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. (j;oRRE’CTIONS- AND ADDITIONS,;

o MADE IN TﬁE MONTH OF.JUNE 1799,
o C as a4

_ SUPPLEMENT
. TO THE ‘

GENEALOGICAL HISTORY OF THE STEWARTS.

—

P-AG E 5.1.5 laf? line, at the end of the quotaiion from Symfen, add the fok
~lowing note : _ )

From the manner in which ‘Symfon has exprefled himfelf, it is evident-that
his only authority for fuppofing that Sir John Stewart of Bonkyl had Sir
* Hugh and Sir Robert for his 6th and 7th fons, was a paflage in Holinthed’s
Chronicle of Ireland, anno 1318. But on looking at the paflage referred to,
it appears that it relates to Sir Hugh and Sir Robert Laceys, not to Sir Hugh
" and Sir Robert Stewarts. — Vide Holinthed’s Chronicle, anno 1318, and - -
the following note.

| " Page 61, after line 17, add the following note.:

This is the paffage in Holinfhed’s Chronicle from which Symfon had
very inaccurately imagined that the names of Sir Walter, Sir Hugh and
Sir Robert, mentioned immediately after the words < Lord Alan Stewart
<< auith bis three brethren,” were meant to defcribe the names of thefe three
brethren of Sir Alan Stewart; but on reading the whole of the paragraph
it will appear that this was'a grofs miftake on the part of Symfon ; for what

B : Holinfhed
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Holinfhed meant to fay with regard to Sir Alan Stewart and his family, ends

with the words ¢ his three brethren ;°° 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 Amery,” relates, in the moft

clear and precife manner, to pérfons of the name of Lacey. If it were

poflible to entertain any doubt of this being the meaning of the paffage in

Holinthed, that doubt would fpeedily be difpelled by looking at the

Annals of Ireland publithed by Camden, and fubjoined to his Britannia. .
Thefe Annals, in relating the events of the years 1317 and 1318, make
frequent mention of the perfons of the name of Lacey ; particularly there
arc'the followmg articles :

« On the Thurfday next before the feaﬂ: of St. Margaret, [131 7]
« Hugh and Walter Laceys were prochimed felons and .traitors to
¢ their king, for breaking out into war againft his Majefty.””

« Item, on Saturday, which happened to be the feaft of Pope Calixtus,
<« [1318 ] a battle was fought between the Scots and Englith of Ireland,
« two leagues from Dundalk; on'the Scots fide there were Edward Lord
< Brus, who named himfelf King of Ireland, Philip Lord Moubray, Walter
¢ Lord Sules, Aln Lérd Stuart with bis three brethren ; as alfo, Sir Walter
¢ Lacey, and Sir Robert and Aumar Lacey; John Kérmerdyne and Walter
¢ White, with about 3000 others. Againft whom, on the Englith fide,
« there were the Lord John Bermingham, Sir Richard Tuit, Sir Miles
¢ Verdon, Sir Hugh Tripton, Sir Herbert Sutton, Sir John Cufak, Sir
¢ FEdward and Sir William Bermingham, 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 Englith 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 valiantly, and was afterwards found flain upon
¢ the body of his enemy. The flain, on 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 Hugh 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 paflage from thc Annals of Ireland, the fen-
“tences and puncuation are literally copied. There cannot be a douht
that it relates to the fame perfons as thofe mentioned in the quotation from
Holinthed ; neither can there be a doubt that the names of Sir Walter,
Sir Hugh, Sir Robert and Sir Amery, had nothing to do with Lord Alan
Stewart and his three brethren ; but that they relate all of them to perfons
of the name of Lacey. It is believed that Holinthed in compofing his
Chronicle of Ireland made ufe of thefe annals: at any rate, the fimilar ac-
count given : in both concerning the Laceys, eftablithes the meanmg of the
paragraphs beyond the reach of difpute.

The refult upon the whole is this,—that there is no authority whatever
for fuppofing that Sir John Stewart of Bomkyl ever had two fons of the
names’ of Hugh and Robert; for the firft introdu@ion of thefe fons
into the pedigree of the Bonky! family, took rife from a miftaken inter-
pretation by Symfon of a paragraph in Holinthed. No hiftorian or genea-
logical writer before Symfon, fo far as I have been able to difcover, ever
mentioned thefe two fons ; and thofe who have ﬁncé mentioned them have
‘done it with a reference only to his authority. :

It is further to be remarked that Symfon himfelf feemed to doubt of the
~ reality or exiftence of thefe two fons, Hugh and Robert; for the only
article coricerning them in his book is in thefe words : ¢ 6th and #th fons,
¢ Sir Hugh and Sir Robert, mentioned by Holinthed in his Chronicle of
< TIreland, anno 1318.”—then Symfon adds, ¢ who/e then exiftence I am noz
< ¢9 defend.”’—This plainly fhews that he difbelieved it.

Page 199, after line 12, add :

In Camden’s Brittannia, page 919, of Glbfon 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
“ motto * Diffantia jungit,” becaufe by his means the kingdoms of France

B 2 : “ and
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< and Scotland fo far diftant were joined together by 2 firic league of
« fnendﬂ'np :

Pdge 206, lme ﬁtﬁ, add the followmg note :

There i1s reafon to believe, that the two perfons here referred to as kinf.
men of Bernard Stuart, were his coufins Robert Stuart, afterwards
" Maréchal of France, and John Duke of Albany, afterwards Regent of Scot-
land ; both of whom ferved under Bernard Stuart in the wars in Italy.

Page 290, end of line 3 from the bottom, add the. following nate =
Salluft (Cap. 4. Bellum Jugurthinum) obferves,, that the Fabii, the

Scipios, and.other great men. of the Republic, declared that nothing elevac-
_ed.their mmds more to virtue than the fight of the pOI‘tl‘al.tS of their anceftors;
~ for thefe recalled to their memory the great attions they. had performed, and
inflamed- their breafts:with the love .of glory, which nothing could exungm{h )
ill they had equalled the juftly acquired.honours of their. forefathers..
~ Mr. Lumifden, in his remarks on the Antiquities of Rome, (a work

which, from the claffical knowledge it contains, as well.asfrom the anthor’s
knowledge of Antiquities, is well qualified to afford both.inftrudtion and
entertainment as to the manners and tafte 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 predeceﬁ'ors 1mages that they mlght be. feen by ths
4 people.”” - :



¢ ¢ )

ADDITIONS

_THE following Additions have been judged proper, in conféquehce of a
Book or Pamphlet which has lately been publithed, intitled « The Genea-
¢ logy of the Stewarts Refuted, in a Letter to Andrew Stuart Eig. M. P.”
This work.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’ efpe-

cially thofe which contain dirett or indire&t attacks on Individuals, are
not only degrading to the namelefs ‘Authors when detefted, but are little
deferving of an an{wer, and are not entitled to any credit from the public. \A

But there 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 work in quefhon,
and fhall, in the firft place, endeavour to clear up any doubts that may be
entertained concerning the pretenfions of the Earl of Ga]loway, .which the
Anonymous -Author feems inclined to fupport, refting, as he does, on the
reafonings of Mr. Williams, on whom he has lavithed confiderable praife.

Mr. Williams communicated to me, above four years ago, feveral long
and elaborate papers made out by him, on the fubject of Lord Galloway’s
claim ; which papers both Lord Galloway and Mr. Williams withed me to
confider, and to miake them acquainted with my opinion upon them. After
I had read them attentively, I-fubmitted to the labour and’ fatigue of cor-
reing his erroneous ftatements, and .of difproving his conjectures and falfe
reafonings ; and I communicated my obfervations to Mr. Williams himfelf,
with permiffion to take a copy for Lord Galloway’s ufe and his ownj.

which I have no doubt he did..
' 6 ' : It
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It is evident that the Author in queftion has been furnithed with Mr.
Williams” papers ; but whether or not my obfervations upon them were alfo
communicated, it is impoflible for me to fay; if they were, the work in
queftion will be expofed to the greater cenfure. I certainly expeted that
- T thould have heard no more of th¢ works of Mr. Williams, unlefs by his
making a fair acknowledgment that he was convinced of his errors. — As
he has not done fo, and as his fa&ts and .arguments are again brbught for-
ward from another quarter, and with an air of triumph, 1 think it right to
give now, as an addition to the Genealogical Hiftory, an exa& copy
of my Obfervations made out in 1794, and communicated to Mr,
Williams in November of that year.

¥

OBSERVATIONS upon the Papers drawn up by Mr. Williams on the
bebalf of the Earl of Galloway.

Srvee the month of February laft 1794, Mr. Williams has drawn up

four feveral Papers in fupport of the Earl of Galloway’s claim, for
proving that heis, after the death of Cardinal York, the neareft heir male
defcended from the Stewarts of Derneley and Lennox, and of courfe the
neareft heir male from the Ancient High Stewarts of Scotland.

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

Titles :
1. Notes on the State of the Evidence refpeCting the Stuarts of Caftle-

milk : 32 pages. : _
2. An impartial Examination of the different Accounts given of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth and Sir William Stuart of Caftlemilk :
52 pages. I | '
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

of the 15th Century : 29 pages.
4 Extralls
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4. Extrats from Ancient Charters, Authentic Records and Cotemporary
Hiftorians, tending to elucidate the moft remarkable Events in the Life of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth : go pages.

Thefe Papers appear.to have been the refult of indefatigable induftry eme«
ployed by Mr. Williams. in his refearches for fome years paft, and in his
- perufal of a great variety of papers and records.

. The lateft of. thefle papers was delivered to Mr. Stuart in Septeniber
1794. — In the courfe of that paper, Mr. Williams, for fupporting the
Earl of Galloway’s pretenfions, found it neceffary to give a Genealogical
Table of fome Generations of the Stewarts of Derneley and Lennox,
fo 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



- DESCENT of the FAMILY of DARNLEY, &c.

ALEXANDER Lord ngh Steward of Scotland,
who had a Grant of the- Barony of Garhes :

Nov. 30, 1263.

I

1t Son, James Lord High Steward

of Scotland.

2d Son, Sir JorN STEWART of Boﬁ-
kill and Jedworth, killed at the

Battle of Falkirk 1298.

r

WarLteRr Lord High Steward of Scot-
land, married Marjory, -Daughter
of King Robert Bruce 1315.

1it Son, Sir ALEXANDER STEWART
of Bonkill, whofe Race is now
extinét.

P

zd Son,” Sir Araw STEWART of>
Dreghorn, &c.-killed at the Battle
of Hahdouhﬂl 1333.

King RogerT IL 1370, &ec.

1
. T

ift Son, Sir RoBzRT STEWART of
Cruxton, &c. died wx;hout Iffue.

2d Son, Sir Joun STEWART of Jed-
worth, afterwards of Dreghorn,
Damly, 8.c. 1323, 1340, &

j "

it Sen, Sir ]onN StEwarT of
Darnley, given as an Hoftage for
King David Bruce 1357.

2d Son, Sir WaLTer STEwART,
fucceeded his Brother.

3d Son, Sir ALEXANDER STEWART
of Darpley, fucceeded 1367, &c.

RoserT STEWART died young.

! .

1t Son, Sir JomnN STeEwArRT of
Darnley, married the Heirefs of
the Houfe of Lennox 1390, and
was killed before Orleans 1429. -

2d Son, Sir Wirriam STEwWART of
Jedworth, mentioned from 1383

| “to 1429; killed at Orleans r429.

{

Sir Arax StzwarT of Darnley,
killed in 2 Feud by the Boyds of
Kilmarnock. -

1ft Son, Sir Jomn STeEwarT, wWho |

married the Heirefs of Garlies and
. Dalfwinton 1396, and was killed
in the Expedition to France 1419.

2d Son, Sir Wirtiam STEwWART of
Caftlemilk, alive in 1439.

Sir JomN: STEwaRT of Damley,
claimed the Earldom of L.ennox
in Right of his Grandfather, and
had the Validity of his Claim ad-
mitted.

s

Sir WiLLzam StewarT of Dalfwid-
ton, X430, 1440, &c.

Sir WaLTER STewarT of Arthurly,
1440, &c.

I

f

1ft Son; Sir ALEXANDER STEWART
of Garlies 1470, Anceflor of Lord
Galloway.

2d Son, Sir TzoMas STEwArT of
Minto; ‘Anceftor ‘'of Lord Blan-
tyre 1477.

Sir WarTER STEWART of Arthurly,
1470, &c.
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There is no’ hefitation in admitting, that if this genealogical tal;le drawn
up by Mr. Williams is perfedly accurate, and capable of being fupported
by proofs, the Earl of Galloway muft be the undoubted heir male of the
Stewarts of Derneley and Lennox, and likewile of the High Stewarts of Scot-
Iand : but it could ferve no purpofe to admit facts which will not ftand the teft
of examination, and which every perfon who has inveftigated the hiftory
of thefe families, or who may be difpofed to do fo at any future time,
would find himfelf obliged to rejet, as founded in error, or proceedlng
from con]e&ural reafonings, in oppoﬁtlon to eftablithed fads.

The firft feven articles in Mr. Williams’s genealogical table, beginning
with Alexander the High Stewart, anno 1263, and ending with Sir Alan
Stewart of Dreghorn, anno 1333, are perfedly right; but every article
- from that period downwards is erroneous, or at leaft by far the greateft
part of them are fo.

