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ABSTRACT

BORDERLORDS: THE IMPACT OF ANGLO-SCOTTISH BORDER
MAGNATES ON GOVERNMENT, 1341 - 1424

Ashleigh Deborah McLean Advisor:
University of Gueliph, 1997 Professor E. Ewan

This thesis is an investigation of the impact of the Anglo-Scottish Borderlords on
their governments. An assessment of the English families of Percy and Neville
illustrate that these Borderlords had a definite impact on their government. As
the guardians of the frontier with Scotland, the English Borderlords had a
standing army at the government’s expense due to their appointments as Wardens
of the March. The wardenship and the accompanying military power made the
Houses of Percy and Neville forces to be reckoned with in English government.
An investigation of the Scottish families of Douglas and Dunbar shows their
evident influence on the Scottish government. It does not appear, however, that
these Borderlords had a greater impact than other Scottish magnates. This is due
to the different administrative policies of the Scottish government, coupled with

the two countries’ different views of kingship.
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Introduction

And so, having reformed the army quite in the manner of a
monarch, he set out for Britain, and there he corrected many
abuses and was the first to construct a wall, eighty miles in length,
which was to separate the barbarians from the Romans.

Scriptores Historiae Augustae, vol. 1



Border regions or frontier regions provide numerous facets for historical
study. The study of frontiers was begun by Fredenick Jackson Turner in his 1893
essay on the American frontier and the frontier in general has been a fruitful topic
for historians ever since. Medieval historians have seized on Turner’s thesis and
applied it to the edges of the expanding medieval state. These frontiers have been
defined as “region[s] of unremitting action between two cultures[,] at many levels
from religion to domestic service, to medicine, to war, to reactive revuision by
both peoples™.! The medieval border is a region where peoples of different
ethnicity or customs, language and law live side-by-side,” or places where “people
of different cultures struggle with each other for control of resources and political
power’. ° Medieval borders are regions where government administration forces
peoples of widely divergent cultures into close proximity, and one result is only to
be expected. Frontiers are areas noted for not only juxtaposing differing peoples,
but the struggle for power which delineates them as “societies organized for
war’}

Yet, while these claims are asserted, a call is made for individual case

studies.” For one of the medieval borders, namely the Anglo-Scottish border, the

' Robert I. Burns “The Significance of the Frontier in the Middle Ages” from Medieval
Frontier Societies, Robert Bartlett and Angus MacKay, ed. 1989, pp. 307-30. p. 323.

2 Robert Bartlett, The Making of Europe, 1993. p. 197-8. Bartlett defines customs as
referring to dress, domestic rituals, dietary habits, hairstyles and habitual practices that distinguish
different populations.

* William Cronon as quoted by Burns, p. 310.

* Elena Lourie as quoted by Anthony Goodman in “The Anglo-Scottish Marches in the
Fifteenth Century: A Frontier Society?” in Scotland and England 1286-1815. Roger Mason, ed.
1987, p. 18.

* Burns, p. 317.



above definition of frontier does not appear to apply. J.A. Tuck and Geoffrey
Barrow define the Border as a political and administrative frontier, nothing
more.® Both describe the Border region as traditionally one region, ethnically and
culturally, comprising the area of the ancient kingdom of Northumbria.” The
administrative line had been defined in 1157, along what remains the division
between the two countries today,8 and while the two countries remained at peace,
the region remained culturally united. In fact, the only characteristic of a frontier
that applies to the border between England and Scotland is that of militarization,
a state of affairs that was the direct result of the Wars of Independence.’ Unlike
most other medieval borders, the Anglo-Scottish border region, after 1296, was a
single cultural unit that was being wrenched apart by the government
administrations of each country. In this view, the most prominent question is;
since the central administration of each country had a very definite impact on the
Border, what impact did the Border have on the central administration?

This query is the exact opposite of the question normally asked of border
studies. But the special situation of the Anglo-Scottish Border, as a unified region
divided by an arbitrary administrative line, makes it possible to reverse the usual

question. Once a paradigm has been established — as the medieval frontier as the

¢ Geoffrey Barrow “Frontier and Settlement: Which Influenced Which? England and
Scotland,1100-1300" from Medieval Frontier Societies, Robert Bartlett and Angus MacKay, ed.
1989, pp. 3-21. pp. 3-5. J. A. Tuck, “Northumbrian Society in the Fourteenth Century” North
Hist vo] 61971, p. 22.
"In addmon to the two essays above, Barrow also has “Northern English Society in the 2*

and 13® Centuries” a chapter in Scotland and Its Neighbors in the Middle Ages, pp. 127-54. For

information on the kingdom of Northumbria see N.J. Higham The Kingdom of Northumbria, AD
350-1100. Gloucestershire, England: Alan Suttor Publishing Ltd., 1993.

"~ % Barrow, “Settlement on the Anglo-Scottish Border” pp. 3-4.
? For information on the Wars of Independence please see appendix a pp. 131-3.



meeting place of two widely divergent peoples has been - it is always beneficial
to examine exceptions. The examination of areas of anomaly can be used to
either strengthen the existing paradigm, by proving themselves true exceptions, or
to cause a reassessment of the paradigm to a more flexible model.

The best way to reassess 2 model of this type is by more isolated studies.
By looking at one border in great detail new facets of the medieval borders may
be discovered. These discoveries may shed light on aspects of other borders that
are hidden by the current paradigm.

Studies of the Border between England and Scotland are numerous, but
most deal with either the Wars of Independence or the Tudor/Stewart period.
After the Wars of Independence, the relationship between England and Scotland
has taken a back seat to the relationship between England and France in the
Hundred Years War. Yet, the conflict between England and France cannot be
assessed without keeping in mind the relations that each had with Scotland.
Although each country pursued its own interests, the triangular relationship must
always be kept in mind."

Recent studies have begun to shed light on Anglo-Scottish relations in the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Historians such as Tuck, Barrow and Anthony
Goodman have begun to look at not only the relations of England and Scotland,
but specifically at the Border region. As they assess the framework of the society

in the Anglo-Scottish Borders, they create a need for more narrowly focused

'° Bruce Webster, “Anglo-Scottish Relations, 1296-1389: Some Recent Essays™ SHR vol 74
no 197, April 1995. p. 100.



studies. The simplest way to limit the study is to focus on one sector of Border
society. With the goal of discovering the impact of the Border region on central
administration, it is best to focus on the aristocratic class that made the
administration function. And since the "history of the medieval aristocracy is a

*!! the focus can be narrowed down to noble Border families

history of families,
from England and Scotland -- the Borderlords.

To determine the impact of the Borderlords on government it is best to
utilize dates important to the government. If the period after the Wars of
[ndependence, and during the Hundred Years War, is to be assessed, the period
from 1341 to 1424 appears most appropriate. In 1341 King David, son of Robert
[ of Scotland, returned to his country from France where he had been sent for
safety during the second phase of the Wars of Independence. The year 1424 is
the year that King James returned to Scotland to take personal control of the
government after having been an English prisoner for eighteen vears. In England,
Edward III attained the first land victory over the French in 1346, and Henry V
died in 1422, leaving an infant heir and a regency government. So these dates
would appear to represent a period worthy of study.

In the years 1341 to 1424 four families controlled the Anglo-Scottish

Borders, or Marches, two English, and two Scottish. In England the Borderlords

came from the families of Neville and Percy, while in Scotland the Douglas and

' Robert Bartlett, “Colonial Aristocracies of the High Middle Ages™ in Medieval Frontier
Societies, p. 25.



Dunbar families controlled the Border region. What did they control? And how
did they control it? It is perhaps best to begin with these questions.

The history of the Border region, to an overwhelming extent, has been
determined by its geography. George Trevelyan makes the observation: “[t]he
ungarnished moorland tells no flattering tale. For on it we see written the ever-
lasting alternation of life and death™ "> The English March consists of
Northumberland, Cumberland and Westmoreland, while the Scottish March is
comprised of Berwickshire, Roxburghshire. Dumfriesshire and Galloway. > The
major castles, beginning at Berwick, are Cocklaw, Fast Castle and Castle Dunbar
running to the north, with Bamburgh, Alnwick, Warkworth, Newcastle and
Durham to the south. From Berwick to the west lie Norham, Wark, Roxburgh,
Jedburgh, Carlisle, Hermitage, Lochmaben and Cockermouth." Most of the
castles are situated in the east, as the fertile plain of Northumbria extends into the
March, or Merse, of Berwickshire and runs to the Lammermuir Hills in the north.
This rolling plain was the usual route of invading armies, providing an area for
the movement of troops and the foraging involved in the movement of medieval
armies. The Tweed River is not a bartier; it is easily fordable at several points.

Further west the line of the Cheviot Hills, with the river dales, created some of the

best raiding country available, but the hills were all but impassable to the

'? George Macaulay Trevelyan. The Middle Marches. Newcastle, England, 1934. p. 7

¥ In the following discussion of the region, the descriptions are given in an east to west
direction. I have relied extensively on the maps in George MacDonald Fraser, Steel Bonnets.
London, 1971 and Thomas Rae, Administration of the Scottish Frontier, Edinburgh, 1966, for the
topography of the area.

™ For the map of castles see page 20, below.




medieval army on the march. The passes are few and narrow in this region,
perfect for the small raiding party to strike from quickly, and retire unseen.’> The
western edge of the Cheviots curves north to the Lowther Hills. These hills are
extended in the west by the Carinsmore Hills, and to the east they are bordered by
the Moorfoot Hills which join the western end of the Lammemmuirs. [n the
extreme west of the marches the narrow route from Carlisle north across the
Solway Moss provides a better route than the stark forbidding passes of the
Cheviots, but the area is marshy. Galloway, south of the Cairnsmore Hills, forms
a broad coastal plain along the Solway Firth crossed by the rivers Annan, Nith,
and Cree.

Aeneas Piccolomini, later Pope Pius I, gave an account of the Borders in
1435.

[t is a cold country where few things will grow and for the most

part has no trees. Below ground is found a sulfurous rock, which

they dig for fuel... A niver {the Tweed] which rises in a high

mountain, separates the two countries... Scotland and the part of

England nearest it are utterly unlike the country we inhabit, being

rude, uncultivated and unvisited by the winter sun.'®

While it ts obvious that he missed Ettrick and the Jedburgh Forests, his

assessment of the inhospitable nature of the region, even though it comes from an

'* It is from this region, Redesdale, Tynedale, Liddesdale and Teviotdale that the great raiding
surnames will come from in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. For more on the raider of this
later period see: Fraser as cited above, Rev. R. Borland, Border Raids and Reivers, Glasgow, 1910.
and Godfrey Watson, The Border Reivers. London, 1974. Also of interest, while more literary
than historical, are works on the Border Ballads of which Sir Walter Scott, Minstrelsy of the
Scottish Border: Consisting of Historic and Romantic Ballads Collected in the Southern Counties
of Scotland, with a few of Modern Date, Founded upon Local Tradition. 5® ed. Edinburgh, 1812.
is perhaps the longtime favorite.

' Memoirs of a Renaissance Pope: the Commentaries of Pius IL. Florence A. Gragg, trans.

Leona C. Gabel, ed. London, 1960. pp. 33-36.




[talian used to more gentle climates, epitomizes the geographical impression of
many visitors to the Anglo-Scottish border.

Recognition of the area as a “March” had existed since at least 1249 in a
treaty between Henry III of England and Alexander [II of Scotland setting up a
form of rough and ready justice based on the customs of the kingdom of
Northumbria in the ninth century.'’ This agreement is the first known written
evidence of any type of separate law in the frontier zone. It is the first entry in the

Bishop of Carlisle’s Leges Marchiarum, or collection of March Laws. There has

been some debate on the validity of the laws of 1249," based on the name of one
of the witnesses. The name Robert Clifford appears as a knight of England in the
list of witnesses, and apparently the Robert Clifford most commonly associated
with the north was believed to have been born in 1273. Reid, however, mentions
the existence of an inquest ¢. 1249 where one Robert Clifford holds Hetton in

Northumberland,'” so it seems that the Leges Marchiarum and its Marcher

Meeting of 1249 are correct.”® So the area was recognized as a frontier, or march,
as early as 1249. At this time, however, the relations between the two kingdoms

were more often of a friendly, if not peaceful nature.”' It was not to become a

"R R. Reid. “The Office of the Marches: its Origin and Early History™, EHR Vol 32 no 128,
Oct. 1917. p. 479.

'* Howard Pease. The Lord Wardens of the Marches of England toward Scotland. London,
1913. p. 67-8. Pease mentions the dispute citing a Burn, Nicholson (not the Bishop of Carlisle
whase family name is Nicholson, but apparently someone else) and a Dr. Neilson as well as an
editor’s note in the APS and the “Berne MS™ (see APS i, 177-8) but ultimately accepts the 1249
document in the Leges Marchiarum.

9 Reid, p. 479 note 2.

*® For the March Laws see appendix b pp. 134-7.

*! According to Leges Marchiarum there were no changes made in these laws until 1449 under
Henry VI and James I1. Pease has a footnote on p. 142 stating that “ In 1468 ‘the statute,
ordinances and uses of marche’ were put in order and writing, and sworn to by the Earl William




specifically militanized zone until 1296-7, and therefore the office of warden of
the march did not exist until about the same time.

