial as authoritarian. The 
1369 parliament also recorded that the King of Norway would have to be informed 
that the annum owed by the Scots crown for the western Isles would be paid in 
arrears after David’s ransom had been cleared: “meantime our lord king shall in every 
way possible compel the lslesmen...for making payment of the said annual tribute 
from now on, and for the arrears for the same...” To make MacDonald contribute to 
the annum and ransom taxes would require the abolition of that clause of the treaty of 
Berwick which had exempted the Isles Lord (as an ally of Edward III) from such
exactions.39

However, despite the prominence of these domestic issues at parliament, it is 
clear from the rest of that assembly’s decisions that David was more immediately 
concerned to re-open Anglo-Scottish peace talks. Parliament recorded that if the Scots 
were to do something about paying off the rest of David’s ransom by February 1370 
then Robert Erskine and William Wardlaw, bishop of Glasgow, should be sent to 
England to see if the Anglo-Scottish truce could be extended “or about beginning 
some other good negotiation.” Safe-conducts to these envoys were issued by Edward 
III on 6 April 1369. A contribution of 3d in the £ (an eightieth) was to be levied to I
pay for the envoys’ expenses with any surplus being held over for future |
negotiations: parliament would debate the terms offered by England to the envoys f
upon their return. Thus, only a year after parliament had broken off what it called 1

‘intolerable’ talks with England and denied David any more expense contributions, I
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both were reconceded to the c r o w n  .40
The Scots must Iiave had some cause to be increasingly optimistic about their 

chances of drawing concessions from the English king and council, who had suffered 
a number of recent setbacks and faced renewed war with France. Yet even before the 
March 1369 parliament it had clearly been David’s intention to exploit the European 
situation, and the advantage he had gained through his divorce and new position of 
strength over his Scottish opponents, by reopening the talks with England in person: 
Edward III issued a safe-conduct to David to come to England with forty men as early 
as 10 March. In this context, as in 1364, the decisions of parliament must be seen 
either to have reflected or at least not blocked David’s in te n t io n s .4 i

As he had done after the earls’ rebellion in 1363, David spent the weeks 
during and after the March 1369 parliament rewarding, and assuring himself of, the 
support of some of those who had served on the 1369 parliamentary committees, or 
who would accompany him to London or were otherwise prominent among his 
chivalric cadre and daily council. As well as confirming the More-Erskine feud 
arbitration bond on 6 March, on 15 March David granted three charters: one, of lands 
in Stirlingshire to John Lyle of Duchal, the royal household knight (and Steward 
tenant and occasional charter witness) who had accompanied David south in 1363; a 
second, of Perthshire lands to Alexander Scrymgeour, the royal standard-bearer and 
constable of Dundee (for the service of 1 man-at-arms); and a third, of various lands 
in the royal detnesne of Kinghorn to Sir John Abemethy, a knight David had taken to 
London as a valet in 1363 and who had received Fife lands and a £20 pension from 
the crown in February 1369.42 Then on 17 March, still at Perth, David gave the 
hereditary coroner of Lothian, Sir John Edmonstone, the thanage of Boyne in 
Banffshire (worth £31 annually in 1365). Edmonstone had received his office in 
Januray 1363 in which year he had served as David’s other valet in T.ondon: he 
would accompany David south in 1369 as well. On the same day David gave Sir 
William Dischington of Ardross - the royal master-of-works, sheriff of Fife and 
keeper of Liddale castle on the border - lands in Edinburgh and F ife .4 3

On 10 April, while at Edinburgh, David gave a 10 merk pension from the 
justice profits north of Forth to his future Secretary, John Lyon. On 18 April, still at 
Edinburgh, David granted the land of Eddlewood in Cadzow, l.anarkshire, and the 
lands of Kinclaven in Perthshire (which had been held by Queen Margaret) for the 
service of I knight, to Sir William Cunningham, the knight he had made Lord of the 
earldom of Garrick c. 1358-62. Finally of note, on 14 April 1369 David had 
inspected James Douglas of Dalkeith’s foundation charter of a chantry in Dalkeith
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chapel. The original witness list to Dalkeith’s grant underlines the extent to which 
David was at this time looking to a core of support to help him during his trip to 
England: they were William, bishop of St Andrews, Archibald Douglas, John Herries 
of Terregles, William Dischington, John Edmonstone, John Abernethy, James’s 
brothers William and Henry Douglas (according to Froissart esquires in David II’s 
household), and John and Walter livingston (sons of the late William Livingston, 
David’s former courtier and sheriff of Haddington and L a n a r k ) .44 Most of these men 
were prominent as royal charter winesses and grantees at this time and had benefitted 
from David’s divorce; Douglas of Dalkeith, the Erskines, Dischington, Cunningham 
and Edmonstone would profit from accompanying David to l.ondon in 1369 and/or 
subsequent contact with England. David’s grants to them in spring 1369 had involved 
alienations from crown demesne, despite parliament’s prohibition of such largesse in 
1368- These charters were witnessed by the similar core of tlie bishops of St 
Andrews and Brechin, Archibald Douglas, Robert Erskine, William Dischington, 
Walter Leslie, Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk, John Edmonstone and David Annan 
alongside the politically battered Steward and earl of D o u g l a s . 4 5

David left Edinburgh for l.ondon some time after 22 April and had arrived 
there by 16 May when, at Westminster, Edward III, at David’s request, pardoned 
some English townsmen who had plundered a wrecked Scottish ship. Edward had 
shown “his dear brother’ David a similar courtesy in 1363, so it is likely that in 1369 
Davi d was able to some extent to call upon his ‘rycht gret special te’ (as Wyntoun’s 
source called it) with the English king and his knights in securing an extension of the 
Anglo-Scottish truce and a reduction in his ransom debt.46 However, by that juncture 
it must have been the renewed Anglo-French war which obliged Edward Ill’s council 
to assure itself of Scottish neutrality by agreeing to extend the truce for 14 years and 
reduce David’s ransom to 56,000 merks remaining to be paid: this meant annual 
payments of just 4,000 merks per year (about £2,666), a reduction of 2,000 merks a 
year (£1,333) from the rate agreed in 1365. This was the deal David concluded at 
Westminster on 18 June and which David had the Scottish political community ratify 
at Edinburgh on 20 July: on the latter date the Steward, and earls of Douglas, Mar 
and Carrick swore to uphold the truce along with a large number of David’s clerics 
and kmghts.47

This Anglo-Scottish agreement was a solid achievement for David, one which 
did much to confirm his recently reasserted authority in Scotland by easing the Scots 
financial burden (while his government and household income remained high) and 
securing a longer term, association with England, thus undermining the Steward’s anti
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tax, pro-French alternatives. However, it is surely fair to assume that David - having 
gone to London in person - had sought to further exploit the value of his intended 
new wife and aristocratic coalition, and the French threat, by reopening talks for a full 
peace with England, perhaps involving a place in the Scottish succesion for an 
English prince and the complete cancellation of the ransom. The March 1369 
parliament had after all called for ‘some other good negotiation’ beyond a 
ransom/truce prorogation. And David had pursued a similar dual policy of offering 
concessions for peace on the hack of ransom deals since 1359.

Indeed, as we shall see, further Anglo-Scottish peace talks did take place 
between June 1369 and February 1370. Moreover, David’s closest supporters in 
Scotland, as a result of his divorce and plan to wed Agnes Dunbar, were heavily 
involved in his exchanges with England at this time. In May-June 1369 William 
Dischington, James Douglas of Dalkeith, Robert Erskine, John Edmonstone and 
John de Carrick (David’s Secretary and Chancellor after May 1370) each received 
cash or ornamental gifts from Edward III while at Westminster with David. Ry 
February 1370, Robert Erskine and his son Thomas (the duellist of 1368), John 
Edmonstone, James Douglas and John Carrick had paid back to the English crown 
some 1,000 merks which they must have borrowed from Edward III during their 
1369 visit. At that time David had also borrowed (and later reborrowed) 1,000 merks 
from Edward HI, for just what purpose is uncertain, although, as we shall see, it may 
have been to help fund the legal costs of Margaret Logie’s challenge of her d iv o r c e .48  

Rut Robert and Thomas Erskine, James Douglas, John Edmonstone, John Carrick 
and William Cunningam were also among the large number of Scots who received 
safe-conducts to enter England and France (which realm Edward III now claimed) in 
June 1369. The others included: Archibald Douglas; William, earl of Douglas; John 
Stewart, earl of Carrick; the bishops of Glasgow, St Andrews and Dunkeld; Hugh 
Eglintoun and John Herries of Terregles. All this activity is reminiscent of the £600 
Edward III lent his new liege-man, Thomas, earl of Mar, when he came south with 
David in 1359 and helped in the revival of David’s younger-son peace plan; and of 
November 1363, when Edward III spread largesse and safe-conducts to England to 
many Scots, probably at David’s request, in order to secure their support for the 
Ed ward Ill-succession peace pi an  .49

In this context, we should look upon the events in Scotland for the rest of 
1369 as taking place against a background of ongoing Anglo-Scottish peace talks - 
probably once more along the lines of those of 1365-68. David’s authority and 
political initiative were thus undeniably in the ascendant. Between July and 
Seotember 1369 - in which month a council was due to meet - David remained in
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Edinburgh and contented himself with further grants to ensure and reward support for 
his diplomacy and domestic settlement. Besides confirming the privileges of the 
abbeys of Melrose, Holyrood and Arbroath, David granted the lands of Clerkington 
in [.anarkshire to Archibald Douglas on 1 August. On 20 August he confirmed a 
charter by Patrick Ramsay of Colluthie, son of the former earl of Fife (d.c. 1364): on 
9 November, the same Patrick, described as the king of Scotland’s esquire, would 
receive a gift of £30 from Edward III for his expenses to London and back. Then on 
4 September David gave Sir Alexander Fraser, sheriff of Aberdeen, all the lands of 
the former royal thanage of Durris in Kincardineshire for the service of a knight.50

The council which met at Edinburgh after 16 September 1369, like the March 
parliament, seems to have been characterised by a similar predominance of David’s 
knights alongside the Steward, John Stewart, earl of Carrick, and William, earl of 
Douglas. This assembly was probably called to ‘debate’ the Anglo-Scottish peace 
talks which had taken place since March, as the parliament in that month had 
stipulated. But no record of the council’s proceedings has survived - or was 
necessary - and it can never be known just what had been proposed at the negotiating 
table and how various Scots reacted. Nonetheless, the charters David issued during 
this council have survived and are surely just as important politically.

On 16 September David inspected a grant of Robert ! to the Abbey of Melrose 
of all the wardships, reliefs, marriages and justice profits from Roxburghshire up to 
£2,000. The affirmation of this grant must be taken to indicate that the Anglo-Scottish 
talks had proceeded to a point where the English were prepared to admit the Scots 
greater access to Scottish lands within English control: indeed among the terms of the 
Anglo-Scottish agreement of June 1369 had been the concession that the Scots were 
to have half of the rents and justice profits from Roxburghshire, until then under 
English occupation. In July-August 1369 David had granted the Abbey of Melrose a 
further 1 year protection which surely reflected its status as a border house within 
English influence. Tn September David would appoint Archibald Douglas to collect 
Melrose Abbey’s income in that shire, where the Grim had several baronies as a 
result of his marriage in 1362: this responsibilty had been given by Robert I to the 
first Black Douglas, the ‘good’ Sir James, Archibald’s father.5!

Thus Archibald (‘our dear and special knight’) was to some extent tied in by 
vested financial interest to David’s Anglophile policies. As well as collecting 
Melrose’s revenue, Archibald can be found sending his own men of business and 
merchants to trade in England: moreover, in 1369 Archibald also concluded a private 
agreement with the Percies in which each party agreed to present truce-breakers to 
each other.52 Similarly, Walter Wardlaw, bishop of Glasgow, had his diocesan
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powers in the marches (and his mercantile rights in England) recognised by Edward 
III as part of the June 1369 Anglo-Scottish truce: the English king thus dropped his 
support for an alternative English claimant to Glasgow. At the same time these 
Scottish magnates and prelates continued to take part in pilgrimages to England with 
other r o y a lis ts .5 3  Archibald’s influence over Melrose would increase and erode that 
of William, earl of Douglas, in the next few years: David himself visited Melrose 
sometime in 1369-70 when he confirmed George, earl of March’s grant of the barony 
of Morton in Dumfriesshire to .Tames Douglas of D a lk e ith .54

But Archibald Douglas’s new powers in Roxburghshire were undoubtedly 
allied to his grant of 18 September 1369 from David of all the royal lands in 
Galloway between the Cree and Nith. Bower, writing in the 1440s, states that “when 
Galloway rebelled, he [Archibald] subdued it for the king, whereupon the king 
conferred it on him.” There is no evidence of particular unrest in the south-west of 
Scotland at this time, although the sources would not necessarily reflect this. 
Nonetheless, as Dr Brown has shown. Bower’s comment probably reflects David’s 
dependence upon Archibald’s general ability after 1364 to use strong military lordship 
to subdue and control the native kindreds of the south-west (and collect revenues 
there) far better than anybody else in the king’s service. David himself had not 
apparently visited the region for some years and made only occasional grants of small 
pockets of territory within it to magnates like George, earl of March, James Douglas 
of Dalkeith, John Kennedy of Dunure or John Herries o f  T e r r e g le s .5 5

David’s creation of a l .ordship of Galloway in 1369, within the same bounds 
as the lordship granted to Edward Bruce in 1309 (and presumably for a similar return 
in knight service) can also be taken to mark crown recognition that the Fleming earls 
of Wigtown, based as they were at Dumbarton, were no use as royal agents in the 
sensitive south-west, especially in the enforcement of revenue collection. In 1369 it 
must also have been taken by contemporaries as a final snub to the territorial 
ambitions of William, earl of Douglas, and John Stewart, earl of the neighbouring 
Carrick and Lord of Kyle-Stewart, both of whom Bower states helped recover the 
south-west from the Anglo-Balliol occupation in the 1350s: the Douglas earl, notably, 

was at the September council but did not witness the Lordship of Galloway charter.36 
But David’s replacement of the Flemings in the south-west at this time also 

seems to have formed part of another stage in the crown’s moves towards securing 
Agnes Dunbar as David’s next queen. Sometime after 23 August 1369, at Dunbar 
castle, David inspected George, earl of March’s grant to John Maitland and his son, 
Robert, and daughter-in-law, Agnes Dunbar, of the barony of Tibbers in
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Dumfriesshire. Thus the Maitlands were to be compensated for the loss of Agnes 
with a place in the new Douglas-Dun bar network stretching from the south-west to 
the Merse and Lothians. Archibald the Grim and James Douglas had already secured 
lands in Dumfriesshire with the support of the crown; James had been given Morton 
barony by George, earl of March; probably about the same time as earl Patrick’s 
resignation of his earldoms in July 1368, the crown had given George the 
Dumfriesshire baronies of Glenken and Mochrum, which David had bestowed on the 
Flemings before 1346 .57  Moreover, the Maitland’s grant of Tibbers had probably 
been confirmed about the same time as David’s creation of the Lordship of Galloway 
and further grants to the Maitlands and Douglases of Dalkeith: on 4  September 1 3 6 9  

David had inspected William, earl of Douglas’s grant of Thirlestane in Lauderdale to 
Sir John Maitland; in the following weeks he would grant lands in Peeblesshire to 
James Douglas and give his brother, Henry Douglas, lands in R d in b u rg h .5 B

However, David’s alienation of Galloway at this stage may also have been 
prompted by developments in the Anglo-Scottish talks. Galloway - as a former 
Balliol possession - had been offered as a Scottish fief to a younger son of Edward 
III as part of a peace indenture tabled in 1365. David’s delay in granting Galloway to 
Archibald - at a time when it could be argued that he lacked an able lieutenant and 
revenue-coUector in the south-west - may have been due to the persisting currency 
this former Balliol region had in Anglo-Scottish diplomacy. Thus Archibald’s 
elevation in September 1369 may have been prompted by a shift in focus in these 
talks.59 This is perhaps betrayed by the Steward’s punishment at the September 
council. For it was on 18 September - the very same day as the Galloway lordship 
grant - that the Steward is first recorded as being present yet title of earl of
Stratheam. He would remain without this style until once on 15 December 1369 and 
then lose it again until 7 April 1370. Conceivably, this denial of patrimony (perhaps 
under the pretext of the 1367 parliamentary revocation) may have been provoked by 
the Steward’s opposition to David’s diplomacy and domestic partiality, exemplified 
by the Galloway grant and his elevation of John of Lome in Perthshire.60

Admittedly, David’s denial of the Steward’s title to Strathearn might 
otherwise have been prompted by the Stewarts’ failure to pacify lawlessness in their 
earldoms as demanded by the parliament of March 1369. Furthermore, Dr Boardman 
makes a convincing case for David having withheld it to force the Steward to accept 
the crown’s plan to marry off John Dunbar - brother of George, earl of March, and 
David’s mistress, Agnes Dunbar - to the Steward’s daughter, Marjorie. But there are 
other indicators in late 1369 that the Anglo-Scottish talks may have been proceeding
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favourably for David. Between October 1369 and April 1370 (roughly the time that 
the Steward was denied Stratheam) there was an apparent increase in the number of 
Scots serving Edward 111 in France. Many of these men came from English-occupied 
Scotland, including the former Bruce lordship of Annandale; Thomas, earl of Mar, 

and his brother Thomas Balliol were also on Edward’s payroll at this time.61
But, most significantly, David was also giving French Ambassadors in 

Scotland the royal run-around. Indeed the exchequer rolls record that the unnamed 
French envoys were kept waiting sixteen weeks, presumably while David was away 
in England and for some time after he returned (June to late September or 

October?).62 There is no evidence, at this stage, that David actually received them, 
nor does he seem immediately to have agreed to further contact with Charles V’s 
representatives. Yet it must surely be the case that in David’s absence the Steward, 
and perlraps the earl of Douglas and others, had ample time to hear the French 
envoys’ offers of a profitable Franco-Scottish alliance if the Scots again attacked 
England, just as had happened to offset David’s diplomacy in 1351-52, 1354-55 and 
1359. Hence the Steward’s opposition to David’s continued Anglo-Scottish talks in 
September 1369 and the temporary loss of his title to Stratheam.

Hi. Royal Intimidation in the north and Anglo-Scottish diplomacy, 
ca. October 1369 to Jnne 1370.

It must, then, have been with a renewed sense of confidence and anticipation 
that diplomatically - and, it followed, domestically - things could be about to break in 
the crown’s favour, that David undertook a circuit into northern Scotland in the 
autumn of 1369. About mid-October, David and an apparently well-attended court 
moved from Edinburgh to Perth, then to Montrose and, by 27 October, as far as 
Aberdeen. The king’s passage was marked by several grants to supporters and for the 
enforcement of local interests. His grants to James Douglas of Dalkeith of lands in 
Peeblesshire and exemption from exactions on his royal lands in Kinghorn, Fife, 
have been noted; elsewhere, Sir William Ramsay of Dalhousie, a grandson of 
David’s chivalric favourite Sir Alexander (d. 1342) - and the steward of the royal 
household who cared for Agnes Dunbar in Aberdeen in David’s absence - was given 
the lands of Nether-Libberton in Edinburghshire. At Aberdeen, William Chalmers 
was made justice-clerk north of Forth. The witnesses to these acts included the 
Steward, earl of Douglas, Robert Erskine, Archibald Douglas, Walter Leslie and 
William Dischington.63
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However, the primary objective of this circuit was to receive the submission 
to royal authority of John MacDonald of the Isles, which David did at Inverness on 
15 November. This does not seem to have been a military expedition. However, even 
if more ‘friendly ways’ (as the March 1369 parliament suggested) had brought 
pressure to bear on MacDonald after at least three years of parliamentary calls for 
such royal action in the north, the threat of force must still have lain behind David’s 
persuasiveness.64 MacDonald may have been especially impressed by the presence of 
known warriors like the Grim Douglas and Walter Leslie and their followings 
alongside the king. Yet MacDonald’s submission was not to be followed by the 
crown’s systematic deconstruction of his territorial influence over the isles and 
Lochaber (a former part of the regality of Moray). Instead, MacDonald acknowledged 
unspecified ‘negligences’ which had angered the king and undertook in future to obey 
royal officers and, most significantly, to pay contributions, thus undoing the 
exemption given to MacDonald by the treaty of Berwick. To ensure he fulfilled these 
promises he entered two hostages into royal custody through his father-in-law, 
Robert the Steward (who had to give assurances for MacDonald’s behaviour): 
MacDonald’s grandson, Angus, and bastard, Donald, were warded in Dumbarton 
castle (kept by Robert Erskine in 1369). Rather like Edward I over Scotland as a 
whole in the 1290s, David thus seemed content at most with hostages, the likelihood 
of income from the islesmen and their tacit admission of his writ while he secured a 
royalist buffer facing north and west in the earldom of Ross: David may have used 
Alexander Stewart’s imprisonment in Lochleven in 1368-69 to put similar pressures 
on the Steward.

Although, even in the short time that was left of David’s reign, John of the 
Isles quickly broke this vow of obedience, his submission to David in person in late 
1369 must have marked a high point in the assertion of the king’s authority in 
Scotland, coming, as it did, on the back of recent events. David must also have used 
his visit to Inverness further to intimidate William, earl of Ross, into accepting the 
territorial hegemony in the north of Walter Leslie and an allied cadre of royalist 
knights and officers. David certainly used the return trip south to Edinburgh to add 
further to the authority of his supporters in the north and north-east and elsewhere (at 
a time when Alexander Stewart, the future Lord of Badenoch, may still have been 
warded in Lochleven castle). Still at Inverness on 16 November, David made Sir 
John of Innerpeffray his sheriff of Banffshire. At Aberdeen on 4 December - with 
Agnes Dunbar in attendance - he ordered all royal officials not to exact services from 
the lands of the bishopric of Moray, held by David’s expert lawyer-bishop in that 
region, Alexander de Bur, and currently exempted from such burdens
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notwithstanding the recent parliamentary revocation of such liberties 65 At Montrose 
on 8 December David inspected a charter by Walter Leslie to John Urquhart of lands 
in Buchan and Forfar. He also inspected a charter by Hugh Ross of Philorth, (brother 
of William, earl of Ross) probably then in hiding from the king; this grant gave Sir 
Adam Urquhart, the sheriff of Cromartie (an office which David had revoked from 
the Ross earl in 1359), lands in Buchan which the crown was at that time trying to 
revoke from the Ross family and may, indeed, have now been forced out of Hugh’s 
hands.66 The Steward must have mixed feelings about this crown aggression. On the 
one hand, the Ross’s downfall would remove the Ross claim to Strathearn through 
the Steward’s estranged second wife, Euphemia Ross; on the other, it reduced the 
chance that the Stewarts might claim the earldom of Ross through the same
marri age. 67

As David moved further south in late 1369 so his acts dealt with more 
lowland matters. On 9 December at Montrose David gave Sir James Douglas another 
charter of entail of the barony and castle of Dalkeith, surely an act designed to refute 
any lingering challenge from the earl of Douglas to the transfer of this Lothian 
territory (which David had first made on 5 January 1369). More significantly, while 
still at Aberdeen David had granted James Douglas the leadership of all the men of his 
lands throughout the kingdom. Crucially, this included lands like those of Kellor 
within the then temporarily forfeit Stewart earldom of Strathearn, and presumably any 
tenants on lands which James held of magnates like the earl of Douglas and Countess 
of Fife: this must also have signalled a final change in allegiance within the Douglas 
kindred for the tenants of Dalkeith. But David’s grant also gave James the right to 
‘riding in the marches’ where he had lands in Dumfriesshire and Galloway, thus 
further bolstering the Liddesdale heirs as counters to the earl of D o u g la s .6 8

On 11 December at Dundee, David notified all his officials that he had 
confirmed the regality of the abbey of Scone notwithstanding the recent revocation. 
Then, after a few minor grants issued while at Perth, David returned to his favourite 
seat at Edinburgh. Around this time he may have felt sufficiently satisfied with his 
recent work as to allow the Steward to resume his title of Strathearn, if only for a 
short while.69 But it was about now that David must have issued general summonses 
for the parliament which would be held at Perth after 18 February 1370. The royal 
acts he issued in the weeks leading up to that assembly reflected David’s relative 
confidence at this time and rewarded some of his closest supporters. On 15 January 
he granted the barony of Inverarity in Forfarshire to Walter Leslie’s associate, 
Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk, after its resignation by Margaret, Countess of Angus.
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Then on 7 February, David ordered William Dischington, as a Justiciar North-of 
Forth, to enquire into the complaint of the bishop of St Andrews against the 
burgesses of Cupar, a case which would be heard by the upcoming parliament: 
Dischington was to employ “the worthies and more faithful men of the sheriffdom” of 
Fife. On the following day, David elevated George, earl of March’s castle-burgh of 
Dunbar to the status of a free burgh of b a r o n y 70 As Dr Tuck has noted, this included 
the right of Dunbar (which David himself had visited in 1369) to use the cocket seal 
of a royal burgh at home and abroad; this may have been intended by David to 
encourage Scottish merchants and monastic houses (like Melrose) in southern 
Scotland to export via Dunbar, rather than through Berwick with its lower customs 
(set by Edward 111)71

However, David may have felt the need to seek further support going into the 
Perth parliament. On 14 January he seems to have attempted some degree of 
conciliation with William, earl of Douglas, by granting that lord the lands of 
Balmonth in Fife. The Douglas ear! must have been embittered by David’s continued 
favour to the Dunbars, James Douglas of Dalkeith and Archibald the Grim, and, 
perhaps, David’s rejection of the French envoys approaches and his ongoing talks 
with England. So this grant may have been designed to entice the earl into actually 
attending and co-operating in person at parliament. From that point of view David’s 
grant was too little too late; as in 1368, Douglas would be at court during the 
parliament but sent a procurator - Duncan Wallace, sheriff of Ayr - into the actual 
parliament chamber72

January-February 1370 was also the period in which David’s exchequer - 
meeting at Perth - recorded an income since January 1369 of over £10,200. Even 
with the payment of 4,000 merks (£2,666) in ransom to England (and of the £666 
which David had borrowed from Edward III) David was still left with a profit of over 
£1,300 after all his expenses had been paid. The success of David’s revenue 
collection should not be exaggerated, however. Although this sum included over 
£8,000 from the customs and David’s regime seems to have been able to extract 
proportionally more contribution cash than the 1366 land assessment had projected as 
fair, only £480 had so far come in from the contribution of 3d in the £ granted by 
parliament in March 1369. Territories in central and northern Scotland under the 
control of the Stewarts and their allies continued to yield little to the crown. Stratheam 
and Garioch in particular had failed to compear the small sums they owed; there was 
no evidence that John MacDonald of the Isles or the barons of Argyll had paid 
anything, nor William, earl of Ross. These men had, of course, resisted assessment
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of their lands in 1366.73
It is perhaps, then, no surprise to find that the Perth parliament of February 

1370 cited Thomas, earl of Mar, Gillespie Campbell and ‘John of Islay’ (MacDonald 
of the Isles) as contumaciously absent once more. This was a clear reflection of either 
the unsavoury degree of intimidation David had imposed upon these men in March 
1369’s parliament (and during his northern circuit in autumn that year), and/or the 
crown’s inability to contain these men. However, their absence did not prevent David 
from asserting, at the outset, a similar degree of control over this parliament as he had 
in 1369. Again two separate committees for falsed judgements and general business 
were to discuss matters and report back to full parliament. The judicial committee was 
dominated by royalists and was to hear appeals on the fourth day of parliament, 
giving its judgements on the penultimate day. The committees decisions, indeed, 
favoured David’s supporters where they were involved in disputes: the bishop of St 
Andrews won his case against Cupar’s burgesses, and James Douglas of Dalkeith 
won a minor land squabble with a William C r e s w e l l .7 4

The general business committee also followed the pattern set in 1369, with the 
Steward, John Stewart of Carrick, and the earl of Douglas’s procurator being 
surrounded by David’s key knights and “certain other persons chosen whom our lord 
the king wished to have.” David’s desire to dictate the personnel of parliament 
stretched to that assembly ’s first recorded act that year. From henceforth no-one on 
such select committees was to bring “any other person” as advisor into the parliament 
chamber, surely a crown attempt to deny magnates the support of their (usually 
armed) retainers or legal counsel .75

By far the majority of the parliament’s other acts also suggest that David and 
his supporters retained the political initiative. Most controversially, a remission of all 
outstanding crown debts incurred before January 1368 was declared; no indication of 
just how big this debt was is given, but it may have included the ‘donations’ which 
David had said he would take from magnates in 1366 and, certainly, costs incurred 
by David’s itinerant h o u s e h o l d .76  Furthermore, after February 1369, no specie was 
to be exported without paying the considerable tariff of 40d in the £. An export tax 
was also to be levied on horses and cattle “without remission to anyone”: crown 
officers were to fine or prosecute those flaunting these customs, and no merchant was 
to leave Scotland without the permission of the king or Chamberlain. Admittedly, 
these fiscal statutes may have been issued in response to the concerns of the estates, 
in particular to see that there was enough cash in Scotland with which to pay off 
David’s ransom. As part of the wording of these acts the king was to promise not to
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remit customs or allow specie exportation to the extent which he had done in the past 
(and which the 1369 parliament had complained about); similarly, the king was to 
assess prise in the future with an even hand according to the 1366’s assessed true 
value of goods and lands. Yet taken in context, along with David’s attempts to ensure 
that southern merchants and monastic houses exported Scottish and English wool and 
other Scottish goods through Edinburgh, Haddington or Dunbar, these acts would 
primarily have benefited the royal coffers and ensured that the Anglo-Scottish truce 
continued while the ransom was paid,

A similar level of petitioning by the estates which would ultimately benefit the 
crown underpinned the 1370 parliament’s statutes concerning the Highlands. David 
was requested to spread the burden imposed on the Scots through the itinerant royal 
household by levying tolls on the lands and goods of the ‘Highlands’, where he 
should also assert the law and, at tmes, take residence. Again, this may have reflected 
genuine concern amongst the estates in general that David should ease their financial 
burden and make up for his failure over the past four years to really assert his 
authority over the north, especially, in 1370, in the light of John MacDonald of the 
Isles’ absence from parliament and continued tax evasion so soon after his 
submission at Inverness, However, the lands which parliament named as those David 
should look to tax and occupy, may - as in 1367/8/9 - have constituted as much a 
crown-engineered enabling act for royal interference in the interests of the Stewarts 
and their allies. For these were Kintyre, Knapdale and Arran (held by the Steward 
and Sir John Menteith), and the other “lordships of John [MacDonald] of Islay, John 
of Lorn and Gillespie Campbell.”

There was apparently even more direct criticism of the crown in the statutes 
which the 1370 parliament issued regarding crown officers and justice. As it was felt 
that “virtually the whole community complains continually” about the conduct of the 
king’s officers, it was decided that the Justiciars and Chamberlain with the 
community of each shire were to hold assizes to hear charges against the said officers: 
the crown would pay any damages judged necessary or gaol and prosecute any 
officers found guilty of misconduct. Allied to this must have been the parliamentary 
demand that in future no officer execute any order in violation of the common law 
even if issued by the crown under the great or privy seal. Further, no pardons were to 
be granted by the crown for homicide unless the case had been heard by the locality 
court or the three estates; no pardons were to be given for murders of forethought 
malice without the counsel of the estates. On a more practical note, serjeants, sheriffs 
and other officers were to make proper written record of court summonses to prevent 
the annulment of cases before they were prosecuted.
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AU this was a damning condemnation of the crown’s execution of justice and 
the partiality of its supporters; it surely related to David’s use of his knights and 
esquires as officers to interfere in magnate localities, decide disputes in their favour 
and exact continuous contribution from unwilling subjects. But, once again, it must 
be remembered that this was criticism that David could allow to be voiced and even 
satisfied rm nrmcr because the resulting parliamentary statute could be turned to serve 
crown interests; it would be David and his key officers who oversaw any changes of 
office in the localities. Besides, there is no evidence, in what would prove to be the 
last year of his reign, that either David or his justiciars moved to discipline any of his 
locality officers.

There remains some ambiguity, too, about just what the February 1370 
parliament tells us about the state of Anglo-Scottish negotations. Then, the three 
estates recorded that:

" i t  d o es n o t seem  e x p e d ie n t . . . t o  sen d  m e sse n g e rs  t o  E ngland  

now t o  have n e g o t i a t i o n s ,  nor i s  i t  d e s ir a b le  w ith  t h in g s  s ta n d in g  

as th e y  a r e ,  and a f t e r  c o n s id e r in g  c e r t a in  t h in g s  in the indenture 
obtained (my italics) b e fo r e  t h e  day f i x e d  f o r  a f t e r  E a s te r  a t  Durham, 

b u t th e y  d e l i v e r  t h a t  th e  k in g ' s  a n sw er in g  l e t t e r s  sh o u ld  be s e n t  

t o  t h e  s a id  day and p la c e ,  c o n t a in in g  t h a t  i t  g r e a t ly  p le a s e s  th e  

k in g  and com munity t o  have n e g o t ia t io n  w ith  them on making a good  

p ea ce  by a l l  [ t o l e r a b l e ]  ways and means by w h ich  a  good  p ea ce  can  

b e m ade, a lw a y s  e x c e p t in g  t h o s e  p o in t s  w h ich  w ere r e f u s e d  on 

a n o th er  o c c a s io n ."

Clearly, the Anglo-Scottish talks which had taken place since September 1369 had 
resulted in the English once more presenting an ‘indenture’ of terms to the Scottish 
envoys, in turn presented to, and debated by, the February parliament; it was also 
planned to hold talks for peace at Durham at Easter 1370.77

This indenture does not survive. But, as happened between 1365 and 1368, 
the English demands had probably centred around the issues of the restoration of the 
Disinherited, Scottish military aid to England or mutual military aid, and further cash 
reparations: they may, though, have stretched again to seeking a place for the English 
king or one of his sons (perhaps, again, at David’s suggestion) in the Scottish 
succession in return for the cancellation of David’s ransom. But, as had happened in 
1365, 1366, 1367 and 1368, the Scottish estates felt by 1370 that these demands 
were too high, describing them as “these points which were refused on another 
occasion”; but parliament was prepared to allow Anglo-Scottish talks to continue in
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search of better terms; letters were sent to Edward 111 via John Lyon, David’s recently 
favoured Secretary78

Moreover, David had requested another safe-conduct for himself and forty 
men to England before the February parliament; this was issued by Edward III on 28 
February. In retrospect, this would seem to suggest that parliament’s agreeing to 
continue talks with England until favourable terras could be secured was somewhat 
less than what David had originally intended (i.e. a mandate and finances for him to 
make another personal trip south), but that he was happy to go along with this 
cooling in relations. Throughout the remainder of 1370 he continued dialogue with 
England, apparently still based upon the good personal relations between himself and 
Edward. On 12 April 1370 a safe-conduct to England was issued to the usual 
embassy of the bishop of St Andrews, Robert Erskine and John Carrick, David’s 
Secretary. On 28 May David gifted the English king with a black courser, 
accompanied by the Scottish court’s herald and harper. John Lyon, David’s 
Secretary, John McKelly, a clerk of the Liverance, John McKelly, and Duncan Petyt, 
a clerk of the Audit, also went to London for David in June 1370; whilst there Lyon 
repaid the second 1,000 merks which the Erskines, James Douglas of Dalkeith and 
John Edmonstone had borrowed from Edward. In all, David spent £533 on contact 
with England betwen January 1370 and January 1371, a sum comparable with 
previous y e a r s .7 9  But it still seems possible that sometime in early 1370 David had 
had a change in attitude to Anglo-Scottish relations and was perhaps no longer 
content to wait on events unfolding.

iv. Approaches to France and the Transfers of Fife and Ross,
June to October 1370-

On 4 June 1370 David had John Lyon secure Edward Ill’s permission for a 
delay in the payment of the next instalment of the ransom until. 24 June 1371, with 
assurances that the remaining 52,000 merks would be paid; the last 4,000 merks had 
been paid in January 1370. David had secured a similar rensom delay in 1359 Just 
before he attempted a succession-peace deal with England. But in 1370 this delay is 
surely a good indicator that David was having second thoughts about the value of 
alliance with England in her present, deteriorating European position.80 Unlike 1359, 
in 1370 David’s income was certainly more than enough to cover the next ransom 
instalment; he seems thus to have been playing for time. This was understandable. 
Although it can never be known exactly what terms were proposed in the Anglo-
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Scottish peace indenture drawn up in the winter of 1369-70 (and rejected by the 
February 1370 Scottish parliament), what other ‘ways’ to peace could really remain 
to be discussed if the terms of the past five years, and either of the succession plans, 
had proved unworkable? After twelve years of talks it is thus understandable that at 
this stage David II may have entertained the idea of a reverse in his foreign policy, 
away from England and back to alliance with France. This fresh tack would thus have 
coincided with the prospect of David’s taking a third wife, the formation of a strong 
aristocratic coalition behind the crown and the increased weakness of the Steward and 
other regional magnates: David seems to have had the initiative in all a rea s .8 1

News from France, and the contact of David and his supporters with England j
over the past two years, might easily have brought David to the point of changing his j
policy by spring 1370. Edward 111 himself, now in his sixties, had increasingly |
withdrawn from public affairs after the death of his queen, Phillipa, on 15 August 1
1369. The English royal family had faced further losses. Lionel, Duke of Clarence |

"Iand Lieutanant of Ireland, the prince whom Bower states David suggested as his heir j
in 1364, had died in October 1368. Edward I ll’s eldest son, Edward, prince of |
Aquitaine (whose son and heir would die in spring 1370), was by now chronically I
ill. This made it far more likely that John of Gaunt (now really in charge of the j
English government), or his descendants, might succeed to the English throne: such a j
possibility must have reasonably precluded David from persisting with the plan of j
offsetting his ransom and Stewart influence by making Gaunt his heir presumptive.
By 1370 a Gaunt deal might easily have been followed by regnal union, something 
the growing nationalism of post-war Scotland - and even David - would not tolerate:
Gaunt’s son would, indeed, become Henry IV (1399-1413).

More immediately, the English were finding it difficult to cope with renewed 
war against France. In February 1369 Henry of Trastamare and the French 
mercenary, Bertrand de Guesclin, had retaken Castile, overturning the result of the 
Black Prince’s costly campaign of 1367. John of Gaunt had had to enter France in 
July 1369 to help the Black Prince defend Aquitaine, but Queen Phillipa’s death had 
delayed the English army until September; their campaign was a failure and Charles V 
confiscated Aquitaine in November, enforcing this forfeiture militarily over the course 
of the next ten months. On the back of these reverses the English council might 
understandably have asked the Scots for even more cash and military aid. It is quite 
possible too that, although the French envoys in Scotland in the summer of 1369 
could not get David to listen to them, the offers they had then made rang more and 
more loudly as feasible as Charles V ’s campaign progressed in the first half of 1370, 
as Edward III continued to age and fade, and as David’s power in Scotland seemed to j

!
i
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grow: the need to secure a peace with England must, indeed, have assumed a more 
“leisurely importance” as the weeks and months of 1.370 p a s s e d .8 2

It must be argued, then, that the Scottish approaches to France which 
followed in 1370 - in contrast to the alliances sought in 1355 and 1359 - were 
condoned by David IT and not something forced on him by the Steward and his allies. 
That this was so is suggested strongly by the nature of the embassy David sent. At its 
head was Archibald Douglas, Lord of Galloway: he probably went to France between 
4 April and 24 July 1370, when he was absent as a crown charter witness. 
Archibald’s raids to recover English occupied territory in Annandale after 1368 
obviously gave him a vested interest in renewing the French alliance. This perspective 
surely helps explain the other key Scottish envoy to France in 1370 was a borders 
man, John Gray of Broxmouth in Roxburghshire, the clerk of the Rolls; David gave 
Gray a grant of the burgh mills of Peebles in May 1370 and Charles V gave him a gift 
of £100 in July 1370 for his service as the ‘secretary of our beloved cousin, king of 
Scots...{and] against England and our other enemies’, patronage which confirms the 
date of the embassy. But the Grim Douglas was still the one Scottish magnate who 
had an established reputation in France (after Poitiers, as reflected in his later write-up 
by Froissart) but whom David could actually trust to serve the crown’s interests while 
it continued to benefit the Grirn’s own career. Moreover, whereas David gave the 
three knights who had gone to France, really against his will, in 1359 a mere £280 
for their expenses, Archibald was paid some £223, and the embassy as a whole 
almost £1,500.83

Just as with the Anglo-Scottish talks of 1369-70, it can never really be known 
what kind of deal David sought from the French through this embassy. Logically, it 
might have involved the Scots declaring war on England in return for French payment 
of all of David’s ransom and military aid: this had been the 1359 deal and would be 
part of what Archibald Douglas tried to atrange when he returned to France in 1371 to 
renew the Franco-Scottish alliance for Robert 11,84 David does, though, seem to have 
been making more than vague, well-funded overtures to France so as to make enough 
of a noise to pressurize Edward 111 into making concessions to Scotland.

