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. .CORRECTIONSAND ADDITIONS,.

.
MADE IN THE MONTH QF JUNE 1799,

AS A

S.U. P P'.L E MEN T
. .

TO THE

GENEALOGICAL HISToRr OF THE .sTEWARTS.

pA.GE 51." 1# line, at tbe end oj the quo/atum from Symfon, add the fll...
. lowing note:

.

From the manner in which Symf0n has .exprefI"edhimfelf, it is evident-that

his only authority for fuppofing that Sir John Stewart of Bo:Dk.yI had :Sir
. Hugh and Sir Robert for his 6th and 7th fons, was a pafI"agein Ho1inilied's

Chronicle ofIr~land, anno 1:3 18. But on looking at the paffage referred to,

it appears thatit relates to Sir Hugh and Sir Robert Laceys, not to Sir Hugh
. and Sir Robert Stewarts. - Vide Holinfhed's Chr.onicle, anno 1.318, an4.

the following note.

.Page 61, after lint 17, add the flllrrdJing note.:

Tllis is the pafI"age in: Holinfued's Chronicle from which Symfon had.

very inaccurately im~gined that the na~es of SirW alter, Sir Hugh and
Sir Robert, mentioned immediately after ihe words" Lord Alan Btewart

" with his three brethren," were meant to defcribe the names of there three
brethren of Sir Alan Stewart; but on reading the whole of the paragraph
it will appear that this was a grofsmiftake on the part of Symfon; for w'hat. .

13 HoIinlhed
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Holinrhed meant to fay with regard to Sir Alan Stewart and his family,.ends
with the words" his three breth:en;" he did not pretend to give a name to

. any of thefe three brothers: and the next fentence beginning thus, "Sir

Walter and Sir Hugh, Sir Robert and Sir Amtry," relates, in the moft
clear and precife manner, to petfons of the name of Latey. If it were

poilible to entertain any doubt of this being the meaning of the paifage in
Holinfhed, that do~bt would fpeedily be difpelled by looking at the
Annals of Ireland publifhed by Camden, and fubjoined to his Britannia. .
Thefe Annals, in relating the events of the years 1317 and 1318, make
frequent mention of theperfons of the name of Lacey; particularly there

. .

are'the following articles:,

" On the Thurfday n€xt before the feaft of St. Margaret, -[1317,]

" Hugh and Walter Laceys were proclaimed felons and, traitors to .

" their king, for breaking out into waf againft his Majefi:y."

'~ Item, on Saturday, which happened, to be the feaft of Pope Calixtus,

" [1318,J a battle was fought between the Scots and Englilh of Ireland,

" two leagues from Dundalk.; on .the Scots fide there wer~ Edward Lord

" Brus, who named hfmfelf King of Ireland, Philip Lord Moubr<iy, Walter

" Lord BuIes, Alan Lord. Stuart with his three brethren; as '1lfo, Sir Walter

". Lacey, and Sir Robert and Aumar Lacey; John Kermerdyne and \Valter

" White; with about 300e others. Againfi: whom, on the Englilh fide,

" there were the Lord John Bermingham, Sir Richard Tuit, Sir Miles

" Verdon, Sir Hugh Tripton, Sir .Herbert Sutton, Sir John Cufak, Sir

" Edward and Sir William Bermingha~, and the Primate of Armagh, who

" gave them abfolution; befides, Sir Walter Larpulk and John Maupas;

" with about 20 more choice foldiers and well armed, who came from
"Drogheda. The Englifh gave.the- onfet, and broke into the' van of the

:' enemy with great vigour; and in this encounter the faid John Maupas

"'. killed Edward Lord Brus iraliantly, and was afterwards found fiain upon

" the body of his enemy. The flain, con the Scots fide, amounted to

". 2000 or thereabouts; fo that few of them efcaped befides Philip Lord

" Moubray, who' was alfo mortally wounded, and Sir IJ;ugh Lacey, Sir
-" Walter Lacey, and fome few more with them, who, with much ado,
~, got off..".

In
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In tranfcribing the above paffage frornthe Annals o( Ireland, the ren-.
tencesand punCtuation are literally copied.' There cannot be 'a douht
that it relates to the .fame perfons .as thofe mentioned in the quotation from

Holinfhed; neither can there be a doubt that the names of Sir ' Walter,
Sir Hugh, Sir Robelt and Sir Amery, had nothing to do with Lord Alan
Stewart and his three brethren; l>ut that they relate all of them to perfons

'of the name of Lacey. ,It. is believed that Holin!hed in compofing his
Chronicle of Ir~land madeufe ofthefe annals: at any rate, the fitnii~r ac-

count. given in both concerning the Laceys, eftabliihes the meaning of the
paragraphs beyond the reach of di(outf';

The refult upon the whole is this,-that there is no authority whatever
for fuppofing that Sir Jehn Stewart of B~)ll"kyleverh3.:d two fons of the

names' of Hugh and Robert; for the firft introdu&ion. ol. there' fons
inco the pedigree of the Bonkyl family, took rife fr-am a miftaken inter;. .

pretation by Symfon of a paragraph in Holinlhed. No hiftorian orgenea-
logical wrirer before Symfori, fo far as I have been able to difcover, ever.
mentioned there two fons; and thofe who have fince mentioned them have
cone it with a reference only- to his authority.

It is further to be remarked that Symfon himfelf feemed to doubt of the
reality or exifience of thefe two fons, Hugh and Robert; for the only
article coricerning them in his book is in there words: "6th and 7th. fons,

" Sir Hugh and Sir Robert, mentioned by Holinfhed in his Chronicle of

" Ireland, anno I318.'~-,then Symfon adds, "whqft tbm exiflence IOllz not .

" to defend."-This plainly ihews that he diibelieved it.

Page 199, after line 12, add:
In Camden's Brittannia, page 919, of Gibfon's edition, there is the

following article concerning Bernard Stuart. ~'Of the line of the Lords

" of Aubigny in France there was Bernard or Everard, under Charles the

" 8th, and Lewis the 12th, tranfmitted to pofterity by Paulus Jovius, with

" much commendation for his valiant performances in the war of Naples.

" He was a moft faithful companion of Henry 7th, when he came for

" England; and ufed for his device a lion between buckles, with the

~' motro " Diftantia jungit," becaufe by his means the kingdoms of France
B2 "a~



.

" and Scotland fo far dif1:antwere joined together by a ftria league of
-" friendfhip.'"

Page 206, line jirfl,. add. the followIng note ~

There is reafoD.to believe, that the two perfons here referred to as kin[...
men of. :Bernard Stuart, wer~ his ~coufms R9bert Stuart, afterwards

- Marecha! of France, and John Duke {)f~lbany~ afterwards Regent of Scot-
land; both of whQm ferved under Bernard St:uart iil the wars in Italy..

Page 290, end cfline.3 from the bot/om, add theftllowing note:.

Salluft (Cap_ 4.. Bellum Jugut'thinum) obferves,~ that the Fabii, the.
Sdpios, ap.d,ptber great men of the Republic,decl~red that no thing elevat-

"ed:their winds lUore to virtue than the. fight of the. portraits of. their ancefiors.;
fur thefe re~al1ed to their,memor.y the gIe~t aCtions they. had. performed, and
inflamed.xheir breafts~with.the love .of glory, which nothing could extinguilli '-

.till they had. equalled the jufily acquired honours of.their, forefathers..
Mr._ Lumifden~. in. his remarks on. the An~iquities of R~me, (a work

which, from the claffical knowledge it contains, as we1Las"from the.anthor's
knowledge of Antiquities, is well qualified to afford. both. inftruCtion and
entertainment as to the manners and tafie of the Romans,), obferves~ "that

'«~. it was in. the' atrium of their houfes that the Romans.who had acquired the
.(' jus imaginis, which was the fame- with the jus nobilitatis, placed their

'" own and their. predec~1fors_.hnag~s that they mig~t be. feen by the
". people.'"

- ..

. ~. ~
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ADDITIO N S.

_ THE following Additions have been judged' proper, in confequence of a
Book or Pamphlet .which has lately been publifhed, intitled " The Genea~

" logy of the Stewarts Refuted, in a Letter to Andrew Stuart Efq. M. P."
Thiswork.confifts of 169 pages; bears the date of London, 1ft February

1799, and appears to have been printed at Edinburgh,. but. the name. of the
- Author has been concealed~,

,It is very generally allowed~ that anonymous publiCations, and. e[pe...

dally thofe which contain direB: or indireB: attacks on Individuals, ~re

not only degraamg to tlie namele[s Authors when deteCted, but are littl<:
deferving oEan anfwer, and are not entitled to any credit from th~ public.

ButtIiere are reafons which render it proper to, take fome notice of that

publication in thefe Additions.

I fhall pafs over at prefent; the ftyle and temper- of the ~ork in queffion,

and fhall, in the firlt place, endeavour to clear up any doubts that may. be
entertained concerning the pretenfions of the Earl of Galloway" which the
Anonymous .Author feems inclined to fupport, reiling, as he does, on the

reafonings of Mr. Williams, on whom he has lavifhed confiderable praife.

Mr. Williams communicated to me, above four years ago, feverallong
and elaborate papers made out by him, on the fubjeB: of Lord Galloway's

claim; which paper~ both Lord Gallowayand Mr. Williams wifhed me to'

confider ,and to ~ake them acq':lainted with my opinion .upon them. After

I had read them attentively, l,fubmitted to the labour and. fatigue of cor~

reeting his erroneous ftatements, and of difproving his conjeCtures and falfe-

reafonings ; and I communicated my obfervacions to Mr. Williams himfelf,

with permiffian to take a copy for. Lord Galloway~s ufe -and his own,;,

which I have no doubt he did.
6 It
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It is evident that the Author in queftion has been furnHhedwith Mr.
",Villiams' papers; out whether o~ not my obfervations upon them were alfo

communicated, it is impoilible for me to fay; if they were, the work in

queftion will be expofed to the greater cenfure. I certainly expeCted that

- I ihould have heard no .more of the works of Mr. Williams, unlefs by his
making a fair acknowledgment that he was convinced of his errors. - A$
he has not done fo, and as his faCts and ,arg~ments are again brought for..
ward from another quarter, anci with an air of triumph, I think it right to
give now, as an addition to the Genealogical Hiftory, an exaCt copy

of my Obfervations made out in I 794, and communicated :to Mr.
Williams in November of that year.

(JBSERV ATIQNS upon tbe Papers drawn 'ltpby Mr.. Williamson the

behalf of tbe Earl of Galloway.

r
SINCE the month of February lill 1794, Mr. \Villiams has drawn up

four feveral Papers in fupport of the Earl of Galloway's claim, for

proving that he is, after the death of Cardinal York, the neareft heir male
defceilded from the Stewarts of Derneley and Lennox, and of courfe the

nearefi heir ~ale from the Ancient High Stewarts of Scotland.

The Papers thus drawn up by IVIr. Williams are under the following

Titles:
I. Notes on the State of the Evidence refpeB:ing the Stuarts of CafUe.

Juilk: 32 pages.
2. An impartial Examination of the different Accounts given of Sir

"Vil1i~m Stewart of Jedworth and Sir William Stuart of CaftIemilk:

.52 pages. .
-

3. A view of the Evidence adduced for proving that the prefent Earl of
Galloway is the Lineal.Heir Male and Reprefentative of Sir William Stewart

. of Jedworth, who lived near the Conclufion of the 14th and the Beginning
Qfthe 15th Century: 29 pages. .

4. ExtraCts
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4- ExtraCts from Ancient Charters, Authentic Records and Cotemporary
Hiftorians, tending to elucidate the moO:remarkable Events in the Life of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth: 90 pages.

Thefe Papers appear to have ,been the refuIt of indefatigable induftry em.r
played by Mr. Williams in his refearches for fame years paft, and ,in his

. perufal of a great variety of papers and records.

. The. lateft of there papers was delivered to Mr. Stuart in SepteIliber

1794.- In the courfe of that paper, Mr. Williams, for fupporting the
Ear! of Galloway's pretenfions, found it neceffary 1:0 give a Genealogical
Table of fome Generations of the Stewarts of Derneley and Lennox,
fa as. to fhew in what degree of relation Lord Galloway's Anceftors
flood to the Stewarts of Derneley', and in what manner, and at what
period they were defcended from them, and of courfe from the High
Stewards of Scotland.

Of that Genealogical. Table, the following, is a literal Copy.:

DESCENT

",



D'ESCENT of 'the FAMILY of DARNLEY,

ALEXANDER Lord High Ste
,

wara of Scothl1~a,
,

j

'

who had a Grant of the' Barony of" Garlie&
Nov. 30, 1263. '

,

'

III Son, JAMES Lord High Steward
of Scotland.

'

I__ . .n" ~ . . s t I

I

\II' ALTERLOranIgn"tewara

,

01 co -

,

land, married ,Marjory, ,Daughter
of King Robert Bruce 1315.

-I
'

King ROBERT ~L 1370, &c.

1ft SGn, Sir JOHN STEW AR T of
Darn ley , gin'n as' an Holl.ge for
King David Bruce 1357.

I

f

ROBERT STEWART died roung.

&c.

1

zd Son, Sir JOHN STEWART of Bon-,
-'kill and Jedworth, killed at the
Battle of F11lkirk 1298. '

1
I. s' S' A S

j

I

'
lIt on, lr LEXANDER TEWART

of BonkiU, whofe Ra.ce is now
extincr.

1

III Son, Sir ROBERT STEWART of
Cr=ton, &e. died w.ithout I{fue.

zd Son, Sir WALTER STEWART,
[ucceeded his Brother.

I. - 1
zd Son, Sir ALAN STEWART of

:qt:egh'oru; &e.Jdlledat the Battle
of HalidonhiJlI333'

'

I
I

zd Son, Sir JOHN STEWART of Jed-
worth, afterwards of Dreghorn,
Darnly, &e. I3z3, 1340, Bee.

3d Son, Sir ALE:XANDER STEWART
of Darnley, fucceeded 1367, Bee.

If!: Son, Sir JOHN STEWART of
Darnley, married the Hcirefs of
the Houfe of Lennox 1390, and
was killed before Orleans 1429.'

Sir ALAN STEWART of Darnley,
killed in a Fcud by the Boyds of
Kilmarnock.

Sir JOHN' STEWART of Darnley,
claimed the Earldom of Lennox
in Right of his Grandfather, and
had the Validity of his Claim ad-
mitted.

I

1

zd Son, Sir ,WILLIAM STEWART of

f

Jedworth, mentioned from 1385.to 14Z9; killed at Orleans I4Z9. ,

I '

I

'"Son, 51,W,mAM SnwuT .;

f

,Caillemilk, alive in 1439.

I

"

If!: Son, Sir JOHN STEWART, who,
married the Heirets of Garlies and
Dalfwinton 3:396, and wa~ killed
in the Expedition to France 1419.

Sir WILLIAM STEW AR T of Dalfwm-
ton, 1430, 1440, &c.

I

1

If!: Son; Sir ALEXANDER STEWART
of Garlics 1470, Anccflor of Lord
Galloway.

zd Son, Sir THOMAS STEWART of
Minto; Anceftor. of Lord Blan-
tyre 1477.

Sir W ALTER STEW AR T of Arthurly,
1440, &c.

. I-

Sir WALTER STEWART of Arthurly,

J

1470, &c. '
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There is no' hefitation in admitting, that if this genealogical table drawn

'Upby Mr. Williams is perfeCtly accurate, and capable of being fupported
by proofs, the Earl of Galloway muil pe the undoubted heir male of the
Stewarts ofDerneleyand Lennox, and likewi[e of the High Stewarts of Scot-
land: but it could ferve no purpofe to admit faCtswhich will not £lana the teft
of examination, and which every perfon w-hohas invefiigated the hiftory
of there families, or who may be difpofed to do fo at any future time,
would find. himfelf obliged to rejeCt, as founded in error, or proceeding
from .conjeCturalreafonings, in oppofition to e£lablilhed faCts.

rr'J..e .t:_A- .f.ov "'n
"_;",1",,, 1.., l\JT... "'{u;n; a

"""
s's g ""'" ea 1n g ;"' a1 +ab 1", h e : :...-.J..l1 ...lJ.~L. .L"'" '"'"' U.LL&""..."'tJI ~ .a.'A... VV &.~ _ .l.V"'''''''' to ,1.\.." L1 lSl.u.J..1,U..15

with Alexander the High Stewart, anno 1263, and ending with SirAI~Ii
Stewart of Dreghom, anno 1333, are perfeaIy right; but every article
from that period downwards is erroneous, or at leafi:by far the greateR:
part of them are fa.

To begin from Sir Alan Stewart ofDregh.om, who was killed at Halidon-
hill, in 1333: Mr. Williams ftates that he had two fans; the elde£l, Sir
Robert Stewart of Cruxton, faid to have died without iffue; and the fecond,
Sir John Stewart of Jedworth, afterwards of Dreghorn, Derneley, &c: The
faa is, that Sir Alan Stewart never had a fon of the name of Robert; and
that his only fon; Sir John Stewart of Derndey, never.at any period was de..
figned of Jedworth.
.

To proceed to the next generation.-Mr. Williams fuppofes that there
was a fecond Sir John Stewart of.Demeley, who was grandfon to Sir Alan.
Stewart; and that this fecond Sir John Stewart had for his two brothers
Walter and Alexand~r Stewart: but the faCt is, that there was no Sir Joha
Stewart, grandfon of Sir Alan, whoever came to the poffeffion of the:
eflate; but that Walter and Alexander were brothers of. the firO: Sir
John Stewart, who was the immediate fon of Sir Alan Stewart.

Mr. Williams's next fuppofition is, that Sir Alexander Stewart of
Derneley, the youngeil of the three brothers, fucceeded in the year 1367,
up.on the death of his two elder brothers without iffue ; and that this Sir Alex:-
ander Stewart was the im~ediate father of Sir John Stewart of Derneley,
who was killed during the liege of Orlean~ in 1429: but this is quite er-
roneous, for there were two Sir Alexander Stewarts, father and fan, and it

G w~
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"was the laR: of there Alexander Stewatts who married Janet Keith; and of
that marriage defcended Sir John Stewart of Derneley who was killed in the
year 1429, during the fiege of Orleans, ahd iikewife his brother Sir Wil-
liam Stewart who was killed in the fame battle. .

The next faCt airumed by Mr. Williams is, that Sir Alexander SteWart,
who fucceeded in 1367, had for his firft fon Sir John Stewart of Derneley,
and for hi~ fecond fon Sir WilIiatp. Stewart of Jedworth ; and that this Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth lived till the year 1429, and was then killed

during the fiege of Orleq.ns.

If this laft-mentioned faa were true, it would ferve completely ~o efta-

blirn the preference due to Lord Galloway's pretenfions; -becaufe it is a cer-

tain faa, that Sir-William Stewart of Jedwotth was Lord Galloway's an.
ceftor, from whom he is defcended in -the direCt male line; and if it were
equally true, that this Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was the brother

of Sir John Stewart of Demeley who was killed in France in the year 1429,

and from whom the only male defcendant now alive is Cardinal York;--
"then it mull: follow, that the defcendant from Sir William Stewart, the

brother of S'ir John, mull: now be the undoubted heir' male of the family.
It becomes therefore a point of effen~al importance in the prefent dif.

cuffion, to afcertain the faCt, whether Sir William. Stewart of Jedworth,

who was fometimes defigned of Jedworth and at other times of Teviotdale,

and at other times de Forrefla, was really the fon of Sir Alexander,
and the brother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley, the firft Lord

of Aubigny in France, who was killed in that country in the year

1429, during the fiege of Orleans; and whether this Sir William Stewart
was the fame perfon with that Sir William Sfewart who certainly was killed
in the fame battle with his brother Sir John Stewart.

From the faCts and proofs which are now to be ftated, and which are
totally adverfe to the above fuppofitions, it will appear, that Sir William

Stewart of Jedworth could not poffibly be the fon of Sir Alexander,

and the brother of Sir John Stewart of DerneIey; and that

be could not. be the Sir William Stewart who was killed during the fiege
of Orleans; for the following reafoI1s :

9
. Fit:fl,
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Firji, lJecaufe Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was. taken-prifoner by _
1t'heEngliifh at the 'battle ;of Homildown, in the year 140.2, .and faQp. there..
after was tried, -condernned,andexecmed in EnglancL

Secondly., Becaufe the 'age md -circumftances. which aTe known to

baverelated'.to Sir William Stewart ,of Jedworth, are totally irreconcile-
.able with any idea 'Of his being the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart .of'

Derneley, .or the brother of Sir John Stewart of . Derneiey~ .the conftable
o()f the Scats army in France.

.

PROOF.S in faf1)or of the FIRST. PROPOSITION.

THE hiftory of Sir William Stewar(of Jed~OTth is very wen known..
He was certainly a great warrior, and a very eminent and difiinguifhed-
,perfon in ,his -time; and there are few men who lived in that remote period

;concerning whom more tracesar.e to be difoovered £ram the rec.ords and-

hiftories of. thore times.
From the public' records in Scotland it appears that the following 'char..

ters or grants were made in his favor towar,ds the dofe of the 14th cen..
1tury; to wit,

1. Charter, dated at Linlithgow, the 2d.of July, <1385,by King Robert IL
granting ~, Dilecro .et fideliflimo IDO Willielmo -Stewart de Jedwith.

." terras de Synlawys cumpertinentiis in baronia de Oxynham infra vice-
~, comitatum de Roxburgh, qu.re fuerunt quondam Thomre de R ydalI, et

" qua: nos .contingunt ratione feris faCturre ~ufdem Thom:.-e .ad pacem et
~, fidem r~gis anti hacdefu~ai.'~

2.. Charter by King Robert III. dated 4th January 1391, confirming a
,charteT dated 8th Decem'ber .I 390, granted. by-john Turnbull of Minto.,

of the lands or dominium of Minto, in favor of Sir William Stewart of
Jedwort'h, knight, thereindefigned "Nepos" of John Turnbull of Minto,
the granter of the Charter; by which he granted the lands in favor of Sir
William Stew~rt, thus defigned " Domino Willielmo Senefcallo de Jed.

" h .
.Ii . . ",,

wort ,ffil tl) nepotl meo.

3. On
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3. On the 27th of March 1392, King R~bert III. conferred on Sir ~l..
liam Stewart a grant of forty merks fterling as a reward for his loyalty,
attachment, and diftinguifhed fervices to the King, and to .his eldeft fon David
Earl of Carrick and Dnke of Rothefay. - The words are, "dileCto et
',' fideli nbftro Willielmo Senefcallo de Jedworth, milici, proJervitio fuo et

." fpeciali reverentia fuo nobis, et David Senefcalli primogenito noftro."
4. On the 8th of November I39i, the fame King Robert III. granted

to Sir William Stewa~t of Jedworth, the eftates and lands of George
Abemethey in the village of Minto, then in the Crown by reafon of his
forfeitUre. The words in the Charte: contain a grant by his Majefty,

" DileC\:o et fideli noftro. Willielmo Senefcallo de Jedworth, militi, de omni-"

'.' bus terris et tenementis qure Juerunt "Georgii de Abernethey in villa de

" Myntaw," &e'c. The date is " apud ltvyne, oCtavo die menfis Novembrii

" anno regni noftri fecundo," which nluft have been in November 13-9I, as
Robert fucceeded to the Crown in April 1390.

This isa rnir-.. s. In an Inventory of Scottilh Charters preferved among the HarIeian
t~ke ~Dr

N
efer- Manufcri p ts at the Britifh Mufeum N° 4895," an "entry is made ofrmg to o. _ .

4;&
}95: ~he

N
ar-

" A Charter, by Archibald Earl of Douglas, fon-iiI-law to the King, to
tiC e IS ID 00 .
4609.page" William Stewart of Teviotdale,or of Jedworth, of the lands of Aber-
I31., No. 6t J\. £ bI h " A ho .
thereof.rela- "come and CallIe thereo , enc e. s t ISdeed IS among the Char-
tivetoRolls '

b 1: I I ft .f! °d d '0 I
0

ofRobertIII. ters that have een unlortunate y 0 or.mI a1 , an as no partIcu ar date IS
mark~dF.

mentioned, it is difficult to affign the precife period when it was executed.
-6. Upon the 31ft of Auguft 1395, King Robert III. granted a Char-

ter to the Monks of Melrofs, remitting to them and their fucceifors certain
tolls and cufioms, &c. To this Charter Sir William Stewart of Jedworth
was one of the witneifes; but he is therein defcribed as Sir William Stewart
oJtjevi-dale, " Willielmus Senefcallus de Tevi-dale, miles." This Charter

is in t!1e Chartulary of Melrofs, which is preferved among the Harldan
Manufcriptsat the BritHh Mufeum, N. 3960.

7. Upon the 17th of Oaober 1396, Sir \VilliamStewart of Jedworth en-
tered into a contraCt with Sir Walter Stewart"' of Dalfwinton, in which he

engaged that his fon and heir fuould marry Marion Stewart~ the daughter

and apparently the fo1e heirefs of Sir Walter. In this contraCt, Sir Wil-
liam
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liam Stewart is not defigned of Jedworth, but is ftyled Sherlffof creviotdale,

without any other defignation.

8. Up.on the 30th of OCtober 1394, Richard II. King of EIlgland,

granted letters of fafe-conduCt: and proteerion, ~o the Ambaifadors from Scot.
land, when -commiilioned by the King of Scotland to meet the Englifh Am.

baifadors to adjuft the terms of a truce. From there letters, which are

publifhed in Rymer's Fcedera, vol. 7.page 785' it appears that Sir William

Stewart of Jedworth, Knight.banneret, was one of there Ambaffadors from
Scotland. - The other Ambaifadors were, the Bifuops of St. Andrew's and

GIafgow, the Earls of Carrick, of Douglas, and of March, &c.

9. On the 1ft, of Oerober 1397, there was a commiffion direCted by Ro-
bert King of Scotland" dileCtis -et fidelibus fuis Willielmo Senefcal de

" Jedworth, et Johanni de Romergny, militibus, ac Adre Fo~refter etPatricip

" de Lumley," appoining them, or any three or two of them, his Deputies

and Special Commiffioners to meet with Richard his adverfaryin England,

or with his Deputies and Commiffioners, for fixing the time and place for

fettling -certain ,difputes between the twO'kingdoms. i
10. On the fecond ,of Oerober 1397, an Indenture was drawn up at the oa1o~~'~d.

Abbey of Dumfermline, betwixt Sir William Stewart, Sir Johp. of Rymer'sFad.

R K
. h d F 11. d P

.
k L I Efi '

vol. 8. p. 18.
omergny, mg t8, A am orreller an atnc urn ey,. qUIres, on. -

the part of Scotland, and the Ambairadors and Commifiioners of the King of
England; by which it was agreed, that a day {bould be held at Reddenburn,
Carham, or Handenftank, on Monday the 1I th day of March then next,

betwixt the Earl of Carrick, &e. for the part of Scotland, and the Duke of
Guyenne and Laneafter, &e. for the part of England, to redrefs all tref-

paifes done by fea and by land againft the form and tenor of the truee
taken at Lollingham in the year of our Lord 1388.

II. On the 16th of March 1398, there was an agreement, entitled "Inden.' 139S,March]6.
" tura Treugarum Seotire," entered into at Handenfiank between" David Rymer'sFeed.

" eldeft fan of the King of Scotland, Comte de Carrick &c. Commi et De- vol,8.p. 35.

" pure de Roi d'Eeoife, d'une part, et Jean fils du Roi d' Angleterre, Due de

" Guyenne etLaneafier, Commi et Depute de Roi Angleterre, d'autre part."

Which Indenture witneffeth, "~e les dits Commis et Deputes du Roi

" d'Ecoife

J 397,
OCtober J ft.

Rymer's Feed.
vol.'S, }>. 17.



!

t~9g,
OOober ~8.

Rymer's Fa:d.
~Tol. ,s. p. 0$77
Ss.

..u d"Ecoife ont ordonne leurs Deputez Monfie.u-r William l..indefay" William.
.:,' Steward, Joan de Romergny, Chevcrliers., "et Adam F01"rerter:; et les:

~'dl-cs Commis et Deputes ,d' Angleterrccqnt .ord9nne leurs D.epute&,
.'

'CCMonfie:ur ,Gerrard HerD~ Tbomas Gray de Horton, Jean ,de Fenwkk,

"" Chevaliers, et Jean Mitford pour performer leur .ordonnanc.e £n

'" maniere qui s'enfuit," &c. .

.

'I~9S, 12. On the 26th of Oaober 1398; there was a-CanvenuoD.:at Handen-fiank.
'Ot\()ber 116. .

., .
.

Rymer'sFeed.fiyled '" Conventionis Supertreugas Scotire:' between Sir William of Borth-
'vo!.8.,p-5+' v;rick, Sir John of Romergny" Knights, .and Adam Forr.efter, E[quire,

Commiffioners of an hIgh and mighty Prince the King of Scotland, on the.
{:Jnepart, and 'Sir John Buif>e, Sk Henry Grreme, Kf!igb.t£, Mr.. \VjIHara
Fereby ,Clerk, and Lawrence Drew, Efquire, Comrniffioners of a high Md
mighty Prince the King of Eng.Iand, on the other pa-r.t; .by which Conven-
.tion feveral particulars were .agreed to about the mutual delivering up of,.

'

prifoners and ranfoms, &c. - Then fo11ows.acIaufe in thefe words =
.

" To [h~ fulfilling Ofthe 'which,rht: Earl of the ,March, the W arden of the
}' Eaft March of Scotland, is obliged by his letter to Sir Henry Percy,

'" Warden of the Eaft March of England '; and the fald 'Sir Henry is 'obliged,. . .

" by his letter to the faid Earl, either for his bounds againftthe other;
." and Sir Richard ofR,ptherford, Sir William Stewart, Knights., Walter.
t, Scott, Thomas Turnbull, and Robert of Lauder~ are Burrows for the

." Earls ~boundsof Douglas of the Middle March -; ana :Sir Thomas Gray of

." Heaton and Sir Thomas Gray of Horton, Knights, Robert Umfra:ville,
.c.' John of Midford, and Thomas Knayton,.are Burrows for Sir Henry

" Percy's bounds for the Eaft March," &c.
13. On the 28th of Oaober '1393, there \was.a Convention between Sir

William of Borthwick, Sir John of Romergny, Knights, and Adam' For-
refler, Efquire, ,Commiffioners of a high and mighty Prince the King of
Scotland; and Sir John Duffie, Sir Henry Grreme, Knigbts, Miller
William Fereby, and Lawrence Drew, £[quire, Commiffioners-of a high and
,mighty Prince '.the King Engl~d, which narrates feveral particulars that
were under their confideration _; and one of .thefe relating to Sir William

-Stewart was .expreifed as follows =

" Item,
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." Item, Sir Philip ~f Stanley, Captain of Roxburgh,' gave a bill p]~yn.