During the attempted conquest of Scotland by Edward 1, a warden was
appointed on the English side in 1297. The wardens were originally appointed as
military leaders, the sheriffs having the right to keep the law, but the war required
an officer with no other duties but that of guarding the march. The new wardens
had the ability to call out the shire levies to guard the marches on short notice
should the Scots invade England.”> What started out as a temporary measure in
time of war, was to become a permanent position. By 1317 the appointment of a
warden had been renewed numerous times and the first long truce between the
two countries required someone with the authority to keep it. The most obvious
choice for this task was the warden, one in the east and one in the west, and the
office of warden of the march developed a function in time of truce as well as one
in time of war. During the reigns of Edward III and his grandson, Richard I, the
wardenship was to attain very nearly its final form.” In fact, in an attempt to

limit the power of the northem lords, Richard gave the wardenship to men of

Douglas and ‘eldest borderers at Lincluden’.” The Earl and his elders claimed these laws were
from the time of “Black” Archibald the Grim (d. 1400) and his son, Archibald the Tyneman (d.
1424). The Black Douglas and the Tyneman will be discussed in Chapter 3.

% For information on Edward I see: Joseph Bain, The Edwards in England 1296-1377,
Edinburgh: David Douglas, 1901., Thomas Costain, The Three Edwards. Doubleday & Co, Ltd.
1958., Michael Prestwich, Edward I, Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1988., L. F.
Salzman, Edward I, London: Constable & Co, 1968 (reprint)., and T. F. Tout, Edward [, London:
Macmillan, 1901.

B Reid, p. 482. Parts of the following description of the wardenship comes from this page.

?* James Campbell, “England, Scotland and the Hundred Years War in the Fourteenth
Century”, Europe in the Late Middle Ages London, 1965. p. 214.

9



minor land-holding status,” but they had little luck. The local inhabitants would
not accept their authority, for “they knew no prince but a Percy, a Neville or a
Dacre”.*®

The new position of lieutenant of the march, who had jurisdiction over
even the wardens, was held by Richard’s uncle, John of Gaunt, Duke of
Lancaster, from 1380% till his death in 1399. The lieutenancy was likely created
to negotiate truces, as the wardens had a vested interest in war, since their fee
could be doubled or even quintupled in time of war.”® Gaunt was the only one to
ever hold this position; after his son Henry acceded to the throne in 1399, the
wardens once again held complete royal authority.

The warden of the Scottish march seems to have come into existence in
the reign of Robert I;*® but as with most judicial functions in Scotland, the
wardenship was the responsibility of the tenant-in-chief of the region. The title
was granted to Scots magnates so that they could meet with the English warden in
order to address infringements of the truce and determine compensation for
victims on what were to become formal, regular meetings called Marcher
Meetings. When John of Gaunt was appointed licutenant as the English king’s

representative, the king of Scotland, Robert 11, sent his sons, John, Earl of

2 R L. Storey. “The Wardens of the Marches of England towards Scotland, 1377-1489"
EHR, vol. 72, no. 285, October, 1957. p. 594.

* Reid, p. 488. and note. The Dacre family, while locally important, do not come to
prominence in the period under examination.

*™ For his preparations on Marcher Meetings see JGR 1379-1383, nos. 366, 430, 744, 896,
905, 915, 1080, & 1175. For his appointment see CDS iv; 297 & Foedera I vii 269-70.

% For examples see CDS iv; 296 & 377.

? Pease. 195. For a list of Wardens on both sides of the March, see appendix ¢ & d pp. 138-
42.

10



Carrick, and Robert, Earl of Fife, to accompany the marcher magnates. It appears
that this was done because Carrick and Fife, as royal representatives, were of
equal status to Gaunt.

[f the job of the wardens was to maintain the truce and to guard the
marches, how did they acquire and maintain the troops required for these
measures? The approach was radically different in each country. To a certain
extent, however, they affected one another in their structure and form. In the
conflicts of the Wars of Independence the Scottish leaders, first Wallace, and then
Bruce, made use of the most readily available source of manpower, infantry.
Scotland did not have the resources to put as many armored knights into the field
as its southern neighbor; in an effort to counterbalance the discrepancy, bodies of
spearmen were formed into defensive units called schiltrons. The schiltron was
able to not only stop the advance of mounted knights, but also to break it froma
strategically strong position. The English, therefore, had to find a way to oust the
schiltron in order to gain the upper hand.

After the Scots’ victory against the English at Bannockbum in 1314,
Robert Bruce developed a different strategy to offset the greater manpower of the
much more populous England.

On fut suld be all Scottis weire,

By hyll and mosse themselff to reare.
Lat woods for wallis be bow and speire,
That innymes do them na deire.

[n strait placis gar keip all store,
And bymen ye planeland thaim before.
Than sall thai pass away in haist

When that thai find na thing but waist.
With wyles and waykings of the nyght

11



And mekill noyis maid on hytht,
thaim sall ye turnen with gret affrai,
As thai war chassit with swerd away.
This is the consall and intent
Of gud King Robert’s Testiment™

As the larger armies of England were forced to enter Scotland through the eastern
plains, the Scots practiced planned withdrawal followed by a scorched-earth
policy. They burned their crops, drove their herds into the hills and knocked
down their houses. As the English army advanced, they found little or no plunder
and no forage. This tactic worked to perfection, when it was adhered to,
especially after 1347, after which no English army spent more than three weeks in
Scottish territory.”' Once the English began to withdraw, they were harried by the
hidden Scottish levies.*> And levies they were. By avoiding battles and utilizing
scorched-carth tactics, the Scots did not need the large paid armies that England
(and France through its wars with England) needed to place in the field.>* The
old feudal levy of the service of every able-bodied male for 40 days was sufficient
to harass the retreating English army. The Scots levies indulged in pitched battles
only from strong positions on hills or in the mosses, and they engaged on foot
with bow and spear.

The feudal levy was also the perfect way for the Scots Borderlords to raise

a raiding group. A force raised in this manner could gather quickly, utilize the

 Unidentified primary source as cited in Sir Charles Oman, A History of the Art of War in
the Middle Ages. New York, 1924. p. 99.

?' Alexander Grant, Independence and Nationhood. London: E. Amold, 1984. p. 34.

3 For an interesting example of these tactics explained, see Chapter 3 pp. 834.

%} Grant, Independence and Nationhood. p. 34.

12



mountain passes for cover and devastate large areas of enemy territory with
maximum efficiency. The payment of these troops came exclusively from
whatever booty they were able to collect at the enemies’ expense. This form of
systematic ravaging was a prominent feature of campaigning activity throughout
medieval Europe,’* and the English learned the finer points from thirty years of
war with the Scots. The levy worked well in Scotland; calls for services were
rarely if ever denied. Defense of the realm had evolved into nearly a sacred duty
in the Wars of Independence, and the chance to enrich oneself from raid booty
was too great to be ignored. The old system of the feudal levy, however, had
been out of fashion in England for centuries.™

The levy had lasted longer in the north of England than elsewhere.
Certainly the levy was called out in 1327; the failure of this expedition was to

% Nor was this the last to be called;

bring the fifteen-year-old Edward III to tears.’
Richard IT summoned the levy for his 1385 invasion. It was to prove the last of its
kind in England.’” Rather than rely on the limited number of men that could be
called up by the levy, the English would come to rely on the indentured retinue,’®

or more specifically on a contract army. The contract army offered flexibility,

numbers as great as the captain’s circumstances would allow and the advantage

** Andrew Ayton & J.L. Price, “Introduction”, Medieval Military Revolution. London, 1995.
p. 7

** The paying of scutage instead of providing men had become a fixture under Henry 11 (1154-
1189) and Ayton and Price assert that mercenaries had been used by England since the eleventh and
twelfth centuries, p. 12.

3 Scalacronica, p. 155

*7 Frank Musgrove, The North of England. Oxford, 1990. p. 71 & Foedera I vii 473-475.

%% For information on the workings of an indentured retinue see: J M.W. Bean, From Lord to

Patron, Lordship in Late Medieval England. Manchester. 1989., and Simon Walker. The
Lancasterian Affinity: 1361-1399. Oxford, 1990.
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that the contract troops would remain, not for forty days, but for the length of
time agreed upon in the contract.”’ The constant need for cash to pay the king'’s
armies strengthened parliament, the Crown’s financial needs assuring the
Commons an active voice in the political sphere.’® So, while the administration
of England grew in proportion to the war needs of its kings, the feudal levies of
Scotland continued to enhance the power of individual magnates in the localities.
No Scottish Borderlord, however, could bring more than the number of his
tenantry and allies to the battlefield. The indenture, whether of retinue or of
contract service for a particular campaign, gave the English monarch even greater
superiority of numbers than before, yet this was not the whole answer to his
problems. If the Scots schiltron could defeat the mounted knight, what sort of
troops did the king want to hire?

In the early fourteenth century, the defense of the north of England
depended on mobility. This was acquired by two innovations. The first
innovation was the simple expedient of mounting archers, and the other was the
use of a lightly armed, mounted spearman called a hobelar.*' Both of these corps
usually rode to the field, dismounted to fight, and remounted to either pursue or
flee, depending on their degree of success. [t was this mounted defense system
that fought on foot as infantry, coupled with the experience of the Englishman

Henry Beaumont that was to lead to the answer the kings of England needed.

¥ Musgrove, p. 74.

“ Ayton & Price, p. 14.

*! Musgrove, p. 70. Fraser, in Steel Bonnets, refers to the small powerful horses of the
Borderers as “hobby horses”, I believe that the hobelar of the fourteenth century is the likely origin
of the name.



Beaumont, who had been involved in Scottish campaigns since 1297, has been
credited with the strategy that won at Dupplin Moor (1332) and again at Halidon
Hill (1333).** By utilizing a combination of men-at-arms used as infantry,
flanked by archers, the English had at last discovered how to beat the schiltron.
The infantry tactics and systematic ravaging of the countryside that the English
developed in their wars with the Scots were to lead to victory over the French at
both Crécy (1346) and Poitiers (1356). Military development, however, is rarely
a one way exchange, as was to prove true in this case.

Artillery was just beginning to make an appearance in western Europe in
the early fourteenth century. The first drawing of a gun in the west was found in
a book given as a gift to Edward I at his accession in 1327."* Oman argues that
there is no reason to doubt that the idea originated in 1313 in Germany, or that
Edward III had an early prototype of the cannon during the Scottish campaign of
1327.** Oman uses Barbour as the source of his contention that Edward had
artillery in late 1327, and points out that this is the best explanation for the Scots
acquiring cannons for their siege of Stirling Castle in 1339." While artillery
might have made the medieval siege marginally easier, it was still a long and
expensive undertaking.

The expense of the siege itself was paltry compared to the amount needed

to maintain castle defenses, once they were repaired, and to keep the fortress

2 Ranald Nicholson, Edward III and the Scots. London, 1965. p. 133. Both Nicholson and
Oman, p. 106, give Beaumont credit for the change in English tactics.

* Oman, p. 212.

* Oman, p. 213.

** Ibid. Barbour wrote The Bruce, the earliest known biography of Robert I.
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garrisoned. The re-fortifying and garrisoning of the castles of Edinburgh, Perth,
Surling and Roxburgh alone, cost the English Crown £.30,000 from the beginning
of the Hundred Years War until their loss to the Scots.*® The Scots, of course,
could never hope to produce that amount of money, and in the honored way of
Robert I, they usually chose to dismantle the castles rather than attempt to hold
them.*” The English, on the other hand, kept repairing and garrisoning them in a
vain attempt to hold Scotland south of the Forth.* Castle garrisons, raiding or
battles made little difference over the period; the English would gain an
overwhelming victory and the Scots would slowly eat away at the English
holdings until they were all once again in Scottish hands.

After thirty years of the Wars of Independence and the raiding associated
with times of truce the inhabitants of the Border region were prepared for armed
conflict. Any time of day or night, whether tenant, small holder, or a member of
the wardens’ defense garrisons, the people on both sides of the Border lived in a
state of watchful waiting. They watched for the raids from across the invisible
line drawn by government, and a very distant government on the part of the
English. And leading these battie-ready Borderers were the Borderlords.

This was the situation on the Anglo-Scottish Borders in 1341. The Percies

and the Nevilles controlled the Border as March Wardens with indentured

* Campbell, p. 195, and note which explains his assessment of primary sources.

*7 The Scots dismantled Lochmaben in 1384, see Scotichronicon XIV; 44, Wark, Ford and
Cornhill in 1385, Pluscarden X;7 & Scotichronicon X1V 46, and Jedburgh in 1409, Scotichronicon
XV, 21

“* In the 1330s, see above, there is a reference to Edinburgh, see Scalacronica, p. 166; also in
1334, Dunbar Castle, see Scalacronica, p. 163, Roxburgh Castle, Scalacronica, appendix p. 295 &
Berwick CDS III 1434 & 1468.
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retinues as their castle garrisons, while the Douglases and the Dunbars, also as
March Wardens, relied on the feudal levy and the strategy of Robert [. This
rugged country was the home of the Borderlords, and perfect for raiding, now a
national boundary that royal administration wanted policed. The result was not
only the wardenship, but a highly militaristic society. What impact did the
rugged, militaristic generals of the Marches have on the royal administration?

In order to determine their impact, three things must be assessed. The
first is of course their role as military leaders. In this era magnates could make
their mark on the administration by military exploits, and therefore, this is a
major factor in determining the impact of the Borderlords on government. The
second factor that needs to be examined is the office of Warden. How much
influence is in the hands of the holders of the wardenships? The third and final
point of assessment must be that of their role as supporters or non-supporters of
the current administration. Can the Borderlords force a change in administration
or even in the monarchy itself? With these factors as a basis for analysis, the
impact of the Borderlords will be examined.