To begin from Sir Alan Stewart of Dreghom, who was killed at Halidon-
hill, in 1333: Mr. Williams ftates that he had two fons; the eldeft, Sir
Robert Stewart of Cruxton, faid to have died without iffue ; and the fecond,
Sir _]ohn Stewart of Jedworth afterwards of Dreghorn, Dcrneley, &c. The
fad is, that Sir Alan Stewart never had a fon of the name of Robert; and
that his only fon, Sir John Stewart of Derneley, neverat 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 Derneley, who was grandfon to Sir Alan.
Stewart ; and that this fecond Sir John Stewart had for his two brothers
Walter and Alexander Stewart : but the fa& is, that there was no Sir John
Stewart, grandfon of Sir Alan, who ever came to the pofleflion of the
eftate ; but that Walter and Alexander were brothers of the firft 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 youngeft of the three brothers, fucceeded in the year 1367,
upon the death of his two elder brothers without iffue ; and that this Sir Alex-
ander Stewart was the immediate father of Sir John Stewart of Derneley,
who was killed during the fiege of Orleans in 1429 : but this is quite er-
roneous, for there were twé Sir Alexander Stewarts, father and fon, and 1t

G Was



(10
was the laft of thele Alexander Stewarts 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, and likewife his brother Sir Wil-
liam Stewart who was killed in the fame battle.

The next fa& affumed by Mr. Williams is, that Sir Alexander Stewart,
who fucceeded in 1367, had for his firft fon Sir John Stewart of Deméle’y,
and for his fecond fon Sir William Stewart of Jedworth ; and that this Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth lived till' the year 1429, and was then killed
during the fiege of Orleans.

If this lafi-mentioned fa& were true, it would ferve completely to efta-
blith the preference due to Lord Galloway’s pretenfions ; becaufe it is a cer-
tain fa&, that Sir-William Stewart of Jedworth was Lord Galloway’s an-
ceftor, from whom he is delcended in the dire€t male line; and if it were
equally true, that this Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was the brother

of Sir John Stewart of Derneley who was killed in France in the year 1429,
" and from whom the only male defcendant now alive is Cardinal York ;—
‘then it muft follow, that the defcendant from Sir William Stewart, the

brother of Sir John, muft now be the undoubted heir'male‘ of the family.

It becomes therefore a point of eflential importance in the prefent dif-
cuffion, to afcertain the fa&, whether Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,
who was fometimes defigned of Jedworth and at other times of Teviotdale,
and at other times de Forrefta, 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 falts and proofs which are now to be ftated, and which are
totally adverfe to the above fuppofitions, it- will appear; that Sir Wiiliam
Stewart of Jedworth could not poflibly be the fon of Sir Alexander, |
and the brother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley; and that
he could not. be the Sir William Stewart who was killed during the fiege
of Orleans ; for the following reafons :

9 . . - Firfe,



Fir?, Becanfe Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was taken prifoner by
the Englith at the batde of Homildown, in the year 1402, and foon there-
after was tried, condemned, and executed in England.

- Secondly, Becaufe the age and circumftances' which are known to
have related 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 cenftable
of the Scots army in France. ,

Proors in favor of the FirsT PROPOSITION.

THE hiftory of Sir William Stewart’of Jedworth is very well known.
He was certainly a great warrior, and a very eminent and diftinguithed"
perfon in his time; and there are few men who lived in that remote period
concerning whom more traces are to be difcovered from the records and-
hiftories of thofe times. : :

- From the public records in Scotland it appears that the fo’llowmg char-
ters or grants were made in his favor towards the clofe of the 14th cen-
tury ; to wit,

1. Charter, dated at Linlithgow, the 2d of July, 1385, by King Robert IL
granting “¢ Dile&to et fidelifimo fuo Willielmo Stewart de Jedwith
¢ terras de Synlawys cum pertinentiis in baronia de Oxynham infra vice-
¢« comitatum de Roxburgh, quz fuerunt quondam Thome de Rydall, et
¢« que nos -contingunt ratione feris falturee ejufdem Thoma ad pacem et
< fidem regis anti hac defun&i.” |

2. Charter by King Robert III. dated 4th January 1391, confirming a
charter dated 8th December 13590, granted-by.John Turnbull of Minto,
of the lands or dominium of Minto, in favor of Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth, knight, therein defigned “ Nepos™ of John Turnbull of Minto,
the granter of the Charter; by which he granted the lands in favor of Sir
William Stewart, thus defigned ¢ Domino Willielmo Senefcallo de Jed-

< worth, militi, nepoti meo.”
<2 3. On
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3. On the z7th of March 1392, King Robert 11, conferred on Sir Wil-
liam Stewart a grant of forty merks fterling as a reward for his loyalty
attachment, and diftinguithed fervices to theKing, and to his eldeft fon David
Earl of Carrick and Dake of Rothefay. — The words are, ¢ dileto et.
“ fideli noftro Willielmo Senefcallo de Jedworth, militi, pro_fervitio fuo et

s¢ fpeciali reverentid fuo nobis, et David Senefcalli primogenito noftro.”

4. On the 8th of November 1391, the fame King Robert III. granted
to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, the eftates and lands of George
Abernethey in the village of Minto, then in the Crown by reafon of his
forfeiture. The words in the Charter contain a grant by his Majefty,
< Dile&o et fideli noftro Willielmo Senelcallo de Jedworth, militi, de omni--
« bus terris et tenementis que fuerunt Georgii de Abernethey in villa de
« Mpyntaw,” &c. The date is ¢ apud Irvyne, o&avo die menfis Novembris
<« anno regni noftri fecundo,” which muit have been in November 1 1391, as
Robert fucceeded to the Crown in April 13go.

5. In an Inventory of Scottith Charters preferved among the Harleian
Manufcripts at the Britith Mufeum N° 4895, an entry is made of
« A Charter, by Archibald Earl of Douglas, fon-in-law to the King, to
¢ William Stewart of Teviotdale, or of Jedworth, of the lands of Aber-
« corne, and Caftle thereof, blenche.”” As this deed is among the Char-
ters that have been unfortunately loft or-miflaid, and as no particular date is
mentioned, it is difficult to aflign 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 fucceflors certain
tolls and cuftoms, &c. To this Charter Sir William Stewart of Jedworth
was one of the witneffes; but he is therein defcribed as Sir William Stewart
qf Tpvi-dale, < Willielmus Senefcallus de Tevi-dale, miles.”” This Charter
is in the Chartulary of Melrofs, which is preferved among the Harleian
Manufcnpts at the Britith Mufeum, N* 3g660.

». Upon the 17th of O&ober 1396, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth en-
tered into a contract with Sir Walter Stewart ‘of Dalfwinton, in which he
engaged that his fon and heir thould marry Marion Stewart, the daughter
and apparently the fole heirefs of Sir Walter. In this contral, Sir Wil-

liam
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liam Stewart is not defigned of Jedworth, butis ftyled Sheriffof Teviotdale,
without any other defignation.

8. Upon the j3oth of O&ober 1304, Rxchard IL. King of England,

granted letters of fafe-condu¢t and protettion to the Ambaffadors from Scot-
land, when commiffioned by the King of Scotland to meet the Englith Am-
bafladors to adjuft the terms of ‘a truce. From thefe letters, which are
publifhed in Rymer’s Feedera, vol. 7. page 785. it appears that Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth, Knight—banheret, was one of thefe Ambafladors from
Scotland. — The other Ambaffadors were, the Bithops of St. Andrew’s and
Glafgow, the Earls of Carrick, of Douglas, and of March, &c.

9. On the 1ft of O&ober 1597, there was a commiffion direted by Ro-
bert King of Scotland ¢ dilettis et fidelibus fuis Willielmo Senefcal de
¢ Jedworth, et Johanni de Romergny, militibus, ac Adz Forrefter et Patricio
~ ¢ de Lumley,” appoining them, or any three or two of them, his Deputies
and Special Commiffioners to meet with Richard his adverfary in England,
or with his Deputies and Commiffioners, for fixing the time and place for
fettling certain difputes between the two kingdoms.

10. On the fecond of O&ober 1397, an Indenture was drawn up at the |

Abbey of Dumfermline, betwixt Sir William Stewart, Sir John of

Romergny, Knights, Adam Forrefter and Patrick Lumley, Efquires, on .

the part of Scotland; and the Ambaffadors and Commiffioners of the King of
England ; by which it was agreed, that a day thould be held at Reddenburn,
Carham, or Handenftank, on Monday the 11th day of March then next,
betwixt the Earl of Carrick, &c. for the part of Scotland, and the Duke of
Guyenne and Lancafter, &c. for the part of England, to redrefs all tref-
paffes done by fea and by land againft the form and tenor of the truce
taken at Lollingham in the year of our Lord 1388.

11. On the 16th of March 138, there was an agreement, entitled ¢ Inden--

“ tura Treugarum Scotiz,”” entered into at Handenftank between ¢ David
¢ eldeft fon of the King of Scotland, Comte de Carrick &c. Commi et De-
¢ pute de Roi d’Ecofle, d’une part, et Jean fils du Roi d’Angleterre, Duc de
¢ Guyenne et Lancafter, Commi et Deputé de Roi Angleterre, d’autre part.*
Which Indenture witneffeth, ¢ Que les dits Commis et Deputés du Roi

“ d’Ecofle

1397,
O¢étober 1t

Rymer’s Faed,
vol. &. p. 17,

33567,
O&ober 2d.

Rymer’s Feed,
vol. 3, p. 18,

]398’
March 16,

Rymer’s Feed,
vol. €. P. 35e
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¢ d’Ecofle ont ordonné leurs Deputez Monfieur William Lindefay, William
=< Steward, Joan de Romergny, Chevaliers, et Adam Forrefter; et les
“ dits Commis et Deputés .d’Angleterre ont ordonn€ leurs Deputés
<< Monfieur Gerrard Heron, Thomas Gray de Horton, Jean de Fenwick,
“¢ Chevaliers, et Jean Mitford pour performer leur ordonnance en
% maniere qui s’enfuit,” &c. :

b &Lizf’zs. 12. On the 26.ch of O&ober 1398, there was a;Conventionat Handenftank,
Rymer's Feed, {tyled < Conventionis Supertrengas Scotiz,” between Sir William of Borth-
vol 8 p- s+ gick, Sir John of Romergny, Knights, and Adam Forrefter, Efquire,

Commiffioners of an high and mighty Prince the King of Scotland, on the
* one part, and Sir John Buffie, Sir Henry Graeme, Knights, Mr. William
~ Fereby, Clerk, and Lawrence Drew, Efquire, Commiffioners of a high and
mighty Prince the King of England, on the other part; by which Cenven-
tion feveral particulars were agreed to about the mutual delivering up. of .
prifoners and ranfoms, &c. — Then follows a claufein thefe words : '
< To the fulfilling of the which, the Earl of the March, the Warden of the
& Faft March of Scotland, is obliged by his letter to Sir Henry Percy,
¢ Warden of the Eaft March of England ; and the faid 8ir Henry is obliged
¢ by his letter to the faid Earl, either for his bounds againft the other ;
s¢ and Sir Richard of Rgtherford, Sir William Stewart, Knights, Walter
e -Scott, Thomas Turnbull, and Robert of Lauder, are Burrows for the
< Farls bounds of Douglas of the Middle March 3 and Sir Thomas Gray of
< Heaton and Sir Thomas Gray of Horton, Knights, Robert Umfraville,
s John of Midford, and Thomas Knayton, are Burrows for Sir Henry.
s¢ Percy’s bounds for the Eaft March,” &c.
13. On the 28th of O&ober 1398, there wasa Convention between Sir

R?f::’?;:d William of Borthwick, Sir John of Romergny, Knights, and Adam- For-
Tol-8. 57 refter, Efquire, ‘Commiffioners of a high and mighty Prince the King of
= Scotland ; and Sir John Buffie, Sir Henry Grzme, Knights, Mafter

William Fereby, and Lawrence Drew, £{quire, Commiffioners of a high and
mighty Prince ‘the King England, which narrates feveral perticulars that
were under their confideration ; and one of thefe relatmg to Sir William

Stewart was exprefled as follows :

"

’3981
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% Ytem, Sir Philip of Stanley, Captain of Roxburgh, gave a bill pla{yn-

¢« and of the Erle’s fon of Douglas, and fundry men in the company Wlth
him, of the which Sir Wiliiam Stewart was one, that they hadd broken
the brig of Roxburgh, brynnte theire towne and fpulyit that, broken
thair walles, and brynt thair hay and yair fuel, to thair {cathes of twa
¢¢ thoufand pund.”

« And forethy the faid Sir William was prefente on the feylde he was
conftreynit ’till anfwer tyll the faid complaynt ; to the quhilk he anfwerit,
fayand, that the breyking of the brig, the brynning of the hay and fuel, his
Lord did of purpofe; thynkand that he might do that lawchfully notht
agayne ftand and the trewis forethy that all was and is Scots mennys
& heretage. Neverthelefs ghwethir it be fuley _]ufhﬁable ore nocht he

¢ cannocht fay, bot glf it beys determynit. be the Commiffaires ane at-
temptate againe the trewis it fall be amendit as it aw to be.

¢ The brenning and the fpretting of the towne he graunts till amehdé

asa thinge done againe his Lordes defenfe,and alfo againe the trewis.”

% The quhilk anfwer herd the faid Commiffaries has referrit the knaw.