" and of the ErIe's fon of Douglas, and funqry men in the company with

" him, of the which Sir Wiiiiam Stew~rt was one, that they hadd broken
~, the brig of Roxburgh, brynnte theire towne andJpulyit that, broken
., thair walles, and brym thair hay and yair fuel, to .thair fcathes of twa
<, thoufand pund."

" And forethy the faid Sir William was prefente on the feylde he was

" confireynit 'till anfwer ty11the faid complaym; to thequhilk he anfwerit~
~, fayand, that the breyking of the brig, the brynning of the hay and fuel, hi~
c, Lord did of purpofe; .thynkand that he might do that lawchfully noth~

" agayne ftan.d and the trewis forethy that all was. and is Scots mennys
~'heretage. Neverthelefs ghwethir it be f~ley juftifiable ore nodit h~.
c, cannocht fay, bot gif it beys determ.ynit be the Commiffaires ane at~
~, temptateagaine the trewis it fall be amendit as it aw to be.

. .

" The brenning and the fpretting of the towne he graunts till amende

" as a thinge done againe his Lordes defenfe, and alfo againe the trewis."

" The quhilk anfwer herd the faid Cominitfaries has referrit the knaw.
c, ledge of this article to their Lordes for the heynefs of the matter.

The final determination of the above-mentioned difpute appears thus to

have been referred by the Deputies to the principal Commiffioners. - N ei.
ther does it appea'i" that the- efiabliilimentef the truce had been thereby
interrupted; Jor in that fame year (1398) fureties were mutually given on

the part of England and of Scotland. The truce then efiabliilied between
England and Scotland expired at Michae~mas 1399; and the Scots took that

<>pportuniryof making inroads into Northumberland, where they took the.

Cafile of Wark, which they utterly demoliilied, and made great ravages in

Northumberland. While they were thus employed in Coquetdale in Nor-

thumberland, they were attacked by Sir Robert Umfraville, the Chief

Lord of that difi:riB:, at a place' called Fulloplaw, in which confliCt Sir

Richard Rutherford and his five fons were taken prifoners, alfo John Redpatb.s

Turnbull, furnamed " Out with the Sword," Sir WilliaIuStewart , and many
H
t

ocder~i6
f-(ny,p. . '1-

.Qthers.

Though



( )

S coti~Chron i.
can, vol. ~.
pageH4-.

. Though Sir William Stewart is not here particularly defigned, it is pro-
bable that it was Sir William Stewart of Jedworth who was taken prifoner in .

1399,

The next mention we have of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth is in the

year 14°2, when he was taken prifoner at the battle of Homildown in

.Northumberland, where Archibald Earl of Dou.glas commanded the Scots

army, and the Earl of Northumberland with his fon Henry Percy, com.

manly called Hotfpur, affifted by George Dunbar Earl of March, com-

manded the Englifh fortes, which were viCtorious. At this battle, fought

on the 14th of September ]402, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was taken

prironer, and at the iniranee of Hotfpur P-ercy was tried, condemned, and

executed, th~ugh he very ably pleaded his own caufe, and had been ac.

quittted by the firft juries app0!nted to try him *. A very particular account

of this is given in the Scoti-Chronicon, vol. 2. page 434. where, after relating
the particulars of that famous battle, the Author gives a very precife ac.

~ count of what related to Sir William Stewart, in the following words:. -
" Captus ibi fuit valens miles, et inter fapiente? primus, Dominus Willi.

" elmus Stewart de Forefta; et coram Domino Henrico Percy juniore, de

" traditione falfo adjudicatus, pro eo quod, cum puer eifet, antequam

" Thevidalia venit ad pacem Regis, ipfe, ficut eeteri de patria, Anglicatus. .

" erat, et de neceffitate. De hoc acrius accufatus, fed fagaciter fua propria

" peroratione defenfus, tres Anglorum affifas tanquam immunis evafit. Sed

" et diCtus Percy, qui Hotfpur dicebatur, inveterata excandefcens malitia, ,
" probitati nimium et fapientire militis inviden~, non paffus eft ipfum fie

" libertate donari; fed et de ajfentatoribus (ui~ nova affifa.eleCta, prrepropere
U et perperam condemnatur, et, tanquam traditor, tracrus et' dimembratus,

" innocens Martyr pro jufiitia paifus a plerifque etiam Anglis reputatus
U efi/'

,

;It The trial and execution of Sir William Stewart mufl: have been in the period between
q.th September l40z, the date of the battle of HoniiIdown, and the zdl July 1403' the

,]ate of the battle of Shrewtbury, where Hotfpur Percy was killed.

This
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This faa, concerning Sit-William Stewart's being t~ken pri[oner at the
battle of Homildown, and his being put to death foon thereafter, is fo
decifive of the whole matter in difpute, that Mr. Williams, in the papers
lately drawn up by him, has been at great pains either to rejeCt: the tem.

many' of the author of the Scoti.Chronicon, or to make it be believed, that
,Sir William Stewart de Forifl4 could not be the fame perf on as Sir William

Stewart of Jedworth or Teviotdale.- To this pUJ"pofeMr. Williams in one
of his late papers~ entitled" An impartial Examination, of the different ~c-

" .counts given of Sir William .Stewart of Jedworth, and Sir "\Villiam

~' Stewart of Cafilemi~k," has the following paifage:" No author but th~

" author of the Scoti-Chronicon, me~tions the circullyfance of Sir William

" Stewart's having been put to death by tbe flntence of a jury in.ftigated by
.

"HotJpur Percy; nor can it be proved that the tranfacrion, if true, is

" folety applicable to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth. The title given by

" Fordun, or his Continuator, to the Sir WiIlianrStewart whom he 3iferts

" Hotfpur facrificed to his fury, is de Forifld ; and this d~fignation cannot

" .at leaft be proved inapplicable to Sir William Stewart
"
of Caftlemilk.

" The fituation of Caftlemilk near Lochmaben, a country then abounding

" with wood, and near the conjunCtion of the [orefts of Jedburgh, Se1-

" kirk, and Etrick, might well confer on its poifefi"or the. title of de Fordid.

" The limits of thefe forefts were more extenfive in ancient times than

" they' are at prefent fuppofed to be."
And in ~nother part' of the fame paper, there is this paffage: "'WIth

. " regard to Sir vVilliam Stewart of Jedworth, .as his refidence was in the

" town of Jedburgh, the title of ' de Fordid' would confeifedly be very
- "ina,pplicapIe to him; it would literally be creating a TUSin ZI;1"be,to apply

"
.
the defignation of de Forifld to an inhabitant of a populous town. There

" are many reafonsfor concluding, that the faCtrelated in the Scoti-Chronicon
,-; cannot be true, at Ieaft with refpeCt to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth."

Thefe reafonings and conjeCtures on the part of Mr. Williams, muft fall
to the ground, when the true flate of facrs is attended to. .. The circum-
fiance on which he lays.. fa much {hefs, the defignatiol1 of ~, de.
Fordid," is fa far from being inconfifient with the defignation of " ue Jed-
worth," that the one and the other means precifely the. fame thing; for in

D ~ncient,
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ancient, as well as in modern times, Jedworth FareO: is a defcription fo-well
known and efi:ablifhed, that" Jedworth" or " The Forefi:," or " Jed-
worth Foral,'" are almoft fynonim~:>us, and they are made ufe of indifcrhni-
nately for defcribing the fame traCt of country. vVhen Sir \Villiam. Stewart
was defcribed'." of Jedwonh," it was never meant by that to fay, as Mr.
Williams fuppofes, that he was an inhabitant of the fmall town or village
of Jedworth, but that he had an eflate or traCt of country known by the:
defctiption of yedworth; or in other words, of 1edwofth Forrft; which to

.

this very day is the defcription of a large traCt of country in the county of
Teviotdale, upon the borders. between FTlgland and Scotland. -A- great
part of that traCt of country under that de[cription of Jedworth, or-
Jedburgh Fore.ft, belongs at this day to the Douglas family, and it is fo,
defcrihed in the rentals ,and title deeds of that family *.

But another piece of evidence, now to be {lated, will [erve at once to put
an end to aU' cavit upon Sir William Stewart's defignation of de Forrftd ;.

~nd at the fame time will fhew that Mr.. Williams is greatly mifl:aken" in.

'" James the 8th Lord of Douglas, known by die rnlme of the Good Sir James, who died in'
the year 1331, got a grant from King Robert the Bruce in the year i3z4, to him and his.
heirs of the Town CafHe and FordJ of :fed-worth. Vide Douglas's Peerage,. page 183,
where he appeals to a charter in the poffeffionof the family of Douglas. .

In Rymer's Ftedera, vol. 4. No. 616. mention is made of the Villa Caftrum et Fdrrqla
de :fedworth, where Edward Baliol, anno 1334-, in the fecond year of his reign, by a grant
under the great feal of Scotland, dated at Ne\ycaftle, J2th June, grants to Edward King of
England, amongft other articles, Villam, CaJlrum,et Forrdfam de :fedworth..

In Rymer, vol.'h page 617, Edward King of England, upon the J5th of June, 1334;
appoim:d Galfridus de Moubray {heriff of the county of, Roxburgh, and gave him the
cuftody of the CaJlle of RoxbJ.lrgh; and appointed Guliehnus de Pre-ffen conftable of the
Callie of Jedworth, with the cuftody of the Forrdf of :Jed~orth.

In the Cartre Antiqure and Rotuli Scotire, publifued by Sir Jofeph Ayloffe> page T47, there.

is :m article in the 8th year of Edward the 3d in thefe words: " De conftabuJario Caihi
u Regis et Cuftodia Forrdl£ de :fedworth, commiffio \Villidmo de Preffen."

In the year] 403, July 9th,. an agreement was entered into between the King of England
and the Earl of Northumbtrland, by which the Earl engligedto deliver up to perfon$ having
commiffion from the king, tne Caftle of Berwick, and alfo the Caftle and ForrdJ of Jedburgh
with all their dependencies, which had been granted by a charter of Edward the 3d to the

Earl'5 grandfather. Rymer, vol. 8, page 364'
6
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fuppofing that no author buf the author of the $coti.Chronicon had men..

tioned the remarkable circum!lance of Sir William Stewart's being taken
prifonerat the battle of Homildown, and of ~is being trie4, condemned,

41ld executed in con[equence thereof; for there is a contemporary author,
of great charaCter, and defer¥ing of credit, who mentions almoft ail the
fame circum !lances, with fome- additional ones; and it fortunately happens
for dearing up the prefent quefiion abo~t the gefignat.ion,

- that author does

not defcribe Sir William Stewart under the defignation -of " de Forefti,"
but in exprefs words defcribes him" Sir William 8.tewart of '1eviotdale.n
This defignation it will not be denied -belonged to Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth; inftances of which bave already been given.

The authority here appealed to, for eftabli-iliing__the fame faCts as thofe

related in the Scot~-Chronicon, concerning the death of Sir William Stewart
of Jedworth, is Winton's Chronicle of Scotland, of which there is one
manufcript copy in the Advocates L~brary at Edinburgh, ~d another manu-
fcript copy in the Harleian .colleCtion at the Brit~fh Mufeum; and the
merit of Winton's Chronicle is fo well afcertained, that it is now in agi-
tation to give a fplendidedition .of it to the public in print; -the work is
already far advanced.

Winton's Chronicle, according to the fafhion of the chroniclers Of hif,..
torians of thofe remote times, was written in a fort of verfe; and in chap-
ter 216, p. 887, after defcribing the battle of Homildown, there is what
follows, relating to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth Fordl, or of Teviotda1e.

"
Schir William Stewart if ~i'iJyrlai!1

That day was tain in that BattaiIl,
And ain uthii- gude Squyeir,

That be name was callit Thomas Ker.
This Schir Henry de Percy

Thai twa demanyt unlauchefuIly,
As in jugement fittand he
Gart thir twa accufit be,.

That thir twa before then

H<ld been the King of Inglonds men,

D Z And
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..

And arm yt agane him: forthi
Thai war accu6t of tratary.
Sua in cull our of juftice,
(Set it was nane) he rafiraffis
Ane aLrysfirft maid thame guyt. '

Bot this parfy, with mair defpyte,.

To this affys eikit then
Mair malicious felloune men,
That durO: nocht doe, but all as he
WaId; fua behuffit it to be.
Than accufyt he thir twa men"
Saras far than before then;
And; by this accufatioun,

Of deid thai tholit the paffioune.

And of thair qaarteris he gart be fet
Sum intill- York" upon the yett~
Intill Inglonde was ane man,.
That oft oylit till fpeik than.
Sindry thingis or thai felt,

Bot of qubat fp"reit I can nocnt tell;

~hen he hard as this was done,

~hair him lykit he fai~ rycht fone,
cr Men may happin far to fe,
« Or ane yeir be. gane, that he
(.1That gut yon Iyms be yonder fet

" Now upon yone ilka yett,
H His awin lyms to be rycht fua
((

Sa may fall the gamyn to ga.".
-

And (a it happ'ynnit that. deid d9ne3
As xhe fal here efty.re fQon.~

Winton'"s Chronicle, wa~' completed about the year 1418~ He was a
Canon Regular of St. Andrew's, and Prior of, the Monaftery of Lochleven
in Fifefhire; and there are few authors. whore knowledge and veracity have
been held in higher eft4nation..

Thus
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Thus it appears that tbe fame faCts, with their moil: eCfential circum.
tl;ances, have been related by two different authors, both. of whom were in

effeCt contemporary with. the event related; for Winton's Chronicl~ was
compofed about the year 1418', at lateft, it appears. from the work itfelf that
the author compofed it between 1408 and 1418, and that the lail event

noticed' by him is a: tranfaCtion of the year 14'19*:~ and the continuation
of the Scoti.Chronicon by Walter Bower, or Bowmaker, , Abbot of
St. CoIomo, muft have been at fome period between 13&5, when, he .was
born, and 1449, when he died t~ .

Both thefe authors, therefore,. were weU-qualified to write an account of

an ~vent fo recent as that of the battle of Homildown, which had happened

i~ their own time, and they m uft have had good information of the faCts
related by them.. What adds to' the force too of thefe f~parate tefiimQnies-
is, that it evidently appears from the- difcrepancies in the accounts given by
tbem, that the one author had by no' means copied from the other.- They.
differ confiderably from each other in fome 'of the circumftances attending the
capital event; but they are both agteed~ and affirm with certainty, that Sir
William Stewart was tak.en prifoner at the battle of Homildown, and that.
he was tried,. condemned~ .and' executed, and that Hotfpur P~rcy was the
principal caufe of his condemnation. It would have been fingular indeed"
if two authors, unconneCted' with each other, had agreed to invent fo

memorable a faa witliout any foundation in truth; when fuch a falfehood
with regard to a faa fiated to have happened fo very recently, and in ,their
own times, muft have ruined their charaCters for veracity, anddefiroyed the.
credit of the hiftories they were then giving to. the public In !hort,

. He died about, the year 1424-

t The time of the birth and death of the Continuator of"Fo!"dun is fixed by the preface tQ

Goodal's edition of the Scoti.Chronicon, page 3; by Biihop Nichol[on's Scottifh Li.
brary, page 3,4; and by Sir David Dalrymple's Remarks on the Hiftory of Scotland,

~, page 131..

It appears al[o from Sir David Dalrymple, page 132, that Winton's Chronicle had beeil
written before Bower~s continuation of the Scoti-Chronicon, therefore muf!: have been writt~n

'Iery foon indeed after the battle of Homildown; and there is internal evidt::nce in Winton's

Chro~ic1e, that the author 0.£ it never had feen the continuation of-Forann by' Bowmaker.

there
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there can be no reliance on any hiftorical faa whatever, if credit is not due
to this which relates' to Sir William Stewart of _ Teviotdale, af!:er-

tained as it i~, by contemporary authors, who could have no inducement
to falfify the faB:, and who, if they had, could To eafily have been deteaed;
for Sir William Stewart of Teviotdale was a man fo eminent both in Scot-
land and in England, that what related to him muft eafily have been known,

. and if he had not been taken prifonerat the battle of Homildown, or had
not been tried, condemned, and executed foon thereafter, but on the can.
trary had lived for many years after that period, it would have been a moil:
ridiculous attempt for any author, efpecially a contemporary author., to eh.
deavour to perfuade the world that Sir William Stewart then alive, had
been tried, condemned, and executed immediately after the battie of
Homildown, fn the year 1402.

If an hi[[orical faCt fo completely efiabli!hed {lood in need of any addi.
tional fupport from the probability of the events related, there are circum.
fiances' in this cafe which would afford that- fupport; for the courfe of Sir..' ,

William Stewart's military <itchievements, and the local fituation of his
property, produced events ~vhich naturally expofed him much to the enmity
and revenge of the Percy family, whofe property in Northumberlind lay
contiguous to Sir \Villiam Stewart's property of Jedworth Ford!; and it
appears from hillary, that Sir William Stewart, who certainly was
one of the mofi difiinguiihed aCtive champions for Scotland at that time,
had upon many occafions very much annoyed ,the inhabitants of N orthum-
berland, and injured the property of the Percys there.

The paifage already quoted from Rymer's Fcedera thews, that at the
time of fettling the difputes between England and Scotland, in Oaober

1398, Sir Vlilliam Stewart was particularly obnoxious 'to the Engliili, on
account of ravages committed by him, the particulars of which Sir Philip
of Stanley, Captain of Roxburgh,gave in a complaint to the Commifii.
oners of England .and Scotland then affembled, in which he ftated, that the

'Earl of Douglas, and fundry men in company with him, and particularly

n~med Sir William Stewart, _had broken the: bridge of Roxburgh, burnt
.and plundered their town, had broken [heir walls and burnt their hay and

;their fuel, to their damage of two thoufand pounds.-It is to be remarked,
. ~. .

that
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that at the time when this happened; Henry de Percy Eatl of Northumber.
land was, by a cOIl1miffionfrom King Richard the Second, Keeper of the

, ,

Cattle of Roxburgh, and Sir P.hilip of Stanley, who prefented the com-

plaint, appears to have been Captain under him.

In Sir Jofeph Ayloff's Calendar of Ancient Charters, page 258, there is
'

em article fhewing that in the 14th of Richard II. (which was the year 1389)

Henry de Percy had been appointed keeper of the Came of Roxburgh.

'\Then Sir Philip Stanley, therefore, in the year 1398 prefented the com.

plaint again[t Sir William Stewart,. and called upon him" tben prefent, to
anfwer it, this muft have been done with the knowledge, and moft probably

by the direCtion of his principal Henry de Percy. '

In the year 1399) new caufe of offence was given by Sir William Stewart

againft the Percy family; for Sir Vlllliam was one of thofe who in that year
,

made inroads into Northumberland, where they took the Ca.ftle of Wark,
belonging to the-Percy family, totally demolifhed that Came and made great

ravages in Northumberland; but while fb employed-they were attacked and.
defeated by the Englifh forees under Sir Robert Umfraville, on which oc-

cafion Sir William Stewart and feveral of his neighbours in Teviotdale were.

taken prifoners.

It was not long after this that Sir '\TiIliam Stewart engaged again. in an

enterprife to diftrers the Englifh, which was direered principally againft Nor-
thumberland, where the property of the Percy family lay. This happened

in the year 14°2, when Sir vVilliam Stewart accompanied the Earl of Douglas

in an expedition into Northumberland, where they committed great ravages;

but before they had penetrated farther into the country they were attacked

and defeated at Homildown, near \¥ ooller, by the Engliih, under the Earl of
Northumberland and his fon Henry Hotfpur Percy; aflifted by the Earl of

Dunbar and March; upon which occafion, both the Earl of Douglas him-

felf, and Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, were made prifoners. Sir

William Stewart's life was forfeited in the ~anner already 'related; and

it has been fuppofed, that his behaviour at Roxburgh, and in his ravages upon
the Percy eftate at different times, mull have produced the animofity and re-

fentment with which Hotfpur Percy profecuted him, and got him condemned
after
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after the battle of Homildown *. Sir William Stewart was' probably cORli.. -
dered by the Percy family as one of their moD:troublefome and formidable
enemies; for he appears to have Deen a very able and difiinguilhed warrior,
was always ready to take the field, and, from his local fituation upon
the borders of the Percy efiate, had it in his power to be more troublefome
to them than almoft any otherperfon.

Another circumftance which makes tlfeaccount in the Scoti-Chronicon~
and in Winton's Chronicle, the more applicable to Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth, and increafes1he probability of the fiory told, i~. that cne of the
grounds for his trial W~$that before Teviotdale had.been refiored JO Scot.
land (venit ad pacem regi.s) he when a boy had be~ome a fubjetl: of the
King of England (AnglicatllJ erat.) .

Teviotdale 'had been acquired by the King of ~land, and remained

fubjeCt to that crown from the time .of the battle of DUlham, in the year

1346, down to the year 1384; to which purpofe there is a paragraph in

.. theScoti-Chronicon, page 400, at the date of the year 1384, in there
words.: -', ~o in tempo.re Willielmus comes de Douglas potentialiter et

" partim tracratu fufcepit, totam Thevidaliam ad fideIitatem et pacem Regis

" Scotorum qure invariabiliter Anglicis adhrerebat a bello de Durham.

" ufque tunc."
The fame faa is fiated in Holinilied's Chronicle of S.cotland page, 247~
Now, as Sir \Villiam Stewart's property lay in Teviotdale, where he

paffed his life, and was even defigned fheriff of that county in 1396, and
.

of courfe was a fubjecr of the king of England while Teviotdale re'mained
with that crown, it makes it more probable that Hotfpur Percy, when
exafperated againfi him, might avail himfelf of that pretence for accufing. .

Sir William Stewart of Jedworth as guilty of high treafon againft the
King of 'England; for the inhabitants of Teviordale, who during a certain
period took arms againft the King of England, were confidered as
rebels.

'it On reading over the genealogical and hiftorical deduCtion of the Stewarts of Daifwinton

and Garlies, drawn up by George Crawford, hiftorian, it appears that he admits completely the
faa of Sir William Stt':wart having been tried and executed after we battle of Homildown;

ja~d accounts for the enmity Percy bore to him in a manner fimilar to what has here been ftated.

In



( )

In confirmation of this, there is a pafi"age in Redpath's Border Riflory,
pages 356, and 357, where he mentions a truc~ concluded in the year

1386, between the wardens of the Englifh and SCQttifh marches, and fays

th~t " as Teviotdale had been, acquired from'the Englifhonly two years

" before, by the Earl of Douglas, the Englifu warden ftill confidered the

". inhabitants of Teviotdale as a firt of rebels;" and would only cenfent
in the truce 1386, to give them a proteCtion. Rymer, v:ol. 7. page 526.

'PROOFS in Jupport of the SECOND,PROPOSITION, to wit,' That the Age and

Circun!flances which are known to have related to SIR WILLIAM STEWART. .

of JEDWOR TH, are totally irreconci/eable with any idea ofl his being the S()Jl.

if SIR ALEXANDER STEWART 'of DERNELEY, or the Biother, of

SIR JOHN STEWART of DERNELEY, theCo'1flable of the ScottiJh Army.in

France. .

TOWARDS the beginning of there obrervations there has been inferted the
Genealogical Table drawn up by Mr. Williams, for illu'{lrating the Earl of

Galloway's pretenfions, and the arguments which had been ufed ,for
proving that his anceftor Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was the fon of

Sir Alexander, and the brother of Sir John Stewart of Derndey.
That the evidence now to be given in refutatio~ 'of theI:e fuppofitions

.

may be the better underfiood, it will therefore be proper here to infert a true
and accurate Genealogical Table of the Stewarts of Derneley, beginning
with S_ir John Stewart of Honkyl, the brother of James the High Stewart

of Scotland, and ending with Sir John Stewart of Derneley, and his bro-
ther Sir William, who were killed in France .in 1429, comprehending at

. the fame time what is believed to be the true account of the anceftors of

Sir William Stewart of Jedworth.

E GENE A.,
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FROM a comparifon of the preceding Genealogical Table with that drawn
up by Mr. Williams, it will eafily be perceive,d that they differ from each
other in almoft every article of the defcendantsfrom Sir Alan Stewart of

'

Dreggairn, the root of the Demeley family.; and that the truth of the faCts

. flaredin the one of there Tables milft neceffarilyexclude the truth of thofe
ftated in the other. It muft theref~re be fubmitted to the judgment of
impartial inquirers, which of tho[e two Tables is the beft fupported by proofs.
It will be found that there are folid and irrefiftible proofs in fupport 'of
every article in the laft of thefe Genealogical Tables; while the -other is
founded entIrely upon fuppofitions and conjeCl:ures, which, however inge..
nious the reafoIiing may be, win certainly be found to be void of folid

,
/

foundation. . .

There are a. few points' which when folidIy efiablilhed, would of them..
felvesbe fufficientto refute the articlescontained in the firft of thefe genea. '

logical Tables, and to overturn the imaginary fyftem, of making Sir Wil-
liam Stewart of Jedworth the 'fon "iSir Alexander and the brother of
Sir John Stewart of Demeley, and of continuing the exiftence of tpat
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth down to tbe year 1429. .

In the firft place, if the proofs already giv:en of Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth having been taken prifoner at the battle of Homildown in the
year 1402, and' of his having been tried, condemned, and executed foon,
thereafter, are true; (and that they are fo cannot be denied, without
denying hillorical faCts the beft afcertained;) then it muft be allowed that
Sir William Stewart, who died in the year 1402, could not be the fame
Sir William Stewart who was killed in the year 1429, during the fiege of
Orl'eans. But .it is.a certain faCt, afcertained beyond a doubt, that Sir
John Stewart of Demeley, who was killed-at the battle of Harrans, in the
year 1429, had a brother, Sir William Stewart, who was killed in the fame
battle with him; therefore it necetrarily follows, that Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth' could not pollibly be the brother of Sir John Stewart of Demeley,
and, confequently, that there was another Sir William Stewart who was the
brother of that Sir John Stewart.

E 2 2dly,
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zdly, The fame inference will ari[e from another, circumftance relating to
the hifiory of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth. In the year 1390, upon
the 8th of December, there was a charter granted by John Turnbull of
Minto, of the lands of Minto, in favor of Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth, knight, wherein John Turnbull de[cribed Sir William Stewart as

" nepos fuus;" by which it is pre[umed -he meant his. nephew. If
John Turnbull was uncle to Sir William Stewart, he muft have been
the brother either of, thefatI)er or the mother of -Sir William Stewart-. .

of the father it couldIfot be, as the father's name was Stewart; then the
mother of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth mult have been, of the:

name of J:urnbull, and fifter of John Turnbull of Minto.-But this

is totally inc?nfiftent with Sir William Stewar-t. of Jedworth. being fan

of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley ; for nothing is more certain than

that the wife or the fecond Sir Alexarider, and the mother of Sir John

Stewart of Derneley, and of his .other children, was Dame Janet Keith:

r of Galftoun. ..

To avoid t~is 'difficulty, of whichMr Williams feems to have been

. aware, he fuppo[es, that Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, the huiband
of Janet' Keith, muO: have been twice married, and that his firfi: wife may

bave been of the Turnbull family, and have produced to .him Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth, by which mean~ he would be the fon of Sir Alex-

ander. Stewart of Derneley: but of this firft imaginary marriage of Sir-
Alexander Stewart there is not a vef1:ige of evidence, neither is it faid or

infinuated by any author whatever.

If it could be [uppofed that Sir Alexander Stewart of Dernerey had been'

firO: married to a perfon of the name of Turnbull, and that of that marriage

there had been a fon, to wit, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, then that

fan mufineceifarily have fucceeded to the Demeley efiate, which by [olemn:

deeds executed in the years 1356 and 1362, by Robert the Stewart of Scot-

land, . was entailed on Alexander Stewart of Derneley and his heirs male for

ever; .andunquefiionably the [on of the fir~ marriage muft have been pre-

ferableto the fons of the [econd lTIarriage. But as Sir John Stewart of
Derneley,fon of the marriage between Sir Alexander s.tewart and Dame Janet,, ,

. 6 -
Keith"
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Keitl1, fucceeded to the Derneley eftate. immediately on the death of his

father, that neceifarily proves that. Sir. Alexander had no fon of a prior

marriage. This' argument feems to be condufive, more efpecially as it

cannot be pretended that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth could have
been the fon of Sir .A;lexander- Stewart of: Dern~ley by a fecor-d marriage;

for it is eftabiiihed beyond the reach of doubt, that Sir Alexander;
who married Dame Janet. Keith, died many years before her, and there

are' many deeds executed by her fubfequent to his death mentioning that they

were granted in her widowhood; therefore if Janet Keith was the mother of.
Sir John Stewart of Demeley the eldd1: fan, £he muO: aI[o, have been the

mother of all his other fons, of whom there were feveral; and it is well af-

eert,!ined that one of them was Vvilliam, who was killed anhe fiege of Or.;

leans at the fame time with his brother~ -

After two fuch condufive proofs, it is alffioft fuperfluous to take notice

ef any other circumftances which operate againft Mr. Williams!-sfuppoution
. of Sir William Stewart of Jedwo~th being the fon of Sir Alexander Stewatt

-of Dernet::y, but there, ar.e other circumfiances' which tend to the fame
concluuon. , -

In point of chronology it would be very difficult to mal~e Sir 1Nilliam

Stewart of Jedworth the fan of Sir Alexander Stewart of Demeley, who
- marped Dame Janet Keith; for it is to be obferved, that Sir William Stewart
of Jedworth had a fon John marriageable, and Mtually married in the year
] 396, as appears from the contracr of marriage dated 13th OCtober 1396,
by which it was agreed betvleen Sir \OJalter Stewart, Lord of Dalfwinton, on

the one part, and SirV\TilIiam Stewart, Sheriff of Teviotdale, on the other,

that John Stewait, the fon and heir of, the aforefaid Sir Vlilliam,

fhouid have to wife Marion the daughter of the. aforefaid Sir Vhlter,
,and tbat the matrimony jhould be Ju!ftLled between them bifore Candlemas
then ne.',;!to come in the year 1397. Suppofing then that John Stewart the

fon of Sir "\Villiam was only of the age of 21 at the date of the ID:arriage can..

tracr to ~'Iarion Stewart in 1396, that would draw back his bit:th t<,).the
_year 1375; then fuppoungthat his father, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,

was of the age only of 21 at the bir.th of his fon John, that would draw

ba~k the.~birth of Sir Willi;1m _Stewart of }:dworth to the year 1354. And,
pro-
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_ proceeding up0I?-the fame fcale of moderate calculation, by "fuppofing that
- 'Sir Alexander Stewart, the fecond ofthat name, was hut 21 years old at

the time of the birth of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, if he was his fon,
-that would draw back the birth of the fecond Sir Alexander Stewart to the
"year 133-3' And ailI proceeding upon the fame moderate fcale of calculation,
let it be fuppofed that the firfl Sir Alexander Stewart, the father of the fecond

"Sir Alexander and the fon of Sir Alan was but 2.I years old at the- birth of
his fon Alexander, that would draw back the birth of the firft Alexander
to th~ year 1312; ana 4as Sir Alan had - two fons, John and Walter, elder
"than Alexander, be fides a daughter , that would draw back the marriage of Sir
Alan to feveral years before 131 2. Now it does not feern at all probable
,that Sir Alan Stewart, killed at the battle of Halidonhill in the year 1333, had

been a marrieCl man in the beginning of that century, or that he had a
grandfon alive at the time of his death in i 333, efpecially as it is known that
'his fon, the fir~ Sir Alexander, did not die till after the year 1374; but the

. .improbability would be greatly increafed, if a larger allowance were made for
"the ages at which the heads of the family during the four fucceffive gen.era~

-tions above-mentioned had each of them a fon. In iliort, to make it poffible
,that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth could have been the fon of the fecond

Bir Alexander Stewart ofDerneley, there muft be many ftrained fuppofitions

of poffibilities, inItead of refoning to probabilities; and it muft be fuppofed
-that the fecond Sir Alexander Stewart had in the courfe of about forty years
from his marriage, a grandfon by Sir William Stewart of Jedworth mar-

,riageable and aCtually married in the year 1396, ~ven before Sir John Stew-
art of Derneley, the eldeft fon of Sir Alexander and the heir of his eftate,

was married, or juft about the time of his marriage.
On looking at the Genealogical Table laft above inferted, wherein all the

generations from Sir John Stewan of ~onkyl are particularly ftated, it will

appear that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, infiead of being the fon of the
fecond Sir Alexander Stew~rt of Derneley, was in a generation cotempora-
ry with him, and that John Stewart, the fon of Sir William of Jedworth,
who married r\1arion the heirefs of Dalfwinton, as well as Marion herfelf,
w.ere in a generation precifely contemporary with Sir John Stewart ofDerne..
ley~ the eldeft fon of Sir .Alexander. It would be prepofterous, therefore, for

many
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manyr~afons, to fuppofe that Sir Wil~m Stewart of J~dworth, the father.
of John, touia be the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of-Demetey..