The best way to begin an investigation into the impact of the Borderlords
is to start with government documents. Therefore, documents for this period such

as the Calendar of Documents Relating to Scotland, the Acts of the Parliament of

Scotland, and the Foedera*’ have been a valuable source of information. The

chronicles from both countries, for instance Walter Bower’s Scotichronicon and

“ The Foedera is 2 Calendar of Events including negotiations, treaties, royal grants and
announcements, royal marriage arrangements and military alliance agreements.
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Knighton’s Chronicle, also shed light on the roles of the Borderlords in :his
period. Because of the role of France in Anglo-Scottish relations, the Chronicle
of Jean Froissart is also highly useful. The Houses of Percy and Douglas have
family histories, and Dunbar and Neville are represented in local histories. Letters
of the English kings, biographies of the kings of both countries and of John of
Gaunt along with Gaunt’s household registers are utilized in the effort to discover
the impact of the Borderlords.

As the historiography of the Anglo-Scottish Borders in this period is in its
infancy, reliance must be placed on peripheral studies. These begin with the
Border studies of Barrow from the Wars of Independence and studies of the
Border from the sixteenth centurv.’® The analysis of the nobles controlling the
Borders makes the work on Crown/noble relations undertaken by Anthony Tuck
for England and Alexander Grant for Scotland an important source of
mformation. A great deal of reliance must be placed on shorter studies, and
ariicles on the events and magnates of the fourteenth century are valuable for
specific information.”'

In order to assess the role of Percy, Neville, Douglas and Dunbar,
an outline of the overall situation must be provided. The first chapter, therefore,

consists of an overview of the relations between England and Scotland, with

% These are the studies by R. Borland, George MacDonald Fraser, Thomas I. Rae and
Godfrey Watson

*! Two examples of this are ] M.W. Bean’s article on “Henry IV and the Percies” and C.L.
Kingsford’s “The First Version of Hardyng’s Chronicle.”
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France playing a role as well. The second and third chapters assess the four
families in the framework presented in chapter one, the English in chapter two
and the Scots in chapter three. Finally, conclusions are drawn in chapter four to
begin to determine the exact impact of the Borderlords on their respective

governments between 1341 and 1424.
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Chapter 1

Anglo-Scottish Relations
1341-1424

In behint yon auld fail dyke,
[ wot ther lies a new-slain knight;

And naebody kens that he lies there
But his hawk, his hound, and his lady fair.
e e o ok o e sk o ke s o ok ok ok o e e sk o ke e ke ok R e e ok ke ok ok ok ok ke ke
Mony a one for him makes mane,

But nane shall ken whae he ts gane:
O’er his white banes, when they are bare
The wind shall blaw for evermair'

' Trevelyan, p. 6. Trevelyan refers to this as the work of a Border Poet that he does not
identify.



[t is on the geographical terrain described in the previous chapter, with its
great plain, riverdales and series of hills that the Borderlords came to power. The
castles such as Berwick, Lochmaben, Roxburgh and Wark provided the bases
from which they launched attacks and besieged one another. Their different
military strategies had evolved through more than thirty years of incessant
warfare. Innovations were echoed by changing tactics that were practiced on one
another over time, and reflected the general trends of the later medieval period.

In order to determine the impact of the Borderiords on their governments,
however, the relationships between the English and Scottish governments need to
be outlined briefly.

[n 1341, when David II returned to Scotland, the only land the English
retained from the victories of the 1330s were Lochmaben and Berwick with small
areas of the surrounding countryside. David, however, not only authorized raids
on England, but indulged in them himself. He had received proper training in the
arts of war and chivalry while in France. David even fought at Tournai (1339)
under the French king.” In response to letters of appeal from Philip VI of France.’
David drew together an army from all over Scotland by inviting the magnates and
their levies to accompany him and invaded England in 1346.* The first order of
business on the raid was the siege of Castle Liddel for William Douglas, the

flower of chivalry and Knight of Liddesdale, not to mention loval favorite of the

? E.W. Balfour-Melville, Edward 11] & David II. London: G. Philip & Son, Ltd, 1954. pp. 12-

14.
* Campbell, p. 195. See especially note where he discusses the validity of the letters.
* Campbell, pp. 191-2.
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newly returned king. Castle Liddel had no real military significance, and was
taken exclusively because of the Knight of Liddesdale’s friendship with King
David. While it was a brilliant reward for loyal service, it was not the best way to
mount a campaign, but the worst was to come.” The Scots were caught just
outside the city of Durham, near a place known as Neville’s Cross, and not
expecting much resistance, they were defeated.® Numerous Scottish noblemen
were taken hostage, but the greatest prize by far was the capture of David himself
by a knight named John Coupland. The capture was not without cost; although
David was injured by arrows (one lodged in his head) he was still able to knock
out two of Coupland’s teeth in a desperate attempt to make an escape. While the
English wanted to ransom the Scots king, they were still not willing to admit to
his sovereignty:” nor did the Scots seem anxious to have him back.

David’s heir presumptive, his nephew Robert Stewart, who became
guardian in his absence, is often held to blame for the length of David’s
imprisonment. Aside from the fact that it would appear only human to want to
continue to hold the power that had belonged to Robert Stewart as guardian
before David’s return from France in 1341, there are two other factors to
consider. Robert knew that David was badly injured; he had been present at the

Battle of Durham, and had retreated with the Earl of Dunbar as defeat seemed

* Lanercost, pp. 330-342, Scalacronica, appendix p. 301, Pluscarden 1X;40, Scotichronicon
X1V, 1-3, Wyntoun VTII; 40 and Knighton pp. 68-75.

® Edward and the bulk of his army were in France for the Crécy campaign, Froissart. pp. 68-96,
and Knighton, pp. 60-5.

7 For an in-depth look at David’s captivity in England. see A.A. M. Duncan, “David II &
Edward I1l. 1346-52", SHR. vol 67. 1988. pp. 113-14. and Balfour-Melville as cited above.
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immanent.* The two are often accused of cowardice and worse for leaving the
field, but they were in command of the third column, and it is likely that the battle
was decided before they came to the field, and leaving could equally be judged as
a prudent move. What reason would the council and the guardian have for
ransoming their king for an exorbitant amount of money only to have him die of
his wounds?’ That the wound to David’s head was serious can be surmised by the
fact that the arrowhead could not removed until he made a pilgrimage to the
shrine of St. Monan in 1351.'° The other reason that the Scots were not anxious
to ransom their king was the nature of the English demands. The first offers of
the English included the submission of David and his kingdom to the English
king, a situation that Robert certainly would not want, and one that the rest of the
council apparently found easy to reject as well.

Dawvid’s kingship was only admitted by the English in 1351, when the
ransom offered included a clause about the throne coming to Edward or one of his
sons if David should die childless. This perhaps could mark the end, at last, of
the Wars of Independence. Circumstances had finally forced the English to
concede that David was the monarch of an independent kingdom in order to gain

the right of inheriting the throne of this independent nation. Historians of the

* The official title of the Dunbars is “Eari of Dunbar and March.” They are often referred to as
the Earls of March. As there is an English Earl of March. (the Welsh March) the Dunbar Earl will
be referred to either by Christian name or as the Earl of Dunbar to avoid confusion.

® Campbell, p. 196 mentions the seriousness of the king’s wound and mentions this as one
reason why the Scots might have hesitated to ransom him. Duncan, p. 115, concedes that though
there is no safe conduct, the first person to join the king in captivity was his physician Hector
MacBeth aka. Leech.

'® Scotichronicon xiv; 3 lines 35-42. Duncan, p. 115 and note.
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nineteenth century have accused David of being willing to give up all that his
father had won, but this is not the case.'' By the 1350s, the gamble of David
dying childless seemed a good one; while he was kept apart from his Queen, Joan,
for most of his captivity, he kept a mistress, who also bore him no children. No
matter what Edward 111 and Robert Stewart thought, however, the evidence seems
perfectly clear that David never lost faith in his ability to father children.
Immediately on the death of Queen Joan in 1363, he married Margaret Logie and
when she failed to give him an heir by 1369, he divorced her and planned on
taking Agnes Dunbar as his wife.'* This points to a man who may have become
desperate in his quest to father an heir, but was certainly not without hope.

A ransom treaty was negotiated in 1354, likely due to the English Crown’s
need to finance its continued war in France. This treaty seemed to be acceptable
to the Scots, but the truce provided for until the ransom was paid, caused alarm to
the Scottish ally, France. The French king, fearing the neutralization of his ally
on England’s northern doorstep, sent men and money to entice the Scots away
from the English offer. It worked well and in 1355 a Scottish and French force
led by Earl of Dunbar recaptured Berwick. Ultimately, the effort was to bring
Edward IlI to Scotland in January of 1356 to recapture Berwick, and in February
Edward ravaged the area of Berwickshire and Lothian in a rampage that was to be

remembered as the Burnt Candlemas.

"' Duncan, p. 113. He cites no one specifically.
‘2 ERS Il pp. 328, 345, 357 & 364 for a payment from King Robert Il when she married
James Douglas of Dalkeith in late 1371 after David II's death.
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This devastation, coupled with the capture of the French king at Poitiers in
September of 1356, led to a ransom treaty, the Treaty of Berwick, in 1357."
The truce remained a part of the treaty, and was more or less observed by both
sides.® The French were neutralized by the English in the Treaty of Brétigny of
1360, ransoming their king John II and providing for a shaky peace.

David’s return to Scotland was not an unqualified success, although the
taxes required to amass the ransom forced him to summon the burgesses to
Parliament as the need for money had forced his father, Robert I, to summon
them. It seems to be from the time of David’s reign that the “three estates”
gained permanent membership in Parliament.'” Not that the large number of
events associated with the payment of the ransom were all good. It was not long
before the payments fell into arrears, and this led not only to further negotiations
with the English, but to the revolt of three of the King’s most powerful subjects.
Robert Stewart, the Earl of Douglas and the Earl of Dunbar rebelled in 1363, and
one of their complaints, the misgovernance of the realm, included the non-

payment of the ransom.'® With the Borderlords and the heir to the throne in

13 Pluscarden IX; 43, Scotochronicon XTV;16&17, and Knighton pp. 142-149.

!4 For the text of the Treaty of Berwick see; APS I, 518-20, or Gordon Donaldson, Scottish
Historical Documents. New York, 1970. pp. 634, or English Historical Documents, vol 4 pp.
101-3. The treaty provided for a 10 year truce until the ransom was paid.

" For an example of the way a truce is often kept see Northern Petitions. C.M. Fraser, ed.
Gateshead, England, 1981. This example is, of course, only the English version.

'° Faedera II vi 238-63. English Historical Docyments, vol 4 pp. 103-8.
' J.D. Mackie, A History of Scotland. New York, 1979. p. 82-3.
'* Their exclusion from the king’s council also was a primary factor. For a detailed discussion

on the ransom payments see; Ranald Nicholson, “David I1, the historians and the chroniclers”, SHR
vol 45, 1966. pp. 724.
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revolt, David’s position could have been desperate. Immediate action, however,
and a policy of not allowing them to move against him in concert minimized the
impact of the revolt. But it did lead to a renegotiation of the ransom in 1364-5,
for a higher sum and smaller installments.'® It became necessary to negotiate the
ransom again in 1369 for the original sum at the lower pay scale’. This last
negotiation was instigated not by the Scots’ inability to pay, but by the English
need for money as the war in France was escalating.

David 1I died unexpectedly in 1371, and Robert Stewart became Robert I1.
The historiography of the period has disparaged the reigns of both Robert I and
his son, Robert I, accusing the Stewart dynasty of getting off to an old and
infirm start.”' But a recent biography of the two early Stewart kings goes a long
way toward challenging the charges of incompetence leveled at the two Roberts.™
On his accession, Robert Il not only maintained the French alliance,” but the
truce with England as well as was possible. The payments of David’s ransom
were continued until Edward {II’s death in 1377, when his grandson, Richard
became King of England.

In 1380, both England and Scotland were in favor of extending the truce

due to end in 1384. But incursions on both sides created issues that needed to be

' CDS IV 108 & Foedera III vi 465 also provide for truce.

2 CDS IV 154 and provides for truce until 1384.

! Gordon Donaldson, Scottish Kings. New York, 1992. p. 36.

Z Steven Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings: Robert If & I, 1371-1406 East Lothian,
Scotland, 1996. For a review of this book see; A.D. McLean'’s review in Scottish Tradition vol
22, 1997.

2 Pluscarden X; 4 &5.
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addressed. This was to be done at a Marcher Meeting®* with the Duke of
Lancaster and the Earls of Carrick and Fife as mentioned above. The meetings
were apparently held at approximately one year intervals, so that John of Gaunt
was returning from Scotland when word of the Peasants’ Revolt reached him in
1381.% The Earl of Northumberland denied Gaunt access to Bamburgh Castle,
forcing him to seek asylum in Scotland.*® This was to work in the Scots’ favor.
When Richard ordered john of Gaunt to invade Scotland in 1384, he did as little
damage as possible, even to the extent of ransoming Edinburgh and protecting it
from his troops for the refuge granted him by Holyrood. Unfortunately for the
citizens Gaunt was unable to save the city the following year when Richard
himself led an invasion. A truce was negotiated and then renewed one year
later.”’

The year 1384 saw internal troubles in Scotland, as Robert II was taken to
task for lawlessness in the realm, and his son, John of Carrick, was made
governor of the realm to see justice done.”® Carrick, however, was kicked bya
horse and badly injured, if not permanently lamed in early 1388. It is not known
how serious the injury was, but it is certain that it was not Carrick, but his brother,

Robert, the Earl of Fife, who led the Scottish host into England at the end of the

23 The location of the meetings was the cause of much debate, Diplomatic Correspondence of
Richard II. Edouard Perroy, ed. London: Camden Historical Society, 1933, nos 112, 117, 125,
167 & 179.