< 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 Commiflioners. — Nei-

ther does it appear that the eftablithment of the truce had been thereby
interrupted ; for in that fame year (1398) fureties were mutually given on

the part of England and of Scotland.  The truce then eftablithed between

- England and Scotland expired at Michaelmas 1399 3 and the Scots took that
opportunity of making inroads into Northumberland, where they took the
Caftle of Wark, which they utterly demolithed, 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 diftrict, at a place called Fulloplaw, in which confli® Sir :
vRichard Rutherford and his five fons were taken prifoners, alfo John Redpath’s

Turnbull, furnamed ¢ Out with the Sword,” Sir William Stewart, and many ff,‘,’;,dif l;}f;
2 ()
others.
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. 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 1402, when he was taken prifoner at the battle of Homildown in
Northumberland, where Archibald Earl of Douglas commanded the Scots
army, and thé Earl of Northumberland with his fon Henry Percy, com-
monly called Hotfpur, affifted by George Dunbar Earl of March, com-
manded the Englifh forces, which were viftorious. At this battle, fought'
on the 1.4th of September 1402, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was taken
prifoner, and at the inftance of Hotlpur Percy was tried, condemried, and
executed, though he very ably pleaded his own caufe, and kad been ac,
qﬁittted by the firft juries appointed 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 {apientes primus, Dominus Willi-
¢« elmus Stewart de Forefta; et coram Domino Henrico Percy juniore, de
¢ traditione faifo adjudicatus, pro eo quod, cum puer eflet, antequam
¢ Thevidalia venit ad pacem Regis, ipfe, ficut ceteri 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 malitii
<¢ probitati nimium et fapientizz militis invidens, non paflfus eft ipfum fic
s libertate donari ; fed et de affentatoribus fuis nova affifa eleéta, prapropere |
¢ et perperam condemnatur, et, tanquam traditor, tractus et dimembratus,
¢ innocens Martyr pro juftitia paflus a plerifque etiam Anglis reputatus

[ 15 eﬁ.’ s ' .

* The trial and execution of Sir William Stewart muft have been in the period between
14th September :1402, the date of the battle of Homildown, and the 21t July 1403, the

date of the battle of Shrewfbury, where Hot{pur Percy was killed.
This
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This fa&, concerning Sir William Stewart’s being taken prifoner 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 reje& the tefti-
‘mony of the author of the Scoti-Chronicon, or to make it be believed, that
-Sir William Stewart de Fore¢/2d could not be the fame perfon as Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth or Teviotdale.—To this purpofe Mr. Williams in one
of his late papers, entitled “ An impartial Examination -of the different ac-
¢ counts given of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, and Sir William
¢ Stewart of Caftlemilk,”” has the following paflage: <* No author but the
¢ author of the Scoti-Chronicon, meutions the circumftance of Sir William -
¢ Stewart’s having been put to death by the fentence of a jury inftigated by
« Hotfpur Percy ; nor can it be proved that the tranfa&ion, if true, is
¢ folely applicable to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth. The title given by
¢ Fordun, or his Continuator, to the Sir William-Stewart whom he afferts
¢ Hotfpur facrificed to his fury, is de Foreftd ; and this defignation 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 conjunétion of the forefts of Jedburgh, Sel-
¢ kirk, and Etrick, might well confer on its poffeflor the title of de Forg/ts.
¢« The limits of thefe forefts were more extenfive in ancient times than
¢ they are at prefent fuppofed to be.”

And in another part'of the fame paper, there is this paffage: ¢ With
. ¢ regard to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, .as his refidence was in the
“ town of Fedburgh, the title of ¢ de Forg/td’ would confefledly be very
¢ inapplicaple to him ; it would literally be creating a 7us in urée, to apply
<<’ the defignation of de Fur¢/td to an inhabitant of a populous town. There
¢ aremany reafonsfor concluding, that the fact related in the Scoti-Chronicon
¢ cannot be true, at leaft with refpe& to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth.””

Thefe reafonings and conjeétures on the part of Mr. Williams, muft fall
to the ground, when the true ftate of facts is attended to. . The circum-
ftance on which he lays fo much firefs, the defignation of < de.
Foreftd,” is fo far from being inconfiftent with the defignation of ¢ de Jed-
worth,” that the one and the other means precifely the fame thing ; for in

D ancient,



{ 18

Nt

ancient, as well as in modern times, Jedworth Foreft is a delcription fo welt
known and eftablithed, that < Jedworth>> or ¢ The Forelt,”” or < Jed-
worth Foreft,’” are almoft fynonimous, and they are made ufe of indifcrimi-
nately for deferibing the fame tradt of country.  When Sir William. Stewart
was defcribed ¢ of Jedworth,” 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 eftate or tratt of country known by the:
defcription of Fedworth; or in other words, of Fedworth Foref? ; which to
“this very day is the defcription of a large tra& of country in the county of
Teviotdale. unon the borders between 'F'no-]_nnd and Scotland. A. gréa,t

Ltuiaavy ups L9 Lo

part of that tra&t of country under that defcription of Jedworth, or
Jedburgh Foreft, belongs at this day te the Douglas family, and it is fo.
defcribed in the rentals and title deeds of that family *.

But another piece of evidence, now to be ftated, will ferve at once to put
an end to all-cavil upon Sir William Stewart’s defignation. of de Forefs ;-
$nd at the fame time will fhew that Mr. Williams is greatly miftaken, in.

* James the 8th Lord of Douglas, known by the name of the Good Sit James, who died iz-
the year 1331, got a grant from King Robert the Bruce in the year 1324, to him and his.
heirs of the Town Caftle and Fore of Fedworth. Vide Douglas’s Peerage,. page 183,
where he appeals to a charter in the poffeffion of the family of Douglas.

In Rymer’s Feedera, vol. 4. No. 616, mention is made of the Villa Caftrum et Farr efia
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 Newcaftle, 12th June, grants to Edward King of
England, amongft other articles, Villam, Caftrum, et Forreflam de Fedworth..

In Rymer, vol. 4, page 617, Edward King of England, upon the 15th of June, 1334;.
appoined Galfridus de Moubray theriff of the county of ‘Roxburgh, and gave him the.
cuﬁo&y of the Caftle of Roxburgh; and appointed Gulichmus de Preffen conftable of the

Caftle of ]edw_orth’, with the cuftody of ke Forrg/t‘ of 7:’(1@0#/).
~ In the Cartz Antique and Rotuli Scotiz, publithed by Sir Jofeph Ayloffe, page 147, there

15 an article in the 8th year of Edward the 3d in thefe words: ¢ De conftabulario Caftri
« Regis et Cuftedia Forrefle de Fedworth, commiffio Willielmo de Preffen.”

In the year 1403, July gth, an agreement was entered into between the King of England
and the Earl of Northumberland, by which the Earl engiged to deliver up to perfons having
commiffion from the king, tne Caltle of Berwick, and alfo the Caftle and Forref? of Jedburgh

~with all their dependencies, which had been granted by a charter of Edward the 3d to the
Earl’s grandfather.  Rymer, vol. 8, page 364.. _
6. : fup.
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fuppofing that no author but’ the author of the Scoti-Chronicon had men.
tioned the remarkable circumftance of Sir William Stewart’s being taken
prifoner at the battle of Homildown, and of his being tried, condemned,
and executed in confequence thereof; for thereis a contemporary author,
of great charatter, and deferving of credit, who mentions almoft all the
fame circumftances, with fome additional ones; and it fortunately happens
for clearing up the prefent queftion about the deﬁgnation,' that author does -
not defcribe Sir William Stewart under the defignation of ¢ de Foreftd,”
but in exprefs words deflcribes him ¢ Sir William Stewart of Teviotdale.”
This defignation it will not be denied belonged to Sir Willlam Stewart of
Jedworth ; inftances of which have already been given.

The authority here appealed to, for eftablifhing the fame fa&s as thofe
related in the Scoti-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 Library at Edinburgh, and another manu-
fcript copy in the Harleian Colle&tion at the Britith Mufeum ; and the
merit of Winton’s Chronicle is fo Wéll alcertained, that it is now in agi-
tation to give a fplendid edition of it to the public in print ;—the work is
already far advanced. _

Winton’s Chronicle, according to the fathion of the chroniclers or 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 Foreft, or of Teviotdale.

" ¢ Schir William Stewart of Tivydaill
That day was tain in that Battaill,
And ain uthir gude Squyeir,

That be name was callit Thomas Ker.
This Schir Henry de Percy
Thai twa demanyt unlauchefully,

- "As in jugement fittand he

Gart thir twa accufit be,-
That thir twa before thén
Had been the King of Inglonds men,

D 2 And
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And armyt agane him : forthi
Thai war accufit of tratary.
Sua in cullour of juttice,
(Set it was nane) he rafitaflis
Ane aflys firft maid thame guyt.
Bot this parfy, with mair defpyte,
To this affys eikit then

. Mair malicious felloune men,
That durft nocht doe, but all as he
Wald, 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 paflioune.
And of thair quarteris he gart be fet
Sum intill ¥ork, upon the yett.

. Intill Inglonde was ane man,,

- That oft oyfit till {peik than.
Sindry thingis or thai fell,
Bot of quhat fpreit I can nocht teil 5
Quhen he hard as this was done,
Quhair him lykit he faid rycht fone,
¢¢ Men may happin far to fe,
¢ Or ane yeir be gane, that he
¢ That gart yon lyms be yonder fet:
¢ Now upon yone ilka yett,
¢ His awin lyms to be rycht {za
« Sa may fall the gamyn to ga.”
And fa it hap_gynn'it that deid dene,
As vhe fal here eftyre foon.”

Winton’s Chronicle was: 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 whofe knowledge and veracity have
been held in higher eftimation..

Thus
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Thus it appears that the fame falls, with their moft effentia! circum.-
ftances, have been related by two different aufhors, both of whom were in
effe@ contemporary with the event related ; for Winton’s Chronicle was
compofed about the year ¥418, atlateft, it appears from the work itfelf that
the author compofed it between 1408 and 1418, and that the laft event
noticed by him is 2 tranfattion of the year 1419* : and thé continuation
of the Scoti-Chronicon by Walter Bower, or Bowmaker,, Abbot of
St. Colomb, muft have been at fome period between 1385, when he was
born, and r449, when he died }. . ' |

Both thefe authors, therefore, were well qualified to write an account of
an event fo recent as that of the battle of Homildown, which had happened
in their own time, and they muft have had good information of the fadts
related by them. What adds to the force too of thefe feparate teftimonies
is, that it evidently appears from the difcrepancies in the accounts given by
them, that the one author had by no means copied from the other,—They.
differ confiderably from each other in fomeof the circumftances attending the
capital event ; but they are both agreed; and affirm with certainty, that Sir
William Stewart was taken priloner at the battle of Homildown, and that
he was tried, condemned, and executed, and that Hotfpur Percy was the
principal caufe of his condemnation. It would have been fingular indeed,.
if two authors, unconnelted with each other, had agreed to invent fo
memorable a fad without any foundation in truth; when fuch a faifehood
with regard to a fa& ftated to have happened fo very recently, and in their
own times, muft have ruined their chara&ers for veracity, and deftroyed the
credit of the hiftories they were then giving to. the public.——In fhort,

* He died about the year 1424.

+ The time of the birth and death of the Continuator of Fordun is fixed by the preface to
Goodal’s edition of the Scoti-Chronicon, page 3; by Bithop Nicholfon’s Scottifh Li-
brary, page 345 and by Sir David Dalrymple’s Remarks on the Hiftory of Scotland,
page 131. .

It appears alfo from Sir David Dalrymple, page 132, that Winton’s Chronicle had been
written before Bowerls continuation of the Scoti-Chronicon, therefore muft have been written
very foon indeed after the battle of Homildown ; and there is internal evidence in Winton’s
Chron'ide, that the author of it never had feen the continuation of Fordun by Bowmaker.
there
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there can be no reliance ‘on any hiftorical fa& whatever, if credit is not due
to this which relates” to Sir William Stewart of .Teviotdale, afcer-
tained as it is, by contemporary authors, who could have no inducement
to falfify the falt, and who, if they had, could fo eafily have been deteted ;
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 prifoner at the battle of Homildown, or had
not been tried, condemned, and executed foon thereafter, but on the con-
trary had lived for many years after that period, it would have been a moft
ridiculous attempt for any author, efpecially a contemporary author, to en-
deavour to perfuade the world that Sir William Stewart then alive, had
been tried, condemned, and executed immediately after the battle of
Homildown, in the year 1402.

If an hiftorical fa& fo completely eftablithed ftood in need of any addi-
tional {upport from the probability of the events related, there are circum-
ftances- in this cafe which would afford that- fupport ; for the courfe of Sir
‘William S_tewa’rt’s military atchievements, and the local fituation of his
property, produced events which naturally expofed him much to the enmity
and revenge of the Percy family, whofe property in Northumberland Ilay
contiguous to Sir William Stewart’s property of Jedworth Foreft ; and it
appears from hiftory, that Sir Willlam Stewart, who certainly was
one of the moft diftinguithed ‘a&i-ve champions for Scotland at that time,
had upon many occafions very much annoyed the inhabitants of Northum-
berland, and injured the property of the Percys there, |

The paffage already quoted from Rymer’s Foedera fhews, that at the
time of fettling the difputes between England and Scotland, in O&ober
1398, Sir William Stewarﬁ was particularly obnoxious to the Englith, on
account of ravages committed by him, the particulars of which Sir Philip
of Stanley, Captain of Roxburgh, gave in a complaint to the Commiffi-
oners of England and Scotland then aflembled, in which he ftated, that the
" Earl of Douglas, and fundry men in company with him, and particularly

named Sir William Stewart, had broken the bridge of Roxburgh, burnt
and plundered their town, had broken their walls and burnt their hay and
their fuel, to their damage of two thoufand poundsQfIt 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 commiffion from King Richard the Second, Keeper of the
Caitle of Roxburgh, and Sir Bhilip 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 -
an article thewing that in the 14th of Richard II. (which was the year 1389)
‘Henry de Percy had been appointed keeper of the Caftle of Roxburgh.