Yet in 1370, no Franco-Scottish deal seems to have been reached. It is 
possible, besides, that David approached France for something other than a military 
alliance. He may have been more concerned to secure the French king’s help in 
persuading the pro-French papacy at A vignon not to support the contestation by his 
former queen, Margaret Logie, of their divorce and David’s intention to remarry. 
According to Bower, writing in the 1440s, after the divorce:
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" [M a rg a ret] s e c r e t l y  b oard ed  a s h ip  in  th e  F ir t h  o f  F o rth  

[ w e l l  s u p p l ie d  w ith  m oney] and made f o r  t h e  p a p a l c o u r t .  She 

arrived  a t  A vignon  w here th e  pope was th en  t o  be fo u n d . By making 

an a p p e a l sh e  t r a n s f e r r e d  h er  c a s e  th e r e  ̂  and d is t u r b e d  th e  w h ole  

kingdom  by h er  l e g a l  a c t io n -  And s o  o n ce  th e  k in g ' s  p r o c to r s  had 

t r a v e l l e d  t o  th e  a p o s t o l i c  s e e ,  t h e  c a s e  was b i t t e r l y  d is p u te d , and 

th e  p le a d in g  betw een  th e  a d v o c a te s  o f  th e  c o n te n d in g  p a r t i e s  was so  

p r o lo n g e d  t h a t  a book c o m p iled  from  t h a t  s o u r c e . . - i s  lo n g e r  [ in ]  

w ordage ( in  my ju d gem ent, f o r  I  h a v e .- s e e n  t h i s  p le a d in g )  th a n  th e  

c o n t e n t s  o f  t h e  F our P s a l t e r s .  F or h er  c a s e  was many t im e s  

com m itted  f o r  h e a r in g  by a u d ito r s  and c a r d in a l s ,  so  t h a t  i f  sh e  had 

l i v e d ,  sh e  w ould have s u b j e c t e d  th e  kingdom  t o  an i n t e r d i c t ;  b u t  

sh e  d ie d  on a p ilg r im a g e  t o  Rome [ 1 3 7 5 ]."85

U is likely that Margaret herself remained in Scotland until 1372 when Edward 
lU gave her a safe-conduct abroad. David certainly paid her £92 as part of a pension 
of £100 granted to her in 1369-70, But it does seem probable, as Bower suggests, 
that Margaret’s lawyers were able to win a papal hearing quite soon after David had 
affected - or attempted to affect - their divorce in 1368-69. David had to pay John de 
Peebles, a Glasgow cleric in the service of Walter Wardlaw, bishop of Glasgow, to 
travel to ‘Rome’ sometime before January 1370. Sometime in 1370-71 David would 
also send John Carrick, his Secretary and Chancellor - and his bishop-elect of 
Dunkeld (the see which took in the Perthshire earldoms held by the Stewarts) - to 
‘Rome’, and John de Peebles once again; both of these men were probably sent to 
fight David’s case against Margaret before the Pope. In 1370-1 the king also made a 
second huge payment of £1,840 to ambassadors going to ‘France and Rome.’ Thus 
David’s original approach to France in 1370 may have been as much or more 
concerned with securing support against Margaret’s injunction, as about renewing a 
military alliance with France and having the Anglo-Scottish ties annulled. David’s 
need to keep funds aside for his lawyers at the curia may also explain the ranson
delay which he secured from Edward III in June 1370: David may have argued that a j

i
succesful divorce and new Dunbar marriage would have further stabilised the Anglo- |

Î
Scottish truce and peace ta lk s .8 6  ;

* i

Margaret Logie must have posed a substantial threat to David’s policies. It |
must have been her intervention through the papacy which prevented David quickly j

securing Agnes Dunbar’s divorce from Robert Maitland and making her Queen after i
early 1369; if David did switch his allegiance to France, Margaret would have become I
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a useful tool for England (as she in fact did against Robert 11 between 1372 and 1375 
with the aid of English cash). Margaret’s continued presence must be seen to cast a 
large shadow of doubt over David’s apparent progress in this period. Without a new 
wife - and thus any chance of a son and heir - David must have been hampered both 
in the course of Anglo-Scottish discussions and in winning long-term support for his 
authority in Scotland; in this marital state David and the Bruce dynasty were as 
vulnerable as in 1359 and spring 1363. Ironically, it may thus be the case that 
Margaret’s actions gave further impetus in 1370 to David’s shift in foreign policy 
towards France. David had to admit to himself that he could not wed Agnes Dunbar 
soon. Thus he could not hope to trade off his ransom and Stewart influence by 
conceding a place in the Scottish succession to a Plantagenet, which in turn would be 
avoided by the birth of a Bruce-Dun bar son; David was obliged to try to renew the 
French alliance at a time when, at least, he could perhaps command good terms in 
Paris for Scotland’s loyalty against England. So David might have stolen much of the 
thunder the Steward and others must have made in 1369 about French offers - 
presented by the French ambassadors David had kept waiting - and Steward 
nropasanda about the childless David’s Anglophile diplomacy, heavv taxation and
i  J C5 w  1 1 ^  '  •/

arbitrary interference in magnate interests. It is interesting that it was only in April 
1370, when Archibald the Grim left for France, that David allowed the Steward to 
resume his Strathearn title. In this sense, David had acted skilfully as both an 
opportunist and a realist.

Whichever foreign policy path David would have chosen he would have 
needed to be certain of his territorial and political hegemony and fiscal solvency 
within Scotland. Throughout the rest of 1370, indeed, he seems to have issued a 
large number of acts once more designed to undermine the territorial influence and 
affinities of the greater magnates who opposed him, as well as to reward those loyal 
to the Bruce regime,

William, earl of Douglas, remained, as he had done throughout the 1360s, 
present at court but in receipt of no favour from the king; indeed he may have been 
working actively to reverse some of David’s earlier grants to Douglas men. On 6 
April 1370, certainly, David had unusually issued letters patent witnessing the 
Douglas earl’s ‘surrender’ of all his lands in Dalkeith in favour of Mary Douglas (d. 
1365), the daughter of William Douglas of Liddesdale. This act must have been 
requested by .lames Douglas of Dalkeith, for this was the reason given by David for 
issuing letters, on 7 April, under the privy seal, again witnessing the Douglas earl’s 
‘surrender’ of that barony. This was the third time David had recorded this shift in 
Dalkeith’s ownership and the use of letters patent on this occasion suggests that he
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had had cause to order his officers in that locality to enforce James Douglas’s sasine, 
probably over the Douglas earl’s obstmctiou. On 6 May 1370, the rivalry between the 
Douglas earl and James of Dalkeith must have been intensified further: on that day, 
still at Edinburgh, David granted the lands in the former Balliol barony of Buittle in 
Galloway (which Robert I had given to the ‘Good’ Sir James Douglas) to James of 
Dalkeith, after they had been forfeited by the earl of Douglas for his ‘unlicensed 
alienation’ of them to the Abbey of Sweetheart (a Balliol foundation). The Douglas 
earl seems to have made no rep ly .87

David also continued to poach the Douglas earl’s affinity. On 9 September, 
significantly while again at Melrose (a house which David had warned the Douglas 
earl about exploiting) the king confumed the earl’s charter of lands in Lanarkshire to 
I .awrence G o v an .8 8  Then at Perth on 22 October 1370 (possibly during a parliament) 
David issued three charters to Sir Duncan Wallace, sheriff of Ayr, of lands in 
Ayrshire, a pension from Kincardineshire and lands in Stirlingshire. Wallace had 
served as the Douglas earl’s procurator in the February 1370 parliament and may 
have done so again in October. But David may have been able to divert Wallace’s 
loyalty through that knight’s marriage about that time (as husband number four) to 
David’s aunt, Eleanor Douglas, Countess of Carrick, the earl of Douglas’s sister but 
also the widow of Alexander Bruce (d. 1333).89 Wallace certainly received a safe- 
conduct to England and France from Edward 111 on 17 November along with John de 
Carrick, bishop-elect of Dunkeld, the Chancellor and David’s Secretary. They were 
probably on their way to Avignon or the French court to block Margaret Logie’s 
divorce injunction: Wallace did go to ‘Rome’ for Robert 11 after 1371.90

As well as continuing to favour James Douglas of Dalkeith, David made 
notable grants in 1370 to some of the other magnates who had benefitted from his 
plans for Agnes Dunbar, and to his wider cadre of knights and esquires. On 16 April, 
while at Stirling, David gave Thomas Erskine, by then keeper of Edinburgh castle 
and sheriff of its shire, the lands of Culnaltoun and Tulchgorne in Stirlingshire. The 
next day he gave Thomas’s father, Robert, the keepership of Stirling castle (where 
Agnes Dunbar was housed) and the sheriffship of that shire, for life, along with a 
vast annuity of 200 merks from the lands of Bothkennar in Stirlingshire; this was 

royal demesne which Robert 1 had used to subsidise Cambuskenneth Abbey.91 On 6 
May David confirmed John Logie’s grant of peat to the Friars preacher of Perth (in 
whose house David held his parliaments in 1369-70). On 14 March/2 April David 
gave John Herries of Terregles lands and a  20 merk pension in Stirlingshire. On 4 
May, at Edinburgh, David granted the lands of Invercavitie in Fotfarshire to Walter
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Leslie’s associate, Sir Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk, after tbeir resignation by 
Margaret, Countess of Angus.92 David also confirmed the iatter’s resignation of 
Bondington and Newtoun in Forfarshire to Sir Patrick Innerpeffry, son of David’s 
new sheriff of Banff. On 15 September David granted another crusader, Richard 
Comyn, a pension from the north-eastern Perthshire baronies of Carnousies and 
Barnff. David also made a number of other minor grants of land within the north-east, 
Perthshire, Stirlingshire and Angus and the M e a r n s . 9 3

David also extended major patronage to lohn Dunbar, one of his own 
esquires (son of the crusader Sir Patrick Dunbar) and the brother of George, earl of 
March, and Agnes Dunbar. As Dr Boardman has argued, David may have denied the 
Steward his title of Strathearn between September 1369 and May 1370 because the 
heir presumptive had objected to the king’s insistence that lohn Dunbar wed 
Marjorie, the Steward’s second daughter by his first wife; a papal dispensation for 
this match, was granted on 5 Tuly 1370 and the marriage must have taken place shortly 
before or after this date.94 But sometime in this year (perhaps around April or May) 
David also granted John Dunbar the lordship of the premier earldom of Fife, vacant 
since the death of Thomas Bisset (c. 1365-66). According to an indenture made in 
March 1371 (just after David IPs death) between Isabella, Countess of Fife, and 
Robert Stewart, earl of Menteith, David had induced Isabella to resign her earldom to 
the crown in 1369-70 by “force and fear”: so in March 1371, she recognised Stewart 
of Menteith as her heir to Fife under the terms of the indenture she had made with her 
second husband, Walter Stewart (d, 1362).95

Back in 1369-70, David had certainly kept Isabella surrounded by some of his 
loyal knights, esquires and clerics, as he had done in the face of the Stewart claim to 
Fife in 1362-63. For example, in December 1369 Isabella granted lands in Fife to 
James Douglas, a charter witnessed by Sir Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk, William 
Dischington, the sheriff of Fife and builder of St Monans church, and Alan Erskine, 
keeper of Lochleven castle (and brother of Robert Erskine). In September 1370 David 
granted to John Herries of Terregles the lands of Glasclune in north-eastern 
Perthshire which Thomas Bisset had given to Countess Isabella in 1363.96

It is less clear, however, just what David attempting in his relations with the 
Stewarts at this time. On 17 September David granted the valuable barony of Methven 
in Perthshire to the Steward, along with 100 cows and 500 sheep from the royal 
lands of Balmonth. It is possible that, at the same time as withholding the title of 
Strathearn, David had revoked this lordship from the Steward. He now returned it 
with some extra comnensation. oerhaps just after Archibald Douglas had returned
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from France or the Steward had relented over John Dunbar’s marriage to Marjorie 
Stewart and receipt of the earldom of Fife. But at Perth on 24 October, David granted 
the Perthshire lands of Kinloch to David Stewart, the Steward’s eldest son by his 
second wife, Euphemia Ross, the sister of the earl of Ross, a son surety named to 
ease tensions with the king. This may have been an attempt by David II to poach the 
loyally of the Steward’s second family, especially in light of doubts David had cast 
over the legitimacy of the Steward’s first marriage and thus his adult sons 
(Carrick/Kyle, Menteith, and the future ‘Wolf’ of Badenoch). But it is also possible 
that this grant was made by way of compensation for the crown’s forceful 
rearrangement of the succession to the Ross family p a tr im o n y .9 7

Indeed, David’s decisive interference in Ross was the most dramatic 
demonstration of royal power in 1370. As we have seen, according to the earl of 
Ross’s parliamentary complaint (given in March 1371), David - egged on by Queen 
Margaret - had seized the lands of the earl and his brother and heir, Hugh, probably 
in spring 1368, with a view to endowing them on his crusading favourite and the 
leader of the crown’s cadre of knights north-of-Tay, Walter Leslie, But David seems 
to have delayed in finally shifting control of Ross to Leslie, perhaps as a further lever 
to ensure that the Steward and his allies acquiesced over David’s diplomacy and 
patronage elsewhere in 1369-70,98 During the February-March 1370 parliament, 

however, David signalled his intention to build up the power-base of the crown and 
Leslie in the north and north-east.

On 3 March he granted the burgesses and community of the burgh of 
Inverness a feu ferme status of £80. This marked the high-point of David’s attempts 
to displace the earl of Ross’s influence in this burgh and establish a regular financial 
contribution from the trading centre of the north to the crown. On 27 February 1370,

I
though, David had confirmed the reversion of the former royal thanages of 
Kincardine, Fettercairn and Aberluthnott, by the earl of Sutherland to Walter Leslie.
These thanages were to be held by Leslie as one barony in return for the service of Î

I
two knights. As William, earl of Sutherland, had probably recently died, this I
confirms David’s hope for I .eslie as his leading magnate in the north.99 Significantly, j

however, David may have had cause to reissue this grant to Leslie on 6 May 1370, !
with the added proviso that if the heirs of the past thanes of these thanages recovered \
them after an Anglo-Scottish peace, then Leslie should remain their feudal superior. A |
similar regrant of a charter involving a land transaction between the Flemings and |
Erskines, which took note of a possible Anglo-Scottish deal (and presumably the ;
return of the Disinherited) bad been made in 1369. This would seem to suggest, then, ;
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that up until May 1370 at least, about the time Archibald Douglas left for France, 
David was still considering concluding a peace deal with England, and that, his close 
supporters had concurred300

However, also on 6 May 1370, at Edinburgh, David had given the earl of 
Ross a new infeftment of the forest of Platter and the lands of Finevin in Forfarshire, 
after the earl had resigned these lands to the crown: it had been this forest which 
Queen Margaret had sought for John Logie in 1368. It is clear, then, that David was 
setting up the Ross lands for a fall into I .eslie’s hands. This is something that Ross, 
ensconsed in Dingwall, may have tried to fight, swapping his lands in Argyll 
sometime in 1369-70 for his outlaw brother Hugh’s half of the former Comyn 
earldom of Buchan, When Hugh died, sometime before 14 February 1371, earl 
William would try to parcel off some lands to Hugh’s son, William, the man who 

would have been heir to Ross if it were not for Walter Leslie, loi For at. Scone on 23 
October 1370 - probably during a parliament - David issued a charter to earl William 
of the earldom of Ross and lordship of Skye but with tailzie to Walter Leslie and his 
heirs by Euphemia Ross, This re-entail must have come after an enforced resignation 
by the earl to David; the regrant charter itself was witnessed by the Steward, William 
earl of Douglas, George earl of March, John earl of Carrick, Archibald Douglas, 
Robert Erskine, Alexander Lindsay of Glenesk (Leslie’s associate), William 
Dischington and ‘many other’ barons and nobles, an obvious number of whom must 
have been intimidated by David and his men into agreeing. David continued to 
rearrange the balance of power in northern Scotland over the next few weeks. At 
Dundee on 1 November he confirmed charters for minor Aberdeenshire and 
Tnvernessshire lands by the earl of Ross and Hugh Ross to Alexander Sinclair, son of 
Thomas Sinlair, whom the earl of Ross had used as his man in O r k n e y .102

V. The Last Few Months.
But if the acts David issued at Perth in October 1370 formed part of the events 

of a parliament, this was to be David’s last public assertion of his authority. 103 For 

by 22 February 1371, David, just short of 47 years old, would be dead. He would 
have no more time to take decisive domestic or diplomatic action. There is no real 
indication of a health crisis for the king in the months proceeding his passing, no sign 
of the doctors who had occasionally attended him in the past twenty years since he 
had been wounded at Neville’s Cross. Some of his last grants might be taken to 
suggest some premonition of his end, a wish to provide for those he would leave 
behind. Most significantly, on 21 January 1371 he granted a pension of 1,000 merks
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from the customs and fermes of Aberdeen and Haddington to his mistress Agnes 
Dunbard04 A similar sense of a passing settlement may have been attached to David’s 
grants to David Stewart and Walter Leslie in October 1370. However, David made no 
last pilgrimage and land-granting circuit (in return for military services to the crown in 
sensitive regions) as his father had done to Whithorn in 1329,

It is likely, therefore, that David’s death was completely unexpected, the 
result of a sudden illness. Unlike the deaths of most other late-medieval Scottish 
kings, no circumstantial details are provided by any of the Scottish chroniclers as to 
how David died at such a relatively young age. John of Fordun. merely re-opens his 
annals - which he had aborted after the earls’ rebellion of 1363 - to state only that 
David died in Edinburgh and was buried before the high altar of Holyrood A b b e y . 105 

This cursory pause at David’s demise surely reflects the huge relief of the newly 
installed Stewart regime.

For by 1369-70, David had reached an impressive position of authority from 
which he and his supporters might have gone on to achieve much, both domestically 
and diplomatically. The renewed Anglo-French conflict had apparently given David a 
choice of foreign alliances. At home, his intensive, skilful and intrusive use of 
patronage had assured him of the authority of the crown and its agents in most of 
lowland Scotland. By late 1370 he could at least be sure he controlled the loyalty of 
the Lothians, the premier earldom of Fife, Kinrossshire and Clackannanshire, much 
of Stirlingshire and eastern Perthshire, Angus and the Mearns, Kincardineshire, 
Garioch, the north-east and the regality of M.orayJ06 He seems also to have retained 
his influence in the strategically important earldom of Mar after 1368: indeed, 
sometime in 1370 David had cause and was able to ward Thomas, earl of Mar, on the 
Bass rock, perhaps in response to Mar’s intrusion into his former lands or his 
opposition to David’s foreign policy. 107 Most significantly, the territorial and royal 
marital alliance of Archibald Douglas, Lord of Galloway, James Douglas of Dalkeith, 
the Ersldnes and the Dunbars of March had brought David greater influence on the 
Scottish marches and an effective alternative to the earl of Douglas’s regional power, 
David and his network of knights and esquires, had displayed a consistent ability to 
interfere in the territorial spheres of all the greater magnates opposed to the crown; as 
Dr Nicholson describes it, the earls were cowed into submission, subject to royal 
surveillance and the king’s will, about which they seemed able to do little.108

In 1367 David had transferred the Steward’s control of Athol I to his son, 
John Stewart. In 1369-70 David had deprived the Steward- at least in theory - of his 
earldom of Strathearn and lordship of Methven. The crown was able to imprison the
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Steward and Alexander Stewart of Badenoch and, by 1370, apparently bring the 
future ‘Wolf’ to co-operate with David’s agents in Moray and Strathspey, the bishop 
of Moray and his associated knights and esquires.109 David had also intruded a royal 
nephew, John of Lome, as a regional lieutenant over western Athol I and denied 
Robert Stewart’s ambitions in Menteith and Fife. And it is doubtful if, within his 
lifetime, David actually conceded much real power to John Stewart of Kyle over the 
former Bruce earldom of Carrick (or to John logie over Annandale).

Elsewhere, David had seemingly deprived the earls of Ross of any long-term 
influence in Ross, Skye, Moray and Buchan, an achievement which must have 
seriously weakened Ross’s hold over Caithness and Orkney. To the west, David had 
at least asserted his nominal authority over the Steward’s in-laws and allies in Argyll 
and the Isles, if without setting foot militarily any further north than Inverness, or 
further west than Dumbarton. Most importantly, David had the financial resources 
necessary to fund these policies and patronage drives despite quite widespread 
resistance to his taxation. In January 1371 (a year in which no ransom instalment was 
paid), the chamberlain recorded an income of over £15,000, the highest throughout 
David’s reign, and this showed no signs of dwindling. The crown had arguably a 
firm hand on the offices of government; a practised administration for controlling 
diplomacy, parliament and council, and collecting revenue.HO

But there remained serious problems for David’s regime at the time of his 
death, issues David had grappled with since his return from captivity in 1357 but 
never been able to resolve. His future choice of foreign policy might easily have 
provoked a reaction from his Scottish opponents whose resentment had built up in the 
face of David’s Anglophile leanings and heavy ransom taxation since 1357. 
Moreover, David’s continued frustration of the ambitions of the regional magnate 
families first elevated by his father must surely have come to a head once more. 
Another attempt to marginalise David - or remove him completely from power - 
would have become more and more likely as David grew older and remained 
childless, whilst the Steward’s adult sons spread their wings and even the earl of 
Douglas had had sons; it is highly likely that even the aggressive ambitions of crown 
allies like Archibald Douglas and George, earl of March, might have put them beyond 
David’s control using patronage, promises and personal influence.

Any challenge to David’s rule would most likely have first taken place in the 
difficult arena of a council or parliament, as had been tried in 1359 and 1363. But not 
much further down the line a Bruce-Stewart-Douglas civil war, embroiling all of the 
greater nobility of Scotland, must have been the unavoidable outcome. The result of 
such a confrontation for the Bruce dynasty is almost impossible to predict; for
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David’s opponents, whilst subdued in the last years of his reign, still had j
considerable territorial resources and political interest to call upon, and the legitimate |
heir to the kingship (enshrined in a parliamentary statute of 1326) and his several |
adult sons to lead them against the issueless Bruce king. j

At the heart of all these problems David’s inability to produce an heir by any j
of his partners was undeniably his main failing. Margaret Logie’s papal injunction of |

1
her divorce from David, and the king’s inability to make Agnes Dunbar his wife j
straight away, must have forced a serious fissure through all he had achieved since |
1368. As Dr Boardman has shown, when David died without an heir, his regime, |
territorial settlement and foreign policy were swiftly swept away. The Stewarts |

Î
gained control not onlv of the kingship and the royal castles and offices but also the I
•O  mf C? I •/ ^

earldoms of Menteith (as early as 23 March 1371), Fife (29-30 March 1371), Carrick I
j

and, eventually Buchan, and the lordship of Badenoch (March 1371). The gravely
I

weakened earl of Ross was largely restored to his earldom, but control of Ross and ;
Caithness, along with the young heir of Sutherland and the badly undermined Dunbar I
earldom of Moray would also eventually pass to Alexander Stewart. In March 1371 |
the earl of Douglas exploited doubts raised about the Stewart succession by David H |
and (even before he was crowned) forced Robert IÏ to concede the sole warden ship of j
the middle march, the justiciarship south-of-Forth, the keepership of Rdinburgh J

■Icastle, massive amounts of cash and a royal marriage. In 1372 John MacDonald of |
the Isles was granted the isles lands and castles which David had denied him back in |
1343. This ‘laissz-faire’ style of kingship, born of the Steward’s weakness in the I
face of entrenched regional magnate authority stands in stark contrast to the !

I
aggressive, intrusive rule of David in his later years.lt 1 |

Those lay supporters of David of significant wealth and military/political I
influence, and who had played a cautious double game in the 1360s, were able to j
cross over to the new Stewart regime relatively painlessly. Robert Rrskine remained |
prominent at court. Archibald Douglas crossed back to France in 1371 to renew the j
Franco-Scottish alliance for Robert 11. The latter confirmed Archibald’s right to the |
Murray-Bothwell inheritance; in 1372 Archibald would buy the earldom of Wigtown. |
George Dunbar, earl of March, would receive a royal marriage and the lordships of j
Annandale and Man, and John Dunbar held the earldom of Moray after 1372. Most of :|

f
David’s clerical servants - including John of Carrick, the Chancellor, and Walter of |
Biggar, the Chamberlain - also made the transition without trouble. The Lindsays - |
including Alexander of Glenesk, Walter Leslie’s associate - would serve the Stewarts |
as justiciars in the north. James Douglas of Dalkeith would be named by Robert II to |
renew the Franco-Scottish alliance if Archibald was unable to go to France, would I
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receive 600 merks p.a. to serve the earl of Douglas, and would marry Agnes Dunbar 
in late 1372; in that year David Stewart, earl of Strathearn (and Caithness), confirmed 
to James Douglas the disputed lands of Kellor in Strathearn (granted by David to 
James in 1369). Ironically, Agnes Dunbar would give Douglas two sons and two 
daughters before her death about 1378: perhaps David’s hopes of an heir after 1368 
had not been misplaced, Dalkeith thereafter married one of Robert II’s many
daughters. ID

In contrast, some of lesser knights who had depended solely on David for 
their advance were soon isolated and marginalised. Some secured safe-conducts to 
England and abroad in the weeks after David’s death: these included Walter lesUe,
John Abernethy, William and Alexander Ramsay, Simon Reed (constable of 
Edinburgh castle), Bartholomew Leon (David’s ambassador to the papacy in 1350), 
and the descendants of crown men, John Irwin, Murdoch Glasserie, William 
Bonville, John Barclay and Adam Fleming.! 13 Walter Leslie and John Logie lost 
much of their amassed territory and influence; William Dischington was removed as 
sheriff of Fife and justiciar north of Forth; Richard Comyn was replaced as keeper of 
Darnaway forest by the Grants. John Macdougall of Lome was ousted from his 
regional influence over Dull and Glen Lyon by Alexander Stewart of Badenoch; by 
the late 1370s, Gilbert of Glencarnie would have given up his Moray and Perthshire 
lands in the face of Clann Donnchaidh raids. Alexander de Bur, bishop of Moray, 
soon found himself besieged by the ambitious and warlike Alexander Stewart. In |
general David’s affinity was fragmented between the Stewart earls of Fife/Menteith Î
and Carrick, the Douglases and the Dunbars of March: the Carri ck - Drum m on d |

i
affinity would achieve only brief revivals of their influence over royal government |
about 1384-88 and 1399-1402.H4

Thus the emergence in Scotland of great regional magnate families with the 
power and resources to challenge the authority of the crown, at once seeking crown j
patronage and autonomy in the localities, survived the grating authority of the second J
Bmce king and emerged as an overwhelming problem for the crown in the reigns of 
the first two Stewart kings: this was the greatest legacy of the Bruce dynasty. David’s 
rule had contributed to the personnel and frustrated, distrustful nature of this post- |
Wars of Independence nobility. However, most of the uniquely personal legacies I

!
David left to the Stewarts persisted, arguably, only as external forces. The Stewarts |
felt it necessary to continue paying David’s ransom to England until the death of |
Edward III in 1377 (leaving some 24,000 merks unpaid). Margaret Logie managed to I
secure papal and English support in her claim to recover her personal fortune and Ï
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lands in Scotland, and might have had Scotland placed under interdict had she not 
died in Avignon in 1375315

Even David’s ‘younger son’ succession plan also came back belatedly to 
haunt the Stewarts. It may have formed the basis of the Comyn claim which the earl 
of Douglas used at Linlithgow in March 1371 to challenge the Stewart succession so 
as to secure the offices and ‘good lordship’ from the crown he had been denied by 
David; on that occasion, it was David’s ‘Agnes Dunbar’ party leaders - Robert 
Erskine, James Douglas of Dalkeith and the Dunbar brothers - who brokered peace 
and forcefully dissuaded the Douglas earl from going further. 116 In March 1371 
Robert 11 issued a parliamentary succession act recognising John Stewart, earl of 
Carrick as his heir; the Franco-Scottish alliance of that year, however, noted the 
chance that the succession to Robert U might be disputed. 117 But two years later, 
Robert ÏI still felt the need to lay the ghost of David’s succession schemes to rest 
through a male entail which confirmed the place of the sons of the Steward’s first 
marriage in the kingship before that of his second marriage’s sons. These acts not 
only betrayed the potency royal backing had given to the offspring of David’s full 
sisters, John Sutherland (d. 1361) and Alan, son of John of Lome (who died in 
childhood ca. 1358x1377). The 1373 succession act may also have been forced out 
of the new Stewart king to reassure John Stewart, earl of Carnck, that David’s favour 
to him in the 1360s had not ruled him out of the kingship in Robert II’s mind; it must 
also have eased the fears of the Steward/Robert H’s second wife and queen, 
Euphemia Ross, about the future of her sons, David and Walter Steward, who were 
then included in the tailzie. But the latter stated straight away the need to:

“ a v o id  th e  u n c e r t a in t y  o f  th e  s u c c e s s io n  and th e  e v i l s  and 

m is fo r tu n e s  w h ich , i n  v e r y  many kingdom s and p la c e s ,  a r i s e  and in  

t im e s  p a s t  have a r is e n  from th e  s u c c e s s io n  o f  fem a le  h e i r s . . . ”

This was passed in 1373 even though Robert Steward’s own succession had come 
through a female Bruce, Marjorie, the elder half-sister of David II; by the late 1370s a 
Stewart cadet would have wed the heiress to Lome, cancelling out any remaining 
dynastic threat from that quarter. Thus Robert I’s legacy of an uncertain succesion 
persisted until the last quarter of the fourteenth cenury and perhaps b e y o n d . !  18

For in 1400, Henry IV, the son of John of Gaunt, would bring a Lancastrian 
ami y to Edinburgh with the support of the Dunbar earls of March and Moray, and 
stake a claim to Scotland, a claim he backed up with documents contained, ironically, 
in the same chest Edward III used to keep the Bruce ransom: the Comyn-Buchan
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descent he voiced then had been part of the argument used to support the plan for 
John of Gaunt as David’s heir presumptive in 1363-64. The circumstances and events 
of David IT’s reign had meant that foreign relations would have a direct influence on 
Scottish crown-magnate relations throughout the late medieval period: an attempt to 
dictate diplomacy and enforce an energetic personal Lieutenancy against the interests 
of Robert Stewart, earl of Fife and Menteith, and the fourth earl of Douglas would 
cost Robert Ill’s heir, David Stewart, Duke of Rothesay, his life in 1402.119

Yet otherwise, the unique influence of David’s personality and court were 
quickly obliterated. It fell to the Stewarts and Douglases to take up the flag in 
prepounding the ethos of Scotland the independent nation as fought for by Robert 1 
and his patriotic lieutenants; most obviously, Barbour’s The Bruce, appeared about 
1375, paid for by Robert II. With a swiftly renewed alliance with France by July 
1371, the mass of trade, education and pilgrimage traffic between Scotland and 
England, which had flourished since 1357, evaporated; the Douglases and Dunbars 
returned to increasingly open aggression towards England.DO
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William’s heir, a royal sanction which we have seen Hugh Ross went to David as a captive in 

England in 1351 to secure. At that time, the Ross brothers - with earl William a joint Guardian - 

became involved in a plan to secure David’s release; the Ross brothers, however, abandoned this 
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crown rights in that earldom). Ross claimed that in 1368 his clerk was seized and tied to his mount’s 
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JohnStewait (the Steward’s brother), Thomas Erskine, Jolm Henies, David Annan, Patrick Hepburn 

and Alexander Stewart - the Countess’s charter by John Stewart earl of Carrick, Robert Stewart lord 
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Rights of the Crown in Episcopal Vacancies’ in Scottish Church History (Edinburgh 1985), 31-9, 

One of two clerics had most likely overseen David’s divorce; Walter Wardlaw, former Archdeacon of 
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Campbells.

38. For parliament and the Isles in 1368 see, ch. 9; A.P.S., i, 503-4; Acts o f the lx>rds o f the Isles, 

Ixv-lxxii; A. Grant, ‘Scotland’s Celtic Fringe’, 122-4.

39. The 1369 parliament also requested that the King of Norway - who had clearly complained to 

David about the annum’s non-payment (and perhaps the earl of Ross’s interference in Orkney) - be 

informed that some of the Isles were occupied by the English, a problem which really only affected 

Man.

40. Rot. Scot., i, 928. The diplomacy of this period is discussed in R. Nicholson, Scotland - the
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Later Middle Ages, 176-80; and with valuable analysis in A.A.M. Duncan ‘A Question about the 

Succession, 1364’, 19-20.

41. Rot. Scot., i, 928. Parliament also decided to delay hearing judicial appeals until the king and 

council would have time, and appointed Haddington, Lanark and Linlithgow to the Court of the Four 

Burghs as Roxburgh and Berwick were occupied by the English.

42. RRS VI no.® 427(D), 428, 429(A); for Lyle see Rot. Scot. i, 876; for Scryingeour see E.R., ii, 

239; for Abernethy see Rot. Scot., i, 876 and RRS VI no.® 426,426(A). Abernethy was one of the 

Fife laymen whom David relied on to supervise Isabella, Countess of Fife.

43. RRS VI no.® 427, 429(A), 430, 430(A); Rot. Scot., i, 876. During the days of the Perth 

parliament David also granted lands in Anstruther to John Restalrig and inspected a minor charter by 

the late Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus; he also granted lands in Edinburgh to a Thomas Forrester, 

who may have been the man named with William de Vaus and John Preston, David’s household 

knights, as the murderers in 1363 (just before David’s last trip to London) of John de Coupland - 

David’s captor in 1346 [ibid, no.® 427(A), 427(B), 429(B); for Coupland see ch. 8, pp. 390-4]. For 

David’s patronage in this period in general see Appendix 1.

44. RRS VI no.® 435,437. These acts were witnessed by the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin (the 

Chancellor), the Steward, the earl of Douglas, Robert Erskine, Archibald Douglas and William 

Dischington. In mid April David also inspected cliarters of the rights of the friars preachers of Elgin 

and Inverness, and the Abbey of Arbroath; he gave Walter Newbigging half of the barony of Culter 

in Lanarkshire, a grant David had already confirmed in 1367 - Newbigging had gone with David to 

London in 1363; and he gave Williams son, Andrew Cunningham, a 2 merk annuity from Perthshire 

lands, [ibid, no.® 381(A), 439-440(D)],

45. For David’s cliarter witnesses in this period see Appendix 2: note in particular how Walter 

Leslie’s appearences increase c. 1369-71.

46. C.P.R., xiv 1367-70, 235; Chron. Wjmtoun, vi, 242.

47. RRS VI. no.® 441, 444 - the other witnesses were the bishops of St Andrews, Glasgow, 

Dunkeld, Brechin and Dunblane, the earl of March, William Keith (Marischal), Archibald Douglas, 

Robert Erskine, James Douglas, Walter Leslie, Walter Haliburton, Alexander Lindsay, John 

Edmonstone, Thomas Erskine, John Carrick tlie keeper of the privy seal, William Douglas, John 

Gowrie, John Dunbar, James Sinclair, John Keith and Robert Danielston [who would receive a royal
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grant of Lanarkshire lands on .19 October 1369 - ibid , no. 453]. Edward Ill’s parliament ratified the 

deal on 24 August 1369.

48. PRO E403 [Issue Rolls] /403 membranes 24 [£20 to Dischington], 25 [£4 to Robert Erskine and 

John Carrick], 26 [£266 to Douglas, Robert Erskine, Edmonstone and Carrick]; CDS iv no. 165;

E.R., it, 345 [David’s loan, repaid at Berwick]; E.W.M. Balfour-Melville, ‘Edward III and David II’,

23-4.

49. Rot. Scot., i, 928-35; see ch. 8, pp. 395-405. In 1369 Edward III was still paying Thomas, earl 

of Mar, and his brother Thomas Balliol - these two were perhaps still required by David and Edward 

III to travel back and forth [PRO E403//438 membranes 9 [£10 to Balliol] and 29 [£20 to Mar]].

50. RRS VI no.® 442 to 449; CDS iv no. 165.

51. RRS VI no. 450; for Robert I’s grant see ch. t, pp. 29-34.

52. C. J. Neville, Violence, Custom and Law, 54; C.C.R. 1369-74, 338.

53. For example. Rot. Scot., i, 931 (pilgrimage of Wardlaw, Richard Comyn, Walter Leslie); 932 (6 

June 1369 bishop of Glasgow given license to exercise office in Anglo-Scotland); 932 (safe-conduct

to England for John Gray, clerk of the Rolls, Robert Erskine(+ 30), bishop of St Andrews(+ 30),

Archdeacon of Aberdeen, the earl of Douglas (+ 30), the bishop of Glasgow (+30), Hugh Eglintoun 

(+ 20), John Canlck (+ 10), John Herries (+ 20), Archibald Douglas (+ 30), John Stewart earl of 

Carrick (+ 20)); 932 (Archibald Douglas’s and Wardlaw’s merchants); 932 (18 June 1369, to England 

for James Douglas (+ 12)).

54. RRS VI no.® 430(A), 442; M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 58-71. On 18 September 1369 

David also granted the lands of Kinbrackmont in Fife to William Dischington, who had not only 

received cash from Edward III in June 1369 but was keeper of Liddale castle in Roxburghshire and 

would have been involved in the Scots’ administration of this district, even if by proxy. On 29 

September at Edinburgh David gave Henry Douglas, brother of James of Dalkeith, and a cousin of 

Archibald, a third of Lugton in Edinburgh shire [RRS VI no.® 450(A), 4521. In 1369-70 the crown’s I

income from the customs/fermes and sheriffdom of Roxburgh was 66/-; in 1370-1 it had risen to £67 I

[E.R., ii, 351, 352]. But it still seems doubtful that the crown would have been able to give the 

Abl^ey of Melrose anywhere near the £2,000 promised. For David’s visit to Melrose c. 1369-70 see 

RRS VI no, 508 witnessed by tlie bishops of St Andrews and Brechin (Chancellor until Mardi/April 

1370), the Steward, earl of Douglas, John Herries and William Dischington. On 14 July 1369 David

j
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granted the Abbey of Melrose a one year protection [RRS VI no. 442].

55. RRS VI no. 451, for this Galloway grant, witnessed by the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, 

the Steward, John Stewart earl of Carrick, George earl of March, Robert Erskine, James Douglas, 

Walter Leslie, Walter Haliburton, Alexander Lindsay, John Herries [Chron. Bower, vii, 271-85].

56. Chron. Bower, viii, 35. Thomas Fleming, earl of Wigtown, would sell his earldom to Archibald 

in 1372 because of his inability to deal with the natives of that region and in spite of Robert IPs gift 

of Wigtown to James Lindsay of Crawford [M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 66-9].

57. RRS VI no.® 52, 506; Registmm Honoris de Morton, ii, no.® 99, 100; R.C. Reid ed.,

Wigtownshire Charters (Scottish History Society, 3rd series, Edinburgh 1960), xxx,

58. RRS VI no.® 449, 452, 454 [enforcing James Douglas’s exemption from levies on his new 

Kingliorn lands], 455; S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 23.

59. For the 1365 talks see ch. 9; A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, 15-8.

60. RRS VI no.® 450(A) to 466; S. Boardman, 77tc Early Stewart Kings, 23-5, 37nl25. The Steward 

is also recorded without his Strathearn title on 1 May 1370 [ihid, no. 467].

61. CDS iv no. 165, which names John Somerville and his men-at-arms and archers, and the Scots 

‘William Westone, William Strachy, John Young, Robert Johnson, Jolm Lemyngtone, John Hogg, 

Thomas Fistleighe, Thomas Galsagathe, Piton Hogg’ and Thomas Balliol in this capacity.

62. E.R., ii, 328 [£3 12/- to the French Ambassadors to travel from Perth to Aberdeen, which David 

himself did between 19 and 27 October 1369 - RRS VI no.® 453, 455(C)]; and E.R., ii, 348 [£66, 

13/- 4d for their sixteen week wait paid by the Chamberlain].

63. RRS VI no.® 452(A) to 455(C); E.R., ii, 345 for Agnes.

64. Acts o f the Lords o f the Isles, no. 6; A.P.S., xii, no. 30; A.Grant, ‘Scotland’s Celtic Fringe’, 

124-5; R. Nicholson, Scotland - the Later Middle Ages, 178-9.