® HF. Hutchison, Chapter 3 of The Hollow Crown. London, 1961, Westminster pp. 2-21 &
Knighton, pp. 208-31.

% The Earl of Carrick, later Robert 11, granted Gaunt refuge, for which Gaunt sent him a gift
of wine, see JGR 1379-1383 no 643.

*7 Foedera 11 vii 469 & Foedera I11 vii 526-7.

B APS L, 550-1
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truce in 1388. The government of England was in the hands of the Lords
Appellant,” and the Scots saw their chance. A council of war was held in
Edinburgh, and despite what past historians have asserted, the man presiding over
this gathering was Robert I1.*

By August of 1388, two Scottish armies had entered England, the one that
entered the West March was led by the Earl of Fife, while the one in the East
March was led by James, second Earl of Douglas.’! One of the most thorough
accounts of the battle is that of the French chronicler, Froissart,’* who claims to
have interviewed men who had been there from both sides. His account is
comparable with the later Ballad of Otterburn, Hand it is plain that the version
that lived on in Border fame was more the common soldier’s view of what the
fight was about and its outcome. Froissart’s account, which later evidence does
not discount completely, does not present the entire picture of Otterburn. He

does not, for instance, mention the one fact that is mentioned in both the Scottish

chronicles. Henry Percy, known as Hotspur, reconnoitered the force under Fife

® The Lords Appellant are a coalition of nobles opposed to Richard’s spending habits and
peace policy. They are led by Richard’s uncle, the Duke of Gloucester and include Mowbray of
Nottingham, later Duke of Norfolk, Fitzalan of Arundel, Beauchamp of Warwick and Henry of
Bolingbrook.

* Froissart, p. 335.seems to be the source of the long lasting belief that the meeting was kept
secret from Robert I, but Boardman, p. 142 & note, insists that he was present.

*! Pluscarden x; 9, Scotichronicon xiv; S1 & 52, Westminster pp. 346-51, Wyntoun [X; 8 and
Knighton pp. 504 - 507.

*2 Froissart, pp. 335-48.

33 There are numerous versions of this ballad, for Sir Walter Scott’s version see appendix e pp
143-6. For a the version known as Child 16]a as well as a discussion on it see James Reed, “The
Ballad and the Source: Some literary reflections on the Batile of Otzerburn™ , War & Border
Societies in the Middle Ages, Anthony Goodman & Anthony Tuck, ed. London, 1992. pp.94-123.
The book, despite its title, is a collection of essays on Otterburn from several viewpoints. and is
reviewed by Goodman in “Border Ways and Border Warfare™, History Today, vol. 38, 1988, pp. 6-
9.
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before deciding to attack the force of Douglas at Otterburn.”® Chivalric
romanticism aside, the outcome was great slaughter. The Earl of Douglas,
Carrick’s staunch Border ally was among the dead, and numerous English knights
were captured, Ralph Neville and Henry Hotspur among them. While the Battle
of Otterburn raged in the east, the Earl of Fife ravaged in the west. The
devastation of the invasion of 1388, and domestic troubles in both countries, led
to a truce in December of 1388.%

Upon his return, Fife supplanted the heir, Carrick, as governor.*® The
official reason was that Carrick was incapable of governing due to his injuries,
but there is another side. The death of Douglas at Otterburn, without an heir, was
to lead to numerous disputes about the fate of the earldom.””  The truce of 1388
was renegotiated and a new truce was signed in early 1390 before the death of
Robert I1. ™ After Robert II died, Carrick was crowned as Robert III to eliminate
the awkward question of John Balliol’s place in the Scottish regnal line. This was
ironic as his brother, Robert of Fife, was still ruling as governor due to the new
king’s infirmity. But Robert [II had two sons, and began working behind the
scenes to gain support for them.”’

Meanwhile, the ineffectual defense of the English Borderlords had caused

the government of the Lords Appellant to collapse, and Richard Il was once more

* See the Scotichronicon & Pluscarden as listed above.

¥ CDS IV 387.

* APS I, 556.

7 Boardman, pp. 149-53 a discussion of the succession debate on the Earidom of Douglas will
be found in Chapter 3.

*® CDS IV 416 & Foedera 11 vii 683.

S Boardman, p. 194ff.
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in control. As the 1390s progressed, those in favor of peace were in power, not
only in England, but in Scotland and France as well.*’ The remainder of the
1390s saw a series of Marcher Meetings with Scotland and peace summits with
the French. Most of the English diplomacy in both counties was performed by the
elder statesman, John of Gaunt. The entire situation changed in 1399; in England
with the death of Gaunt and the disinheriting of his banished son, and in Scotland
with the ascendancy of the heir to the throne, David, Duke of Rothesay.

Henry of Bolingbrook, heir to John of Gaunt, had been exiled in 1396 for
six years. This was the result of his accusation of treason against Mowbray, the
Duke of Norfolk. Rather than allow the decision to be decided by trial-by-combat
in a Court of Chivalry, King Richard had banished both, Norfolk for life. Richard
promised to hold the vast Lancastrian estates in trust for Henry if his father did
not live to see his return. When Gaunt died in 1399, however, Richard’s greed
got in the way of his promise, and he confiscated the Lancastrian inheritance.
Henry decided to invade England. He was to land at Ravenspur; the Duchy of
Lancaster was in the north and he could raise an army there. It was also a
calculated risk. Henry knew that the Borderlords, especially the Percies and the
Nevilles, were dissatisfied with Richard’s appointment of his favorites to the
Wardenship, and regarded these as moves against the Borderlords’ supremacy in

the region. Whatever his intentions were when he landed, with the support of the

“® The Scots and English signed truces in 1397, Foedera II viii 35-6 and again in 1398, CDS
IV 508 & Foedera [I viii 54-8.
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north, it did not take him long to force Richard’s abdication and have himself
recognized as Henry IV.*!

[n the meantime, Scotland was also in the midst of a political cnisis. The
governorship of Robert of Fife, who was now the Duke of Albany, was called
into question in late 1398 by his failure to oust a militant cleric who had taken
over a castle in defiance of royal order to vacate. Albany was supplanted by his
young nephew, Rothesay, who was made lieutenant in January 1399.*> The
lieutenancy had specific limitations, and was to last for only three years.
Rothesay was allowed to rule as the king’s lieutenant, but only with the counsel
and consent of a group of nobles headed by his uncle, Albany. In 1400, Rothesay
repudiated his wife, Elizabeth Dunbar, and married instead Mary Douglas. This
affront drove the Earl of Dunbar into the allegiance of Henry IV of England.

Rothesay’s lieutenancy began to crumble in 1401. After the death of his
mother, Queen Annabella, he began superseding his authority and the council set
up to regulate his behavior did not meet any longer. By 1402, the behavior of
Rothesay was causing so much strife that Robert III issued an order for Albany to
arrest Rothesay and imprison him until he learned the error of his ways. "
Albany, with the Earl of Douglas, was to do more than imprison him, for

Rothesay died in his uncle’s castle at Falkland in April of 1402 *

*! The Scots and English had signed a truce before Richard’s abdication. CDS IV 520.

2 APS 1, 5724

3 Scotichronicon xv;12, lines 26-32 & Pluscarden x;17, p. 258.

¢ Albany and Douglas, Rothesay’s brother-in-law were acquitted by Parliament, APS I, 582-3.
The act determined the death ‘by Divine Providence, and not otherwise’. For the life of Rothesay
see Boardman, pp. 223-54.. also Boardman, “The Man who would be King” in People & Power in
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The defection of the Earl of Dunbar to the English in 1400 was to prove
the most damaging legacy of Rothesay. In that year Henry I'V led a march into
Scotland as far as Edinburgh demanding the subjugation of the Scottish king.*
This was probably no more than a diversionary tactic to re-enforce his right to the
throne he had usurped. With Edinburgh Castle garrisoned against him and the
Scots raiding parties threatening his communications, Henry was forced to
withdraw.*® A truce was signed between England and Scotland before the end of
1400."

In the year 1402, after the failure of truce ne:gotiations,48 the exiled Earl of
Dunbar led a raid into Scotland and defeated a coalition of local lairds at Nesbit
Moor.*’ In retaliation for the humiliation of the loss at Nesbit, Archibald
Douglas, called the Tyneman, Earl of Douglas, led an expedition into England.
He was met at Homildon Hill by an English force led by Henry Hotspur and the
Earl of Dunbar.*® On the advice of Dunbar, Hotspur allowed his archers free
reign against the advancing Scots. They did not advance very long, and
Homildon Hill was almost a complete rout. The English had won

overwhelmingly, and Douglas had been captured with many others inciuding

Scotland, Edinburgh, 1992, pp. 1-27, and Linda Day, “The Life and Political Career of David
Stewart, Duke of Rothesay”, University of Guelph, unpublished M.A. Thesis, 1988.

** King’s Letters: from the days of Alfred to the Accession of the Tudors newly edited by
Robert Steele London, 1903. pp. 117-9, this letter is an arrangement for supplies to be prepared at
prearranged locations on his march north.

* Grant, Independence and Nationhood, p. 43.

*” Foedera I viii 166.

* Foedera IV viii 251-2.

* Pluscarden x; 18 & Scotichronicon xv; 13.

%® Pluscarden x; 18 & Scotichronicon xv; 14.
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Murdoch Stewart, Albany’s son and heir. Henry forbade the ransom of these
prisoners, to the fury of Hotspur.

Immediately after Homildon, Hotspur began a siege of Cocklaws Castle.
Albany marched out to relieve the castle, only to receive the news on his arrival
that the whole enterprise was unnecessary. In 1403, having quarreled with Henry
IV, the Percy family joined forces with the Welsh, who had been in revolt under
Owain Glyndwr since 1400. Somewhere on the march south, Dunbar had parted
company with Hotspur and joined Henry. Hoping to catch Hotspur on his march
south before he could unite with the Welsh, Henry marched on Shrewsbuly.jl
Henry and Dunbar with the English host were able to catch Hotspur before either
the Welsh or his father, the Earl of Northumberland, could join him, and defeated
him at Shrewsbury.

During all these trials for the English king, the Scots royal house was
having troubles of its own. After the death of Rothesay, Robert I1I had only one
son remaining, James, born in 1394. He set about gathering support for the young
boy. This was difficult for the old king; his brother Albany had been once again
made governor in 1402. By 1406 King Robert was concerned about the safety of
his only surviving boy, and became determined to send him to France. Something

in the king’s plans went sadly wrong, and James and his tutor were kept waiting

*! The Earl of Northumberland was on his way south from the Percy holdings in the northeast,
the Welsh were moving east to meet the pair. For information on the Welsh revolt see; Ian
Skidmore, Owain Glendwr. Swansea, Wales, 1980, and R.R. Davies, Revolt of Owain Glen Dwr.
Oxford, 1995. For more on the Battie of Shrewsbury see Scotichronicon xv; 17.
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on Bass Rock, in the Firth of Forth, for over a month before finally boarding a
ship for France. Unfortunately, the ship was run aground by the English off
Flamburgh Head and the young prince James was in the hands of the English.
The taking hostage of the young prince was an extreme affront, not only to Robert
personally, but to the Scottish throne, as a truce had been in effect since 1404. 32
This was the final blow in a long list of set-backs to Robert III, and the king died
within weeks of receiving the news of his son’s capture.

With the king dead and the heir to the throne in England, Albany was
simply confirmed as royal governor and ruled with his council. He has been
accused of assuming royal airs by historians,”® but Albany had an uncanny knack
of walking the thin line of running Scotland without exceeding his authority. He
referred to the Scots as his subjects and dated the acts decided by his council by
the year of his governorship.” This was perfectly correct usage; as James had
never been crowned, the use of Albany’s gubernatorial year defined the date.” It
should also be admitted that in lieu of a crowned and reigning monarch, the Scots
were Albany’s subjects as much as anyone else’s. No Parliaments were
summoned, but they could not be as only the king had the right to do so, and
during his governorship Albany did keep up with the yearly audits of the

exchequer until his death in 1420

2 CDS IV 660 & Foedera IV viii 363-364. In fact, Albany would extend the truce in 1408,
Foedera IV viii 515.

%3 Grant, Independence and Nationhood, p. 185

* RMS 1 874-950.

5 Grant, [Independence and Nationhood, pp. 184-5.

¢ APS I, 587-90 & ERS IIL, pp. I, 35, 40, 64, 72, 104, 127, 134, 159, 166, 185, 191, 208,
214, 234, 240, 261, 267, 284, 290, 306, 310, 332 & 337.
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It is doubtful that Henry would have released James right away, but
negotiations for his release were in progress when the English king died in
1413.°7 Henry V had other plans for James, however and negotiations were
broken off. Henry V planned to renew the war in France, as domestic troubles
had kept his father from doing in his lifetime.

The Earl of Dunbar returned to Scotland in 1408/9 and made his peace
with the Albany government.™ The French were anticipating the renewal of war
with England and several Scots magnates set out to find military glory against the
English despite the Anglo-Scottish truce of 1414.%° Before any help was sent to
France, however, Albany had one piece of diplomacy to bring to a successful
conclusion. In 1416, Albany exchanged his son, Murdoch, for the son of Hotspur,
also Henry Percy, who had been in Scotland since 1405.%° After the exchange,
Scots help for the French was given free reign. James found himself in the
awkward position where the English king had greater use for him than his own
kingdom did.