‘When Sir Philip Stanley, therefore, inthe jrear 1398 prefented the com-
plaint againft Sir William Stewart, and called upon him, then prefent, to
anfwer it, this muft have been done with the knowledge, and moft probably

by the dire&tion of his principal Henry de Percy. '

~ In the year 1299, new caufe of offence was given by Sir William Stewart
againft the Percy family ; for Sir Willlam was one of thofe who in that year.
" made inroads into Northumberland, where they took the Caftle of Wark,
belonging to the Percy family, totally demolithed that Caftle and made great
ravages in Northumberland ; but while fo employed-they were attacked and
defeated by the Enghfh forces under Sir Robert Umfravﬂle, 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 William Stewart engaged again in an.
enterprife to diftrefs the Englifh, which was direted principally againft Nor-
thumberland, where the property of the Percy family lay. This happened
in the year 140.5., when Sir William 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 Wooller, by the Englith, 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 manner already related ; and
it has been fuppofed, that his behaviour at Roxburgh, and in his ravages upon
the Percy eftate at different times, muft 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 confi-
dered by the Percy familir as one of their moft troublefome and formidable
enemies ; for he appears to have been a very able and diftinguilhed warrior,
was always ready to take the field, and, from his local fituation upon
the borders of the Percy eftate, had it in his power to be more troublefome
to them than almoft any other perfon.

Another circumftance which makes the account in the Scoti-Chronicon,
and in Winton’s Chronicle, the more applicable to Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth, and increafes the probability of the ftory told, is, that cne of the
grounds for his trial was that before Teviotdale had been reftored to Scot-
land (wvenit ad pacem regis) he when a boy had. become a fubje& of the
King of England (Anglicatus erat.)

Teviotdale had been acguired by the King of England and remained
fubject to that crown from the time of the battle of Dutham, in the year
1346, down to the year 1384; to which purpofe there is a paragraph in
the Scoti-Chronicon, page 400, at the date of the year 1384, in thefe
words: “ Quo in tempore Willielmus comes de Douglas potentialiter et
¢« partim tractatu fufcepit, totam Thevidaliam ad fidelitatem et pacem Regis
< Scotorum quae invariabiliter Anglicis adherebat a bello de Durham
< ufque tunc.”

The fame fal&t is ftated in Holinfhed’s Chromcle of Scotland page, 247.

Now, as Sir William 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 fubjelt of the king of England while Teviotdale remained -
with that crown, it makes it more probable that Hotfpur Percy, when
exafperated againft 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.

* On reading over the genealogical and hiftorical dedu@ion of the Stewarts of Dalfwinton
and Garlies, drawnup by George Crawford, hiftorian, it appears that he admits completely the
fact of Sir William Stewart having been tried and executed after the battle of Homildown ;
,and accounts for the enmity Percy bore to him in a manner fimilar to what has here been ftated.

In
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In confirmation of this, there is a paffage in Redpath’s Border Hiftory,
pages 356, and 357, where he mentions a truce concluded in the year
1386, between the wardens of the Englith and Scattifh marches, and fays
that < as Teviotdale had been acquired from'the Englith only two years
¢ before, by the Earl of Douglas, the Englith warden flill confidered the
¢ inhabitants of Teviotdale as a fort of rebels ;> and would only cenfent
in the truce 1386, to give them a proteftion. Rymer, vol. 7. page 526.

‘Proors in fupport of the SECOND PROPOSITION, #o wit, That the Age and
Circumflances which are known to have related to SIR. WILLIAM STEWART
of JepworTH, are tomllj irreconcileable with any idea of  bis being the Son
sf SIR ALEXANDER STEWART 'of DERNELEY, or the Brother of
Sir Joun STewarT of DERNELEY, #he Conflable of the Scoitifh Army in
France.

- Towarps the beginning of thefe obfervations there has been inferted the
Genealogical Table drawn up by Mr. Williams, for illuftrating 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 Derneley.

That the evidence now to be given in refutation of thefe fuppofitions
may be the better underftood, it will therefore be proper here to infert a true
and accurate Genealogical Table of the Stewarts of Derneley, beginning
with Sir John Stewart of Bonkyl, 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 Francein 1429, comprehending at
. the fame time what is believed to be the true account of the anceftors of
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, :

E GENEA.
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From a comparifon of the preceding Genealogical Table with that drawn
up by Mr. Williams, it will eafily be perceived that they differ from each
other in almoft every article of the defcendants from Sir Alan Stewart of .
Dreggairn, the root of the Derneley family ; and that the truth of the faéts

_ftated in the one of thefe Tables muft neceffarily exclude the truth of thofe
ftated in the other. It muft therefore be fubmitted to the judgment of
'xmpamal mquirers, which of thofe 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 conjetures, which, however inge.
nious the reafoning may be, will certainly be found to be void of folid
foundation.

There are a few points’ which when folidly eftablithed, would of them.
felves be fufficient to refute the articles contained in the firft of thefe genea- -
logical Tables, and to overturn the imaginary fyftem, of making Sir Wil-
liam Stewart of Jedworth the fon of Sir Alexander and the brother of
Sir John Stewart of Derneley, and of continuing the exiftence of that
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth down to the year 1429.

In the firft place, if the proofs already given 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 hiftorical fatts 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
Orleans. But it is a certain fad, afcertained beyond a doubt, that Sir
John Stewart of Derneley, 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 neceffarily follows, that Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth could not poffibly be the brother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley,
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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2dly, The fame inference will arife from another circumftance relating to
~-the hiftory 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 defcribed Sir William Stewart as
< mepos fuus;”” by which it is prefumed -he meant his nephew. If
| John Turnbull was uncle to Sir William Stewart, he muft have been’
the brother either of the father or the mother of Sir William Stewart—
of the father it could ot be, as the father’s name was Stewart : then the
mother of Sir Willlam Stewart of Jedworth muft have been-of the
pame of Turnbull, and fifter of John Turnbull of Minto.—But this
is totally inconfiftent with Sir William Stewart of Jedworth being fon
of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley ; for nothing is more certain than
that the wife of_ the fecond Sir Alexander, and the mother of Sir John
Stewart of Derneley, and of his other children, was Dame Janet Keith
of Galftoun.

" To avoid this -difficulty, of which Mr Wzlhams feems to have been
. aware, he fuppofes, that Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, the hufband
of Janet "Keith, muft have been twice married, and that his firft wife may
have been of the Turnbull family, and have produced to him Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth, by which meanc 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 veftige of evidence, neither is it faid or
infinuated by any author whatever.

If it could be fuppofed that Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley had been:
firft 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
{fon muft neceflarily have fucceeded to the Derneley eftate, which by folemn:
-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.; .and unqueftionably the fon of the firft marriage muft have been pre--
ferable to the fons of the fecond marriage. But as Sir John Stewart of
Derneley, fon. of the marriage between Sir Alexander Stewart and Dame Janet.

6 Keith,.
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Keéith, fucceeded to the Derneley eftate immediately on the death of his
father, that neceffarily proves that Sir Alexander had no fon of a prior
marriage. This argument feems to be conclufive, more efpecially as it
cannot be pretended that Sir William Stewart of- Jedworth could have
been the fon of Sir Aiexander- Stewart of  Derneley by a fecornd marriage ;
for it is eftablifhed 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 fubfeqhen_t to his death mentioning that they
were granted in her widowhood ; therefore if Janet Keith was the mother of .
Sir John Stewart of Derneley the eldéft fon, fhe muft alfo have been the -
mother of all his other fons, of whom there were feveral ; and it is well af-
eertained that one of them was William, who was killed at'the fiege of Or-.
leans at the fame time with his brother. "
After two fuch conclufive proofs, it is almoft fuperfluous to take notice
of any other circumftances which operate againft Mr. Willjams’s fuppofition
- of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth being the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart
of Dernelzy ; but there are other circumftances which tend to the fame
- conclufion. :
In point of chronology it would be very difficult to make Sir William:
Stewart of Jedworth the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, who
"married Dame Janet Keith ; for itis to be obferved, that Sir William Stewart
of Jedworth had a2 fon John marriageable, and aétually married in the year
1396, as appears from the contraét of marriage dated 13th Otober 1396,
by which it was agreed between Sir Walter Stewart, Lord of Dalfwinton, on-
the one part, and Sir William Stewart, Sheriff of Teviotdale, on the other,
that John Stewait, the fon and heir of . the aforefaid Sir William,
fiould have to wife Marion the daughter of the aforefaid Sir Walter,
‘and that the matrimony fhould be fulfilled between them before Candlemas
then next to come in the year 1397. Suppofing then that John Stewart the -
fon of Sir William was only of the age of 21 at the date of the marriacre corn--
tract to Marion Stewart in 1396, that would draw back his birth to the
Jyear 1375 ; then fuppofing that his father, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,
_ was of the ageonly of 21 at the birth of his fon John, that would draw
back the birth of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth to the year 1354. And.
pro-
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~ _proceeding upon the fame fcale of moderate calculation, by fuppofing that
‘Sir Alexander Stewart, the fecond of that name, was but 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 13 33. ‘And ftill proceeding upon the fame moderate fcale of calculation,
let it be fuppofed that the firft Sir Alexander Stewart, the father of the fecond
‘Sir Alexander and the fon of Sir Alan was but 21 years old at the-birth of
his fon Alexander, that would draw back the birth of the firft Alexander
to the year 1312 and -as Sir Alan had- two fons, John and Walter, elder
than Alexander, befides a daughter, that would draw back the marriage of Sir
Alan to feveral years before 1312. Now it does not feem at all probable
that Sir Alan Stewart, killed at the battle of Halidonhill in the year 1333, had
been a married man in the beginning of that century, or that he had a
grandfon alive at the time of his death in 1333, efpecially as it is known that
‘his fon, the firt Sir Alexander, did not dietill 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 generas
tions above-mentioned had each of them a fon. In fhort, to make it poffible
that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth could have been the fon of the fecond
‘Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, there muft be many ftrained fuppofitions
of poffibilities, inftead of reforting 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 attually married in the year 1396, even 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 Stewart of Bonkyl are particularly ftated, it will
appear that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, inftead of being the fon of the
fecond Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, was in a generation cotempora- |
ry with him, and that John Stewart, the fon of Sir William of Jedworth,
who married Marion the heirefs of Dalfwinton, as well as Marion herfelf,
were in a generation precifely contemporary with Sir John Stewart of Derne-
ley, the eldeft fon of Sir Alexander. It would be prepofterous, therefore, for

many
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many reafons, to fuppofe that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, the father.
of John, could be the fon of Sir Adexander Stewart of Derneley. .

Upon the other fuppofition, of John Stewart, the hufband of Marion
- Stewart, being a contemporary, and about the fame age with Sir John Stewart-
of Derneley, all thefe abfurdities and ftrained fuppofitions are avoided : ‘then
. it will appear that John, the fon of Sir William Stewart' of’ Jedworth, .
was of the fame age, and married about the fame time with Sir John Stewart.
of Derneley : and the chrenological 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 near to'it,- and was knighted
before the year 1429, as in that year he was défcribed William Stewart of
Dalfwinton, miles. Onthe other hand, Sir John Stewart of Derneley, the-
eldeft fon of Sir Alexander, lived till the year 1429, when he was killed:
in battle’; and therefore inftead of being confidered, as- in Mr. Williams’s -
fuppoﬁtiOn, uncle to Jolin Stewart, who died in the year 1418; leaving a:
fon advanced.in life,, may well be confidered as the conterhporary of that Joha

Stewart.. } _ .
 Another. citcumftance which operates againft’ the fuppofition of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth having been the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart-
of Derneley, 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 Alan, .
or of his brother Sir. Alexander Stewart, or of his {fon the fecond Sir Alexan--
der Stewart, the hufband of Dame Janet Keith, they are always defcribed
as coufins to the Kings of Scotland ; but though there are many charters éx--
tant from King Robert the I and King Robert the III. in favor-of Sir Wil-
Lam Stewart of Jedworth, he is neverin any-one of thefe defcribed ‘as coufin,
but only as diletus et fidelis nofter. This would not have happened if - he had
been the fon-of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, who, as' well . as-his fon
Sir. John Stewart of Derneley, was uniformly defcribed as confanguineus -
regis. And it is the more remarkable, that feveral of the grants from the:
Crown in the beginning of King Robert the third’s reign:in favor of Sir-
William Stewart of Jedworth, wherein he is defcribed only dilectus et fidelis -
nofter, were precifely at the fame period when the king in. other charters :

defcribed Sir. Alexander Stewart of Derneley-as dilectus confanguineus. fuus.
' - Thus
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Thus it was that ina charter dated in’ the year 1391, granted by ng :
Robert the 1L to Thomas de Somerville and to Janet Stewart his wife, of
the lands of uanmethm ; the King, in fpeaking of Sir Alexander Stewart of -
Derneley, - the precedmg proprietor of thefe lands, defcribes him as his
beloved coufin. ‘ :

.About the very fame period there were various charters in favor of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth, viz.

"1ft, A charter from King Robert IL to William Stewart of Jedworth, of
the lands of Synlaw, ddted 2d July 1383.

2d, A charter by King Robert the IIL to Sir William Stewart of ]edworth
of the lands of Minto, dated 4th January 1391. \

3d, A grant by King Robert IIL to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, of
40 merks fterling, dated 27th March 1392.

' 4th, A charter by King Robert III. to Sir William Stewart of ]edworth
of certain lands which had belonged to George Abernethy, dated 8th
November 1392.

Notwithftanding thefe grants from the Crown in favor of Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth were all of them {o very near to the fame penod in 1391,
when Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley was in the royal charters de-
fcribed as coufin to the king, yet there is mnot a fingle inftance of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth being {o defigned. .

This could not have happened, if he, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,
had really béen the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, as fuppofed
by Mr. Williams ; the more efpecially, as Sir William Stewart of Jedworth
was aman of great eminence, diftinguifhed byhis military exploits and abilities,
and in great favor at the courtof King Robert III. where, if he had been the
fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, 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 obfervations, which fthew 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

1403; and the proof, that he could not be the fon of Sir Alexander
' Stewart,



¢ 33 )

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 eircumitances relating to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,
and to hisfon John, 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 coutfe, when taken jointly, the force of them
muft be irrefiftible for proving that propofition.”