UEon the other fuppofition, of John Stewart, the hufband of Marion
. Stewart, being acontemporary, and about the fame age with Sir John Stewart"

of Derneley, all thefe abfurdities and firained fuppofitioIlS are avoided: then
. it will appear that John, the fon of Sir William S~ewart.of Jedworth,

was of the fame age, and married about the fame time with Sir John Stewart.
of Derne1ey: and the chronoIog~cai events fubfequent to" that time will

alfo better ,correfpond; for that John Stewart, the fon of Sir" William of'
Jedworth, died in the year 1418, leaving a fon," William Stewart,' Lord
of Dalfwinton, who was then either of age or neaT""to'it, and was knighted
before the y.ear 1429, as in that year he was defcribed William Stewart of"
DalIwinton, miles. On the other hand, Sir John Stewart of Derneley, the"
eldeft fon of Sir Alexander, lived till the y~ar 1429, when he was. killed'
in battle'; and.therefore infiead of" being "confiaered~ as. in :Mr. Williams's:
fuppofition, uncle to Jonn Stewart, wno died' in the year"14.1,8,leaving a :

fon adv.anced.in life" may well be confidered as the.contemporary of that John
Stewart. .

.
.

Another. cITcumftance wmcJ1 operates againft- tlie fuppofiti6n of Sir

William Stewart of Jedworth having been the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart"
ofDerneley, is, that in all the charters from"the Crown, or from the Stewart
of Scotland" in favor of Sir John Stewart of Derneley~ the"fon of Sir Alall,:

or o(his brother Sir Alexander Stewart, or oEhis fonthe fecond Sir"Alexan--
der Stewart,. the huiliand of Dame Janet Keith; they are always defcribed;
as coufins to the Kings of Scotland ; but though there' are many cbarters ex- .

tant from King Robert the II: and King Robert.the IIt in favoriof Sir Wil-
liam Stewart of Jedworth, lie is never'in any'one ofthefe defcribed 'as coufin,
but only' as dileB:us et fideIis nofter. This would not have happened "if he had
been the fon.ofSir Alexander Stewart of Derneley-, who, as. well as.his fon
Sir. John Stewart of Demeley, was uniformly defcribed as confanguineus.
regis. And it is the more remarkable, that feveral of the grants .from, the:
Crown in thebeginnmg of King Robert the third's reign: in favor of Sir.

\Villiam Stewart of Jedworth, wherein he is defcribed only' dileB:us' et ~:deHs
nofter, were precifely at the fame period when the king in. other charters;

defcribed Sir. Alexander Stewart of Derneley..as djkdus confanguineu~..fuus..
.' Thus:;

.
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Record.of' Thus it ~as'that inacnarterdated in' the year I391~ granted by King.
Chal!eIS, Ron, . '. -

_ . .

. 10. No. II. Robert the III. to Thomas de ,Somerville and to -Janet Stewart his wife, of
the lands of Canmethan ; the King) in fpeaking of sir Alexander Stewart of

Demeley,. the preceding proprietor of thefe lands) defcribes hini as his

beloved couun.
. About the very fame period there were various charters in favor of Sir. .

'\VilliamStewart of Jedworth, viz.
.

1 fl, A charter from King Robert II. to William Stewart of Jedworth, of
the landsofSynlaw, dated 2d JUlY'138S'

zd, A charter by King Robert the III. to Sir '\iVilliamSte:wart of J.edworth,

of the lands of Minto, dated 4th January 1391. .

3d, A gra,nt by King Robert III. to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, of
40merks Herling, dated 27th March 1392. .. .

. 4th, A charter by King Robert III. to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,
of certain lands which had belonged to George Abernethy, dated 8th

.. November 1392. .'

Notwithfianding 'the[e grants from the Crown in favor of Sir William

Stewart of Jedworth were all of them fa very near to the fam~ period in 1391,
when Sir Alexander Stewart of Demeley was in the royal charters de-
fcribed as coufin to the king, yet there is not a lingle inftance of Sir.
'\Villiam Stewart of Jedworth being [0 deugned.

This could not have happened, if he, Sir William Stewart of Jedwonh,
had real! y been the fan of Sir Alexander Stewart of Demeley, as fuppofed
by Mr. vVilliams; rhe moree[pecially, as Sir vVilliam Stewart of Jedworth
was a man of great eminence, difiinguiihed by his military exproits and abilities,
and in great favor at the court of King Robert III. where, if he had been th~

fan' of Sir Alexander Stewart of Demeley, that circumftance would not
have been unknown at court, nor would the defcription of coufin to the
King have been withheld from him.

But without reforting to a collateral proof of this fort, the proofs given

in the preceding part of thefe ob[ervation,s, which fhew that Sir William
. Stewart.of Jedworth was taken prifoner at the battle of Homildown in

1402, and that he.was tried, condemned, and executed, either in 1402 or

14°3; and the proof, that he could not be the fon of Sir Alexander
Stewart,
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Stewart and Dame Janet Keith, becaufe his mother was of the name of
Turnbull, and fifter of John Turnbull of Minto; and the evidence arifing

.

from the age and-c-iKum~ances rela~ing t9 Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,
and to hisfowJohn, married in 1396,-each of thefe different branches of

evidence is, of itfelf~ conclufive to prove, that Sir William Stewart of Jed.

worth could not be the fon of Sir Alexander, or the brother of Sir John

Stewart of Derneley', and of courfe, when taken jointly, the force of them

'fiUO:be irrefiil:ible for proving that propofition."

.cEnd of thejiJjl Paper c.onzmunicatedtoMr. Williams in November 1794.]

IN the fame month .of November 1794, the following Paper was alfo
-communicated, to Mr. "\tVilliams,--for the behoof of the Earl of Galloway.

MEMORIAL concerning the Pedigree of Sir William Stewart of
'Jedworth, the Pater,nal Ancejlo'r of the Earl of Galloway.

IN a feparate Paper, intitled" Obfervations upon the Papers drawn up by

Mr. Williams on behalf of the Earl of Galloway," it has been fuewn, th::-.t
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, the anceftor of Lord Galloway,-could
not pollibly have been the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley who
died about the year 1400, nor the brother of Sir John Stewart of JJerneley

who was killed in France in the year 1429. But it now remains to {hew,

who Sir William Stewart of Jedworth really was, that is to fay, to trace his

pedigree froni the moil: authentic documents that can be difcovered.
Towards the end of the fecond volume of Ne£bit's Heraldry, there are

hiftorical and critical remarks on Prynne's Hiftory, fo far as concerns the
fubmillion and fealty fworn by the generality of the Scottiili nation to King

Edward I. of England, in 1296, 1297, &c. commonly called the Ragman
Roll; and in page zd of there remarks there is the following article:

" 'John Senefcall de 'JecJ.with: He, in the opinion of a very great anti.

" quary*, was the fame John Stewart, who is in other places of this fealty

~ Mr. David Symfon, Hiftoriographer of Scotland.

F " defigned
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" defigned frater german us Jacobi SeneJcalli Scotia, grandfather to King-
U Robert II. and was the root of the Stewarts of " Bunde, and the fame

" brave gallant man that was flain in the fervice of his country at the battle

" of Falkirk, anno 12g8. .He had many fons, of whom fprung a great

" many illuftrious branches of the ferene race of the Stewarts. Sir Alex-

" ander Stewart, his eldeft fon, defigned of Bunde, was, upon the for-

" feiture of the Englifh family of the Urnphraville's, created Earl of Angus,.

" in the 1327. Sir Alan, another fon, was the ftern of the noble

" family of the Stewarts of Derneley, from whom flowed the Earls "and

" Dukes of Lennox, which failed in the 1672, to whom his Majefty

" King Charles II. fucceeded, as his neareft and "lawful heir male. Sir

." Walter Stewart, the third fon, of whom the Stewarts of Dalfwinton;

" of whom are the houJe of Garlies~ the Earls of Galloway, by an heir

" .of line and at law. Sir James SJ:ewartof Pierftonn in Canningbame, of

" which Innermeath, Lorn, both Lords of Parliament, Rofyth. and Cragie-"

" pall, GairntuIIy and feveral of the illuftrious famili~s of the Stewarts, are
e;, branched. John Stewart of Jedwith was the youngefi fin that I hav~

"ftm any authentic 'Voucher-fir:~ he is defIgned, Johannes. SeneJcallusde
" Jedwith, and is baillie to. the Abbot of Kelfo, in the I323.-Willillnz
" Stewart of Jedwith, and jherfff of Teviotdale, his Jon. or Juccejfur, .

.
" in the reign of King Robert III." married his.eldeft fon~d heir apparent"

" to Mariotta Stewart', only daughter and heir of Sir Walter Stewart of

'" Dalfwinton, anno 1397; of this double race of the Stewarts is the Earl

" of Ganoway, as he is alfo of an heir female of another brother, as we"
". have obferve"d in this critici[rn.n

In the fame Hiftorical Remarks, page 30, there is the following article :.

" John Ie Senefcall de Jedwith; if this be not Sir John Stewart of'

" Bunde, as i~ generally agreed by our antiquaries,. it muft be a very

" ancient branch of the Stewarts: but, I conjeCture, 'tis Sir John of Bunde,
~, the fame calledfrater germtmus.Yar.opiSenefca.lliScotitp,fwearing fubmiffion. .

" to the Englifh, for different lands he held in different counties. There is in

" the 132.3, a John Senefcall de Jcdwith, baillie to the, Abbot of Kelfo,

" whom, we reckon, was Sir John's YOUllgefi Jon, and one of the Earl of

" Galloway's progenitors."

There

-
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There is a Manufcript Hiftory of Lord GaIIow~y's family, which was
drawn up by George Crawford the antiquary, under the following title: " The

'" Genealogical and Hiftorical DeduCtion of the Stewarts of Dalfwinton

" and Garlies, now Lord Garlies, and Earls of Galloway;' from charters -

4' and other authentic vouchers, from the reign of Alexander III. till the

" prefent time-for near 500 years." In that Hiftory there is the following
paragraph:

, " Sir Walter Stewart of Dalfwinton died foon after the 27th of April

" 1399, and his daughter Mariotta aforefaid became his heir, being the!1'
" married to John Stewart, ion and heir of Sir William Stewart of Jed-

-,
"with, fheriff of Teviotdale. His father was john Stewart of jedwitb,

,
" youngefifan of Sir John Stewart of Bunde, and got off in patrimony
~, the lands of Jedwith from his father. In the Chartulary of Kelfo r find

" this gentleman, john Senefcal/ide jedwith, fitting as judge, ana bailI1f
tiCto the Abbot of Kelfo, in the year 1323. Mr.Symfon, that accurate

" antiquary on the Royal Family, efpecially with- refp~a: to the Stewarts

" of Dalfwinton and Garlies, exprefsly mentions a John Stewart, as one

" of the fons of Sir John Stewart of Bunde, and that he was brother to

" Sir Alexander Stewart, the firft Earlof Angus; Sir Alan Stewart, the

" firft of the Derneley and Lennox branch; Sir Walter of Dalfwinton;

" Sir James Stewart of Pierftoun; of whom the Stewarts of Lorn,

" Innermeath, Athol, Buchan, and Garntilly are all lineally defcended.
~, Befide the teftimony of Mr. Symfon, which I think is of no little
~, weight, tne lands of Jedwith being in the perfon of Sir John Stewart of
U Bunde himfelf, and fo foon thereafter in the hands of another john
~, Senefcalli de jedwith, who is not a knight, its fomewhat more than a

" prefumption, efpecially in re tam antiqua, that he was no other than Sir

" John Stewart of Bunde's fon, and fo a branch of the family of Lennox,

" who came to reprefent Sir John Stewart of Bunde as his heir male;

" and dus the Sovereign himfdf acknowledges, that the houfe of Garlies

" was branched from the Duke of Lennox family, in the parent creating

" Alexander Stewart of Garlies, Lord Garlies, 1609. He married a lady

" of the family of 'Turnbull, of the houfe of Minto, by whom he had a
'* fon who was his fucce1for in the lands of Jedwith, to wit,

F 2 c' Sir-
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4;' Sir "fVilliamStewart oj Jedwith~ who made a very confider-able figure
4;' in moft of the great tranfaCtions between the two kingdoms of Scotland

" and England du.ring the reign of King Robert the 3d. The firfl tinle

" he is to be met with in any public aCt or deed that I have feen, is in a char-

" ter granted to him by Joannesde Turnbull, miles, &c. whereby, he gives

" and difpones diIeB:o nep.oti fuo Willielmo Senefcalli terras de Minto et

" Morbelle; which is confirmed by King Robert the 3d, by a charter under
4;' the great feal, anno 13~o.'~

_
_

Then Grawfurd"s Manufcdpt Riflory, after 'relating that both the Earl of
'T'\ 1~;, ~ nd Sl' r W :l l:~- c.."'~~ f T""An,;t h were made prI"roners '!'It

tl,,,,,
J...JUUgJ'd;j d.l 1.1 La.J.J.~UL\,,\'YCU I. V.I. J"",u,n-l a. l'

Q,,,,,
~ ""

battle of Homildown, proceeds thus:

" Some of the prifoners were ranfomed, but upon Sir William Stewart
4;' the- Englifh w~re very fevere; for though in equity and juftice he ought

" not to have been confidered ~therways than as a prifoner of war, as the
4;' reft of his countrymen; yet, as I conjeCture, and not without juft groupds,

" Sir. Henry Percy, -the Englilh general, calling to mind Sir Wiltiam
~, Stewart's behaviour inthe breaking down of the bridge of R6xb~rghas an

-4;' inv.afi..o.n,or 'rather an open breach of the truce, which wa~ then in being

" betwixt the two nations, and for that reafon appointed him to be trieq. cri-

" minally by law. The jury, though Englilhmen, at ~rft affoilzied [acquitted]

" him of the crimes laid to his charge; but th.e Lord Percy, who had a parti-

" cul~r refentment againft him, becaufe he was a good Scot[man and hearty

" enemy to the Englifh, threatened the jury a [econd time to enclofe and to

" find and declare him a traitor; 'a,nd he fuffered death accordingly, and

" fell a facrifice to the refentment of the Lord Percy; which cannot but be

" cenfured in the conduCt of a great man, to treat even a brave man, though

" an enemy, in [0 unworthy and inhumane a manner."

Douglas, in his Peerage of Scolland, under the title of" Galloway," page

278, concurs in the fame account of the de[cent of Sir William Stewart of
Jedwith. The words in' Douglas are, "Daq1e Marion Stewart, daughter

" -and fole' heirefs of Sir Walter Stewart of Dalfwinton ~ld Garlies, married

" her coufin John Stewart, fon of Sir William Stewart of Jedburgh, fheriff

"', of Teviotdale, and one of the greateft heroes of his time. He was [on of

" Sir John Stewart of Jedburgh, fturth Jon of Sir john Stewart ofBonkill,

" younger
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" younger brother of Sir Walter' of Dalfwinton, great-grandfather of this

" _Marion."

"He, in right of his wife, became poifeifed of the lands 'and baronies of
- "Dalfwinton, Garlies, &c. -which appears 'by their contraCt: dated anno

,~ 1396; and of this marriage ~he P!~[ent Earl of Ganoway is the lineal
." heir male."

All the preceding authors concur in the fame account of the defcent and
pedigree of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth; the only doubtful point-
amongft them- is, that fome of them have fuppofed James Stewart of
Pierftoun to have been the fourth, ~~d John Stewart of Jedworth to have
been the fifth [011of Sir John Stewart of Bonkill; whilft there are others
who have aiferted that John Stewart was the fourth and Jimes Stew~t the

_ youngeft fon of Sir John. This laft opinion feerns to be the moft accurate,
which gives the [eniority to John the ancefior of Lord. Galloway.

-
,

No author down to the prefent time, has ever entertained an idea that Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth or Teviotdale, the paternal anceftor of the
Earl of Galloway, was the fon of SIr ~lexandet Stewart of Derneley. On
the contrary, it appears they were uniform in their op~nions that he was
defcended from .John Stewart of Jedworth, one of the younger fons of Sir ,_

JohnStewart ofBonkilJ, the brother of James the High Stewart of Scotland.
In one particular they feern to have been mifiaken, in [uppofing him tq have
been the immediate fon of that John Stewart of Jedworth, and the grandfoll
of Sir John, Stewart of Bonkill; who was killed at the battle of Falkirk in
the year 1298; for that would be allowing more than one hundred years for
two generations, from the death of Sir John-Stewart in 1z98to the death of .

Sir William Stewart at the battle of Homildown in 1402, which is contrary

to the chronological rules of calculation in matters of this fort.. And as it is
fuppofed that John Stewart of Jedworth, who. was bailiff to the Abbot of

4Kelfoin 1323, was the fame perfon who was killed at the battle of Halidon-
hill in 13'33, it is not very probable that the fon of that perCon, even fup-
pofing him to have been young in the year 1333, could have been fighting
battles at the difiance of feventy years after the death of his father. But in

the point now under difcuffion, it- is of no confequence whether John
Ste\vart, killed at the battle of Halidonhill in 1333,. was the fame perfQn

14 with

..~- .

/
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with john Stewart mentioned as bailiff to the Abbot of Kelfoin 1]23, for
his father Sir Jolin Stewart of Bonkill and Jedworth having died in the year
1298, John the bailiff of the Abbot of Kelfo muft have been fo far advanced
in'life in 1323 as to make it improbable that he 1hould have had a fon fight-
ing batdes in 14°2. Therefore, there feerns to be a neceffity for fuppofing
an intermediate generation between John Stewart of Jedworth, the fon of
Sir John of Bonkill, and Sir William' Stewart of Jedworth or Jedworth
Ford!, killed at Homildown in 1402. But for fupplying that intermediate
generation, there is an article in Rymer's Fcedera, vol. vi. page 584, fuewing

. ~- that upon the 26th of January 1368, a fafe-conduCt:was granted by the
King of England to John of the Forefi to come from Scotland to England.-
The defctiption is. " Johanni de Forefld, armigero de Scotia, cum uno
"equite." ,There is great reafon to prefume that this article related pre-
cifely to John Stewart of Jedworth Forell, or Jedwith; and if fo, it will
remove any difficulties with regard to the chronological pedigree of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth Foreft, by making him the great-grandfon,

*' inftead of the grandfon of Sir John Stewart of Bonkill; for it would not
have been at all probable that Sir John Stewart of Bonkill, killed at the
battle of Falkirk in 1298, {bouldhave had a grandfon fighting battles at the
diftance of 104 years after that period, as was the cafe with Sir. William
Stewart of Jedworth, who was taken prifoner at the battle of Homildown in

-
14°2. But the additional generation difcovered by means of the article in
Rymerin the year 1368 removes the difficulty; for there is nothing im-
proba91e in Sir John Stewart of Bonkill having' a great-grandfon who lived
till the year 1402"'. _

The faCts concerning Sir William Stewart of Jedworth-his being taken,
prifoner at the battle of Homildown in September I402-and his being
foon thereafter tried, condemned, and exec,uted, have been fully eftabliihed

,

in the feparate paper intitled "Obfervations upon the Papers drawn up by

" Mr. Williams." _Referring to the proofs therein fiated, it is unnece1far,

'*' It is to be remarked, that Ndbit feems to have ,been aware of the chronological diffi.
culty, in fuppofing Sir William Stewart of Jedworth to have been the immediate- fon of John
'Stewart of Jedworth, the youngeft [on of Sir John 'Stewart of Bonkyl; for he fxpreffes him.
fclf more cautiou11y, by raying, that WiRiam Stewart of Jedwith, fueriff of Teviotdale, was
.the fORor fut:t:dforof John Stew:art of Jedworth, the bailiff of tae Abbot of Kelfo, in 1323-

here
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here to repeat them; and it may be aifumed as a certain faa, that Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth died either in the year 1402, or, at the lateft, in the

- beginning of the year 14°3; for h~ was taken prifoner at Homildown on,
14th September 1402, and foon thereafter, at the inftance of Hotfpur Percy,
was tried, condemned, and executed; but Hotfpur himfelf was killed at
the battle of Shrewfbury on 21ft July 1403 ; therefore Sir William Stewart's
trial and execution'muft have preceded that date.

In March' 1403, about fIx months ~r the battle of Homildown, Henty

IV. of England made a grant to the Earl of Northumberland of all the

Lordfhips
.

and Efiates in Scotland which had been poifeff'ed by the three laft

Earls of Douglas,. or by the prefent Earl, or by his mother Johanna; and
the grant alfo comprehended the county of Teviotdale, as a reward to the

Percy family for their late fuccefsful expedition againft the Scots. This is.

re1ated in Redpath's Border Hiftory,. where he refers to Rymer's' Fredera,. , .

vol. viii. pages 289:and 29p...
.

Hence it appears,_that the King. of England. had confifcated',or feized the,
eftates of the Earl of DougJas, and that, he. had likewife feized the.
comitat~s and Iordlhip of 1'eviotdaIe, which comprehended the lands and,

- eRate of Sir William Stewart of Teviotdale; for the Earl of Douglas and,

Sir William Stewart had rendered themfeIves particularly obnoxious to the,
Englifh. King by their devaftations in the north of England before the unfor~. .

tunate battle.,of Homildown.
It. is probable that tlie, effates of' tIie Earl' of Douglas remained' tl1U~,

confifc.ated for,- feveral years, for the Earl remained prif~ner in Eng-
land during feveral years after the battle of Homildown. It was at laft
agreed that a.thoufand merks fhould' be. paid' for his liberation; wnereof
(even hundred: merks were paid in the year. 14~3~ as. apRears .by a dif-
charge for that fum granted- in the firft year of Henry, V. of England"
in thefe words.:-" Acquietantia pro feptingentis mards in partem folutionis ~;lot~:-."
K mille- marcarum .pro' liberatione Archibaldi comitis Douglas prifonarii Cale~darof. - . . _ / . AnclentChar-.

" Reg~s.'J. ter~, page ~69""

With regard to Sit William Stewart of Jedworth, as he had been
tried, condemned, and executed in England foon after. the battle of Homil~.
down;.. upon the pretence of his having been guilty of high treafon,

there~

...... ,
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th~e can be little doubt" that the ICing of England, who feems at tnat time
to have aCted as Sovereign Lord of the cbmitatus and dominium of Teviot-

dale, would lay hold of and confifcate the eftate of Sir William Stewart
of Jedworth and Teviotdale;' whence it is moft probable, that John,
thefon of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, did not for many years reap

much benefit from his .fucceffion to his father; but his marriage to Marion
Stewart the heirefs of Dalfwmton, had, before the death of his father, put

. him in poifeffion of a very confiderable fortune in Dumfriesfhire, which
devolved upon him o~ the death of Sir Walter Stewart of Dalfwinton, his
father-in-law, about the year 1399 or 1400.

"

This~John: Stewart, the fan of Sir William of Jedworth, never took

the title either of Jedworth,- or the Fordt, or of Tevi0tdale, or of Minto,

but was defigned .Lord of Dalfwinton.
.,Accordingly, there is fiill extant, and in the poffeffion of Mr. Murray

of' Broughton, an original deed of renunciation by John Stewart and

Marion his wife, dated at Gyrton the 31ft of Gaoher 1418, in which
. ,

be is thus defigned :-" Be it known by thefe prefem letters, me

" John Stewart knight, Lord of Dalfwinton, with confent of Marion my

" wife to have quit-claimed, -from us and our heirs, unto Sir John-

" Stewart of Gyrton and his heirs~ all claim of right that by any planner of

. " ways we or our heirs had or might have in time to come of the barony

" of the Calie, lying within the regality of Galloway and ftewartry of Kirk-

" cudbright */~

There

!I<This renunciation, dated at Gyrton the laft of Oaober 1418, was fIgiled before
thefe witneII:fs; "A hie and mightie Lord A,rchibald, ErIe of Douglas, Lord of Galloway,
U and of Annandyrdale, Schir Villiam of Douglas of Drumlangryg, Schir Alexanuer of

"
Gordoyn, John Durand knyt, vyt oyers mony."

There is alfo in die poifeffion of Mr. Murray of Broughton, an original charter by"':the
[aid Archibald Earl of Douglas, dated.at Edinburgh the 6th of February 1418, which in

modern f!:yle is 1419; by which the Earl gave and 'confirmed to his beloved coulln Eliza-
beth Stewart, daughter of Sir John Stewart of. Gyrton, all thofe lands of Ki1lick~ with
the pertinents, which belonged to the de.ceafldSir John Stfwart, father of the [aid Elizabeth,
lying In the c.onftabulary of Kircudbright, and :£hireof Dumfries.

Hence



( )

There is certain proof that John Stewart, Lord of Dalfwinton, the
h'Ufba~~"of Marion Stewart~ wh6 granted the feUd'r~hundation in Oaob~r

- 1418, had died either in thecourfe of that or of the next'year, or at latetl
fn the' beginnirig of the year 1420; for it appears _ from the Records in
,Scotland, that upon the 28th of Oabber 1420 there was: a charter grante(

~y ~urd~ch Duke of Albariy, as Governor' of the kingdom, in favor"af
Harbart Maxwell c;f Cailaverbch, of the lands of Garnfalloah,' &c. lying
within theoarony of Dalfwlnfon and {hire of -Dumfries, Which lands were
therein flated to have pertained heretably to . Marion Stewart of DaIf-
winton, and to have been refigned by her in her widriWh()Odi~ ,,- flia pUrR'
vidUitate," in favors of the faid"Harbait de Maxwell.

Here it may be obferved by the. bye, that Mr. Williams has fuppofed
diat John Stewart of Dalfwiritori had gone to France in the year 1419,
along with the forces from Scotland, and that he had~ ~lleri i~
-battle in the' courfe of thefirft campaign; and further has frippofed7 that

oecaufe the laid- r.enunciation of his tight "to the lands of C:i:llk'cOritamed

a chlUfe ftipulwng" that thefe lands fhould be redeemaolc' on
depofiting twelve" hundred marks, that therefore the fale-of the' lands, of.
Callie was, intended to defray a part" of Sir John Stewatt of Dalfwinton's:
expences in the expedition to France, and the charges incurre~ by raifing
his cop-tingent of troops-. The 'anfwer to all:whieh fuppofitions is, that'
there is not a veftige of evidence, or even of probability, in favor of any
one of them. There is no claufe of redemption in Sir John Stewart's

"

".

renunciation in favor' of Sir John Stewart of Gyrton, and the mention

therein made of twelve hundred marks is not that the lands fhould be
redeemable for that fum, but it is a penalty" of 'twelve' hundred marks~
which Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton and his heirs were to pay Sir

John Ste~rt of Gyrton and his heirs, in cafe they fhould ever' aft contrary
to the "renunciation then made. '

",

Hence it appears that Sir John Stewart of Gyrton, in whore favour John Stewart, Lord
Qf Dalfwinton; had gran,ted the beforementioned renunciation, upon ~he 31ft of Oaober
14-18,.had died before the 6th cfFebruary 1419. ,,-

MntORANDuM.-Oneof the witnefTesto this charter of the Earl of Douglas, upon the 6th
of February 1419, is John Stewart, Earl ofBuchan~ the verycperfon who commanded the
Scots forces in the firft expedition to France. It was fubfequent to this date therefore at
leaftthat the fiift exptdition to France took place;

G With
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, With regard to Sir John Stewart of DalfWinton being engaged ,m the-
expedition to France, no author has ever raid or ihfinuated any fuc~ thing"
neither is there 'any manner of evidence for it. Mr. Williams has fuppofed

it probable, that both Sir William of Jedworthand his fon' Sir
JQhn of Dal[winton were upon, the French expedition,

'.
becaufe

Archibald Earl of Douglas, their fuperior arid patron, was the Commander

of it. But the faa: is, that Archibald Earl of Douglas' was not of the. firf!
expedition to France i~ the year 1419; he never was in France till the:
-year 1423; therefore it was impoffible that John Stewart, who, it has been
fhewn, died before the year 1420, could have attended the Earl of Douglas.
there. Nor c<?uld Sir William Stewart, the' father of John, haveattend~d

the Earl of Douglas, as it has been fhewn that the life of Sir William
Stewart ended in tlie year 14.02.

Even the very firft expedition to France, to which the Earl of Douglas.
did not belong, and which was cOqlmanded by }:>hn Stewart, Earl of

~

Buchan, the fon of the Duke of Albany, did not take place till the end
of the year 1419, or the beginning of the year lAzo; and there was no
aCtion in France, in which the Scots troops were enga,ged, till the year

1421, at the battle of Beauge,which was on the 2zd of March 1421.,

Therefore, the whole of the fiory of Sir John Stewart of Dal[winton's

expedition to France, and of his having been killed in the firfi campaign
there, falls to the ground; and there is no rearon' to believe that he died.

" any where el[e than in Scotland; and, moIl probably, in the ~ourfe of the.

j~ar 1419-moft certainly, before the date of the. faid charter of confirm,..
ation, in Oaoper 1420.