65. E.R., ii, 343,345, when the sheriff of Abetdeen paid Agnes’s expenses at tliat burgh,

66. RRS VI no.® 455(D) to 458 for all these acts. On 28 November 1369 John Hay of Tullibody,
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then sheriff of Inverness (and the earls of Ross’s cousin) may have been obliged to give John Lyon, 

the King’s secretary, the lands of Prusk in the barony of Leuchars in Fife [SRO GDI72 {Henderson 

of Fordell]/1211; this act was probably carried out at Inverness while David was there and was 

witnessed by James Douglas of Dalkeith, Walter Leslie, William Dischington, Walter Bisset of 

Lossyndrura and others. Sometime in 1369 David’s agent, the bishop of Moray, petitioned against 

John Hay’s collection of multures in ‘Quarelwode’ in Moray, a process witnessed by the bishop’s 

allies, Nicholas Sutherland, Walter Bisset of Lossyndrum, John Sinclair of Forres, Robert Innes and 

others IRegisfnm Episcopatus Moraviensis, no. 153|. This continued the persecution of Hay’s 

interests by David and his knights begun in 1366-69 when he was often contumaciously absent from 

parliament - see ch. 9.

67. For the Steward’s estrangement from his second wife see below pp. 517-22; Alexander Stewart of 

Badenoch would later seize Walter Leslie’s widow, the heiress to Ross, and lake that title for himself 

[S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 77-9].

68. RRS VI no.® 457, 459; M. Brown, The Black Douglases, 60-1 highlighted Dalkeith’s ‘riding on 

the marches’. A grant of the leadership of all a lord’s tenants may have been something David gave 

to some of his other knights, like Walter Leslie, Archibald Douglas and Robert Erskine.

69. RRS VI no.® 460 to 461(B).

70. RRS VI no.® 461(D), 462, 462(A); SRO B.65 [Calendar of St Andrews Chartersj/10 for 

Dischington. As mentioned above, in December 1369 at Falkland, Isabella, Countess of Fife, had 

been obliged to grant lands at Kinnoull, Perthshire, to James Douglas of Dalkeith, an act witnessed 

by Dischington along with royalists Alexander Lindsay, Andrew Valence and Alan Erskine 

[Registrum Honoris de Morton, ii, no. 102].

71. David also allowed the monks of Melrose to export wool via Edinbui gh at a reduced customs rale 

of 13/- 4d per sack (as opposed to 15/- or 20/-) and he let Scottish merchants in Edinburgh, 

Haddington, Linlithgow and North. Berwick export English wool at 6/- 8d or 13/- 4d per sack. This 

cost Edward 111 some £2,930 in 1371-2 as 1,172 sacks of English wool went out via Dunbar and 

Haddington |A. Tuck, ‘A Medieval Tax Haven’, 157-8].

72. RRS VI no. 461(C); A.P.S., i, 507. At Edinburgh on 2 January 1370 John Stewart, earl of 

Carrick, confirmed the Atholl line’s grant of Bondington in the constabualry of Linlithgow to the 

heirs of William Douglas of Liddesdale - i.e. James Douglas of Dalkeith. This was an act witnessed 

by the Abbot of Holyrood, Hugh Eglimoun, David Fit/.walter, John Herries of Terregles, John 

Kennedy of Dunure, Andrew Cunningham and John Fit/.walter, again perhaps an act which an
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opponent of the crown was obliged to make [Regislruni Honoris de Morton, ii, no. 105).

73. E.R., ii, 311-338 possim; Atlas o f Scottish History to 1707, 302-3, 306; see ch. 9 for 1366.

74. A.P.S., i, 507-9 and 533-6. It should be noted that the Thomson/Innes A.P.S. contains two rolls 

for the 1370 parliament, almost identical, taut only the second contains that body’s decisions about 

Anglo-Scottish affairs and some of the judicial appeals heard at that time. Those elected to the falsed 

judgements committee were the bishops of Brechin (the Chancellor) and Dunblane, John Carron the 

abbot of Dunfermline, John Carrick, William Dalgarno (a canon of Brechin and clerk of Audit) from 

the clergy; William Keith, Archibald Douglas, James Douglas, David Graliam, Roger Mortimer, 

Duncan Wallace, David Fleming, William Meldrum (a past sheriff of Aberdeen), Alexander Cockburn 

(a March man), Thomas Irwin (a justiciar in the south for David in 1368 - RRS VI no. 417), and 

John Walters for the barons; Adam Forrester, John Mercer, John Gill, Adam Pringle, John Rollo[ck] 

(a Perth bailie whom David had given a tenement there in July 1369 plus a £10 pension and the post 

of clerk of the cocket in Edinburgh) for the burgesses, A case between William Keith (who was one 

of the judges!) and Nicholas Sutherkmd, brother of the earl of Sutherland, was also heard at this 

parliament, with Keith (David’s lieutenant in the earldom of Moray) adjudged against and fined just 

£ 10.

75. The geiiaral business committee involved tlte bishops of St Andrews, Glasgow and Brechin, 

Walter Biggar the Chamberlain and John Canick, clerics; the Steward, the earls of Carrick and 

March, William Keith, Robert Erskine, Archibald Douglas, James Douglas, Walter Leslie, Walter 

Haliburton, William Dischington, Duncan Wallace (the procurator of the earl of Douglas) and “some 

certain other persons whom our lord king wished to have, (andj the others were given leave to 

depart”

76. In the past David had been in debt to the Steward [E.R., i, 619; ii, 73], had pawned his jewellery 

and borrowed large suras from Thomas, earl of Mar, and Edward III.

77. If there had been a Scottish embassy to England since the June 1369 Anglo-Scottish truce then it 

must have been a small scale affair, for no safe-conducts for the usual ambassadors are recorded in 

Rot. Scot., i. Walter Biggar, the Cliamberlain, did take another instalment of the ransom to Berwick 

on 18 January 1.370 and talks may have been held then, [ihid, 935]; or letters between the two kings 

may have built upon peace indenture talks which had been held while David was at Westminster in 

June 1369.

78. A.P.S., i, 534; For Lyon see CDS iv no. 173. For the diplomacy of this period and the ‘points’
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and ‘ways’ lo peace current throughout see A.A.M. Duncan, ‘A Question About the Succession, 

1364’, 14-20, and ch. 9.

79. Rot. Scot., i, 937, for David’s safe conduct and the April embassy; CDS iv no. 173 for Lyon, et. 

al. Another safe-conduct was issued by Edward III on 12 April 1370 to David’s usual ambassadorial 

team of the bishop of St Andrews (+24 men), R okrt Erskine (+16), and John Canick (+8), but this 

does not seem to have been used. On 5 July 1370 Edward III look the unusual step of again ratifying 

the 1369 Anglo-Scottish fourteen-year-truce deal, perhaps a sign that he fell the Scots needed 

assurance of its value and the English commitment to the truce after David had secured a ransom 

delay in June 1370?

80. Rot. Scot., i, 938; RRS VI no. 471. At tliis stage there seems to have been only one Scottish 

ransom hostage left in England, Thomas, the son of John Hay of Tolybothuill’, the sheriff of 

Inverness, whom David and his associates in the north liad done much to undermine in the past year 

[Rot. Scot., i, 930 - 16 May 1369; see above n67j. For 1359 see ch. 6.

81. Some indication of the flux in Scotland’s foreign relations in 1370 comes in the apparent 

increase in both English and French attacks on Scottish shipping [CDS iv no.® 163, 164; A. 

Stevenson, ‘The Flemish Dimension of the Auld Alliance’, in G.G. Simp.son ed., Scotland and the 

Low Countries, 1124-1994 (East Lothian 1996), 28-42, 40], as well as David’s toleration of 

Archibald Douglas’s and George, earl of March’s attacks on English occupied Annandale and the 

Merse. In 1369 the English government had paid a Hull seaman for taking ships ‘beyond seas in the 

north, as well, to resist divers French and Danish, enemies as to intercept the messengers of the King 

of France, being in Scotland’ [F. Devon ed.. The Issue Roll o f Thomas de Brantingham (London 

1835), 396, cited in A. MacDonald, ‘Crossing the Border’, 22].

82. For the preceeding English and French events see W.M. Ormord, The Reign o f Edward III, 32-5; 

M-Prestvrich, The Three EAwards, 276-89; J. Campljell, ‘England, Scotland and Ihe Hundred Yearn 

War in the Fourteenth Century’, 206-8; G.P. Cuttino, English Medieval Diplomacy, 93-5; 

M.Packe, King Edward III, 273-9; A. Goodman, John o f Gaunt, 44-8; R  Barber, Edward - Prince o f 

Wales and A/pdtaine, 218-227; quote from. A.A..M. Duncan, ‘A Question alx)Ut the Succession, 

1364% 20.

83. E.R., ii, 4, 50 [1359 envoys], 355, 356, 363 [1370 embassy]; RRS VI no. 470(A) and A.N. 

JJ102/220 [Gray]; A. MacDonald, ‘Crossing the Border’, 22-5, which also notes tlial in 1370 a large 

number of Scots served in the French ganison at Calais. For Archibald Douglas see: ch. 3 and ch. 5; 

Oeuvres de Froissart, v, 129, 428; Chron. Fordun, 375-7; Chron. Bower, vii, 299-301. Also sent to 

France in 1370 was William Dalgaoio, a clerk of the audit [E.R., ii, 363].
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84. J. Campbell, ‘England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the Fourteenth Cenluiy’, 203; 

A.N. J. 677, 9-13 - see ch. 6.

85. Chron. Bower, vii, 359, 502-4.

86. CDS, iv, no. 193; Margaret reached A vignon by 23 June 1372 where .she borrowed 500 merks 

from an English merchant [ibid no. 197]; E.R., ii, 344, 356, 358 - Robert 11 would send John 

Edmonstone, Duncan Wallace and the papal sub-collector, Adam de Tyningham, to ‘Rome’ in 1372 

[ibid, 435].

87. RRS VI no.® 464(C), 465, 468(G); for Buittle under Robert 1 in 1325 .see RRS V no. 267. M. 

Brown, The Black Douglases, 61-4. Perhaps under similar crown pressure on 2 January 1370, at 

Edinburgh, John Stewart, earl of Carrick, had confirmed the Lothian lands of Bondington to James 

Douglas of Dalkeith [Registrum Honoris de Morton, ii, no.® 105, 106] an act witnessed by the 

Abbot of Holyrood, Hugh Eglintoun, David fitz Walter, John Herries, John Kennedy, Andrew 

Cunningham and John fitz Walter; William More and William Dischington may also have been 

present.

88. RRS VI no. 473(A).

89. David had ‘poached’ the loyalty of Eleanor Douglas’s other two husbands, both Douglas 

adherents, James Sandilands and William Towers of Dairy - see ch. 5, pp. 230-2 and ch. 8, pp. 370- 

2.

90. RRS VI no.® 474,474(A) witnessed by the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, the Steward, the 

earl of Douglas, John Stewart earl of Carrick, John Carrick the Chancellor, Robert Erskine, 

Archibald Douglas, Walter Leslie, Alexander Lindsay, William Dischington. For Wallace’s safe- 

conducts see Rot. Scot., i, 941, and E.R., ii, 435.

91. RRS VI no.® 466(A), 466(B); E.R., ii, 357, 364. On 1 May 1370 David would issue letters to 

his officers in Perthshire to stop levying on the lands of Cambuskenneth Abbey at Kintillo jRRS VI 

no. 468]; for Robert I and Bothkennar see RRS V no.® 71, 124.

92. RRS VI no.® 463(A), 463(B), 468(E), 470, 473(D); David also granted lands in Fife to his 

chapel of St Monans on 3 April, and on the same day lands in Lanarkshire and a Dundee pension to 

.Tames Lindsay of Crawford (brother of Alexander of Glenesk); on 4 April David granted privileges to
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Brechin burgh when Patrick, bishop of Brechin, retired as Chancellor; he gave the burgh of Montrose 

feu-ferme stauius in return for £16 p.a_; he confirmed a grant of A tholl lands to the friars preachers of 

Perth as well as a number of other smaller transactions [ibid no.® 464(A), 464(B), 464(C), 466, 467, 

468(A), 468(B), 468(C), 468(F), 510(B)}.

93. RRS VI no.® 468(D), 472, 473, 473(B), 473(E). See Appendix 1.

94. C.P.R., iv, 85; S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 23-5. Some sign that the Steward may 

have been angered by David’s actions in 1370 comes from his issue of a charter at Renfrew on 30 

May 1370 granting his brother-in-law. Sir Hugh Eglintoun, the right to re-enter the post of bailie of 

Cunningham notwithstanding the fact that someone else had been ministering in this office “through 

Sir Hugh’s sufferance” [W. Fraser ed.. Memorials o f the Montgomeries, ii, 7j; while this was 

transacted David was at Edinburgh [RRS VI no. 470] - the interfering agent may have been one of 

David’s adherents, perhaps Sir William Cunningham or his son, Andrew/, both of wdiom David had 

recently favomed.

95. NLS Charter no. 698; W. Fraser ed.. The Red Book o f Menteith, ii, 251-4; S. Boardman, The 

Early Stewart Kings, 51-3, For the Walter Stewart-Fife deal see ch. 6, pp. 306-10.

96. RMS I App ii no. 1624; SRO GD150 [Register of Mortonj/20; W. Fraser ed.. The Red Book o f 

Menteith, ii, 251-6. Under the terms of an indenture of 1309 between Alan, earl of Menteith, and 

Duncan, earl of Fife, the earldom of Fife was to pass to the Menteith heirs; Isabella agreed that once 

she had recovered Fife from John Dunbar she w/ould resign It to Robert Stewart, earl of Menteith. 

Sometime in 1370 Isabella had also conceded the lands of Layne in, Edinburgh shire to David’s 

stepson, John Logie, an act witnessed by the bishops of St Andrews and Dunblane, William 

Dischington, Andrew Ramsay of Lethy and Isabella’s steward, Andrew Valence. In 1377 the bishop 

of St Andrews had to swear that this grant had been made with the stricture that the crown could not 

undo it, surely reflecting fears of David II’s interference [W. Fraser ed.. The Red Book o f GrandtnUy, 

ii, no.s 77,78]; Andrew Valence had been captured with David at Neville’s Cross in 1346 and had 

gone with David to London in 1363 [Rot Scot., i, 678, 876]. For Fife, Menteith and Logie’s lands 

after 1371 see S. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 50-2, 55, 71, 74, 135, 141,169-70, 185 and 

ad indecim.

97. RRS VI no.® 473(C), 474(D), 474(E). On the same day as his grant to David Stewart, David II 

also gave some lands in the Abnethia of Dull to a Donald MacNayre. David’s grants to Stewart and 

MacNayre may liave taken place during a parliament. For doubts about the Stew/ard’s first mairiage 

see ch. 8, pp. 398-400. Dr Boardman has pointed out to me that in 1371 Robert II w/ould be crowned
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without Euphemia Ross as queen, suggesting that the naming of their first son, David Stewart, may 

have reflected the w/ishes of Euphemia to placate David II and promote the Ross family claim to 

Strathearn and Caithness - the earldoms wdrich David Stewart would receive after Robert IPs 

accession. William, earl of Ross, Eupbemia’s brother, had been a claimant to Strathearn and 

Caithness in the 1330s and 1340s as guardian of a daughter of Malise, eighth earl of 

Stratbearn/Caithness, who was forfeited in 1339/1344, Thus David 11 may have been able to 

undermine the legitimacy of the Steward’s first family and the loyalty of his second; the 

Steward/Robert 11 had a separate household from lus second wife and queen (he had married her in 

1355 lo end a feud with William,, earl of Ross, over Kintyre) and Robert II had a mistress in the 

1360s/70s, Mariota Cardeny fS. Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings, 56, 75-8, 95}.

98. It is possible that Ma.rgai:et. Logie, who remained in Scotland until 1372, may have contimied to 

interfere in Ross’s lands on behalf of John Logie.

99. RRS VI no.® 462(D), 462(E), 463; The Sutherland Book, i, 45-7. Local tradtion has it that the 

earl of Sutherland was killed at Dingwall in 1370 in retaliation for his brother, Nicholas’s murder of 

a MacKa.y at an. assize [A. MacKay, The Book ofMncKay (Edinburgh. 1906), 44-5].

100. RRS VI no. 468(H); Historical Records o f the Family o f Leslie, 1067-1869, i, 68-9; for the 

Erskine/Flerning grants see Charter Chest o f the Earldom o f Wigtown, 1214-1681, ed. F.J. Grant 

(Scottish Record Society, Edinburgh 1910), 33-4.

101. RRS VI no. 468(G); RMS I App ii no. 1585; SRO GD 297 [J. & F. Anderson], /172, /173, 

/176. On 26 Februaiy 1370 David bad granted Hugh Ross the lands of Dours in Banff; but Hugh 

probably died sometime after 25 January 1371 (w/hen he received a papal dispensation to wed a 

Matilda Menteith) and. David intended his lands to go lo Leslie jRRS VI no. 462(C); SRO 

RH2/64/40].

102. RRS VI no.® 474(A), 475, 476 - during this parliament David had also granted the 

aforementioned charters to Duncan Wallace and David Stew/art and a number of other minor grants. 

For the Sinclairs, Ross and Orkney see B. Crawford, ‘The Earls of Orkney-Caithness’, 217-220.

103. A.P.S., i, 298, Appendix p. 177, describes this period as a parliament but lists only David’s 

retailzie of Ross as an act of that assembly - but that act is not styled as being issued Mn full 

parliament’ (as such acts witnessed by the three estates normally were). Nonetheless, David was at 

Perth - where he had held parliaments in March 1369 and February/March 1370 - and he was attended 

by at least enough significant Scots to constitute a council.
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104. RRS VI no. 477. In January 1371 David also granted lands in Fori'ar lo John Wallace of 

Riccarton, lands in Kinross to Brice Wyche and inspected a charter by the earl of Lennox - with 

David on 26 January were the bishops of St Andrews and Brechin, the Stew/ard, earl of Douglas, 

Archibald Dougla.s, Robert Erskine, Waller Haliburton and Alexander Lindsay [ihifi, no.® 477(A) to 

4781.

105. Chron. Fordun, 370; Chron. Wyntoun, v, 2.51-2; Chron. Bower, vii, 359-61. There is no 

evidence or likelihood of suspicious circumstances surrounding David’s death, even though his 

removal would ha\ o greatly benefitled the Steward and most of the major Scottish magnates.

106. On 23 August 1369, at Dunbar, George, earl of March, granted the barony of Tibbers to Sir 

.lohn Maitland of Thirl es tane, an act w/itnessd by, among others, Walter Haliburton, Patrick 
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Conclusion: The Kingship of David II and the Bruce

The death of David II, king of Scotland for 41 years, and the end of the Bruce 
dynasty after just 65 years and two monarchs, received only the cold factual 
commentary of a few spare lines from the contemporary annalist, John of Fordund 
His omission of an obituary or lament for David betrays the relief of the new Stewart 
administration at their antagonist’s unexpected passing; it also anticipates the 
Stewarts’ ability to draw a veil over the period 1329 to 1371 and wrap themselves in 
the mantle of Robert Bruce so that the end of the warrior king’s family with David 
was no tragedy. But just how effective a king David had managed to become is a 
question best approached by looking first at how Fordun’s successors in the Scottish 
chronicle tradition regarded his kingship.

The closing comments of Andrew Wyntoun’s Qrvsvnale Cronikil about 
David’s rule are particularly interesting. Wyntoun’s anonymous source was written 
by a contemporary of David’s reign, probably in the 1390s, who sought to 
rehabilitate the Steward, by that time Robert II, whose reputation Fordun had done so 
much to blacken.2 Yet this bias does not stop Wyntoun’s source from being able to 
regard David, by the time of his death, as having become a ruthlessly masterful king: 

Lo, how raddour g e r t  him dred  b e .

And b o t a boy w ith  him b ro ch t he;

Y et th an  fo r  h is  s t o u t  governyng  

He g e r t  h is  f o lk  h a i f  s i c  d red in g  

O ff him , t h a t  nane d u r s t  n yth  him h e r e ,

Bot g i f  he s p e c i a l l y  c a l l i t  w ere.
He le d  w ith  raddour sa  h is  la n d .

In  a l l  th e  tym e he wes regnand

T hat nane d u r s t  w e i l l  w ith s ta n d  h is  w i l l ;

A l l  w orth  th a r  obeyand him t i l l . 3

As proof of David’s possession of this faculty of domineering, aggressive energy, 
this 'raddour\ i n  asserting royal authority over his subjects, Wyntoun’s source lauds 
the king’s efforts in seeing justice done. Not only does the ‘anonymous’ chronicler 
assert that David enforced justice on the marches in person and took part in days of 
truce courts with English border lords, but:

S ch irraw e c o w r t is  throw  a l  th e  la n d e
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He g e r t  be c o u r s s e  h a ld e ,  and fo low an d e  

I lk a  y h ere  a j u s t r y  

He g e r t  h au ld e  f e l l o u n ly ;

And sy n e  h is  p arlym en t a t  Scoyne  

Quwhar a l  w alde be d e l y v e r i t  so n e .

He was a l  m anly, war and w y sse .

Thus in  a l l  furme o f  j u s t r i c e  

He l e f t  h i s  la n d s  a t  h is  e n d y n g e . . . 4

In his Scotichronicon, Abbot Walter Bower also praised David’s pacification 
of his realm and execution of justice. Writing in the 1440s, during the troubled 
minority of James II and after serving the murdered James I as a tax collector. 
Bower’s continuation of Fordun’s history includes the abbot’s own thoughts on 
David’s achievements and an epitaph on the king by an anonymous poet, most likely 
written just after David’s death.5 According to Bower:

King D avid  reform ed  h is  kingdom w ith  e x c e l l e n t  la w s , he 

p u n ish e d  r e b e l s ,  he ca lm ed  h i s  s u b j e c t s  w ith  u n d is tu r b e d  

p e a c e ,  and he u n i t e d  t o  t h e i r  fa t h e r la n d  by means o f  on e  

l e g a l  c o n t r a c t  S c o t s  s p e a k in g  d i f f e r e n t  t o n g u e s ,  b o th  t h e  

w ild  c a te r a n s  and th e  d o m e s t ic a te d  men w ith  s k i l l s .

The anonymous epitaph which Bower reproduces is inevitably more florid in its 
praise of David and at times rhetorically vague over specifics. David, it says, was:

A g en ero u s k n ig h t ,  he was k in d ly  a s  a r u le r ,  c h e e r f u l ,  

handsom e, a p ea ce-m a k er , c o u r te o u s  in  h is  g e n t le  g o o d n ess;  

a w orthy le a d e r ,  g iv e n  t o  u n o b tr u s iv e  a .cts o f  c h a r i t y . . .  

h i s  u n r e m it t in g  e x e r c i s e  o f  a u t h o r i t y  w e l l  p a c i f i e d  t h e  

kingdom ,

and he in c r e a s e d  th e  p la c e s  o f  n o te  in  th e  r e g i o n . . .  

sa v a g er y  has d is a p p e a r e d , im p e r ia l law  has tr iu m p h ed , 

h o n e s ty  h a s i n c r e a s e d ,  t h e r e  i s  g e n e r a l  q u i e t  in  t h e  

c o u n t r y . . .

and he made i t  h i s  b u s in e s s  t o  keep  th e  p e o p le  v i s i b l y  in  

o b e d ie n c e  t o  th e  l a w . - .

Thus, for both Wyntoun and Bower - both using fourteenth century sources - 
at the time of his death David was fulfilling perhaps the most central criteria of good
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Idngship and royal government in late medieval Scotland; the provision of justice and 
maintenance of order in his realm. His was the kind of kingship which both Wyntoun 
and Bower must have wished would reassert itself over the troubled times in which 
they wrote.

The preceding chapters have presented much evidence which could be said to 
justify the chroniclers’ claims. During both periods of David’s active majority, 
though more so after 1357, sheriff courts and justice ayres were regularly held in 
Scotland, both north and south of Forth. By far the majority of crown locality 
officers in David’s reign - although more so after 1357 - were royal appointees. 
Admittedly, there is little evidence to show that David regularly oversaw justice ayres 
in person, even though parliament in November 1357 had asked him to do so to ‘put 
terror into the hearts of wrongdoers’ active in his absence 6 But David did make quite 
regular circuits around northern Scotland especially, and can be shown to have taken 
a personal interest in pacifying disputes involving individual magnates. Wyntoun 
cites David’s summary justice at Dumfries against Sir James Lindsay about 1359, for 
his murder of Sir Roger Kirkpatrick, the sheriff of Ayr, as proof of the king’s judicial 
presence in the marches. David also made march agreements with his English 
counterparts throughout the 1360s. We have seen, too, how David arbitrated trials by 
combat and marriage settlements between feuding magnates: ‘he has brought together 
men at variance with each other by means of trustworthy utterances’, as Bower’s poet 
puts it.7

In the latter years of David’s reign Parliament can also be seen to be fulfilling 
its traditional role as a supreme court and legislator: for example, obliging cautioners 
to settle the feuds between the affinities of Alexander Ramsay of Dalhousie and 
William Douglas of Liddesdale in 1344, electing committees to hear several territorial 
and jurisdictional disputes after 1368, and even calling for checks on the actions and 
‘sufficiency’ of crown officers. As Professor Duncan has shown, the 1360s was also 
a period in which the crown and its clerical bureaucracy revitalised the organisation of 
government and the application of the law. David’s regime also seems to have been 
able to eventually respond to parliament’s repeated calls for the crown to pacify 
lawlessness in northern and highland Scotland: David’s defeat and exile of the earl of 
Mar (whom he imprisoned in 1370), David’s receipt of the submission of MacDonald 
of the Isles in 1369, his bringing to parliament of magnates like Macdougall of Lome 
and Campbell of Lochawe, and his brief imprisonment of the Steward and his son, 
Alexander, the future Wolf of Badenoch, in 1368 (and Alexander again in 1369) were 
achievements which probably lie, if unstated, at the heart of praise for the king’s 
effective pacification of the Gael by Bower and his continuators.8
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John of Fordun was the first Scottish commentator to emphasise the perceived 
growing difference between the civilised, governed lowlands and the savage, lawless 
highlands.9 However, by Bower’s time there was arguably almost an air of 
conventionality in saying that a late king had pacified the wild Highlanders or border 
marches, even though there was undeniably an ongoing need for the Scottish crown 
to do so. Thus it is just as important to read between and beyond the chroniclers’ 
lines - really, considering the obvious achievements of David’s reign about which 
they say little or nothing - to see what they may actually have thought about his 
kingship and Scottish kingship in general.

For Bower, the ideal of kingship had been the ‘perfect tranquillity and peace’ 
established by the ruthless authority of his employer, James 1, who had enforced and 
extended the authority of the crown over those regional magnates of Scotland who 
had asserted their autonomy during the troubled reigns of Robert II and Robert III, 
and James’s captivity in England. In Bower’s own churchman’s and civil servant’s 
view these great nobles were over-mighty subjects who needed to be contained by a 
climate of fear of the royal writ and the crown’s anger at magnate defiance. The abbot 
was even prepared to excuse James’s obvious vindictiveness, his destruction of 
opponents and acquisitiveness of land and money in asserting his personal rule, 
revitalising royal government and the law, and reducing the territorial and political 
influence of his greatest kinsmen. 10

If Bower judged David by the same criteria, he seems to have approved of his 
domestic achievements, especially between 1363 and 1371. Quite realistically, 
Bower’s view of David takes account of some of the king’s failings and his 
development in his office over time. In the early years of the king’s rule Bower felt 
that David had been rash as Scotland’s leader in war, drawn by inexperienced young 
counsel into the near fatal error of Neville’s Cross. In chronicling the second period 
of his rule Bower was critical of David’s womanising and the Anglophile policies 
which caused rifts between him and some of his great magnates. However, after 
David had annulled his marriage to the unwisely chosen queen, Margaret Logie, his 
own judgement and ability to rule his subjects in peace began to mature. David, 
Bower concluded, had died tragically young

“b e fo r e  s c a r c e ly  ap p ro a ch in g  m ature m anhood.. -w h ile  he was 

r u l in g  h is  kingdom as a k in g  s h o u l d ." !•

In the late fourteenth century, Wyntoun, like Bower in the 1440s, had compiled his 
chronicle during a time of magnate ascendancy over a weakened king and crown. He
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too seems to have looked back upon David’s reign as a lost period when royal 
authority had been asserted by the personal ability of a forceful king exercising his 
'raddure' and creating a climate of magnate fear of the crown. After all, according to 
Wyntoun’s source :

Raddour in  p r in c e  i s  w orth y  th in g ;

For b ut raddour a l l  governyng  

S a i l  w y le  w orth  and d i s p i s i t  be;

And quhare t h a t  men may raddour s e .

Men w i l l  d r e i f  t o  t r e s p a s ,  and sa  

A k in g  p e c a b le  h is  la n d  may m a . *2

It was his raddure which Wyntoun states that David, despite some failings early in his 
career, applied so well that ‘nane durst well withstand his will’ at the time of his 
death. Such royal personal authority was undeniably missing from the kingships of 
Robert II and Robert III.

It is surely the case, then, that Wyntoun and Bower could apply their 
superlatives of kingship to David because they approved not just explicitly of his 
attempts to enforce royal authority in the Highlands and borders, but also tacitly, of 
his general assertion of the royal will over the regional magnates of his day: as 
Wyntoun put it, so that ‘all worth [nobility] thar obeyand him till.’ For both 
chroniclers, however, living in periods politically dominated by Stewarts and 
Douglases, there was an obvious need to avoid recording openly David’s 
discrimination and hard line against Robert the Steward and sons, William, first earl 
of Douglas and other regional magnates.

David II, faced with the particular circumstances of his reign, had to build on 
the style and policies of his warrior father, Robert I, to approach the kind of 
authoritarian personal kingship which the fifteenth century Stewart kings would later 
develop. In both periods of his adult rule David returned to Scotland after a prolonged 
absence and perceived that he had to contain and reduce, to the advantage of the 
crown, the territorial and political power of the great regional magnates of Scotland 
who had fought, governed and prospered during his exile, chiefly the heads of 
families first raised as military and regional lieutenants by Robert L David set about 
this task by repairing, realigning and intensifying the regional settlement of Scotland 
undertaken by his father’s r e g i m e  J 3

Throughout his active reign David offered extensive patronage in the form of 
lands, offices and cash to magnates, churchmen, knights, esquires and burgesses 
whom he felt he could better trust or control to represent the crown in government
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and in the various localities of Scotland. Robert I had used such patronage quite 
effectively to stabilise his kingship throughout the various regions of Scotland by the 
time of his death, thus eroding - if not irrevocably breaking - support for the exiled 
Anglo-Balliol lords. The balance of crown-magnate power and the nobility of service 
Robert I forged in the localities played a central role in the long-term survival of the 
Bruce regime in the face of the inevitable Anglo-Balliol backlash which came in the 
1330s. But from the start of his adult reign, in 1341, David R’s patronage was also 
designed to draw entrenched regional affinities to look to the Bruce crown, 
increasingly by by-passing or deliberately undermining the influence of the greater 
regional magnates most favoured by Robert I and who had led the Bruce party during 
David’s minority.

Between 1341 and 1346 David was able to begin to build up a widespread 
geographical affinity for the crown by re-assuming its role as Scotland’s leader in 
nationalist war against England, much in the style of his father. After his ransom- 
release from eleven long years of captivity in England in 1357, however, David had 
to modify his ‘chivalric lordship’ as king to propagate a more cosmopolitan, Anglo- 
friendly court and dominant political community. His regional resettlement patronage 
between 1357 and 1371 centred around a core of lesser magnates, knights and 
esquires associated with an interest in the crusades or similar professions of Christian 
chivalry, or associated with David’s Scottish mistresses/wives and his Bruce sisters. 
Backed by the increasingly independent and aggressive presence of David himself, 
this growing group of royalist knights, esquires and clerics was provocative but 
effective in restraining and directly challenging the ambitions of the great regional 
Scottish magnates, acting as crown agents in the localities and as crown allies in 
council/parliament and diplomacy. Indeed by far the majority of David’s grants and 
actions after 1357 can be shown to have been motivated by a high degree of 
calculation in undermining his opponents and forwarding the interests of the crown 
and its supporters. In this sense, David managed to emulate his father in rebuilding 
and adapting a nobility of service.

David was able to block the Stewarts’ claim to the earldom of Fife and worry 
their hold on the central earldoms of Athol 1, Menteith and Strathearn, winning the 
loyalty of lesser men in and around these provinces. Similarly, William earl of 
Douglas was denied any crown patronage after receipt of his honorific earldom in 
1358, and had to endure David’s erosion of his affinity and territory, and promotion 
of the alternative Douglas lines of James of Lothian and Archibald the Grim. Patrick, 
earl of March (d. 1368), likewise received no real patronage from David after 1357- 
58 while the king interfered in his former Randolph earldom of Moray and won over
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the loyalty of the younger Dunbar heirs and their affinity. Thomas earl of Mar and 
lord of Gatioch was deprived of control of his lands after 1362. John MacDonald of 
the Isles was obliged to submit to David’s authority at Inverness in 1369, At the same 
time, David intervened to force William, earl of Ross, to relinquish his regional 
influence and offices and retailzie his earldom and other lordships over to the royal 
favourite, Sir Walter Leslie. By 1369-71 such royal interference had surely 
approached the achievement of regional hegemony for the crown with the promise of 
new loyal crown lieutenants in key localities in both northern and southern Scotland.

In the face of such consistent crown discrimination and partiality there seemed 
little these magnates could do while they failed to act collectively. In 1360 when 
Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, sanctioned the killing of the king’s mistress, 
Katherine Mortimer (probably the daughter of one of Angus’s own adherents, 
poached by the crown), David had him quickly arrested. Thomas, earl of Mar’s 
conflict with David in 1362 ended when the king won Kildrummy castle, forfeited 
and exiled Mar and took his affinity into royal service. When the Steward and earls of 
Douglas and March/Moray were provoked by the crown’s diplomacy, his use of them 
as hostages to England, and his interference in their respective territories, into 
attempting forcibly to remove David and his supporters from power in spring 1363, 
the king was able to snuff out this threat with the backing of hired men-at-arms and 
well-rewarded knights and esquires. In 1368-69 some of the Stewarts paid for the 
lawlessness of their lands with a spell in ward, a fate which befell Thomas, earl of 
Mar, in 1370. Generally, after 1363 David was able to dictate the attendance or 
exclusion of his antagonist earls at daily court, council and parliament, extract their 
oaths of loyalty to David’s person, people and policies, and force them to resign 
lands and offices in favour of crown supporters.

During the 1360s it could be said that power and inlluence at court, in 
government and, increasingly, in the localities, came from the offices, lands and cash 
granted to individuals by David; they did not fall automatically and in heredity to 
those magnates who dominated a region, as they had between 1346 and 1357 and as 
they would after 1371. After 1357 David managed to remove the descendants of the 
men Robert I had raised as his regional lieutenants from the key offices of justiciar 
north (William, earl of Ross, 1359) and south (William, earl of Douglas, 1360) of 
Forth, replacing them with a number of lesser knights in the service of the crown; in 
the same way David controlled the sheriffships, the keeperships of key royal castles, 
and the main central government offices like the Chamberlainship. Moreover, he 
imposed or elevated a new generation of upcoming magnates as his lieutenants or the 
holders of royal demesne in the various sensitive ‘peripheral’ localities of Scotland:
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most notably, Archibald Douglas (replacing the Flemings) in the south-west and 
Walter Leslie in the north. In the north-east, Mar, Angus, Fife, eastern Perthsire and 
the south-east David appealed to and rewarded the support of extensive regional 
affinities and key individuals. These men thus formed a vital extension of the king’s 
own personal authority, centred in the Lothians and the rest of the eastern lowlands.

It was David’s skill in distributing this patronage, in establishing relationships 
of ‘good lordship’ which cut across local loyalties, which helped him to establish the 
crown and royal government in a position of apparently unprecedented supremacy by 
the late 1360s. Admittedly. David was helped in different regions by differing levels 
of power vacuum as a result of Anglo-Scottish warfare both before 1328 and after 
1332; but still, the Scottish kings of the thirteenth century, and even Robert I, had 
never been able to interfere to such a degree in the interests of established regional 
families, and demand their attention to crown actions, as was the second Bruce king. 
This was both a personal and institutional authority to which the disgrantled greater 
magnates had no real response at that time.

Its effectiveness might be said to be exemplified by David’s overawing, about 
May 1368 (when the Steward was probably in gaol), of the earl of Ross with articles 
of Roman law, a justiciar court and threats of arrest and forfeiture (‘owing to King 
David’s rigour and in fear of his indignation’ as Ross put it) backed up by physical 
intimidation by Walter Leslie’s followers. But David had exercised this level of 
arbitrary interference in many instances throughout his reign - in Fife, the Perthshire 
earldoms, Annandale and Carrick, Moray and the Murray family lands - to the point 
where the natural laws of succession and inheritance must have been thrown into 
constant doubt; crucially, David have looked to extend this expedient approach to 
succession to the kingship itself. H

Both Wyntoun’s source and Bower were apparently aware of David’s grip
and the methods he had used to achieve it. Both chroniclers, of course, assigned to
David a wish to travel to the Holy Land denied fulfilment by death: Bower 
emphasised David’s favour to ‘a great and exaggerated extent’ to his many knights 
and men-at-arms. 15 Wyntoun’s source summarised David’s all-important patronage 

even more succinctly as;
Agayne th e  s t o u t  r i c h t  s to w t was he;

T i l  sym pyl he s c h e w it  g r e t  d e b o n e r te .

He g a f  t o  gud men la r g e ly

And w alde mak sa  p r e w a ly . . .

H is  menrxys h a r t i s  t i l  hym w an he.l^>
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In praising David’s pacification of the Gael, Bovver seems to have made reference to 
the way in which David liad tried to turn west coast men like Reginald MacRuari, 
Macdougall of Lome and Campbell of Lochawe against each other or the Steward, or 
to service the crown; his description of how David encouraged one highland chieftain 
to attack another for that cateran’s lands can also be applied to David’s patronage to 
the Mackenzies against the earl of Ross, or his favour to the Drummonds, John Logie 
and John of Lome in Strathearn, Atholl and northern Perthshire. This divide and rule 
approach can be applied to David’s authority throughout Scotland, for it thrived on 
weakening his opponents through adversarial politics.

However, it is the epithetical poem written about 1371, which Bower 
reproduces, which rightly places David’s chivalric lordship within the context of his 
wider disbursement of patronage;

[A] sw ee t company o f  f o l lo w e r s  enhanced h is  p o p u la r ity

He has c u l t i v a t e d  th e  p r e la t e s  o f  th e  c le r g y  by t r e a t in g  them  

w ith  r e s p e c t ,

and has d e s ir e d  th e  m agnates t o  come t o  h i s  s i d e  w ith  t h e i r  

power;

he made a s t a t u t e  t h a t  b u r g e s s e s  c o u ld  ex ch a n g e  t h e i r  good s  

w ith  h is  p e r m is s io n . . .

Even more so than the constant traffic of Scottish knights and esquires traveling south 
on pilgrimage, the clerical and burghal estates in Scotland were those influential 
groups who benefitted most from David’s policy of peace with England after 1357 
and his personal attainment of education and trade rights for Scots in that country. 
David seems to have had a good relationship with a number of burghs, particularly 
Edinburgh; he granted several burghs feu-ferme status and other privileges in the 
1360s. By the late 1360s his government, household and diplomacy had come to rely 
upon the income from the great customs of the burghs. Throughout his reign David 
also had strong support from many career clerics who served him in central and local 
government and as ambassadors; the king extended consistently generous patronage 
to monastic houses and secular clerics and displayed a level of personal piety which 
was both politically motivated but beyond mere convention.

Support and reward from and to the majority of the three estates in Scotland 
as they emerged in the fourteenth century were the mutual props upon which David - 
like his father before him - was able to elevate the status and resources of the Bruce 
family as kings well above those of his aristocratic rivals. By the late 1360s it could 
not be denied that David’s court had become the focus of patronage, justice and
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domestic and foreign policy within Scotland. David’s interest in chivalry and its 
associated works, his two or three building projects and, in particular, his quasi- 
capitalising of Edinburgh after 1363, undoubtedly enhanced the monarchical image of 
his comt: unlike the Stewarts ater 1371, David’s was no mere magnate house. But it 
was his wider patronage which secured David a revitalised network of loyal officers 
and supporters who enforced his authority, manned his unprecedentedly intensive 
and intrusive royal government in this period and ensured he could ride out domestic 
crises. Crucially, they also helped in the collection of an annual royal income which 
approached £15,000 in the later 1360s,

Thus this support enabled David to build on what his father had had to do to 
seize and retain power. Arguably David was the first Scottish king to establish royal 
government as a predominantly east-coast, lowland bureaucratic animal, funded 
increasingly by the burgh customs and taxation rather than demesne income, moving 
between a few main royal strongpoints and administrative centres. 17 His reign was 
marked by a wilful determination to control men, resources and patronage from this 
established royal domain so as to influence and determine loyalties and events within 
it and in outlying areas, not simply to react to or regulate them. David’s particular 
concerns thus intensified the ‘natural’ development of royal government and 
authority.