{End of the firft Paper communicated to Mr. Williams in November 1794.]

In the fame month of November 1794, the following Paper was alfo
communicated to Mr. Williams,- for the behoof of the Earl of Galloway.

MEMORIAL concerning the Pedigree of Sir William Stewart of
Sedworth, the Paternal dnceftor of the Earl of Galloway.

In a feparate Paper, intitled ¢ Obfervations upon the Papers drawn up by
Mr. Williams on behalf of the Farl of Galloway,” it has been fhewn, that
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, the anceftor of Lord Galloway,-could
not poflibly have been the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley who
died about the year 1400, nor the brother of Sir John Stewart of Perneley
who was killed in France in the year 1429. But it now remains to fhew,
who Sir William Stewart of Jedworth really was, that is to fay, to trace his
pedigree from the moft authentic documents that can be difcovered.

Towards the end of the fecond volume of Nefbit’s Heraldry, there are
hiftorical and critical remarks on Prynne’s Hiftory, fo far as concerns the
fubmiffion and fealty fworn by the generality of the Scottith nation to King
Edward I. of England, in 1296, 1297, &c. commonly called the Ragman
Roll; and in page 2d of thele remarks there is the following article

<« Yohn Senefeall de Jedwith : 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 germanus jacobi Semefealli Scotie, grandfather to King
- % Robert II. and was the root of the Stewarts of Buncle, and the fame
© ¢ brave gallant man that was {lain in the fervice of his country at the battle
¢ of Falkirk, anno 1298. He had many fons, of whom {prung a great
¢ many illuftrious branches of the ferene race of the $tewarts. Sir Alex-
< ander Stewart, his eldeft fon, defigned of Buncle, was, upon the for-
« feiture of the Englith family of the Umphraville’s, created Earl of Angus,
¢ in the 1327. Sir Alan, another fon, was the ftem 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 houfe of Garlies, the Earls of Galloway, by an heir
¢ of line and at law. Sir James Stewart of Pierftoun in Cunninghame, of
< which Innermeath, Lorn, both Lords of Parliament, Rofyth-and Cragie-.
¢ hall, Gairntully and féveral of the illuftrious families of the Stewarts, are
 branched. fobn Stewart of Fedwith was the youngeft fon that I have
“ feen any autbentic wvoucher for : he is defigned, Fobannes Senefcallus de
“ Yedwith, and is baillie to the Abbot of Kello, in the 132 3.—Willianm
“« Stewart of Fedwith, and fheriff of Teviotdale, bhis fon or fucceflor, .
" ¢ in the reign of King Robert IIE. married his eldeft fon and 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 Galtoway, as he is alfo of an heir female of another brother, as we

<« have oblerved in this criticifm,”

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

“ Yohn le Sencfeall de Fedwith; if this be not Sir John Stewart of
¢ Buncle, as is generally agreed by our antiquaries, it muft be a very
“¢ ancient branch of the Stewarts : but, I conje&ure, ’tis Sir John of Buncle,
¢ the fame called frater germanus Facobi Sencfealli Scotie, fwearing fubmiffion
« to the Englith, for different lands he held in different counties. There is in
« the 1323, a [fobn Senefcall de Fedwith, baillie to the Abbot of Kelfo,
“ whom, we reckon, was Sir Fohn's youngeft fon, and one of the Earl of
“ Galloway's pregenitors.”

There
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- There is 2 Manufcript Hiftory of Lord Galloway’s family, which was
drawn upvby 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 - -
«¢ and other authentic vouchers, from the reign of Alexander IIL till the
< prefent time—for near 3co 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 then
“ married to john Stewart, fon and heir of Sir William Stewart of Jed-
s with, theriff of Teviotdale. His father was Yohn Stewars of Yedwith,
' ¢ youngeft fon of Sir Fobn Stewart of Buncle, and got off in patrimony
¢ the lands of Jedwith from his father. In the Chartulary of Kelfo I find
< this gentleman, Fobn Sencfealli de Fedwith, fitting as judge, and bailiff
s¢ to the Abbot of Kelfo, in the year 1323. Mr. Symfon, that accurate
¢ antiquary on the Royal Family, efpecially with - refpett to the Stewarts
«¢ of Dalfwinton and Garlies, exprefsly mentions a John Stewart, as one
-« of the fons of Sir John Stewart of Buncle, and that he was brother to
¢ Sir Alexander Stewart, the firft Earl of Angus ; Sir Alan Stewars, 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, the lands of Jedwith being in the perfon of Sir John Stewart of
Buncle himfelf, and fo foon thereafter in the hands of another Fohn
Senefcalli de Fedwith, who is not a knight, its fomewhat more than a
preflumption, efpecially in re tam antiqua, that he was no other than Sir
John Stewart of Buncle’s fon, and fo a branch of the family of Lennox,
who came to reprefent Sir John Stewart of Buncle as his heir male;
«¢ and this the Sovereign himfelf acknowledges, that the houfe of Garlies
¢ was branched from the Duke of Lennox family, in the patent 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

* {on who was his fucceffor in the lands of Jedwith, to wit,
F 2 “ Sir
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< Sir William Stewart Q’?edwitb, who made a very confiderable figure
in moft of the great tranfactions between the two kingdoms of Scotland
and England during the reign of King Robert the 5d. The firft time

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

Y
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€

ter granted to him by Joannes -de Turnbull, miles, &c. whereby he gives
and difpones dile€to nepoti fuo Willielmo Senefcalli terras de Minto et
Morbelle ; which is conﬁrmed by King Robert the 3d, by acharter under
the great feal, anno 13g0.”

Then Crawfurd’s Manufcript Hiftory, after relating that both the Farl of

Douglas and Sir William Stewart of Jedwith were made prifoners at the
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. battle of Homildown, proceeds thus : L
¢ Some of the prifoners were ranfomed, but upon Sir William Stewart

the- Englifh were very fevere ; for though in equity and juftice he ought
not to have been confidered otherways than as a prifoner of war, as the
reft of his countrymen ; yet, as I conjefture, and not without juft groupds,
Sir .Henry Percy, -the Englifh general, calling to mind Sir Willlam
Stewart’s behaviour in the breaking down of the bridge of Roxburgh as an
invafion, or rather an open breach of the truce, which was then in being
betwixt the two nations, and for that reafon appointed him to be tried cri-
minally by law. The jury, though Englifhmen, at firft affoilzied [[acquitted]
him of the crimes laid to his charge; but the Lord Percy, who had a parti-
cular refentment againft him, becaufe he was a good Scotfman and hearty
enemy to the Englith, threatened the jury a fecond time to enclofe and to
find and declare him a traitor ; and 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 {o unworthy and inhumane a manner.”

Douglas, in his Péerage of Scolland, under the title of < Galloway,” page

278, concurs in the fame account of the defcent of Sir William Stewart of
Jedwith. The words in Douglas are, * Dame Marion Stewart, daughter

[

19

[14

¢

-and fole” heirefs of Sir Walter Stewart of Dalfwinton and 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 fon of -

Sir John Stewart of Jedburgh, fourth fon of Sir Fobn Stewart of Boukill,
¢ younger
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¢ younger brother of Sir Walter -of Dalfwinton, great-grandfather of this
. ¢ Marion.”

¢ He, in right of his wife, became poflefled of the lands-and baronies of
¢« Dalfwinton, Garlies, &c. which appears by their contra& dated anno
¢ 1396 ; and of this marriage the prefent Earl of Galloway 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 dqubtfﬁl point i
amongft them is, that fome of them have fuppofed James Stewart of -
Pierftoun to have been the fourth, and John Stewart of Jedworth to have
been the fifth fon of Sir John Stewart of Bonkill; whillt there are others
who have aflerted that John Stewart was the fourth and James Stewdkt the
~ youngeft fon of Sir John. This laft opinion feems to be the moft accurate,

which gives the feniority to John the anceftor 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
Farl of Galloway, was the fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley. On
the contrary, it appears they were uniform in their opinions that he was
- defcended from John Stewart of Jedworth, one of the younger fons of Sir.
John Stewart of Bonkill, the brother of James the High Stewart of Scotland.
In one particular they feem to have been miftaken, in fuppofing him to have
been the immediate fon of that John Stewart of Jedworth, and the grandfon
of Sir ]ohn.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 1298 to 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.. Andasitis
fuppoled that John Stewart of Jedworth, who was bailiff to the Abbot of
&Kelfo in 1323, was the fame perfon who was killed at the battle of Halidon-
hill in 1333, it is not very probable that the fon of that perfon, even fup-
pofing Him to have been young in the year 1333, could have been fighting
battles at the diftance of feventy years after the death of his father. But in,
the point now under difcuffion, it'is of no confequence whether John
Stewart, killed at the battle of Halidonhill in 1333, was the fame perfon

14 with



(¢ 38 )

with John Stewart mentioned as bailiff to the Abbot of Kelfoin 1323, for
his father Sir John Stewart of Bonkill and Jedworth having died in the year
1298, John the bailiff of the Abbot of Kello muft have been fo far idvanced
inlife in 1323 as to make it improbable that he thould have had 2 fon fight-
ing battlesin 1402. Therefore, there feems to be a neceflity 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
Foreft, killed at Homildown in 1402. But for fupplying that intermediate
generation, there isan article in Rymer’s Fcedera, vol. vi. page 584, fhewing
that upon the 26th of January 1368, a fafe-condu&t was granted by the
King of England to John of zbe Fore/? to come from Scotland to England.—
The delcription is ¢ fobanni de Forefd, armigero de Scotie, cum uno
¢ equite.”” There is great reafon to prefume that this article related pre-
cifely to John Stewart of fedworth Fore#, 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, fhould have 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
" 1402. But the additional generation difcovered by means of the article in
Rymer in the year 1368 removes the difficulty ; for there is nothing im-
probable in Sir John Stewart of Bonkill having a great-grandfon who lived
till the year 1402*. ] _

The faéls concerning Sir William Stewart of Jedworth—his being taken -
prifoner at the battle of Homildown in September 1402—and his being
foon thereafter tried, condemned, and executed, have been fully eftablithed
* in the feparate paper intitled ¢ Obfervations upon the Papers drawn up by
« Mr. Williams.” Referring to the proofs therein ftated, it is unneceffary

* It is to be remarked, that Nefbit 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 fon of Sir john Stewart of Bonkyl; for he exprefles him-

{elf more cautioufly, by faying, that William Stewart of Jedwith, fheriff of Teviotdale, was
the for or fucceffor of John Stewart of Jedworth, the bailiff of the Abbot of Kelo, in 1323,

here
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hereto repeat them ; and it may be affumed as a certain fa&, that Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth died either in the year 1402, or, at the lateft, in the
- beginning of the year 1403 ; for he 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 140 3, about fix months afigr the battle of Homildown, Henry
IV. of England made a grant to the Earl of Northumberland of all the
Lordihips and Eftates in Scotland which had been poffefled by the three laft
Farls 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 iy

related in Redpath’s Border Hiftory, where he refers to Rymer s Foedera,
vol. viii, pages 289.and 290«

Hence it appears, that the King of England. had confifcated or feized the.
~ eftates of the Earl of Douglas, and that he. had likewife feized the.
comitatus and lordthip of TFeviotdale, which comprehended the lands and.
" eftate of Sir William Stewart of Teviotdale ; for the Earl of Douglas and.
Sir William Stewart had rendered themfelves 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- eftates of "tlie Earl of Douglas remained-thus.

‘confifcated for~feveral years, for the Earl remained prifoner 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 ; whereof.

feven hundred merks were paid in the year 1413, as appears by a dif-

charge for that fum granted in the firft year of Henry. V. of England,

in thefe words :—% Acquietantia pro feptingentis marcis in partem folutionis i‘; Jofeph - -

«. mille marcarum "pro- liberatione Archibaldi comitis Douglas prifonarii Calendar of

« Regis.””
With regard to Sit William Stewart of Jedworth, as he had been.
tried, condemned, and executed in England foon after.the battle of Homil..

Ancient Char-.

ters, page 269...

down, upon the pretence of his having been guilty of high treafon, ‘

there.
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there can be little doubt that the King of England, who feems at that time
to have acted as Sovereign Lord of the cémitatus 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,
the fon of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, did not for many vyears reap
much benefit from his fucceffion to his father ; but his marriage to Marion
Stewart the heirefs of Dalfwinton, had, before the death of his father, put
- him in poffeflion of: a very confiderable fortune in Dumfriesthire, which
devolved upon him on the death of Sir Walter Stewart of Dalfwinton, his
father-in-law, about the year 1399 or 1400. o

This, John Stewart, the fon of Sir William of Jedworth, never took
the t1t1e either of ]edworth -or the Foreft, or of Teviotdale, or of Minto,
but was defigned Lord of Dalfwinton.

Accordingly, there is ftill extant, and in the poﬂ'eﬁion of Mr. Murray
of Broughton, an ongmal deed of renunciation by John Stewart and
Marion his wife, dated at Gyrton the 3ift of O&ober 1418, in which
he is thus defigned :—* Be it known by thefe prefent 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 manner 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

* This renunciation, dated at Gyrton the laft of O&ober 1418, was fighed before
thefe witnefles ; ¢ A hie and mightie Lord Archibald, Erle of Douglas, Lord of Galloway,
* and of Annandyrdale, Schir Villiam of Douglas of Drumlangryg, Schir Alexander of
¢ Gordoyn, John Durard knyt, vyt oyers mony.”

There is allo in the poffeffion of Mr. Murray of Broughton, an original charter by the
faid Archibald LEarl of pouglas, dated at Edinburgh the 6th of February 1418, which in
modern ftyle is 14195 by which the Earl gave and ‘confirmed to his beloved coufin Eliza-
beth Stewart, daughter of Sir John Stewart of - Gyrton, all thofe lands of Killick, with
the pertinents, ‘which belonged to the deeafed Sir John Stewart, father of the faid Elizabeth,
lying 1 the conﬁabulary of Kircudbright, and fhire of Dumfries.