Marion Stewart, the wife of Sir John of Dal[winton, furviv.ed:
her hufband many years, and 'took for her fecond hufband .Sir John For.relter,
of Corfl:orphin. _

To Sir John Stewart of Dal[winton fucceeded his fon William" who lived:'
till th.e.year 1471. There are not, either in the' Records of Scotland or
in Lord Galloway's cbarter chell, any papers w1iich. fuew in what manner-
he made up his titles to the lands of Dalfwinton and Garlies, and others
which belonged to his father and mother in the,county of Dumfries 01'
in.'Galloway; nor any which ihew whether he ever attained poueffion of-

~DY
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apy,J~s wJiicll::h~d: ,belong~,4. ta;,.his' ~ndJ3:ther~' Sir.WillamStewart of
<# .. -0. ,. _

; ..

JeP'WOl"th, in:the:fo.:r.eft .of Jedw.arth. Therefore. ¥r. c~illianls's argument
in favor .of the continuation .of the life .of Sir William Stewart .of Jedwarth~

the gralldf.ath~r,.lt;om .the cir~umftance .of it not
.
appearing ~h~tWiniam

St~~rt,. th:e_grand({m :had taken. infeftment .of .the ~lands .o( Minto .till

abot;L~,.:th~,y-~~r;I429, .falls to the graund; far the p1ain anfwer to [uch.
\~

'arguments, is, that the .old papers kept in private families, and the Recards
.

in :Scotlaild at [0 difiant periods, are fo incomplete, that no argument r.an be
dpwn fram what does not 'now appear; fince, upon the fame ground, it
might be prefumed, t,hat William -Stewart had nev'er made up' h~s titles ta
tbe lands of Dalfwintanand Garlies,which were free from any difpute .or
difficulty. .

,
It does app_ear, hawever, from fame papers lately difcavered in the

charter cheft of Sir Gilbert, Elliatof Minto, that William Stewart, the
grandfan .af Sir William' Stewart .of Jedwarth, had either. been in po~eJ-

fio~ ofthe:landscof.Minta in Tev:iatdale in the year 1425, whi<;:h was
but five .or fix years after the deaih .of his father John, .or was at that time.. .

taking fome fieps far attaining that paifeffian; for in Sir Gilbert Elliot's
cuftody the following paper has beendifcovered. . .

An. Original Notarial' Inftrument, dated 5th .March 1425, :attefiiI.1g.

that upan that date there had been canvened by Walter Turnbull .of Minta,-
fon of the deceafed John Turnbull of Minto, nobilis et confpeCliviri, to the
number of twenty perfons, who upon oath declared, that the faid deceafed

_ John Turnbull of Minto, father of Walter, had, at"the time of his making
the grant of the lands of Minto in favor of Sir William Stewartc?f Jedw~rth:l
(to wit, in the year 1390,) been affliCted with a leprofy~ as was publicly'
known in thofe parts, and that he hadcohtra8:ed t4is difeaf~far;the [pace
of feven years before.

. .' . .

In that notarial inftrument there is .one thing material to be
attended ta, which is this: - that both John Turnbull of Minto, Wh9
had made the grant in 'favor of. Sir WilliaIT;l .Ste~art;' 'a:nd Str William
-Stewart in whofe favor the grant of the lands of' Minto was .made, are
defcribed as then deceaJed; for the word" quondam" is. prefixed both to

the name .of Jahn Turnbull of Minto and to that of Sir William Stewart ;
and there cannot be a doubt that in both cafd it hatt the fame -fignification,

o 2 to



to' ~t, :that Sir John Turnbull or Minto .and S~ William ste\ftit were
bothotthent deceafed'beforethe date of .that iIiftrumentin .the month ef. -

,

March 1425. '.. ~

. This deed itfelfwawd be fufficientto knock up all the hypothefesmadeby
Mr. WIlliams, .wherehe fuppofes that Sir william Stewart had lived dowa
to the year 14Z9; and. thafhe had been killed during the fiegeofOrJeans

. in the fa~e battle with Sir John Stewart of Derneley.
Aware of this, Mr., Williams has been at infinite pains to give to the ,

word quondam a differ"ent interpretation from that which is univerfally
eftablifhed. He firft affumes it as a' faa, without any proof, that Sir
William Stewart had gene to'France abQut the. year 1419, and had lived
there till the year 1429; and then upon this a1tumed faa he builds.. a fu~
pofition,' that 'on ac~ount of his. abfence from Scotland the notary in die
year I4~5 may have defcribed him as quondam Sir William Stewart de

.
Jedworth, not on account of his being ~ead,buton accounto£his not having-

..been refident in Jedworth for fix.or feven years ,Paft. It is fufficient to flare:
aa argument of this fort without refuting it." . ,..

There are a few more pages of the preceding memorial, but it is un~ecef:
Caryto add them' here, as they .relateto the latter part of the Pedig.r~e'of Lord
Galloway's family, which is well known ~d nQtdij"puted.

ANSWERS to the Statements in the Anonymotis
. Publication, and in the P~p~rs made out. hy Mr..
WILLIAMS, on the part of the EARLof GALl.OWAY.

T HE ~~ p~ecedingPapers atrord.fucha col~e~ion of £:tas as will :nabI"e
. any mtelligeBt perfon to place ill a dear pomt of view the: merIts or

d~feas of Lord Galloway's cafe. This cou.d not-eafily be accomplilbed
. .

witho1Jt the aid of thefe papers, 'now for the firft time printed; for moll of
,t~ fa.& aadatgumentS .contained in them -were not to be found in the

. .

Genealogical
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GerieaIogtcatHitl:ort; where it was - 110t~e mteDtion t~ enter into .any
nUn1ite .difcuffion of the meritS' of l..ord GallOwarspretenfions,. nor 'to point
out.what might be obje&d againft them. -

The objea of the Genealogical. Riflory was to -trace, nom the' molt The objeC1of
- . .. . th...Geneafo.

remote periods, the principal branches of the Stewartf-anuly, (omlttmg the gical.Hiftory
Royal Line, which had beea fr.equently difcuffed); to_bring under view'

explaIned.

various (uc{:efiivegenerations of the Stewarts of ScotFand, and of the Stew-
arts of Demeley, Lennox, and Aubigny'J concerning whom there did not

exift any. hiftorical or genealogical accountl,-excepting.fu<:h as were ~ll of

errors; it was, therefore, a particufar point in view to correCt thefe errors~

and m-do juftice, though in an imperfeCt: degree, to the merits and celebrity
of fome 'Very diftingui£bed charaB:ers in thefe famities, whofe names and.

aCtions, aC£MdiDg. to my eftimation Gf them, ought not to fink into
oblivion. . .

In thus t~acing the GenealogicalHifl:ory of the Stewarts doWn to the pre-_
fent time, it was unavoidably requifite; to point out the line of anceftorsfrom

whom Cardinal York was defcended; and, at the fame time, to {hew wha~

branc~ofthe famiIyof the Stewarts woutd, after his death,_ be the repre-_

fentative of the Dei-neleybranch.
. -

.The ftatement of thefefaCts naturaHy led my attention to this point ;',

What f'<lmiliesor perfons were "likely to enter into, die competition for that
reprefentation? and as I could: find none whofe'pretenfions could'be brought
forward with. any chance of fuecefs,. excepting: thofe of Lord Galloway's,

family, and of the family of the Srewar-tsof, Caflelmilk in the county of '

Lanark, it became necetfary for me to give fome general account of the
foundations of the claims- competent to either of there parties; but it was:
not my intention to' exhaufi: that fubjeet,. or to enter into fuch minute dif...
cuffions,as might be requifite in a.leg al proceeding. It was fore[een that if

any thing of that fort £bould everari[e; Lord Galloway's pretenfions would~

be more fully and Q10reably fet forth and elucidated than could be atternpt&t
by me, 'upon whom there was no call for entering into fueh details; at the
fame time I had no hefitation to afford to Lord Galloway,orto anyother.'
claimant, an adv.antage which is -generally reckoned. to be confiderabJe,.:

.
tha~



tl1at of1aying open to tnem incfet~iLtthegrounds .on w1;1idi''t1ie:'p~~enfioris

flf the family of' Cal1elmil~ refted'; which" pretenfions were: flated,meie..,
. lyas hi11:oricalfaCts arifing out of the Genea]agicaldHiftory,arid cer'tainly

were not brought forward with any arrogance or orrentation, OT any
fymptoms ofcontemptihle vanity,' diougli~ tne, :uriknown <'.l.lthor.of the

" 'Genealogi~al Riflory of the St~warts refuted" has affeae'dt9 afcribe'

thefe qualities to that hifio.ry,and has chofen to confider it only under thefe

points of view, as beft [uhed to ,his purpofe. Nay, he has in differellt'places

been pleafed to impute to me aninteution of ftudioufiy concealing, or avoid-

ing to difclcife the who.le merits of,Lord .Galloway's cafe. Such irifmuations

. fufficiently jufiify the more full account which is now given to the public;
The necdlity and particularly evince the neceffity of printing the papers formerlyeom-
'Of rinti"gthe . < . . . . ~ .
pa:~ls form- mumcated to Mr. WIlliams. Thefe papers were commumcared III a manner

:i~t~~I'~:';;ir. which de[erved to be confidered as friendly' both to Lord Galloway and .to
William5. himfelf; and which I thought would have been felt by them as much more

. liberal and attentive than if I had inferted in the. Genealogical Hifiory. 1\[. r.. -
. ..,

--
Williams's erroneous ftatements and conjeCtures, and. the refutat!o,n of. . . .

them..
TIle Earl of GalIoway, I amtfure, will not complain of me, as ,I, have

,been compelled, by his over-zealous advocate, to enter more fully than I

had intended into the merits of his LordIhip's cafe. Ii i~ an il1uilration of
. . ,

the old raying, that an injudicious friend is more to be dreaded :md often
.does more mifchief than a declared adverfary.

Tho[e 'who attentively perufe the two preceding papers, mu!! perceive

that it was effential for the Earl of Galloway. to maintain, t'hat his ancefi:or

'Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was the fon of Sir Alexander; and the
bTother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley; and that he engaged irithe French
expedition with his brother Sir John, and remained in France till 1429.

when both brothers were killed in the fame battle during the fiege of

Orleans. Without eftablifhing thefe faCts, it was impoilible to"maintain thai:

Lord Galloway could be the next in fucceffiqn to the Derneley family, after

the death of Cardinal York. BU,tthe perufal of rhe preceding pap~rs rouft'
. I

have fuggefted to every attentive reader, that, in oppofition 'to thefe faas

neceffary to, be eflablillied on the part of Lord Galloway, there are various

6bjeaions which, at firft fight at leaft, appear to, be infurmountable.

"J..
'

Four
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Foilr n~llfericil Obj~Clioiis,t() the EARL OJ'GALLoWAV'.r Claim. necdfary..

. .. .
to be furmounted.

.

The fir£\:ObjeB:ionis: That Sir William Stewart of jedwotth could no~ Obj~ioD1ft.
pofiibly be the Sir Wi!liam Stewart who went ,to. the .wars in France with
his 'brother :Sir John Stewart of D~rneley, in the year 1420 or 1421, and
who was killed during the fiege of Orleans in the year 1429; becaufe it IS

afcertainee. by the conClHring tefi:imony of contemporary hi!1:orians of the:
greateft credit, that Sir William Stewart of Jedw0rth was taken pr.ifoner.
at -the battle of Homildon in the. year 1402, and was tried, condemned"
and executed, at, the infiance of Ho~fpu~ P~rcy,. immediately thereafter..

The id Objeaion is: That Sir William Stewart of Jedworth could p.ot ObjeClion~~.
poffibly have been the fon of Sir Alexander, or the. brother. of Sir John-

,Stewart of Derneley; becaufe it is a[certained, in the moil: unqJ.le!1:ionable

manner, that Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley: married Dame Janet Keith

af Galfton, who was the .mother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley,. and the
mother of Sir WilliamStewan,and all the oth.er children of Sir Alexander

Stewart.
.

But it is proved; with equal' certainty, that the mother of Sir.
William Stewart of Jedworth was a perron of the name of Turnhull,_
flfter of Sir Joln! Turnbull of Minto..- There faas make it, at leaft" difficult
to evince the identity of. the two Sir William. Stewarts..

The- 3d ObjeB:ion is: That, in point of chronology., Sir WillIam Obj~aion3>10

Stewart of Jedworth, who had a fqn Jolin marriageable, and aB:ually' mar..
ried in the year 1396 to Marion Stewart, daugnter of Sir Walter Stewart
of Dalfwinton, c0uld not have been Sir William Stewart the brother of
Sir John Stewart of Derneley; becaufe, even if Sir William Stewart or

. .

Jedworth had not been prematurely ellt off, in the manner before mentioned,.
in the year 1402, his age muft have been inconfifi:ent with the aaions'
afcribed to Sir William~ the brotlier of Sir John Stewart of DerneIey. For

it appears that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, in!1:ead of being the fon:

of the fecond Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, was in a generation con~-
. ,

tempo;rary with hiin;: and that Jo1m Stewart, the fon of that Sir William'

Stewart"
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Stewart, whO'married. Marion, tIre h~£efs' of DalfwintoIt, was in:i genera-
tionprecifely contemporary with Sir John, Stewart, the eld~ft fon of Sir
AI~xander. It would require a ftretch of faith, therefore, to fuppofe that -
Sir William Stewar-t of Jedworth. couid, ha~e beeR' thar Sir William Stewart

-who wentto the WaTSin France in the year 14'26, and~ after having bee&
engaged for feveral years in aCtive fervice, was at lall killed in battle in tbe
year J~9.

Ob;eaiJn4th. The 4th Objeaioi1,~ which is alfo rather- material, is: That there have

been difcovered among the title-deeds of Lord Minto's eftate, ijJ.his charter-
room .at Minto, various original papers relating to a difpute _between Sir
William Stewart of Dalfwinron, the grandfon of Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth, on the one part, and the fon and grandfon of John Trirnbull' of
Minto on tQe other part, in relation to the property of thofe lands of
Minto which in the year 1390, as before mentioned, had been difponed by
John Turnbull of Minto in favor of hia nephew Sir William Stewart of

..
Jedwonh. .Amongft thefe papers there - is the originalinftrument
before-mentioned, dated 5th March J425; the material part of
which, as applicable to the prefent queftion; is, that both John.
Turnbull- of Minto who had made the grant, and Sir. William Stewart
of Jedworth, in whore favor the grant of the lands of ,Minto had
been made, aredefcribed as then deceafefj; for the word quondal1l
is prefixed both to the name of John Turnbull of Minto and to
that of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth; and there cannot be a doubt.
that hi both cafes that word quondam had the fame lignification, to wit, that'

John Turnbull of Minto and Sir William Stewart of Jedworth were, both
.()f them deceafed before the date-of the Notarial Inftrument fu March

J4~5; therefore Bir William Stewart of Jedworth could not well be
prefent at the fiege of Orleans in 1429.

The objeCtions which have now been Hated will probably not be
confidered as trifling or immaterial, and it is panicul~rly unlucky
too, for Lord Galloway's pretenfions, that it will not be
fufficient- to overturn anyone, oJ! - two, or three of thefe four ob.

5 jetHons,
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jeCtions; but he will be under the difagreeab1eneceffity of overturning all
the four.

Of this Mr. Williams feems to have been aware, "and therefore has ex:...
erted aU his ingenuity to anfwer, or rather to elude and evade there four
objeCtions.

-
With regard to the firft ObjeCtion, refpeCtingthe trial and ex:ecu!ionof ~r. Wll..

. . . . hams.sanrwer
Sir Wilham Stewart of Jedworth, In the year 1402, Mr. WIlliams, at tirft, to thefirA:

d d I d
. b kin h d" . f h S .

Ch '
Objeaion.en eavoure . to- e u e It, y attac g t e cre It 0 t e cou- romcon ;

and by averring, that there was no other book befides the .Scoti-Chronicon
which had mentioned the circumfi:ance of Sir William StewarCs having been

taken prifoner at HomiIdown, and put to death by the fentence of a jury
inIl:igated by Hotfpur Percy. He further maintained, that the tItle of " de
Forefld,'" given to .Sir William Stewart in the Scoti-Chronicon, could not
be applicable to Sir William Stewart -of Jedworth. But both there a{[ertions
of Mr. Williams were refuted, by pointing out ,to him the additionalevi..

dence of Winton's Chronicle, where the fame circumftances of Sir William

. Stewart's trial, condemnation, and execution, "after the battle of Homildown,
were particularly related, and where the defcription given of him was not

that of "de Forefld," but that of Sir William Stewart of Teviotdale,-a
-defignation which it cannot be denied belonged to Sir William Stewart of

Jedworth.

Upon thefe additional proofs being communicated to Mr. Williams, he

found tbat he could no longer maintain his original ground, by objeCting to

the Scoti.Chronicon, as the only work which had mentioned the faCtin quef-
tion. He therefore b~took himfelf to th.eexpedient of refufing the tefiimony

either of the Scoti-Chronicon or of Winton's Chronicle, and to maintain
that the united teftimony of both of them ought not to avail, alleging,
that in both there were fome errors; and the nature of his argument is this:
that becaufe fome errors may be difcovered -in the courfe of the extenfive
hiftories given by thefe authors, therefore no credit is to be given to them in
any material particulars. The infufficiency of this mode of reafoning, or
rather of cavilling, mufi: be obvious.

H After
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After attempting in this manner to get rid of the evidence of the Scoti.
Chronicon and of

.
Winton~s Chronicle, there ftill remained anotber diffi-

culty for Mr. Williams to encounter: it was, the account given in the
manufcript hiftory of Lord Galloway's family, which 'was drawn up by
George Crawford the antiquary; wh~'rein.tbe faas relative to the battle of
Homildown~ and its confequences, ate Hated in a manner which gives addi.
tio~al fupport. t~ the mat1rial faas Hated in ~be Scoti-Chronicon and in
~mton's Chromcle, ~d ,ccounts for the fev:nt! fhewn by Hotfp~r Percy.
Yzde p. 36. where that p~age from Crawford IS mferted.

The eafy method ufed by Mr. Williams for getting rid of the opinion and

.
the ftate of faas .given by Crawford, is, by alleging that Crawford was.-
miftaken, or mifled by ot~ers: .at the fame time it muit be remarlred, that

. both Mr. Will~ams arid the anonymous author frequently appeal to that very

. hiftory of Lord Galloway's family by George Crawford, upon other oeca-
.

fions, when it happens to ferve their purpofe.

. Mr. Wil. With regard to the zd Obje8:ion, founded .on the faa that Sir William
Hams's anfwer. S

. ,
h

. r f h f T b 11;. I bI '
.

to the Cecond tewart s mot er was a penon 0 t . e name 0 urn u I, m pa pa e con-
ObjeCiion. tradiaion to the' fuppofition of Sir William Stewart's being a fon of Sir

Alexander Stewart, who married Dame Janet Keith, the mother of all his
children ; Mr. Williams has reforted to a cu:rious expedient, by fuppofing
that Sir Alexander Stewart of Demeley was twke married,and that one of
his wives was a perron of the name of Turnbull, of the .family of the Turn-
'bulls of Minto. . Thus, in the view of the ev.iden<:efor Lord Galloway,
made out by Mr. Williams in 1794, there is, in page 18, the following
paragraph: "Sir Alexander Stewart m¥ft ~ave been' previouily married,

. " pr()bably to a daughter of Sir John Turnbull of Minto, a very opulent

" family on the borde~ of Scotland at that period/'
To this ingenious mixture of argument and probability, it might be fuffi-

cientto anfwer, that there is not a veftige E)f evidence to prove, or even
to make it probable, that Sir Alexander Stewart of Demeley was twice
married, or that he ever had any other wife tban Dame Janet Keith. Mr.
Williams has been called upon repeatedly to give proofs in fupport of his
conjeaure, or to point out any author who had ever faid or infinua~ed that
Sir. Alexander Stewart of DerneIey had been married to a perron of the

name
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name of Turnbull, or even that he bad been twice married-:
never been in his power to produce any proof or authority in
either of thefeconjeaures.

On tbe part of the Caftelmilk family it had been afferted, that Dame
Janet Keith was the mOther of Sir John Stewart of Derneley, and ~f the
.otherchildren ofBir Alexander Stewart; and it Was mentioned~ that ther~
is a charter grante~ "by her, wherein file exprefsly defcribes and acknowledges
Sir ]ohn Stewart of DerneIey as her fon; this was confidered as affording
fome degree' of proof at leaft; but Mr. Williams holds this to be no proof
at all; and prefers to it a ftrange reafoning~ founded folely on his own
conjeCture, tbat Janet Keith caIled Sir John Stewart of Derneley her fon
merely becaufe he was her hufband's wn; and for fuppm-ting this con-
jeB:ure, he fays that fev-eralinftances can be produced of fimilar appli.cations
of the word Jon to a perfon who was not the fon of the wife bt:lt the fononly
of the huThand~ - To this fhift Mr. Williams was reduced in order to evade
the force .of the fecond ObjeRion.

but it has
fupport of

As to the third ObjOCtion, founded on the chronological difficulties and Mr, Wil-
. fill.' Will ' h b h

. . Iiams'sanfwer
1ncon lllenCles, Mr, I lams as een at muc pams to remove or to recon- to the third

(;ile thefe -: but it will be found [hat in the execution of1Us plan for that Objeaion.
/"

purpofe, hereforts to his ufual method of fubftitutingconjeB:ures and fup-
pofitions infiead of any folid proof. The repetition "Ofthere conjeCtures here
is avoided a~ being too tedious, and not of fufficient importance.

\Vith regard to the rourth ObjeCtion, Mr. Williams's method of eluding Al1f\Verto the.
d r' I ' H Id d h ' f h d ' d

fourth Ob.1'[ elerVeS parneu ar attention. "e cou not eny t at~ I tear mary an je8:ion.

eftablHhedmeaning of the word quondambe admitted, "the. authentic original

deed difcovered in Lord Minto's archives~ does afceitain the faB: that both
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth and John Turnbull of Minto were
deceafed before March 1425. Neither could he deny, that if Sir William
-Stewart was dead before the month of March 14~5, he could not pollibly
be the fame Sir William Stewart who lived till the year 1429,. and was
killed in the wars in France in that year. But the ingeni0\1s device reforted
to by Mr, Williams for getting rid of thefe unfortunate objecrions is, by
fun a1fu~ing it as a faa, without any manner of proof, that Sit'WilHam

H 2 Stewart
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Stewart of Jedworth had- gone to France about the year 1419, - and had
not retuTI~ed to Scotland for feveral years. Then, after affuming this faa
without -any' proof,_ he builds upon it another conjeCture or fuppofition,

that on account of Sir William Stewart~s fuppofed abfence from Scotland
from 1419 to i42S, the notary in drawing up his inftrument in the year

1425, may have defcribed hinias .quondam Sir William Stewart de Jedworth,
not on account of his being dead, but on account of his not having been
refident in Jedworth for~fix or feve;1--yearspaft.

On reading anfwers ~f this fort, there is fome difficulty in being per-

fuaded that the author of them could be in earnefi:; or if he thought that fuch

anfwers could be -fatisfaaory in any quarter, he muft have entertained a

very mean opinion of the underfiandiI1gs of thofe to whom they were

addreff'ed.

:RefuJtoftbe It may now therefore be taken for granted, that all the four objections
Objetlions and ..

ft d
.. full £ And ' h I d b bfcAnfwers. above ate remaIn In oIce. It ,!-S a rea y een 0 erved

that without refuting all and each of thefe objeCtions, Lord Galloway's claim

and pretenfions muft fall to the ground. -

From the fpecimen which has been given of the mode of rearoning em-
ployed by Mr. Williams in fupporting Lord Galloway's caufe, and in

which he has upon moft occafions been faithfully and implicitly followed

by his anonymous friend, it will excite no furprife to perceive the fame
mode of reafoning employed by thefe fame authors upon other occafions.
It may be proper however to point out fome memorable inIl,ances.

Attempls to make it he oelieved, that Sir WILLIAM STEWART of ]EDWORTH

was the fame-perfln as Sir WILLIAM STEWART of CASTELMILX,

and that he pqf[eJTedhoth theft Ejlafe.r.

THE neceffity . of proving, or making it appear probable, that Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth was the fan of Sir Alexander and the brother of Sir
John Stewart of Derneley, had "for fame years been fo apparent to th.ofe
whoatted for the Earl of Galloway, that every effort has been employed
to gain credit to thefe conjeCtures. In that view, the firfi thing neceffary

was
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~as ,to {hew the identity of Sir William. Stew~rt of Jedworth with Sir
-

,

William Stewart of Caftelmi~k., .There was~ ,therefore.,. no hefitation in fup-
-pofing, or aH"erting that the lands o(Caftelmilk in Annandale, as well as-the

- I .

lands of Jedworth in Teviotdale, had !:>elonged to Sir William Stewart of
]edwoTth; and that, in confequence thereof, he was femetimes defcribed
as Sir' Wltliam Srewart of Jedworth, and' at -othe~ times as Sir William

Stewart of Ca.ftehnilk. But of this' faa, which, if true, admitted'of many
proofs, not one particle of evidence has been produced or referred to ;
though the faa be frequent1y- afl"erted both - by Mr~ Williams and by his
anonymousadmirer.

'

- -

The 0!lly appearance of an. autnority faT the fuppofitfon of Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth having been {ometimes defcribed of Jedworth and at
other times ofCaftelmilk~ is an aifertion without proof, by George Craw-
ford the antiquary, who, in his genealogical account before mentioned;,
made out for the ufe of the Earl of Galloway's family, fays that Sir William
Stewart was fometimes defcribed' of Jedworth and at-othe~.timesa£ Caftel;.
nulk, and at other times Sir William Stewart fheriff of T eviotdak:r all-
wliich defignations ne f~ys were defcriptive'of the fame perf<?n. This con-
jeCture of Crawford's may have led fomeotIier- authors who-wrote after-hip.l
into the fame erIor. But if Lord Galloway' place any reliance on-this part
of-George Crawford's -Genealogical Riftory, he muft at the fame time ~dopt

that other part of die fame liiftory where Crawford f6 pofitivelyaffirms, and
gives his reafons for believing, that Sir William- Stewart of Jedworth was
taken prifone~ at the battfe of Homildown, and- that he was' tried~ condemn..
ed, and executed foon afier; for it cannot be permitted-tol.ord GaUaway,
or to thore who write for him, to adopt'one-part and:torejea another pan
of tpat fame Genealogical Hiftory. .And-if the -truth of Sir William Srewcrrt
o( Jedworth~s death in 1402 be admitted, Lord Ganoway may make what.

we he thiliks proper of George Crawford's aifertion or conjeCtures con-
cerning Sir William Stewart'--shaving .been fometimes defigned of Jedworth~:_
and at other times-of Caftelmilk..

Suppqfitions
--
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.' .

Srippofit1dni aaopted for making Sir WILLIAM
age .corre.fponawith thilt of a fin .of Sir
DEB..NELEY.

S1"EW'All 'to.! J.Ei)WORTH"~

ALEXANDER "STEWAil T #

Co.njeElures,
reafonings,
and facts
blended to.
getber .

IN. order to make Sir WiUiam Stewart of Jedworth's age ~orrefpond
.with the' age of a fecond fon of Sir Alexander .stewart of Derndey, and to. in~

. ~reafe the probability of his being of an age proper for ,engaging in the wars of
-France from the year 141 9to the 'year :1429, it became necetfary, in the next

place, to remove :any ~unfavomable impreffions that might arife from the
,contraa: of marriage in 1396, which proved that Sir William Ste\Vart o~

Jedworth had at that~me.a fon John who was marriageable, and aCtually
married 'in that year. For this, Mr. Williams had a veryeafy folution;
for, without "appeal}ngto any proofs or authority ,whatever, 'h~ takes it for

granted, t'hat though the. marriage -ceremony .was folemnizedin the year

1396, yet thatJohn ,and l\i-arion Stewarts were 'then fo very youn'g
.
that

1:hecoh.abitation, ~'.completion of-the r:narriage was deferred tili theyfhould
.. attain'marotery.ears~; .One may be aHo:wed t~ aik from what quarter. 4id

Mr.Wrl1iams ,teceive this infurmation? -How came he to be -iet into'tho[e

family fecret'S:! 'whicbappe~r to have b~n ,unknown to any other .aiIthor ?
. .

.

This >l11odeof "reafonil!-g, and of fubftituting conjeCtures fDl" proofs, lI'as;

however; been completely adopted by the anonymous writer, pages .5 i . arid
52:; for 1fe too avers, "t~at Marion and John Stewarts were very young

" when they were betrothed; that t.he lady could not have greatly' exceeJ.

" ed her ninth or tenth year; and that her hufuand was to all appearance

" not much older." And he likewife a,ffirms that t~e marriage ceremony

was early folemnized, and that" the cohabitation was deferred to a maturer
(Cperiod." 'On reading the accounts given of ,this marriage, and of the

. tranfaltions conneCtedwirh it in the year 1396, .by:Mr. WilIiams, and by
his anonymous friend, one would be tempted ,to think that both of th~m

had been witheffes to the marriage, and had enjoyed the intimate confidence
of the infantine married ,couple, to whofe. ft~tuTe .and juvenile appearanc~
they feem to have paid particular attention. '

.

A ;CuriousfpecilI1£n of the mode of blending together conjeCtures, reafon-

ings"and faCl:s, or fuppofed faCts, .and with an appearance too of references
to proofs in fupport of them, will be found in pages 14, 15, and 16~ of

2 Mr.
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Mr~ WiUja~s'$ ..' Vie\Vof ~e ~v~d~ncc;;for Lordqa~oway,~ &C"1 and
~() .in pages'.54 :a,J;l~5 S of t\1e

.
~0I:lY~o~s b<?9k.:

L~t~s-firft heal' Mr. Wilijams'sStatement.- -
. .

--- -
-, .-. -. ,.

",

. ' P-age 14,. l S' ~'It .isafferted in H~r4ing'~ C,hxpwcJe,Redpath's IJi£t;ory of ByMI'.Wi14
W' the-Borders, p. J67,&c.*at at t~e e~pirati(;m c;>£thet!\}ce, about the end of lia~s.

~, P1e'.year,' 14<:>0,Sir:Richard Rqt4erfor-da~d)~is fOf!s,..SjrWi~liam ~t~~(lrt,
~,- John T¥rnbull~ furna.ned Out wi!k lh§ Srzpflrd, ~c, ~ade aJ)..~r;ru~t~?p:
u into Ehgland~ where they were attacked. ~d' t;~k,en prifoners, by a fupe-

" rior force under the command of Sir Rob.~rt .t!~a,vil~e. Jqtlg ij:~nr.y.

" IV. ordered that the prifoners ~fhouldnot be ranfomed, and gave mrettions

" that tEeyjhould be carried to the f1aw.er of Lon:dpn. Rymer, volo. viii.