In the years before his death, as far as Wyntoun and Bower and their sources 
were concerned, David could be said to have been moving towards the kind of 
personal, hard-headed, pro-active kingsliip which demanded the recognition of, if not 
total subservience to, crown concerns by its greatest subjects. Indeed, David’s 
attempts at home definitely to rule his subjects in this style can be said to represent 
flashes of an unconscious model of kingship which had never before been practised 
in Scotland and which would not be seen again until, really, the lieutenancy of David 
Stewart, Duke of Rothesay (d. 1402), and certainly the ‘unleashed’ reign of James I, 
Bower’s paragon. It was a style of kingship which, as has been argued, David may 
in part picked up from his father, Robert I, as well as from Philip VI of France and, 
especially, Edward III of England. However, most of what David did in the two 
periods of his adult reign must have been perceived as necessary by him within the 
unique circumstances he faced. Moreover, these conditions, and David’s reaction to 
them, steered and limited his kingship in several important ways.

The political legacy of Robert I had meant that by 1329 the Bruce regime 
could rely upon the support of a wide geographical distribution of Scots. But it would 
almost certainly have to call upon this support to fight off a renewed challenge from 
Edward Balliol, the Disinherited and their English backers during David’s minority.
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Of course these were circumstances beyond the control of David himself. It was an 
equally inescapable reality which found most of the Anglo/Balliol-Scottish fighting 
finished, at least in terms of the recovery of occupied Scottish territory, before David 
returned to Scotland from exile, of age as king. By that stage the lines of potential 
conflict amongst the Bruce Scots had already been drawn; the tensions between 
David’s close councillors and the Steward as the ‘Lieutenant’ of the 1330s had 
probably been preceded by expressions of doubt from Robert I and Thomas 
Randolph, earl of Moray (Regent 1329-32), about the desirability of a Stewart 
presumptive succession.

Thus in many ways the tone of David’s reign was already set by the time he 
assumed his majority. The young David does not seem to have had an unduly 
elevated conception of the powers of the crown within Scotland; he could be said to 
have acted between 1341 and 1346 out of a natural perception that the Steward (who 
had already produced two or three sons) had exceeded the acceptable limits of 
territorial and political ambition for a subject, coming so close to the authority and 
resources of a crown - which his family might anyway inherit - as to constitute a real 
threat to a dynasty which only one generation ago had seized power through violence, 
legitimized after the event.

However, just as David was unable to escape his father’s legacy of crown- 
magnate relations neither did he feel he could tackle them pacifically, David’s moves 
after June 1341 to intensify his adversarial relations with the Steward and other 
regional magnates, rather than try to win these men over to support and serve the 
crown, thus harnessing their influence, fixed the tone of the rest of his reign. In the 
first period of his active rule David was clearly limited in what he could do to contain 
and displace Stewart and other interests. As has been argued, David may have had to 
back down from confrontation and the breaking of regional magnates on numerous 
occasions: over the lands of Liddesdale and Atholl; over the murder of Alexander 
Ramsay; over the ‘pretender’ Alexander Bruce, earl of Carrick; and against William 
Douglas of Liddesdale over the leadership of war against England. In retrospect, 
David’s victories in this period seem small stop-gaps: he did manage to block Stewart 
interest in Strathearn and, perhaps, Menteith. Moreover, the effectiveness David did 
achieve in attracting the support of lesser knights and esquires to the crown, many of 
them from within the affinities of the greater magnates, played a central part in 
intensifying the calamitious divisions within the Scottish political community which 
asserted themselves at Neville’s Cross in October 1346. Judged on his ‘first reign’ 
alone (if he had been killed in battle), David might easily have gone down in history 
as the headstrong, inexperienced young (22) Bruce heir who had alienated some of
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his key magnates - including the first king of what would prove the longlived 
succeeding Stewart dynasty - and overreached himself in a desperate attempt to be 
seen as Scotland’s leader in war, backing France.

However, David’s capture was the defining moment of his kingship. For the 
rest of his reign he would find it necessary to dedicate considerable effort and 
resources either to paying off the ransom finally negotiated for his release in 1357, or 
offsetting this with a plan to have a younger son of Edward 111 recognised as his heir 
presumptive. David’s consistent preoccupation - really his obsession - with the latter 
as the possible basis of a full peace with England was inextricably bound up with his 
resumed efforts to reduce the influence of the Stewarts, his heirs presumptive, who 
during the king’s second prolonged absence had gained - along with the earls of 
Douglas, Angus, March, Ross and others - the territorial and political interests denied 
them before 1346 and led Scotland in war, in alliance with France, against England. 
David’s actions towards his great magnates after 1357 could also be said to have been 
motivated by a quite vindictive urge to punish and break the individuals and political 
group he held responsible for his capture and difficulties in securing his release. But 
David’s ability to pursue a diplomatic deal with England after 1346 would be affected 
by the interactive effect of the extent of his authority in Scotland and wider European
events. 18

David’s understandable pursuit of these domestic and diplomatic policies after 
1357 produced a political stalemate within Scotland which was not resolved by the 
time of his death. For whilst Wyntoun and Bower - both writing under Stewart kings - 
would later condemn David’s Anglophile policies as unpatriotic or controversial, 
there was much support for the king’s peace plan during his reign. Indeed, the 
possibility of an English succession in Scotland (if not a personal union of the 
crowns) might have been perceived by many of David’s contemporaries to have been 
not too far from the Anglo-Scottish peace secured by Robert I in 1328, or the pre-war 
Anglo-Scottish relations of the thirteenth century. The truce with England which 
David’s release heralded brought prosperity to the burghs of Scotland and settled 
agricultural conditions for the majority of the country. As the contemporary epithetical 
poem, cited by Bower, declared:

[David] preserved his energies with the firmness of an 
outstanding king, 

while he sustained the pressures put upon him by the 
neighbouring kingdom 

He increased the wealth and glory of his poor kingdom...
The fertility of the land obeyed his wishes...
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so too the useful element of the sea, which benefits his 
compatriots...

He wanted to enter into a truce agreement for his kingdom,
he managed to smear his fellow king with sweetness;
he held on to what he settled, he refused to go back on 

agreements...
He i s  h i g h l y  r e g a r d e d  b y  t h e  E n g l i s h . . .  *9

However, there remained sufficient support within Scotland for the Stewart heirs - 
who had led the recovery of the country in war in David’s absence - and for the 
alternative Franco-Scottlsh alliance, to block the childless David’s Anglo-peace plans 
at every turn. David’s opponents must have been helped greatly by the threats to the 
Bruce settlement posed by the restoration of the Disinherited to Scotland mooted in 
the king’s proposed indentures with England. This stand-off between David and his 
opponents over these issues is apparent in the repeated debates and rejections of 
aspects of David’s ongoing diplomacy by the annual councils and parliaments of the 
1360s.

It might be asked how different things might have been if David had, say, 
defaulted on the ransom and readied himself with France (something he may have 
considered in 1369), or sought a foreign royal or aristocratic wife, or (most 
obviously) produced a Bruce heir. And it is right to speculate, for David’s was an 
unfinished reign, his policies incomplete and without sequel. It could be argued that 
just as David’s death exposed how isolated his dynasty had become and seemed to 
solve all the Steward’s problems, so the production of a Bruce heir might have 
unleashed David’s full potential in pressing and developing the rights and hopes of 
his crown, both at home and abroad: at the time of his death David did have a young 
mistress, Agnes Dunbar, in the wings who had already had sons by one man and 
would have more by another after 137 L Yet the problems and limitations which 
David’s kingship faced after 1357 would surely have continued to cause him 
problems even had he lived and produced a son.

For a single Bruce heir or the ageing David would have found himself in 
company with several increasingly aggressive and ambitious adult Stewart heirs, as 
well as the disgruntled earl of Douglas and his son, the earls of Ross and Mar and the 
Steward himself. In this context David’s policy of building up and employing lesser 
magnates, knights and esquires as crown agents in government and the localities 
could perhaps not have survived as a long-term means of enforcing royal authority. 
David would have found it increasingly difficult to maintain a balance between



559

rewarding his supporters and harassing and subjecting his opponents without 
provoking a dangerous backlash.

Even during the most sustained period of David’s majority, after 1357, it 
might be said that the king had only been able to pick off the weaker, more isolated, 
members of the regional magnate community, Angus, Mar, Ross and the 
octogenarian Patrick, earl of March. Although David had established the crown’s 
authority throughout lowland eastern Scotland, centring on the Forth valley, his writ 
was only nominal to non-existent in the ancient central earldoms of Scotland 
controlled by the Stewarts, and in the western Highlands and islands, despite John 
MacDonald of the Isles’ submission in 1369. David’s authority in that other 
traditionally difficult Celtic periphery of Scotland for the crown, the south-west, was 
really only effective in the last few years of his reign and then totally dependent on the 
military lordship of Archibald Douglas, after the failure of the Flemings of Biggar in 
Wigtown. Finally, whilst Archibald was David’s man on the west march, much of 
the central and eastern marches were controlled respectively by William, earl of 
Douglas, or occupied by the earl of Hereford, including Berwick, Roxburgh and half 
of the Bruce-Logie lordship of Annandale. Thus the Nicholson/Webster thesis that 
David - at the head of an unprecedentedly intensive and well-resourced royal 
government - died in completely masterful and statesmanlike possession of a realm 
restored to the extent of that of his father’s reign, is misleading.20

Furthermore, despite the high praise for David’s kingship from Bower and 
Wyntoun, David had not been able, even in 1.363, to achieve a radical restructuring of 
the balance of crown-magnate power in Scotland in the way which Robert I had or 
James 1 and James II would. Like his father and the later Stewart kings, David was 
never able to do without regional lieutenants whose families had natural authority in 
particular provinces: yet unlike James I and ÏÎ, David never felt strong enough to risk 
an all-out military confrontation in the hope of breaking his strongest opponents or of 
revoking some of their lands. Most especially, although he surely sought the ideal of 
their destruction, David was not able to force any telling reckoning with the Stewarts, 
nor, really, to reduce their territorial empire beyond denying them the disputed 
earldom of Fife and their full title to some Perthshire lands. David had certainly 
harassed the Steward and the earl of Douglas, cowing them into apparent submission 
by the late 1360s. But the potency of the Stewart and Douglas followings - and the 
appeal of the Franco-Scottish alliance they favoured - should not be underestimated.

On the one hand, David - by deploying generous spoils patronage and black 
proapaganda - might have persuaded all of his supporters and magnates like the earl 
of Douglas to join him in the dismantling of Stewart power. Alternatively, just as
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David, Duke of Rothesay, and James T would later find that their political opponents’ 
reach could extend into their royal affinities, so David’s support might have been 
undennined as he aged and remained childless. A number of David’s cadre of knights - 
including Robert Erskine, James Douglas of Dalkeith and many lesser magnates - 
maintained associations with the Stewarts and earl of Douglas which would have 
made it possible for them to transfer their loyalties before, during or after any change 
in the staus quo in Scotland. The men David had built up as his regional agents might 
also become too ambitious and independent: Archibald Douglas and George Dunbar, 
earl of March, were indeed overmighty ‘monsters’ in waiting.2l

Had David lived longer, there might easily have been further backlash by the 
greater Scottish nobility against the ‘covyne’ or closed noblity of service around the 
king, his mistress and his in-laws (similar to that which happened in the latter years 
of Edward I ll’s reign), and against David’s consistently arbitrary interference in 
magnate interests; or there might have been a more widespread reaction against 
David’s continued taxation. Had such reactions proved more resolute than the earls’ 
redirection of David’s foreign policy in 1359 and their abortive rebellion of 1363, 
then David might indeed have gone down in histoiy as having practised “the kind of 
kingship that brought several English kings to grief” ; such kingship at its most 
extreme (without an offsetting disbursement of patronage) would bring down at least 
two fifteenth century Stewart monarchs of Scotland, James 1 and James 111.22

Thus David had become strong but by no means as completely mastetful as 
Dr Nicholson portrays him to have been. At most, it could be said that had David 
lived beyond 1371, in the further pursuit of his policies or fighting the Brace-Stewait 
civil war which these might easily have provoked, embroiling most of the Scottish 
political community, he would have used his forceful, energetic personality and 
considerable financial, bureaucratic and personnel resources to put up an intelligent, 
ruthless and determined effort; he might indeed have triumphed. Still, it is all too easy 
to return an open verdict on David’s unfinished kingship. As John Mair, writing in 
1521, had it:

I can even David with rulers of middling excellence 
only: in matter of war he had but small experience; in the 
affairs of the world he did not prosper; but the temper of 
his mind was not otherwise than one of constant endurance, 
and fear he knew not. !

1
David’s commitment to Anglophile policies and ideas after 1357 meant that he 

was never able to exploit his true inherit!tance from his ‘hero’ father, David’s
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unexpected death allowed the Stewarts and the earls of Douglas to redefine this part 
of the Bruce legacy: immediately resuming the Franco-Scottish alliance against 
England in March 1371 with the intention of using it actively despite England’s 
recognition of Scottish independence; confirming the Stewart succession; and sharing 
regional power in Scotland at the expense of the central dominance of the crown. It 
was Robert il who paid John Barbour for his mythologising of the patriotic Robert Ï 
and his lieutenants in The Bruce; the Douglas earls adopted the red Bruce heart in 
their family a n n s . 2 3  Had it not been for their political need to do so the reputation of 
the Bruce dynasty - on the back of which Stewart and Douglas power had been 
established after 1306 - might have dimmed in history.

David’s failure to produce an heir, his Anglophile preoccupations and his 
unresloved tensions with the Steward and other great magnates, all combine to leave 
him with an ambivalent, unconvincing image as a strong Scottish monarch: it might 
be said that he had expended so much effort yet really achieved nothing despite his 
long reign. Out of the violent nature of its birth the Bruce kingship had arguably 
struggled ever to stabilise itself. Most obviously, the issue of the succession 
preoccupied both its kings, embroiling each in turn in war against England and David 
in a cold civil war with those Scottish magnate families who had supported the 
original Bruce seizure and defence of the Scottish kinship. In the latter respect, the 
experience of the short-lived Bruce dynasty would be similar to that of the 
Lancastrian and Yorkist houses of England in the late fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries.24 Nonetheless, it was out of the beginning of, and during, the Bruce 

dynasty as a whole, that the political characteristics were forged of the next two 
centuries of the Scottish kingship and political community, and Scotland the 
independent nation. And in his ability to use patronage to win support, overawe 
opponents and cut deals in the pursuit of dynastic policy Da vid II was very much his 
father’s son,
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Appendix 1; The Regional Patronage of David II. 1329-71.

Below, David IFs patronage is listed region by region in chronological order, 
David’s known dated and roughly dated acts are shown first (these are reproduced in 
full in Bruce Webster’s Regesta volume of David’s acts); these are followed by 
David’s undated lost acts which were noted in seventeenth century indices, listed in 
RMS, volume I, Appendix ii (which can be roughly dated by year). Both of these 
groups of acts are split into David’s ‘two kingships’, namely 1329-46 and 1357-71. 
The aim of these lists is to show that after both his periods of prolonged incapacity 
(1329-41 and 1346-57) David tried to restore and extend the regional settlement of 
Scotland, to the advantage of the Bruce regime, which had been achieved by his 
father, Robert I, by 1329. These grants also illustrate David’s extensive patronage to 
his nobility of service, to the exclusion of many of the great regional magnates of 
Scotland. The spelling of place and personal names from the second of these sources 
has been reproduced largely unchanged; some of the undated acts may in fact be 
duplicates of some of the dated acts, and they peter out after 1361-62. Some of the 
acts in RRS VI have been redated by A.A.M. Duncan in ‘The Regnal Year of David 
l l \  SHR, Ixviii (1989), 105-119, 117.

Key: [PJ: during parliament; [C]: during council; LP - letters patent; conf. - 
confirmation; inspec - inspection; f. - forfeited by; r. - resigned by; Lieut. - 
Lieutenant.

a) The South-West and Middle Marches.
RRS VI no.s 1329-46.
2. 28 Mai* ‘30: LP of protection for Ayr burgh.
36. 22 Sep ‘41 [P]: to William Douglas of Ewesdale and Eskdale f. James Lovell,
39. 9 Nov ‘41: to Malcolm Fleming of the earldom of Wigtown in regality for five knights.
483(C). c. ‘41 : to James Boyd of Gouylirtoun, Galloway.
43. 19 Jan ‘42: to William Douglas of lands of late John Mowbray.
44. 14 Feb ‘42: conf. judgement in parliament awarding Liddesdale to Robert Stewaid.
45. 16 Feb ‘42: conf. entail of lands of James Douglas to William, son of Archibald, failing him to

William Douglas of Liddesdale, then to Archibald Douglas, r. Hugh Douglas.
51. 29 May ‘42: to Malcolm Fleming of ? in Galloway in exchange for Mochrum, Dumfriesshire.
74. 30 Jun ‘43: inspec. Robert I to Ayr friars of £20 p.a from Ayr mills.
78. 6 Dec ‘43: LP as Lord of Annandale appointing Alexander Stewart and others as bailies in

Clydesdale cases involving Annandale men,
81. 10 Sep ‘44: as Lord of Annandale to William Carruthers of Middlebie, Dumfriesshire, f. Thomas

Lindby.
102. 6 May ‘46: to Patrick Harper of lands in Carrick, f. Andrew Harper.
491. c. Oct ‘46x’49: to William Douglas of Liddesdale of Daruscane/Robertmore, Dumfriesshire r.

Mary Stirling.

RMS 1 A d p  ii no^ c. 1341-6. _______________________________ _
727. conf. Robert Steward to Robert Menzies of barony of Enache, Dumfriesshire.
731. to Alexander Ratli of lands in Stanehouse barony, Lanarkshire.
743. conf. John, earl of Moray, to John Crawford of Cumnock, Kyle. — c. 1341
750, to Abbey of Saulsvde of Skeaamorchy, Galloway._______________________
755. to John Crawford of Nether Kilpatrick, Dumfriesshire. 
786. to John Somerledy of lands in Car rick.
788. to Robert Wallace of Soumdrome in Kyle.
792. to Andrew Buttergask of Sannak, Dumfriessliire.

-c . 1341-2

797. to John Turnbull of Girvan, Ayrshire.
826. to John Troupe of Glenope, Ayrshire.
827. to John Somerlede of Carnache, Carrick.
828. to John fitz Nigel of Culhornlethe, Carrick.
829. to John Somerlede of Barleythe, Ayrshire.
830. to Thomas Boyd of lands in Ayrshire, f. William Carpentar. \  /

c. 1342



831. to Gilbert Carrick of Kenmore, Dumfriesshire.
832. to Malcolm Canhethe of lands in Dumfriesshire/Roxburghshire.
833. to Robert Corbet of Barchar, Dumfriesshire, f. John Barchar.
835. to Fergus Macdowall of lands f. John Mowbray.
836. to Abbey of Dundrennan of Dungernock, Galloway.
837. to bishop of Galloway of Dermore, Galloway.
838. to Thomas Crawford of 10 merks of land in Twinghame, Dumfriesshire.
839. to Lachlan Edzear of Bombie, Kirkcudbright 
840 to Andrew Buttergask of half Urr, Galloway.
843. to Roger Chalmers of Dalruscoun, Dumfriesshire.
844. to Gilbert of Carrick of office of life coroner from Avr to Donne.

c. 1342

845. to Abbey of Kelso of wood from Selkirk forest. 
865. to church of Bangour of lands in Carrick.
869. to Malcolm Fleming of Rhinns, Galloway.
885. to Reginald Cheyne of Camesmoulle, Wigtown.

- c. 1343

894. to Gilbert Carrick of Kenmore, Dumfriesshire.
895. to Gilbert, clerk of Dumbarton, of Scheuyllis, Ayrshire, f. Patrick McGillen.
903. to Lawrence Gilliebrand of Suthayk, Dumfriesshire.
906. to John Martensone of Esk fishing. c. 1344
910. to John Crawford of lands in Glenken, Dumfriesshire.
912. to clan of Glenconnan, chief named.
913. to clan of Kenelman, chief named.
914. to clan of Muntercasduff, John Kennedy named chief.
915. to John, earl of Moray, office of commendator of Dumfriesshire.
927. to Malcolm Fleming of bounding of Wigtown.
928. to Robert Wallace of Drumferne, Kyle._____________________
929. to Malcolm
930- to Nigel Stirling of Stockertoun, Dumfriesshire.
936, to Alan Stewart of Crosswell, Galloway.
973. to John, earl of Moray, office of life justiciarship of Annandale/Mann,
982. to clan of MacGowin, Donald Edzear named chief.
1005. to Roger Crawford of annuals from Cumnock, Kyle.
1006. to Dougal McDouall of Sannaks, Dumfriesshire.
1007. to Fergus MacDouall of office of constable of Kirkcudbright, Dumfriesshire.
1008. to Fergus fitz Matthew of Netherwood, Dumfriesshire.
1012. to the men of Galloway, their laws and liberties.
1032. to John Wallace of office of sergeant of Carrick.
1063. to Nicholas Knockdalian of Dalsupin, Ayrshire.
1064. to Hugh Danielston of barony of Glencardine castlewards, Dumfriesshire. 
1081. to Herbert Maxwell of Caerlaverock castlewards, Dumfriesshire.
1089. to Robert Colville of barony of Uchitrie, Ayrshire.
1100. to Gilbert Carrick, Kenmure, carrick.
1105. to Thomas Terry of Glenesclame, Nithsdale,
1106. to John Stewart of 40/- lands of Culven, Dumfriesshire.
1107. to John Carrick of a pennyland, Carrick.
1108. to William Shaw of £20 lands in Dumfriesshire f. William Kirkoswald.
1109. to John Sommerled of Delrenache, Carrick.
1110. to John Tumberrv of Levnarbe, Carrick.______________________________

c. 1345

1111. to Adam Johnston of Cronanston etc.", Dumfriesshire.
1112. to David Annan of barony of Iimerkyn, Dumfriesshire, f. Margaret Lovall.
1113. to Isabel of Atholl of Baiiimeheurie, Dumfriesshire, f. Gilbert Colquhoun.
1114. to John CaiTick of lands of Patrick McGulachie, Dumfriesshire.
1116. John Somerled of 40 merks land in Sanquhar, Dumfriesshire.

c. 1345-6

RRS VI no.2. 1346-71.
117. 29 Feb ‘52 [P]: conf. Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, to Robert Esrkine, of Adamton,

Ayrshire.
126(A). 12 Feb ‘54: to William, Lord of Douglas, of lands in Lanarkshire, Ettricfc, Eskdale, Selkirk,



Jedburgh, Roxburgh, Galloway, Dumfries and 
leadership of men there and upper Clyde valley. 

143. 16 Jun ‘57: LP of Steward as Lieut, conf. John Corry to Roger Kirkpatrick of Wamphiay,
Dumgree, Annandale.

153. 13 Nov ‘57 [C]: to William, Lord of Douglas, of conf. of all lands of James and Archibald
Douglas and gift from Thomas, earl of Mar, of 

Dmmlanrig, Dumfriesshire. 
159, 4 Jan ‘58: to John Preston of Glenesslin, Dumfriesshire, f. John Marischal,
162. 18 Jan ‘58: conf. all lands of John Kennedy of Dunnure.
168. 27 Jan ‘58 [C]: to Abbey of Melrose of St John church, Ayr.
169. 28 Jan ‘58 [C]: to Abbey of Melrose of church of St John in Ayr.
171(A). 4 Feb ‘58 [C]; to William, Lord of Douglas, of earldom of Douglas.
494(A). c. ‘58: to James Blair of Corchogill, Dumfriesshire.
210. 15 Mar ‘59: to John Hemes of barony of Terregles, Dumfriesshire r. earl of Mar.
235. 5 May ‘60: inspec. Devorguilla to Sweetheart Abbey of Loch Kidar, Galloway.
251. 12 Jan ‘61: to James Douglas of Cronyanton/MolUn/Raehilis/Manygap, Dumfriesshire, f. .Tohn

Corry.
263. 16 Jun ‘61: inspec. Robert I to Abbey of Holyrood of justice teinds from Cree to Nith.
267(A). 18 Sep ‘61: to John Kennedy of lands near Girvan, Carrick.
275(A). 7 Sep ‘62: to Neil Cunningham of £11 p.a. from Caerlaverock.
282. 10 Dec ‘62*. as Lord of Annandale to John Carruthers of half Mousewald f. John Raffles.
497(B). c. ‘62: to William Cunningham of earldom of Carrick.
289(F). 26 Mar ‘63: to Thomas Durrance of office of coronership of Dumfriesshire.
296(C). 28 Jun ‘63: to George Dunbar of half barony of Tibbers, Dumfriesshire.
300. 25 Aug ‘63: to Robert Esrkine of 13/- p.a. from Adamton, Kyle r. James Blair.
301. 27 Aug ‘63; conf. sale by Montgomery family to Jolm Kennedy of Cassilis, Carrick.
302. 4 Sep ‘63: conf. William, earl of Douglas to John Maitland of ?
308(B). 18 Oct ‘63: to Robert Corrie of Comyn lands in Dumfriesshire.
348(D). 17 Oct ‘65: to John Herries of barony of Terregles, Dumfriesshire, r. earl of Mar.
349. 20 Nov ‘65: to Allan McCormack of Strangasset, Glenken, r. Gilmor McCormack.
350(A). 5 Dec ‘65 [C}: inspec. William Cunningham to James Lickprivick of half Polkane,

Ayrshire,
350(B). 5 Dec ‘65 [Cj: conf. Dougal MacDouall to John Trumpoure of 4 merks p.a. from

Kirkaussache, Dumfriesshire.
350(C). 6 Dec ‘65 [C]: to Roger Wodyfede of all his lands plus £20 of lands of Glencraig in

Dumfriesshire.
350(F). 22 Jan ‘65: conf. John Kennedy to Gilbert Kennedy of Crogiltoun, Wigtown.
354. 26 Jul ‘66 fP]: to John Logie of all royal lands in Annandale.
360(A). 13 Sep ‘66: to Walter Leslie of New forest, Dumfriesshire.
361. 13 Dec ‘66: indenture with Earl of Hereford for administrative division of Annandale.
368. 20 Jan ‘67: to Thomas Fleming of the earldom of Wigtown.
371. 10 May ‘67: inspec. Alexander II to burgh of Ayr.
373. 6 Jun ‘67: LP to John HeiTies to hold Herries in regality, Dumfiiesshire.
396(A). 12 Jun ‘68: to John Herries of Kirkunyng, Dumfriesshire.
400. 22 Jun ‘68 [P]: to John Stewart and Anabella Drummond of the earldom of Canick with

consent of the three estates in parliament. 
405(A). 25 Jul ‘68: to George Dunbar of Cumnock, Ayrshire and Glenken/Mochrum, Dumfriesshire. 
424(A). 3 Feb ‘69: to James Blair of all Ayr lands of Adam Craig.
445. 24 Jul ‘69: inspec. Robert I to William Carlisle of Cronyanton/Minnygap, Dumfriesshire.
451. 18 Sep ‘69: to Archibald Douglas of the Lordship of Galloway.
452(B). 6 Oct ‘69: to Thomas Henry of Coulyn/Roucan, Dumfriesshire.
508. c. ‘69-’70: conf. George, earl of March to James Douglas of Morton barony, Dumfriesshire.
509. 23 Aug ‘69 to 7 Jun ‘70: inspec. of George, earl of March, to John Maitland and Agnes Dunbar

of Tibbers barony, Dumfriesshire. 
468(F). 6 May ‘70: to James Douglas of lands in Buittle, Dumfriesshire f. William, earl of Douglas,

for unlicensed alienation to Sweetheart Abbey. 
473(F). 22 Oct ‘70 [P]: to Duncan Wallace of Somdrom, Ayrshire.
476(B). 31 Dec ‘70: to Robert Danielston of barony of Glencamie, Dumfriesshire.



513. ?: as Lord of Annandale to Robert Logie of Holms/Auldton/Moffat, Dumfriesshire.

RMS I Add ii no.s c. 1357-71.
1030.
1147.
1148.
1149.
1153.
1154. 
1176. 
1178. 
1194. 
1205. 
1208. 
1221. 
1230. 
1240.
1242.
1243. 
1255. 
1260. 
1272. 
1335. 
1349.

1351.
1358.
1377.
1378. 
1467.

to William, Lord of Douglas, of office of life sheriffship of ? 
to Dougal Macdouall of Evinhame, Dumfriesshire.
conf. earl of Wigtown to Abbey of Glenluce of 5 merks from Camismole, Wigtown.
to Malcolm, earl of Wigtown, of Camismole, Wigtown.
to Abbey of Dundrennan of Cullindach, Dumfriesshire.
to Roger Kirkpatrick of Gleneslamn Dumfriesshire, f. John Marshall.
to John Macdouall of Sannach, Galloway.
note of an ‘obligatio regis’ with eaii of Douglas.
to Abbey of Glenluce of all Wigtown lands.
to Abbey of Tongland of Sannach, Galloway. c. 1357-8
to Abbey of Dundrennan of Culyn, Dumfriesshire.
to Margaret Macdougall of Culken, Dumfriesshire.
to Robert Russell of Sympeland, Dumfriesshire f. Fergus of Ardrossan.
to Robert Hepburn of lands f. Adam Hepburn.
to Thomas Fullerton of £20 lands in Carrick.
to William Cunningham of the earldom of Can ick except the lands of Thomas Fullerton, 
to Walter Dusand of Maybie, Galloway.
conf John, earl of Moray, to Walter Stewart of lands in Dumfriesshire.
to John Lindsay of Thorston of office of sheriff of Ayr._______________________________
to Robert Menzies of Enach, Dumfriesshire. c. 1359-60
conf. William, earl of Douglas, to Thomas Harkars of barony of Preston, Dumfriesshire, r.

Bartholomew Leon.
to Malcom Wallace of Dumfriesshire lands r. Marjorie Fleming/f. Robert Colville, 
to Robert Logie of Neatherholme, Dumfriesshire f. William Wezage. 
to Thomas Cullacheache of Barbe, Ayrshire. c. 1361
to Margaret Somerledy of Carrick lands.
to Robert Erskine of Malerby, Perthshire, swapped for Adamton, Kyle with James Blair.

b) The Lothians and the South-East.
RRS VÏ no.2. 1329-46.
7. 21 Mar ‘31: to William Douglas of Lothian of Lochard, Peeblesshire r. Michael Marischal.
15. 30 Sep ‘38: conf. Thomas Urquhart to Alexander Seton of lands at Longniddrey, Haddington.
18. 8 May ‘40: inspec. John Logan to William Douglas of Kingscavil of West Linton, Peeblesshire.
32. 11 Aug ‘41: to William Douglas of the baronies of Kilbucho/Newlands, Peeblesshire r. John

Graliam of Dalkeith.
483(A). c. ‘41?: to John Preston of Gouierton, Edinburgh.
41. 6 Jan ‘42: to John Preston of barony of Gorton, Edinburgh r. Edward Whitewell’s heirs.
42. 6 Jan ‘42: to William Douglas of the barony of Dalkeith, Edinburgh, r. John Grairam of

Abercorn.
59. 10 Dec ‘42: to Abbey of Holyrood of right to supply chaplain to royal chapel.
60. 30 Dec ‘42: inspec. Robert I to Abbey of Holyrood and David IPs own grant of regality.
66(A). 23 Apr ‘43: to Abbey of Kelso conf. predecessors’ grants.
71. 6 Jun ‘43: inspec. Robert I to Abbey of Holyrood and David II’s own grant of regality.
489. c. 18 Sep ‘41 to ‘43: to Thomas Hill of Edinburgh lands of father.
489(A). c. ‘43?: inspec. Patrick, earl of Mai'ch, to Adam Hillburn of Trepen/Southall, in March.
79. 24 Dec ‘43: LP conf. Robert I to Selkirk forester to give Coldingham priory 5 stags p.a..
80. 13 Feb ‘44: to William Bartholomew, burgess of Edinburgh, of lands in burgh f. Thomas

Haiper, rebel. .
89. 14 Apr ‘45: conf. John Maxwell to Abbey of Dryburgh of Pencaitland, Haddington.
90. 15 Apr ‘45: LP to sheriff etc. of Edinburgh and Haddington/Linlithgow bailies not to interfer in

rights of Abbey of Dunfermline.
95. 6 Oct ‘45: to James Sandilands of Honsburgh/Eshiels, Peeblesshire until can be exchanged for

Craiglockliart/Stonypath, Edinburgh.
97. 15 Oct ‘45: conf. Hugh Giffard to Robert Maitland of lands in Haddington constabulary.
101. 5 May ‘46: to Abbey of Newbattle of exemption from Lothian justiciary court for Mastertoun,



Edinburgh,
104. 28 May ‘46: to Bartholomew Leon of barony of Barnbougle r. John Graham, earl of Menteith.
107. 1 Sep ‘46: inspec. John Graham of Abercorn to John Renton of Billie, Berwickshire,
108. 8 Sep ‘46: to Patrick Fleming of hereditary sheriffship of Tweedale with leadership of men of

shire.

RMS I A p p  ii. no.S, c. 1341-46.
748. to Walter Bickerton of barony of Lufnes, Haddington.- -c. 1341
758. conf, Robert Steward to William Liddale of Lochullike, Bathgate.
759. conf. Henry Braid to Henry Multra of Greenhill, Edinburgh.
770. to Abbey of Kelso of all lands forfeit in Berwickshire.
771. to Edward Hadden of Brouchton, Peeblesshire.
772. to James Tweedie of Drumelzier, Peeblesshire.
775. to Maurice Moray of Sprouston, Roxburghshire.
776. to Maurice Moray of ward of Walter Comyn of Rowalian, Hawick.
777. to Alexander Ramsay of Hawthorndean, Roxburghshire, f. Lawrence Abernethy.
778. to John Lilly? of 30/- p.a. from Smithfield, Peeblesshire.

c. 1341-2

799, to Hugh Danielston of Pèeblesshlre lands f."DHV'id Marshall.
800. to Godfrey Turribus of lands f. John de Roull, Edinburgh.
804. to John fitz Margaret of barony of Wilton, Roxburghshire.
806. to Thomas Camock of Gnibishuide, Roxburghshire, f. Thomas Ros.
807. to Abbey of Kelso of a free market.
808. to Michael Angus of Wester Lumsden, Benvickshire, f. Robert Lumsden.
809. to Walter Halibiu ton of Easter Lamberton, Berwickshire.
815. to William More of the barony of Abercorn r. John Graham.
816. to William Logtoune of Logtoune, Edinburgh.
817. to Henry Pigst? of Dechmont, Edinburgh.
819. to Thomas Nisbet of Edringtoun, Berwickshire.
823. to Robert Steward, conf. of all his lands except Bathgate/Ratho, Edinburgh.

c. 1342

845. to Abbey of Kelso of rights in Selkirk forest.
846. to Adam Dunbar the lands f. John Cross, Berwickshire.
847. to the Abbey of Kelso a regality. c. 1343
852. to the earl of March of the liferent of all his castlewards.
853. conf. the earl of March to Adam Hepburn of Mersingtoun, Berwickshire.
854. conf. the earl of March to Adam Hepburn of South/North Lalls, Berwickshire, f. Hugh Gourlay.
856. to the Abbey of Kelso of wood in Selkirk/Jedburgh forests.
857. to the Abbey of Kelso of their touns in regality.
887, to Duncan Napier of lands of late William of Edinburgh.
891. to William Pittilloche of Whitsoune, Berwickshire, f. Roger Pringle.
899. to Bryce Blair of Myiurhall, Peeblesshire, f. Lawrence Abernethy.
901. to Nicholas Chichiarist of lands f. Alexander Cruickshank, Linlithgow.
902. to William Ramsay of Easter Fentoun, Edinburgh, f. Thomas Hay.
911. to Richard Halywell of Traquliair hostillage, Peeblesshire, f. John Craig.
916. to William More of Tempiltoun, Linlithgow.
917. to John Trumble of Humdallwalschop, Peeblesshire.
921. to Walter Haliburton of Nether Lambertoun, Berwickshire, f. Lawrence Abernethy.
922. to Hugh ‘Edringtoun’ FEglintoun] of Bondingtoun/half Norton, Peeblesshire.

-c. 1344

931. to Simon Gourlay of Adokistoun, HaddirigWiîT
937. to John Wighame of Over Libertoun, Edinburgh, r. Allan Bowrie.
938. to John Battayll of Berwick lands.
947. to Patrick, earl of March, conf, of all his lands.
950. to Alexander Stirling of Roxburgh castlewards.
952. to Richard Greenhead of Roxburgh lands f. William Wakefield. 
962. to William Ramsay of Nether Libertoun, Edinburgh.
965, to Walter Dispensa of half Muirstoun, Edinburgh 
969. to Maurice Murray of Donnipace, Linltihgow.
981. to William Chalmers of keeping of the winter port of Berwick. 
985. to Malcolm Pagainson of keeping of king’s gardens, Edinburgh.

c. 1345

V



992. to Lawrence Govan of annual from Hopkillow, Peeblesshire,
995. to Donald Piggohs of John Craig’s lands at Berwick.
1003. to Robert Dalzell of Croykstone, Peeblesshire.
1009. to Thomas son of Michael of Bondingtoun, Peeblesshire.
1015. to Maurice Murray of Hawick barony, Roxburghshire.
1026. to Adam Argento of St Cuthbert shiells, Edinburgh.
1034, to Walter Turnbull of Minto, Roxburghshire.
1039. to Abbey of Diyburgh of kirk of Virgin, Ettrick.
1041. to William Pettillock, herald, of 3 husbandlands in Roxburghshire f. Roger Pringle.
1044. to Hugh Danielston of lands f. David Marshall except Corstorphine, Edinburgh.
1047. to Margaret Corbet of annual from McCrestoun, Roxburghshire, f. William Beaton.
1048. to Thomas Carnock of lands in Selkirk.
1053. to John Renton of lands f. Thomas Riddle, Berwick burgh.
1060. to Christian Lindy of Sheks?, Linlithgow.
1061. to John Tennand of Lauriston/Cramond, Edinburgh.
1067. conf. Malcolm Fleming to Robert Danielston of Hallys Edinburgh. c. 1345
10<%. to John Douglas of Yester etc., Edinburgh.
1070. to William Ramsay of Inverleith, Edinburgh.
1073. to William Maitland of Traquhair, Peeblesshire.
1085. to Margaret Murray of Edinburgh burgh mails?
1092. to John Stewart of some of the customs of Edinburgh?
1093. to John Logan of Berwick lands.
1094. to William Douglas in Selkirk?
1096. to Jrnnes Sandoke of Craiglockhait/Stonypath, Edinburgh.
1097. to Maurice Murray of Branxholme, Roxburghshire, f. John Balliol.
1098. to Maurice Muiray of Lethans, Roxburghshire, f. Alexander Mowbray.
1121. to Adam Dispensa of keeping the king’s door. ------------------------------------------  c, 1345-6

RRS VI no.£ 1346-71 ■
115. 15 May ‘51: inspec. Duncan, earl of Fife, inspec. William, lord of Douglas to James

Sandilands of barony of West Calder, Edinburgh.
125. 9 Dec ‘53: inspec. John Stewart of Dalswinton to William Maitland of Glenormistoun,

Peeblesshire.
126. 9 Dec ‘53: toWalter Haliburton of barony of Bolton, Haddington, r. John de Vipont.
126(A). 12 Feb ‘54: to William, Lord of Douglas, of lands in Lanarkshire, Ettrick, Eskdale, Selkirk,

Jedburgh, Roxburgh, Galloway, Dumfries and 
leadership of men there and upper Clyde valley.

127. 28 Feb ‘54: as no. 115 above, with the service of the tenants of Bangour, West Lothian.
129. 1 Apr ‘54 [Cj: conf. John Maxwell to Roger Aulton of West Sofflaw, Roxburgh,
130. 1 Apr ‘54 [C]: conf. no. 129 above and Roger Aulton’s foundation of chantry in St James’

church, Roxburgh.
131. 1 Apr ‘54 [C]: inspec. of no. 115 above and conf. of no. 127 above.
137. 8 Dec ‘55: LP of Robert Steward as Lieut, conf. James Tweedie’s lands after he was received

into King’s peace by William, Lord of Douglas.
145. 14 Jul ‘56/57: conf. Patrick Ramsay of Dalhousie to Newbattle Abbey of church of Dalhousie,

Edinburgh.
151, 10 Nov ‘57 [C]: LP to Melrose Abbey to retain Scottish lands whilst in English peace.
154. 13 Nov ‘57 [C]: to Alexander Haliburton of 20 merks of land at Drem, Haddington, r. William

More.
156. 26 Dec ‘57: to Adam Torrie, burgess of Edinburgh, of office of warden of the Exchange of

Realm.
159(A). 10 Jan ‘58: to Maurice Murray of Gisford/Bissetland, Edinburgh.
163. 20 Jan ‘58 [C]: conf. no. 115.
164. 20 Jan ‘58 [C]: as no. 151.
170. 1 Feb ‘58 [C]: to Adam Torrie and James Mulekin, moneyers, tax exemption excepting ransom

contribution.
171. 3 Feb ‘58 [CJ: to John Preston of 2 tenements and an annual in Edinburgh burgh.
173. 11 Feb ‘58: to William Sinclair of Mertoun/Merchiston, Edinburgh r. William Bisset,



174. 16 Feb ‘58: conf. John Graham to Agnes Monfode of Hawthornsyke, Linlithgow.
174(A). 6 Mar ‘58: conf. to John Moray of Cranstoim-Riddell, Edinburgh.
175, 6 Mar ‘58: as no. 126 with free waiTen.
186. 5 Jun ‘58: to John Turnbull of Hunleshope, Peeblesshire.
187. 5 Jun ‘58: to Thomas Murray, Pander, of baronies of Hawick/Sprouston, Roxburghshire.
188. 8 Jun ‘58: conf. William, earl of Douglas, to Richard Kerr of Samuelston, Edinburgh.
189. 10 Jun ‘58: to David Brown of Wester Seggardean, Haddington.
190. 20 Jun ‘58: LP for Haddington bailies to pay 3 merks p.a. to nuns of Haddington.
194. 31 Aug ‘58 [C]: to Abbey of Melrose of some lands in regality.
195. 31 Aug ‘58 [C]: to Abbey of Melrose of its own wool customs,
197. 1 Oct ‘58: conf. James Lindsay to Alexander Lindsay of the Byres, Edinburgh.
197(A). 10 Nov ‘58: to Alexander Cockburn of barony of Camden, Linlithgow, in free barony, f.