Hence
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There is certain proof that John Stewart, Lord of Dalfwmton, the
hufband 6f Marion Stewart, who. granted the faid reliunciation in O&ober
1418 "had died either in the courfe of that or of the next year, or at lateft
in the beginning of the year 1420; for it appears from 'the Records in
Scotland, that upon the 28th of O&ober 1420 there was a charter granted\
by Murdoch Duke of Albany, as Governor of the kingdom, in favor-of
Harbart Maxwell of Carlaveroch, of the lands of Garnfalloch, &c. lying
within the barony of Dalfwinton and fhire of- Dumfries, which lands were
thereini ftated to havé pertained heretably to Marion Stewart of Dalf
wiriton, and to have been reﬁgned by her in ber widowhood, * fua pura
viduitate,” in favors of the &id Harbart de Maxwell

Here it may be obferved by the ‘bye, that' Mr. Williams has fuppofed
that John Stewart of Dalfwintori had gone to France in the year 1419,
along with the forces from Scotland, and that he had fallen in
battle in the courfe of the firft campalgn ; and further has fuppofed, that
becaufe the faid renunciation of his right to the lands of Callie contained
a claufe flipulating . that thefe lands fhould be redeemable on
depoﬁiing twelve hundred marks, that therefore the fale of the lands of
Callie was intended to defray a' part”of Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton’s
expences in the expedition to France, and the charges incurred by raifing
his contingent of troops. The anfwer to all:which fuppbﬁti?ns 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 marksé
which Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton and his- heirs were to pay Sir
John Stewart of Gyrton and his heirs, in cafe they fhould ever aét contrary
to the renunciation then made.

Hence it appears that Sir John Stewart of Gyrton, in whole favour John Stewart, Lord
of Dalfwinton, had granted the beforementioned renunciation, upon the 31& of O&ober
1418, had died before the 6th of February 1419.

MzemoranpuM.—One of the witnefles to this charter of the Earl of Douglfza, upon the 6th
of February 1419, is John Stewart, Earl of Buchan; the very.perfon vsl.lo commanded the
Scots forces in the firt expedition to France. It was fubfequent to this date therefore ag
leaft that the firRt expedition to France took place:

) G With
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. With. regard to Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton being engaged in the
expedition to France, no author has ever faid or infinuated any ’fuch thing,
neither is there'any manner of evidence for it. Mr. Williams has fuppofed
it probable, that both Sir William of Jedworth and his fon Sir
John of Dalfwinton were upon the TFrench expedition, becaufe
Archibald Earl of Douglas, their fuperior and patron, was the Commander
ofit. But the falt is, that Archibald Earl of Douglas  was not of the firft
expedition to France in the year 1419; he never was in France till the
year 14233 therefore it was impoffible that John Stewart, who, it has been
thewn, died before the year 1420, could have attended the Earl of Douglas
there. Nor could Sir William Stewart the father of John, have attended
the Earl of Douglas, as it has ‘been thewn that the life of Sir William
Stewart ended in the year 1102. “

Even the very firft expedition to-France, to which the Earl of Douglas .
did not belong, and which was commanded by Jehn Stewart, Earl of
Buchan, the fon of the Duke of Albany, did not take place till the end
of the year 1419, or the begmmng of the year 1420; and there was no
aﬁxonm France, in which the Scots troops were engaged, till the year
1421, at the battle of Beauge, which was on the 22d of March [421,
Therefore, the whole of the ftory of Sir John Stewart of Dalfwmton s -
expedition to France, and of his having been killed in the firft campaign
there, falls to the ground; and there is no reafon to believe that he died.
) any where elfe than in Scotland ; and, moft probably, in the courfe of the
year 1419—moft certainly, before the date of the faid charter of confirm-
atiori, in O&ober 1420. :

- Marion Stewart, the wife of Sir John of Dalfwinton, furvived
her hufband many years, and took for her fecond hufband Sir Johin Forrefter.
of Corftorphin. '

To Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton fucceeded his fon William, who lived
till the year 1477. There are not, either in the Records of Scotland or
in Lord Galloway’s charter cheft, any papers which fhew 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 or

in Galloway ; nor any which fhew whether he ever attained poflefion of
any
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any. lastls which. ha& belonged - to..his - grandfather, - Sir- Wllham Stewart of
Jedworth, in:the foreft of Jedworth. Therefore Mr. lehams s atgument
in favor of the continuation of the life of Sir Wllham Stewart of Jedworth,
the grandfather, from the circumftance of it not appearing that ‘Wiiliam
Stewart, the _grandion ~had taken infeftment of the lands of Minto till
about. the . ¥ear 1429, -falls to' the ground; for the plain anfwer to fuch
arguments is, that the old papers kept in private families, and the Records
in Scetland at {o diftant per’iods, are fo incomplete, that no argument can be
drawn from what' does not “now appear ;. fince, upon the fame ground, it
might be prefumed, that William Stewart had never made up his titles to
the lands of Dalfwinton and Garlies, -which weére free from any dlfpute or
difficulty. .

It does appear, however, from fome papers lately dlfcovered in the
chiarter cheft of Sir Gilbert. Elliot of ‘Minto, that William Stewart the
grandfon .of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, had either been in poflef~
fion: of the: lands -of Minto in Teviotdale in the year 1425, which was
but five or fix years after the death of his father John, or was at that time
taking fome fleps for attaining that poﬁ'eﬂion for in Sn' Gilbert Elhot s
cuftody the following paper has been difcovered. - S :

An’ Original Notarial “Inftrument, dated sth March 1425, atte{tmg
that upon that date there had been convened by Walter Turnbull of Minto,-
fon of the deceafed John Turnbull of Minto, nobilis et confpecti viri, 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 Stewart of Jedworth,
(to ‘wit, in the year 1390,) been afflicted with a leprofy, as ‘was pubhcly
known in thofe parts, and that he had -contrafted this difeafe for'the fpace
of feven years before. , , e :

In that notarial inftrument there is one thing material to be
attended to, which is this: — that both John Turnbull of Minto, who
had made the grant in favor of Sir William Stewart “4nd Sir ‘William
Stewart in whofe favor the grant of the lands of Minto was “made, are
defcribed as then deceafed ; -for the word quondam is prefixed both to -
the name of John Turnbull of Minto and to that of Sir William Stewart ;

and there cannot be a doubt that in both cafes it had the fame fignification,
8 2 : to



(44)

to' wit, that Sir John: Tuarnbull of Mmto -and Sir William Stewatt were
both of them deceafed before the date of that mﬁrument in the month of
March 1425. .

. This deed itfelf would be fuﬁclent to knock up all the hypothefes made by
Mr. Williams, where he fuppofes that Sir William Stewart had lived down
to the year 1429; and that he had been killed during the fiege of Orleans
- in the fame battle with Sir John Stewart of Derneley.

Aware of thi§, Mr. Williams has been'at infinite pains to give to the
word quondam a different interpretation from that which is univerfally
eftablithed. He firft affumes it as a fa&, without any proof, that Sir
William Stewart had gone to France about the year 1419, and had lived
there till the year 1429 ; and then upon this affumed fa&t he builds a fup-
* pofition, that ‘on account of his abfence from Scotland the notary in the
year 1425 may have defcribed him as gquondam 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 feven years palt. Itis fuﬁicxem to ftate
an argument of this fort without refuting i 1t ~ e ,

‘There z;re a few more pages of the preceding memorial, but it is unnecef-
fary to add them here, as they relate to the latter part of the Pedigree of Lord
Galloway’s farmly, which is well k.nown and not dlfputed. _

ANSWERS to the Statementé m the‘ Anonymouis"
- Publication, and in the Papers made out by Mr.
WiLLiams, on the partof the EarL of GaLroway.

THI‘! two preceding Papers afford fuch a colledtion of fadts as will enable

any intelligent perfon to place in a clear point of view the merits or
dgfe&s of Lord Galloway’s cafe. This could not-eafily be accomplithed .
without the aid of thefe papers, now for the firft time printed ; for moft of

.the fafts and arguments contained in them were not to be found in the
Genealogxcal
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Genalog:cal Hiftory ; where it was met the intention to enter into any
minute difcuffion of the merits of Lord Galioway’s pretenﬁons,. nor to pomt

. out what might be ob]e&ed agamit them.

The obje@ of the Genealogacal Hx{’cory was to trace, from the moﬁ: The objett of
remote periods, the principal branches of the Stewart family, (omitting the gical Hlﬁory I
Royal Line, which had been frequently difcufled); to bring under view explained.
various fucceffive generations of the Stewarts of Scotland, and of the Stew-
arts of Derneley, Lennox, and Aubigny, concerning whom there did not.
exift any_ hiftorical or genealogical accounty excepting fuch as were full of
errors; it was, therefore, a particular point in view to correét thefe errors,
and to do juftice, though in an imperfe& degree, to the merits and celebrity
of fome very diftinguithed charalers in thefe familles, whofe names and.
altions, according to my e{hmanon of them, ought not to fink mto
oblivion. ‘

* In thus tracing the G'enealogical-" Hiﬁ'c')"ry: of the Stewarts down to the pre-
fent time, it was unavoidably requifite’ to point out the line of anceftors from
whom Cardinal York was defcended ; and, at the fame time, to fhew what
branch of the family of the Stewarts wouT‘d after his death, be the repre-

fentatlve of the Derneley branch.

The ftatement of. thefe falts naturaliy led my attention to this point 3;
‘What families. or perfons were likely to enter into. the competition for that
reprefentation ? and as I could find none whofe pretenfions could be brought
forward with any chance of fuccefs, excepting thofe of Lord Galloway’s.
family, and of the family of the Stewarts of Caftelmilk in the county of |
Lanark, it became neceffary for me to give fome general account of the
foundations of the claims competent to either of thefe parties ; but it was:
not my intention to exhauft that fubje&, or to enter into fuch minute dif-
cuflions as might be requifite in alegal proceeding. It was forefeen that i
any thing of that fort thould ever arile, Lord Galloway’s pretenfions would:
be more fully and more ably fet forth and elucidated than could be attempted.
by me, upon whom there was no call for entering into fuch details ; at the
fame time I had ne hefitation to afford to Lord Galloway, orto aﬁy other
claimant, an advantage which is generally reckoned to be confiderable,. -

- that
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that of Taying open to them in detail the grounds on wbrch tHe. pretcnﬁons
of the family of Caftelmilk refted’; which: pretenfions were  ftated meres:

- ly as hiftorical faéts arifing out of the . Genealogical “Hiftory, and certamly

were not brought forward with any arrogance or oftentation, or any

fymptoms of contemptible vanity,” though. the .unknown author of the

< ‘Genealogical Hiftory  of the Stewarts refuted” has affeted ‘to afcribe
thefe qualities to that hiftory, and bas chofen to confider it only under thefe

points of view, as beft fuited to-his purpofe. Nay, he has in different places

The neceflity
of printing the
papers form-
erly commu-

nicated to Mr,

~ himfelf ; and which I thought would have been felt by them as much. more

Williams.

been pleaféd to impute to me aninteution of ftudioufly concealing; or avoid-
ing to difclofe the whole merits of Lord Galloway’s cafe. Such infinvations
fufficiently juftify the more full account which is now given to the public;

and pamcularly evince the neceflity of printing the papers formerly com-
manicated to Mr. Williams. Thefe papers were commumcated in 2 manner
which deferved to be confidered as friendly both to Lord Galldway and:to.

liberal and attentive than if 1 had inferted in the- Genealogical Hiftory Mr.

_ Wﬂhamas erroneous ftatements and con)c&ures, and the refutauon of

them. -

The Earl of Galloway, I am fure, will not complam of me, as I hawe

.been compelled, by his over-zea]om advocate, to enter more fu.ly than I

had intended into the merits of his Lordfh‘p s cafe. It is an illuftration of
the old faying, thatan m]udlmous friend is more to be dreaded and often
does more mifchief than a declared adverfary.

- Thofe who attentively perufle the two preceding papers, mult perceive
that it was effential for the Earl of Galloway.to maintain, that his anceftor

Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was the fon of Sir Alexaﬁder;' arid the

brother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley ; and that he engaged in the French
expedition with his brother Sir John, and remained in France tll 1429,
when both brothers were killed in the fame battle during the fiege of
Orleans. Without eftablithing thefe fadts, it was impoffible to’ maintain that
Lord Galloway could be the next in fucceflign to the Derneley famxly, after
the death of Cardinal York But the perufal of the preceding papers muft’

~ have fuggefted to every attentive reader, that, in oppofition ‘to thefe falts

neceflary to be eftablithed on the part of Lord Galloway, there are various

objeftions which, at firft fight at leaft, appear to be infurmountable.

Four
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FEur mafenal Objeﬂmm to the EARL of GALLOWAY.!' Claim . necﬂ&ry
- to be ﬁzrmamzted

- The firft Objeftion is : That Sir William Stewart of Jedworth could not Objegtion 1.
poflibly be the Sir William Stewart who went to. the wars in France with
his brother Sir Jobn Stewart of Derneley, in the year 1420 Or 1421, and
who was killed during the fiege of Orleansin the year 1429; becaufe it is
afcertained by the concurring teftimony of contemporary hiftorians of the:
greateft credit, that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was taken prifoner
at the battle of Homildon in the. year 1402, and was tried, condemned,,
and executed, at the mﬁance of Hotfpur Percy, meedxately thereafter.