Henry V took the young Scots king to France wiih him, where he used
James as an excuse to execute Scoftish prisoners for being in arms against their
king. The young king was also in France for the royal wedding between Henry

and the French princess Katherine.

*7 Henry declared a truce before his death, CDS [V 823.

’® He granted Annandale to the Earl of Douglas in return for his forfeited estates see RMS I;
920.

* CDS IV 848 & Foedera [V ix 79.

“ The Earl of Westmoreland made the exchange of prisoners in 1416, CDS iv; 895. This was
a good year for Henry V, he also declared a truce between himself and France, Scotland, Man, the
Lord of the Isles and the Earl of March (Dunbar), CDS IV 876 & Foedera IV ix 401.
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In 1419 a group of Scottish adventurers, some of them under the
leadership of Archibald Douglas, son and heir of Archibald the Tyneman, arrived
in France. They were not originally popular, being called mutton-eaters and
wine-bibbers by the horrified French. They were soon to prove their worth.
Years of warfare and raiding on the Borders gave the Scots an advantage against
the English. The English forces in France were without the generalship of Henry
V, who was in England. They were, instead, under the command of his brother,
Thomas, the Duke of Clarence. The Franco-Scottish forces defeated the English
at the battle at Baugé in 1421.°' Henry returned to France because of this defeat,
and contracted dysentery in the ensuing campaign, dying in 1422.

In 1423 the Scots finally ransomed their long absent king, James, from the
regency government of the infant Henry V1. The heir to the Earl of Dunbar was
prominent in these negotiations. Before his return to Scotland in 1424, the young
James married Joan Beaufort, the granddaughter of John of Gaunt.®? Just before
the return of James the Scots were again involved in France. In 1423, Archibald
the Tyneman had replaced his son in France. The Tyneman brought
reinforcements and the English were eventually brought to battle at Verneuil in
1424.% 1t was a crushing defeat for the Franco-Scottish allies, Archibald the
Tyneman being one of the slain. So, in 1424, the government of England was

under a regency for the infant Henry VI; Scotland’s king was about to set up

®! Pluscarden x; 25 -6 & Scotichronicon xv; 34.
82 For the life and reign of James see; Michael Brown, James I, East Lothian, Scotland, 1994 &

E.W.M. Balfour-Melville, James { in 2 vol, London, 1936.
* Pluscarden x; 28-31 & Scotichronicon xv; 35.
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personal government for the first time in a reign already 18 years old; most of
France north of the Loire was in English hands and the Dauphin, uncrowned, was
about to be joined by a young peasant girl named Joan.

These then were the relations between England and Scotland, with France
often creating a third party not to be ignored, from 1341 to 1424. The events of
these eighty-three years created a framework within which the Borderlords must
be assessed. This cursory look at the relations between England and Scotland
only hints at the impact that the Borderlords could have on their respective
governments. How they amassed their power and what their role was in this

tripartite drama will be the focus of the next chapters.
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Chapter 2

The English Borderlords

This royal throne of kings, this scepter’d isle,
This earth of majesty, this seat of Mars,
This other Eden, demi-paradise;
This fortress built by Nature for herself
Against infection and the hand of war;
This happy breed of men, this little world,
This precious stone set in the silver sea,
Which serves it in the office of a wall,
Or as a moat defensive to a house,
Against the envy of less happier lands;
This blessed plot, this earth, this realm, this England,
s ok o ok ke s sfe e ok o s e o e 3 o e 3 e o o4 o 3 e s 3k o e sk o v e ke ke e ok o ok e ke o ok e ke e Aok ok e ke K
England, bound in with the triumphant sea,
Whose rocky shore beats back the envious siege
Of watery Neptune, is now bound in with shame,
With inky blots and rotten parchment bonds:
That England, that was wont to conquer others,
Hath made a shameful conquest of itself.
William Shakespeare; Richard [1 111
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England’s borderers knew no peace in the fourteenth century,' nor were
they alone. England itself knew little peace in this period; most of the fourteenth
century, as well as the fifteenth, was comprised of intermittent war with France
and Scotland, a war in Spain and internal struggies. After the upheaval of the
reign of Edward I (1307-1327) the reign of his son, Edward, got off to a rather
rocky start. By the late 1330s and certainly in the 1340s and 50s the country
seemed to be stable, and largely victorious. However, the entire fabric of stability
was very thin; in the late 1360s and through the 1370s as the warrior king
declined into senility, and his son and heir declined into his last illness, it was
obvious that Edward III had cloaked most of England’s troubles with military
victory and political manipulation through personal charisma.® When Edward
[II died in 1377, he left his throne to his ten year old grandson, Richard. Edward
[IT in his declining years and Richard II were loyally served by Edward’s son,
John of Gaunt. Gaunt, unfortunately, was not the charismatic man his father was.
nor could he control his nephew or fellow magnates. Gaunt’s diplomatic
missions seemed to be the place where he served his country best.’

When John of Gaunt’s son, Henry, took over the throne, as Henry [V, he
would have had plans against both France and Scotland. What they might have
been is not certain, for England fell into internal strife for most of his reign. The

Welsh under Owain Glyndwr were in revolt from 1400 until 1409* and the north

" J.A. Tuck, “Richard IT and the Border Magnates” North Hist vol. 3 1968. p. 27

? Anthony Tuck, Crown and Nobility 1272-1461. Oxford, 1985. pp. 156-7.

3 See Anthony Goodman, John of Gaunt. Harlow, Essex, England, 1992. Chapters 7,8 & 9.

* Although not officially over until the surrender of Owain’s son in 1421, R R. Davies, The
Revoit of Owain Glyn Dwr. Oxford, 1995. p. 293.
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was to attempt to join them in 1403 and 1405. Upon the death of Henry [V, his
son Henry V involved England in war in France. Through this war, Henry V died
relatively young of dysentery and left an infant son as his only heir; a regency
government was not the best way to create peace and stability.

In all of this conflict, the Borderlords played a leading role. “The power of
the north of England in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries is closely connected
with the rise of two northern families: the Percies and the Nevilles.” The
Nevilles and the Percies dominated this era, not only in the north, but throughout
England. They were to eclipse the other magnate families of the country,
especially in the reign of Henry [V.

The income attached to the Wardenship, along with political influence
through royal appointments gave the Borderlords inroads to the administration
that other English magnates could not equal. But the money and influence that
came to the Percies and the Nevilles came in different circumstances and were
utilized differently by each family. Therefore, it is useful to look at them

separately.

The Nevilles
The Nevilles had holdings in the county of Durham, called the lordship of

Raby with their castle at Brancepeth. They were not tenants-in-chief of the king;

* Musgrove, p. 120.
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Durham was a regality where the king’s writ did not run.® This did not stop them
from becoming royal retainers; John Neville served not only Edward 111, but his
son John of Gaunt as well.” Gaunt was likely to want the services of John
Neville; the Nevilles were a northern family whose role in his father’s Scottish
campaigns of the 1330s was second only to that of the Percies.® The military
skills honed in Border warfare were in demand for the support of the royal
campaigns in France.

John was the nephew of Robert Neville, the “peacock of the North’ and
the son of Robert’s brother, Ralph, fourth Lord Neville of Raby. The fourth Lord
of Raby rose in royal favor through his aid to both Edward [II in Scotland, and to
the English King's ally in Scotland, Edward Balliol.”

The sources for the extent of John of Raby’s service to Edward III are

1" and one of the aging king's

scanty, but he was certainly King's Admiral in 137
inner circle as his Steward of the Household.'' John of Raby was also appointed
to lead the forces in Brittany in 1372 because of his experience campaigning

there.'” In the Good Parliament of 1376, John Neville was one of the group of

Edward’s household who were accused of corruption and extortion. He was also

® Musgrove, p. 78. Durham is known as the Patrimony of Saint Cuthbert and was not a
regality granted by the king. The independence of the Bishop of Durham had been acknowledged
by William the Conqueror and his successors.

7 For the indenture of John Neville see Bean, p. 75-6. Neville had been Gaunt's retainer since
Gaunt was the Earl of Richmond, see Walker, p. 27, note.

¥ Bean, p. 76.

 CDS 111 1479 & Foedera ITl v 546. Sir Henry Percy, 2™ Baron Alnwick, is included in this
indenture.

'CDS IV 184

"' Tuck, p.164. Tuck also comments that Neville’s influence with the king may have been
greater than Gaunt’s.

2 Tuck, p.167.
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on the list of people that the Commons wanted removed from court.”” Ultimately,
John of Raby was not imprisoned, but dismissed from the king’s council. This
was the first instance of impeachment of members of the royal council,'* and this
new right was to have dramatic consequences for Edward’s successor.

Sources for John Neville’s service to John of Gaunt are much more
prevalent due to the usurpation of Gaunt’s son; once Henry was crowned, the
Duchy of Lancaster papers became part of the royal archives.'” John Neville of
Raby was given an indenture of retinue before 1362 when Gaunt was created
Duke of Lancaster.'® Their relationship must have been close; when the financial
embarrassment of 1370"7 led to a full scale crisis for Gaunt in 1372, John Neville
was one of the people from whom Gaunt received a loan.'® John of Raby also
received twenty-four deer from Gaunt’s forest of Pickering in January of 1372."
As a further show of his favor, Gaunt granted 200 marks to “la dame de Neville la
meer a le sire de Neville” in March of 1373.%° John Neville remained a staunch
supporter of Gaunt throughout his life.

[n the north, John Neville was made warden of the East March, apparently

for the first time, in 1368.' After the political crisis of 1376, he was made a

'3 Ibid, p.170-1.
'* Ibid, p. 171.
'S Bean, pp. 11-2.
' Walker, p. 27 states that Neville had been a retainer since Gaunt was the Earl of Richmond.
"7 Ibid, p. 63.
'® JGR 1372-76 162 & 163.
' JGR 1372-76 891.
® JGR 1372-76 1182.
2! Pease, p. 195. He has “Ralph 5 Lord Neville”, but the 5™ lord Neville is John, his father
Ralph was the 4" and his son Ralph was the 6® . As the 4™ Lord Neville died in 1367, Ralph as
the 5™ lord must be incorrect and Pease means John.
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warden of the East March once again in 1377.7 Edward III appointed John of
Raby to the wardenship likely due to loyal service in the marches, and the
appointment of 1377 would have its roots in his expulsion by the Good
Parliament of 1376. It is also at this time that the king was to grant the barony of
Bywell, originally held by the Balliols, to John Neville.” In the early reign of
Richard II, men outside the region were appointed to the wardenship. By 1381,
however, John Neville was once more among the wardens appointed.* This
seems to be because of the difficulty in governing the local people,” but it is
equally plausible that this state of affairs was due to the lieutenancy of Gaunt.™
Gaunt was meticulous in rewarding loyal service, and this move would be in
keeping with Gaunt’s behavior to John Neville in the 1370s.

John of Raby was also involved in Richard’s march through Scotland in
1385, as replacements are named to keep Carlisle.”” As his first known border
battle was at Neville’s Cross with his father (1346), he enjoyed a long career on
the Border. John Neville of Raby died in 1388, and was succeed by his son,
Ralph, who had been associated with him in the marches since 1385. John
Neville’s first wife, the mother of his heir, Ralph, was Maud Percy. Maud was

the sister of Henry Percy who became the first Earl of Northumberland.®

2 Storey, p. 609 appendix of wardens.
B J.A. Tuck, “Northumbrian Society in the Fourteenth Century” North Hist. Vol. 6, 1971. p.

™ For a complete list of wardens see appendix d pp. 139-42.

23 see above, chapter one note 17.

% As mentioned, John Neville was one of Gaunt's retinue, for Gaunt’s relations with Percy
see below,

77 CDS IV 339. It is believed that the appointees were his son Ralph, and the son of Lord

Clifford.
2 For more on Northumberland see below.
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The first mention of Ralph Neville is in 1380; he was a member of the
French expedition under Thomas of Woodstock, the king’s uncle and later Duke
of Gloucester. Ralph was on the Borders again in 1381, presiding with his cousin
at a duel”® between a Scotsman and an Englishman.” Like his father before him,
Ralph was also a member of Gaunt’s affinity.’' Being 2 member of Gaunt’s
retinue, he was involved in the negotiations for peace with the Scots in 1390.%* In
1391, Ralph was still on the Borders as a license to hold feats of arms with any
Scotsman who challenged him was granted.” Not all of the Borderlords' military
experience came from hostility with the Scots.

By the mid-1390s, Neville was a person whom Richard II found worth
bringing into the royal sphere. Ralph had the Baronies of Raby, Brancepeth,
Bywell, Middleham and Shenff-Hutton:; he had also acquired Wark-on-Tweed in
an exchange with John de Montacute with Richard’s permission. Richard went
even farther; he granted Neville permission for the marriage of the heir of Raby to
the daughter of his step-brother, Thomas Holland. Nor was this the only marriage
of royal blood to be offered to Ralph Neville: he himself was to marry, as his
second wife, Joan Beaufort, daughter of John of Gaunt, recently legitimated by
Gaunt’s marriage to her mother.™ With the marriages secure, Neville presided

over Richard’s revenge against the Earl of Arundel, one of the Lords Appellant, as

* Henry Percy fils, known as Hotspur. see Percy below.
% Foedera III vii 334-5.

*! Walker, p. 36 & note.

*2 Foedera 11 vii 679.

33 CDS IV 425 & Foedera I11 vii 703.

** Froissart, pp. 418-20.
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Constable of England. For this assistance, Ralph Neville of Raby was made Earl
of Westmorland. As he had no land in that county, Richard granted him the roval
honor of Penrith on the border of the county.