"
'. 6& *". p.. I2~ C. "-

Page 16." On the accellion of 'Henry V. to the throne, orders'were

" given to fet at liberty all the Scots prifoners confined ,in the, Tower of

" Lon~on, Rymer's Fcedera, v.ol. ix. p.. 5, &c~ Whether Sir Williani

" Stewart was.r.eleafed at this period is uncertain. It appears probable', .

" however~ if the followjngauthorities mayb~ confi9.ecl in,. and. can, .be
.", fuppofed to relate to him, that it was on this o'ccafioD..thathe oQtained;
,~ his libel1ty.. Sir John Stewart of DerneIey having,been .difpatched hy .the~
u. Dauphin to Scotland fur reinror.cements,.,hefpeedily returned (~ccording.

" to the hiftorians of. the time) with.a very refpefu.ble armaInent;~vide.

" Duncan: Stewart'.s Hiftory of the Stewarts, Mackenzie~s Lives~ vol.. i..
«p. 363. R:rmer, vol. i~. p. 79:.;"&c.. The following, commanders. .are.:

" named; among the chieftains who embarked' on tJ.1at expedition ~: the,

" Earl of Buchan and his brother, tpe Earl' of Wigton,. Sir John SWinton"
." Sir William Stewart, Sir William Dougla&, Sir, John- Turnbull,~c~~"
." In an account of the battle of Cravant, 1423, preferved.amongtheJlaJJeian~
." MSS. No. 782. Sir Jphn Turnbull is mentioneda,s one of dIe S'cots.

" commanders who fall in that aCtion. Ih Truffell~sLife.of Henry VI. page:

" 124. a:,fimilar account is given. This". in-all probability~ mufi: have-
(, been Sir John' Turnbull, fur~amedOut with. th£S.word, th.e:conHant com4~

'II<!tis. notfaiiim Rymer,. or in anJother, book. hithertodifcovered; that Henry had ~iven ~
.
aireaions that the prifoners fhoul,dbe carried to the. Tower of London. From what authority.:

Mr. Williams hasftated this faCt does not appear.,
\£,. panion;

\
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~, panion of Sir Wi1li~m 'Stewart otJedworth. In Halt and Grafton's

" Henry VI. vol. 24- "Sir William Stewart latelydelivcred out of prifon"

" is named among the commanders of the Scots forces in France." . .

In this mixture of faas, and references ridiculou{ly erroneous, there feems
to be fuch a 11:udied-confufion, that it is nQt eafy to guefs. at the precife
points meant to be eftablithed by them. It may' be pr{)per, therefore, . to

.

fee in what manner the fame faas and references have been adopted by t~
anonymous author,}Vbo flares them with lefs apparentc{)nfufion, but with
more pr-ecifeand pefttive affertion.

"

"The account given DYhim in pages 54 :and 55 is thus expreIfed :

" Sir William Stewart, about the end of the year r4oo, in conjunCtion

"" .\vith Sir ,Richard _Rutherford and his [vns, John Turnbull, furnamed
.

~, Out with theSword, and feveral other- chieftains, made an irruption into

"" England; but, being fuddenly attacked by a fuperior force under Sir

"" Robert Umfraville, the whole were: completely {urrounded and taken'
c, prifoners *. King Henry IV. w~o had nowfuceeeded. to .the throne of
cc England, iffued orders to prevent the ranfom of the' ?cottifb prifoner~
.C, and they accordingly wer.e..cauied to' the Tqwer <;>.fLondpnt. _

. Cc It is nor-until the Yea1"1419, when [ucco.urs were fent from Scotland
~, -to the Dauphin, afterwards Charles VII. of France, that' we :<.1g~in hear
c, of Sir William Stewar:t~ Henry V. it feems,not long after, hisacceffion2

". permitted the releafeof the captives; and,. on tQ'at occafioD-, Sir William

" appears to have r~gajtZed hi.r liberty. :By the hiftorians who delineate this
,~ period, "Sir William Stewart, lat~ly delivered out ofprifon," is n~med as

" among the commanders in the French' expeditiont. . The principal lead-

" ers were the Earl of Buchan, the Earl of Wigton, (eldeft fon of Archibald

." Earl of Douglas,) Sir John ,stewart of Derneley,. Sir William Stewart of

" JedworthilndCaftelmilk, Sir John Swinton, Sir John Turnbull, &c. feem-

"ingly the fame who was farnamed " Out with the Sword" §, the faithful
c, companion of Sir William Stew~rt in many of his enterprifes."

"* See Harding's Chronicle. Redpath's Hiftory of the Borders, p. 36i, &c. .

t Rymer, Fred. Angl. tom. Yiii. p.16z. t HallandGrafton'sHenrrVI. v.24-
§ Seean.accountofthe battle of Cravant prefervedamongthe Harleian MSS. No. 78:z.

The
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The paragraphs above quoted from the works of Mr. Willia~s, and of
the anonymous author, are meant to fupply the place of proofs, in order
to efiablifh various important faCts; and as they are. the only founda-
tion on which the whole fabric is built, it may be proper here to point out
precifely the various propofitions which were mea'iIt to Qe eftablifhed by

them in favor of Lord Galloway's caufe., .

The objeCt of the firft part of the accounts given both by Mr. Williams
and by the anonymous writer, was t~ get rid of the difficulty arifing from
the faCts related in the Scoti.Chronicon and in Winton's Chronicle, which
fo cl~arly afcertained that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was taken'
prifoner at the battle of Homildown, and what followed upon it. For. .
this purpofe they have endeavoured to eftablifh a belief, that Sir Wil~am ~~il:;~~~n-

S
.Ii . h rI ' f L d t th t

.
f th ment of Sirtewart was a pn oner In t e ower 0 . on on a e Ime a e William

battle of Homildown, therefore could not have been at that battle, J
Ste

d
wart

h
o~

e wort 1ft

nor fuffered death in confequence of it. the Toweror-
London.

-
There is no occafion to difpute the incurfion made into England about the Refutationof

year 1400, by Sir Richard Rutherford and his fans, John Turnbull, and :~~.
fuppofi_.

. .

othe.rs, and their being defeated by Sir Robert Umfraville. Neither is it
neceffary to difpute, that King Henry IV. ordered that the prifoners taken
on .this occafion fhould not be ranfomed: but there is no evidence that any

of the prifoners fo taken were ever rent to the Tower of London; or that
there was any order of King Henry for that purpofe. Nothing of that
fort is to be found either in Rymer, or in any other author; for, admitting
that King Hen,ry gave an order againfi ranfoming or fetting free the prifoners,
it does not follow, that all or any o( them had been rent to the Tower of
London ;-fiilliefs is there any evidence of Sir William Stewart of Jed~
worth having ever been committed a prifoD;er to the Tower of London;
nay, the name of Sir William Stewart is not found in Rymer's Fred~ra on
this occafion, or in any record mentioning the prifoners taken in 1400..
And even ifhe had been taken prifoner and rent to the Tower of London, it

.
would not follow from thence that he had been detained there for any.confi-
derable time, or that he was a prifoner there at the time of the battle of
Homildown. And as there is very pofitive, {hong, and direCt evidence,

'from refpeaable contemporary authorities, that Sir William Stewart. of
,

1 Jedworth
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Jed\vorth was at the battle of Homildown, and that he Was there taken'
prifoner, and immediately thereafter tried, condemned, and executed:.-
fuch pofitive aUthority muft greatly outweigh the loofe and unfounded con-
jeaures which have been brought forward by Mr: Williams, and adopted

,

by his anonymousfollower, for inducing a belief that Sir William Stewart
of Jeclworth was a prifoner in the Tower of London at the time of the
battle of Homildown.

For the purpofe of difeng~ging Sir William Srewart from the battle of
Homildown, it was ne~~lfary that he fhould be>fuppofed to nave been a
prifoner in the Tower of London at that time; but it was alfoneceffaiy that

he fhould be ~iberated from his confinement there before the expedition 'to
France took place, that he might not mifs the opportunity of embarking

in that expedition.
"

For this purpofe, Mr., Williams fays, that on the

acceffion of Henry V. to the throne (which was in the year .1413) orders

. were given to fet at liberty all the Scottifh prifoners confined in the Tower
of London.;-then he adds, " whether Sir William Stewart was releafed. . . -

" at this period is uncertain, but that it appeared probable however, that

" it was on this occafion.that he obtained his liberty." This faCt is flated

with lefs ambiguity, and more pofitivenefs of affertion by the anonymous
writer, in there words: " It is not \Inti! the year 14 I 9, when fuccours

" were fent from -Scotland to ~.e Dauphin, afterwards Charles VII. of

" France, that we again hear of Sir William Stewart. Henry V. it feerns,

" not long after his acceffion, permitted the re1eafe of the captives, and on

" that occafion Sir \Villiam Stewart appears to have regained I;i.rliberty."
The authority appealed to for this, is Rymer, vol. ix. p. S.-But on

con[ulting that a.uthority, it by no means fupports ,the affertion; for there'
is no, mention there of the name of Sir William Stewart, or of his being
liberated from ,cufiony at that time. .On the contrary, the order, dated

12th April 1413, direCted to the confiable of the Tower of London, parti.

cularly mentions the perfons . who were then to be liberated, without any

'" 'rheir naInes are, Jacobus de Douglas, Chivalc:r, Thomas de Hamylton, Johannes Aulway,
Willielmus Bryfon, Johannes de Bowys, Thomas Crac, Alanus de Ormyfton, Johannes
Lyonn, Gilbertus Cavane, Dogallus Dromond, Adam de Cockburn, Alexander Shell,
Willielmus Akynhed, Georgius Shell, Johannes Dugan, JacobusPatrici, Willielmus .Bron,
Bernardus de Cokburn, Johannes Peterfon, Johannes, Home, Willidmu~ Patrykfon, Johannes

-Welles, Johannes Skymezour, and Gi1bertus de Dalrympill.
I mention
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mention of Sir William ~tewart, who was'a perron fo confider~ble and fo
w~llknown both in England a~d Sc~tland, t,hat it is moft unlikely that his'

,name lhould have been omitted if he really had been one of the prifoners
.

,

releafed on that occafion.

After to:king thefe preliminary fteps to render it pollible for Sir '\ViUiam

Stewart of Jedworth to have embarked in the expedition to France in the
year 14 19~ (notwithftanding his fuppofed confinement in the Tower of
Londonin 1400, and his real trial, condemnation, and death in '1402,)

, .

Mr. Williams and his follower next endeavD-ur to prove, that Sir William
Ste\~art aCtually did' embark in that expedition, and that he remairied in

France till 'the time allotted by them, for his death in 1"429' But
neither his going to France, nor his remaining there, .are fupported by any

proofs, or by any thing deferving the name of evidence.

',' In.Jlances offa!fe ~otations and oj MifrepreJentation. of E'Vidmce.

THERE is indeed in the anonymou~ book, p. 55. one paragraph concerning

the commanders in the French expedition, which, if fupported by evidence,
would eftablifh, in a farisfacrory manner, two faCts very material for the
Earl of Galloway, to wit, 1ft, That Sir William Stewart of Jedworth and
Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk were one and the fame perfon,-and
2dly, would eftablHh with ,great certainty, that Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth did aCtually belong to the French expedition, and was killed
there in the year 1429.- The paragraph here referred to is in the following
words: " The principal leaders were the Earl of Buchan, tbe Earl of

" \Vigton, (eldeft fon of Archibald Earl of Douglas,) Sir John Stewart of

" Derneley, Sir William Stewa:rt of Jedworih and Cqflelmilk/' &c.
Every perfon who reads the above [entence (which is given with the mark

of quotation; muft be perf1:1adedthat the author, meant to convey this idea,

that he h~d copied thefe names and defcriptions from fome faithful hifiory

or. authentic record, in which Sir \Villiam Stewart is defcribed 'as Sir 1ViIIiam

Stewart of Jedworth and. Cafielmilk. ,This, if true, would be material evi.
dence ind,eed. - But there is nothing of this fort raid or infinuated in any
t;>fthe authorities appealed to by the anonymous author, or in any book

12 or
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or record hitherto difcovered. - In 1hort, it refts upon no other than his own
a~th~ri~y...~~.JI~alone is refponfible for the deception praCtifed by this mode

of falfe' quotation; for even Mr. Williams had 110t gone the length of
pretending that there was any authority for defcribing Sir William Stewart

who went to France, as Sir William Stewart of jedworth and Cqftelmilk. '

Another 'deception has been praB:ifed' upon this occafion, for which.
both Mr. Williams and the anonymous author are equally refponfible. Mr.

~
"Williams, p. 16. of the" View of the Evidence;n &c. has the follow-.

ffi" T U 11 d ro L': , 1:r TTT
,

} ,,..,. _~_n.
mg expre..,lCn: ...n au a.t"'1 u-rcuton s ueury v 1.. vo . 24. -,vU" W 1I11am

'" Stewart lately delivered out of prifon' is named among the Commanders of

" the Scots forces in France." And, t9 the fame purpofe, the anonymous

author, p., .55. in relating the events of the year 1419', hai the following

paragraph: "By' ' the hiO:orians who d.elineate this period, 'Sir William

" Stewqrt lately delivered out of prifon' is named as among the Commanders
,[

in the French expedition." And the authority appealed to is the fame

with that to which Mr. Williams refers, to wit, Hall and GraftQn's Hillory

of Henry VI. vol. 24.
From this mode of quotation, it was with fome difficulty that the books

referred to could be difcovered: for there is no fuch book as Hall and
Grafton's Riflory; and no hifiory by either 'of them that extended to

24 volume~. There is a very fmall book of the fize of an Almanack, inti#ed

" Manuen of the Chronicles of England to 1565, by Richard Grafton,"

printed in London, in 24mo. - In this Manuel there is not 01!eword relat-
.

ing either to Sir William Stewart or to ,the leaders of the Scottilh army in
France. There is indeed a hifiory, by Edward Hall, intitled " The Uillon

" of the Families of Lancafier and York,". in one volume folio, which is
fometimes mentioned under the title of Hali's Chronicle; but neither does
that come up to the a1fertionconcerning it.

It is to 'be prefumed that both Mr. Williams. and the anonymous writer
had read the books to which they refer; if fo they mufl have been perfeCtly
fenfible that their mode of quoting the evidence could ferve only to millead,

'Their purpofe was 'evidently to make- it be believed that the fame Sir Wil-

liam
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liamStewart of Jedworth, who, according to their erroneous reprefentation,
had been iInprifoned in the Tower of London, and detained there from the
year 1400 till releafed by King Henry V. in 1413, 'was the very perfon'who
was one of the leaders of the Scottifh expedition to France. in the year
1419; and they borrow the aid of fome words in that hiftory of Hall for
fupporting that fuppofition. '

It is true that Hall has taken occafion to mention fome of the battles in.. .

France between the Engli{h'andFrench in the time of Henry V. and Henry
VI. particularly thore of Crevant and Rouvroy; and in giving an account

of the battie of Rouvroy, fought in February 1429, and of the perfons of
diftinB:ion killed at that battle, he has e'xpreffed himfelf thus:, -

. " When they came to a.town called Rouvroy they perceived their enemies

" coming againft them, to the number of 9 or 10,000. Frenchmen and Scots,

" the Captains whereof were Charles of Clermont, fon to the Duke of

" Bourbon, then being prifoner in England, Sir William Stewarde conftable

" of Scotland, a little before deliveredput of captivity, the Earl of Perdriache," .

&c. &c. , .

" In this conflia were. fiainLord William Stewarde conflable of Scotland

" and his brother, the Lord Dorval, the Lord Delabrette," &c. &c:
Butthefe paffages have no relation to any event in England or Scotland, or

,to a Sir William Stewart lately delivered out of prifon in either of thefe countries.

For it will appear clear to demonftration, from what is imm~diately to be ftated,

that there pa.ffages in Hall relate, and were meant to relate to Sir John Stewart

of Derneley, the confta:ble of the Scottifh army in France, who, having been
taken prifoner at the battle of Cravant in 1423, had be~ detained in captivity
till a little before the battle of Rouvroy; when, according to fome authors, he

was exchanged for Lord Pole, brother of the Earl of Suffolk; though other
French authors fay that he \\Tasexchanged for the lVlar£halT oulongeon. It

was of that Sir John Stewart, the conftable of the Scottifh army, and of his
releafe from captivity in France, that Hall evidently meant to fpeak. But
that paffage, and particularly that exprefiion_of "lately delivered outoj' cap-

" tivity," have been made ufe of DY Mr. Williams and by the anonymous
writer, as proofs that Hall meant to defcribe Sir William Stewart ofJedworth
as a perron lately delivered out of the Tower of London, or, according to

their
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their own phrafe, lately delivered out if prifOn; by which they meant to
convey the fame idea,- and' inftead of repeating the words made. nfe of by
Hall !; lately delivered out of captivity," fubftituted the words" lately de-

. -

" livered out of prifln," that it might the more readily convey the idea of

a'deliverance from his fuppofed prnon the Tow~r of London.

There are infallible circumftan.ces, which put it beyond a doubt, that Hall-
had inferted the .name of William by.miftake, in that paifage, inftead of
tnename of John. It is impoffible -for any perfon who reads the account

~ -

given by Hall, and who has any knowledge of the hiftory of thofe times,
not to perceive that the perfon to whom that account refers, was Sir John _

Stewart of Derneley, the conftable of the Scottifh forces in France j' for

Hall's defcription of Sir "\Villiam Stewart as. the conftable of Scotland, is one

circumfianceforpointing out the mifiake; there was no Sir William Stewart
either conftable of Scotland or conftable of the Scottifh army in France;

that office belonged folely to Sir John Stewart of Derneley, the elder brother
..

of -SirVliUiam. The mifiake is further made' evident. from oth~r parts of.
his hifiory ~ thus, fo. 85. in giving an ~ccount- of the battle of Cravant,
Hall expreifes himfelf thus: "In thisveryfeafon the Dolphin fent Lord

" fYi!flam Stewarde co1!ftable of Scotland, and the Earl of Ventadour in

" Auvergne, and many other nobles of his part, to lay fiege to the towne of

" Cravant." - And among the prifoners taken on that occafion, Hall

mentions" the co1!ftab/e of Scotlandwhich lqft his eye."

It is well known, and is afcertainedbeyond "adoubt, by the writings of
every French and Britifh author who has ever treated of the fubjeCt, that
Sir John Stewart of Demeley was the General of the Scottifh force at the
battle of Cravant, and that he loft an eye and was taken prifoner at that
battle. Nobody will pretend that [he fame circumftances happened alfo to

a Sir "\Villiam Stewart; therefore it mufthcive been very obvious to the
meaneft capacity, that wh~t Hali fays of a Sir William Stewart conftable of
Scotland, and of his lofing an eye and being made prifoner at the battle of

.-
Cravant, could only apply to Sir John Stewart of Demele)T, the elder
brother; though the name of William had by him been inferted by miftake,

i!lilead of that of John Ste~-art.

The



( )

The meaning of thefe parag17aphsin Hall is fo obvious that it was fcarce
- .

pollible for' any perfon tomifiak.e them; yet both Mr. Williams and the
anonymous writer have, by their modes of quotation, and by theIr inferences
from them, endeavoured to pervert the paffages in Hall's hiftory, and to ufe
them as pofitive proofs that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was in the ex-

. -
pedition to France in the year 1419, and one of the leaders of it. The ano-
nymous writer, in particular, appears to have trufted greatly to his arguments
and inferences drawn from the circumfiance of Sir William Stewart being
mentioned as late.ly-delivered out of prifon ; he places much emphafis on that
~xpreffion, as involving in it a great deal of proof; thus; p. 93. his words
are: "But lea any doubis mould r~main as to the identity of the brother of

" Sir John Stewart ofDerneley, he is exprefsly defcribed as "Sir William'

" Stewart latelydeliver~d out of prifon;" having regained his liberty, as has

" been' already related, foon after the acceffion of Henry V. to the

" Engli1h throne." HalJ, however, does not pretend to give any account of

the leaders engaged in that expedition; neither has that part of his book any'
reference t~ events in England or in Scot1and; what he there treats of
relates folely to events in France. The exprefiion in Hall is "a little before

" delivered out of captivity." Though this applies very well to Sir John
Stewart of Derneley >sdeliverance from captivity, by' an exchange prior to the
battle of Rouvroy in 1429, after being made prifoner of Cravant

in 1423" yet it could not be well .applied to a perron releafed foon after:

the. acceffion of Henry V. in 141-3.

In fuort, Hall's account differs. in every effential: particular from theufe

that has been made of it ; for it relates to a.different: peifoll' and a different
event, which happened in a different country and at a different period.

The purpofes to which the particulars in Hall ha~e been per-verted~ both

by IV[r. Williams and. his anonymeus friend, are to prove that Sir William

Stewart of Jedworth, had, in the year 1419~ a little after his being releafed

out of prifon in: the' Tower of London,. (where by the bye. he: never; was,)
engaged in the expedition then fitting out from Scotland to France;

that he was one of the leaders in that expedition, and that he had remained
in France till. the year 1429, \vhen killed at the. battle. of Rouvroy.

After
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After rueh infiances of falfe quotations and palpable- perverfion of evidence,
what reliance can there be on the fidelity of the aifertions, conjeB:ures, "or

arguments cif thefe two authors or either of them"?
The real faa is, that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth never belonged" to

the French expedition:" No hifiorian of thofe times has ever" raid that he

did belong to that expedition. . Mr. Williams and" the anonymous author

have, however, after the communication of my papers; thought proper to

transfer taSir 'Villiam Stewart of Jedworth all the fa~s and circumftances
which I had difcoverltd relating to Sir William Stewart"of Cafielmilk, the
real brother" of Sir .fohn" Stewart of Derneley. Thus they apply to their.

"Sir \ViHiam Stewart the articles which I had difcovered in the French
records at Paris, really appertaining to Sir William Stewat:t the brother of
the conftable {of Scotland; and they likewife apply to Sir WilliaIp. Stewart

"
"of Jed\yorthall that I had difcovered in the French hiftorians concerning the

employment and fervices of Sir William Stewart, the real brother of Sir

John of Derneley, during die fiege of "Orleans ; and the behaviour of the
..

two brQthers when they 16fttheir lives at the battle of Rouvroy. In 1hort,
they have apfJlied to their Sir William Stewart all the. faCts and circumftances. .

gathered by them from the papers containing the difcoveries I had made in
France, and of which they never: 'hadany idea till they had feen thefe

. .
"

"
papers. .

Such is the true and faithful interpretation of Mr. Williams'.s dreams and re-
veries concerning Sir "tNilliam Stewart's confinement as a prifoner in the
Tower of London in

.
the year 1400; his re:leafe from thence upon the

acceffion of Henry the Vth i~ 1413; and his con[equent employment
about the year 1419, as one of" the leaders of the Scottilh expedition to

France. All thefe vifionary events have vanifhed on their being brought to the
teft of proofs, and to a comparifon with certain eftablilhed hillorica! faas.

Mr. Williams, indeed, has had the good, or bad fortune to meet with" one

very complaifant friend and profeifed admirer, who has not only adopted

all his reveries, but has lhewn a ready difpofition to go eyen beyond him in
the marvellous or incredible. From this. anonymous friend he has had the
benefit of every fupport in his power to give, for endeavouring to reconcile

the greaten: improbabilities, or the groffeft abfurdities.

Not
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Not fatisfied \Vith having engaged Sir William Stewart of Jedworth in the

French expedition, thefe two modern authors have gone oneftep further,

1>yembarking in the fame expedition John Stewart who married M~rion, the.
heirefs of Dalfwinton; ancl they have fuppofed him to have been ,engaged

in aCtive fervice, and to have loft his life in battle in France, in the firft. .
campaign after his arrival there, about the year 1420. It will be fou.nd

that the whole of the part 'thus allotted to John Stewart, the fan of Sir
William, is a work of imagination, with no other foundation than their

ownaffertions or conjeCtures.

Account given by the Anonymou.r Author of the Expedition to France, and of
the Perfons embarked in it.

THE following affertions are made by the anonymous author fr9m page

58 to page 64.

" When Sir John Stewart of Derneley embarked for France in 1419,.

" it appears that he was accompanied by a confiderable number of

" friends and kinfmen, as well as a moil: refpeCtable body of militar:y
"retainers. His brother Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, and his co1ffin

" Sir Alan Stewart of Allantown, were, withoutdoubt, among the number
" of thofe who engaged ,in the expedition. It is likewife believed, and with

" confiderable probability, that both the fans of the former took up arms

" in the fame came."
The mode of proving the faCts above .flated, is by aiferting that

there can be no doubt that thefe faCts happened.-It is not eafy to

anfwer this method of appealing to faCts declared to be indubitable; but
it would have been rather more fatisfaCtory to have appealed to fame

proofs.
I, in common' with many others accuftomed to legal evidence and cor-

reCt proofs, have the misfortune of not being completely convinced by this
mode of {lating faCts. It would have been efi:eemed a particular favor if the

author of the above jndubitable affertions had been [0 good as to have indicat-

ed any book or record where it is faid,. or even ~hfinuated, that Sir '\Villiam
K Stewart
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. Stewart' of Jedworth ever accompanied Sir John Stew~rt of Derneley to
F;ance; or where his mentioned that Sir Alan Stewart of Atlantan was of the
party; for 1 do declar~, that in aU myrefearches I have never fourid any rea!
authority, either in French or EnglHh records or books for either of thefe

fatts. As to the laft of them, it is a matter of no confequence; only as
it is the firft time-that this new perfonage, Sir Alan Stewart of Atlantan,

.

has been united to the French expedition, I have a little curiofity to know
by what. means, and for: what purpofe, this Sir Alan Stewart has. beeI\

~

brought into the field*..

'The:

,. It is notimpoffible that this introduCtion of Sir Alan Stewart upon the French theatre,.,
may have taken rife from the fame converfation which is related in pages 137 .and 138 of the
anonymous book, where the author gives an account of what had paffed between him and' hili
friend, Mr. Stewart of Allanton, on the fubjeCt of what he calls an unaccountable omiffiou

in the table prefixed to the genc:alogical hiftory drawn up by me. He fays, that

sir Robert, the fixth fon of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyl, whofe de[cendants formed one
of the moft extenfive branches of the Stewart race, had beeI'!. there omitted, whidi

omiffion, he takes notice, is now fupplied by him in. a genealogIcal table fubjoined to
his book. ' ,

Though the conver[ation thus related by my latent antagonift contains beavy charges againJ1
me, yet as it exhibits a perfea. model of decency, gentlene[s, and urbanity of expreffion, I
cannot abftain from in[erting the whole. of what is ftatcd by him on that fubjeCt, in his OWIi
words: '

Page 137. " Bdore I filled up the place of the £Ixthfon of the houfe of Bonkyl in my genealo-
u gical !ketch~ I thougb.titright to apply to the perron at the head of that branch of the name

"
(Mr. Stewart of Allanton) in order to learn, why the exiftencc: of a race fo unifo~ly'

" recorded by every genealogift; £Ince the time of Sym[on, was at length arbitrarily fuppreffed
., by the author of the Genealogical Hifiory -of tIoieStewarts? The gentleman jUlt now_men_
u tioned, after praducing to. me 'Veryfatisfatlory documents of his deflent fram the do.ve Sir Rahen

" Stewart, who was, defigned 'of Daldiie,' made an[wer nearly to the following pur-

" port :-" The queftion, Sir, which you put, I know not if I can well anfwer; as, ever

" fince I faw Mr. Andrew Stuart's book, the circumftance has puzzled my[elf; I cannot

" conjeCture wby the author of that work (In which no labour of invdligatian [eems to have

" been [pared) did not, on the point in quefiion, prefer:a more to a lefi obvious [ource of
H intelligence, ~ direE\: application to myfelf (which he never made) to the lower office of
.. tetailing the ignorance of SyniOp., or the ambiguities of Duncan Stewart. Theonly

" reafon I can.,conccive is,- tbat perhaps he thought the dcfcendants of a fi~th fon of the hou[e

" of
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The account give~ by the anonymous author, of the perfoI!s who accom-
panied Sjr John Stewart of Derneley to France in the year 14I9shas
been ftated above. He then proceeds, page 60, thus:

" Previous

" of Bonkyll were beneath the notice of an ambition, which was endeavouring to grafp at

" the honours ofthe.fitjl. Or, perhaps, his opinion may have been, that the higheR: merit

" confifts in the moil: remarkaWe jingularity; and, therefore, in his invafion of the rights of
c, Lord Ganoway, as he had advanced a theory peculiar to himfelf, fo another opportunity..'

" like the prefent, might not ea~}y occur, for evincing how completely he differed from every

" writer of eftabli£hed credit. As you, Sir, have undertaken, on the; part of the noble Earl,

. " to refute the dogmas of a felf.deluded geneaIogiil:, I £hall ta~e it kind if ,you will adopt

" fome method of entering this my protefl: againfl: the ufurpations of Ii.felf-created dia:ator"~

" I hope the abo~e gentleman, who has certainly fome caufe of complaint, wi1l think that
c, Ihave not been negleCtful of either the one or the other of thefe objeas; and that 1 have
« reported his proteft with due fidelity.".

Having thus £hewn the full extent of the charge brought againft" me, I may now Qe per-.
mitted to fay a word or two in my own defence.

.

SOOIlafter the-publication of the Genealogical Hiftory, I learnt from a very refpeB:able
acquaintance of mine, conneCl:ed with the family of Mr. Stewart of Allanton, that his friends
were rather furprifed, and regretted that I had not, in that work, and in the table

prefixed to it, traced 'the ancefl:ors of the Allanton family. My anfwer was, that r
was very ready to do fo, if I had any proper authority to appeal to ; :whi,ch I had not hitherto
been able to difcover. As I had a reg:ird for the gentleman who thus applied to me, I
thought it incumbent on me to explain to him how this matter ftood, and accordingly I
wrote to him the following letter:

" DEAR. SIR, Lower Grof'Uenor-Street, Dec. 18, 1798.
'

c, I am favoured with yours of this day's date, and in con[equence have looked 3t the table:

" prefixed to the. Genealogical Hiftory, where, in mentioning tbe defcendants frem the firft~
<C'Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll, there is the following N. B. " Some authors have mentioned,
4C though doubtfully, the exiftence of two other brothers, Hugh and Robert, but there is nQ

"
certain evidence concerning them, or any perron defcended from them."

"
The above notandllm is in effeCl: nothing more than repeating the words or doubts ex-

" preffed by the genealogical writers concerning the exiftence of Hugh and Robert. or con-

"
cerning any pofterity from them. ror you will obferve, that -Symfon in his hiftory of the M

_ fC Ste,-,.arts,' publi/hed in the year 1712, expreffes himfdf thus:

" 6th and 7th fons-Sir. Hugh and Sir Robert, mentionrdby Holin/hed, in his Chronicle

"
of Ireland, anno 13 IS,-whoft exjjlenceI om not to defend."

Ie :2
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..,,",Previous to the year 1418, (but how long it is uncertain,) Marion

" Stewart loft her fath~r: on this her hufband, fucceeding to the ample
.

" poffefIions of the latter, became Sir" John Stewart of Garlies and Dal-
.