-

The id~ Obje&tion is+ That Sir Wﬂham Stewart of ]edworth could not Objeftion zd:.
poffibly have been the fon of Sir Alexander, or the brother. of Sir John -
~Stewart of Derneley ; becaufe it is alcertained, in the moft unqueftionable
manner, that Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley married Dame Janet Keith
of Galfton, who was the mother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley, and the
mother of Sir William Stewart, and all the other children of Sir Alexander
Stewart. ~ But it is proved, with equal certainty, that the mother of Sir
William Stewart of Jedworth was a perfon of the name of Turnb‘ull
fifter of Sir Jobn Furnbull of Minto.—Thele faéts make it, at leaft, difficult
to evince the identity of the two Sir William, Stewarts..

The- 2d Objeftion is:: That, in point of chronology, Sir William Objefion sd..
Stewart of Jedworth, who had a fon Jolin marriageable, and atually mar-
ried in the year 1566 to Marion Stewart, daughter of Sir Walter Stewart
of Dalfwinten, ceuld not have been Sir William Stewart the brother of
Sir John Stewart of Derneley; becaufe, even if Sir William Stewart of -
Jedworth had not been prematurely cut off, in the manner before -mentione.d,_
in the year 1402, his age muft bave been inconfiftent with the a&ions
aferibed to Si'r:WiHiérn; the brother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley. For
it appears that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, inftead of being the fon:
of the fecond Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, was ina generation con--
temporary with him ;. and that Jolm " Stewart, the fon of that Sir William:

' ‘ Stewart,,
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Stewart, who married Marion, the heirefs of Dalfwinton, was in a genera-
tion precifely contemporary with Sir John. Stewart, the eldeft fon of Sir
Alexander. It would require a ftretch of faith, therefore, to fuppofe that
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth could have been thar Sir William Stewart

“who went to the wars in France in the year 1420, and, after having been

engaged for feveral years in active fervice, was at laft killed in battle in the
year 1429. ' .

The 4th Objeftion, which is alfo rather material, is: That there have
been difcovered among the title-deeds of Lord Minto’s eftate, m his charter-
room at Minto, various original papers relating to a difpute between Sir
William Stewart of Dalfwinton, the grandfon of Sir William Stewart of

- Jedworth, on the one part, and the fon and grandfon of John Turnbull of

Minto on the 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 his nephew Sir William Stewart of

Jedworth.  Amongft thefe papers there is the. original inftrument

before-mentioned, dated s5th March 1425; the matérial 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 whofe favor the grant of the lands of Minto had-
been made, are defcribed as then deceafed; for the word quondam
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 in both cafes that word gusndam had the fame fignification, to wit, that
John Turnbull of Minto and Sir William Stewart of Jedworth were both

. of them deceafed before the date of the Notarial Inftrument in March.

1425 ; therefore Sir William Stewart of Jedworth could not well be

“prefent at the fiege of Orleans in 1429.

The obje@tions which have now been ftated will probably not be
confidered as trifling or immaterial, and it is particularly “unlucky

“too, for Lord Galloway’s pretenfions, that it will not be

fufficient” to overturn any one, o two, or three of thefe four ob.
- 5 je&tions,
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je&tions ; but he will be under the difagreeable necéfﬁty of -6vefmrning all

- _ the four.

Of this Mr. Williams feehs to have been aware, 'and therefore has ex-
erted all his ingenuity to anfwer, or rather to elude and evade thele four
objections. ' ' '

With regardto the firft Objeftion, refpetting the trial and execution of Mr. Wil._

Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, in the year 1402, Mr. Williams, at firft, lt?:;xse.iiralfrwer
endeavoured to-elude it, by attacking the credit of the Scoti-Chronicon ; Objedtion,
and by averring, that there was no other book befides the Scoti-Chronicon
which had mentioned the circumftance of Sir William Stewart’s having been
taken priloner at Homildown, and put to death by the fentence of a jury
* inftigated by Hotfpur Percy. He further maintained, that the title of < Je
Foreftd,” given to-Sir William Stewart in the Scoti-Chronicon, could not
be appliéabie to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth. But both thele affertions
of Mr. Williams were refuted, by pointing out to him the additional evi.
‘dence of Winton’s Chronicle, where the fame circumftances of Sir Wilﬁam
‘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 Furetdy” 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 that he could no longer maintain his original ground, by objedling to
the Scoti-Chronicon, as the only work which had mentioned the fa& in quel-
tion. He therefore betook himfelf to the expedient of refufing the tei’tiniony
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 themin
any material particulars. The infufficiency of this mode of reafoning, or
rather of cavilling, muft be obvious.

" - ’ After
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After attempting in this manner to get nid of the evidence of the Scoti-
Chronicon and of Winton’s Chronicle, there fill remained another diffi-

culty for Mr. Williams to ercounter: it was, the account given in the
manufcript hiftory of Lord Galloway’s fam?ly, which ‘'was drawn up by

George Crawford the antiquary ; wherein the fas relative to the battle of
Homildown, and its confequences, ate ftatedin 2 manner which gives addi-

- tional fupport to the matqrial faéts ftated in the Scoti-Chronicon and in

Winton’s Chronicle, and gccounts for the feverity fhewn by Hotfpur Percy.
Vide p. 36. where that paffage from Crawford is inferted.
The eafy method ufed by Mr. Williams for getting rid of the opinion and

the ftate of fa&ts given by Crawford, is, by alleging that Crawford was

_miftaken, or mifled by others : at the fame time it muft be remarked, that
“both Mr. Williams and the anonymous author frequently appeal to that very

hiftory of Lord Galloeway’s family by George Cra.wford, upon other occa-.

. fions, when it happens to ferve their purpofe.

- Mr. Wil-

liams’s anfwer.

to the fecond
Objeétion.

* With regard to the 2d Obje&ion, founded on the fa& that Sir William

Stewart’s mother was a perfon of the name of Turnbull, in palpable con-
tradi®tion 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 curious expedient, by fuppofing
‘that Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley was twice married, and that one of

his wives was a perfon of the name of Turnball, of the family of the Turn-

‘bulls of Minto. . Thus, in the view of the evidence for Lord Galloway,

made out by Mr. Williams in 1794, there is, in page 18, the following
paragraph : < Sir Alexander Stewart mu# have been previoufly married,

. ¢ -probably to a daughter of Sir John Turnbull of Minto, a very opulent

¢ family on the borders of Scotland at that period.”

To this ingenious mixture of argument and probability, it might be fuffi-
cient to anfwer, that thére is not a veftige of evidence to prove, or even
to make it probable, that Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley was twice
married, or that he ever had any other wife than Dame Janet Keith. = Mr.

~ Williams has been called upon repeatedly to give proofs in fupport of his .

conje@ure, or to point out any author who had ever faid or infinuated that
Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley had been married to a perfon of the
’ name



name of Turnbull, or even that he had been twice married: but it has
never been in his power to produce any proof or. authonty in fupport of
_ either of thefe conjetures.

On the part of the Caftelmifk family it had been afferted, that Dame
Janet Keith was the mother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley, and of the
other children of Sir Alexander Stewart; and it was mentioned, that there
is a charter granted by her, wherein fhe exprefsly defcribes and acknowledges
Sir John Stewart of Derneley as her fon; this was confidered as affording
fome degree of proofat 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, that Janet Keith called Sir John Stewart of Derneley her fon
merely becaufe he was her hufband’s fon; and for fupporting this con-
jeCture, he fays that feveral inftances can be produced of fimilar applications
of the word /fon to a perfon who was not the fon of the wife but the fon only
of the hutband. — To this fhift Mr. Williams was reduced in order to evade
the force of the fecond Objettion.

As to the third Obje&ion, founded on the chronological difficulties and
inconfiftencies, Mr. Williams has been at much pains to remove or to recon-
cile thefe: but it will be found ihat in the execution of his plan for that
purpofe, he reforts to his ufual method of fubftituting COHJC&UI‘éS and fup-
pofitions inftead of any folid proof. The repetition of thefe conjettures here
is avoided as being too tedious, and not of fufficient importance.

‘With regard to the fourth Objetion, Mr. Williams’s method of eluding
it deferves particular attention. He could not deny that, if the ordinary and
eftablifhed meaning of the word guondam be admitted, the authentic original
deed difcovered in Lord Minto’s archives, does afcertain the fa& that both
Sir William Stewart of Jedworth and John Turnbull of Minto were
decealed before March 1425. Neither could he deny, that if Sir William
Stewart was dead before the month of March 1425, he could not poffibly
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 ingenious device reforted
to by Mr. Williams for getting rid of thefe unfortunate objedtions is, by
firft affuming it as a fa&t, without any manner of proof, that Sir-William

: H2 Stewart

Mr., Wil-
liams’s anfwer
to the third
Objeétion.

Anfwer to the
fourth Ob.
je&tion.



( 52 )

Stewart of Jedworth had gone to Franee about the year 1419, and had
not returned to Scotland for feveral years. Then, after affuming this fac
without -any proof, he builds upon it another conjefture or fuppofition,
that on account of Sir William Stewart’s fuppofed abfence from Scotland
from 1419 to 1425, the notary in drawing up his inftrument in the year
1423, may have deferibed him as 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 feven-years patt.

-On reading anfwers of this fort, there is fome difficulty in being per-
fuaded that the author of them could bein earneft ; or if he thought that fuch
anfwers could be fatisfaltory in any quarter, he muft have entertained a
very mean opinion of the underftandings of thofe to whom they were
addreffed. -

Refult of the It 'majr now therefore be taken for grahied, that all the four objeétions
X‘Z,’Fﬁ;’“ and < above ftated remain in full force. And it has already been obferved
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 reafoning em-
ployed by Mr. Williams in fupporting Lord Galloway’s caufe, and in
which he has upon moft occafions been faithfully and tmplicitly 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 inftances.

Attempts to make it be believed, that Sir WILLIAM STEWART ¢f JEDWORTH

was the fame -perfon as Sir WiLLIAM STEWART o¢f CASTELMILK,
and that ke poffe ]Ed both thefe Eftates. :

THEe neceflity of proving, or making it appear probable, that Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth was the fon of Sir Alexander and the brother of Sir

John Stewart of Derneley, had for fome years been fo apparent to thofe
who atted for the Earl of Galloway, that every effort has been employed
to gain credit to thefe conjetures. In that view, the firft thing neceflary

was
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was to fhew the identity of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth with Sir
William Stewart of Caftelmilk, There was, therefore, no hefitation in fup-
‘pofing, or afferting that the lands of Caftelmilk in Annandale, as well as the
lands of Jedworth in Teviotdale, had belonged to Sir William Stewart of
Jedworth ; and that, in conféquence thereof, he was fometimes defcribed
as Sir 'William Stewart of Jedworth, and at “other times as Sir- William
Stewart of Caftelmilk. Butof this fa&, which, if true, admittedof many
proofs, not one particle of evidence has been produced or referred to;
though the fact be frequently aderted both by Mr. Williams and by his
~ anonymous admirer.

- The only appearance of an auihority for the fuppofition of Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth having been fometimes defcribed of Jedworth and at
_other times of Caftelmilk, is an aflertion 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 other times of Caftel
milk, and' at other times Sir William Stewart fheriff of Teviotdaley all
which defignations he fays were defcriptive of the fame perfon: This conm-
jetture of Crawford’s may have led fome other authors who wrote after him
into the fame error. But if Lord Galloway  place any reliance on-this part
of George Crawford’s Genealogical Hiftory, he muft at the fame time adopt
that other part of the fame hiﬁ"oi-y where Crawford o pofitively affirms, and
gives his reafons for believing, that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth was
taken prifoner at the battle of Homildown, and that he was tried, condemn.
~ ed, and executed foon after ; for it canmet be permitted to- Lord Galloway,
or to thofe ‘who write for him, to adopt one part and:to rejeft another part.
of that fame Genealogical Hiftory. Andif the truth of Sir William Stewart
of Jedworth’s death in 1402 be admitted, Lord Galloway may make what.
ufe he thinks proper of George Crawford’s affertion or conje@ures cor-.
cerning Sir William Stewart’s having been. fomeumes deﬁgned of Jedworth,.
and at other times of Ca&elmﬂk. '

S up‘pgﬁ;‘io;zs
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Szz}pof Hions adoj}fez? jbr moking Sir WiLLIAM STEWART ¢f JebwWoRTH:
age correfpond with that of @ fin of Sir ALEXANDER STEWART of
DERNELEY.

In order to make Sir William Stewart of Jedworth’s age correfpond
-with the age of a fecond fon of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, and to in-

_creafe the probabilityof his being of an age proper for engaging in the wars of
- Francefrom the year 1419to the year 1429, it became neceffary, in the next

place, to remove .any unfavourable impreffions that might arife from the
.contra& of marriagein 1396, which proved that Sir William Steyart of

‘ Jedworth had at that time a fon John who was marriageable, and aCtually

married in that year. For thlS, Mr Williams had a very ealy folution ;
for, without-. appealmg to any proofs or authority .whatever, he takes it for
granted, that though the marriage ceremony was {olemanized in the year
1396, yet that John and Marien Stewarts were then fo very young that
the cohabitation or completion of the marriage was deferred till they ﬂmuld
dttain fnatuter years.;, One may be allowed to atk from what quarter did
Mr. Williams receive this information ? P — How came he to be {et into thofe
Family fecrets, which appear to have been unknown to any other aathor ?
“This mode of Teafoning, and of fubfhtutmg conje&ures for proofs, has,
however, been completely adopted by the anonymous wnter, pages 51 and
§2; for He too avers, ¢ that Marion and John Stewarts were very young
« when they were betrothed ; that the lady could not have greatly .exceed-
« ed her ninth or tenth year ; and that her hufband was 70 al/ appearance
« not much older.” -And he likewife affirms that the narriage ceremony
was early folemmzed and that ¢ zhe cobabzz‘afzan was deferred to a maturer
< period.”” ‘On reading the accounts given of this. marrxage, and of the

“tranfaltions connelted. w1th it in the year 1 396 by Mr. Williams, and by

his anonymous friend, one would be tempted to thxnk that both of them
had been witnefles to the marriage, and had enjoyed the intimate confidence
of the infantine married couple, to whofe ﬁatu‘re and Juvemle appearance

they feem to have paid particnlar attention.