By the late 1390s, Westmorland found himself high in royal favor, as his
father, John, had been. But there were problems. Richard continued to appoint
outsiders, by this time usually his favorites, to the wardenship of the marches.
These appointments antagonized the Earl of Northumberland. Because
Westmorland was his only rival in the north, Northumberland knew that it was
best to seek Westmorland’s aid in defeating Richard’s usurpation of the rights of
the Borderlords on their home territory.”

Rivalry between the Borderlords was the usual state of affairs, but once
they found a common grievance, whether against the Scots or the king of
England, they closed ranks. The worst mistake that an English monarch could
make was to alienate both of the families controlling his northern frontier.
Richard II made this mistake and the price of his error in judgment was his
throne.

The affairs on the borders coupled with the treatment of Henry of
Bolingbrook, who was Westmorland’s half-brother-in-law, were enough to drive
Westmorland into Henry’s camp at Doncaster. Not only did the House of Neville

use its Border retainers to support Henry’s bid for the throne, Westmorland

3 Tuck, p. 214.
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played a significant role. He presided over the abdication Parliament that named
Henry King. For his services in this he was named Marshal of England.*

It was not long before the northern rivalry reared its head once more. In
1402 Henry “Hotspur’ Percy was forced to resign Roxburgh Castle; it was then
given to Westmorland.’’ The Percies revolted against Henry IV in 1403* in
league with the Welsh. Westmorland was not at the battle of Shrewsbury: he had
been dispatched north to intercept the Earl of Northumberland before he could
join his son.” Having halted Northumberland on his march south, Westmorland
sent an urgent message to Henry, who moved north to Pontefract. It was to be in
the Lancastrian stronghold at Pontefract that Northumberland submitted to Henrv
IV. Westmorland was given the wardenship of the West March, replacing
Northumberland, and the wardenship of the East March was given to the King’s
fourteen year old son, John, later Duke of Bedford. [n 1404, Henry [V pardoned
Northumberland and he was publicly reconciled to Westmorland.

The reconciliation was short lived; Northumberland tried to capture
Westmorland in May of 1405, but he escaped.® Later that same month,
Northumberland was the master-mind of what was to become known as Scrope’s

Rebellion. The leaders of the rebellion, Archbishop Scrope and the Earl Marshal,

% Foedera III viii 89. This made the title Ear] Marshal a hollow one, which probably
contributed to that earl’s participation in the Scrope rebellion discussed below. Westmorland
eventually married his daughter, Catherine, to the Earl’s heir and resigned the post of Marshal to
him in 1413. See genealogies pp. 64-5.

%7 Foedera IV viii 251-2. The reasons for the Percy resignation are unclear. Also in 1403,
Westmorland or his lieutenant were granted the right to issue safe conducts, CDS IV 631.

3% For the reasons that the Percies were to revolt, see below.

» George Brenen, History of the House of Percy. London, 1902. p. 83. The Earl was delayed
in marching by illness. This source, however, will be discussed below.

* Tuck, p. 230.
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were caught by Westmorland at Shipton Moor. He was able to persuade the Earl
and the Archbishop to negotiate with him. Westmorland promised that King
Henry would redress their grievances such as the burden of taxation and
inadequate defense of the realm.*' Westmorland, who had acquired his skills as a
negotiator as an English Warden at Marcher Meetings with the Scots, had no
trouble with these rebels. After a brief parley, he gained the confidence of the
Earl and the Archbishop and convinced them to dismiss their troops.** Once the
rebel army was gone, Westmorland arrested them and took them to the King at
Pontefract.”’ While it was by all accounts an extremely underhanded trick,
Westmorland can not be associated with their execution as he was dispatched
from Pontefract to the Marches.

Ralph was joined on the Marches by his son and heir, John Neville, in
1408.* The Nevilles never demanded the pay for the wardenship that was
demanded by the Percies.*> Ralph’s eldest son of his marriage to Joan Beaufort,
Richard, Earl of Salisbury, was made Warden of the West March in 1420.
Around this time Westmorland was more interested in protecting the inheritance
of his numerous offspring.** Westmorland had nine children by his first wife,

Margaret, daughter of the Earl of Stafford, and fourteen by his second wife, Joan

*! Ibid, p. 231.

“2 Ibid, p. 231.

3 For more on the Scrope Rebellion see Skidmore, pp. 147-52.

** CDS IV 750, Ralph and son John are to meet with the Scots to discuss truce.

¥ CDS IV 661 & 796, also see indenture to serve 799 from 1410, the Nevilles are 1o receive
half the sum Percy received in time of peace (L5000) in time of war (£2500).

“ His last major public act is to be named executor of Henry Vs will in 1415 on the eve of his
departure for France, see Foedera IV ix 289-93.
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Beaufort.*’ The Neville/Beaufort children were to exceed their half siblings in
later years; Salisbury’s son was known as Warwick the King Maker, and Cicely
Neville married the Duke of York, becoming the mother of Edward IV and
Richard [II.

The House of Neville was notable for not only their military skills, but in
the case of Westmorland, for wily negotiating skills. They supported Edward I11
and John of Gaunt in his role as regent for Richard [I. Westmorland supported
Richard, but only until the king infringed on what he saw as his Border rights.
After this Westmorland threw all of his support behind Bolingbrook. With the
Percies also backing Henry of Bolingbrook, Richard lost his throne. This was a

direct result of Richard’s failure to win the support of the Borderlords.

The Percies

The Percies came to prominence in the early fourteenth century; they had
held land in Yorkshire since the days of the Conqueror, but had none in
Northumberland until Sir Henry Percy acquired Alnwick from Edward [ in
1309.*® [n the fourteenth century the old land-owning families in
Northumberiand lost influence and power to the families who held the Crown

offices on the Border.** The Percies secured Warkworth before 1335.% Also in

*7 See genealogies pp. 65 & 69.

*% J. A Tuck, “War and Society in the Medieval North” North Hist. Vol. 21, 1985. p. 49.
* J. A. Tuck, “Northumbrian Society”, p. 33.

% | M.W. Bean, “Henry IV and the Percies”, History. Vol. 44, 1959 p. 213.
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1335 the House of Percy received the lands forfeited by the Earl of Dunbar in
Northumberland.’' In 1342, the hereditary stewardship of Berwick, with an
income from the town customs, plus a part of Jedburgh Forest was granted to the
Percy family.s ® They obtained the Lucy estates in 1368 giving them land in
Cumberland.” This amalgamation of holdings in the Border counties was a bold
move away from traditional English land-holding policies.

Since the time of William the Conqueror the English monarch consistently
kept magnate holdings widely dispersed. The crown’s policy was not to allow
any magnate to amass control of one region. But, in this instance, the crown may
have allowed the Percies to gain a number of holdings in the Borders for two
reasons. The first reason was simply as rewards for service on the Borders. The
second, and most important, was that these rewards gave the Percy family a
vested interest in continued faithful service in defense of the frontier. This
deviation from usual practice, mostly under the auspices of Edward I, worked
in the beginning. The Percies of Northumberland became determined to
dominate the Border; and this determination was to shape their fortunes.

The Percies used royal service to gain the money necessary to maintain
their supremacy in the north. In 1346 while the second Percy Baron of Alnwick™
was fighting at Durham against David [I of Scotland, his son, who was to become

the third Baron, was earning distinction at Crécy.” The third Lord Percy was a

SLCDS I 1142, 1145 & 1146.

2Cps 11 1377.

53 Bean, “Henry [V” p. 213.

** This Henry Percy also served Edward Balliol, see note 9 above.
5 Musgrove, p. 118.
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signatory of the Treaty of Brétigny™® The fourth Baron of Alnwick became the
Earl of Northumberland in 1377.

Henry Percy, fourth Baron Alnwick, first became Warden of the March in
1368.°7 By 1370, however, he had accepted an indenture to serve in France.”
Henry had returned to England by 1373 to continue his feud with the Scottish Earl
of Douglas over the Jedburgh Forest. The feud was over the jurisdiction of
Jedburgh Forest, between not only Percy and Douglas, but between the kings.
The area was a disputed territory, having changed hands a number of times. The
Scots king had granted it to the House of Douglas while the English king had
granted it to the House of Percy. A jury from both countries was appointed to
arbitrate a settlement,” but none was reached.

[n 1377, Percy, now Earl of Northumberland® appeared in the trial of
Wycliffe alongside John of Gaunt in his temporary position as Marshal of
England.®' It was Northumberland who roughly cleared a path for the prisoner,
and Northumberiand who began the argument with Bishop Courtenay of London.
[n the uproar at the end of the tnial, Gaunt and Northumberland sought asylum

upriver in Kennington Palace with Richard II and his mother Joan of Kent.* In

% Foedera II vi 238-63 for treaty.

57 See appendix d pp. 139-42.

8 CDS IV 165.

%7 Foedera IHI vii 3-4 & CDS IV 203.

 Foedera III vii 158-60, see especially 160.

' Northumberland held the position as Marshal only for a short time before he resigned it in
favor of its rightful owner.

“2 For details of the Trail of Wycliffe, see Sydney Armitage-Smith, John of Gaunt . London,
1964. pp. 148-57.
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1381, however, upon hearing of the Peasant Revolt in the South, Northumberland
denied Gaunt access to the royal castle at Bamburgh, forcing him to seek asylum
in Scotland. What had happened in their relationship to cause Northumberland to
take such a drastic step? Gaunt had been appointed Lieutenant of the March in
1380, and had replaced Northumberland as supreme in the Borders.** He had not
been replaced as warden,™ but his authority was superseded by Gaunt.
Northumberland participated in Richard’s invasion of Scotland, and also
in 1385 Richard granted him pardon for letting Berwick fall into Scottish hands

% He retained his wardenship throughout most of the

twice since his accession.
1380s and 90s, but only in conjunction with other appointees, and in the 1390s
those appointees were usually Richard’s court favorites. This policy caused
Richard to lose Northumberland’s support. He took his revenge against Richard
in 1399,

With his first wife, Margaret Neville, sister of John Neville of Raby,
Northumberland had a son, Henry “Hotspur’ Percy.” Hotspur made his first
appearance on the Border in 1381 when he presided over a duel with Ralph
Neville. In 1384 Hotspur was first named as one of the Wardens of the March.

[t is not from the border region that he earned his nickname, but from the

Borderers in service in France. A contingent of around 900 Borderers led by

3 After 1380, I can find no evidence of safe conducts issued by Northumberiand, but Gaunt
issued 9 in the summer of 1381 alone, see JGR 1379-83, 1189-1197. For this act, Northumberland
was forced to publicly apologize to Gaunt in London, see Westminster pp. 20-23.

 Northumberland was indentured as warden for /.2500 in peace and /.5000 in war in 1380,
see CDS IV 296.

 CDS 1V 333 & Foedera I11 vii 463.

“ After this, this Henry Percy will be referred to in the time honored way as Hotspur.
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Hotspur were in Yarmouth in anticipation of a French invasion. Hotspur and his
men grew tired of waiting and he commandeered every ship he could find, loaded
up his men and sailed to France. The landing of the Borderers was unexpected
and they devastated the land around Calles, and returned to England loaded down
with booty. His impetuousness eamed him the name Hotspur from the soldiers,
but it was not long before it was his nickname throughout the populace.®’
Hotspur was to gain his most memorable fame in the ill-starred Battle of
Otterburn in 1388.°% After surveying the far superior numbers under the Earl of
Fife in the west, he moved against James, Earl of Douglas and the Earl of Dunbar
in the east. After an all day march, he attacked the Scots camp around sunset,
certainly with the impetuousness that earned him his nickname - after an all day
march and without dinner, he engaged his men in battle against an encamped
enemy. It 1s hardly surprising that after the initial surprise, the English lost the
battle and Hotspur was taken captive. The defeat of Hotspur at Otterburn was to
lead to the collapse of the government of the Lords Appellant and put Richard [I
once more in control of the English government. Before the Lords Appellant lost
power, Northumberland was forbidden to release any Scottish prisoners.”> This
edict effectively kept Northumberland from negotiating the ransom of his son.
Northumberland could only attempt to mediate the trouble between the

king and the Lords Appellant: he was not a major figure in this struggle.”” When

7 Brenan, pp. 37-8.

“® In anticipation of a Scottish invasion, Hotspur was made warden at a rate of Z3000 in time
of peace and L12,000 in time of war, see, CDS IV 377.

% CDS IV 384 & Foedera I vii 607.

™ Bean, “Henry IV”, p. 215 and note.
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he was once again in power, however, Richard asked the Captain of Calais and
the Bishop of Durham to seek the French ambassadors’ aid in obtaining the
release of Hotspur.”' Richard also paid £4500 to Hotspur toward his ransom.”
But this financial aid, and generous recompense for the wardenship were not
enough to stop Hotspur from later welcoming Henry Bolingbrook with open arms.

Northumberland’s vounger brother, Thomas, also played a role in the
family. Thomas was well known for his diplomatic efforts on Richard’s behalf. "
And he was often found in the Borders assisting his brother and nephew.” He
was occasionally even named warden in the 1380s.”> For his loyal service
Thomas was created Earl of Worcester in 1396. But Thomas abandoned Richard
in 1399, family loyalty was where his support would be placed.