" fwinton ,..

" . This manner of expreffing himfelf !hews clearly that Symfon did not belie.ve the'

" exiftence of Hugh and Robert as fons of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll.

" Duncan Stewart, in his ~ftory of the Stewarts, publiihed in the year 1739", fays, that

'~ Sir John Stewart had by his \v'ife Margaret feven fons and a daughter; and in enumerating-

" the fons, mentions Hugh as the 6th and Robert as the 7th fon, but Duncan Stewart here'

" add.s there words:
" It is not difco"i€redwho are come of the two lan~ brothers" or if

" there are any come of them, unle[s it be allowed that Allanton is come of one of the ,;

"
for, by their 'own t.raditional account,. their pred.eceJIor wa$ an immediate younger brother

" of Caftelmilk.'"

" Sy~fon and Duncan Stewart being the only genealogical writers in wh0fe works I have'

"
found any mention of Hugh and Robert 3S fons of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll, and that

c, expreJIed in the way abovementioned,. and never having feen any cer~ain evidence of the-

" "exiftence of Hugh and Robert, or of any pofterity defcended from them, I could not, ill:

" that fituation,. exprefs myfelf otherwife than I have done in the 1totandumou that fubjeth.

"
But if any' perron can !hew certain evidence concerning- Hugh and Robert, or pofterity

"
.defcended from them, that notandum muft go for nothing. And if any fatisfaaory evi- .

« dence could be £hewn to me. of a miftake either in this or in any other part of the book,.

" 1 ihould'with great readinefs embrace the very firft opportunity of correaing the .error;

" which might be done in the next edition that comes out of the hook.

" As to the Tree referred to in your letter dravW'Qup by a penon of the name of Brown:>
~, who has mentioned Robert as the anceftor of the AllantoD family, I have feen the Tree:>
.. and know the' hiftory of it, and can aJIure' you that i.t is no authority whatever, and:

" never will be confidered' as fu~h. Indeed. no Genealogical Tree. is deferving of credit, or

" ~an be confidered as a proof ~f faas:> without fpecifyirfg and referring to the proofs from.
U which the Tree is made out.

" If Mr. Stewart of Allanton is poffdfed of any very old"papers, tending to !hew what:

"' lands belonged to his anceftors in remote times, it might be very p~a:icable to afcertain

" the genealogy of his branch of the Stewarts, iu fuch a manner as would be fatisfaaory for
U !hewing, whether moil credit was due to the traditional account of their being defce.nded:

" from a younger [on of the Cafl:e1milkfamily:> or from a Robert Stewart, fuppofed to have

" been feventh fon of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll.-Arld it muft be abundantly evident,.,

"
that it would be more defirable for the. Allanton family to be d~fcended fr.om a fon of'

" the Caftelmilk family, who are defcended from the fecond fon of Sir John Stewart of
.,u BoukyU, than to connea their pedigree and defcent with Robert, the feventh fon' of Sir'

" John Stewart of BQnkyll; efpe<:ially confiJering all the doubts that have been thrown out

" by
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~, {winton, and refigned, according to a praCticevery ufuar with his famify;.

" his lands of Cafielmilk to his younger brother Sir William. The fale'

" oJ the eftate of Kelly in 1418, and of that of Garnfalloch two years after,.;
" feern

" by authors relative to th~ reality of the exiftence of that feventh fon. But the. determin-

" ation, in matters of this fort, muft depend upon the faCl:sindicated by the ancient title-

" deeds; and of this, Mr. Stewart of Allanton and his friends will be the bef!:.able-to
. (c.judger ram, &c~

" ANDw~ STUART."

.
I had no objeCl:iontnat my cOlTerponaentfIiouldcQmmunicatethis fetter to his friend M:r.

Stewart of Allauton; and I prefume that he did fOe But perceiving from the anony-

mous book publifhcd fince that time, that the author af it fays, that Mr. Stewart of
Allanton had produced to him very f:ltisfaCtery documents of hiS' defcent from Sir Robert

Stewart, fon of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll" which documents, however, he has not chofen

to produce to me, or to any perfon of my acquaintance, I took the trouble of again exa.
mining all the materials within my reach concerning the defcendants- from Sir John Stewart
of BonkyIl; being refolved, if I had been guilty of any error or omiffion" to take
the very firft 0pPOItunity of repairing it ;efpecially as I have a great refpeCt for fome of tn<:
branches de[cended fr<;lmthe Allimton family, and have long lived in friendlhip and con-
nexion with them, particularly \vith th~ families of Sir James Stewart of Coltnefs. and

of Sir John Stewart of .,;lianbank. But this farther invetligation of what rdated ta. the. family
of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll has produced a certainty~ that he, Sir John Stewart

of Bonkyli, never had a fon of the name of Robert; and that the_ introduB:ion of Robert
- and of Hugh Stewarts, as fOIls of Sir John of Bonkyll, had taken rire merely from a

falfe interpretation by Sym[on of a paifage in Holinlhe.d's Chronicle. of Ireland. This is
£uIly explained in pages T, 2, 3, of thde Corre8.ions and Additions.

Such being the refuIt of the additional inveftigatioDs to "vhich I was compellea1:iy the ano-
nymous author, I cannot he1p ob[erving, that there muft certainly be fomething particularly
noxious in having any conne:ion with him; for I am afraid it will be found, that Mi..
Stewart of AUanton's family have c;slittle obligation to him as the Earl of Galloway's.

I have felt much regret at tbe neceffity I have been unde.r of bringing forth fuchundeni..
able proof: that the family of Alianton are not defcende.d from Sir John Stewart of :Bortkyll".
brother of fames, the High Stewa~t of Scotland. This may not. prove any matter;. of regret.
to thofe branches of that family with whom I have had the pleafure of being long conneCted;

but 1 very much fear, that Mr. Stewart of Ananton, who had the converfation with the..
anonymous author, and who !hewed to him the fatisfaCl:ory documents he m~tions, may be
rendered [omewhat unea[y, I hope, however, he will revengehimfelf upon the anonymous
author, who well defer.ves his utmoH. refentment, and that he will endeavour to foraive me

~

for my im'oluntary aa~

I have
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" feem to have been brought on by the heavy expenees incur.red in railing
"his -contingent of troops for ,the French expedition. The common opi-

" nion frates, that he was killed 'in France, in 1419 or 1420, foon after

" the arrival of the Scottilh forces. However that may be, it is unquefiion-- .

'" able that he did not long .furvive that event, for his lady had become a

" widow at the dore of the'laft-mentioned year."-

All there faCts and conjeCtures had been a{{erted or infinuated fome year~
,

'ago by Mr. Williams, in his papers which :I had occafion to per~fe ;' and as
he had the benefit c[ my written obfervationsupotl them for correCting his
errors, I Imagined that he would have found it more prudent to have avoided
the repetition of tbem. Thefe obfervations were inferted in the Memorial
concerning the Pedigree of Sir William :Stewart of Jedworth, and being
now printed from page 33 to p<lge 44 of there Additions, I beg leave to
refer to them. '

It there appears, that Sir John Stewart of Da1fwinton certainly died
before the 28th of oCtober j 420, and may have died aconfiderabfe time
before that period, as M<trion Stewart, in a charter of that date, granted
by lVlurdoch Duke of Albany., is dekribed as bis widow; therefore, her

hufuand, Sir John Stewart, who was alive in Oaober 1418, muft have died

either in that year, or in the year J41 9, or before tbe month of OCtober

1420. If he died, either in the year 1418, or in the year 1419, at any time

I have no doubt that upon .examining old records and charter chefts, as well as the papc:rs
raid to be in Allanton's own poffeffion, the true iinceftors of the Allanton family may be
difcovered, and that they will be found to have been perfons in great and hcmorable fituations;
for ,it is univerfa1Iy a110wed,tha~feveral o~ the younger branches defce»ded from the :"Ilantoll
branch of the Stewarts were men who, from their talents and charaCters, would have refleCted

honor upon any 1ine of anceftry; and, for tne fake of thofe younger branches, I iliould have

been very happy to have contributed my beft endeavours for difcovering and afcertaining their
true genealogy. At any rate, I am perfuaded, that the I'ea! friends of Mr. "stewart of
Allanton's family, and particularly the members of the families of Coltnefs and Allanbank, .
and their conilexjon's, will be of opinion, that the fuggefiioDs and advice contained in my
ktterabove inferted were friendly, and, if fbllowed, might have led to fomething much
more fatisfaCtory and ufeful than the attempt of adhering to the very uncertain, and now
refuted opinion of a defcent from Sir Robert Stewart, the fuppofed feventh fon of Sir

Jahn SteV';art of Eonkyll.
before
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before the end of that year, it muft have been befor.e the ~xpedition to
France took place; for that expedition did not happen till the end' of:the
year 1419, or the beginning of 1420 at fooneft.. But if he 'died at any tiine
even of the year 1420, then he could not have loft h~s life in any battle in

France, as both Mr. Williams and the anonymous author pretend, for it is,
certain that the firft aCtion in France at_' that period in which the Scottith

troops were engaged was the battle of Beauge~ fought on the2~d of

March 1421.

As to the idle conjeaure relating to _ the fale , of the lands of Cally ana
Garnfalloch, as having been occafioned by the imaginary charges to which Sir
John Stewart was expofed by raifing his contingent of troops for the French
expedition, the refutation of it.will alfo be found in the pages above referred.
to.

~

IiI var~us parts of the papers made out by Mr. Williams and by hfi
infallible follower, it is a£rerted and taken for granted, without any proof,

that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, ha.ving been proprietor of the lands
- -
of Caftelmilk in Annandale, as well as of the lands of Jedworth in Teviotdale,
had in his own lifetime given the lands of Caffelmilk'to his eldeff fon John,-

the bufuand of Marion S-tewart; and that this eldeft fan John,. having fuc-

ceeded to the efiate of Dalf winton *,. refigned, according to a praCtice ufual
with his family, his lands of Caftelmilk to a younger brother:' Sir. William
Stewart of Caftelmilk, wh~ according to their account, was the anceftor
of the Stewarts of CaftelmHk in Lanarkfhire.

The whole of this ftary about Sir \ViUiam Stewart of Jedworth, his

po{feffion of the lands of Caftelmilk, and the tranfmiffion.. of thefe land~ firIl,

.
-11<The time of the death of Sir \Valter Stewart of Dal[winton is fi;{ed, by George

Crauford, to have been in the year 1399; for in his Genealogical Hittory of the nou[e of

Garlies and Dalf winton, there is the following paragraph: " Sii-' '\Valter Stewart of Dal':'

" fwinton died foon after the 27th of April 1399, and his daughter Mariotta became his
... heir, being then married to Sir John Stewa;t,. [on and heir of Sir '\Villiam Stewart of

I< Jedworth, ilieriff of Teviotdale." .

In the anonymous book, p. 60, it is faid, "
that on Marion Stewart Io:Gng her father, Sir

t, 'Valter Stewart 0f Dalfwinton,. her hu!band John became Sir John Stewart of Garhe aud '

u Dalfwinton.''-
from
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- . .. .
from him to his eldeI1: fon, 'Sir John Stewa.rt of Dci.1iwinton, and, t-hen, -from
him to a fuppofed younger brother William, is' a work 'of imagination1imilar

to the a{l"ertionwhich has j~ft now been- 'refuted, of Sir John Stewart of
'Dalfwinton having engaged inihe expedition' to France, and of his having

been killed in a battle there. For it i§ pofitively denied that the lands of
Caftelmilk in Annanda1eever, at :any period, belonged either to Sir
-William Ste~art of Jedwort~ or te hi£ fan, Sir John Stewart of DaIfwinton.

Or that -they were gi~venby Sir John Stewart to a younger brother William,

<>fwhore exiftence there is no proof that can ftand. examination. All
this fuperftruaure refi:s on no better foundation than fame paifagesin George

Crawford's hiftory, -of -which an :account is given in pages 328, 329, 330.

And the chief reliance for what :re1atesto John feems to be placed upon

an inftrument of refignatiol'1 of the lands of Fulton, made ~y William U rry
in favor of the Monks ofPaifiey, anno 1409. In ~hich inftrument one of
the witrieffes mentioned by the :notary is John Stewart of Caftelrnilk. From

this circumftance, withoutany-c0llateralDf other proof, -it has been inferred

by Mr. Williams and 'by :his follower, that the John Stewart there mentioned
. as a witnefs muft have ,been preCife1y Sir John Stewart. of Dalfwinton, the
hu:tband of Marion Stewart; and it is held by them to -be of itfelfcomplete

evidence that thjs John ,Stewart was proprietor of the eftate of Caftelmilk
in the year 1409.

The anfwers and objeCtions to ihis inference have been fully ftated in the
Genealogical Rifiory, note, pages 3Jo, 334; where it was fhewn that there

was reafon to fufpea inaccuracy either in the name or defcription of

John Stewart, witnefs to that refignation; but fuppofing there were no inac-
curacy, it was averred. and maintained, that there were other infallible
faCts and circumftances which render that infl:rument of William Urry's of

no manner Df confequence in the queftion about the fucceffive reprefentatives

of the Caftelmilk family. .

Though I mentioned the apparent inaccUracy in the copy of Urry's inftru..
ment of refignation, taken from Richard Hay'~ Cartulary, it was ftated

as a matter of inferior moment, and only given in a note, where the precife

nature and extent of the inaccuracy were alleged ~merely as reafons for
1 2 having
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. .

haying recourfe to better eyidence if it could be got. And as it could not

be denied, that there was fome apparent inaccuracy in the mamier in which

John Stewart 'was mentioned in the tefting claufe,it .was obferved; that the
accuracy of that inftrument taken from Richard Hay's copy of the Cartu.

lary of Paifiey, in the Advocates' Library at Edinburgh, could not be com-

pleteJy relied upon, without either feeing the original deeds themfelves which

authorifed the infertion of a copy of it in the Paifiey Cartulary, or without

f9me evidence that Richard Hay's copy of that Cartulary had been com-
pared with the original. .

The obfervations made on this fubjeCt will appear to be very natural to

any perfon who candidly reads what is flat ed, pages 330, 331. But the

anonymous author has thence taken occafion to give a very unfair re-

pre fentat ion, and to allege that I had infinuated that the copy of the Unfai~repre-
C

.
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faid concern-w atever, n procee ng upon t IS .J.e1 ea, e as e cate many ingtheCar-

pages of his book, from page 102, to a commentary upon my denial of the P
tul~
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authority due to Richard Hay's copy of the Cartulary of Paifley.

It is very eafy to PQint out the fallacy of thefe elaborate commentaries.

What had be~n faid by me amounted only to this: that when in any

record, or copy of a record, there is a- reafon pointed out for fufpeCting

-an inaccuracy, and where there may be better evidence to appeal to, com.

plete reliance cannot be given to the copy without having recourfe to that

better evidence. It is a maxim in every court acquainted with the rules of

evidence, that a perfon appealing to evidence ought to produce the beft that

the nature of the cafe will admit. It cannot be denied that in the prefent

cafe there were two pieces of evidence entitled to fIlore credit than Richard

Hay's copy of the Cartulary of Paifley ; the one was the original inlhument
.

of refignation itfelf, which, of aU others, would be the beft evidence, preferable

to any copy of that inftrument ;-and it is very pollible and ~ven probable that

that original inftrument fiill exifi:s, and may be fo~nd forne where with the

title deeds of the lands of Fulton, in the fhire of Renfrew: the other piece of

evidence entitled to mote credit than Richard Hay's copy was the original
Cartularyitfelf, belonging to the Abbey of Pailley; which Cartulary

there is reafon to believe ftill exifi:s, and upon a proper fearch will yet be
L difcovered ;
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difcovered; for t.hat original Cartulary came into the poffefiionof the
:Earl of Dundonald's family, when ~they acquired right to great part of
the eftates in. Scotland which bad belonged to the Monks of Paifiey. . That

Cartulary I have myfelf often feen in my father's poffeffion, who had the _

charge of all the papers belonging to the Dundonald family, while the re-
mains of that eftate continued with his fon-in-Iaw, the late Earl of Dundo-
nald. -And that Cartulary was delivered over by Lord Dundonald to the
late Earl of Abercorn when the Paifiey ef1:atewas fold to him, about twenty

.

or thirty years ago.
I have myfelf, within there few years, frequently applied to the Marquis of

Abel'corn's man of bufinefs, Mr. Walter Scott, W. S., to make fearch for
I

that. Cartulary of Paiiley, which he told me he had done without being able

to find it; an~ <I,think he faid, that he bad fome recolleCtionof its having
been once'lent to the late Sir Robert Douglas the antiquary, and that it
had afterwards difappeared.

The anonymous author, page }02~ avers that "I had endeavoured, in a

"" long difcuffion, to undermine the authenticity of the Cartulary of" Paifley
c, altog~ther." How true this is, will appear to anyperfon who reads the

note before ref~rred to, pages 330, 33 I; which contains all that I ev~r

raid on the fubjeCt. There is not one word raid there for undermining the
credit of the Cartulary of PaWey; but it tells a matter of faa, that the
Cartulary which is now in the Advocates' Library, is notthe original Car-

tulary of Paifiey,but a copy which formerly belonged to Richard Hay of
Drumboote, and that where there was any reafon to furpea: inaccuracy it
would be requiGte, before placing complete reliance on the copies of deeds,
there infer ted, either to fee the original deeds tbem[elves, which authorifed
that infertion, or to have fame evidence that :Richard Hay's copy

had been compared with the original which belonged to the Abbey .of
Paifley. But I never [aid or infinuated either there, or in any other part of

the Genealogical Hiftory, that .the copy of the Cartulary in the Advocates'
Library was not to be trufted or ref~rred to as ~vidonce in cafes where, from

. t

other circumfiances, there was nothing of inaccuracy furpeCted or pointed
~ut to make it necdfary to have recourfe to better evidence~ I very well .
knew that where there were no reafons to fufpea error or inaccuracy from

fpecified



( 75 )

fpecified cir,cumftances, Rieh~rd Hay's Cartulary in the Advocates'_ Lib:rary
was now uniformly appealed to as evidence of its contents; and, if I am
not miftaken, has been fuftained as fueh by the Court of Sellion, in cafes

where it 'appeared to be the beft evidence that could be got ;-and I certainly
could have no intention of overt~rnjng that Cartulary in all cafes,-as I had my-
feIfffequently appealed to papers in it, in the' courfe of the Genealogical'
Hiftory. But from what is now to be ftated, it will be made fiill more
mamfeft that there could be no motives to make me with to overturn the

qedit due to that Cartulary, or to William Urry's inftrument of refignation
contained in it.

"

Examination of the Arguments, and Inferences from the mention qf a John Stewart

of CqflelmiIk in William Urry's 11!ftrument of R'qignation in the year J409.
,

-
, .

THE anonymous author having given an unfaithful account of what had'
been Hated in the 'Genealogical Riflory concerning the Cartulary of Pailley
in the Advocates' Library, and the CQmmentaries upon William' Urry's -
inftrument ofrefignarion, it h~s been thought proper now to correa: thofe

mif-ftatements; and that being done, I have no hefitation, for argument's

fake, 'to fuppofe that the copy of William Urry's refignation, taken from
Richard Hay's Cartulary, {hall be held as an authenticated copy from the,
original Cartulary of PaHley, and even equal to the original inftrument of
refignation itfelf. From which it will follow in the prefent argt;lment, that
there is evidence of the exiftence of a John Stewart of Cafielmilk in the
year 1409. But I truft it will be made appare~t that even thefe admifiions
will not give any folid rupport to the arguments maintained by Mr. WiIli~ms
and his anonymous friend, and will be found to be totally infufficient for re-
moving the various objections to their arguments even on this branch of the
queftion.

.
,

The only matter of proof produced by the anonymous author, in fuppori
of a long chain of conjeCtures, is the infirument of refignation of William
Urry in 1409, in the copy of the Cartulary ofPaifley-; in which are found
the following words: ' '

" Prre:entibus diBi.r Joanne Senefcallo de Caflelmylke, Joanne Semple &c~

" Tdlibus ad pnemiffa vocatis fpecialiter et rogatis."
L2 The

.
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.The anonymous writer maintains, that the John Stewart 'of Cafielmilk thus
referred to, was precifely Lord Galloway~s anceftor; Sir John Stewart of
Dalfwinron, who he fuppofes to have been at one period of Qis life pro-
prietor of the lands of Cafi:elmilk. But it muft be obferved, that there is

no charter or authentic inftrument of any fort produced, for proving that

the property or'thefe lands of Cafte1milk ever belonged. to Sir John Stewart
of Dalfwinton. There has been only an endeavour to, make it pollible, or
probable, that the fai4- Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton may at fome"period
have been' the propri~t-or of thefe lands. But in order to g~in admiffion
to that fuppofition: there is a whole chain of fuppoJitions and cOIlieCtures
propofed by Mr. Williams and. the .anonymous author, which muft all

of them be' adopted, otherwife the whole fyftem falls to the ground; as win
appear from the' following ftate ofparticu-Iars.

The firfi fuppofition to be adopted is, that Sir ,Niiliam Stewart of Jed-
worth, and Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk, were not two di,fi:incrperfons,

.. but one and the fa~e perfon. And that Sir William Stewart' of Jedworth
was proprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk in Annandale, a.~ well as of the
lands of Jedworth in Teviotdale; and, as fuch,. was fometimes defcribed. .

'Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, and at other times Sir William. Stewart
of Caftelmilk. -

Of this firft fuppofition there is no manner of evidence produced; it refts
wholly on aifertions, founded on n'o better authority than the affertion of

that very inaccurate hifiqrian George Crawford, in a manufcript hiftory
which he had been employed to draw up for {he Earl of Galloway's family,
and in 'which he fiudied as much as pollible to give a flattering account of

his Lordfhip's anceil:ors, though at the expenc<: of depriving fame other
families of ancefiors who truly belonged to them '*'.

.

The fecond fuppofition is, that Sir' William Stewart of Jedworth, being
proprietor both of the efiate of Jedworth and of Cafielmilk, did, upon the

n1~riage of his fon John with MarionStewart, heirefs of Dalfwinton, in 1396,

'*' Crawfurd, in his Peerage, p. 157, publlihed in t4e year 1716, g'3ve an account of Lord

Galloway's anceftors, but he did not there pretend, or venture tQ affert in print, that Sir Wil-
liam Stewart of Jedworth ever was proprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk, or that he was. .. .

I

fometimes defcribed of Cafte1milk, and at other times of JeJy;.orth.
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give to Joh~ the lands and eftates of.Cafielmilk for his own behoof, and at
hif;owndifpofal. Of this alfb there is no manner, of evidence. . .

The tbird fuppofition is, that upon the death of Sir Walter Stewart of
Dalfwinton, father/of M;arion Stewart, which, according to George Craw-
ford; happenea about the year 1399, John Stewart having fucceeded to -

the opulent efiate of Dalfwinton, he, upon that occafion, gave over and
relinquillied to his younger brother William the eftat~ of Caftelmiik. Of
thisalf6 there is no manner of evidence. . .

It camlot be denied that thefe three 'fuppofitions hang- UPOIl one .another,
.
fOTif one of them is falfe ~he others mu.ft fall to the ground. For inftance,

if the lands of Caftelmilk. never belonged to Sir William Stewart of Jed~
worth, he never could have given there lands to bis eldeft fon Sir Jo1m
Stewart of Dalfwihtoh. And if there was no truth in the donation of the
lands-of Caftelmilk from Sir William to John, then Sir John St~wart of .

Dalfwiiltoii could not be the perfon meant ,under the defcriptioh of

John Stewart of Caftelmilk, in William Urry's refignation.
But further, -if there is .no foundation for the fiory of Sir John Stewatt

of Dalfwintdnhaving got the lands of Caftehriilk froni his father Sir William,
then there dm be no foundation for the other fuppofition df that John
Stewart~s having made a prefent of there lands of Caftelmilk to his

younger brother William. And there is an additional difficulty in this par.t

of there fuppofitions, to wit, that there is no evidence of the exiftence of a
William Stewart brother of Sir JOhli Stewart of Dal[winton; therefore,

before gaining credit to that part of thehifiory given about the various pre-

fents of the eftate of ,Caftelmilk from father to fon and from brother to ~r9-
ther it-would be inc~mbent, in the firfi place, on Mr. Williams and his fol. ,,

.'

IQwer,. to give fome real folid proof that Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton had

a brother of the name of William. It [eerns likewi[e to be incumbent on
them to prove that Lord Galloway~s anceftor, Sir John Stewart of Dalfwin-
ton, was at fome period proprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk., This ought

not to be a matter of difficult proof if founded in truth. For as Sir John
Stewart was poffeffed of various eftates, [uch as Garlies, Dalfwimon; and

alfo of CaO:elmilk, as now pretended, Lord Galloway mufi: certainly have

in his charter-room various papers and title deeds relating to that Sir John,

Stewart
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Stewart and the' eftates
. belonging te bim; and if the - faa was fe, it is

moll probable;that fome .of thefe papers weuld afford evidence that the
lanJ{s~-efCaftelinilk had at fome peried belonged to him; but if thefe papers

centain no indication of that fort, then they aught to be confidered as
affofding fome degree,.of evidence againft that. fuppofed facr. -

It is more particularly incumbent on Lord Galloway, to prove what relates
to.his anceO:or Sir. John Stewart of Dal[winton, becaufe he never can make

out his title to the objecr in view without claiming through that Sir Jahn. . .

Stewart; far the point3coritended for by Lord Galloway is, that Sir William
Stewart of Jedwarth was. the brother of Sir John of Derneley, arid the fon
of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley.

.But in 'order to connecr himfelf

with that Sir William S~wart he muIl: claim through Sir John Stewart .of.. . ,. ~

Dalfwinron, who was Sir William of Jedworth'seldell fan.
- '

On the other hand, th~ Stewarts of Cafielmilk do not claim through that

Sir John Stewart in any refpecr; 'they cl~m direCtly-through Sir William
, Stewart ofCaftelmilk, brother 'of Sir John Stewart .of Derneley-, but dU.p . --

ferent from Sir William -ofJedworth, without any conneCtion with Sir John
Stewart of Dalfwinton; and therefore they apprehend that they are net
baund ta give any a<.:count.of him, or ta take him out of the way. 'Their

claim refts upon very different and certainly on more folid grounds, as ~ilI
appear from. what follows.

It is admitted on aU hands that Sir William Stewart defcribed of Caflel-
niilk, miles; mentioned in Rymer's Fredera in 1398, as one of the fureties
for the peace of the weftern borders~ was the brother of Sir John Stewart of
Demeley-

.
It is alfa admitted that Sir William Stewart, the brother of Sir Jahn,

engaged in the expeditian ta France, and that bath brathers were killed at

the battle of Rouvroy in February 1429.
-

Therefore it is eftabli1hed by unquefiionabIe evidence, that Sir William

Stewart of Caftelmilk was aJive during the whale .of the period from 1398

to the beginning of February 1429- Canfequently, ~y charter or other
deeds during that period where Sir William Stewart of GafteImilk.' is

~entioned
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mentioned asa witnefs, muft - be -prefumed to apply to that Sir. William
Stewart of Caftc:lmilk, of whofe then exif[ence there can be no doubt, not to
a Sir William Stewart, whofe exiftence at any period remains to be proved.

But it has,been objeaed for Lord Galloway, that theinO:rument of -re-
fignation by William Urry in 14"9, proves that there was at that time a

- John Stewart of CaO:elmilk, which is faid to. be irreconcilable with the
notion of.thefe lands belonging at that time-to a SIr William -Stewart.

It is impollible that Lord Galloway -can by that objeCtionmean to infer
that Sit William Stewart had died before 14°9; for the continuation of

Sir vVilliam Stewart's life to the battle of Rounoy in !429 is afcertained
by the moO: indifputable evidence, and has been admitted and Ci!gued upon-

on the part of the Earl of Galloway himfelf. The nature and tendency of
the objeCtion therefore muO: be direCted to_ this point~ that Sir William-
Stewart mufi: .have been divefted of the property of the lands of Cail:elmilk
before'1409~ when there appears a John Stewart of Caf1elniilkmention,ed by
the notary to William Urry's refignation. And further Lord Galloway con-
tends, that this John Stewart of Cafi:elmilk mentioned -by the notary, was
precifely his ancef10r Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton.

In anfwer to there affertions, it is to be obferved in the firIl: pIa!=e, that
there is nothing in the defcription of John Stew~rt of CafteJmilk that has any
nece{fary relation to Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton; on the contrary, there'

are circumItances on the face of it which are adverf~ to that ft!Ppofition.-
For no part of the defcription alludes to the proprietor of the eftate of Dal-
fwinton, and the John ,Stewart therein mentioned is not mention-ed as a
Knight, which Sir John Stewart of Dal[winton at that time was.

But there is a more folid ground for excluding the fuppofition of the

lands of Caftelmilk having belonged to a John Stewart, or to Sir John.
Ste\yart of Dalfwinton in 14°9; for it appears from evidence, that thefe

lands belonged to Sir William Stewart of CaIlelmilk at that very period, 01'.

at Ie<tJ.'l:very near to it~ and therefore could not have belonged to John, ,

Stewart.
It has been fhewn from Rymer'sFredera, that the eftate of Caf1:elmilk

belonged to Sir vVilIiam Stewart, knight, in the year 1398. This is one

foundation to go upon.
SecondJy~
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. .
. Secondly, it is proved from a charter by Archibald Earl of Douglas, in

. the year 1411, that Sir William ~tewart was proprietor of the eftate of
~aftelmilk at th~t period, for he is one of the witneifes t6 that charter by
Archibald Earl of Douglas, and is defcribeu precifely in the fame manner
in which he was defcribed-in Rymer's Fcedera in 1398 ; "Dominus Willi.

" elmus Stewart de Caftelmylke miles." - It has been :fhewn, from page

324 to 327 of the Genealogical Hifi:ory, that this cha~.ter by .the Earl of
Douglas, was not o(a more early date than the year :141I.

Thirdly, upon the death of Sir, William Stewart of Caftelmilk; in the year

1429, his eldefi: [on David fucceeded to the eftates which had be1on'g~d to his
.father, coniifiing of the lands ofFinnart, Cafieimiik, &c~

The effeCts of thefe three clear and dilliner pieces of evidence are, that
Sir William Stewart poifeifed the efta!€ of Caftelmilk in 1398 and 141 I, and.-.
that it went to his eldeft fon by fucceilion in 1429, from' which- period that
eftate was uniformly enjoy~-d by the defcendants from the faid Sir William

rand .David Stewarts~ rill it was fold by Archibald Stewart of Caftehnilk in

1578 to John Lord Maxwell, after which fare the Stewarts of Caftelmilk
retired to their eftate of Caffilton in Lanerkfhire, to which they transferred
the name of Caftelmilk.