John de Vipont.
204. 15 Dec *58: to St Katherine chapel of Upper Merchistoun, Edinburgh r. William More.
511, up to 21 May ‘59: to Haddington nuns of Haddington lands.
219. 10 Jun ‘59: LP to justiciam of Lothian not to levy on regality of Melrose Abbey.
221. 4 Jul ‘59: LP conf. no. 137 above.
495(B). c. ‘59: conf. earl of Mar to Thomas Cranston of barony of Stobbs, Roxburghshire.
495(D). c. ‘59?: to Thomas Nisbet of Edringtoun, Berwickshire, r. Andrew Clerk.
495(F). c. ‘59-60?: to David Libberton of office of sergeant of Edinburgh.
226(A). 2 Jan ‘60: to John Petyllock of ?, f. Roger Pringle, sheriff of Berwick/Roxburgh.
227. 10 Jan ‘60: inspec. William, earl of Douglas, to Abbey of Melrose of church of Cavers,

Roxburghshire.
237. 27 May ‘60; as no 219 above.
240. 20 Aug *60: conf. Roger Aulton to Roxburgh church of altar.
250. 12 Jan ‘61: to James Douglas of Garmiltoun, Edinburgh.
252. 14 Jan ‘61: LP to sheriff etc. of Edinburgh to give John Preston sasine of escheat of William

fitz Richard.
254. 16 Feb ‘61: to Abbey of Melrose of power to treat with the English.
257(A). 17 Apr ‘61: to Alexander Cockburn of Bouryfelde, Haddington.
265(A). 6 Dec ‘61: to Adam Cosour of Aymuthe, Coldingham, f. Margaret Turnbull.
266. 6 Dec ‘61: to John Brown of Colstoun, Haddington, r, David Broun.
267, 6 Jan ‘62: to Bartholomew Leon of barony of Barnbougle, Linlithgow, r. John Graham, earl of

Menteith; if heirs wish to reclaim barony must repay 2,000 merks entty. 
269. 6 Apr ‘62: to John Bisset of Clerkington, Edinburgh, r. Walter Bisset.
271. 6 Apr ‘62: inspec, David fitz Walter to church of Glasgow of 10 merks p.a. from Kinned

barony, Linlithgow.
272. 9 Apr ‘62: conf. Patrick/David Graham to John Allincrum of Craigcrook, Edinburgh.
274. 1 May ‘62: inspec. John Allincrum to church of Edinburgh of Craigcrook, Edinburgh.
278(A). 19 Sep ‘62: to Walter fitz Augustine, Edinburgh burgess, of Nidrie, Edinburgh, r. John

Bannatyne.
278(C). 1 Nov ‘62: conf.William Sinclair to Alan Graham of Mertoun, Edinburgh.
279. 5 Nov ‘62: to John Edraonstone of hereditary office of coroner of Lothian.
285(C), 25 Jan ‘63: to John Riddell of Cranstoun, Edinburgh.
497(C). c. Jan-Feb ‘63?: to Alexander Cockburn of £20 p.a from Haddington customs 
288, 8 Mar ‘63: LP to bailies of Peebles to give Master of Hospital land for a new chapel.
288(A). 9 Mar ‘63; conf. Margaret Monfode to Dalmeny church of annual from Hopcatzow,

Peeblesshire.
289(D). 23 Mar ‘63: conf. John Graham to John Graham of Elphintone, Edinburgh.
289(E). 24 Mar *63: to William Wardlaw of Crossgate, Coldingahm f. Raulf Eldis.
290. 7 Apr ‘63: to Alexander Cockburn/Margaret Monfode of £20 p.a. from Haddington customs. 
296(B), 9 Jun ‘63: conf. Patrick, earl of March/Moray, to John Hepburn of Over/Nether Markle,

Haddington.
297. 1 Jul ‘63: as no. 296(B) above.
297(A). 1 Jul ‘63: to David Brown of 6 merks p.a. from Newby, Peeblesshire.
297(B). 2 Jul 63: conf. Patrick, earl of March/Moray, to Alexander Recklington of Duns/Milnhauch,

Berwickshire.
297(D). 3 Jul ‘63: to Alexander Recklington of an Edinburgh tenement.



297(E). 3 Jul ‘63: pension to Patrick, earl of March/Moray.
297(G): 3 Jul ‘63: to Mariota Comyn of Milfastoun.Ochterhuyd, Edinburgh?
298(A). 20 Jul ‘63: to Henry Ashkirk of lands f. Ade Glendinning, Roxburgh burgh,
299, 1 Aug ‘63: inspec. William More wadset with Adam Thore for Dean, Edinburgh.
299(D). 23 Aug ‘63: to Roger Hogg of an Edinburgh tenenraent,
302(A). 7 Sep ‘63: to Adam, vicar of Linlithgow, of £1 p.a. from Linlithgow customs.
303. 18 Sep ‘63: conf. William More to church of Edinburgh of Ravelston, Edinburgh.
306. 16 Oct ‘63: LP to William, usher of king’s chapel, note of fees.
308. 17 Oct ‘63: inspec. Thomas, earl of Mar, to John, Linlithgow burgess, of £10 from Cloueth,

Foifarshire.
308(C). 20 Oct ‘63: inspec. John Benauchytyne to Henry Niddrie of Marshel, Edinburgh.
311(B). 28 Oct ‘63: conf. William More to David Meldrum of half Wester Byres, Edinburgh.
312. 1 Jan ‘64: inspec. Robert I to Selkirk forester to give 5 stags p.a. to Coldingham priory.
313. 1 Jan ‘64: inspec. Robert I to churches of Durham.
319. 8 Jun ‘64: LP to sheriff etc. of Berwick to inquest into Wester Lumsden as possesion of

Durham chapter.
328(A). 17 Sep ‘64: to James Douglas of Eshiels/Horsburgh etc. Peeblesshire.
328(B). 26 Sep ‘64: to William Carnys of Easter/Wester Whitburn, Linlithgow.
344(A). 18 Apr ‘65: inspec. Patrick, earl of March/Moray, to Alexander Recklington of Easter Spot,

Haddington.
346(A). 22 Jun ‘65: to Robert Multrer, Edinburgh burgess, of lands in Restalrig, Edinburgh.
346(C). 3 Aug ‘65: to Abbey of Lindores of half Easter Ciaigie, Linlithgow.
346(G). 17 Aug ‘65: to Adam FoiTester of half Whitburn, Linlithgow.
350.7 Dec ‘65 [C]: to Edinburgh burgesses of land for a tolbooth.
350(D). 6 Dec ‘65 [C]: to Fergus Edinhame, Edinburgh burgess, a tenement.
350(E). 18 Dec ‘65 [C]: to William Gledstanes of Wodgreytoun, Peeblesshire, r. Patrick Maxwell. 
350(G). 25 .Ian ‘66: to William Gledstanes an annual from Wynkistoun, Peeblesshire.
351(D). 2 Apr ‘66: LP for David Falconer to receive 8 merks pa.a. from Chamberlain’s ayre.
352(B). 16 Apr ‘66: inspec. Robert I to William de Vipont of baronies of Langton/Bolton,

Haddington.
352(D). 8 May ‘66 [C]: LP of protection to Abbey of Holyrood.
352(G). 15 May ‘66 [Cj: to Robert Dalzell of town of Selkirk.
352(H). 26 May ‘66; to Mariota Cheyne of Strathbrok, Linlithgow.
352(J). 5 Jul ‘66: conf. Robert I to Walter Melville of Caprington, Peeblesshire.
359. 4 Sep ‘66: inspec. William Fenton and Alexander Chisholm indenture to settle dispute.
360(B). 26 Oct ‘66: conf. William Hase, Edinburgh burgess, to St Giles church of Edinburgh

tenement.
360(C). 25 Nov ‘66: to Malcom Fauside of Haddington lands,
499(A). c. ‘66?: inspec. John Maxwell to Abbey of Kilwinning of church of Libberton, Edinburgh. 
365(A). 13 Jan ‘67: inspec. Malcolm Fauside to Alexander Cockburn of lands in Haddington.
367. 17 Jan ‘67: to William Lindsay of the Byres, Haddington, r. Alexander Lindsay.
368(A). 10 Feb ‘67: inspec. to Patrick, earl of Marcli/Moray, of Manderstoun, Berwickshire.
375. 15 Jun ‘67: to Alexander Ramsay of barony of Dalhousie in free barony, r. Patrick Ramsay. 
377(A). 14 Aug ‘67: to John Craigie of Merchistoun, Edinburgh, r. John Crichton.
377(A). 14 Aug ‘67: to John Crichton of Hownam/Crailing, Roxburghshire r. bishop of

St Andrews.
379. 28 Aug ‘67: inspec. Patrick, earl of March/Moray, admits he has no claim to Edrom,

Berwickshire.
380. 20 Sep ‘67: to chapel of St Mary’s, Peeblesshire, of Innerleithen mill.
381. 28 Sep ‘67 [P]: to Abbey of Newbattle of free forest of Leithan vale, Peeblesshire.
385. 7 OCt ‘67 [P]: LP order to Warden of Mint to debase coinage as agreed in parliament.
386. 24 Oct ‘67: LP to Prior of Durham to give sasine of office of bailie of Coldingham to Thomas

Ryall.
386(A), 12 Nov ‘67: to John Breyne of Edinburgh lands f. John Slingisbie.
501. c. 67-8?: to Simon Reed of constableship of Edinburgh castle.
388(A). 17 Feb ‘68: to Abbey of Newbattle of Lathan, Peeblesshire.
388(B). 17 Feb ‘68: conf. to Abbey of Newbattle of Brade/Aldburgh, Edinburgh.
398. 16 .lun ‘68 [P]; LP of protection to Priory of Coldingham.



405(B). 25 Jul’68; to George Dunbar of the earldom of March.
408. 12 Nov ‘68: LP to sheriff etc. of Edinburgh to stop Nevvbattle market impinging on

Edinburgh’s privileges.
410. 28 Nov ‘68: inspec. Robert Steward to William Douglas of Lothian of lands in Bathgate.
413. 2 Dec ‘68: to James Douglas of royal annuals from Eshiels, Horsburgh etc., Peeblesshire, for

life.
414. 7 Dec ‘68 [C]: to John Dalkeith of third of Lugton, Edinburgh r. Lawrence Kympont.
417. 10 Dec ‘68: to justiciars of Lothian to inquire whether James Douglas’s uncle, William 

Douglas of Liddesdale, had right to Kilbucho/Newlands, Peeblesshire. 
417(A). 24 Dec ‘68: to John Wygmer and Edinburgh tenement.
419. 5 Jan ‘69: to James Douglas of right to repair/construct castle at Dalkeith.
424. 27 Jan ‘69: to James Douglas remission of relief due on lands of late Mary Douglas.
426(B ). 23 Feb ‘69: inspec. A lexander Lindsay to daughter, Janet, o f

Ormistoun/Tempiltoun/Pantoun/Muristoun, Edinburgh. 
426(C). 23 Feb ‘69: inspec. Alexander Lindsay and Alexander Cockburn/Janet Douglas agreement. 
429(B). 16 Mar ‘69: to Thomas Forrester of lands in Edinburgh.
430(A). 17 Mar ‘69 [P]: to William Dischington of Currie, Edinburgh.
435. 14 Apr ‘69: inspec. James Douglas of Dalkeith to Dalkeith chapel of chantry.
442. 14 Jul ‘69: LP of protection to Melrose Abbey.
446. 26 Jul ‘69: LP to pay tiend justice profits from Avon to Cockburnspath to Abbey of Holyrood. 
447(B). 20 Aug ‘69: conf. Patrick Ramsay to John fitz Matthew of Kennington, Edinburgh.
449. 4 Sep ‘69: inspec. William, earl of Douglas, to John Maitland of Thirlestane/Collielaw,

Edinburgh.
450. 16 Sep ‘69: inspec. Robert I to Abbey of Melrose of all wardships etc. and justice profits in

Roxburghshire to sum of £2,000 p.a..
452. 29 Sep ‘69 [C]: to Henry Douglas of third Lugton, Edinburgh, r. Thomas fitz Waller.
455. 23 Oct ‘69: to James Douglas of Eshiels/Quhiult, Peeblesshire.
455(B). 24 Oct ‘69: to William Ramsay of Dalhousie, of Nether Libbertoun, Edinburgh.
457. 4 Dec ‘69: to James Douglas of leadership of all his men throughout kingdom.
459. 9 Dec ‘69; to James Douglas of barony and castle of Dalkeith.
462(A). 8 Feb ‘70: to George, earl of March, of Dunbar burgh in free barony.
462(B). 24 Feb ‘70 [P]: LP of protection to Abbey of Holyrood.
463(C). 3 Apr ‘70: to St Monan’s chapel, of Den, Edinburgh.
464(C). 6 Apr ‘70: conf. William, earl of Douglas, to Mary Douglas of his Dalkeith lands.
468(C). 2 May ‘70: conf. Richard Roxburgh to Andrew Bet of lands in Edinburgh.
470(A). 31 May ‘70: to John Gray of burgh mails, Peebles.
473. 24 Jul ‘70: to Thomas Cranston of Cranstoun-Riddeil, Edinburgh.
474(B). 23 Oct ‘70 [P]: conf. William Seton to Adam Forrestor of lands at Niddrie, Edinburgh.
477. 21 Jan ‘71: to Agnes Dunbar of 1,000 merks p.a. from Haddington customs/fennes.

RMS I App  ii no.2. c. 1357-71. ____________________ _______ __ ____________
1138. to Adam Cissori of office of coroner of Berwick for life.
1151. to John Redheache of Linlithgow lands.
1157. to Abbey of Newbattle of lands in free barony.
1158. to William Brown of Greenheid, Selkirk, f. William Greenheid.
1161. to Roger Butterland of Cramond, r. William Bartholomew, Edinburgh.
1165. to William Colville of half Quhitson, Berwickshire.
1173. to Abbey of Newbattle of Clerkington church, Edinburgh.
1179. to Alexander Haliburton of Drem, Haddington. c. 1357-8
1202. to John Mari tone of Edinburgh lands.
1206. conf. William Morris to William Robertson/John Redheache of Lochliouse, Linlithgow. 
1229. to Robert Hepburn of Kingston, Peeblesshire.
1235. to Roger Hogg of an annual from Dairy.
1237. to Thomas Webster of Westlour, Edinburgh.
1238. to Thomas Haliwell of Traquhair hostel, Peeblesshire, f. John Craik.
1241. to Hugh Abemethy of father’s lands except Lambertoun, Berwickshire.
1248. to Thomas Kerr, of Steinstoun, Peeblesshire, f. Christian Liddell.
1259. to William Liddale of Lorullok, Bathgate. \ f



1263. conf. William, earl of Douglas, to William Dispensa of lands at Bondington, Haddington.
1275. conf. William, earl of Douglas, to Thomas Roscins of Bothrull, Roxburghshire. c. 1357-8 
1304. to John Wygmer of Edinburgh tenement. \  (
1312. to Alexander Lindsay of Byres, Edinburgh, r. James Lindsay.__________________________
1316. to Alan Lawder of £10 from justiciar ayres south of Eorth.
1329. to vicar of Stirling a Forth fishing.
1340. to Adam Cissori, macer, Otterbum, Berwickshire.
1347. to John Heswell of Kingisland, Peeblesshire.
1350. to Duncan Wallace of Qxinhame, Roxburghshire, f. Robert Colville.

1359-60

1352. to Roger Hogg, annual from East Fentoun, Haddingtom 
1357. to Alexander Cockburn of Bury field, Haddington.
1363. to William Baillie of annual from Edinburgh customs. c. 1361
1367. to John Cairns of the peel at Linlithgow - obliged to build it for the King’s coming.
1384. conf. William More to William Towers of Dairy, Edinburgh.
1388, to John Craigie of Butland, Edinburgh f. William Roull. c. 1361-2
1393. to Isabel Fortoun of Craigie mill, Edinburgh.
1400. to John Muiray of Innerlethan, Peeblesshire.
1402. conf. Elizabeth Aldburgh to John Burgess, of ‘Bamd’, Edinburgh.
1409. c. Apr ‘62?; conf. Alexander Menzies to John Bisset of Swanstoiin/Piihone, Edinburgh.
1498. c. 3 Aug ‘65?: to Alexander Cockbum f. Caniddin, Edinburgh.

c) Central Scotland*
RRS VI no,£ 1329 46.
1. 5 Jan ‘30: LP of protection for Abbey of Dunfermline.
6. 1 Mar ‘31: to Thomas Charteris of half Kinfauns, Perthshire for 2 archers service.
482. c. ‘33-34: inspec. of Malise, earl of Stratheam, to Reginald More of 21 merks of land at

Glendevon, Perthshire.
14. 4  Dec ‘35: LP of Andrew Murray, Lieut., to Lawrence Preston all lands f. Andrew Murray of

Tullibardine.
17. 24 Oct ‘39 [Pj: LP of Steward, Lieut., to John Douglas that Fife community not to pay for

Lochleven garrison.
31. 18 Jul ‘41: to William Douglas of Lothian of the earldom of Atholl,
33. 17 Sep ‘41 [Pj: inspec. of Robert I to justiciars north of Forth etc. to confirm rights of Abbey of

Scone,
34. 17 Sep ‘41 [Pj: inspec. of Robert I to Abbey of Scone of thanage of Scone.
40. 11 Nov ‘41: to Alexander Ramsay of Camock, Fifeshire.
483(B). c, ‘41: LP conf. Malcolm Fleming to John Carpentar of £20 from Inverkeithing customs. 
44(A). 18 Feb ‘42: conf. of William Douglas of Lothian to Robert Steward of the earldom of Atholl. 
48, 29 Mar ‘42: LP to Chancellor annulling grants by Abbots of Lindores.
55. 20 Aug ‘42: LP to sheriffs of Perthshire/Forfarshire to protect liberties of Scone Abbey.
56. 22 Aug ‘42: inspec. Duncan, earl of Fife, to John Ireland of barony of Murthly, Perthshire.
61. 31 Dec ‘42: conf. John Inchture to Gilbert of Inverlunan of Balay, Perthshire.
62. 31 Dec ‘42: conf. Duncan, earl of Fife, to Roger Mortimer of Thomastoun, Fifeshire.
63. 2 Jan ‘43; conf. Duncan, earl of Fife, to Robert Menzies of Morenish/Edramuchy, Perthshire.
64. 6 Jan ‘43: conf. Robert Bruce to Robert Menzies of Fornarchine/Glengoulandie, Appin of Dull.
65. 4  Mar ‘43: LP of 3 year respite on debts of Abbey of Scone.
66. 5 Mar ‘43: LP to bishop of St Andrews to revoke unlawful alienations to Abbey of Scone.
70. 18 May ‘43: LP to justiciars north of Forth etc. to pay justice tiends of Gowrie/Perthshire to

Scone Abbey.
75. 17 Sep ‘43: LP to sheriff of Perth to restore lordship of Strathgartney to John Logie, then in 

hands of John Menteith, in accordance with the terms of the surrender of the Perth. 
77. 31 Oct ‘43 [Pj: to Maurice Murray of the earldom of Stratheam f. Malise, earl of Stratheam. 
80(A). 10 Jun ‘44 [Pj: of 2nd tiends of Forfarshire to Abbey of Restennelh for soul of John Bruce.
83. 15 Nov '44: LP to Perth burgh officers to pay dues to Perth friars.
84. 20 Nov ‘44: LP inspec. Robert I to sheriff etc. at Stirling to give Bothkenner/Airthey rents to

Cambuskenneth Abbey.
93. 10 Jul ‘45: to William Livingstone of barony of Callendar f, Patrick Callendar.



RMS I A pp ii no»§. c. 1341-46.
730. lands to Abbey of Dunfermline.- c. 1341
756. to Henry Douglas of Callendar, Stirlingshire f. Patrick Callendar.
760. conf. Duncan, earl of Fife, to Thomas Lumsden of Drum, Fifeshire. 
762. conf. David Hay to William Spens of Glasbany, Errol.
764. to Thomas Monypenny of Pitmillie, Perthshire,
766. to John Monypenny of Drumranet, Fifeshire.
780. to Simon Gourlay of office of coroner of Fifeshire.
789, to John Stewart of barony of Kellie, Fifeshire._____________
849. to William Balford of Balledone, Fifeshire. — — -------------------------

c. 1341-2

c. 1342
871. to Maurice Murray of Stheren, Stirlingshire.
873. to Hugh Urre of Osbert, Stirlingshire and office of sergeantry of Stirlingshire.
875. to Adam the moneyer of Lethberlcheills, Stirlingshire f. William Lundie.
878. to Gilbert Garrick of 8 merks p.a. from Buchanan, Stirlingshire.
879. to David Chalmers of half Pol mais, Stirlingshire, r. John Urwell.
880. to Hugh Blair of £10 p.a. from Easter Maler, Perthshire. c. 1343
884. to Roger Mortimer of Louchton, Perthshire.__________________________________
888. to Duncan , earl of Fifej cocket of Cupar.
889. to Christian Bmce of Petedache, Falkland r, Duncan, earl of Fife.
893. to Alexander Craigie of Aiiowry, Kinrosshire r. Adam reidhall.
897. to Adam Buttergask of Stormond and Cluny baronies, Perthshire.
898. to Thomas Fauside of Powis, Stirlingshire.
900. to William Pittillok of half Giblistoun, Fifeshire f. John Scott.
908. to Alexander Menzies of barony of Fothergill, Perthshire.
909. to William Herwart of office of keeper of King’s moor, Crail, Fifeshire. 
919. conf, Alan Aldwell to John Spens of Balnkell, Kinrosshire.
924. to Robert Joy, burgess of Perth, of lands f. Adam Foustane.
926. to John Urwell of Urwell, Kinrosshire.________________________ ____

l2>+t

932. to Alexander Lambie of Bernes in Crail, Fifeshire.
933. to John Stewart of half Ferdhiil, Perthshire.
935. to Reginald Crawford of 13/- annual from Drumsgranade, Kinrosshire.
941. to Hugh Blair, of Easter Maler, Petthshire.
943. to William Semple of Raice, Perthshire.
944. conf. Andrew Murray to Lady chapel near Dunfeimline of annual from Petrevey, Fifeshire 
959. to Lawrence Gilliebrand of Toulchalmer, Stirlingshire.
964. to Henry Ramsay of Balberton/Balberdy/Pettkeny, Fifeshire.
968. to Maurice Murray, earl of Stratheam, of office of justiciaiy.
971. conf. Duncan, earl of Fife, to David Weymss of West Reres.
976. to David Weymss of Balgiilie, Fifeshire.
978. to Malcolm Drummond of office of Perth coroner.
986. to Gilbert Carrick of Buchanan lands, Stirlingshire.
994. to Nesittoe Ramsay of North Barnes, Fifeshire.
996. to John Piggohs of Littleguide, Perthshire.
1016. to Hugh Blair of Auchintekeyte, Kinrosshire.
1017. to John Drummond of Concraig of lands of Mary Muschet.
1021. to John Ramsay of Luniquhat, Fifeshire f. Thomas Brechin.
1029. to Robert Glen and wife, Margaret Bruce, of Nother Pittedye, Fifeshire. c. 1345
1042. to Walter Haliburton of Segey, Kinrosshire.
1045. to Thomas Menzies of lands in Kinrosshire.
1054. to Godfrey de Ros of Cunninghamheid, Perthshire.
1055. to John Bruce of lands in Kinross town.
1057. to Margaret Chalmers of ? of Perth customs money.
1058. to Walter Haliburton and John Hume lands f. John Stratheam, Perthshire.
1059. to John Spence of lands in Kinrosshire.
1065. to John Ayton of Over Pettedie, Fifeshire.
1068. to John Douglas of Perthshire/Stirlingshire lands.
1076. to Walter Bum of an annual from Kinghorn, Fifeshire.
1080. to Bartholomew, constableship of Kinghorn, Fife.



1086. to Malcom Drummond of Tuliiecravan/Dronan, Perthshire. 
1104. to Philip Meldrum of Lasington, Perthshire. __________
1118. to David Chalmers of Balgochrie, Fifeshire.
1119. to David Annan of Pettacherade/Inverkeiything lands f. Margaret Lovell.
1120. to William Dispensa of Cardenden forest lands.
1122. to Duncan Napier of Petfour, Perthshire f. Dornagill Moffat.
1123. to Adam Blancradock of Craigie/West Maler, Perthshire f. John Fortune, knight, c. 1345-6 
1125. to William Towers of lands f. John Fortune, Perthshire.
1132. to Walter Bisset of Kinbrackmoiith, Fifeshire. ^

RRS VI no.s 1346-71,
118. 29 Feb ‘52 [P]: conf Duncan, earl of Fife, to Robert Erskine of Cults, Fifeshire.
128. 31 Mar ‘53 [Cj: to Malcolm fitz Duncan of Leckie, Stirlingshire r. Donald, earl of Lennox.
132. 20 Aug ‘53: inspec. of Agnes Crambeth to James Vallence of lands in Kinrosshire.
136. 16 Apr ‘54: LP to Chamberlain that rights of St Andrews burgh not prejudiced by grant of

Cupar customs to Duncan, earl of Fife.
138. 13 Dec ‘55: LP of Robert Steward, Lieut., to Perth bailies to pay 1 mark p.a. to St Andrews

priory.
157. 4  Jan ‘58: to John Preston of all lands in Fifeshire/Perthshire of Joachim Kinbuck despite

recent parliamentary revocation.
161. 15 Jan ‘58: inspec, Donald, earl of Lennox, to John Gillie, burgess of Perth, o f lands in

Torsappie, Perthshire.
165(A). 25 Jan ‘58 [C]: to John Menteith of the sheriffship of Clackmannan.
176. 12 Mar ‘58 [Cj: to Malcolm fitz Duncan of Leckie, Stirlingshire r. Donald, earl of Lennox.
191. 28 Jun ‘58: conf. John of Inchture to Gilbert Inverlunan of Balgay tenement, Perthshire.
193. 20 Aug ‘58: to Robert Ramsay of a third of Longforgan, Perthshire.
206. 16 Dec ‘58: inspec. of Elena Maxwell to John Strang of 4  merks p.a. from Easter Pitcorthie,

Fifeshre.
212. 5 Apr ‘59 [C]: to John Menteith of lordship of Strathgartney despite earlier grant to John

Logie by David in 1343.
218. 5 June ‘59: to bishop of Dunkeld of Kinghorn rental.
220. 2 Jul ‘59: conf. William, earl o f Douglas, to Christian? of Little Findowie, Perthshire.
221(A). 31 Jul ‘59: inspec Duncan, earl of Fife, to Abbey of Lindores.
495(A). c. ‘59: conf. Thomas Hay to Janet Monypenny of third of Leuchars, Fifeshire.
235(A). 26 May ‘60: to John de Burgh of passage over the Forth at Stirling.
238, 5 Jul ‘60: to Abbey of Scone of wool rights.
239. 22 Jul ‘60 to Robert Erskine of barony of Kinnoul, Perthshire, r. Isabella, Countess of Fife. 
242. 20 Oct ‘60: inspec. of Alexander III to Stirling burgh of merchant guild.
244, 26 Oct ‘60: inspec. Alexander III to Stirling burgh of freedom from tolls.
247, 28 Oct ‘60: inspec. John, earl of Moray, to William Douglas of Liddesdale of Aberdour,

Fifeshire.
257. 17 Apr ‘61: inspec. Margaret Meinzies to Abbey of Dunfermline of PitfiiTane, Fifeshire.
264. 12 Nov ‘61: conf. Margaret Murray, Countess of Menteith, to John Drummond of Aberfoyle,

Menteith.
269. 6 Apr ‘62: to Jolm Bisset of Kilbrackmont, Fifeshire, r. William Bisset.
271(A). 7  Apr ‘62: inspec. Robert Erskine to Abbey of Cambuskenneth of Kinnoul church,

Perthshire.
275. 24 May ‘62: to Alan Ballochyn of £12 from Stirling customs.
275(B). 9 Sep ‘62 [Pj: to William Ramsay of a £20 pension.
281, 3 Dec ‘62: conf. Robert Steward to Walter Murray of Tullibardine, Strathearn.
281(A). 7 Dec ‘62: conf. Robert 8toward/Alexander Abemethy to Walter Murray of Tullibardine,

Strathearn.
352(C). 10 Jan ‘63: inspec. Thomas Bissett to Isabella, Countess of Fife of Glesclune, Perthshire.
286. 28 Jan ‘63: LP to sheriffs of Perth/Forfar not to levy on Abbey of Scone,
287. 17 Feb ‘63: conf. sale by Maurice Drummond to John Mercer of Meikiour, Perthshire.
291. 24 Apr ‘63: inspec. Richard Anstruther to John Strang of lands in Anstruther, Fifeshire.
497(A). c. Apr/May ‘63: to Andrew Erskine of Raploch, Stirlingshire,
292(A). 24 May ‘63: to Robert of Atholl of half Ferdill, Perthshire.



296. 5 Jun ‘63: conf. to bishop of St Andrews of customs of burgh.
296(A). 8  Jun ‘63: to Thomas Bisset of the earldom of Rfe.
297(H). 7 Jul ‘63: to Adam page of 100/- p.a. from Striling justice ayre.
298. 28 Jul ‘63: conf. Robert Steward relaxation of rental from Abbey of Holyrood for Kerse,

Stirlingshire.
298(B). 28 Jul ‘63: to John Pitscottie of lands in Perth burgh.
300. 25 Aug ‘63: to Robert Erskine of Marlee, Perthshire.
300(A). 25 Aug ‘63: to Andrew Kircaldy of 5 merks p.a. from St Andrews’ customs 
303(A). 27 Sep ‘63: to John Mercer of a Perth tenement.
305. 13 Oct ‘63: to Inverkeithing burgh of license v. illegal trade in that burgh.
310. 24 Oct ‘63: conf. to Abbey of Dunfermline of trade in its regality.
311. 24 Oct ‘63: to Abbey of Dunfermline of grange of Gellet/Wester Rosyth, Fifeshire.
311(B/C). 20 Nov ‘63: inspec, to John Munay to Henry Leighton of Lochflatts, Fifeshire.
317. 30 Mar ‘64: conf. to Eustace Herries and wife of Balhary, Perthshire.
318. 30 Apr ‘64: to Malcolm Drummond of the service of all tenants of Cargill/Auchterarder,

Perthshire.
322(A). 2 Jul ‘64: inspec. Alexander 111 to Kinghorn buigesses.
324. 4  Jul ‘64: ins))ec. to Robert Hull of town of Syall, Perthshire.
325. 5 Jul ‘64: LP to foresters of Cluny/Alyth/Plater not to levy on Abbey of Scone.
325(A). 6 Jul ‘64: to Agnes Kellar of new park, Stirlingshire.
325(B). 14 Jul ‘64: conf. Roger Mortimer of Cuthilmyre, Perthshire.
327. 6 Aug ‘64: to Robert Erskine of royal park lands in Stirlingshire swapped for lands in

Clackmannanshire.
332. 29 Nov ‘64: to James Douglas of Lothian of Dundas Hill, Stirlingshire r. Henry Kerr.
336. 18 Feb ‘65: to John Dundas of barony of Fingask, Perthshire r. James Dundas.
337. 28 Feb ‘65: to Walter Oliphant, king’s brother-in-law, of Gask, Perthshire, in free barony.
341. 28 Feb ‘65: to Walter Oliphant, king’s brother-in-law, of Aberdalgie/DuppUn, Perthshire in free

forest.
345. 3 Jun ‘65: inspec. Isabella Stewart of Fife to Michael Balfour of Ballo, Fifeshire.
346(B). 3 Aug ‘65: conf, David Lindsay of Crawfoixi to Abbey of Lindores - wax supply.
346(E). 7 Aug ‘65: conf. Margaret Ovyot to Richard Ovyot of half Cassindole, Fifeshire.
347. 25 Aug ‘65: to Abbey of Cambuskenneth of £10 p.a. from Plean, Stirlingshire.
348(B). 2 Oct ‘65: to Alan Erskine of barony of Inchture, Perthshire.
348(C). 2 Oct ‘65: to Alan Erskine of Crambeth, Fifeshire.
348(E). 18 Oct ‘65; to William Fauside of Clackmannan mill.
348(F). 20 Oct ‘65: to Robert Bruce of Germainston, Clackmannanshire.
348(G). 6 Nov ‘65: inspec. indenture between Perth burgh and William Dispensa.
351(B). 25 Feb ‘66: conf. Alice Randilston to Walter Spittal of Ottertoun, Perthshire.
351(H). 8 Apr ‘66: LP to sheriffs etc. of Kinrosssliire to give Brice Wyche 100/- p.a. from

Ballachathe.
352. 10 Apr ‘66; conf. William 1/Robert I to Perth burgesses of guild privileges.
352(A). 16 Apr *66: to Walter Spittal of Kinnimouth, Fifeshire,
352(C). 17 Apr ‘66; inspec. Thomas Bissett to Isabella of Fife of Glesclune (Perthshire), Airth

(Stirlingshire).
352(E). 10 May ‘66 [C]: conf. Agnes Kelor to Andrew Murray of Kepmad, StirlingsWre.
352(K). 19 Jul ‘66: to Brice Wyche of Ballachathe, Kinrosshire.
353. 26 Jul ‘66 [P]: to John Logie of Logie, Strathearn, in free regality r. Robert Steward.
356. 27 Jul ‘66 [P]: LP to sheriff etc. of Stirling that burgesses to repair Cambuskenneth Abbey’s

nets.
364. 14 Dec ‘66: inspec. John, earl of Moray, to William Douglas of Liddesdale of Aberdour,

Fifeshire.
364(A). 14 Dec ‘66: inspec. William Douglas of Liddesdale to James Douglas of Aberdour,

Fifeshire.
367(A), 18 Jan ‘67; to Nicholas Erekine of barony of Kinnoul, Perthshire,
372. 31 May ‘67; to John Stewart and Annabella Drummond of the earldom of Atholl r. Robert

Steward.
382, 2 Oct ‘67 [Pj: LP to Abbey of Scone to revoke all pensions granted without royal consent,
383. 2 Oct ‘67 [Pj: to Adam Pringle of lands in Longforgan Perthshire, r. Emma Dunfermline.



387. 18 Jan ‘68: to Duncan Fraser of Perthshire lands r. Margaret Gilliebrand.
388. 19 Jan ‘68: LP to sheriff etc. of Fife to post revocation of Cupar privileges granted since 1329.
390. 25 Feb ‘68: to Abbey of Cambuskenneth of £10 p.a from Plean, Stirlingshire despite

revocation.
500. 21 Feb ‘67 or ‘68: to John Drummond of all Perthshire/Stirlingshire lands of Mary Montfichet.
401. 25 Jun ‘68 [P]: LP to sheriff etc. of Perth to give Scone Abbey lands of

Cambusmichael/Colen/Coleden despite king’s order.
411. 28 Nov ‘68; inspec. Simon Peebles to Henry Douglas of Cults, Fife.
412. 28 Nov ‘68: inspec. Duncan, earl of Fife, to William Douglas of Kingscavil of Strath,

Fifeshire.
421. 17 Jan ‘69: to Robert Bruce of Rait, Perthshire in free barony.
422. 20 Jan ‘69: inspec. Gilbert Ruthven to Walter Edgar of Easter Cultmalaidie, Perthshire.
423. 20 Jan ‘69: inspec. Gilbert Ruthven to Walter Edgar of Wester Cultmalaidie, Perthshire.
425. 3 Feb ‘69: to James Douglas of Wodefield/Tyrie/Seafield/Balbartoun, Fifeshire.
426(A). 15 Feb ‘69: to John Abemethy of Balgiilie, Fifeshire.
427. 6 Mat ‘69 [P]: conf. of William More and Robert Erskine indenture of 1363.
427(A). 10 Mar ‘69 [P]: to John Restalrig of Anstruther, Fifeshire.
427(C). 12 Mar ‘69 [P]: to John of Lome of Glenloyn, Atholl.
427(D). 15 Mar ‘69 [P]: to John Lyle of Buchan, Stirlingshire.
428. 15 Mar ‘69 [P]: to Alexander Scrymegeour of Ferdell, Perthshire for 1 man-at-arms.
429(A). 15 Mar ‘69 [P]: to John Abemethy of Balgeuery/Cragynkat/Balgaly/£26 from Kinghorn,

Fifeshire.
430(A). 17 Mar ‘69 [P]: to William Dischington of a third Ardross, Fifeshire.
438. 18 Apr ‘69: to William Cunningham of Kinclaven, Perthshire until given $40 of lands

elsewhere.
440(D). 22 Apr ‘69: to Andrew Cunningham of 2 merks p.a. from Kyndeny, Perthshire.
447. 28 Jul ‘69: to Andrew Murray of Touchadam/Touchmollar, Stirlingshire, despite revocation.
450(A). 18 Sep ‘69 [C]: to William Dischington of Kinbrackmont, Fifeshire r. Walter Bisset.
452(A). 6 Oct ‘69: to Fergus of Airth, Stirlingshire.
454. 23 Oct ‘69: LP to sheriff of Fife etc. to give Abbey of Arbroath 4 merks p.a. from Kinghorn

fermes.
460. 11 Dec ‘69: LP to justiciais etc. to conf. Abbey of Scone regality.
460(A). 15 Dec ‘69: to Bruce Wyche of Balloch, Kinrosshire.
461(C). 14 Jan ‘70: to William, earl of Douglas, of Balmonth, Fifeshire r. John Gordon.
462. 7 Feb ‘70: LP to William Dischington, justiciar north of Forth to inquest into bishop of St

Andrews complaint v. Cupar burgesses.
463(A). 14 Mar ‘70 [P]: to John Herries of Achray and 20 merks p.a. from Skeok, Stirlingshire.
463(C). 3 Apr ‘70: to St Monans chapel of Easter Barnes, Fifeshire.
466. 7 Apr ‘70: conf. John Inchmartin to Perth friars of 20 merks p.a. from Kinnaird, Perthshire,
466(A). 16 Apr ‘70: to Thomas Erskine of Culnaltoun/Tulchgorne, Stirlingshire.
466(B). 16 Apr ‘70: to Robert Erskine of life keepership of Stirling castle and life sheriffship of

Stirling and 200 merks from Bolhkenner. |
466(C). 30 Apr ‘70: to Adam the moneyer of Lethbertscheills, Stirlingshire. |
468. 1 May ‘70: LP to sheriff etc. of Perth not to levy on Abbey of Cambuskenneth. 1
468(B). 2 May ‘70: conf. Thomas Bissett to William Cargill of Brambaine, Perthshire. |
470. 6 May ‘70: conf. John Logie to Perth friars of 40 cartloads peat. j
510(B). c. 8 May ‘70: to Alexander Menteith of pasturage at Crail, Fifeshire. |
472. 15 Jul ‘70: to Alexander Porter of New Park, Stirlingshire. I
473(C). 17 Sep ‘70: to Robert Steward of barony of Methven, Perthshire, plus 100 cows, 300 sheep. |
473(D). 18 Sep ‘70: to John Herries of Glesclune, Perthshire. |
474. 22 Oct *70 [P]: to Duncan Wallace and Eleanor Bruce of Qchtirbannock, Stirlingshire. i
474(D). 24 Oct ‘70 [Pj: to David Stewart of Kinloch, Perthshire. |
474(E). 24 Oct ‘70 [P]: to Donald MacNayre of Easter Fossache, Dull, Perthshire. j
477(A). 9 Nov ‘70: to John Barclay of Colcarny, Kinrosshire. :
478. 26 Jan ‘71: inspec. Donald, earl of Lennox, to Maurice ? of Buchanan/Sallochy, Stirlingshire. I
478(A). 28 Jan ‘71: to Brice Wyche of Ballchye, Kinrosshire. |

RMS I App ii no.S. c. 1357-71.
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1134.
1143.
1156.
1164.
1177.
1180.
1183.
1185.
1223.
1228.
1239.
1249.
1251.
1262.
1266.
1273.
1274. 
1280, 
1281. 
1287. 
1294. 
1301. 
1305. 
1322. 
1325. 
1332. 
1338. 
1353. 
1356. 
1365. 
1368. 
1364.
1371.
1372.
1373.
1374. 
1390.
1395.
1396. 
1401. 
1405. 
1469.