When the Percies met Henry at Doncaster, they announced their
dissatisfaction with Richard’s March Policy of appointing outsiders to the
Wardenship in the clearest terms. By bringing their Border retainers to the
Lancastrian cause, they gave Henry an overwhelming superiority. As Henry and
the Borderers swept south, any opposition was either induced to join them or was
swept carelessly aside. When they reached Bristol at the end of July, Henry had
three of Richard’s most hated favorites executed. There could have been no

doubts at that point about Henry’s intentions; the executions were a usurpation of

T CDS V 860.

2 CDS IV 395 & 420.

73 With the French see Foedera 1 vii 412-4, 418-21_ and with the Scots Foedera 111 viii 32-3
™ see CDS IV 252 & Foedera ITI vii 425.

" See appendix d pp. 139-42.
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royal authority.” It is equally obvious that when he was sent to Richard by
Henry, Northumberland deceived Richard. It seems likely that he did take an
oath that Henry only came to reclaim his inheritance, but he could not have
believed that himself at that point.”” Henrv had granted him the wardenship of
the march before he sent Northumberland to Richard.” No matter what he
claimed later, Northumberland knew Richard’s fall was assured. If
Northumberland knew, it is impossible to believe that his son and brother were in
ignorance. Even though the Percies were granted generous terms of wardenship,
and Thomas was made Admiral of the Navy,”” their honeymoon with the House
of Lancaster was to be very brief.

In 1400, Northumberiand and Hotspur were forbidden to ransom
prisoners.*® Henry refused an offer by the Percies to mediate in the revolt of
Owain Glyndwr.*' Also, in 1400, the Earl of Dunbar defected to Henry and by
1401 the King requested the Percies to accept him on the Border.*® After the
battle of Homildon Hill in 1402, Northumberland and Hotspur were once again
forbidden to ransom their prisoners.* Hotspur was also asked to resign his life
grant of Roxburgh Castle, and it was ultimately given to the Percy rival

Westmorland. Henry attempted to compensate the House of Percy for the loss of

78 Tuck, p. 217.
™ Hutchison, chapter 9. He has a different view of Northumberland than is portrayed here or
in Tuck, Bean, or Musgrove.

" Musgrove, p. 142. See especially Bean, “Henry [V™ p. 219-20 and note S1.

™ Bean, “Henry I[V” p. 221.

* CDS IV 565 & Foedera IiI vii 162.

¥ Tuck, p. 228.

2 CDS 1V 581.

¥ CDS IV 621 & Foedera ITV viii 278-9. Foedera 278 is misnumbered as 238, but falls
between 277 and 279. The Earl of Dunbar was also forbidden to ransom prisoners.
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Roxburgh. The Earl of Northumberland was given the lands of the Earl of
Douglas, who had been captured by Hotspur at Homildon, even though Henry had
no right to grant Scottish lands.

This could have been an effort at conciliation on Henry’s part.* It would
have certainly given the Percy family supremacy in the north. Northumberland
did attempt to take a couple of castles by siege, but was forced to abandon them.
Hotspur besieged Cocklaws Castle, but he also abandoned the enterprise. In
1403, the family of Percy was in revolt.

In his History of the House of Percy, Brenan’s version of the tale is that

Henry had sworn at Doncaster that he only returned to take back his inheritance,
and Northumberland was now turning his back on a lying usurper. Hotspur also
claimed that Henry had swomn not to depose Richard at Doncaster, and Hotspur
was attempting to place his nephew, the eight year old Mortimer Earl of March,®
now a prisoner of Glyndwr, on the throne. The problem with this argument is not
just the illogic of waiting three years to declare King Henry a liar. Brenan relies
heavily on Hardying’s Chronicle for his information; and Hardying not only wrote
two quite different versions of his Chronicle, he has also been proven to be a
forger.®® Hardying’s first chronicle was written for Henry VI, and was favorable

to the Lancastrian House; his second version was written for Edward [V, and told

a different story.

¥ Tuck, p. 228.

%5 See genealogies pp. 66-7.

% For an in-depth look at the problems with Hardying see C.L. Kingsford “The First Version of
Hardying’s Chronicle”, EHR vol 27 no 105 July 1912. pp. 462-82. For the forgery see p. 466-8.
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One of the main reasons given for the revolt of the Percies is financial.
That Henry [V’s payments to thern were in arrears is certainly true, but the
evidence shows that real efforts were made to meet their needs.®” While
Northumberland claimed that Henry owed him 220,000, the King’s finances show
that his debts were in fact well below that figure.®® It is also true that regardless
of the nchness of the Lancastrian estates, the royal Exchequer was at a low ebb.
Henry, like most medieval kings, was forced to pawn his jewels.*”” [n 1386,
Northumberland had made a deal with the Crown to discharge its debts to him for
the sum of L700. Why wasn’t he prepared to make a similar deal with the
Exchequer of the King he had put on the throne? The question of why the Percies
needed money so desperately is usually not asked. But the answer is very simple;
in their efforts to reign supreme in the Borders, they had over-extended
themselves.

The House of Percy’s expenditure on fees to maintain their northern army
and annuities of retinue was nearly equal to that of John of Gaunt at the end of his
life.* The only thing that made these expenditures feasible was the amount of

revenue generated by the Wardenship of the Marches.”’ Because of the crown’s

%7 Bean, “Henry [V” p. 223. The Percies had been paid fairly regularly, though not the entire
sums owed, see CDS IV 602,633 & V 893,908, &922 for some of the payments made.

%8 Bean, “Henry IV” p. 223. Bean has a chart showing that the Percies had not been paid the
L60,000 that rumor said they had. They had in fact received just over £38,591.

¥ King’s Letters, pp. 122-3. This letter, dated 1401, states that all the jewels in the keeping of
the Prince of Wales and others will be forwarded to his council in the city of London.

% Bean, pp. 170-1. No exact figures are available for the size of the Percy retinue as the
amount of money for each retainer depended on the agreement in the indenture and the Percy
family records from this period are incomplete.

! Ibid, p. 172.
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financial embarrassment, these payments were in arrears, and with the Battle of
Homildon Hill and the siege of castles belonging to the Earl of Douglas, the
Percies were becoming increasingly financially insolvent. The inability to receive
the full amount owed by the Royal Exchequer coupled with the order not to
ransom the prisoners of Homildon would appear to have been the final straws for
the Percy’s financial camel.

The financial situation, while desperate enough to drive the Percies to
revolt, had not collapsed completely. This meant that the Percies could bring an
army to the field that was a serious threat to Henry v.” Henry had to prevent the
forces of Hotspur, marching south from Chester, from meeting up with either the
forces of Glyndwr coming from the west or those of his father, Northumberiand,
coming from the north-east. His uncle Worcester had already met up with him.
Even without the strength of the northern forces under Northumberland, Hotspur
and Worcester could field a formidable army. Henry had appointed Hotspur
Warden of North Wales and Worcester Warden of South Wales when the revolt
had begun. The two generals had borne the brunt of the fighting against the
Welsh since 1400”* and already had forces in Wales. Henry was determined to
keep the three forces opposed to him from meeting up and Westmorland was sent
to cut off Northumberiand.™ Henry marched for Shrewsbury with the Earl of
Dunbar; there he found Hotspur and Worcester, who had been joined by their

erstwhile prisoner, the Earl of Douglas. Henry attempted to negotiate with

2 Tuck, p. 229.
% Davies, p. 112.
* See note 39 above.
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Worcester, but no agreement could be reached. Battle ensued until the news of
Hotspur’s death brought it to an end. Worcester was captured, arrested and
executed two days later.

Westmorland, however, had managed to stop the tardy Northumberland
and sent messages for Henry to hurry north. When the King armived at his castle
of Pontefract, Northumberland surrendered to him and offered two of his
grandsons, one the son of Hotspur, as hostages. Henry turned down the offer of
hostages, but ordered the confiscation of the Earl of Northumberland’s castles.
In the Parliament of January of 1404, the Commons asked if Northumberland
could be pardoned. He was not only pardoned, but publicly reconciled to both
Westmorland and Dunbar.”” Northumberland’s humility was not to last long.

[n 1405 Northumberland instigated the Scrope Rebellion, which was
easily put down by Westmorland. This time there was no forgiveness for the Earl
of Northumberland: he was forced to flee north to Scotland taking his grandson
with him.”® His history as a Border raider made Scotland’s reception of
Northumberland rather tepid.”’ It was not long before he was plotting again in
France and Wales. Northumberland’s final revolt came in 1408 at Bramham
Moor, where after his long career, he died in battle.

Henry Percy, son of Hotspur, had been left in Scotland and was not

involved in his grandfather’s rebellions. He was married to Eleanor, daughter of

% Tuck, p. 229.
% Scotichronicon XV; 18.
7 Davies suggests that Northumberland left Scotland in 1406 for his own safety, p. 122.
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Westmorland and Joan Beaufort, in Berwick in 1414.” Later that year, Henry V
consented to receive Henry Percy’s petition for the restoration of the Percy estates
at the request of his aunt. Henry Percy was exchanged for the Governor of
Scotland’s son and heir in 1416.” Henry was reinstated as the second Earl of
Northumberland upon his return to England and made Warden of the East March
in 1417, In spite of this, he remembered his years in Scotland, and seemed to
look favorably on the Scots. '® A case in which he “condemned immoderate and
excessive damages against a man for spoiling a Scots prisoner’ was heard by
another commission in 1423."”" The second Earl of Northumberland was
appointed as a member of the council of regency for the young Henry VI. His
sons caused disturbances by fighting with the son of the Earl of Salisbury in 1454.
The second Earl of Northumberland ended his life like so many members of his
family, on the battlefield. He died fighting in the royal army against the Duke of
York in 1455.

The military impact of the Percies was felt by the royal administration
mostly through their control of the wardenship. The House of Percy consistently
forced the English government to finance an army that could be used for as well
as against its authority. The Percies, Northumberland especially, did not support
any administration or monarch. Instead, they sought control of the administration
for their own family aggrandizement. This policy collapsed when Henry [V was

able to maintain the loyalty of the other powerful Border family, the Nevilles.

% See genealogy p. 66.
» The exchange was made by the Earl of Westmorland see, CDS TV 895.
1% Scotichronicon XV p. 84-5
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This was not the end of either the Percies or the Nevilles: there was a
resurgence of the old rivalry in 14534.'> The houses of Percy and Neville had
become crisis managers and kingmakers, and they remained such from 1399 to
1569.' Their hold on this rather remarkable power was to stem from this
period; but why did it come about?

The Neville family attained their power through loyal service to the
Crown; they were very good at knowing on whose head it would come to rest.
They used their position as warden to finance more modest local power structures
than their cousins, the Percies. With royal land grants and royal marriages the
Nevilles created a power base, not only in the north, but in the central
administration as well.

The Percy family, conversely, tried to manipulate the Crown_ '** The
Percies, due to their raiding experience on the Border, were an asset to the warrior
king, Edward IlI. They attained distinction and territory through military service.
Yet it was not until 1376, when Edward was incapacitated by age, that the Percies
developed an active role in the central administration. The first Earl of
Northumberland came to the political fore only in Edward’s advanced years and
during his grandson’s turbulent reign. There is no direct evidence that Richard
feared the power of the Percies, but it is certainly arguable that Richard’s March

Policy was designed to strike at the heart of that power.

I CDS 1v 929,

12 Bean, p. 180.

103 Musgrove, pp. 120-1.

' Bean, “Henry IV™, p. 226.

61



The Percies’ deteriorating relationship with Henry [V can be traced to
their perception of declining influence. After being put on the throne by the
Border armies of the Percy family,'® Henry showed them high favor. Henry,
however, also showed favor to those who had shared his exile,'® and other
supporters such as Westmorland. When the House of Percy decided that Henry
was difficult to control and their financial troubles reached a crisis, thev rebelled.
The rebellion was meant to put the Earl of March, a child of eight, on the throne.
The Percy family could certainly count on their control of royal policy if they had
succeeded. The Percies, unlike the Nevilles, preferred to create their influence
through their own efforts of control, rather than trusting roval whim.

A number of factors were to play a significant role in the rise of the
Borderlords. One was the obvious factor of the income attached to the
wardenship; the Borderlords were able to amass personal armies and force the
government to pay for this threat to its authority. The relationship of the
Borderlords to the royal family through marriage also played a very important
role. The other factor is certainly the personalities and policies of some of the
kings in this era. If Edward [II had not begun to trust them to maintain the
Borders with large indentured retinues, if Richard IT had managed his affairs in a
different manner, if Henry [V had not developed financial troubles or if Henry V

had not left an infant heir, it is possible that the Borderlords would not have been

' Bean, “Henry [V”, p. 216.
106 Tuck, p. 224
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able to influence the kingship and royal administration the way that they did in

the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. '’

107

For the history of the later fifteenth century see; The North of England in the Age of Richard
I, A J. Pollard, ed. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996.
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Chapter 3

The Scottish Borderlords

Vails not to tell each hardy clan
From the fair Middle Marches came;
The Bloody Heart blazed in the van,
Announcing Douglas, dreaded name;

Vails not to tell what steeds did spurn,
Where the seven spears of Wedderburn
Their men in battle order set;...

Nor list I say what hundreds more,

From the rich Merse and Lammermore,
And Tweed’s fair borders to the war,
Beneath the crest of old Dunbar...
Sir Walter Scout, The Lay of the Lust Minstrel

70



If the English borderers knew no peace, their counterparts in Scotland
were equally strangers to anything except war and raiding. The Scots borderers
were either to be found raiding and burning the north of England, or burning their
own country in anticipation of an English invasion. It was often difficult to tell
where invasion left off and retaliation began. Unlike England, however, this form
of raid and counter-raid was not confined to the Border region. Raiding was
most certainly apparent throughout Scotland; the aristocracy north of the Forth
indulged in not only raiding, but protection rackets as well, aided by their
caterans.' Scotland, however, managed to avoid major dynastic conflicts.’