If it were true, as alleged by Lord Galloway, that his anceftor, Sir John
Stewart of DalfwintDn, was proprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk in 1409,

then they m\,lft have paired from the firft Sir William Stewart to John at
fome period between the 1.398 and 1409, and they inuft have .come
back again to Sir William Stewart at fdme period between 1409 and 141 I,
and have continued with him and his family from that time downwards.

If the evidence above ftated, that the Stewarts-of Caftelmilk were defcended
from the firft Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk, be confidered as clear, the
next: quefiiqn is, whether the mention of a John Stewart of Caftelrnilk in the
refignation of William Urry in 1409, be fufficient to overturn the whole?

And this leads to confider the degree of evidence which arifes from the
words contained in that inftrument, in .oppofition to the other proofs
already ftated.: '

'fhefirft obfervation that occurs is, that John Stewart of Caftelmilk is~,

in the docquet fubjoined to the notary's inftrument. introduced as a perfon

who
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who had already been mentioned in ~he fame inftrument ; but in faCt he is
no where mentioned but in that laft .daufe. From whatever cauTethat pro-
ceeded is altogether immaterial; it is evidently ap..dclearly an inaccura~y of

the notary. If h~ had really inferted the name C?fJohn Stewart of Caftel-

milk in a preceding part of the inftrument, as he ought to have done fince he

chofe afterwards to defcribe him as a perfon already mentioned, it is to be

prefumed that he muft, .in that prior entry, have given his def~ription more

at length" otherwife the referring to him' as already mentioned would have
been unneceffary, if in the fecond entry he was to give him the fame full
defcription as before.

.

But how can it be explained, that John Stewart was proprietor of Caftel-
milk in 1409, and Sir William Stewart proprietor of the fame lands and

defcrihed as fuch about 14II ?

Mr. Williams and the anonymous author feem to 'have been aware of this

difficulty, and .their method of eXplaining ,it is, that Sir William Stewart of

Jedworth was 'a:lfoproprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk, and. that he wa~
the perfon alluded to in Rymer in 1398; that he gave off thefe lands of
Caftelmilkto his eldeft fon John Stewart, on his marriage with the heire[s

of Dalfwinton -; that this John Stewart afterwards gave thefe lands to his
,brother William, who was the perfon defcribed in the charter of the Earl

of Douglas in 1.4II. But they give no fort of evid,ence in fupport of any

of thefe g.ueffes or conjeCtures; nay, no manner of evidence that \Villiam
Stewart, the fuppofed_ brother of John; was knighted ; and what is worfe,

no proof that he everexifted.
According to their fuppofition there muft have been two Sir William

Stewarts of Caftelmilk, whoexifted during many years of the fame period;

for they fuppofe that Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton, who died before the
year 1420, had, upo'n his fucceeding to the Dalfwinton ereate, relinquifhed

in favour of his younger brother William, whom they have been pleafed

to create a knight, theeflate of Cafielmilk, which continued to be enjoyed
by him till the time of hIS death about the year 1439, as fuppofed

by them; whilft, at the fame time, it is certain that the firft Sir William
Stewart of Cafielmilk lived down to the month of February 1429, and it

was upon his death that his fon David fucceeded to thefe and other lands.

M The
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The difficulty in this matter is, to reconcile the entry in the refignation~
of William Urry, 1409, with the other proofs that the lands of Cafielmilk
did belong to Sir William Stewart mentioned in Rymer, 1398, and again..
in the charter of the Earl of DougTas; 141 1.

. .

. It evidently appears, that the attempts made by Mr. Williams and his

follower, to reconcile thefe pieces of evidence, have been altogether UII-

fuccefsful, and are contradi.:tory to a variety of known and efiabliilid

circumfiances. But it is far fromirnpoffible that the John Stewart'de[cribe&

in William Urry's reU-gnation, may have been Sir John Stewart of
Demeley. It is true that' the notary does not defcribe him as .If/[iles; but

the fame objeCtion would lie againfi the fuppofitio\l that John Stewart of

Dal[wihton wa$ meant, for he too' wa~ a knight before the year 14°9';

and, as the notary to this infirument appears tv have been a perfon net

remarkable for his. aceuracy, tJ-le-omiffion of the. defcription of knight was.

natural enough, when he mentioned him at the end. of the deed, as a

"perf on' he had already mentioned. in a former part, where the full
defcription ought properly to have been inferted, as. ufual..

It is proved, that Sir John Stewar-t of Demeley was defcribed of
Cafielmi1k, in 1387; and it is al[o proved, that he continued to be fuperior

of the lands of Cafielmilk, till the time of his death. in 1429;. and that

his. grandfon obtained a grant of the non entry duties. of the lands of Cafiel-

milk, from 14.29 to. I +68, his brother Sir William having held the lan-ds

of him as 'JaffaL There is,. therefore, nothing at all improbable in Sir

John Stewart of Demeley his being one of the witneffes to the r~-

11"gnation of William Urry, Sir. as John's principal eftate and place

of refidence' Gf Derneley was in the near neighbourhood of Paifley; and.
there is no rea[bn to fuppofe that he was not in Scotland at that time; .

on. the contrary it appears, that in 1407, Sir John Stewart of Demeley"
then in Scothnd.,. was one of, the perfons who fwore to the obfeIvance of

the treaties between France , and Scotland. Du Tillet, p. 32.7"'
And although it would certainly: have; been more proper for this

accurate notary to p..av.edef<:ribed him Sir John Stewart of Demeley, yet

as he was aCtually the fuperior of the lands, and efiate of Cafte.lmilk, and

!he immediate vaifal of the Lords of Aimandale in thefe lands" and had
formerly
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formerly been defcribed of Cafi:elmilk, the notary, who may well be fup-

pofed ignorant of the preci[e time when Sir John Stewart took the defign.

ation of Derneley in preference to that of Cafielmilk, might naturally enough

have given him that defignation of Caftelmilk, which could not fail to be
perfeB:ly underftood as applicable to him in thofe times; for he was not

uniformly defcribed as of Derneley-he had other deiignations.. Thus in a
- . .

charter dated II th December 1406, granted by Dame Janet Keith'in favor of

her fan Andrew de Hamilton, to which her [on Sir John Stewart of Derneley

is one of the witneifes-He is not therein defcribed' as Sir John Stewart

of Dernelev. on the cont'rary. he is thus defcribed: " Toannes Sene[callus
J .

'"
- . ...

" filius meus Dominus de CruikffloulZ.." What. makes this infi:ance the

more remarkable is, the certainty tliat Sir John Stewart had fucceeded to

the eftate of Derneley before the date of this charter, for in 'that fame

c~arter Janet Keith the granter of it is defcribed as being then in her

widowhood. Whi{:h leaves no doubt that Sir Alexander Stewart of

Derneley being then dead, his fan Sir John had fucceeded to the

Demeley eft ate before that time.

It has already been obferved, that the Stew?-rts of Cafielmilk, who do

not claim through Sir John Stewart of Dal[winton, were not bound to
remove out of the way, or to account ror the John Stewart x;nentioned in

\Villiam Urry's refignation. However, as every part of the fyfi:em

which Mr. Williams and his anonymous friend have .adopted for Lord

Gallowayrefi:s merely upon gue1fes or conjeCtures, un[upported by co.n-

dufive proofs, it was thought that it might not be improper here to

fubmit to confideration the above {;onjeB:ure: which will appear to be

better founded, and to be more conneCted with pro~ability, than any

~ne of thofe attempted on the part of the Earl of Galloway.

But the above is not the only reafonable cQnjeCture that might be formed

with regard to John Stewart of Caftelmilk, referred to in Urry's refigna-

don, in 1409, For if I were to a{fume the fame liberty of making gueffes

or conjeCtures, that has fa frequently been a{fumed on the part of the

Earl or Galloway, it would not be difficult to form conjeCtures concerning

that John Stewart of Cafielmilk, which. would be fupported with much

.
greater probability at leafi, than any of the various conjeCtures that have

been hazarded on the other [lde.-For infiance, it might fairly be pre[umed

or conjeCtured~ that John Stewart of Gaftelmilk, mentioned as' prefent

at the infhumem taken by the notary, was a fon of Sir William Stewart

M 2 of
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of CafieImilk; for, as he is not defcribed as a knight, whilft 6thers ot-
the witneffes are fo defcribed, it is a fort of prefumption that he was a young
man: the John Stewart here alluded to may have been the eldeR: fan of Sir-
William Stewart of Cafielmilk, and pre-deceafed his father;. or, he may
have been one of Sir William's younger fans. For there are infiances,. at that
very period, and particularly in the Derneley family, which fhew that it was not
unufual in thofe 1:imesto defcribe even the younger, fons of great proprietors.
by the title of thel-and e!late which belonged to the family, as being a fuffi-
cient mark of difi:inaion, when joined with the chrifiian name, for afcertain-

ing the'penon meant. .Thus there is in th(;: public records., a charter dated at
the monafiery of Paifley, in the year 1406, granted by the Duke of Albany~
Governor of Ssotland, in favor of William Cunningham of ~eidhalI, to.

which charter Robert and Alexander Ste,\varts, two of the younger fans of the.
Derneley family, are witneifes, and they are thus- defcribed: " Robe.rt ancf
Alexander Stewarts of Derneley.'~ It is "Very well known that thefe were
two of the younger fans of Sir Alexander Srewart of Derneley, whofe eldeft

fon Sir John was the only perfon properly entitled to the dengnation of
Derneley, though- it is. here given to the younger fans, as being ,thought

fufficient, with their. chriftian names, for afcertaining who they were.

In the fame way, if Sir William Stewart of Cafielmilk had either an elder-
or a you-nger [on of the name of John, it might be thought proper, even by (1..
more accurate man than rhe notary in quefiion, to de[cribe him John Stewart
of Caftelmilk, as the chrifi:ian name, joined with the- name. of the land efiate

. of the family, w.Quldleave no doubt as to the perfon meant: to. be defcribed.-
A fimilar pra8:iee, even in modern times, took place in France, where it was
ufual for the youngefi: fans to.. be de[Cl"ibed by the title or name of the terre.

or land efiate of the family. .

That Sir "\ViUiam Stewart of Cafielmilk had a fon of the name of John,.

is a fact fo highly probable tbat it can fcarcely be doubted of, confidering
the remarkable friendfhip and intimacy which fubfified between the two-
brothers, Sir John and Sir William Stewart.; And it is.not at all likely

that the name of John, which appears to have been a favorite name in the
family during many generations, fhould have been negleCted in the £1"11:

infhnce by Sir Vlilliam Stewart, attached as he was to his brother Sir John"
whore name and aCtions refleCted [0 much honor upo~ the family.- That [on
of the name of John, may probably have died during his father's life, in the
period between 1409 and 1429'

12 The
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The onty' fons of Sir William Stewart of Cafi:ehnilk. who have been taken

notice of in the Genealogical Biliory, are David, Archibald,' Matthew and
Walter, becaufe thefe ~ere the only fons of whom I had difcovered any

mention in old charters; but it does not follow from thence, that Sir Wil.
liam Stewart might not have had feveral other fons.-It was only by degrees, .

and in the- Gourfe of feveral years, that I di[covered the names of thofe.
fons above.mentioned; and it cannot be reckoned furprifing that at the
diftance of four hundred years we fhould not now be able to prove from.

records:rthe names of all the fons of Sir William Stewart.
The. fuppoution that John Stewart mentioned in Williani Urry's refign-

ation was a fon of Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk:t has this great advan-
tage, that it isperfecrly confiftent with the other eflablifhed proofs that the,
eftate of Caftelmilk at that time belonged to Sir William Stewart of CafteJ...

milk, knight; and renders unneceffary the extravagant fuppofition of thar- c

eHate having belonged, in 14°9, to Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton.,

The anonymous author has informed us, that he laid the refignation oEi.,.

William Urry before a learned friend,. who is alfo anonymous, " but. .
" whofe acquirements as a Scholar, -and whofereputation as a Lawyer are.

" equally diflinguifhed ;" and he has favored us with the written opinion, .

g!ven by this very refpeB:able gent}eman. But the rerultof t~at opinion,
amounts to no more than this: that Willian}. Urry's refignation'is a,
complete prefumptive proof of [he exiftence of John Stewart of CafteI,.

milk, in 1409 ; which, he fays, cannot pollibly be redargued uniers by a

pofitive proof, that the lands were then the property of fome other perfon..
It may be obferved, in the firft place, that the exifience of a John"

Stewart, defcribed by the. notary as of Caftelrnilk, in 1409, does not:
neceifarily prove that he was proprietor of Cafte1milk, much lefs does it~.
prove that he was the fon of Sir \Villiam Stewart of Jedworth, who

.
never had a right to thefe hinds.

But zdly~ in fpite of my profound refpea. for the learned anonymous
friend of the other anonymous, I cannot admit, that a prefumptive proof

can only be' red argued by a pofitive proof; for I maintain, and 1-believe.

few will contraditt my pofition, that a prefumptive proof may be com-
pletely redargued by contrary prefumptive proofs; and that it ""ill depend
upon the weight of the oppofite prefumptions, which, of them is beft,

entitled to belief..
Let
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Let this doCtrine be applied in the prefent cafe, for deciding whether,
upon the. evidence flated on each fide, there is moft reafon to bdieve that

the eIlate of Cafielmilk belonged, in the year 14°9, to
.
Sir William

Stewart of Cartelmilk, whore exiftenceis afcertained 'by the ref~eaable
evidence of R yiner~s Fredera, and of an 'original charter by the Earl of
Douglas; or, thatthe[e hnds belonged to a John Stewart ofCafte1milk,

whore exifl:ence is afcertained only by an ob[curenotary, who appears not
. to have "been d~fiingui£hed by his accuracy at leaft; including in this iaft

branch of the alternative the further fuppofitions neceffary to be adopted,
to wit, that the John Stewart mentioned in that Infirument, was precifely
Sir J01m Stewart of Dalfwimon, 'Lord Galloway's anceilor;and that
from this John Srewart the lands of Ca{Uemilk fhifted in 141 {, to another
Sir William Stewart, different from the perron named in Rymer, in 1398,. .

but of which additional Sir William Stewart no certain traces of his
"exifience are any where to be found.

..Fallacy of what is contended for by Mr. l,fTilliams and the Anonymous Writer,

.
"in maintaining that WALTER SrEWART of ARTHURLY was not the Jim
of the jitjl Sir \VILLTAM STEWART if CAST.ELMILK,but the fin of an
imaginary fecond Sir W1LLIAM STEWART of CASTEL MILK; and

fallacy oj their arguments concerning the time allotted by them for the

dcath oj that fecond Sir WILLIAM STEWART.

MR. WILl.IAMS and his anonymous friend pretend they have di[-

covered that there was a "Sir \ViIliam Stewart of CafieImilk who was alive. .

jn the year ~439, "but who died before the £irfi of February 1440;

whence they contend, that this Sir William Stewart muft have been the
brother of Sir JdhnStewart of DaJ[winton, and the father of '\Valter

Stewart of Arthurl y, who according to thefe fuppofed faCts could not, they

fay:>have been the fan of the firft SIr William Stewart of Cafielmilk, who
was killed at the battle of Rouvroy,in 1429.

To thefe a{fertions and fuppofitions there are various a!1[wers.
1ft. No perf 011before :Mr. \Villiams and his follower has ever doubted

That "\Va1ter Stewart of Arthurly was one of the younger Cons of the
nr{l Sir "\ViHiam Ste,vart of Caftelmilk; neither is there any other perron

who eyer pretended that there was a Sir William Stewart of CafteImiJk,

WIlO
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who bad died between 1439, and 1ft February 1440. But it is in vain

to difpute about the time of the death of the fecond Sir William Stewart,
until it £hall be proved in a fatisfacrory manner that ,fuch a perf on ever

exifted :-No fuch proofha'S hitherto been produced, and it is believed that

there is no likelihood' of any fuch proi>,C)fbeing ever produced. .

The foundation on which Mr. Wiliiams and his anonymous follower
have built this argument concerning the death of a Sir William Stewart ill

the period between 1439, and 1ft February 1440~ is this,-they fuppofe
that. there are two original charters now' extant, the one dated in 14391,

by which John Pollock difponed to John Rofs, Laird of Haulkhead, and

Walter Stewart, fin if rVilliam Stt'"wart if Cqfllemilk, equaUy betwiA:L

them, the lands of ArtIiurly in the borony and !hire of Renfrew. The

other charter under the great feal, dated 1ft February 1439, in modern

ftylc 1440, by King James II. whereby he grants the one half of the land'S

of Arthurly in' the barony of R'enfrew, to WaIter Stewart fon of the

deceaftd Sir William Steu.Jart if Cqftlemilk 11t1iks.

From there premifes they have inferred, that Sir William Stewart of

€afielmilk muft have died precifely in the !hort period between 1439, and 1ft

February 1440, becaufe in the firfi of thefe charters \Valter Stewart is, they

fay, defcribed fon of \Villiam Ste,vart of Caftelmilk, without the addition of

the word deceaJed, whereas in the lafi of them. he is defcribed as fan cf

the deceaftd Sir' vVilliam Stewart of Ca!l:elmilk knight.- 'Ihis..feems to

have been fo' favorite an argument with the anonymous writer, that he h~s

dedicated no 1e[s than cight pages of hi& book to it, from p. 120. to }J\

l'z8:-But it will be !he\vn that this is merely a captious argument, unfup.
ported eit}rer by faa or by fair inference.

For, admitting that in two deeds drawn up by different perfons about

the fame period, Waher Stewart had in one of them been defcribed as

fon of the daeaftd Si'r \iViiliam Ste\vart, of Ca!l:elmilk, while in the other

he is defcribed only as [on of William Stewart of Caf1:elmilk; it does not

thence neceffariIy follow, d:nt the Vvilliam Stewart thus de[cribed had
died in the period fubfequent to the deed wherein \Valter had been de-
fcribed £Imply as the fon. of \Villi::un Stewart, and before the date of tb;

deed wherein he was de[cribed fan. of tbe deceafld Sir vYilliam Stewart :

for either of thefe defignations was fufficient to defcribe \\.Talter Stewart, and
to afcertain precifeIy who he was> \,'hich is the only real objecr of a dr5-

flgnation ;.
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" -
fignation ;-and when deeds are drawn up by different perfons, fuch die
crepancies in the mode of the defignations muft frequently happen, ac-
cording to the greater or leifer degree of precifion of1:he perfon employed;
for th e one

~

mode of defignation is equally valid with the other, to all
intents and purpofes. And it was po parr of the objeCt of thefe papers

"
to a[certain whether the father of Walter Stewart was dead or alive at the'
date of there deeds, or-at what time he had qied; th~ugh the argument

"

u[ed for Lord GallIoway proceeds on a fuppofition that thefe Vlere the

" precife points to be a[cez:tainedby the defjgnation of Walter Stewart.
Indeed according to the mode of reafoning adopted by Mr. "'\Villiams and

bisobfequious friend, it olight to be inferred, that Sir william Stewart of

Cafte1milk was nota k11ight in 1439, but that he was created a knight

bet\\'een that ,date and the Iff: February 1440. For in the article relating
to the charter in 1439, by John Pollock, Walter Stewart is de[cribed fan
of ""\Villiam" Stewart of Cafi.elrnilk, without mentioning that he was a

knight; whereas in the charter under the great feal, -1ft February 1440,.
he is de[cribed as -fon of the -deceafed "Sir William Stewart of Cafi.elmilk,

knight. The argument muft either be.condufive in both or in neither of thefe

"

cafes, for the ground "on which it pToceeds is precifely the fame in both.
2dly. In point of faB:, no perron, either on the part of Lord Galloway~

or of the Stuarts of Caftelmilk, has as yet feen the .charter above-men-
tioned, dated in 1439, wherein Walter Stewart is faid to be defigned fan
of " \Villiam "Stewart of Caftelmilk, 'without the addition of the word

"dect'qftd.~For" the faa is, that the article relating to the charter

1439, by John Pollock to John Rofs' and Walter Stewart, was not copied
'from the charter itfeIf, but from an inventory of Lord Gla[gow's papers,
-in the poifefiion of Mr. Thomas Tad, writer to the fignet ;-:'after obtaining

. ~hich extraCt from LordGIafgow's inventory, application was made to

his Lordihip, and to the perfon who had charge of his papers at Halkhead,
for infpeCtion pf that original charter, not doubting that: it would,

'fpeediIy and eafil}- be found. After forne. time beftowed in fearching,
the anfwer received was, th'at the charter fought for had fame how
or other beenmifplaced or miiJaid, for that a fearch had been made for it
without being able hitherto to find it. There are hopes, however, that it
may ftill be found on a Ihore diligent [earch; and there can be no doubt

that it will then appear, that Walter Stewart is in that deed defjgned, in

the
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the fame manner as in the royal charter, 1ft February 1440, fon of the de-~
ceafed Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk, knight.-For the difpofition or

charter by John Pollock was the warrant for the crown charter which fol~
lowed upon 1t, and it is well known to every man of bufinefs, that the

<lefcriptions in crown charters of perfons and places are regulated by the
defcriptions in the ,Warrants of thefe charters. All thefe particulars are
ftated in a full and fatisfacrory manner in the Genealogical Hiflory, from
page 351 to page 356. And I -cannot ~elp thinking, that every perfon

who reads the account there given, muft, if he has any degree 'of candor,
]..'" _",~r",.Q.1~. .('~hn~~...1 ..1-..n.. ;~

~~"'''n; ~~"'''n;s .1-..", '" ~ 1 ~~ ;-~ n.~ te of th] ' s-u p\"'j.J.~\.."'I)' J.<l.UC~~c.\.L \..U.Q.L .I.L \",VJ..U.CU".U ..L L.l.U,v «.&..I.U ,o~J..I;uu.-&.\:;' .lLC1

matter:; but if he happens to be captious, the faCts therein !tated wilJ~
all of them, when neceirary,be eftablifhed in the moft folemn manner by

t?e legal evidence of Mr. T od, who furnifhed the extraCt from 'Lord
,Glafgow'~ inventory., and by -the judicial feftimony of the perfons who in

confequence thereof made feareh in Lord Glafgow's charter-room at Halk~
.head for the paper in queftion.

Notwiihftanding the various inftances already given of faas and airertions

-nazarded without-any foundation in truth~ or at leaR: totally unfupported by
proofs, there remain other fimilar inftanees which might be produced. But
it is really tirefome to follow Mr. Williams through aU his mazes of errors

-and conjeCtures, efpeciallyas it is not eafy to fix him to any precife ground;

for it has frequently happen~d that when driven from one pofitioll
which he had found to be untenable, 'he has reforted fucceffively to other

grounds not more defenfible; and thus, airuming the privilege of a very

Proteus to vary hisfhapes and forms at pleafure, the labour and -fatigue of
purfuing him through all his variations is much increafed; hence thefe

'lheets have extended far beyond what was originaI1y propofed.
The work of the anonymous author is even more reprehenfible, from the

~ncreafed bvldnefs ofairertion, with a-fimilar or greater difregard of genuine
proofs.

Hit fhould be found that there remain in t.his laft-mentioned work any
.

'faCtsor arguments not hitherto refuted,becaute not touched upon, and
that the author fuould thence be induced to flatter himfeff that the

truth -or force of his aifertiol1s in thofe parts was admitted, he may, if it
Nean
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tan afford him any confolation after the preceding detecHon of his varioUS:
attempts to mifiead, be allowed the benefit of that temporary gratification..

.

I have no objeCtion to permit his enj~yment of a lhort-lived triumph of this:
fort, unlefs it £hould infpire him with frefh courage to perfift in attacks,. [uch.:

as may caH for a further refutation.
It may be neceifary however to take fome notice at prefent, of a few'

general propofitions and affertion3 which have been repeated in various;.
different parts of the .work in. qudlion..

.Aifwer to the Imputation of having diffirecl from qJI the Genealogical Writers:.
with rejpeCl to the Pedigree of the Earl of Galloway.

IN p. 14. it is [aid, that" die author of the "'Genealogical ;HiO:oryof the

" Stewarts" certainly can boaft of being the £lrft perfon who ever doubted or
~, called in queflion Lord Galloway's. pretenfions. His right of defcen~

" from the efdefi. brandf had' Deen fo univerfally acknowledged, fo uniform-
". ly fanCtioned by time and opinion, that, had it not been. for the formal

" attack in 179.4, or at leaft the rumour that announced it, in all probability'

" it never would. have occurred to him to fubflantiate his claims by a pro~-

" duCtion ofthe legal evidence."
One would imagine,.. from this rparagr.apn, ~nd' from many others

in the courie of the book, that all genealogical writers had concurred

in giving to the Earl of Galloway's family the fame lineage and ancefiors
that have now been affigned to them by Mr. Williams and his faithful
fatellite,. and the fame preference to all other competitors for the honor of
reprefeming the Derneley family. But they have taken care not to mention

the authors wl?-o.had done fo ;. and I believe I may with great confidence
venture to affert, that" excepting Mr. Williams and his anonymous friend;
there is no author whatever that ever gave to Lord Gallowais family, or
to Sir'¥illiam Stewart of Jedworth, the laine pedigree that they have
done; particulaTly noauthm: that ever [aid or infinuated that Sir William

Stewart of }edworth, (the unqueflionable anceftor of the Earl of Galloway,)

was the fan of Sir Alexander, or the brother of Sir John Stewart of
Derneley. In truth, they can produce no author who ever has gi\ren any

fuch account of the father or brother of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,

9 01'
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or who has ever fuppofed him entitled to that pedigree. Without ef1:ablilb.

ing there faas~ it is quite impoqible that Lord Galloway could ever make out
his claim to the reprefentation of the Demeley family after the death' of

Ca.rdinal York, the laft of the male de[cenda~ts from Sir John Stewart of
Derneley ; for it is agreed on all hands, that the reprefentation mufi: un-
:doubtedly go to the perron who fhaUbe. able to prove himfelf defcended
from Sir William Ste\vart, the brotl;er of that Sir John Stewart ofDerneley.
Therefore the airertion that all genealogical writers had eftablifhed the

foundation of Lord Galloway's claim, and the preference due to it, is total-

ly erroneous, and has been fuggefted only for the purpofe of mifleading and
for inducing a belief, that I was the only perf on who had ever difputed the
-authority of the genealogical writers, or who had called in queflion the Earl

of Galloway's right, uniformly acknowledged by time and opinion. The
only genealogical writers whofe authority I difpute are Mr. Williams and
his obfequiaus flatterer *.-Theil: authority~ however refpecrable it may
.appear to themfelves, I cannot admit without proofs; and in what manner
:they have avoided this tef[ muft be fufficiently appare~t from the preceding

difcuffion of their faCtsand argumen.ts. .

It will ~. found that .all, or almoft all the genealogical authors, have given

an account of the defcent of Lord Galloway's family very different from, and
inconfiftent with that which has now been trumpeted by thefe two modern

heralds. ,This is rendered.clear aild certain from the particulars given ill
the memorial concerning the pedigree of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,

pages 33-37, fupra, where literal extra-Cts are given from Nefbit,George

Crawford, and Sir Robert Douglas; all of whom .have concurred in the
faCt that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, the paternal anedlor of the

Earl of GaJloway, was de[cended from John Stewart, one of the younger
fans of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll, and a younger brother of Sir Alan

* Much praife is lavilhed on Mr. Williams in :various parts of the anonymous work, the
author of which has gone fa far as to .extol him for his. accuracy, and to pc-efer him to all the
various authors who have ever written on tbe fubjea of the Stewart fami1~~. Thus, after.

.mentioning various genealogical writers, fuch as Neibit, Crawford, Sir Robert Gordon, aQd

the learned Camden, there is, p. 133, the following paragraph:

" The 1a11:author we {hallappeal to is the Reverend Mr. Williams, byfar the mojlaccuratl
« of any who have examinedtheJubjel1." If this is not downright flattery, it muft be allowed

~o be at leaft a .dif-proportioned compliment to Mr. Williams from his <:omplaifant friend.
N z Stewart
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Mr. Williams and his namele[s friend have carefuHy kept out of view all the
accounts i:hu$ given by there authors;' though they have frequently appealed'

to there fame authors upon other occafions.
The memorial above referred to, concerning the' pedigre_e of Sir "\Villiam .

Stewart of Jedworth, which I made out in the iear I7g4, for Lord

Gallowais u[e, was the re[ult of a good deaJ of inveftiga'tion and trouble;
for I had at that,tim; confulted every genealogical book where~ I
could find any mentioo, of Sir William &ewart of Jedworth, or _of

his pedigree. It will appear, indeed, that the report made by. me was-
'very different from that which has fince been, made by Mr. Williams and by
the anonymous.author. But if any perfon will take the trouble to examine-

the authorities referred to by them and by me, it will [oon be difcover.ed:

which of us have given the faireft reprefentation of the cafe, and the be£i

information' for the.-Earl of Galloway~s me, will then be feen, arid'.
fr

with irrefiftible-evidence, that Mr. Williams and his anonymous friend are
th€ only genealogical writers who have ev.er pretended that Lord. Gallow-ay's:
anceftor was a fon of Sir Alexander, or a brother of Sir John Stewart of

Derneley; confequently, what they wilhed to impute to. me of my repre--
fenting Lord Galloway's pedigre.e in a manner different from alhhe genealo--

gical writers, is. an imputation [oldy applicable to themfelves: it required,
therefore, a good deal of mod eft aifurance in thefe two authors t~ aifert,_

as they have done in different parts- of their writings, that I had been the
firft or only perfon w.ho ever doubted of Lord Galloway's pretenfions;.
aiferting, at the fame time, that his right of de[cent from the eldeft branch,

bad been univer[ally acknowledged and uniformly [anCtioned by time and,'
opinion. .

Nothing was ftated by meon the [ubjeCt witholltreferring to the authority
when'ce it was taken; for whatever may have been the objeCts of Mr~-

Williams and his friend in their ftatements-, it was no objeCt of mine to.

mi{lead Lord Galloway, or to give any reprefentation of faCts other than what

could fiand the teft of the ftriCteft examination. His Lord:lhip, if he-
has not already difcovered, may poffibly at [orne future period di[cover,

whether he is moft indebted to thofe, who had ftudied to giv~ him only true'
information, or to tho[e who wiilied to conciliate favor by giving fuch fIat-;

tering
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tering accounts as they thought might be agreeable, without confidering
that faCts ftated without proofs, or contrary to, proofs, may lead into.
difficulties, but never can be finally fuccefsful.

crhe r[fe and progrefs of theft Genealogical Inquirip~
,

-

Lord Galloway mufi: recolleCt, that it was at his earnefi: requefi: that I fira
engaged in the fi:udy of the Genealogical Hiftory of the Stewart families7

with ~ view to affift his Lordfhip in the inquiries which he \V;asthen moil: -.

anxious fhould be made for afcertaining to whom the chiefship of the family

would belong after the death of the Cardinal York.
I confetfedto his -Lordfhip my ignorance of thofe matters, having never

turned my mind to any genealogical fubjeCt; but though unwilling to engage'
in any thing that might be likely to confume much time, or to occafion much
trouble, I at lall: yielded to the repeated earnell: requeO:s made to me by

Lord Galloway, and told his Lordfhip that when I went toScotlcind I ihould
-

,

be very ready to give him any affiO:ance in my power, by examining the
public records or other places where there- might be any expeCtation of find...
ing materials that could afford juft information; and that I fhould always,

be ready to _give hisLordfhip a fair opinion, according to the bell: of my
judgment, upon the faCts or proofs that might from time to time happen

to be difcovered.
I was the more readily induced to agree to Lord Galloway's requeft, on

account of the diftinguifhed favor and friendfhip which I had for many yearS'
enjoyed from his Lordfhip's father, the late Earl of Galloway, with whom I
had the happinefs of living in great intimacy, while we were joint guardians to
the Duke of Hamilton; and the friendfhip thus commenced had laid the found-

ation for much amicable connexion with his Lordihip's family ever fince that
period. -

Accordingly, upon going to Scotland, I did bef\:ow a good deal of time'
and labour in fulfilling the promife I had made to the prefent Earl of

Galloway, who cannot fail to rec'olleCt the reports I made to him from time

to time of the refult of my rHearches; and the many fuggeftions which,
..