1527.
1624.

conf. William, earl of Douglas, to Abbey of Dunfermline of Balmachahlie, Perthshire.
to Elizabeth Mongalle of Alderminnyn, Stirlingshire.
to Robert Rollock of Perthshire lands.
to Murdoch Glasserie of Logymustachy, Fifeshire.
to William, earl of Douglas of Brenand forest, Perthshire.
to John Crichton of keepership of Lochleven and sheriffship Kinrosshire.
to William Cissori of Gloreth, Stirlingshire.
to Gilbert dTnsula of half Gloreth, Stirlingshire.
to William, earl of Douglas, of Strathord, Logie, Strathbraan, Perthshire, 
to William Ramsay of the earldom of Fife.
to Adam Dispensa of the constableship o f Kinghorn and Smithieland, Fifeshire. 
to William Ramsay, earl of Fife, of Cupar as a free burgh, 
to David Kemock of Kincairny/Salveneich, Fifeshire.
conf. Marion Dunmore to Robert Steward to Roger Mortimer of Dunmore, Fife.
to Robert Steward of a pension of £40. c. 1357-8
conf. bishop of St Andrews to Henry Stowpe of Abthare, Kinghorn.
to Norman Leslie of a pension from Ballinbriech, Fifeshire.
conf, earl of Mar to John Crab of Quhilt, Fifeshire.
conf. John Weymss to Alexander Nisbet of Glasmonth, Kinghorn. c. 1357-8
to Robert Erskine of Kintullache, Perthshire.
conf, earl of Fife to John Skeen of Wester Ferny, Fifeshire,
to Margaret, Countess of Arbroath of a £60 pension from Abemethy, Perthshire.
to Abbey of Cambuskenneth of Tullmuchache duties, Stirlingshire.______________________

V

conf. Duncan, earl of Fife, to Abbey of Lindores of Auchtermuchty church, Perthshire.
to prior of May of 5 merks p.a. from Perth burgh. c. 1359-60
to William Sinclair of Balgorthy, Perthshire r. William, earl of Ross.
conf. William, earl of Douelas, to John Mercer of Pettland, Perthshire.____________________
to Alan Erskine of office of coroner of Fife.
to Roger Cochrane of Pitfour/Drumragen, Perthshire.
conf. Margaret Mowbray to William Muschet of Pettcoiy^ Fifeshire.
to Malcom Urwell, chaplain, to keep St Leonards’, Perth.
conf. bishop of St Andrews of Inchore church, Perthshire.
to prior of Ittchmahone o f 700/- p.a. from sheriffs’ profits of Perthshire/Fifeshire.
to Walter Oliphant of barony of Kellie, Fifeshire, r. Helen Maxwell
conf. Roger Hogg to St Giles church of Pitcrave, Fifeshire.
to prior Crail of 2nd tiends of Creich water. Fifeshire.________________________

c, 1361

to Nicholas Malcolm of a Perth tenement. c. 1361-2
conf. Robert son of Duncan of Atholl to Alexander Menzies of Fothergill, Atlioll. 
conf. Duncan, earl of Fife, to Ducan of Atholl of Dischener/Turcheas, Perthshire, 
conf. William Crichton to Thomas Gordon of Ballraouth, Fifeshire. 
to Hugh, clerk, of an Inverkeithing tenement.________________________________ __
c. May-Sep ‘63: conf. Robert Erskine of excambion of Malerby, Perthshire, for

Adamtoun, Kyle r. James Blair, 
c. 25 Feb ‘66: to Gilbert McNable of Bothmachan, Perthshire, 
c. Apr/May ‘70: to John Dunbar of earldom of Fife.

d) Scotland iust north of Tav.
RRS VI noM. 1329-46.
5. 6 Feb ‘31: to William Irvine of Uras, Kincardineshire and 10 merks p.a, r. Thomas Charteris.
8. 29 Nov ‘31: inspec. Malcolm Findon to Nicholas Liddell of tenants of Findo, Mearns and 15

merks p.a..
10. 10 Mar ‘32: to William Irvine of Whiteriggs/Redmyre, Kincardineshire.
11. 16 Apr ‘35: LP Robert Steward as Lieutenant to Kinghorn bailllies to pay 4 merks p.a. to

Arbroath Abbey.
12. 17 May ‘35: LP of Steward and John Randolph, earl of Moray, as Lieutenants to sheriff etc. of

Forfar not to levy on Abbey of Arvroath.
27 May ‘35: LP of Steward and John Randolph, earl o f Moray, as Lieutenants conf. Abbey of

Arbroath’s Kincardineshire lands.
1 3



16. 21 Jul 39: LP of Robert Steward as Lieutenant granting Abbey of Arbroath regality protection
during Perth siege.

19. 28 Jun ‘40: LP to justiciars etc. not to levy on Arbroath Abbey.
22. 17 May ‘41: LP of protection to Arbroath Abbey.
25. 17 Jun ‘41: inspec. William I to Arbroath Abbey.
26. 18 Jun ’41: inspec. Alexander III to Arbroath Abbey of Nigg, Kincardineshire.
27. 18 Jun ‘41: inspec. Alexander III to Arbroath Abbey of 10 merks p.a. from Monifieth,

Foifarshire.
28. 18 Jun ‘41: inspec. Robert I to Arbroath Abbey of regality.
29. 18 Jun ‘41; inspec. Robert I of Mearns lands of Alexander Comyn, earl of Buchan.
483. c. 22 June ‘41: to Inverbervie burgesses free burgh status.
35. 22 Sep ‘41 [Pj: to Ingram Ardler of Baldowrie, Forfarshire, r. William Marshel for 1 archer.
76. 31 Oct ‘43 [P]: inspec. Margaret Stewart, Countess of Angus, to Arbroath Abbey of Brakie,

Forfarshire.
94(A). 28 Sep ‘45: to William, earl of Sutherland, and Margaret Bruce of Doiiny thanage,

Forfarshire.
100(A). 30 Mar ‘46: to William, earl of Sutherland, and Margaret Bruce of Dunnotar,

Kincardineshire,
106. 27 Aug ‘46: inspec. Henry Maule to Alexander Strachan of Carmyllie, Angus.

RMS I App ii I10.S. c, 1341 ■46.
732. to Reginald More of Fromartine thanage, Kincardineshire, f. Isabel Balliol.-
767. conf. Walter Maule to John Monypenny of lands in Forfarshire.  -----------
841. to Andrew Buttergask of half Pettie, Forfarshire. — .....................................

c. 1341 
c. 1341-2 
c. 1342

874. to Walter Moigne of forest of Drymme, Kincardineshire.
876. to Robert Wallace of 10 merks p.a. from Durris, Kincardineshire. 
879, to David Chalmers of Breiitoun, Kincardineshire.__________

-  c. 1343

906. to John Matinson of Dalwelache, Forfarshire.
907. to Alexander Craigie of father’s f. lands.
918. to Robert ? o f Ardkegy, Forfarshire r. William Mowat.
923. to Abbey of restenneth of 20 merks p.a. from Dundee customs.
925. to Abbey of  Restenneth of liberties.______________________

c. 1344

950. to Adam Chichariste of Balveny, Forfarshire.
955. to Malcolm Ramsay of Maines/quarter Coull, Forfarshire.
957. to William Chalmers of Thanstoun, Forfarshire.
958. to Abbey of Restenneth of ‘Platter’ forest wood.
961. to Margaret Bruce of Morphie, Kincardineshire.
963. to Rrtrick Ramsay of Crankestoun, Kincardineshire.
970. to William, earl of Sutherland, half Fromartine/Kintore, Forfarshire.
972. to William Peebles of Forfarshire lands.
979. to William Menzies of Alyth forest, Kincardineshire.
980. to John Masculo of County mill Forfarshire.
983. to Walter Rowlin of Tay fishing.
984. to Peter Prendergast of thanage of Tannadice.
1000. to John Gray of 5 chalders victual from Morphie, Kincardineshire.
1001. to David Fleming of an annual from Morphie, Kincardineshire.
1011. to William Baillie of Alloway, Clackmannan.
1023. to Reginald Cheyne of thanage of Newdoskis, Kincardineshire.
1026. to Adam Argento of Bosland, Clackmannan.
1027. to Edward Keith of lands and an office.
1028. to William Wiseman of barony of Dun, Forfarshire r, David Strathbogie.
1050. to William Fraser of Durris, Collie, Kincardineshire.
1051. to Alan Fauside of BWmakewin, Kincardineshire.
1068. to John Douglas of Telin, Forfarshire,
1071. to Maud Bruce of Fromartine/Kintore thanages, Kincardinesliire.
1091. to Abbey of Arbroath of liberties.__________________________________

c. 1345

1118. to David Chalmers of Tay fishing.
1127. to William, Lord of Douglas, of Redcastle, Forfarshire, f. Eve Mowbray.



1128. to Andrew Burr of Kingslour, Forfarshire. | c. 1346
1129. to Donald Strathechin of lands r, Andrew Burr.

RRS VI no.& 1346 71.
109. 17 Dec ‘46: LP justicirs etc, not to levy on Arbroath Abbey.
492. c. ‘48? LP of Steward as Lieut, to John Menteith of office of sheriff of Clackmannan.
116. 14 Nov ‘51: LP conf. Arbroath Abbey customs.
120. 5 Mar ‘52 [P]: LP banning fairs within Montrose burgh bounds.
121. 5 Mar ‘52 [Pj: LP banning faire within Dundee burgh bounds.
122. 6 Mar ‘52 [P]: inspec. David I to Montrose,
123. 13 Mar ‘52: to justiciars etc. not to levy on Arbroath Abbey.
124.4 Nov ‘53: LP to William Keith to stop aiding brother interfering in Arbroath Abbey’s lands.
134. 18 Mar ‘54: inspec. William Keith to Alexander Barclay of Wester Mathers, Kincardineshire.
133. 17 Oct ‘54: LP of Robert Steward as Lieut, to Thomas Stewart, earl of Angus, his lieut. in

Angus & Mearns, to maintain Abbey of Arbroath.
139. 8 Sep ‘56: inspec. William Troup to John Gray of Criggie, Kincardineshire.
140. 17 Jan ‘57 [C]: LP to Chamberlain for Montrose burgh pay William Sinclair 40 merks granted

by Robert I.
172. 6  Feb ‘58 [C[: conf. Abbey of Arbroath’s customs despite revocation.
177. 16 Mar ‘58 [Cj: inspec. Gilbert Hay to Abbey of CoUpar-Angus of Errol church.
179. 2 Apr ‘58; conf. all John Gray of Broxnionth’s lands.
182. 14 May ‘58: to sheriff etc. of Kincardineshire not to levy on Abbey of Arbroath.
192. 18 Aug ‘58: to Alexander Scrymgeour of service of free tenants of Dundee barony.
201. 17 Nov ‘58 [P]: inspec. of Robert I to Alexander Burnett of barony of Tolyboll,

Kincardineshire.
213. 8 Apr ‘59 [Cj: inspec, William Comyn to William Meldrum of lands in Mearns.
214. 8 Apr ‘59 [C]: conf. Robert I to Perth friars of 10 merks p.a. from Dundee customs.
216. 3 May ‘59: inspec. Thomas Murray of Bothwell to Robert Stewart of barony of Schenbothy,

Clackmannanshire.
223. 3 Oct ‘59 [P]: LP to royal officials not to levy on Arbroath Abbey.
226. 26 Oct ‘59 [Pj: conf. of Brechin chapter privileges.
495(C). c. ‘59?: conf. Waller Maule to John Balnehard of Carnegie, Forfaishire.
495(E). c. ‘59?: to Margart, Countess of Angus, o f £20 from thanage of Colly, Forfarshire,
229. 11 Jan ‘60: inspec. Robert I to David Graham of Old Montrose, Forfarshire.
230. 20 Jan ‘60: to Dundee burgh of feu-ferme of £20.
231. 31 Jan *60: inspec. John Campbell, earl of Atholl, to Roger Mortimer of Ballandro/Peallie/third

of Inverbervie, Mearns.
232. 15 Feb ‘60: to Andrew Campbell of lands at Inverbervie, Kincardineshire.
233. 23 Mar ‘60: to Robert Erskine of a third annualrent of Dundee/a third annualrent of Pitkerro,

Forfarshire.
236. 27 May ‘60: to Walter Moigne of Park, Kincardineshire despite revocation.
238(A). 21 Jul ‘60: to John Lindsay of Marletyre, Forfarshire.
241. 14 Sep ‘60: inspec. John St Michael to William Chalmers of Aucheen, Forfarshire.
248. 20 Nov ‘60: LP to Chancellor to conf. grants to Brechin chapter.
249. 20 Nov ‘60: conf. Walter Maule to bishop of Brechin, a chaplainry.
255. 14 Apr ‘61: LP to Abbey of Arbroath against profitless pensions.
268. 3 Feb ‘62: LP of 1 merk p.a. to priory of St Andrews.
276. 12 Sep ‘62 [C[: LP against James Stewart of Kellie interfering in Abbey of Arbroath for failing

to appear before king’s council at Aberdeen. 
286(A). 4  Feb ‘63: conf, earl of Mar to John of Linlithgow of an annual from Cloeth, Forfarshire. 
286(B). 6  Feb ‘63: conf. Margaret, Countess of Angus, to William Faiffington of Balinedy,

Forfarshire.
287(A). 26 Feb ‘63: conf. William Fenton to church of Baikie of Lunross, Forfarshire.
498. c. Apr ‘63 or ‘64: to Alexander Fraser of barony of Thornton, Mearns.
292. 12 May *63: to Dundee of more land for Tolbooth.
295. 26 May ‘63: inspec. Gilbert Glasserie to Adam Brady of Rait, Gowrie.
297(F). 4  Jul ‘63: conf. earl of Mar to Alexander Lindsay of BalUndolloche, Forfarshire.
299(A). 4  Aug ‘63: to Abbey of Dunfermlitre of Gartneker, Clackmannanshire.



299(B). 4  Aug ‘63: to Abbey of Dunfermline of Tiliicoutry, Calckmannanshire.
299(F). 25 Aug ‘63: to Alexander Lindsay of 9  merks p.a. from Glenesk, Forfarshire.
305(B), 14 Oct ‘63: to Walter Leslie of £40 pension fron Dundee customs.
311(A). 27 Oct ‘63: to David Fleming of 20 merks p.a. from Morphie, Kincardineshire,
314. 8 Mar ‘64 [Pj: inspec. Roger Montfort to Abbey of Arbroath of 1 chaider corn from Kinneff,

Kincaidineshire.
317(A). 12 Apr ‘64: to John Logie of Tannadice and Glamis.
317(B). 13 Apr ‘64: to Margaret Sinclair, Countess of Angus, of £20 p.a. from Tollie,

Kincardineshire.
334. 12 Jan ‘65 [Cj: LP to sheriff etc. of Forfar to remove Brechin cross.
346(D). 3 Aug ‘65: inspec. Andrew Dempster to priory of Restenneth of Memmure, Forfarshire. 
348(A). 20 Sep ‘65: inspec. Alexander II to Abbey of Lindores of Craigie/Claypotts, Forfarshire.
351. 26 Jan ‘66: to John Strachan of Mossy, Kincardineshire,
351(A). 18 Feb ‘66: to William Dischington of Balmaly/Aberlenoche, Forfarshire.
351(E). 6 Apr ‘66: inspec. Christian Melville to John Melville o f barony of Glenbervie,

Kincardineshire.
351(G). 7 Apr ‘66: LP to Alexander Strachan of Morphy Wester, Kincardineshire.
352(F). 10 May ‘66 [C[: to Alexander Lindsay of Newdoskis, Kincardineshire.
357(B). 31 Jul ‘66: to Murthac del Rynde of lands in Plater, Forfarshire.
360. 6 Sep ‘66: LP inspec. Thomas Strachan to Arbroath Abbey of 1 mark p.a. from Knock,

Kincardineshire.
366. 16 Jan ‘67; LP acknowledging Alexander Lindsay’s repayment of 100 merks debt to crown. 
368(B). 11 Feb ‘67: inspec. Margaret leslie to William Guppykle of Lumlethgan, Forfarshire.
369. 11 Apr ‘67: LP to sheriffs etc, not to interfere in Brechin market.
376(A). 8 Aug ‘67: conf. Christina Montfort to Simon Schaldock of Fauside, Kincardineshire.
377. 8 Aug ‘67: conf. Agnes Montfort to Simon Schaldock of Slains, Kincardineshire.
384. 3 Ctet ‘67 [PJ: LP to justiciars etc. not to levy on Arbroath Abbey.
392, 8 Mar to Robert Stewart of Schenbothy of half Redcastle, Forfarshire r. Andrew Campbell,
504. c. 12 Mar ‘68 [Pj: to Roger Mortimer of Ballandro/Pealtie and third Inverbervie, despite

revocation.
402. 4  Jul ‘68: to Robert Erskine of Alloa/Gaberston, Clackmannan for half a knight.
505, c. 4  Jul ‘68: to Robert Erskine of barony of Dun, Forfarshire, despite revocation.
415. 9 Dec ‘68 [Cj: to Robert Bruce of Clackmannan manor.
420. 17 Jan ‘69: to Alexander Straiton of lands in Invrbervie burgh, Mearns.
427(B). 10 Mar ‘69 [Pj: inspec. Thomas, earl of Angus, to Andrew Parker, burgess, of Kyngenny,

Angus.
432. 14 Apr ‘69: LP to Abbey of Arbroath of half mark from their customs,
440. 20 Apr ‘69: LP to Montrose burgh to give half mark to Arbroath Abbey.
448. 4 Sep ‘69: to Alexander Fraser of thanage of Dunis, Kincardineshire for 1 archer.
455(A). 23 Oct ‘69: to Thomas Rate of Balgillachie, Forfarshire.
461. 15 Dec ‘69; inspec. Duncan Rorry to William Pitcairn of Mondynes, Mearns.
461(A). 15 Dec ‘69; inspec. Duncan Rorry to William Pitcairn of Money than, Kincardineshire. 
461(D). 15 Jan ‘70: to Alexander Lindsay of barony of Inverarity, Forfarshire, r. Margaret, Countees

of Angus.
462(D). 27 Feb ‘70 [Pj: to Wlater Leslie of reversion of thanage of Kincardine from William, earl of

Sutherland.
462(G). 2 Mar ‘70 [Pj: to John Adler of Ardber/Baldowrie, Forfarshire.
463(D). 3 Apr ‘70: to James Lindsay of 100 merks Dundee customs pension,
464. 4  Apr ‘70: LP to bishop of Brechin to give free access to merchants of Brechin to Tay/South

Esk.
464(B). 6 Apr ‘70: to Thomas Allardice of 20 merks p.a from Littlebury, Kincardineshire.
467. 1 May ‘70: to burgesses of Montrose a feu ferme of £16.
468(A). 2 May ‘70: to Thomas Rae of Ureeis, Kincardineshire.
468(D). 3 May ‘70: conf. Margaret Abemethy, Countess of Angus, to Patrick Innerpeffray of

Bondington/Newtoun, Forfarshire. 
468(E). 4  May ‘70: to Alexander Lindsay of Inverarite, Forfarshire, r, Margaret, Countess of Angus. 
468(G). 6 May ‘70: to William, earl of Ross, of the Platter forest of Forfar with tailzie to Walter

Leslie.



477(A). 26 Jan ‘71; to John Wallace of Moonerere, Forfarshire, r. John Lindsay.
512. ?: to Abbey of Arbroath all the lands f. those infringing royal protection of Abbey.

RMS 1 App ii no,2. c. 1357-71. _________ ________________________
1146. to John Menteith of Alvethe and the sheriffship of Clackmannan.
1226. to John Cunningham of Bondignton, Forfarshire.
1232. to Andrew Buttergask of Pettie, Forfarshire.
1276. to Elizabeth Stewart of fee.
1290. to Thomas Strathachin of Knock, Kincardineshire.
1295. conf. Gilbert Hay of Errol to Abbey of Coupar-Angus of Errol church.
1311. to Alexander Lindsay of lands in Forfarshire.
1313. to Alexander Lindsay of Achibeaton, Forfarshire r. Thomas, eml of Angus.

- c .  1357-8

1319. to Marjorie Munay of Morphie. Kincardineshire. 
1324. to Robert Erskine of third Pettarache, Forfarshire. c. 1359-60
1366. to Robert Balbreny of office of ? JForfafsIure]
1370. to John Lyle of barony of Lundie, Forfarshire after death of Joan, Countess of Stratheam. 
1375. to Steven More of Tillicultre, Clackmannan._______________________    c. 1361
1385. to Adam Irwin of Maynes/quarter CôulITPorfâfsïïïfe.
1386. to Alexander Strathachin of office of coroner of Forfar and Kincardineshire. ^  c. 1361-2:
e) The North-East and Far North»
RRS VI no.s 1329-46.
3. 1 Apr ‘30 [P]: justiciars north of Forth to pay 2nd tiends of Aberdeen and Banff to bishop of

Aberdeen.
37. 22 Sept ‘41 [P]: conf. of John, earl of Moray, to John Urwell of Sanquhar, Tulloch and Drumine

(forest).
484. before 2 Oct ‘41; LP to Robert Keith, sheriff of Aberdeen, to inquest 2nd tiends of bishop of

Aberdeen.
46. 20 Feb ‘42: LP that David Hay, Constable, will not be prejudiced by grant of palace used in

tournament at Aberdeen to John Simrell.
47. 21 Feb ‘42 [C]: conf. of Aberdeen burgh’s liberties despite infractions in King’s absence.
49. 4  Apr ‘42: inspec. of grant by Alexander III to hospital at Elgin of lands of Manbeen/Kellas.
50. 14 Apr ‘42: LP to justiciars and other officers north of Forth to give 2nd tiends to bishop of

Aberdeen.
57. 27 Aug ‘42: LP to sheriffs of Aberdeen and Banff to distrain on lands owing tiends to bishop of

Aberdeen.
58. 28 Nov ‘42: LP to Chnc. to issue letters under great seal to bishop of Aberdeen re. 2nd tiends.
68. 1 May ‘43: inspec. John, earl of Moray to John Urwell of lands of Dmmine with forest, Elgin.
486. c. 12 Jun ‘43: to Malcom MacLeod of tenement at Glenelg, Invernessshire.
85. 31 Dec ‘44; LP to burgesses of Inverness that only Chamberlain has authority over weights and

measures.
86. 9 Mar ‘45: LP conf. church of Fordyce to chapter of Aberdeen despite king’s grant in ignorance

to William Wiseman during see vacancy.
92. 1 Jul ‘45 LP of pardon to Aberdeen burgh.
94Ad. 22 Sept ‘45: to Thomas Lypp of Netherdale and constableship of Cullen, Banffshire.
96. 10 Oct ‘45 to William, earl of Sutherland, and wife, Margaret Bruce, of their eai'ldom in free

regality.
98. 18 Oct ‘45: LP to chapter of Aberdeen of Philorth church into a prebend.
98(A). 4 Nov ‘45: to William, earl of Sutherland, and wife, Margaret Bruce, of barony of Cluny,

Aberdeenshire.
99. 22 Nov ‘45: to William Abemethy of barony of Rothiemay, f. David Strathbogie, in free

bai'ony.
RMS I App ii no,S. c. 1341-46
728. to Ingelram Cullen - lands of John Crabb in Aberdeen burgh.
729. to Andrew Buttergask of barony of Troupe in Banffshire.________________ c. 1341 I
760. to Thomas Lumsden of Easter/Wester Muler in Aberdeenshire. I
761. to Robert Keith, an office [sheriffship of Abdrdeen?]. v



769. conf. of Christian Bnice to Adam Buttergask of Wichross in Garioch.
779. conf. of Andrew Murray to Bernard Spence of Uthank in Garioch, f. John Dundenie.
781. to John Couper of Castlebank, Aberdeenshire.
782. to Adam Buttergask of Culchili park, Banffshire.
787. to Archibald Weschell of Cuyn, Garioch r. Menzies of Fothergill.
791. to Andrew Buttergask of Boyn fermes in Banffshire.
794. to William Reidwall - office of clerk of cocket. Aberdeen burgh. _______________ _

c. 1341-2

842. to Andrew Buttergask of Lothurmure, Banffshire.. c. 1342
851. to Philip Meldrum of fermes of Aboyne/Enzie, Aberdeenshire? 
882. to John Dun of Ardache and Sketfais, Banffshire.________ c. 1343
890. to Philp Meldrum of Logyardich/Craigie, Aberdeenshire.
892. to Adam Buttergask of barony of Westford, Banffshire, r. Gilbert Maxwell. 
905. to Farquhar Johnston ot Easterfordv, Aberdeenshire. ________

c. 1344

939. to Margaret Bruce of Castlefield, Barmfshire, r. Henry Culane.
942. to John Lyle of new wark, Aberdeenshire.
945. to William Chalmers of Foullerton, Aberdeenshire,
951, to John Lyle of the Aberdeen cock stool.
960, to Robert Glen (king’s brother-in-law), of forest inKintore, Aberdeenshire.
975, to Reginald Cheyne of Duffis, Elgin.
977. to Alexander Fraser of the sheriffship of Aberdeen.
990. to Henry Cheyne of an annual from Ardache/Skethus, Banffshire.
995. to Dinald Poggoth of John Crabb’s Aberdeen lands. c, 1345-6
1020. to Edward Keith of the forest of Kintore and barony of Aden, Aberdeenshire.
1033. to William Barrowman of lands at Fortrie, Banffshire.
1062. to William Ross of 2 roods at Inverness burgh?
1071. to Maud Bruce and husband, Thomas Isaac, of thanages of Fromartine/Kintore, Aberdeenshire. 
1074. to William Chalmers of Castlefield, Banffshire.
1079. to Margart Murray of pension from Banff customs.
1083. to John/Andrew Murray of lands of Christian Bruce.
1090. to Thomas Bisset of Aboyne, Aberdeenshire.
1095. Remission to Adam/Robert de Glencaimie, Inverness.
1103. to David Chalmers of ‘Petfethik’, Aberdeenshire, f. Henry Monymusk.

RRS VI noA 1346-71.
113. 20 Jul ‘48: to bishop of Aberdeen of church of Philorth, Buchan.
123(A). 10 Oct ‘53: conf to William Meldrum of Meldrum, Aberdeenshire,
135. 18 Mar ‘54: inspec of William Keith to Alexander Barclay of Durris in thanage of Aboyne,

Banffshire.
152. 11 Nov ‘57 [Cj: LP to sheriff of Aberdeen etc. to stop Lawrence of Gaiioch from interfering 

with Abbey of Arbroath’s lands after complaint by Abbot in Council.
167. 27 Jan ‘58 [Cj: to Thomas, earl of Mar, of Garioch.
178. 20 Mar conf. of Robert I to Adam Gordon of Strathbogie, Aberdeenshire,
185, 3 Jun ‘58: to Henry Monymusk remission for adherence to England and conf, of Aberdeen/Banff

lands.
196. 1 Oct ‘58; inspec. o f Katherine Stirling to Alexander Lindsay of lands in

Inverness/Aberdeen/Forfar shires.
198. 12 Nov ‘58 [P]: inspec. of Earl of Mar to Robert Erskine of lands in Garioch in free barony.
199, 16 Nov ‘58 [P]: conf. of Robert I to Elgin friars of 10 merks p.a. from thanage of Aberchirder,

Banffshire.
200. 17 Nov ‘58 [P]: conf, of Robert I to Alexander Burnett of ‘Collonach’, Aberdeenshire.
201, 17 Nov ‘58 [Pj: inspec. of Robert I to Alexander Burnett of Little Culter, Aberdeenshire.
202, 18 Nov ‘58 [Pj: to Adam Urquhart of office of hereditary sheriff of Cromartie r. William, earl of

Ross.
203. 18 Nov ‘58 [Pj: LP to sheriff of Inverness etc. and coroner of Caithness to stop all visits to

Orkney except trade/pilgrimage.
203(A), 22 Nov ‘58 [P]: inspec. to Thomas, earl of Mar to John Mar of lands in Garioch.
205. 15 Dec ‘58: LP conf. to Abbey of Lindores its lands in Garioch notwithstanding grant to earl of

Mar.



208. 28 Feb ‘59: to William, earl of Sutherland, and son John of barony of Urquhart, Invernessshire.
209. 28 Feb ‘59: to William Mackintosh of Glenloy/Loch Arkaig, Invernessshire.
211.5  April ‘59 [Cj: to Henry, Duke of Lancaster, of earldom of Moray.
215. 1 May ‘59: inspec. Earl of Mar to Thomas Hill of Sandlaw and half Auchanbadie, Banffshire. 
222. 12 Aug ‘59: LP to bishop of Moray empowering him to make ecclesiastical sanctions v. those

interfering with Moray chapter’s possessions. 
495. c. Aug ‘59: LP to justiciars/sheriffs to use secular measures v. those withholding rights of

chapter of Moray as granted by kings and earl o f Moray.
224. 23 Oct ‘39 [P]: inspec, of earl of Mar to William Leith, burgess of Aberdeen of Rothens in

Garioch.
225. 26 Oct ‘59 [P]: conf. to chapel of Virgin, Inverness of ‘Cars’ from John Scott, burgess of

Inverness.
234. 12 Apr ‘60 [C]: LP conf. 2nd tiends of Aberdeen/Banff to bishop of Aberdeen.
239(A). 24 Jul ‘60: conf. David II to W illiam, earl of Sutherland, of lands in

Kincardine/Abeideen/Forfar shires.
260. 7 May ‘61: conf. Robert I to Caimelite friars of 10 merks p.a..
262. 7 May *61: inspec. of Reginald Cheyne to Aberdeen Carmelites of 8 merks p.a.,
265. 5 Dec ‘61: to William Leith of Ruthiieston, Aberdeenshire.
274(B). 12 May ‘62: inspec. Malise, earl of Strathearn/Caithness/Orkney to William, earl of Ross,

and wife, Isabella, daughter of Malise, of grant of Caithness. 
275(C) 10 Sep ‘62: to Andrew Spyny of Aberdeen tenement.
277. 12 Sep ‘62 [C]: to chapter of Aberdeen of church of Logie-Buchan.
277(A). 12 Sep ‘62 [C]: to John Craig, burgess of Aberdeen, of Rubbislaw, Aberdeenshire.
277(B). 14 Sep ‘62 [Cj: to Hugh Dunbar canon o f Aberdeen of a £10 pension from Aberdeen

customs.
278. 14 Sep ‘62 [Cj: to Alexander, bishop of ABerdeen, of park of Galchull, Banffshire.
279(A). 16 Nov ‘62: conf. earl of Mar to John Ross of Gilcolmystone, Aberdeenshire.
283. 24 Dec ‘42: conf. John, earl of Moray, to Andrew Urwell of Sanquhar/Tulloch/Drumine,

Moray.
283(A). 5 Jan ‘63: conf. Patrick, earl of March/Moray, to William de Vans of the sheriffship of

Elgin.
284(A). 15 Jan ‘63 conf. William Keith to Adam Pringle of Geleclian (Kincardineshire)/Badcass

(Aberdeenshire).
284(B). 16 Jan ‘63: to John Hay of Tulliboyll of lands of Spey to Tynot and forest of Aune.
285. 18 Jan ‘63: to Gilbert Glencarnie of the barony of Glencarnie, Moray.
285(A). 20 Jan ‘63: conf. Queen Margaret of 100 merks p.a. to the Aberdeen friars preachers.
289(B). 17 Mar ‘63 to Adam Forrestor of the justice clerkship north of Forth.
294. 26 May ‘63: inspec. earl of Mar to William Chalmers of Easter Ruthven, Mar.
295(A). 28 May ‘63: to William Summers of an annual from Baldevie, Banffshire.
299(C). 23 Aug ‘63: to John Gray of Broxmouth of 100 merks p.a. from the justice ayres north of

Forth.
303(B). 1 Oct ‘63; conf. Robert I to Robert Lauder of £20 p.a. from northern justice ayres.
305(A). 14 Oct ‘63: conf. John Hay to John Young of Doun, Banffshire.
307. 17 Oct ‘63: inspec. William, earl of Sutherland, to brother, Nicholas, of lands in Tarboll,

Sutherland.
308(A). 18 Oct ‘63: inspec. Robert I to Mary Cheyne of Duffis, Elgin.
309. 20 Oct ‘63: conf. sale by Adam Wardrop to John Crab of 28/- p.a. from Denburn,

Aberdeenshire.
315. 10 Mar ‘64 [Pj: conf William, earl of Ross, to Alexander Urquhart of 20 merks p.a. from

Cromartie.
320- 28 Jun ‘64: conf. William, earl of Sutherland, to John Tarell of lands in Rovie, Invernessshire. 
321. 28 Jun ‘64: inspec. William, earl of Ross, to John Tarell of Inverbrekie, Invernessshire.
323. 3 Jul ‘64: inspec. earl of Mar to John Forbes of Edinbanchory/Craigs of Logie, Aberdeenshire.
328. 10 Sep ‘64 [Pj: inspec. Abbot of Coupar-Angus to John Inchmartin of 12 merks pa.a. until

conf. in Moiiich, Mar, by earl of Mar.
330. 17 Nov ‘64: inspec. William, earl o f Ross, to Robert Munro of half Easter Foulis,

Invernessshire.
331. 17 Nov ‘64: inspec William, earl of Ross, to Robert Munro of Wester Logie, Invernessshire.



344. 3 Apr *65: inspec. Alexander Constable to Aberdeen Carmelites of 4  merks p.a..
347(A). 9 Sep *65: inspec. earl of Mar to Ewen son of Fergus of Uchtereine, Cromartie.
348, 9 Sep ‘65: LP to Alexander, bishop of Moray, v. tenants in Strathspey/Badenoch outwith royal

justice.
351(C). 31 Mar *66: to John Innerpeffray and wife (king’s cousin) of half Conveth (Aberdeenshire)

and Logy (Banffshire), lands of late Philip Meldrum.
352(H). 26 May *66: to Marjota Cheyne of a quarter earldom of Caithness.
352(1). 1 Jun ‘66; to John Keir, burgess of Stirling, of a tenement in Aberdeen.
355. 26 .Tul ‘66: LP to royal officers to enforce bishop of Moray’s censures over

Strathspey/Badenoch tenants,
357. 30 Jul ‘66: to William, earl of Sutherland, of half Fromartine thanage, Aberdeenshire.
357(A). 31 Jul ‘66: LP to John Bothwell of £11 from thanage of Doun, Banffshire.
357(C). 31 Jul ‘66: to Richard Sinclair of Finlater, Banffshire.
358. 17 Aug ‘66: inspec. Philip Arbuthnot to Aberdeen Carmelites of 13/- p.a. from Arbuthnot,

Aberdeenshire.
370. 20 Apr ‘67: LP to Robert of Atholl to stop wasting Glencarnie, Inverness.
374. 15 Jun ‘67: LP to justiciars of Moray to help bishop of Moray censure Strathspey/Badenoch

tenants.
386(B). 16 Nov ‘67: to Simon Reed of lands in I_e>chindorb, Invernessshire, f. Jolm Comyn.
387. 18 Jan ‘68: to Duncan Fraser of lands in Moray r. Margaret Gilliebrand.
394. 10 May ‘68: conf. Robert Lauder to church of Naim of 100/- rental.
395. 13 May ‘68: LP to Chamberlain, sheriff and bailies of Inverness to pay tiends of justice profits

in Moray to bishop of Moray.
396. 19 May ‘68: LP to sheriffs of Elgin/Forres to give sasine of multure to Pluscarden priory.
397. 14 .lun ‘68 [P]: to Henry Gothenys of Tlianistone etc. in Kintore, Aberdeenshire.
399(A). 21 Jun ‘68 [P): to Donald Batinerman of Clinterton/Waterton, Aberdeenshire.
403. 4  Jul ‘68: to Robert Erskine of Balhalgirdy, Garioch,
404. 9 Jul ‘68: to John Lyon of Cmtheristoun, Garioch, f. David Brechin, revoked from earl of Mar.
405. 10 Jul ‘68: to Gilbert Dun of Ruthven/Thassnet, Banffshire for 1 man-at-arms,
419(A). 6  Jan ‘69: to Richard Comyn of Dovellie.Tamaway, Invernessshire,
426. 11 Feb ‘69: to John Abemethy of £20 p.a. from Belhelvie, Aberdeenshire.
430. 17 Mar ‘69 [Pj: to John Edraonstone of thanage of Boyne, Banffshire in free barony.
431. 10 Apr ‘69: to John Lyon of 10 merks p.a. from northern justice ayre,
436. 15 Apr ‘69; inspec. of bishops’ inspec, of Alexander III to Elgin friars of Elgin fermes. j
439. 19 Apr ‘69: LP of protection for Elgin friars. |
440(A). 20 Apr ‘69: to Elgin friars of two chalders corn. j
440(B). 20 Apr ‘69: to Inverness friars of £10 pa.a. from burgh fermes. j
455(C). 27 Oct ‘69; to William Chalmers of the office of justice clerk north of Forth.
455(D). 16 Nov ‘69: to John Innerpeffray of sheriffship of Banff.
456. 4  Dec ‘69: LP to justiciars etc. not to compel bishop of Moray’s tenants to do services as

exempt. |
457(A). 5 Dec ‘69: to Robert Annan of 5 merks p.a, from Aberdeen customs. j
457(B). 8 Dec ‘69: inspec. Walter Leslie to John Urquhart of Fohestry, Buchan. i
4 ^ .  8 Dec ‘69: inspec. Hugh Ross of Philkorth to AdamUrquhart of Fishire, Buchan. ;
461(B). 24 Dec ‘69; to Thomas Spring of Gaskin, Aberdeenshire. {
462(C). 26 Feb *70 [PJ: to Hugh Ross of Doun, Banffshire. j
462(E), 27 Feb *70 [P]: to Walter Leslie of thanage of Aberchirder, Banffshire. j
463, 3 Mar ‘70 [P]: to burgesses of Inverness, feu-ferme of £80 p.a.. ■
510(A). c. 19 Apr ‘70: to John Bothwell of Garowell, Banffshire. ;
473(B). 15 Sep *70: to Richard Comyn of Carnousies, Banffshire. |
473(E). 18 Oct ‘70 [P]: conf. Abbot of Kinloss to Donald Bannerman of tenement in Aberdeen. I
474(A). 23 Oct *70 [Pj: conf. William, earl of Ross, tailzie of Ross and Skye to Walter Leslie. |
474(C). 23 Oct ‘70 [Pj: conf. John Bonville to Walter Moigne of lands of Auchluchty, #

Aberdeenshire. j
475. 1 Nov *70: conf Hugh Ross to Alexander Sinclair of Easter Tyrie, Aberdeenshire. Î
476. 1 Nov ‘70: conf, William, eail of Ross, to Alexander Sinclair of Bray, Invernessshire.
514. ?: LP to John Hay of Tullibody to defend Urquhart priory v. exactions of treasurer of Moray.



RMS ï A pp H no.& c. 1357-71.
1152.
1233.
1245.
1247.
1264.
1269.
1282.
1284.
1292.
1295.
1297.
1300.
1311.
1314.
1317.
1328.
1336.
1337. 
1354.
1361.
1362. 
1387. 
1392. 
1399.
1403.
1404. 
1585.

to William Sodrighay of Cownache, Banffshire, 
to Walter Panilleyner of an Aberdeen tenement, 
to Adam Buttergask of barony of Deskford, Aberdeenshire, 
to William Toryn of barony of Forene Aberdeenshire, 
to William de Vaus, of keepership of Boyne and Bnzie, Banffshire, 
conf. John Lyle to Andrew Watson of an Aberdeen tenement, 
to John Crab of 2 Aberdeen tenements. c. 1357-8
to Abbey of Lindores of liberties of Garioch churches, 
conf. William Keidi to Adam Strathochin of Aberdeenshire lands.
to William, earl of Sutherland, of half Urquhart swapped for his Kincardineshire lands. . f  
conf. to John Mar canon of Aberdeen of churches in Garioch by earl of Mar. 
to Malcolm Culchone of Gask/Balraalyn annual, Aberdeenshire, 
to Alexander Lindsay of lands in Invernessshire.
to Robert Glen of forest lands, Kintore.__________  _______ __________
to Reginald Cheyne of a quarter Caithness.
to William Towere of all John Abemethy’s Aberdeenshire lands.
conf. earl o f Mar to Thomas Hill of Sabdhaught/half Auchenbedy, Banffshire.
to John Isaac of a pension.___________ _________________________________

-c . 1359-60

to Lawrence Gelliebrand of £20 p.a. from Belhelvie, Aberdeenshire, 
to Isabel Toulch of Toulch, Aberdeenshire.
to William Keith and Walter Moigne o f amiuals from Aboyne, Aberdeenshire.

c. 1361

to Walter Moigne, sheriff ship of Aberdeen, 
to Andrew Spyny, burgess of Aberdeen, a legitimation, 
to Hugh Ross of £20 p.a.
to Duncan Chapman, burgess of Aberdeen, of lands in burgh, 
to William Fotheringham of £20 p.a. from Belhelvie, Aberdeenshire.