Recent historians of Scotland, led by A. Grant and J. Wormald, have
argued that Scotland was much less violent in this period than England. While
they are both willing to admit exceptions, they believe that these prove the rule.
Closer scrutiny reveals that, while certainly no more violent than England,
Scotland does not appear to be any less violent. Violence was a way of life in this
period, and certainly not just on the Isle of Britain, but throughout Europe as
well.® They are correct in one assessment: violence in Scotland was of a highly

local nature.*

! Cateran derives from the Gaelic for a lightly armed warrior used for plundering raids.

? The change of dynasty in this period, from Bruce to Stewart, was decreed by Parliament;
APS I 465-6, and managed to take place with little dissension, see Douglas below.

* The Hundred Years War involved not only England, France and Scotland; at one time or
another throughout the period it also involved Castille & Leon, Navarre, Burgundy, Portugal, the
Low Countries and the Holy Roman Empire. Their involvement usually was part of internal
struggles or resulted in them.

* For A. Grant’s argument see “Crown & Nobility in Late Medieval Scotland” from Scotland
& England 1286-1815, Edinburgh, 1987, pp.34-59. for J. Wormald see “Taming the Magnates?”
in Essays on the Nobility of Medieval Scotland, Edinburgh, 1985, pp. 270-80. For a brief overview
of dissenting opinion see M. H. Brown, “Scotland Tamed?: Kings and Magnates in Late Medieval
Scotland™ Innes Review, vol 45 no 2, Autumn 1994, pp. 120-46.
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Localism was the major factor due to the form of Scottish administration.
The magnates enjoyed almost all the political power in their own territories by
holding most of the local administrative offices.” The system was based on
sheriffdoms and baronies. The baron reigned supreme in his barony as the roval
representative with the same duties as a sheriff. Most of the earls, lords and
greater barons held the hereditary appointment of sheriff of their territorial
region.® The sheriffs and barons were responsible for the dispensing of the king’s
Justice within their junsdictions. This practice appears to have kept most armed
conflict on a local level. This form of administration did not allow the office of
Warden of the March to have the impact on government that the office did in
England and was not a factor in Scotland.

This is not to say that magnates did not have an effect on central
government. On the contrary, these circumstances could lead to the magnates
having a drastic effect on the central administration, especially if they were
incapable of governing their locality.” Incompetence was not the only way to
have an impact. As with the Nevilles in England, royal service was still a way to
influence the administration.

The Borderlords had their fair share of influence on royaity and central
administration. The impact that they had took on different forms with different

circumstances and personalities. This depended on the monarch or his regent in

* Grant, Independence and Nationhood, p. 150 & Grant, “Crown & Nobility” p. 42.

¢ Grant, Independence and Nationhood, pp. 150-152. Grant in “The development of the
Scottish Peerage™ SHR , vol 57 1978, pp. 1-27 defines a greater baron as one holding three or

more baronies, p. 15.
" This was the case with the Fleming Earldom of Wigtown. see Douglas below.
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the case of the Douglas family; but Dunbar’s influence often depended on current
relations with England. These differences in approach mean that it is more

effective to discuss the two families separately.

Douglas

The family of Douglas had a long association with the kings of Scotland.
During the Wars of Independence, the closest and most loyal companion of
Robert Bruce was the Good Sir James, Lord of Douglas. It was Sir James who
took the heart of Robert I on Crusade and died fighting the Infidel in Spain in
1330.° His brother, Archibald Douglas, became Regent for David II. Sir James
had one legitimate son, William. who died fighting the English at Halidon Hill
with his uncle, Archibald the Regent, in 1333.

The entire Douglas inheritance next passed to the third brother, Hugh,
who was a Canon of Glasgow. He held them for nine years, after which they
passed to Archibald’s son, William.” In 1342, Hugh resigned the estates to David
[I who granted them to William under entail. William, who was still a minor at
this time, was in France, where the Douglas family was well known. During this
regranting, the valley of Liddel was granted to Sir William Douglas, the “Flower
of Chivalry”, from which he drew his sobriquet, the Knight of Liddesdale. The

Knight of Liddesdale’s parentage is unknown, but it is known that he was the god-

* Alan Macquarrie, Scotland and the Crusades. Edinburgh, 1997. For a discussion of the
Chroniclers on the subject see pp. 74-80.
? See genealogy p. 107.
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father of William, Lord of Douglas.'® When the Lord of Douglas returned to
Scotland in 1348, this alienation of his territory without his permission led to
conflict.

The Knight of Liddesdale was captured at the Battle of Neville’s Cross in
1346. He became the liegeman of Edward I of England upon his release in
1352."" Much confusion has resulted, as both the Knight of Liddesdale and the
Lord of Douglas were named William, but it would appear that it was the Knight
of Liddesdale who had treasonable relations with King Edward III in regards to
the release of King David.'> One year later, in 1353, while Liddesdale was
hunting in the Ettrick Forest, the Lord of Douglas met up with him as he was
returning from a raid on English-held Annandale. A quarrel resulted from this
unexpected meeting, and the Lord of Douglas killed his god-father, the Knight of
Liddesdale."

In 1354,'" after the death of the Knight of Liddesdale, David II granted
William, Lord of Douglas, in addition to the estates of his father, Archibald the

Regent, those of his uncle, Sir James.'” These included Douglasdale, Lauderdale,

' TDB I, p. 497, his great - grandfather was Andrew Douglas who had a son, William, Scots
Peerage HI p. 136. Lanercost states that the Knight of Liddesdale was the son of James Dcuglas of
Lothian, p. 292, note 1.

'' CDS 11 1562, Foedera I v 739.
'2CDS IV 45. Edward appoints two men to locate and arrest Maria Douglas, daughter and

heir of William Douglas whose marriage belongs to him. For more on Maria see p. 85, note 51
below.

3 A number of romantic reasons are given for this duel, but TDB follows Fordun who
attributes it to “enmities and diverse disputes and hatreds, which the desire of power raised up
betwixt them” and believes that it was a dispute over territory, TDB I pp. 222-4.

'* TDB 1 227-8, David was in England at this time, but TDB states that Douglas was in
England specifically to see him.
1% See map p. 106.
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the valley of Esk, the forests of Ettrick, Selkirk, Yarrow and Tweed, the town,
castle and forest of Jedburgh, the barony of Buittle in Galloway and the lands of
Polbuthy in Moffatdale, the valley of Liddle and the baronies of Kirkandrews,
Cavers, Drumlanrig, Terregles and Westcalder with the sheriffdoms of Roxburgh,
Selkirk, Peebles and the Upper Ward of the Clyde.'® The grant of 1354 included
the lands that were part of the entail to William, Lord of Douglas, and his heirs
male, failing which it would go to Black Archibald Douglas, the natural son of the
Good Sir James, and other fands to which William laid claim."’

This was one of the few great feudatories in fourteenth-century Scotland
that was not a continuous territory." Traditionally the holdings of the great
magnates were contiguous territories basically corresponding to the counties of
Scotland. The move away from large territorial holdings to more honorific titles
began in the fourteenth-century. Douglas was one of the first to receive a title of
this type. His title derived from the small valley from which his family took its
name rather than from a county.'’

Douglas became a leader against the English, and was a leader of the
Scottish forces with the Earl of Dunbar and the French against the English forces

in 1355. Also attributed to the Lord of Douglas was a diplomatic maneuver in

'* RMS. 1;123. TDB IIL, p. 360-1. The RMS notes that it gets this charter
from TDB.

"7 TDB Il pp. 357-9 contains the entail of 1342.

'® Grant, “Scottish Peerage™ p. 3. He is discussing it as an Earldom, which it became in
1358, without any additional grants of land. For a complete discussion on the territories of the
Scots magnate of this period, see A. Grant, “Higher Nobility in Scotland and Their Estates, 1371-
1424.” Oxford University, unpublished PhD thesis, 1975.

' For a complete discussion on the territories of the Scots magnate of this period, see A.
Grant, “Higher Nobility in Scotland and Their Estates, 1371-1424.” Oxford University,
unpublished PhD thesis, 1975.
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1356. He met Edward Il and arranged for a ten day truce, and led the King of
England to believe the Scots would consider his claims. It was a stall for time, as
at the end of the truce Douglas and his army were gone. His ploy had given the
Scots time to practice their scorched-earth tactics. In revenge, Edward burned
towns, churches, abbeys and anything that the Scots had left standing in what
became known as the Burnt Candlemas.™

William had been raised in France and learned military tactics there, but
his military skills were polished on the Borders. He had also learned the maxims
of Robert [ and the Border art of negotiation. His French training not only gave
him an entrée into King David’s inner council, but made him a popular general
with the French. So in September of 1356, Douglas was in France and fought
alongside King John II at Poitiers. It was only through the insistence of his men
that he was convinced to leave the field before he was captured. Not even the
assistance of the Borderers under William, Lord of Douglas saved the French
from an English defeat.

One year later, in September of 1357, Douglas was one of the guarantors
of the ransom of King David. In recognition of his services to the king William
was created Earl of Douglas in January of 1358. This involved no additional land
grants, and was the first honorary earldom granted in Scotland.”’ Between 1358
and 1361, the new Earl of Douglas traveled frequently to England in the company

of the Earl of Dunbar and Robert Stewart, probably in connection with the

2 TDB [ pp. 230-1.
2! See Grant as above, note 18.
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ransom of David [1.7 In 1359, Earl William was accused of raiding the customs
of Peebles, but when the matter was brought before the king, he was satisfied
with the Earl’s reply.23 This use of government revenue was not uncommon.
Money collected by local agents was often spent on the spot as instructed.™ In
this instance, William did not have royal instructions, but his use of the funds was
approved by the king.

Because of the French background that they shared, William was a
supporter of David II. In 1363, however, the Earl was not on good terms with his
king. In that year, Earl William, the Earl of Dunbar and the Steward sent the king
a petition complaining that the money for his ransom, for which they were
responsible, was being squandered by bad government and bad advisors.” Small
battles ensued, including one at Inverkeithing involving Douglas, but in the end
David was the winner. The Steward, as heir to the throne, had the most to lose
and backed down first, followed very soon afterwards by the Earl of Dunbar and
at last Douglas. All three were forced to renew their allegiance to the king with
another oath of fealty.™® Later that year Douglas accompanied David on his
journey to London® to negotiate with the English in regards to the arrears in

3
ransom payments. ®

2 TDB [ p. 234.
B ERS 1567 & 569.

2 Grant, Independence and Nationhood, p. 149.
* David had just married Margaret Logie and her Drummond kinsmen were filling up David's

council, according to the petition, to the exclusion of the leading magnates.

% Scotichronicon X1V; 27 for Robert Stewart's oath of fealty. Those demanded of Douglas
and Dunbar would be of similar form.

7 There is some debate as to this sequence of events. but this seems to be the accepted order

of events, marriage, revolt and then the English offer.
% CDS IV 93. Edward gives gifts to those who accompanied David, one of whom is the Earl
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It would be logical for the Earl to accompany David; not only was he one
of the guarantors of the ransom, the act would serve to reinstate him with the
Scots king after his revolt. As the agreement provided for the English king or one
of his sons to inherit the throne, it also served as his revenge against Robert
Stewart for his abandonment of Douglas in the revolt. Until this time, Douglas
had been an ally of the Steward who was rarely if ever favored by his uncle, King
David. In the Parliament of March 1364 the Scots refused the treaty, and a new
ransom treaty was drawn up 1364-5.%

The Earl of Douglas was in attendance at the negotiations with the English
in 1367. When this agreement was approved by Parliament, however, Douglas
was one of three magnates listed as ‘contumaciously absent’.*° The Douglas
Book attributes this to his continued hostility toward Queen Margaret and her
faction. This would appear to be the best argument for his absence and the
evidence supports this conclusion. The Earl of Douglas appears to have been in
reasonably constant attendance on David II after the downfall and divorce of
Margaret Logie.”!

The unexpected death of David Il on 22 February 1371 and the accession
of Robert Stewart led to an event that has been the subject of much conjecture. It
is believed that Douglas was involved in a gathering at Linlithgow in which

Robert’s night of succession was questioned. That the succession could be

of Douglas.
 See chapter one p. 27.
% APS 1 501. The other two are the Earls of Ross and Dunbar.

*' TDB I p. 250-1.
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questioned is difficult to credit; under the entail of Robert [, which had been
upheld as recently as 1365, Robert Stewart was the heir of David II. The only
other descendant of Robert I, John of Sutherland, the son of David’s sister
Margaret,”” had died in 1361. Some historians have followed Bower in believing
that Douglas claimed the throne through his Comyn/Balliol descent,”’ but this is
certainly false. Douglas would have known better than anyone that he had no real
kinship to the Comyn lineage.** In fact, the heir male of the Comyn/Balliol line
in 1371 would be the son of John of Gaunt, Henry of Bolingbrook.**

The gathering at Linlithgow stems from Wyntoun,*® but unlike the

Scotichronicon, he merely states that the Earl of Dunbar and his brother went to

Linlithgow.

Than com he wyth a gret menyé
Tyl Linlythqw, quhere than was
The Erle Wylliame off Douglas,
That schupe hym for to mak hym bare
Bot George the Erle off March thare,
Ande Johne his brothir, wyth thare men,
Com agane the Douglas then,
Throuch thare strentht [astonyit] was.*’

Wyntoun’s chronicle was writ