I gave, both to himfelf and to Mr. \Villiams, about additional inquiries to-

be made by them, and direCting them to the places '\-vhere it would be

moa proper that they fhould be made.
In
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1n this manner matters went on for a confiderable time, before there was
any idea of my friends of the Cafte1milk family being concerned in- the ob-
jeB: of this inquiry; for I have no hefitation to repeat, what has already been
flated in the preface ta my Hiftory, that I was at that rime under the im-

- preffion, that the chiefship would be found to belong to Lord Galloway's
family; though I was quite ignorant of the grounds on which either his
Lordihip's pretenfions or thofe of other competitors were founded.

When I found, from the converfations at Caf1:elmiik with my re.
lations Sir John and Lady Stuart, that they confidered themfelves as

Ip.ateria:ny intere11:ed ~in _ the refult of thefe inquiries, and that they
thol1;ght their pretenfions entitled to every attention from their connec-
tions, I immediately acquainted Lord Galloway of what had thus paired,

.
and told hi~ Lordiliip that I did not choofe to be placed in a fituatioll

where I might naturally be fubjeB: to the fufpicion .of being partial to my-
near- relations of tne -Caftelmilk family, and therefore that I -di<;l not
willi to be the perfon to be trufted to on his Lordiliip's part for profecuting

.. the inquiries on his behalf; and fuggefted to him the propriety of his mak-
-ing choice of fame other perfon for that purpofe, or at Ieaft to make

choice of fame perfon of eftabJifhed cbara8:er and abilities to whom
the refult of all inquiries made either far his Lordiliip or for the Caftelmilk
family might be fubmitted, and witn whom his -Lordfhip might -have an opo.

portunity to canfult from time to time.
.

.
Accordingly Sir .Adam Fergufon was named as aperfon upon whofc

opinion all parties would have complete reliance..

Lord Galloway probably fiill has the correfpondence between him
and me on this fubjeB:; it will fhew the amicable manner in which

thofe matters were carried on at that time. And as 1 communicated to Sir. -
Adam Fergufon the refult of inquiries made either on the part of Lord
Galloway_or of Sir John Stuart, I prefume that his Lordfhip had occafion

to learn from Sir .Adam his fentiments, fa far as matters had been advanced
during that mutual reference to him.
: Lord Galloway will alfo recolleCt, that it was-agreed betwe~n his Lordfhip
and. Sir John and Lady Stuart, that all matters fhouid continue to be carried
o.n between them on the moft amicable footing, and -

that each party lliould
~ommtlnicate to the other the refult of thek''''inquiries, and any papers or
proofs that might happen to be difcovered.

This
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Tbis agr~ement between Lord-Qa.lloway and the Caffelmilk family, in wliidI
I confidered myfe1f as a party, was II}oft faithfully obferved by me, though

during the life of Sir John Stuart I aCted only under him, for his behoof and
by his authority; and both his Lordfhip and Mr. Williams mufl de me the
ju{lice to acknowledge, that they received from me themoft liberal and

unreferved communication of every thing that could intereft theITI:in the
various and extenfive difcoveries made in the courfe of the inveftigations.
at home and abroad on our part. "

They muft aIfo acknowled ge, for they were fenfible of it at the time ,. C d n. f I. . on Uu 0 t 10'

that the communications of this fort received from his Lordfhip, or from Mr.. c~nelmilkfa-
W '

, , . - - mlly towards,
._llhams, bore no proportion to thofe which they received from me; thi~ the Earl of

h I d' d
..

f
.
d "Ii fi

. h . fi lfil Galloway..ow-ever, I not nnpute to any want 0 1 po ItIOn on t elr part to u, .

the. ag,~ement; but afcribed it merely to this cITcumftance, that very little.
had been difcovered by them worthy to be communicated,- or. thelt could

keep pace with the extenfive communications which they received. from me ;.
for they had not only the benefit oflearning from me every material paper
and faCt difcovered in the courfe of the fearches in England and Scot1and~
but Hkewife the refult of aUmy inquiries in-France and in Italy;- and all thefe-

advantages Lord Galloway enJoyed witholit ever- being put to one £hilling of
expence; though his Lordfhip 111l1fthave been fenfible,. that the extenfive

refearches in the records of France and of Italy, as well as in tho[e of Eng-
land and Scotland, IDUfthave been attended: with a great deal of expence, be-
fides the time that was neceifary to be dedicated to this bufinefs *.

If Lord Galloway was really in earneft to difcover every thinK mater-iar
tnat could be learned concerning his family, or concerning the Stewarts of
Derneley, it cannot be fuppofed that he would have omitted, to get proper
inquiries made in Fran{:e refpeCting them, as the Stewarts of Derneley

% It is acknowledged even by the anonymous wrIter, that Lord Galloway's claim has re-
ceived great benefit from the difcoveries made by me. in France. Thus, in page 57, there is<

this paragraph: "Let it be obferved that the minutene:fs of the author of the' Genealogical
u. Hiflory of the Stew~rts is, in fome fort laudable and important. as from the variety of

" original evidence he has adduced, both from the authors and public offices of France, an
~, incontrovertible demonflration is eftablifhed, that Sir William Stewart,. the firft of Caftel--
,~ milk, was the brother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley""

Page 86. "The fuccefsflll refearchcs which you made in France in '789 have enabled you'

'-' to place the clofe connexion ofthofe two remarkable brothcf$ (Sir John Btewart of Deme--
H. ley and Sir 'William Stewart of Caftelmilk) in a pleafi.ng point of view; and Lord Gallo~
~, way, of all men, is moft peculiarly indebted to you, for thus elucidating the hithert<>.

~'- doubtful tran[aC'tlons of your mutual anc.eftor.'". .
were::
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were known to haveacred a diO:inguifhedpart in that country. The expenee
..

which muft have attended there inquiries, was faved to him by the liberal and

extenfive communications given of the re[ult of my refearches in France and
.eI[ewhere.

Thegreateft part, if not the whole, of the Genealogical Riflory was

from ti~e to time communicated to Lord Galloway, or to Mr. \Villiams,

before it was printed; and I was ready to have adopted any fuggeflions of
theirs, provided they were fupported by proof, but not otherwife. In !hort,

'if the queftions agitated can be confidered as a conteft or competition
between the Earl of Galloway's family and that of the Stuarts' of- Cafi:el.
milk, it may truly be faid, that there never was a competition carried on in

'
fo unreferved and liberal a manner as this was on the part of the Caflelmilk

" family towards the Earl of Gallov~y and his family.
The faCt is, that after having beO:owed fo much time and trouble in the

inveO:ig~tionof the truth, it became a favorite objeCt with me to have the honor

"'3nd eredit of correCting the various errors which had crept into the hiftory
{)fthe Stewarts of Demeley, and the credit of giving to the world a true

,hiftory that might be depended upon with regard to every matter therein

flated. Thefe objeCts I had much more at heart than any preference of one

family to another with refpeCt to the Chieffhip, or Chieftanfhip of the

'Stewarts; an objeCt which I am ready to admit is of very little importance
or confequence even to the' parties themfelves, and certainly of ftill lefs
importance to the \yorld in general.

From many incidents which had happened in the courfe of there affairs,

Lord Galloway, both in converfation and in writing, often expreffed himfelf

fenfible of the liberal manner in which the bufinefs had been conduCted, and

of his obHgatiom; to me for all the trouble I had taken.
Without entering into the detail of various ufeful' communications which

his Lordiliip received from me, I may be allowed to' mention a very mate-

rial one which happened lately, in the courfe of the prefent fummer. _

It fell to my lot to difcover a materiai piece of evidence for fupporting
Lord Galloway's fide of the queftion, of which neither his Lord!hip nor
,any perron aCting for him had attained, or was likely to attain, any,

knowledge; 'and I believe I may venture to fay, that it affords better
proof of his Lordfhip's conneCtion with the Derneley family than any

, .that had ever been difcovered by all the laborious fearches made on his
Lordihip's



-(
i -

97 )

Lordlhip's part, including thore made by Mr. Williatns or his anony~
~nous friend, or by any other perf on whatfoever. I took an early
.opport~nity of making known to Lord Galloway what I had thus

difcovered; which I did in the prefence of a friend of his much attached to

his interefi:; and who feemed fenftble of the importance of what was thus
-communicated. I am perfuaded it will be found to be more material in

fupport of his Lord.ihip's pretenuons than any written document hitherto

:in his poifeilion.

Upon the whole, Lord Ganaway muft be highly fenfible of the

fl:ri8: fidelity which has been 'obferved on the part of the ~aftelmilk
family, in communicating to him every difcovery made by them, wherein

his Lordfhip's family might be interefh~d.
He will therefore no doubt feel a jufi: indignatio~ that there fhouldnow

fiart up fame unknown concealed champion for him, who, under faife ap-
pearances, endeavours to mifreprefent all that has fiappened, and attempts to

:convert into enmity all the amicable and liberal proc.eedings which had

, taken place until this. officious intermeddler appeared upon the ftage.

From the .firft .commencement 6f the refearches relating to thefe matters,

f have always c-anfidered the point in agitation between the Earl of Gallo-

way's family and that of the Stuarts of Caftelmilk t.o be of fuch a nature as
()ught not, and was not likely to .b~ produCtive of any animofity or bad

humour.-It was much better calculated for an amicable conteft, as being

between two branches of the fame family, and the matter in difpute, though

.curious as a point of antiquity, yet of little real magnitude or import<!nce.

- According to the notions uniformly entertained. by me, a conteft for a
-Chieftan£hip i~, when reduced to its true eftimation, a contefi: for an empty
name; or, if there £houid be found fame perfons difpofed to dignify it with

the epithet of a canteD: for a point of honour attended with fome degree of
-reallufi:re, that honour, when afcertained in favor of any one branch of the
family, could not fail to communicate part of its luftre at lean: to the other
branches.ofthe fame family, and eIpecially to that branch which. had been

~ engaged
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e~gaged in the competition, on the footing of having pretenfions equaf or
nearly equal to thofe of the fuccefsful competitor; for, according to the flate

of faCT:smajntained on ~he part of Lord Ganaway himfetf, the ancefi:or of

the one family was the brother of the anceftor of the other: and' though the.

account giyen by the Caftelmilk family differs a little from this in fame
refpett, yet it. is admitted on an hands, tnat they are d'efcended from the:

_ fame common anceftor, Sir John Stewart of Hanky!., One would imagine,.

therefore, that the anpnymous author, who, in his facetious' ftyle, has.
thought ploper to trea.t the pretenfioIlS of the. Caftelmilk family with:

fame degree of flippancy, would not much ingratiate himfelf with Lord
Galloway by that mode of paying his court~ -

The Anony- But there are various paffages in the anonymous work.,. where the author
mous .\uthor

iIi d ii
,

I . h h . h h .a. f r. .faid to be em- a urnes., an ure y WIt out aut onty, t e c arauer 0 a penon dlreC1:ly em~.

~l~~e:fbJ:f~e played by the. Earl of GalJoway, or by fame of his co~neaions, to plead his,
'loway j, caufe in the manner he h~s done; and he feems defirous to perfuade his readers:

r that this is the true fiate of the cafe~ Many thing,s, however, incline me

to think the author. camiot be entitled to credit for what lie hClSthus ad-
vanced. For, after what had paffed between the Earl of Galloway and;

. ~eemedincre- myfeIf, In the courfe of feveral years, I will not allow myfelf to think it
dible. pollible that his Lordfhip could ever -have given his authority, or even hfs

tacit confent, to fuch a pubIication.-Indeed there are peculiar circumftances
which muft have- precluded him from giving any degree of encouragement
to a work of the nature of that now in quefiion. If however, againfl all
probability, the Earl 'of Galloway has- really given any fuch authority, as
is faid or infinuated by the anonymous writer, I hope his Lordfhip will
fairly avow it, in a manner fcitable both for himfelf and for me; and then I

fuall know with whom I have to contend, for I do not ehu[e to have t9
do with fub<ilterns, or with interefted or hireling. authors, when I can get-

:at the principals who employed them.

Until attaining fome degree-of certainty in. the particular now mentioned~
] do not willi to be too fevere on the unknown author of the anonymous

work"
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work, ,therefore Cnall at 'prefent abftain, as much as poffible, from taking
any notice of the ftyle and temper manifelled in it, although the general
opinion of the few who have had the patience to read the whole of it is,

that the fiyle and temper are fo very improper, and fo mli<:h the reverfe
of any thilliJ 'pracrifed amongft perfons of eduGation, that the author can
only de[erve to meet with the moll humiliating treatment.

That the namelefs author fhould have indulged himfe1fin the manner he
.

has done, is the more extraordinary, as he has told us, page 10, that

he is ambitious to maintain the charaB:er of a Gentleman and a Scholar, and

profeffes much refpeB: for the -~laws of urbanity.

It cannot pollibly be denied that the anonymous author is a Scholar, as
. .

his work abounds with fo many quotations from Greek and Roman au-

thors. In his Refutation of the Genealogical Hiflory of the Stewarts, (a
family unknown either to the Greeks or Romans,) he has called in to his
affillance all his old daffical friends from the Grecian and Roman territOries,

who certainly never expeB:ed to be called forth in a ferviceof this nature.

IIi the mufter roll of the foreign auxiliaries brought into the field upon this
requifition, there are Pindar, Ariftophan'es, Virgil, Horace~ Salluft, Julius

Capitolinus, Statius; ~intilian, and Velleius Paterculus, befides a re-

inforcement of modern ffa'Vons, fuch as Voltaire, Mirabeau, &c. Under

thefe circumftances it muft unquefiionably be admitted, that a man poffeffed

of fuch a wonderfui power of quotation can be no other than a great
. ,

and accompliihed Scholar.
-

_As to his pretenfion to the charaCter of a Gentleman, little can be faid on

that head~ until we know who he is: In the mean time, we can only guefs

from fymptoms and appearances; and if thofe pretenfions were to be left to
the decifion of a Jury of Gentlemen converfant in the world, thliir
judgment of who is, or who is not a gentleman, would probably be regulated

in a great degree by the fiyle of his converfation or the ftyle of his writings.

- For this purpofe it will be very defirable that the whole of the anonymous
performance ihould be read over with a particular 'attention to the ftyle, and

10 the inftances of boafted urbanity. .
.

0. 2 A fpe-
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fityleandfpi- A fpecimen bf, that attenti0n to the laws of urbanity, and of the'

~i;~~~;~:~k: ftyle and fpirit in" which the anonymous performance is written, win
be found, pages I 5 I and I 52. After a very decided and acrimonious,

condemnation of the fiyk made ufe of by me in the Genealogical Hif-

tory, the following remark is fobjoined: "Here the reader will c~n-

" template with doubt and wonder a literary phenomenon, rhe Ioweft

'c phrafeology of the Courts, interlarding the fiyle of the reputed Author

" of a produCtion feco,nd to few in the Englifu Language for reach of

" thought, ability of argument or vigour; and eloquence of diaion." And
in a note at the bottom of page Ji.>1, the anonymous author furtner ex_
plains himfelf thus: '" The performance here alluded to is c~rtain Letters;

"- to Lord M~sfield, publifued about the year 1769' or 1770, foon after'

" the deciu011 of the ceiebrated Douglas caufe by the Houfe. of Peers - a.

" work indeed of extraordinary merit. It is true the Letters ftcm compofed
,

<c in the name of Andrew Stuart Efq.; but that Gentleman laudably avow$. .
f.Cno claim to the honoursf theperforJuance, it beinggiven to the world wholly

" as anonymous. His friends (if there be any Juch) who ftill believe that

" it proceeded from his pen, may, fince the publication of the Genealogical

" Riflory of the Stewarts, r~inate on a phenomenon which they will of

" courfe think is among the difficulties hard of folution, a writer who at
c~ one and the fame time is a giant aDd dwarf, a prodigy of firength and a

" monument if weaknefi. There Letters I have always regarded as by far-

" the moll: mafierly among many able .produCtions brought forth by this.

" memorable Trial. Of the real author, whoever he be, it may be truly

"faid, as Velleius Paterculus faid concerning Cicero: "Animo vidit"

" ingenio comple~\lseft, elegantiailluminavit/' &c.
, .

On r-eading this paifage, it was .not_eafy for me to comprenend what

adequate motives the author could have for expofing himfelf to the

fuame of being deteB:ed in aifertions and infinuations fo totally unfounded~
and which could be fo eafily refuted. He cer.tainly gave me no [mall ad.
vantage over him by affording me an opportunity of accompanying that de-

teBion:
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tecrion with the firiCtures which it merited. But I will not now allow

myfelf to fay one word more on thflt fubjeCt, as I have lately received

by the poil from Edinburgh, a letter from my unknown correfpondent:)

which in fairnefs to him I think proper to fubjoin.

"
SIR, " Edinburgh, May I 799.

" As the author of the' Genealogy of the Stewarts Refuted,' I take the

" liberty of addreffing a few lines to you ;-my reafon is, to apologize for,

" an inaccuracy into which I have inadvertently fallen in that publication~

" and which may. poffibly be interpreted by you into a perflnal rejlexion,

" than which nothing can be further from the real intention of the writer..
~, Some liberties I certainly have taken with your literary charaB:er, and

" thefe,as one of the public, I have a perfeCt right to take; but your pri..
.

" vate charaCter I highly and fincerely refpeCt; and fhould be extremely'

" forry to think you had the flighteft caufe to imagine, that I had either-

" expreffed or enteFtained a. contrary fe~timent. The inaceurae~ to which

" I allude is the followi!lg.

" At pages 15 I, 15.2, of my book, in hazarding a conjeCture purely
cc literary, relative t{) your letters to Lord Mansfield, I have faid, that they

" are given to the world wholly as anonyi1lous, but, as finee looking back to'

" that maflerly performance, I find that the title is 'Letters to Lord

" Mansfield from Andrew Stuart Efq.' The faB:, Sir, really is, that I

" never had, till a few days ago, opened the book. fince the time of its

" firft publication, now near 30 years, and fomehow or other I was im~

" prdfed with the idea that your name was not upon the title page; but

" as this is otherwife, I muft acknowledge I have mif.ftated a faB:, which

" is very contrary to my intention, and I believe equally contrary to my

" ufual praCtice. Had I fortunately fooner looked back to the Letters in

" queflion, you may be aifured I fhould have expreifed myfelf very dif.

" Jerently, nor iliould I have omitted to give due praife to the grammatical
.

" pre.
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" precilion you have difplayed, in the peculiar ufe of the prepofition from,

" in the above-mentioned title*.

" Whatever otherwife may be-your opinion of my book, I truIl: you will

" admit, what is the fentiment of alt impartiar readers, that it is written
.:, with candour and a manly freedom. Should you ever reply to it (which

'" I think improbable) I £hall rejoice to fee that your anfwer is in the fame
" liberal fpirit.

.

i:' As to myfelf, it is 'probable that I thaIl never be known to you, nor is

'" it necefl"arythat I thould. Private and literary quarrels are in themfelves
,., eifentialTydifferent. Of the ptefent writer it is the temper neither pe-

" tulantly to court the one,. {lor weakly to ilirink from the other. Your

" efteem lcaIJ,not hope toconcilicite,-but I truft I thall be found entitled to

'""' a refpea fimilar to that, with ~nich I have the honor to be,

cc SIR,

" Your moIl:obedient,
~, And hum41eServan.t,

, THE AUTHOR."

,Having received the above letter, I cannot now allow myfelf to treat with any
degree of afperitythat part of the anonymous performance which the author ha~
fo pofitively ftated to have proceeded from miIl:akeor inadvertence. It is more
agreeable to me to give confidence where it is afked, than to retain fentiments of
difpleafure, efpecially after an apology has been made, the fincerity of which
I have no particular reafon to doubt. But there is one mference which, in
perfea good humour, and without any d,egree of har1h commentary, I may
be allowed to make, even in the prefent flate of the cafe: that fince the
~nonymous author is himfelf fenfibJe of the miftake he had com.

... For the fake of infonnatioii, the unlettered reader, not poffe1!ing, the advantages of
fcholarfhip and grammatical knowledge, willies to h'!ve the merits of the prepofitionfrom

.ex,plained to him, and to know, in what the grammatical precifion and happy ufe of that:

j>H:pofitiOIl coafifts.
\

mitted-1
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mltted, . which was accompanied with injuriolls affertions and inunuationt"
he ought ferioufiy to refleCt:upon the prfJibility that in many other parts of
his book, he may have lieen impofed upon or mified, by trufiing too much
to the a{fertions,. conjeCl:ures, and fallacious ieafonings of others. Ia
iliort, he ought to have been more upon his guard againft tfiofe reafonings
().f Mr, Williams to which he has attributed the name of acute reafonings;

and with which he feems to have been much -captivated. Thefe admired:
papers of Mr. Williams were the refult of much time beftowed by him;
were compofed with much labour and zeal; and, in f0me parts, with foo
much plaufibility and fubtilty, as to be apt to mifiead thofe who were not
well acquainted with the fubjeCt, or who were not fufficiently on their
guard againfi: the addrefs employed in the compofiti0n of them.. A good
deal of time and attention, I confers, were nece{fary for unravelling variou~
matters artfully blended together, and for pointing out the difiinCtions be-
tween authentic evidenc~ and rafh a{fertions Dr unfounded conjeCtures.
On this fubjeCt:I am the more entitled to fpeak, from the recolleCtion of
the trouble it coft me to read over Mr. Williams's voluminous and
elaborate papers, and to point out the errors and plauf!ble faUacies in
his ftatements~

.

Thefe confiderations, though they may ferve to extenuate a little;.

never can be fufficient to vindicate the fervile follower of Mr. WilliamS'
in all his faCts and reafonings. It was his duty, efpecially before venturing
an attack in any quarter, to have examined'moft carefully and ftriCtly the
ground on which he ftood, and to have beftowed the time nece{fary for
ieparating truth from falfehood:1 and for difiinguifhing between real and
imaginary proofs. As he has not done fo, he mufi: take the confequences1"
and £hare in the fhame and reproach incurred, by the copartner£hip which
he- feems to have entered into\vith Mr. Williams, and by his fhare in
their joint endeavours to mifiead the public.

But the anonymDus author feems to have fomething further to anfwer for
than his adulation and _ aCting as an accomplice of Mr. Williams ;-he is

alone anfwerable for the manner of dreffing up the materials furnilhed. to
him by that aifociate.

-

There
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There are' however in one page of his book fame fymptoms of can-
dour, where he flates what may probably be the opinion paffed upon
him and his book by one part.of the world~that part which he

fuppofes will be pa'rtiaJ to me.

Page 159, 160. HE' expreffes himfe1f thus ~ " The refpeB:abiIity,~ir, .

~, of your charaeter has procured you many friends, and, as I. know,
.1:, fame ardent admirers; by thefe, but panicularly by the latter, the
~, whole firain and tendency .of this .Jetter will be deemed reprehenfible :
~, whatever may be fai~ (they wit! ob~erve) of my arguments, my mode

'" of urging them is confident and, pertinacious; my attempts -at ridicule

" ilI.timed and abortive ; and, .above all, the difrefpea (as they Will term'
4:, it) is unjuftifiable,with whid~ I have treated a calm and candid adverfary,

'" 'Under the ludicrous epithet of " Heir-apparent and Reprefentative of the

'" Cardinal de York." As to my review of the book, I fufpea it is to
'" meet with equaily Httie indulgence-the whole will, in like manner, be
~, declared a malevoient, or., at leaft, a prefumptuous inveaive."

, Thefe anticipations have probably been fuggefi:ed to the author, from the
fecret confcioufnefs of having, merited the charaeter here given, of himfelf.

.But, from ~he {ketch which he has thus drawn of the judgment likely
to be pronounced by -one part of the public on him and his work, it is
evident, that even that part of the public judgment has not been com-

o pletely revealed to him. It may not be improper, therefore, that he iliould,

for his future regulation in finlilar cafes, have the benefit of knowing that

judgment a little more fully; for which purpofe it may be of fame ufe to

him to be made acquainted with the particulars of a report received from
fame very intelligent perfons who had been prevailed upon to read his book
£rom beginning to end, for the double purpofe of guefllng at the author,

.and for that of giving an opinion upon the merits or demerits of the
performance.

The penons who took the trouble of that examination did not pretend

. that they could difcover or guefs at the a~thor; but they concurred in
this fentiment, that the author appeared to have fixed upon the ftyle which

muft ha<v.ebeen the moft agreeable to his own genius and tafte, being that'

9
. which,
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which indicated: a genuine malevolence of heart, and. a peculiar invidioufte.fr.

ff di.JPqJition; from this, they conceive, was derived the uniform {hain:
of farcafiic irony, and of unprovoked pet1J:/ance and .flippancy, which

had been adqpted and perfifted in from the firft to the laft page of his
performance; and which was not ieftrained even when he- had occafion to-

~llude to a lady of the moO: refpeCtable charaCter, but who Hands too' high-.
in the general efiimation and refpeB: of aU who have had. the happine[s of
knowing her, to beat all affeCted by the author's pedantic attempt at wit.

They acknowledged, that the writer feems' to have a parcicular talent.

for the ftyle of writing he has adopted; but they did not think it a talent to>
be envied, becaufe it is a fl:yle not difficult to be attained by any perfon, who.

has no reftraints either from benevolence of difpoution, or urbanity of man,..

ners, or from a fcrupulous regard to truth ;. when to. there qualities there:
is added the advantage gained by the author's concealing his name, he muft.
feel himfelf totally liberated from that attention to decorum which arifes
from an .author's addrefiing the public in his own name, and he wiII think:.
himfelfat liberty to vent his ill-humour or mifanthropy againft aU perfons

without d.illinCtion, and upon all or any occafions indifcriminately., .

If a gue[s may be formed of the author's favorite amufements. or habi-

tual occupations, we fhould be tempted to think,. that, for 'the gratifi<:ation

of an unforttunate temper, he dedicat€s his leifure hours to the GompofitioIl-
ef ill~natured, farcafiical fentences or diifertations on different fu1:>jeCls,

from which impure colledion he may have it in his power at all times-
to' h~t loofe his malevo}e~ce in any direCtion he pleafe~;, which caIl1

eafily be accompiiihed. by the help of a few conneCting. introduCtory
fuppofitions, as has been praai[ed in t.he prefent cafe:: for if the author i&.

allowed to <iJfumefaCts, and to take them for granted, it will not be diffi.

cult for him to gain admiilion for bis- ready made fentences or declamations
on particular topics.. In, faCt, there is hardly any part or portion of the"
fplenetic performance in queftion, and of the clafficaUearning difplayed in
it, but what might have been made equally applicable to any other perf on,..
or to any other occafion..

Before
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.cci1cerl11ng Before concluding, it may perhaps be thought incumbent on me to _

die GelJea- .
f

.
I h f h h r. f .

logicalSketch-take fome notIce 0 the genealoglca iketc 0 t e OUle 0 Bonkyll, which

~} I~~~;.r:e ' the anonymous author has placed at the end of his book. Thi~ fketch,
having evidently coft him fome trouble, feems to be viewed by him with
particular partiality and fondnefs. (Vide pages 1.'38and 139. )

I fuall not attempt to deprive the author of that apparent fatisfaCtion;,
-

two reafons reftrain me from it; the one is, that the greatefi: part of that
genealogical tree relates s to the pedigree of Mr. Stewart of Alanton, as
defcended from Sir Robert Stewart, fixth fen of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll.
But as I am ignorant of all or any of the defcendants from that Sir -Robert

Stewart, not having [een any of thefe documents which had been {hewn to

the anonym01fs 'Writer, I do not choofe to fay any thing either for or
againft thofeafferted fucceffors of Sir Robert Stewart, any further than to

refer to what has already been flated as to the non-exiflence of a Robert, fon
of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll; which, if admitted, mull: cut up by the..
roots this luxuriant and well-ftocked tree, with all its ramifications.

The other reafon for my allowing the anonymous author to remain at
prlSfent in the undifiurbed poffeflion of his genealogical tree, is, that 'r am
really tired of purfuing him through fuch a variety of erroneous ftatements

and unfounded conjeCtures; and were. I to fet about correCting the va-

rious errors in that genealogical performance, fuch tedious and irkfome
occupation would be very ill [uited to my prefent flate of health. This is

a circumftance very generally known, and moil: probably not unknown
to the anonymous author himfelf.

THE END.



ERRATA
IN THE

:GENEALOGICAL HtST'O R Y..

Page 'I I. line 19. for Ingeram -read'Ingelram
66. 5. for l{e read' J oha de Hamilton
68. - 23. for 1557 read 1357

145'. - 12. for Cancellarius Baj0cenread"Chancenor of the diocefe-of Bayel1X
i63. - 7. after Robert add of Wyiton
188. 3. from the bott()~.tifter and add an exat\: copy of it
1:98. 1'99. .wo.-The head-line of t~efe pages, for John Lord Demeley read Bernara

Stuart of Aubigny .

204. - 20.for Brotus read Brutia {the ,Roman name of modem Calabria)

221. -.19. for Earl of Arran..read Lord Hamilt€Jn

-241. - 5. from the 'bottom, Jor retureread retire

.243. - 23. after Scotland.add.in the .year 1;655

.243. - 26. tiftcr Regent add who was flain in LinIithgow by Hamilton of Bothwell.
haugh, in the month of January '1.'57-0

.zS.6. - 18. dele tifter Charles to is in line 19. and .inJlead read .bom at Rome, on 31£1;

December! 720; died there without iffue on 31 it JanUary -i7.88,N. S.
and Henry, the youngeft,born {:)n6th Max;ch i.725

.35Z. laft line., for w.ere read was

ERRATA IN THE SUPPLEMENT.

Page 62.
- 62.

63.

.80.

line 5- for lately read a little before

- 4- for it read they

- .2 I. after prifoner aild my Hiftory

- .18.for1'etir-ed1'-cadremoved