-o. 1361-2

c. Dec ‘69?; to Walter Leslie, the barony of Mtilorth, Aberdeenshire.

f) The West and the Isles.
RRS VI no.£ 1329 46
30. 20 Jun ‘41: to Malcolm Fleming of all his lands of Lenzie/Kilmamock/Dalziel in free warren.
38. 5 Nov ‘41: conf. Robert Keith to John Maitland of Covington barony in Lanarkshire.
483(D). c. ‘41?: to Angus son of John of the Isles of Isla, Kintyre, Gythy, Jura, Colonsay.

18 Jun *42; inspec. Robert I to Maldouen, earl of lennox, to son Gillemore, of Luss.
54. 4  Jul ’42: to Gillespie Campbell of lands f. late Dugall Campbell.
69. 2 May ‘43: to Archibald Campbell of Lochawe of Melforl barony, Argyll.
72. 12 Jun ‘43: to John of the Isles of Islay, Gigha, Jura, Colonsay, Mull, Tiree, Coll, Lewis,

Morvern, Lochaber, Duror, Glencoe, and castle of Cairn na 
Burgh More, Argyll and Isles.

73. 12 Jun ‘43: to Reginald son of Roderick of Uist, Bara, Eigg, Rhum, Garmoran etc., Argyll and
Isles.

485. c. 12 Jun ‘43: inspec. William, earl o f Ross, to Reginald of the Isles of lands in Kintail,
Argyll.

487. c. 12 Jun ‘43; to Torquil MacLeod of lands and castle at Assynt, Argyll.
488. c. 12 Jun ‘43: to Alexander MacNaughton of lands of John of Islay and John fitz Dungall,

Argyll.
83. 17 Oct ‘44: LP to have rents of Rutherglen burgh fermes paid to church of Glasgow.
87. 28 Mar ‘45: as no. 82 above with fermes of Cadzow.
91. 25 May ‘45: LP to Rutherglen authorities to pay dues to church of Glasgow.
94. 2 Sep ‘45: to James Sandilands of barony of Wiston, Lanarksire, r. William Livingstone.
100. 28 Dec ‘45: to Alexander Stewart of grain fenne from barony of Cambusnethan, Lanarkshire. 
103. 25 May ‘46: to Gilbert Glasserie o f Ederline, Argyll f. heirs of John MacEwan.
105. 1 Jul ‘46: to Mary Stirling of a pardon and conf. lands of Roberton etc., Lanrakshire.

RMS 1 App Ii no,& c. 13416
736. to Abbey of Arbroath of St Queyentein church in Glasgow diocese. v



738. to Malcolm Fleming of baronies of Lenzie/Kilmamock, Lanarkshire.  ̂̂  c. 1341 
747. to William Livingstone of barony of Wiston. Lanarkshire.
754. to Abbey of Kelso of church of Inglischmalhoks, Clyde:------- -c. 1341-2
821. to Thomas Baxter of Bancleuche/Cadzow lands, Lanarkshire.
822. to Maurice Murray of Strathevin barony, Lanarskire, r. Alexander Stewart.
824. to John Maitland of Colbowston, Lanarkshire. c. 1342
825. to John Gilchomerdy of Lanarkshire lands.____________________________________
848. conf Abbey of Lesmahagow liberties 
870. to Malcom Fleming of South Boger in Lenzie f. Thomas Balkaskie. c. 1343
904. to William Murray, son of Maurice, of Stanehouse barony, Lanarkshire, f. Godfrey de Ros. -  c . 1344
1010. to Alexander Stewart of barony Cambusnethan, Lanarkshire.
1013. to William Jardine of barony Roberton, Lanaikshire.
1014. to William Jardine of Hertisliuynde, Lanarkshire.
1024. to John Mortimer of lands of Lanarkshire, f. Adam Roger.
1025. to William Galbraith of Buchany, Menteith, and Portrelen, Dumbarton, c. 1344-5 
1040. to William Fleming of Dumbarton mill.
1043. to Robert Cunningham of Garvard, Argyll.
1066. conf. Robert Steward of Kintyre and its church advocations to John Stewart.______
1133. conf. Walter Bisset and Henry Keir marriage deal over Coulter, Lanarkshire.  c. 1345-6

RRS VI no.s 1346-71.
112. 9 Jun ‘48: LP of Robert Steward as Lieut, to sheriff of Dumbarton not to levy on Abbey of

Paisley in Lennox.
114. 20 Oct ‘49: LP to give James Sandliands barony of Roberton, Lanarkshire.
119. 29 Feb ‘52 [Pj: conf. Steward to Robert Erskine of lands in Erskine, Renfrewshire.
123Ad. 30 Mar ‘52: LP to give Alexander Stewart lands of Pettinain, Lanarkshire, f. Herbert

Maxwell, for 4 armed men and 4  archers. 
126(A). 12 Feb ‘54: to William, Lord of Douglas, of lands in Lanarkshire, Eltrick, Eskdale, Selkirk,

Jedburgh, Roxburgh, Galloway, Dumfries and 
leadership of men there and upper Clyde valley. 

144. 14 Jul ‘56/57: LP conf. John Sandilands of Crokebourne and Strathaven barony, Lanarkshire. 
155. 13 Dec ‘57: inspec. LP of Donald, earl of Lennox, to Andrew Cunningham of Estchom,

Lennox.
160. 11 Jan ‘58: to Malcom Fleming of barony of Lenzie, f. John Kennedy.
165. 23 Jan ‘58 [Cj: to John of Lome of lands of Alexander of Lome in Lome etc. with castles held

by John of Isles.
166. 25 Jan ‘58 [C]: to Gillespie Campbell of lands of father in King’s hands as brother Dougall

forfeit.
166(A). 27 Jan ‘58 [C]: to William Baillie, of Lanarkshire lands in barony of Cambistoun.
180. 5 Apr ‘58: to Mariota Glenorchy of Glenorchy, Argyll.
180(A). 14 Apr ‘58: to John Allincrum of lands in Crawford-Lindsay, Lanarkshire, f. William

Rutherford.
181(A). 3 May ‘58: to William Napier of half Kilmaneo, Dumbarton, f. Devorguilla Montefixo.
183. 20 May ‘58: to Gilbert Glasserie of Argyll lands of John MacEwan.
217. 3 May ‘59: inspec. Thomas Murray of Bothwell to Robert Erskine of lands of

Walston/Elsriddle, Lanarkshire.
228. 16 Jan ‘60: inspec. William, earl of Douglas, to John Towers of Farme, Rutherglen.
230(A). 26 Jan ‘60: conf. Patrick Fleming to Hugh Crawford of Clydesdale lands.
241(A). 23 Sep ‘60; to William, earl of Douglas, of sheriffship of Lanark.
258. 2 May ‘61: inspec. Alexander III to Malcolm, earl of lennox, of lands in free forest to Walter

Fasslane.
270. 6 Apr ‘62: to Malcolm Fleming of Biggar of barony of Lenzie, f. John Kennedy.
273. 10 Apr ‘62: LP of protection to Glasgow friars.
278(B). 13 Oct ‘62: to William Livingston of Kilsyth, Dumbartonshire.
280(A). 28 Nov ‘62: to John Reed of Pelainflatt, Dumbartonshire.
289. 9 Mar ‘63: inspec. Margaret Monfode to Walter Craigie of le Heviddys, Lanarkshire.
289(C). 23 Mar ‘63: to Robert Stewart of Schenbothy of Dalziel/Motherwell, Lanarkshire, f. Robert

Dalzcll.



293. 25 May ‘63: inspec. Maiy, Countess erf Menteith, to Archibald Campbell of all her lands held
of the Steward in Cowal and Kilmiin, Argyll. 

295(B). 4  Jun ‘63: inspec. Alexander Elphinstone swap of Kythumure, Lanarkshire, with Alexander
More.

304. 11 Oct ‘63: conf. Mary, Countess of Menteith, to Archibald Campbell of Kilmun/Cowal lands. 
308(C). 20 Oct ‘63: inspec. John Benauchytyne to Henry Niddrie of Corroks, Lanarkshire.
326. 20 Jul ‘64: LP to Malcolm Fleming, sheriff of Dumbarton, not to levy on Paisley Abbey in

Lennox.
333. 10 Dec ‘64: LP to Malcolm Fleming not to levy on Abbey of Paisley in Lennox.
335. 25 Jan ‘65: inspec. to Thomas Fleming, earl of Wigtown, to Robert Erskine of Lenzie lands. 
346(F). 13 Aug ‘65: LP to sheriffs etc. Lanark to give 5 merks p.a. o f Lanark fermes to William

Dalzell.
365. 14 Dec ‘66: conf. Mary Douglas to James Douglas of Quodraguel, Lanarkshire.
499(A). c. ‘66; inspec. John Menteith of church of Brigide, Arran, to Abbey of Kilwinning.
376. 15 Jun ‘67: to Alexander Stewart of grain fenne from Cambusnethan, Lanarkshire.
378(A). 22 Aug ‘67: conf. John Livingstone and Simon Chapman wadset over Bands, Lanarkshire. 
381(A). 30 Sep ‘67 [Pj: inspec. Walter Bisset to William Newbigging of half barony Culter,

Lanarkshire.
386(C). 18 Dec ‘67: to William Boyd of Auchmar, Dumbartonshire, f. Duncan Luss.
391. 4  Mar ‘68; inspec. Robert Stewart of Schenbothy to Duncan Wallace and Eleanor Bruce, of

Dalziel/Motherwell, Lanarkshire, for £200.
503. c. Mar ‘68: LP to justiciars south of Forth to inquest whether John Helbek seized Caldereide,

Lanarkshire.
399. 19 Jun ‘68 [P]: inspec. Thomas, earl of Wigtown, tack with Robert Erskine of Lenzie for 6 
years.
409. 26 Nov ‘68: conf. William, earl of Douglas, to John Towers of Clyde fishing.
416. 10 Dec ‘68: to Dumbarton burgesses of a remission.
418. 27 Dec ‘68: to David fitz Walter c4 Cadzow and Eddlewood, Lanarkshire.
429. 15 Mar ‘69 [Pj: to Gillespie Campbell of lands in barony of Lochawe, Argyll and half relief of 
heir of full age.
437. 18 Apr ‘69: to William Cunningham of Eddlewood lands, Lanarkshire, despite revocation. 
440(C). 22 Apr ‘69: to Walter Newbigging of half Culter barony, Lanarkshire,
443. 18 Jul ‘69: LP to David fitz Walter to give 4  merks p.a. to church of Glasgow from Cadzow. 
447(A). 1 Aug ‘69: to Archibald Douglas of Clerkington, Lanarkshire, r, Walter Bisset.
453. 19 Oct ‘69: to Robert Danielston of half Threpnod, Lanarkshire, f. Horsely.
507. c. 25 July ‘69 or ‘70: inspec. Robert I to Oliver Carpentar of Eddlewood, Clydesdale.
463(E). 3 Apr ‘70: conf. James Lindsay to Walter Telfer of Hareclouche, Lanarkshire.
473(A). 9 Sep ‘70: conf. William, earl of Douglas, to Lawrence Govan of Pollinfiche, Lanarkshire.

RMS 1 Add ii no^  c, 1357 71.
1137. to Walter Cissori of half Gloret, Lennox.
1139. to Gilbert dTnsula of half Gloret, Lennox.
1144. to John Danielston of Isle of Lochlomond, Lennox.
1150. to Robert Rollock of Threepwood, Lanarkshire.
1155. to Herbert Murray of Pedenan, Lanarkhiie, f. Herbert Maxwell.
1166. to John Brade of Shawfield, Lanarlœhire. c. 1357-8
1171. to Gillespie Campbell of Kilvynet, Dumbartonshire. \ /
1172. to James Blair of Kilvynet, Dumbartonshire.
1183. to Walter Cissori of Glenesche, Lome.
1189. to Elizabeth Mongall of father’s lands except Aldmanyn, Lennox, to Robert Wallace.
1190. conf. Malcolm, earl of Wigtown, to John Danielston of Inchcalleche, Kilmarnock.
1216. to Gillespie Campbell of lands of Colin Campbell.
1217. to James Blair of Kilkennet, Lennox, f. Gilbert Norrie.
1225. to John Crichton of the sheriffship of Lennox.
1291. conf. Steward to Michael Butler of Kinboyscher, Lanarkshire
1321. conf. Fleming of Biggar to Hugh Crawford of lands at Stanehouse, Lanarkshire. | 
1334. to Margaret Seton of £20 lands at Lannington, Lanarkshire. c. 1359-60
1341. to Robert Dalzell of the sergeantry of Lanarkshire, r. Andrew Starhead. ^



1356. to Roger Cochrane of Kilmacho with chapel in Dumbartonshire. ''K
1359. to Malcolm Cissori of annual from Leydlovane, Dumbartonshire.______________ c. 1361
1406. conf. Thomas Murray to Walter Datyston of Lachopes, Lanarkshire. c 1361-2

Un noticed A dditions
Commission to Scottish ambassadors to France 10 May 1359 - see Appendix 3.
c. 1367 - LP to officers in north to stop all passages to Orkney except pilgrimage/commerce.

[Diplornataritm Norwegicum, iii, 359] 
c. 1368 letter of complaint to Edward III that days of march to slow to settle disputes.

[C. J. Neville, Violence, Custom and Law, 53, citing Cumbria Record Office
source].
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Appendix 2; Charter Witnesses and Household
Servants of Pavid II. 1329-71#

The following charter witness lists, year by year, and the list of household officers taken from the 

Exchequer Rolls, are presented to give some impression of David’s daily council and affinity over 

time. The figures after each witness name corresponds to the number of times they witnessed a royal 

act that year/and the percentage that figure represents of the total number of lists (which always falls 

short of the total number of royal acts extant from each year, many of which are not witnessed). It 

should be noted that Maurice Murray becomes Maurice, earl of Stratheam, between 1342 and 1343; 

Malcolm Fleming becomes Malcolm, earl of Wigtown, between 1342 and 1343; William, lord of 

Douglas becomes William, earl of Douglas between 1357 and 1358; Walter, archdeacon of Lothian, 

becomes Walter, bishop of Glasgow, between 1367 and 1368. The fact that the Steward, the earl of 

Douglas and Patrick, earl of March/Moray, are so often present in the 1340s and 1360s as charter 

witnesses seems to confirm Dr Grant’s impression of “the great magnates doggedly maintaining their 

presence at court in the face of royal indifference to them.” [A. Grant, Independence and Nationhood, 

176]. But the witness lists also illustrate just when loyalists like John Preston, Archibald and James 

Douglas, Walter Leslie and George and John Dunbar emerge on the political scene, and who occupied 

the key government offices of Chamberlain, Chancellor and ‘king’s lieutenant.’

Collated Charter Witness Lists
1329: no lists. Maurice Murray 

Thomas Charteris Chnc.
1330: no lists.
1331: 4 lists -

Thomas, earl of Moray Guardian 4/100 
Adam, bishop of Brechin 4/100 
Alexander Fraser 3/75 
Robert Lauder 3/75 
Patrick, earl of March 2/50 
Donald, earl of Mar 1/25 
John, earl of Angus 1/25

_______James Fraser 1/25_____________
1332: 1 list -

Thomas, earl of Moray, Guardian 
Donald, earl of Mai'
Murdoch, earl of Menteith 
Robert Lauder 
William Montefixo

_______Alexander Seton______________
1333 to 1339: no lists._______________
1340: 1 list -

Robert Steward, King’s Lieutenant 
Patrick, earl of March 
Alexander Seton 
Malcolm Fleming 
William Livingston

1341: 16 lists -
Malcolm Fleming 12/75 
Thomas Charteris Chnc 11/69 
Duncan, earl of Fife 9/56 
Robert Steward 8/50 
Alexander, bishop of Aberdeen 8/50 
Philip Meldrum 7/44 
Adam, bishop of Brechin 7/44 
Patrick, earl of March 6/38 
Maurice Murray 6/38 
William, earl of Ross 5/31 
David Hay, Constable 4/25 
Roger, bishop of Ross 4/25 
Robert Keith, Marichal 3/19 
Alexander Seton 3/19 
William Douglas 3/19 
John, abbot of Coupar Angus 3/19 
Adam, abbot of Lindores 3/19 
John Bonville 2/13 
John, earl of Moray 2/13 
David Lindsay 2/13 
William, bishop of Glasgow 2/13 
John, bishop of Moray 2/13 
Roger Mortimer 1/6

. . . I . .. 3
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John Cambron 1/6
______ Alexander, abbot of Dunfermline 1/6
1342: 13 lists -

Thomas Charteris Chnc 3/100
Patrick, earl of March 10/77
Robert Steward 9/69
Malcolm Fleming 8/62
Maurice Murray 8/62
Duncan, earl of Fife 6/46
John, earl of Moray 5/38
Philip Meldrum 4/31
Alexander, bishop of Aberdeen 3/23
Adam, bishop of Brechin 3/23
John Bonville 2/15
Malcolm Ramsay 2/15
Robert Keith, Marischal 2/15
William, earl of Ross 2/15
William Douglas 2/15
Roger, bishop of Ross 2/15
William, bishop of St Andrews 2/15
Thomas Boyd 1/8

_______Andrew Buttergask 1/8___________
1343: 9 lists -

Robert Steward 8/89 
Thomas Charteris Chnc. 7/78 
John, earl of Moray 6/67 
Malcolm Fleming 5/56 
Maurice Muixay 5/56 
Duncan, earl of Fife 5/56 
Philip Meldrum 5/56 
William, bishop of St Andrews 5/56 
Patrick, earl of March 4/44 
David Hay, Constable 2/22 
David Fleming 2/22 
Robert Keith, Marischal 2/22 
William, bishop of Glasgow 2/22 
William, earl of Ross 1/11 
Andrew Buttergask 1/11 
Alexander, bishop of Aberdeen 1/11 
Adam, bishop of Brechin 1/11 
John, bishop of Moray 1/11 
Geoffrey, abbot of Arbroath 1/11 
William, abbot of Melrose 1/11

_______John, abbot of Jedburgh 1/11______
1344: 2 lists -

Robert Steward 2/100 
Maurice Murray 2/100 
Malcolm Fleming 2/100 
Patrick, earl of March 1/50 
Thomas Charteris Chnc. 1/50 
William Livingston 1/50 
Philip Meldrum 1/50 
John Carruthers

Chnc. Amiandale 1/50 
John T unnergarth.

Chmb. Annandale 1/50 
John Stewart, warden west march 1/50
William Crichton 1/50_____ ,_______

1345: 9 lists -
Thomas Charteris Chnc. 9/100 
John, earl of Moray 8/89 
Robert Steward 7/78 
Patrick, earl of March 7/78 
Malcolm, earl of Wigtown 7/78 
Maurice, earl of Stratheam 3/33 
William, bishop of St Andrews 2/22 
John, bishop of Moray 2/22 
William, eail of Ross 1/11 
William Douglas 1/11 
William Livingston 1/11 
Philip Meldrum 1/11 
Alexander Stewart 1/11 
William, bishop of Glasgow 1/11 
Adam, bishop of Brechin 1/11 
William, bishop of Aberdeen 1/11 
Roger, bishop of Ross 1/11

_______Richard, bishop of Dunkeld 1/11_____
1346: 8 lists -

Robert Steward 8/100 
Thomas Charteris Chnc. 8/100 
John, earl of Moray 7/88 
Patrick, earl of March 7/88 
Malcolm, earl of Wigtown 6/75 
Maurice, earl of Strathearn 2/25

_______David Hay. Constable 1/13_________
1347: no lists.__________________________
1348: 1 list -

Robert Steward 
David Graham 
Robert Erskine 
William More

_______ William Douglas_________________
1349 & 1350: no lists.__________________
1351: 1 list -

Robert Steward 
Thomas, earl of Mar 
Thomas, earl of Angus 
Malcolm, earl of Wigtown 
William, earl of Sutherland 
David Lindsay 
William Livingston 
Robert Erskine Chmb.
William, bishop of St Andrews 
William, bishop of Glasgow 
Duncan, bishop of Dunkleld 
William, bishop of Dunblane

_______ William Caldwell. Chnc.___________
1352: 4 lists -

Duncan, earl of Fife 4/100 
William, earl of Sutherland 4/100
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William, bishop of St Andrews 4/100 
John, bishop of Aberdeen 4/100 
Duncan, bishop of Dunkeld 4/100 
Thomas, bishop of Caithness 4/100 
William Caldwell Chnc. 4/100 
Robert Steward 3/75 
Malcolm, earl of Wigton 3/75 
Patrick, earl of March 3/75

_______Alexander, bishop of Ross 1/25_____
1353: 3 lists -

Robert Steward 2/67 
Patrick, earl of March 2/67 
Robert Reskine 2/67 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin 2/67 
Malcolm, earl of Wigtown 1/33 
Donald, earl of Lennox 1/33 
Thomas, earl of Angus 1/33 
William, Lord of Douglas 1/33 
William Livingston 1/33 
William Cunningham 1/33 
Nicholas Knockdalian 1/33 
Thomas Fauside 1/33 
David Annan 1/33
William, bishop of St Andrews 1/33

_______ William, bishop of Glasgow 1/33
1354: 7 lists -

Robert Steward 7/100 
Robert Erskine 7/100 
Patrick, earl of March 5/71 
John Preston 5/71 
William Livingston 5/71 
William, bishop of St Andrews 5/71 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin Chnc. 5/71 
Robert Dumbaiton clerk 5/71 
William, earl of Sutherland 3/43 
Malcolm, earl of Wigtown 3/43 
John, bishop of Aberdeen 3/43 
Duncan, bishop of Dunkeld 3/43 
William, bishop of Dunblane 3/43 
Thomas, earl of Angus 2/29 
Thomas Murray 2/29 
Thomas Fauside 2/29

_______ William, bishop of Glasgow 2/29
1355: no lists,_________ _____ _____ ____ _
1356: 1 list -

Robert Steward 
Patrick, earl of March 
Thomas, earl of Angus 
William Livingston 
Robert Erskine
William, bishop of St Andrews

_______ William, bishop of Dunblane
1357: 3 lists -

Robert Stewai'd 3/100 
Patrick, earl of March 3/100

William Livingston 3/100 
Robert Erskine 3/100 
William, bishop of St Andrews 3/100 
Patrick, bishop of Brecliin

Chnc. 3/100 
William, Lord of Douglas 2/67

_______ William, bishop of Glasgow 1/33
1358: 46 lists -

Robert Steward 44/96 
William, bishop of St Andrews 43/93 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin 

Chnc. 41/89 
Robert Erskine 35/76 
William, earl of Douglas 30/65 
William Livingston 27/59 
John Preston 25/54 
Thomas, earl of Mar 23/50 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 22/48 
William, earl of Fife 16/35 
Walter Haliburton 9/20 
David Annan 9/20 
William, earl of Sutherland 1/2 
William Keith, Marischal 1/2 
John Herries 1/2 
William, eai'l of Ross 1/2 
Robert Lauder 1/2 
William Cunningham 1/2 
Hugh Eglintoun 1/2

_______Alexander, bishop of Ross 1/2______
1359; 7 lists - Robert Steward 7/100 

Patrick, bishop of Brechin 
Chnc. 7/100 

William, bishop of St Andrews 5/71 
William, earl of Douglas 4/57 
Robert Erskine 3/43 
John Preston 3/43 
David Annan 2/29 
Walter Haliburton 2/29 
John Herries 2/29 
Archibald Douglas 
William Livingston 1/14 
William Liddale 1/14 
William Keith, Marischal 1/14 
William Gledstanes 1/14 
William, earl of Ross 1/14 
Walter Moigne 1/14 
William, earl of Fife 1/14 
John Lyle 1/14 
Hugh Eglintoun 1/14 
Alexander, bishop of Ross 1/14 
Walter, archdeacon of Lothian 1/14

 Alexander, archdeacon of Moray 1/14
1360: 20 lists -

Robert Steward 19/95 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin
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Chnc 19/95 
Robert Erskine 18/90 
William, earl of Douglas 15/75 
William, bishop of St Andrews 15/75 
John Preston 10/50 
William Livingston 7/35 
Hugh Eglintoun 7/35 
William Keith, Marischal 3/15 
John Danielston 3/15 
Thomas, earl of Mar 3/15 
Walter Haliburton 2/10 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 2/10 
Archibald Douglas 2/10 
John, bishop of Dunkeld 2/10 
Walter Moigne 1/5 
Thomas, earl of Angus 1/5 
Roger Mortimer 1/5 
John, abbot of Dunfermline 1/5 
William, abbot of Arbroath 1/5

_______Walter Bigear Chmb. 1/5__________
1361: 14 lists -

Patrick, bishop of Brechin
Chnc. 13/93 

Robert Steward 12/86 
Robert Erskine 11/79 
William, earl of Douglas 10/71 
John Preston 8/57
William, bishop of St Andrews 8/57 
Walter Moigne 5/36 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 3/21 
Walter Haliburton 2/14 
William Keith, Marischal 1/7 
David Annan 1/7 
David Fitzwalter 1/7 
William Ramsay 1/7
John Herries 1/7_________________

1362: 12 lists -
Patrick, bishop of Brechin

Chnc. 11/92 
Robert Steward 9/75 
Archibald Douglas 9/75 
William, bishop of St Andrews 9/75 
Robert Erskine 8/67 
William Keith 5/42 
William, earl of Douglas 5/42 
Walter Flaliburton 2/17 
John Hemes 2/17 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 2/17 
Walter Moigne 1/8 
William, earl of Ross 1/8 
Robert Gray 1/8 
Robert Carruthers 1/8 
William Crichton 1/8 
Humphrey Jaidine 1/8 
John Johnstone 1/8

John Dunwethy 1/8 
John Caldicott 1/8 
Alexander, bishop of Aberdeen 1 /8 
John, abbot of Dunfermline 1/8 
William, abbot of Arbroath 1/8

1363; 20 lists -
Patrick, bishop of Brechin

Chnc. 20/100 
Robert Erskine Chmb. 19/95 
Robert Steward 18/90 
William, bishop of St Andrews 14/70 
Archibald Douglas 10/50 
William, earl of Douglas 5/25 
William Keith, Marischal 5/25 
John Lyle 4/20
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 3/15
Walter Moigne 2/10
Walter Haliburton 2/10
John Danielston 2/10
John Herries 2/10
Thomas Bisset 2/10
David Annan 1/5
William More 1/5
Alexander, bishop of Aberdeen 1/5
John, bishop of Dunkeld 1/5______

1364: 14 lists -
William, earl of Douglas 14/100 
Robert Erskine 13/93 
Robert Steward 12/86 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin

Chnc. 12/86 
William, bishop of St Andrews 12/86 
Archibald Douglas 11/79 
John Herries 7/50 
Walter, archdeacon of Wthian 3/21 
James Douglas 2/14 
Walter Haliburton 2/14 
William Keith, Marischal 2/14 
Gilbert, provost of St Andrews 2/14 
William Dischington 1/7 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 1/7
John Lvle 1/7_____________ ______

1365: 13 lists -
Patrick, bishop of Brechin

Chnc. 13/100 
William, bishop of St Andrews 13/100 
Robert Steward 12/92 
William, earl of Douglas 10/77 
Robert Erskine 10/77 
Archibald Douglas 10/77 
Walter Haliburton 7/54 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 4/31 
William Dischington 2/15 
David Graham 2/15 
.Tohn Herries 1/8
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Robert Ramsay 1/8
1366: 12 lists -

Patrick, bishop of Brechin
Chnc. 11/92 

William, bishop of St Andrews 11/92 
Robert Steward 10/83 
Robert Erskine 9/75 
William, earl of Douglas 9/75 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 7/58 
Archibald Douglas 4/33 
William Dischington 4/33 
Hugh Eglintoun 3/25 
Jolm Herries 3/25 
Walter Haliburton 2/17 
Maurice Muiray 1/8 
John Lindsay 1/8 
John Stewart 1/8 
Geoffrey del Ard 1/8 
Alan Campbell 1/8 
Hugh Blair 1/8 
Thomas, earl of Mar 1/8 
William Keith, Marischal 1/8

_______ John Preston 1/8__________ _______
1367: 14 lists -

Patrick, bishop of Brechin
Chnc. 14/100 

Robert Steward 13/93 
William, bishop of St Andrews 13/93 
Robert Erskine 12/86 
William, earl of Douglas 11/79 
Walter Haliburton 11/79 
Archibald Douglas 9/64 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 7/50 
William Dischington 5/36 
John Herries 3/21 
David Annan 2/14 
Walter Moige 1/7 
John Edmonstone 1/7 
William Cunningham 1/7 
Hugh Eglintoun 1/7
Walter Leslie 1/7_______________

1368: 24 lists -
Patrick, bishop of Brechin

Chnc. 24/100 
William, bishop of St Andrews 24/100 
Robert Steward 23/96 
William, earl of Douglas 19/79 
Robert Erskine 18/75 
Archibald Douglas 15/63 
Walter Haliburton 14/58 
William Dischington 10/42 
Patrick, earl of March/Moray 9/38 
William Keith, Marischal 9/38 
Hugh Eglintoun 7/29 
John Herries 4/17

David Annan 4/17
Walter, bishop of Glasgow 4/17
Walter Leslie 3/13
Alexander Lindsay 3/13
Thomas, earl of Mar 1/4
David Graham 1/4
Walter, bishop of Dunblane 1/4

______ Alexander, bishop of Aberdeen 1/4
1369: 29 lists -

Robert Steward 29/100 
Patrik, bishop of Brechin

Chnc. 29/100 
Willitmi, bishop of St Andrews 29/100 
William, earl of Douglas 26/90 
Robert Erskine 25/86 
Walter Leslie 17/59 
Archibald Douglas 17/59 
William Dischington 15/52 
Alexander Lindsay 13/45 
John Edmonstone 6/30 
Walter Haliburton 6/20 
David Annan 5/17 
William Keith, Marischal 3/10 
George, earl of March 3/10 
John, earl of Carrick 2/7 
John Heiries 2/7 
Waiter, bishop of Glasgow 2/7 
Thomas, earl of Mar 1/3 
Thomas Erskine 1/3 
William Douglas 1/3 
John Gowrie 1/3 
John Dunbar 1/3 
James Sinclair 1/3 
Robert Danielston 1/3 
John Keith 1/3 
John, bishop of Dunkeld 1/3 
Walter, bishop of Dunblane 1/3

_______John Carrick, King’s Secretaiw 1/3
1370: 11 lists -

William, earl of Douglas 11/100 
Robert Steward 10/91 
Robert Erskine 10/91 
William, bishop of St Andrews 10/91 
William Dischington 9/82 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin

Chnc. 9/82 
John Canick, King’s Secretary 7/64 
Archibald Douglas 6/55 
Walter Leslie 4/36 
Walter, bishop of Glasgow 4/36 
Walter Haliburton 2/18 
Alexander Lindsay 2/18 
Walter Biggar Chmb. 2/28 
John, eaj'l of Carrick 1/9 
George, earl of March 1/9
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James Douglas 1/9
1371; 1 list -

William, bishop of St Andrews 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin 
Robert Steward 
William, earl of Douglas 
Archibald Douglas 
Robert Erskine 
Walter Haliburton 
Alexander Lindsay

Household O fficers. 1329-71. 

Cham berlains: -
Robert de Peebles 1327-29 
Reginald More c. 1329-33 
Robert Lauder 1333 
Reginald More 1334-41 
William Bullock 1341-42 
John of Roxburgh 1342-46 
Thomas, earl of Angus

c. 1347-48?
Robert Erskine 1348/9-52?
Thomas, earl of Angus

c. 1352-58?
Thomas, earl of Mar 1358-59 
Walter Biggar of Errol

1359 - April 1363 
Robert Erskine April 1363-

December 1364 
Walter Biggar of Errol

December 1364 - 1376

Deputy Chamberlains: -
Adam Buttergask 1335-46 
Thomas Lichton 1341-46 
Walter Biggar 1357-60 
Norman Leslie c. 1347-59 
William Calebre (Queen’s) 1363-68

C hancellors; -
Walter de Twynham 1328-30?
Adam Murray, bishop of Brechin 1331-32/5? 
Thomas Charteris, 1335-46 
William Caldwell c, 1346-52/3 
Patrick, bishop of Brechin 1353-70 
John Carrick 1370-77

Stewards o f David’s Household; -
Alexander Seton 1324-34 
David Barclay 1324-29 
Malcolm Fleming 1324-34 
William de Vaus 1357-61 
Lawrence Gilliebrand (Queen’s) 1359

John de Mar (Queen’s) 1357-78 
William Leith (Queen’s) 1359 
Walter Moigne 1360-62 
William Dischington 1362-64 
David de Mar (Queen’s tieasurer)

1363-68 
Gilbert Armstrong, provost of

St Andrews 1364
John Lyle 1364
William Ramsay of Dalhousie, jnr.

1369-70

Clerks of the Wardrobe: -
Adam Buttergask 1327-42
Andrew Buttergask 1341-43
John Fleming 1342
Adam Argento 1342
Waller Biggar 1357-60
William Fordoun (Queen’s) 1331-33
John of Tunnergarth 1359-62
John Carrick 1360-62
Finlay Kerrys 1360-66
John Bothwell 1366-71
Hugh Rathe (Queen’s) 1368

Clerks Register: -
William Irvine 1328-31 
Robert Dumbarton 1341-42 
John Allincrum 1360 
John Gray of Broxmouth 1362-78

K ing’s Secretary: -
Robert Dumbarton c, 1348-64?
Walter Wardlaw 1364 
John Carrick 1369-70 
John Lyon 1370-71

Edinburgh officials: -
William Douglas of Liddesdale, 

castle keeper 1341-3/4? 
William Ramsay of Collesie,

sheriff/castle keeper 1344-46? 
William Murray, sheriff/castle keeper 

1346-47? 
David Lindsay of Crawford, castle 

keeper 1347-57? 
John Lyle, castle keeper c. 1357-60 
Archibald Douglas, castle keeper c.

1360-69
Simon Reed, castle constable c. 1364- 
John Preston, castle master of works 

1362

Willitun Ramsay, earl of Fife, sheriff 
1358-64?
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Robert Dalzell, sheriff 1366 
Simon Preston, 1367-69
Thomas Erskine, 1370- K ing’s Confessor: -
Nicholas (Erskine?), king’s armourer Walter Blantyre 1329 -

1364-65 Thomas Watereton 1343
David Lang 1364-65

K ing’s Macers: -
John de Burgh 1360-62 K ing’s Messengers: -
John Forrester 1360-62 David Unyot, clerk 1338-1340
Forsyth 1364-71 Walter Moffat 1340
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Appendix 3:
An mi~noticed act of David ÏI, 10 May 13S9J

Commission by David II to Scottish ambassadors to France:-

Dauid Dei gracia rex Scottortim omnibus probis hominibus salutem in

Domini sempiternam. Nouerit universitas vestra quod cum quadam 
contederatio amiatia inter Illustre Reges Francia et progenitorem nostrum ac 
nos populum que ipsorum et nostrum abolius facta fuit et inimotabiliter diutius 
observata nos cupientes earn firmiter fiituris temporibus persistera damns et 
concedimus per praesentes dilectis et fidelibus consiliariis nostris Roberto de 
Erskiu, consanguineo nostro, et Johan ni le Grand, militibus, ac Normanno de 
L ’Esley, armigero nostro, praesentiiim exhibitoribus et eorum diiobus de 
quorum circumspectione et fidelitate potestatem plenam liberam et generalem 
ac mandatum spéciale datam confoederationem pro nobis prelatis proceribus et 
communitatibus dicti Regum Scotiae renovandi ampliandi et ad ipsius 
meliorarum et observantiam firmiorem punctos at articulos in ea addendi nos 
que dictos praelatis proceres et dicti Regnum nostri commuaitates ad 
observantionem ipsius renovationis et ampliationis pimctonim et articuloriim 
additionum tarn per Juramenta in animam nostram quam ipsorum praestanda 
quam aliter obligandi eciam si mandatum exigant magis spéciale. I ta tamen 
eiiis dominis Rex Scocie aiit Locum tenens aut aliquis aliuis ad alii potestatem 
sufficientem ad hoc ab eisdem habens vel habentes consimilem renovationem 
et ampliationem pimctorum et articlonim additoriim per omnia et in omnibus 
nobis faciant et ad consimilem ipsorum firm am observantionem se nobis 
obligent per omnem modium siipradictum ratum et gratum habentes et 
habituros quiquid dicti Robertas Johannes et Norm annus vel eorem duo, 
feverint in praemissis et quolibus premissis. In cuius rei testimonium sigillum 
nostrum authenticum litteris praesentibus apponi secimus apud Edinburgum 
decimo die Maii anno regni nostri, xxix°.

i Inspected by the Dauphin Charles as pari ot' Franco-SculVish treaty ol June 1359; A.N. J. 677, no.-' 7, 
8; SRO RH 1/2/853.



~ 0  OJJ

■a

-o

T3"O

>r.

■a

-o

%3



601

Bibliography

î* Unpublished Primary Sources.
a. Scottish Record Office (SRO).

B65 St Andrews Burgh Charters

GD 1 Miscellaneous Writs

GD 11 Bruce of Kennet înventoiy

GD 25 Alisa Muniments

GD 28 Yester Writs

GD 38 Dalguise Muniments

GD 42 Dunecht Writs

GD 45 Dalhousie Muniments

GD 79 King James VI Hospital, Perth

GD 86 Fraser Charters

GD 100 W. Moir Bryce Charters

GD 119 Torphichen Writs

GD 124 Mar & Kellie Muniments

GD 148 Craigans Writs

GD 150 Morton Papers

GD 159 Ross of Cromarty MSS

GD 172 Henderson of Fordell Collection

GD 19S Haldane of Gleneagles Writs

GD 246 Hope, Todd and Kirk Collection

GD 297 J, & F. Anderson Collection

RHl Register House Royal Charter Transcripts

RH2/4 Register House English Issue Roll Transcripts

RH2/6 Register House Vatican Tmnscripts

RH6 Register House Charters

SP6 State Papers “ treaties with England

b. National Library of Scotland (NLS),

Adv MSS A, 10 

Adv MSS 22.2.18 

Adv MSS 35.2.4 

Ch. no. 14322

c. Archives Nationales, Paris (AN).

JJ 36 no.s 620, 621.



602

JJ 74 no.s 4,892; 4,757; 5,400.

JJ 76 no. 6,217.

J 621 no. 77.

J 677 no.s 7 , g.

P 14 no. 473.

d. Bibliothèque Nationale, Fonds Français (BN).

Nouv Acq. fr, no.s 6,214; 9,236-7; 9,238-9.

MSS. Clairambault 43 no.s M i, 143 

60 no. 6 

109 no. 141

212 no.s 64, 65, 66, 67, 69 

1,226 no.s 45 to 61.

MSS. Dupy no. 753

MSS. Mélanges de Colbert no. 11

MSS. Fr. 2,643 f. 13v, 97v.

Fr. 2,675 f. 45v.

e. British Library, London (BL).

Add. MSS. no.s 6,113; 19,797; 24,511; 24,512; 30,666; 33,245; 34,193. 

Add. Charters no.s 65,239; 76,753.

Cotton. Vesp. C. XVI; F. VII.

Cotton. Cali g. D. III.

Cotton Ch. II 26.

Stowe MSS. no.s 551; 1^083.

Harley MSS no. 4,693.

f. Public Record Office, Kew (PRO).

C. 47 Chancery Miscellanea 

E. 27/9 the ‘Bruce ransom chest.’

E 3 0

E. 39 Exchequer Scots Documents 

E. 101 /101/29/26 

E 403 Issue Rolls

SC 1 /39/32; /42/19, 94-5; /56/11; /60/116A-B 

SC 21/171 

SC 37/137 

SC 42 /19; /156A



603

SC 49/70 

SC 54/30

ii. Published Primary Sources, 
a. F am ily/Institutioiial/M iscellaneous Record Sources.

Ane Account o f the Families oflnnes, Spalding Club (Aberdeen 1864).

Acta Dominoriim Concilii: Acts o f the Lords o f Council in Civil Vauses, ii, 1486-1501, ed. G.

Neilson and H. Paton (Edinburgh 1918).

The Acts o f the Lords q f the Isles, 1336-1493, eds. J. and R.W, Munro, Scottish History Society 

(Edinburgh 1986).

The Acts o f the Parliaments o f Scotland, eds. T. Thomson and C. Innes, 12 vols.

(Edinburgh 1814-75).

Anglo-Scottish Relations, 1174-1328: Some Selected Documents, ed. E.L.G. Stones (Oxford 1965). 

The Blackfriars o f Perth, ed. R. Milne (Edinburgh 1893).

Calendar o f Close Rolls, 1354-60 {horvàon 1908).

Calendar o f Close Rolls, 1360-64 (London 1909).

Calendar o f Documents Relating to Scotland, ed. J. Bain, 5 vols. (Edinburgh 1881-8).

Calendar o f Entries in the Papal Registers relating to Great Britain and Ireland: Papal Letters, eds.

W.H, Bliss and others, 16 vols. (London 1893).

Calendar of Entries in the Papal Registers relating to Great Britain and Ireland: Petitions to the Pope, 

vol. i, ed. W.H. Bliss (London 1986).

Calendar o f Inquisitions Miscellaneous, vols, ii and iii (London 1937).

Calendar o f the Laing Charters, 854-1837, ed. J. Anderson (Edinburgh 1899).

Calendar o f Papal Letters to Scotland o f Benedict X lll o f Avignott, 1394-1419, ed. F. McGurk, 

Scottish History Society (Edinburgh 1976).

Calendar o f Papal Letters to Scotland o f Clement VII o f Avignon, 1378-94, ed. C. Bums, Scottish 

History Society (Edinburgh 1976).

Calendar o f Patent Rolls, i  367-70 (London 1913).

Calendar o f the Register o f Simon de Montacute, Bishop o f Worcester, 1334-37 (Worcester 1996). 

Calendar o f Writs o f Munro o f Eon lis, 1299-1823, ed. C.T. Mclnnes, Scottish Record Society 

(Edinburgh 1930).

Cartularium Comitatus de Levenaux, Maitland Club (Glasgow 1833).

Charters o f the Abbey o f Coupar-Aiigus, Scottish History Society, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1947). 

Charters, Bulls and other Documents relating to the Abbey o f Inchaffiay, eds. W.A. Lindsay, J.

Dowden and J.M. Thomson, Scottish Histoiy Society (Edinburgh 1908).

Charter Chest o f the Earldom o f Wigtown, Scottish Record Society (Edinburgh 1910).

Charters and Documents relating to the City o f Edinburgh, 1143-1540, ed. J.D. Marwick, Scottish 

Burgh Record Society (Edinburgh 1871).



604

Charters and Documents relating to the Burgh of Peebles, 1165-1710, ed. W. Chambers, Scottish 

Burgh Record Society (Edinburgh 1872).

Charters and Documents relating to the Royal Burgh of Stirling, 1124-1705, ed. R. Renwick, 

Scottish Burgh Record Society (Glasgow 1884).

Charters of the Friars Preachers of Ayr, ed. R.W. Cochran-Patrick, Ayrshire and Galloway 

Archaeological Association (Edinburgh 1881).

Charters of the Priory of Beauty, Gmmpian Club (London 1877).

Charters, Writs and Public Documents of the Royal Burgh of Dundee, ed. W. Hay (Dundee 1880). 

Chartulary of Lindores Abbey, 1195-1479, Scottish History Society (Edinburgh 1903).

The Correspondance, Inventories, Account Rolls and the Law Proceedings o f the Priory of 

Coldingham, ed. J. Raine Surtees Society (London 1841).

‘David IPs Appeal to the Pope’, ed. E.W.M. Balfour-Melville, Scottish Historical Review, 

xli (1962), 86.

‘Debate in General Council’, ed. E.W.M. Balfour-Melville, Scottish History Society Miscellany, ix 

(Edinburgh 1958), 36-56,

Descriptive Catalogue of Impressions from Ancient Scottish Seals, ed. H. Laing , Bannatyne Club 

(Edinburgh 1850).

Diplomatarium Norvegicum, eds. C.A. Lange and C.R. Unger (Norway 1849-1915), iii.

Documents on the Later Crusades, 1274-1580, ed. N. Housley (London 1996).

The Exchequer Rolls of Scotland, ed. J. Stuart and others, 23 vois. (Edinburgh 1878-1908).

Foedera, Conventiones, Litterae et Cuiuscunque Generis Acta Publica, ed, T. Rynier, 20 vols.

(London 1704- 35).

Fraser, W. ed.. The Book of Caerlaverock, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1973).

Fraser, W. ed., The Chiefs ofColquhoun and their Country, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1869).

Fraser, W. ed.. The Chiefs of Grant, 3 vois. (Edinburgh 1883).

Fraser, W. ed.. The Douglas Book, 4 vols. (Edinburgh 1885).

Fraser, W. ed,, The Earls ofCromartie, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1876).

Fraser, W. ed,. The History of the Carnegies ofSouthesk, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1867).

Fraser, W. ed.. The Lennox, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1874).

Fraser, W. ed., The Melvilles, Earls of Melville and Leslies, Earls of Leven, 3 vols.

(Edinburgh 1890).

Fraser, W. ed., Memories of the Maxwells of Pollock, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1863).

Fraser, W. ed.. Memorials of the Earls of Haddington, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1889).

Fraser, W. ed.. Memorial of the Family ofWeymss ofWeymss, 3 vols. (Edinburgh 1888),

Fraser, W. Memorials of the Montgomeries, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1859).

Fraser, W. ed.. The Red Book of Grandtully, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1868).

Fraser, W. ed., The Red Book ofMenteith, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1880).

Fraser, W. ed.. The Scotts of Bitccleuch, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1978).



605

Fraser, W. éd., The Stirlings o/Xe/r (Edinburgh 1858).

Fraser, W. éd., The Sutherland Book, 3 vols. (Edinburgh 1892).

The Frasers ofPhilorth, ed. A. Fraser, Lord Saltoun, 3 vols. (Edinburgh 1879).

Highland Papers, ed. J.R.N. MacPhail, Scottish History Society, 4 vols. (Edinburgh 1914-34).

Historia Dunelmensis Scriptores Tres, ed. J. Raine, Surtees Society (London 1839).

A History of the Family of Seton during Eight Centuries, ed. G. Seton (Edinburgh 1896).

Illustrations of the Topography and Antiquities of the Shires of Aberdeen and Banff, eds. J, 

Robertson and G. Grut, 5 vols., Spalding Club (aberdeen 1847-69).

An Inventory of the Lamont Papers, 1231-1897, Scottish Record Society (Edinburgh 1914).

The Knights of St John of Jerusalem in Scotland, eds. LB. Cowan, P.H.R. Mackay and A. 

MacQuarrie, Scottish History Society (Edinburgh 1983).

Journaux du Trésor de Philippe VI de Valois, ed. J. Viai d (Paris 1899).

Liber Carta Prioralus Sancti Andree in Scotia, Bannatyne Club (Edinbrugh 1841).

Liber Cartarum Sancte Crucis, Bannatyne Club (Edinburgh 1840).

Liber S. Marie de Calchou, Bannatyne Club, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1846).

Liber Sancte Marie de Metros, Bannatyne Club, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1837).

Liber S. Thome de Aberbrothoc, Bannatyne Club, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1856).

Memorials of the Order of the Garter, ed. G.F. Beltz (London 1841).

Menzies, D.P., The Red and White Book ofMenzies (Glasgow 1894).

The Miscellany of the Scottish History Society, Scottish History Society, 12 vols.

(Edinburgh 1893-1994).

‘Negotiations for the Ransom of David Bruce in 1349’, ed. C. Johnson, English Historical Review, 

xxxvi (1921), 57-8.

Origines Parochiales Scotiae, Bannatyne Club, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1851-5).

Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland (Edinburgh 1851-).

‘Proposals for an Agreement with Scotland’, ed. C. Johnson, English Historical Review,

XXX (1915), 476.

‘A Question about the Succession, 1364’, ed. A.A.M. Duncan, Scottish History Society Miscellany, 

xii (Edinburgh 1994), 1-57.

The Records of the Convention of the Royal Burghs of Scotland, 1295-1597, ed. W. Paterson,

7 vols. (Edinburgh 1866).

The Records of Elgin, New Spalding Club, 2 vols. (Aberdeen 1903-8).

Regesta Regum Scotoriim 1: The Acts of Malcolm IV, 1153-65 , ed. G.W.S. Barrow 

(Edinburgh 1960).

Regesta Regutn Scotorum V: The Acts of Robert I, 1306-29, ed. A. A.M. Duncan (Edinburgh 1986).

Regesta Regum Scotorum VI: The Acts of David II, 1329-71, ed. B. Webster (Edinburgh 1982).

The Register and Records of Holm Cultram, Cumberland and Westmorland Aniquarian and 

Archaeological Society (Kendal 1929).



606

Regismirn Cartarum Ecclesie Sancti Egidii de Edinburgh, Bannatyne Club (Edinburgh 1859). 

Registriim dc Dunfermelyn, Bannatyne Club (Edinburgh 1842).

Registrum de Panmiire, ed. H. Maule of Kelly, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1874).

Regsitriim Episcopatus Aberdonensis, Spalding and Maitland Clubs, 2 vois. (Edinburgh 1845). 

Regsitrum Episcopatus Glasguensis, Bannatyne Club, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1843).

Registrum Episcopatus Moraviensis, Bannatyne Club (Edinburgh 1837).

Registrum Honiris dc Morton, Bannatyne Club, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1853).

Regsitrum Magni Sigilii Regutn Scotorum, eds. J.M. Thomson and J.B. Paul, 11 vois. (Edinburgh 

1882- 1914).

Registrum Monasterii S. Marie de Cambuskenneth, 1147-1535, Bannatyne Club (Edinburgh 1872). 

Regsitrum Monasterii de Passelet, Maitland Club (Glasgow 1832).

Reports of the Royal Commission on Historical Manuscripts (London 1870-).

Robertson, W., The Parliatnenlary Records of Scotland (London 1804).

‘A Roll of the Scottish Parliament, 1344’, ed. J.M. Thomson, Scottish Historical Review, 

ix (1912), 235-40.

Rotuli Scotiae in Turri Londinensi et iti Domo Capitulari Westmonasterietisi Asservati, 

ed. D. Macpherson, 2 vols. (London 1814-9).

Vetera Monumenta Hibernonim et Scotorum Historiam lllustrantia, ed. A. Theiner (Rome 1864).

b. Narrative and Literary Sources,

Adae Muritnuth Contmuato Chronicarum Robertus de Avesbury de Gestis Mirabilibus Regis 

Edwardi Tertii, ed. E.A. Thompson (London 1889).

Les Anchiennes Chroniques d ’Engleterre par Jehan de Warrin, ed. M. Dupont, 2 vols. (Paris 1858). 

The Anonimalle Chroncile, 1333-81, ed. V.H. Galbraith (Manchester 1927).

Barbour, J., BarbouEs Bruce, eds. M.P. McDiarmid and J.A.C. Stevenson, Scottish Text Society,

3 vols. (Edinburgh 1985).

Barbour, J., The Bruce, ed. A.A.M. Duncan (Edinburgh 1997).

The Chrotiicles of Scotland compiled by Hector Boece, translated into Scots by John Bellenden 1531, 

Scottish Text Society (Edinburgh 1938-41).

Hectoris Boetii Murthlacensium et Aberdonensium Episcoporutn Vitae, New Spalding Club 

(Aberdeen 1894).

Bower, W., Scotichronicon, ed. D.E.R. Watt et. al, 9 vols. (Aberdeen 1987-98).

The Brut, or the Chronicles of Etigland, ed. F.W.D. Brie, 2 vols.. Early English Text Society 

(London 1906-8).

Buchanan, George, The History of Scotland, trans. J. Aikman (Glasgow and Inverness, 1892-4).

The Bulk of Alexander, ed. R.L. Graeme-Ritchie, Scottish Text Society, 3 vois. (Edinburgh 1925). 

Child, F.J., ed.. The Etiglish and Scottish Popular Ballads, 5 vols. (London 1888).

Chronica Johannis de Reading at Anonymi Cantuariensis, 1346-57, ed. J. Tait (Manchester 1914).



607

Chronica Monasterii de Melsa, ed. E. A. Bond, 3 vols. (London 1868).
Chronica Monasterii S. Albani, ed. H.T. Riley (London 1876).

Chronicle of Melrose, trans. J. Stevenson (Llanerch 1991).

Chronicon Domini Walteri de Hemingburgh, ed. H.C. Hamilton, 2 vols. (London 1848).

Chronicon de Lanercost, Maitland Club (Glasgow 1839).

Chronique de Jean le Bel, ed. J. Viard & E. Déprez, 2 vols. (Paris 1904)

Chronique Latine de Guillaume de Nangis de 1113 à 1300 - Les Continuations de cette chronique de 

1300 à 1368, ed. H. Géraud, 2 vols. (Paris 1843-44).

Chronique Normandie du XIV Siècle, ed. A. & E. Molinier (Paris 1882).

Chronique des Quatre Premiers Valois, 1327-93, ed. S. Lucé (Paris 1862).

Chronique Parisienne Anonyme de 1316 à 1339, ed. A. Hellot, 11 vols, (Paris 1885).

Chronique de Richard Lescot, Religieux de Saint Denis, 1328-44. avec continuation à 1349, 

ed. J. Lemoine (Paris 1896).

Chronographia Regum Francorum, ed. .1. Moranvillé, 3 vols, (Paris 1897).

Drummond, W., Viscount Strathallan, The Genealogie of the Noble and Ancient House of 

Drummond (Edinburgh 1831).

Extraca e Variis Cronicis Scocie, Abbotsford Club (Edinburgh 1842).

Flores Historiarum, ed. H. Richairis, 3 vols. (London 1890).

Fordun, Johannis de. Chronica Gentis Scotorum, ed. W.F. Skene (Edinburgh 1871-72).

Fordun, John de. Chronicle of the Scottish Nation, ed. W.F. Skene, 2 vois.

(Edinburgh 1871-72, Llanerch reprint).

Sir John’s Froissart’s Chronicles, trans. T. Johnes, 2 vols. (London 1868).

Les Grandes Chroniques de France, ed. J. Viard, 10 vols. (Paris 1953).

Gray, Sir Thomas, Scalacronica: The Reigns of Edward I, Edward II and Edward III, 

trans. H. Maxwell (Glasgow 1907).

Historical Poems of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries, ed. R.H. Robbins (new York 1959). 

Hume, D., of Godscroft, The History of the Houses of Douglas and Angus, 3 vols.

(Edinburgh 1644).

Kervyn de Lettenhove, H., Baron, Oeuvres de Froissart publiées avec les variants des divers 

manuscrits, 24 vols. (Paris 1870-77).

Knighton’s Chronicle, 1337-96, ed. G.H. Martin (Oxford 1995).

Legends of the Scottish Saints, ed. W.M. Metcalfe, 3 vols. (Edinburgh 1896).

Leslie, Bishop John, The Historié of Scotland, eds. E.G. Cody and W. Murison, 2 vols.

(Edinburgh 1895).

Liber Pluscardensis, ed. F.J.H. Skene (Edinburgh 1877-80).

Maior, John, A History of Greater Britain, 1521, ed. A. Constable, Scottish Histoiy; Society 

(Edinburgh 1892).

Récits d ’un Bourgeois de Valenciennes, ed. K. de Lettenhove (Louvain 1877).



606

Rerum Britannicarum Medii Aevi Scritpores: Political Poems and Songs (2 vols., London 1857).

The Three King’s Sons, ed. F.J. Turn!vail, 2 vols. (London 1895).

Wyntoun, Andrew of. The Original Chronicle of Andrew ofWyntoun, ed. A. Amours, Scottish Text 

Society, 6 vols. (Edinburgh 1903-14).

iii. Secondary Sources,
a. Books.
Abercrombie, P., The Martial Achievements of the Scottish Nation, 2 vois. (Edinburgh 1711-15). 

Adam-Even, P. ed., UArmorial universal du herault Gèlre (Berne 1971).

Agnew, A., The Hereditary Sheriffs of Galloway, 2 vols. (Edinburgh 1893).

Balfour-Melville, E.W.M., Edward III and / / (Historical Association Pamphlet G. 27, 1954). 

Balfour-Melville, EANM.,James I, King of Scots, 7406-37 (London 1936).

Barber, R., Edward, Prince of Wales and Aquitaine (Woodbridge 1978).

Barrell, A.D.M., The Papacy, Scotland and Northern Englatui, 1342-1378 (Cambridge 1995).

Barrow, G.W.S., Robert Bruce and the Community of the Realm of Scotland,

2nd edition (Edinburgh 1976).

Barrow, G.W.S., Kingship and Community: Scotland, 1000-1306 (Edinburgh 1981).

Boardman, S., The Early Stewart Kings, Robert H and Robert III, 1371-1406 (East Lothian 1996). 

Boulton, D., The Knights of the Crown: the Monarchical Orders of Knighthood in the Middle Ages 

(London 1987).

Brooke, D., Wild Men and Holy Places: St Ninian, Whithorn and the Medieval Realm of Galloway 

(Edinburgh 1994).

Brown, M., James I {EÂmhurgh 1994).

Brown, M., The Black Douglases: War and Ljordship in Late Medieval Scotland, 1300-1455 

(East Lothian 1998).

Cumming-Bruce, M.E., The Bruces and the Comyns (Edinburgh 1870).

Cuttino, G.P., English Medieval Diplomacy (Indiana 1985).

Délachenal, R., Histoire de Charles V, 5 vols. (Paris 1909).

DeVries, K., Infantry Warfare in the Early Fourteenth Century: Discipline, Tactics and Technonlogy . 

(Woodbridge 1996).

Dickinson, W.C., Scotland from the Earliest Times to 1603, revised by A.A.M. Duncan 

(Oxford 1977).

Donaldson, G,, Scottish Kings (London 1967).

Donaldson, G., Scottish Church History (Edinburgh 1986).

Dowden, J. M., The Bishops of Scotland (Glasgow 1912).

Duncan, A.A.M., The Nation of Scots and the Declaration of Arbroath, 1320 

(Historical Association Pamphlet O. 75, 1970).

Duncan, A.A.M., Scotland: the Making of the Kingdom, 4th edition (Edinburgh 1992).



609

Ewan, E., Townlife in Fourteenth Century Scotland (Edinburgh 1990).

Ferguson, W., Scotland’s Relations with England: A Survey to 1707 (Edinburgh 1979).

Forsyth, I.H. and Chisholm, J.I., The Geology of East Fife (Edinburgh 1977).

Frame, R., The Political Development of the British Isles, 1100-1400 (Oxford 1990).

Gemmill, E. and Mayhew, N., Changing Values in Medieval Scotland: A sttidy of Prices, Money 

and Weights and Measures c. 1260-1542 (Cambridge 1995).

Gilbert, J.M., Hunting and Hunting Reserves in Medieval Scotland (Edinburgh 1979).

Gillingham, J., Richard the Lionheart (London 1^9).

Given-Wilson, C., The Royal Household and the King’s Affinity: Service, Politics and Finance in 
England, 1360-1413 (London 1986).

Goodman, A., John of Gaunt: the Exercise of Princely Power in Fourteenth Century Europe 

(London 1992).

Graham, F., Famous Northern Battles (Newcastle 1977).

Grant, A., Independence and Nationhood: Scotland 1306-1469 (Edinburgh 1984).

Housley, N., The Later Crusades, 1274-1580 (Oxford 1992).

Hume-Brown, P., Early Travellers in Scotland (Edinburgh 1973).

Huzinga, J., The Waning of the Middle Ages (london 1934).

Johnson, P., The Life and Times of Edward ///(London 1973).

Leslie of Balquhain, Col. K.H., Historical Records of the Family of Leslie, 3 vols.

(Edinburgh 1869).

Lindsay, A., Lord Lindsay, Lives of the Lindsays: or a Memoir of the Houses of Crawford and 

Balcarres, 3 vols. (London 1849).

Loxton, H., Pilgrimage to Canterbury (Newton Abbot 1978).

Lynch, M., Scotland - A New History (Edinburgh 1991).

Macdougall, N.A.T., James III - a Political Study (Edinburgh 1982).

Macdougall, N.A.T., James IV (Edinburgh 1989).

MacGregor, P., Odiham Castle, 1200-1500: Castle and Community (London 1983).

Maclvor, L, Edinburgh Castle (Edinburgh 1993).

Mackay, A., The Book of Mackay (Edinburgh 1906).

Mackenzie, A., A History of the MacLeods (Inverness 1889).

Mackenzie, A., A History of the Mackenzies (Inverness 1894).

Mackenzie, A., A History of the Munros ofFowlis (Inverness 1898).

Mackie, R.L., A Short History of Scotland (London 1930).

Mackintosh, A.M., The Mackintoshes and Clan Chatten (Edinburgh 1903).

MacLean-Bristol, N., Warriors and Priests: the History of the Clan MacLean, 1300-1570 

(East Lothian 1995).

McNamee, C., The Wars of the Bruces: Scotland, England and Ireland, 1306-28 (East Lothian 1997). 

MacQuarrie, A., Scotland and the Crusades, 1095-1560 (Edinburgh 1985).



610

MacQueen, H.L., Common Law and Feudal Society in Medieval Scotland (Edinburgh 1993).

Mischel, F., Les Écossais en France, Les Français en Écosse, 2 vois. (London 1862).

Moir, D.G., The Early Maps of Scotland to 1850, 2 vols., 3rd edition by a Committee of the Royal 

Scottish Geographical Society (Edinburgh 1973).

Neilson, J., Trial by Combat (Glasgow 1890).

Neville, C.J., Violence, Custom and Law: The Anglo-Scottish Border in the Later Middle Ages 

(Edinburgh 1998).

Nicholson, R., Edward III and the Scots: the Formative Years of a Military Career, 1327-35 

(Oxford 1965).

Nicholson, R., Scotland - the Later Middle Ages, 3rd edition (Edinburgh 1989).

Ormrod, W.M., The Reign of Edward HI: Crown and Political Society in England, 1327-77 

(London 1990).

Owen, D.D.R., William the Lion, 1143-1214: Kingship and Culture (East Lothian 1997).

Packe, M., King Edward ///(London 1983).

Palmer, J. ed., Froissart: Historian (London 1981).

Phillips, J.R.S., Aymer de Valence - Earl of Pembroke 1307-24: Baronial Politics in the Reign of 

Edward II (Oxford 1972).

Prestwich, M., The Three Edwards; War and State in England, 1272-1377 (London 1980).

Rait, R.S., The Parliaments of Scotland (Glasgow 1924).

Richardson, J.S. and C. Tabraham, Dirleton Castle, (Historic Scotland, 1992)

Ronciere, C. de la. Histoire de la Marine Française, 2 vols. (Paris 1899-1900).

Runciman, S., A History of the Crusades, 3 vols. (Cambridge 1954).

Saint-Clair, R.W., The Saint Clairs of the Isles (New Zealand 1898).

Sochon, S., Château Gaillard (Condé sur Noire 1985).

Stewart, T.H., The Scottish Coinage (London 1955).

Stiinger, K.J., Earl David ofHuntigdon: A Study in Anglo-Scottish History (Edinburgh 1985). 

Sumption, J., The Hundred Years War: Vol. 1 - Trial by Battle, 1337-47 (London 1990).

Tabraham, C. and D. Grove, Tantallon Castle, (Historic Scotland, 1994).

Tayler, H., A History of the Family of Urquhart {Ahcxd&sa 1946).

Tuck, A., Crown and Nobility 1272-1461: Political Conflict in late Medieval England 

(Oxford 1985).

Vale, J., Edward 111 and Chivalry - Chivalric Society audits Context, 1270-1350 (London 1982). 

Vale, M., The Angevin Legacy and the Hundred Years War, 1250-1340 (London 1990).

Walker, D.M., A Legal History of Scotland: vol. 11 The Later Middle Ages (Edinburgh 1990). 

Wilson, J.A., A History ofCambuslang (Glasgow 1929).

Wolffe, B.P., The Royal Demesne in English History (London 1971).

Young, A., Robert the Bruce’s Rivals: The Comyns, 1212-1314 (East Lothian 1997).



611

b. A rticles,

Alexander, F., ‘Late Medieval Scottish Attitudes to the Figure of King Arthur: A Reassessment’, 

Anglia, xciii (1975), 17-34.

Bannerman, J.W.M., ‘The Lordship of the Isles - Historical Background’, in K.A. Steer and J.W.M, 

Bannennan, Late Medieval Monumental Sculpture in the West Highlands (Edinburgh 1977).

Bannerman, J.W.M., The King’s Poet and the Inauguration of Alexander IIP, Scottish Historical 

Review, Ixviii (1989), 120-49.

Barrell, A.D.M., ‘William de Grenlaw, Papal Collector in Scotland and his Account’, Innes Review, 

xlii (1991), 3-18.

Barrow, G.W.S., ‘The Reign of William the Lion, King of Scotland’, in Historical Studies: Papers 

Read before the Irish Conference of Historians, vii, ed. J.C. Beckett (London 1969), 21-44,

Barrow, G.W.S., ‘The Wood of Stronkalter: A Note on the Relief of Lochindorb Castle by Edward 

III in 1336’, Scottish Historical Review, xlvi (1967), 77-9.

Bliese, J.R.E., ‘Saint Cuthbert and Wa f , Journal of Medieval History, xxiv (1998), 215-41,

Boardman, S., ‘David II; Scotland’s Crusader King?’, Occasional Paper (1993), 1-13.

Boardman, S. ‘Lordship in the North-East: the Badenoch Stewarts I. Alexander Stewart, Earl of 

Buchan, Lord of Badenoch’, Scotland, xv (1996), 1-30.

Boardman, S., ‘Chronicle Propaganda in Fourteenth Century Scotland: Robert the Steward, John of 

Fordun and the ‘Anonymous ChronicW, Scottish Historical Review, Ixxvi (1997), 23-43.

Boardman, S., ‘The Man who would be King: the Lieutenancy and Death of David, Duke of 

Rothesay, 1399-1402’, in R. Mason and N. Macdougall eds., People and Power in 

Scotland: Essays presented to T.C. Smout (Edinburgh 1992), 1-27.

Boardman, S., ‘The Tale of Leper John and the Campbell acquisition of Lorn’ (forthcoming).

Boardman, S. and Lynch, M., ‘The State of Late Medieval and Early Modem Scottish History’ 

(forthcoming).

Bothwell, J., ‘’Until he receive the Equivalent in Land and Rent’: the Use of Annuities as 

Endowment Patronage in the Reign of Edward IIP, Historical Research, Ixx (1997), 146- 

169.

Boyle, A., ‘Notes on Scottish Saints’, Innes Review, xxxii (1981), 59-82.

Brown, A.L., ‘The English Campaign in Scotland, 1400’, in H. Hoarder and H.R. Lyon eds., British 

Government and Administration: Studies presented to S.B. Chrimes (Cardiff 1974), 40-54.

Brown, M.H., ‘Scotland Tamed? Kings and Magnates in Late Medieval Scotland -a review of Recent 

Work’, Innes Review, xlv (1994), 120-46.

Brown, M.H., ‘The Development of Scottish Border Lordship, 1332-58’, Historical Research,

Ixx (1997), 1-22.

Brown, M.H., ‘’Rejoice to hear of Douglas’: The House of Douglas and the Presentation of Magnate 

Power in Late Medieval Scotland’, Scottish Historical Review, Ixxvi (1997), 161-184.

Burne, A.H., The Battle of Neville’s Cross’, Durham University Journal, xli (1949), 100-06.



612
Burnett, C.J., ‘Early Officers of Arms in Scotland’, Review of Scottish Culture, xii (1996), 3-13.

Campbell, C., ‘Scottish Aims in the Bellenville Roll’, The Scottish Genealogist, xxv, ii (1978), 33- 

52.

Campbell, J., ‘England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the Fourteenth Century’, in J.R. 

Hale, J. Highfield and B. Smalley eds., Europe in the Late Middle Ages (London 1965), 

184-216.

Contamine, P., ‘Froissart and Scotland’, in G.G. Simpson ed., Scotland and the Low Countries, 

1124-1994 (East Lothian), 43-58.

Dakers, H.J., ‘The First Issue of David IV, British Numismatic Journal, xxiii (1938-41), 51-8.

Davidson, J., ‘Distinguishing Marks on the L.ater Issues of David II, British Numismatic Journal, 

(1950), 155-^3.

Donaldson, G., ‘The Rights of the Crown in Episcopal Vacancies’ in Scottish Church History 

(Edinburgh 1985), 31-9.

Duncan, A.A.M., ‘’Honi soit qui mal y pense’: David II and Edward III, 1346-52’, Scottish 

Historical Review, Ixvii (1988), 113-41.

Duncan, A.A.M., ‘The L.aws of Malcolm MacKenneth’, in A.Grant and K.J. Stringer eds., Medieval 

Scotland (Edinburgh 1993), 239-73,

Duncan, A.A.M., The Regnal Year of David II’, Scottish Historical Review, Ixviii (1989), 105-19.

Duncan, A.A.M., ‘The early parliaments of Scotland’, Scottish Historical Review, 
xlv (1966), 36-58.

Duncan, A.A.M., ‘A Siege of Lochmaben Castle in 1343’, Transactions of the Dumfriesshire and 

Galloway Natural History and Antiquarian Society, 3rd series, xxxi (1954), 74-7.

Duncan, A.A.M., The Community of the Realm of Scotland and Robert Bruce - a review’, Scottish 

Historical Review, x \\ {1966), 184-201.

Duncan, A.A.M,, ‘The War of the Scots, 1306-23’, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 
6th series, ii (1992), 125-51.

Duffy, S., ‘The Bruce Brothers and the Irish Sea World, 1306-29’, Cambridge Medieval Celtic 

Studies, xxi (1991), 55-86.

Ebin, L.A., ‘John Barbour’s Bmce: Poetry, History and Propaganda’, Studies in Scottish Literature, 

ix (1972), 218-42.

Edington, C., ‘Paragons and Patriots: National Identity and the Chivalric Ideal in Late Medieval 

Scotland’, in D. Broun, R.J. Finlay and M. Lynch eds.. Image and Identity: the Making and 

Remaking of Scotland Through the Ages (Edinburgh 1998), 69-81.

Fitch, A.B., ‘Assumptions about Plague in Late Medieval Scotland’, xi (1987), 30-40.

Frame, ‘English Policies and Anglo-Irish attitudes in the Crisis of 1341-2’, in J. Lydon ed., England 

and Ireland in the Later Middle Ages (Indianapolis 1^1),

Gimson, G.S., ‘Lion Hunt; a royal tomb-effigy at Arbroath Abbey’, Proceedings of the Society of 

Antiquaries of Scotland, cxxv (1995), 901-16.



613

Goodman, A., ‘A Letter from an Earl of Douglas to a King of Castile’, Scottish Historical Review, 

Ixiv (1985), 68-78.

Grant, A,, The Otterburn Wai* from the Scottish Point of View’, in A. Goodman and A. Tuck eds,. 

War and Border Societies in the Middle Ages (Oxford 1992), 30-64.

Grant, A., ‘Earls and Earldoms in Late Medieval Scotland, 1310-1460’, in .1. Bossy and P. Jupp eds,. 

Essays presented to Michael Roberts (Belfast 1976), 24-41.

Grant, A., The Development of the Scottish Peerage’, Scottish Historical Review,

Ivii (1978), 1-27.

Grant, A., ‘Crown and Nobility in Late Medieval Britain’, in R. Mason ed., Scotland and England 

1286-1815 (Edinburgh 1987), 34-59.

Grant. A., ‘’Scotland’s ‘Celtic Fringe’ in the Late Middle Ages: The MacDonald Lords of the Isles 

and the Kingdom of Scotland’, in R.R. Davies ed.. The British Isles, 1100-1500 (Edinburgh 

1988), 118-41.

Grant, A., ‘Aspects of National Consciosness in Late Medieval Scotland’, in C. Bjprn, A. Grant and 

K.J. Stringer eds.. Nations, Nationalism and Patriotism in the European Past (Copenhagen 

1994), 68-95.

Grant, A., ‘The Wolf of Badenoch’, in W.D.H. Sellar, ed., Moray, Province and People (The 

Scottish Society for Northern Studies 1992), 143-61.

Grant, A., ‘Thanes and Thanages, from the Eleventh to the Fourteenth Centuries’, in A. Grant and 

K.J. Stringer eds.. Medieval Scotland (Edinburgh 1993), 39-81,

Henderson, G., ‘A Royal Effigy at Arbroath’ in W.M. Ormrod ed., England in the Fourteenth 

Century (Suffolk 1986), 88-98.

Kermack, W.R., ‘Kindred of the Bear’, The Scottish Genealogist, xix, i, (1972), 14-5.

Kerr, H, The Market Cross’, Book of the Old Edinburgh Club, xx (1935), Appendix, 10-9.

Leve, M., ‘Thomas Beckett à Gisors eu son culte l’Eure’, Connaissance d ’Eure, 89 (1993), 24-5.

Loomis, R.S., ‘Scotland and the Arthurian Legend’, Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of 

Scotland, Ixxxix (1955-6) 1-21.

Lyall, R.J., The Lost Literature of Medieval Scotland’, in J.D. McClure and M.R.G. Spiller eds., 

Bryght Lanternis: Essays on the Language and Literature o f Medieval and 

Renaissance Scotland (Aberdeen 1989), 33-47.

McMichael, M., ‘The Feudal Family of de Soulis’, Transactions of the Dumfriesshire and Galloway 

Natural History and Antiquarian Society, xxvi (1947-48), 170-95.

McRoberts, D., ‘Scottish Pilgrims to the Holy Land’, Innes Review, xx (1969), 80-106.

MacQueen, H.L., The Kin of Kennedy, ‘Kenkynnol’ and the Common Law’, in A.Grant & K.J. 

Stringer eds., Medieval Scotland (Edinburgh 1993).

Madden, C., ‘Royal Treatment of Feudal Casualties in Late Medieval Scotland’, Scottish Historical 

Review, Iv (1976), 172-94.

Malcolm, C.A., The Gardens of the Castle’, Book of the Old Edinburgh Club,



614

xiv (1925), 101-20.

Mapstone, S., ‘Bower on Kingship’, in D.E.R. Watt et. al. eds., Walter Bower’s Scotichromion, 

vol. ix (Aberdeen 1998), 321-8.

Moir-Bryce, W., The Black Friars of Edinburgh’, Book of the Old Edinburgh Club, 

iii (1910), 13-104.

Neville, C.J., ‘The Political Allegiance of the Earls of Stratheam during the War of Independence’, 

Scottish Historical Review, Ixv (1986), 133-53.

Nicholson, R., ‘David II, the historians and the chroniclers’, Scottish Historical Review,

Ixv (1966), 59-78.

Nicholson, R., ‘Scottish Monetary Problems in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries’, in D. M. 

Metcalf ed.. Coinage in Medieval Scotland, 1100-1600, 2nd Oxford Symposium on 

Coinage and Monetary History (British Archeological Reports, 1977), 45, 102- 15.

Oldrieve, W.T., ‘Account of the Recent Discovery of the Remains of David’s Tower at Edinmburgh 

Castle’, Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland, (1914), 230-70.

Oram, R.D., ‘Bruce-Balliol and the Lordship of Galloway: the South-west of Scotland and the Wans 

of Independence’, Transactions of the Dumfriesshire and Galloway Natural History and 

Antiquarian Society, 4th series, (1992), 29-47.

Onnrod, W.M., ‘Edward III and his Family’, Journal of British Studies, xxvi (1987), 398-424.

Ormrod, W.M., The Personal Religion of Edward III’, Speculum, Ixiv (1989), 849-77.

Ormrod, W.M., ‘Edward III and the Recovery of Royal Authority in England, 1340-60’, History, 

Ixxii (1987), 4-19

Omiord, W.M., ‘The Double Monarchy of Edward HI’, Medieval History, i (1991), 68-80.

Penman, M., ‘A fell conuiracioun agayn Robert ye douchty king: the Soules conspiracy of c. 

October 1318 - August 1320’, Innes Review (forthcoming, 1998).

Reid, N.H., ‘Crown and Community under Robert I’, in A. Grant and K.J. Stringer ed., Medieval 

Scotland (Edinburgh 1993), 203-22.

Reid, R.C., ‘Edward Balliol’, Transactions of the Dumfriesshire and Galloway Natural History and 

Antiquarian Society, 3rd series, xxxv (1956-7), 38-64.

Sellar, D., ‘Courtesy, Battle and the Brieve of Right, 1368 - A Story Continued’, Stair Society 

Miscellany, ii, (Edinburgh 1970-84), 1-12.

Simpson, G.G., The Declaration of Arbroath Revitalised’, Scottish Historical Review,
Ivi (1977), 11-33.

Stevenson, A., ‘The Flemish Dimension of the Auld Alliance’, in G.G. Simpson ed., Scotland and 

the Low Countries, 1124-1994 (East Lothian 1996), 28-42.

Stewart, I, ‘Scottish Mints’, in R.A.G. Carson ed., Mints, Dies and Currency: Essays to Albert 

Baldwin (London 1971),

Stringer, K.J., ‘Scottish Foundations: Thirteenth Century Perspectives’, in A. Grant & K.J. Stringer 

eds.. Uniting the Kingdom? The Making of British Hwto/'y (London 1995),



615

Swinton, G.S.C., ‘John of S win ton: A Border Fighter of the Middle Ages’, Scottish Historical 

Review, xvi (1919), 261-79.

Tuck, A., ‘A Medieval Tax haven: Benvick-upon-Tweed and the English Crown, 1333-1461’ in R. 

Britnell and J. Hatcher eds.. Progress and Problems in Medieval England: Essays to Edward 

Miller (Cambridge 1996), 148-67.

Turnbull, J., ‘The Parish Church of St Monans’, Transactions of the Aberdeen Ecclesiological 

Society, iii (1895), 180-198.

Tyerman, C.J., ‘Philip VI and the Recovery of the Holy Land’, English Historical Review, 100 

(1985), 25-52.

Watson, G., The Black Rood of Scotland’, Transactions of the Scottish Ecclesiological Society, ii 

(1909), 27- 46.

Webster, B., ‘Anglo-Scottish Relations 1296-1389’, Scottish Historical Review,

Ixxiv (1995), 99-108.

Webster, B., ‘Scotland without a King, 1329-41’, in A. Grant and K.J. Stringer eds.. Medieval 

Scotland (Edinburgh 1993), 223-38.

Webster, B., ‘David II and the Government of Fourteenth Centuiy Scotland’, Transactions of the 

Royal Historical Society, 5th series, xvi (1966), 115-30.

Webster, B., ‘The English Occupations of Dumfriesshire in the Fourteenth Century’, Transactions of 

the Dumfriesshire and Galloway Natural History and Antiquarian Society, 3rd series, xxxv 

(1956-57), 64- 80.

c. Works of Reference.
Apted, M.R. and Hanabuss, H., Painters in Scxotland 1301-1700: a Biographical Dictionary 

(Edinburgh 1978).

Easson, D.E., Medieval Religious Houses: Scotland (London 1969).

McNeill, P.G.B., and Nicholson, R. eds.. An Historical Atlas of Scotland, c. 400-1600 

(Edinburgh 1975).

McNeill, P.G.B., and MacQueen H.L. eds.. Atlas of Scottish History to 1707 (Edinbugh 1996).

Paul, J.B., ed.. The Scots Peerage, 9 vols. (Edinburgh 1904-14).

Talbot, C.H. and Hammond, E.A.,77te Medical Practitioners in Medieval England: A Biographical 
Register (London 1965)

Watt, D.E.R., A Biographical Dictionary of Scottish Graduates to A.D. 1410 (Oxford 1977).

d. Theses.
Crawford, B., ‘The Earls of Orkney-Caithness and their relations with Norway and Scotland: 1158- 

1470’ (unpublished Ph.D. thesis. University of St Andrews, 1971).

Grant, A., ‘The Higher Nobility of Scotland and their Estates, 1371-1424’ (unpublished D. Phil 

thesis. University of Oxford, 1975).



616

MacDonald, A., ‘Crossing the Border: A Study of the Scottish Military Offensives against England

c. 1369-1403’ (unpublished Ph.D, thesis. University of Aberdeen, 1995).

MacQuarrie, A.D., ‘The Impact of the Crusading Movement in Scotland, 1095-1560’ (unpublished 

Ph.D. thesis. University of Edinburgh, 1982).

MacQueen, H.L., ‘Pleadable brieves and Jurisdiction in heritage in Later Medieval Scotland’ 

(unpublished Ph.D. thesis. University of Edinburgh, 1985).

Reid, N.H., ‘The Political Role of the Monarchy in Scotland, 1249-1329’ (unpublished Ph.D. 

thesis. University of Edinburgh, 1^4).