A curious fpecimen of the mode of blending together conjeCtures, reafon-
ings, and fals, or fuppofed fats, 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. Willams’s « View of ‘the vadence for Lord Galloway,” &c.; and
alfo in pages 54 and 55 of the anonymous book.

Let us firft hear Mr. Williams’s Statement,

-~ Page 14, 15. < It is aflerted in Harding’s- Chronicle, Redpath’s Hxﬁ:ory of
al theBorders, p- 267, &c. that at the expiration of the truce, about the end of
% the year 1400, Sir-Richard Rutherford and. his fons,. Sir Wzl[mm Stewart
¢’ John Turnbull, furnamed Ouwt with the Swerd, &, made an irruption
« into England, where they were attacked and taken prifoners by a fupe-
¢« rior force under the command of Sir Robert Umfraville. XKing Henry
s 1V, ordered that the prifoners thould not be ranfomed, and gave diretions
 that they fhould be carried to the Tower of London. Rymer, vol. viii.
“ p..162, &c. *°

Page 16. “ On the acceflion of Henry V. to the throne, orders were:

¢ given to fer at liberty all' the Scots prifoners confined in the Tower of

¢« London, Rymer’s Feedera, vol. ix. p. 5, &c. Whether Sir William
¢ Stewart was. releafed at. this period is uncertain. It appears probable:
% however, if the following authorities: may be confided in, and. can: be:
- fuppofed to relate to him, that it was on- this occafion that he: obtained:

s his liberty. Sir John Stewart of Derneley having been difpatched by the:

¢ Dauphin to Scotland for reinforcements,. he fpeedily returned (according.

¢ to the hifforians of the time) with.a very refpedtable. armament ;: vide:

“ Puncan Stewart’s Hiftory of the Stewarts, Mackenzie’s Lives; vol. i.

« p. 363. Rymer, vol. ix. p. 7g5, &c.. The following commanders. are:
¢ named amortg the chieftains who embarked: on that expedition :—the.
« Earl of Buchan and his brother; the Earl of Wigton,. Sir John Swinton,,
« Sir William Stewart, Sir William Douglas, Sir. John: Turnbull, &c2”
¢ In an account of the battle of Cravant, 1423, preferved amongthe Harleian:

¢ MSS. No. #82. Sir John Turnbull is mentioned. as- one of the Scots:

By My, Wil-
liargs,

« commanders who fell in that action. In Truflell’s Life.of Henry VI page: '

< 124, a-fimilar account is given. This, in-all probability, muft' have-

«¢ been Sir John Turnbull, furnamed Ou¢ with-the Sword, the:conﬂ_ax_it COMla-

# Ttis not faidin Ryymer, or in any other: book. hitherto difcovered; that- Henry had siven:
Qiretions that the prifoners fhould be carried to the Tower of London. From what authority.
Mr. Williams has ftated this fa&t doesnot appear..

®¢- panion: .
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< panion of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth. In Hall and Grafton’s
¢ Henry VL. vol. 24. *Sir William Stewart /lately delivered out of prifon”
¢ is named among the commanders of the Scots forces in France.” -

In this mixture of fa&s, and references ridiculoufly erroneous, there feems

to be fuch a ftudied confufion, thatit is not ealy to guefs.at the precife
points meant to be eftablithed by them. It may be proper, therefore, to

" fee in what manner the fame facs and references have been adopted by the

anonymous author, ‘who ftates them with lefs apparent confufion, but with
more precife and pofitive affertion. '\ :

"The account given by him in pages 54 and 55 is thus exprefled:
¢ Sir William Stewart, about the end of the year 1400, in conjun&ion
¢ with Sir Richard .Rutherford and his fons, John Turnbull, furnamed

_%¢ Qut with the Sword, and feveral other chieftains, made an irruption into

¢ England ; but, being fuddenly attacked by a fuperior force under Sir

4 Robert Umfraville, the whole were completely furrounded and taken -

< prifoners *.. Kfng_Henry IV. who had now fucceeded to -the. throne of
¢ England, iffued orders to prevent the ranfom of the Scottifh prifoners,
< and they accordingly were carried to the Tower of London . ,

¢ It is not'until the year 1419, when fuccours were fent from Scotland

-%¢to the Dauphin, afterwards Charles VIL of France, that we: agéin hear

¢ of Sir Williarn Stewart. Henry V. it feems, not long after. his acceffion,

< permitted the releafe of the captives ; and, on that occafion, Sir William

< appears to bave regained bis liberty. By the hiftorians who delineate this

«¢ period, ¢ Sir William Stewart, lately delivered out of prifon,” is named as

¢ among the commanders in the Frencl expedition §. . The principal lead-
<« ers were'the Eard of Buchan, the Earl of Wigton, (eldeft fon of Archibald

<¢ Earl of Douglas,) Sir John Stewart of Derneley, Sir Wiliam Stewart of

“ Fedworth and Caftelmilk, Sir John Swinton, Sir John Turnball, &c. feem-

«.ingly the fame who was furnamed * Qus with the Sword” §, the faithful

<« companion of Sir William Stewart in many of his enterprifes.”

* See Harding’s Chronicle.  Redpath’s Hiftory of the Borders, p. 367, &c.

+ Rymer, Feed. Angl. tom. viii. p. 162. 1 Hall and Grafton’s Henry Vi. V. 24.
§ Seean account of the battle of Cravant preferved among the Harleian MSS. No. 782.

The
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The paragraphs above quoted from the works of Mr. Williams, and of
the anonymous author, are meant to fupply the place of proofs, in order
to eftablith various important fads; 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 meant to be e&abhfhed by
them in favor of Lord Galloway’s caufe. . -
The obje& of the firfk part of the accounts glven both by Mr. Williams
and by the anonymous writer, was to-get rid of the difficulty arifing from
the fadts related in the Scoti-Chronicon and in Winton’s Chronicle, which
fo clearly 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 William i&;;,::ﬁ'f;n_

Stewart was a prifoner in the Tower of London at the time of the {,"‘f‘.’l‘{i:'is"

battle of Homildown, therefore could not have been at that battle, '?;:Z‘:ﬂ;"fa :

nor fuffered death in confequence of it. < the ’gowerof’
: ondon.

-

There is no occafion to difpute the incurfion made into England about the Refutation of
| year 1400, by Sir Richard Rutherford and his fons, John Turnbull, and f::,a,f fop Pd’f
others, and their being defeated by Sir Robert Umfraville. Neither is it

neceflary to difpute, that King Henry IV. ordered that the prifoners taken

on this occafion thould not be ranfomed : but there is no evidence that any

of the prifoners fo taken were ever fent 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 Henry gave an order againft ranfoming or fetting free the prifoners,

it does not follow, that all or any of them had been fent to the Tower of
- London ;—ftill lefs is there any evidence of Sir William Stewart of Jed-

worth having ever been committed a prifoner to the Tower of London ;

nay, the name of Sir William Stewart is not found in Rymer’s Feedera on

this occafion, or in any record mentioning the prifoners taken in 1400."

And even if he had been taken prifoner and fent to the Tower of Londoﬂ,'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, ftrong, and dire&t evidence,

‘from refpeltable contemporary authorities, that Sir William Stewart of

t Jedworth
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]ed{vorth was at the battle of Homildown, and that he was there taken
prifoner, and immediately thereafter tried, condemned, and exeeunted :—
fuch pofitive authority muft greatly outweigh the loofe and unfounded con-
jeCtures which have been brought forward by Mr. Williams, and adopted
' by his anonymous follower, for_inducing a belief that Sir William Stewart
of Jedworth was a prifoner in the Tower of London at the time of the
battle of Homildown. ' ‘

For the purpofe of dlfengagmg Sir lellam Stewart from the battle of
Homildown, it was neceﬁ'ary that he fhould be fuppofed to have been a
prifoner in the Tower of I.ondon at that time ; but it was alfo neceflary that
he fhould be liberated from his confinement there before the expedition to
France took place, that he ‘might not mifs the opportunity of embarking
in that expedifion. - For this purpofe, Mr.. Williams fays, that on the
acceflion 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 fa& is ftated
with lefs ambiguity, and more pofitivenels of affertion by the anonymous
writer, in thefe words: ¢ It is not until the year 1419, when fuccours
“ were fent from -Scotland to .. Dauphin, afterwards Charles VII. of
“ France, that we again hear of Sir William Stewart. Henry V. it feems,
< not long after his acceffion, permitted the releafe of the captives, and on
¢« that occafion Sir William Stewart appears to have regaiﬁed bis liberty.”

The authority appealed to for this, is Rymer, vol. ix. p. 5.—But on
confulting that authority, 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 cuftody at that time. On the contrary, the order, dated
r2th April 1413, direted to the conftable of the Tower of London, parti-
cularly mentions the perfons * who were then to be liberated, without any

* Their names are, Jacobus de Douglas, Chivaler, Thomas de Hamylton, Johannes Aulway,
. Willielmus Bryfon, JYohannes de Bowys, Thomas Crac, Alanus de Ormyfton, Johannes
Lyonn, Gilbertus Cavane, Dogallus Dromond, Adam de Cockburn, Alexander Shell,
Willielmus Akynhed, Georgius Shell, Johannes Dugan, Jacobus Patrici, Willielmus Bron,
Bernardus de Cokburn, Johannes Peterfon, Johannes Home, Williclmus Patrykfon, Johannes
“Welles, Johannes Skymezour, and Gilbertus de Da]rymplll

1 mention
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mentmn of Sir William Stewart, who was'a perfon fo conﬁderable and fo
Well known both in England and Scotland, that it is moft unlikely that his
‘name fhould have been omitted if he really had been oneof the prifoners
releafed on that occaﬁon

After taking thefe preliminary {teps to render it poﬁiblc for Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth to have embarked in the expedition to France in the
year 1419, (notwithftanding his- fuppofed confinement in the Tower of
London in 1400, and his real trial, condemnation, and death in 1402,)
Mr. Williams and his follower next endeavour to prove, that Sir William
Stéiw}ari aCtually did embark in that expedition, and that he remained in
France till the time allotted by them for his death in 1429. But
neither his going to France, nor his remaining there, .are fupported by any
proofs, or by any thing deferving the name of evidence.

Infances of falfe Quitations and of Mifreprefentation of Evidence,

. THERE is indeed in the anonymous book, p. 55. one paragraph concerning
the commanders in the French expedition, which, if fupported by evidence,
would eftablith, in a fatisfatory manner, two fatts very material for the
Earl of Galloway, to wit, 1ft, That Sir William Stewart of Jedworth and
. Sir William Stewart of Calftelmilk were one and the fame perfon,—and
2dly, would eftablith 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, the Earl of
¢ Wigton, (eldeflt fon of Archibald Earl of Douglas,) Sir John Stewart of
¢« Derneley, Sir William Stewart of Jedworth and Caftelmilky” &c.
Every perfon who reads the above fentence (which is given with the mark
of quotation; muft be perfuaded that the author- meant to convey this idea,
that he had copied thefe names and delcriptions from fome faithful hiftory
or authentic record, in which Sir William Stewart is defcribed as Sir Willjam
Stewart of Yedworth and.Cgftelmilk. 'This, if true, would be material evi.
dence indeed. — But there is nothing of this fort faid or infinuated in any

of the authontzes appealed to by the anonymous author, or in any book

12 or
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or record hlthcrto dxfcovered —1In thort, it refts upon no other than his own
authority. —Healone is refponfible for the deception pradtifed by. this mode
of falfe’ quotation ; for even Mr. Williams had not gone the length of
pretending that there was any authority for defcribing Sir William Stewart
who went to France, as Sir William Stewart of 7edwortb and Caftelmilk.

Another deception has been prafifed upon this occafion, for which
both Mr. Williams and the anonymous author are equally refponfible. Mr.
Williams, p. 16. of the « View of the Ev1dence,” &c. has the follow-
ing exprefion: ¢ InHall and Grafion’s Heary VL vol. 24. ¢ Sir William
“ Stewart lately delivered out of prifon’ is named among the Commanders of
¢ the Scots forces in France.”” = And, to the fame purpofe, the anonymous
author, p. 55. in relating the events of the year 1419, has the following
paragraph : ¢ By' the hiftorians who delineate this period, ¢ Sir William
¢ Stewart 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 Wlt, Hall and Graften’s Hiftory
of Henry VI. vol. 24.

From this mode of quotatmn, it was with fome difficulty that the books
referred to could be difcovered : for there is no fuch book as Hall and
Grafton’s Hiftory ; and no hiftory by either of them that extended ‘to
24 volumes. There isa very fmall book of the fize of an Almanack, intitled
¢« Manuell of the Chronicles of England to 1565, by Richard Grafton,”
printed in London, in 24mo. — In this Manuel there is not one word relat.

' ing either to Sir ‘William Stewart or to the leaders of the Scottith army in
France. There is indeed a hiftory, by Edward Hall, intitled ¢ The Union
<« of the Families of Lancafter and York,” 'in one volume folio, which is
fometimes mentioned under the title of Hall’s Chronicle; but ‘neither does
that come up to the affertion concerning it.

It is to be prefumed that both Mr. Williams‘l and the anonymous writer
had read the books to which they refer ; if fo they muft have been perfe&tly
fenfible that their mode of quoting the evidence could ferve only to miflead,
“Their purpofe was ‘evidently to make it be believed that the fame Sir Wil-

' Lam
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liam Stewart of Jedworth, who, according to their erroneous rep_refentati_on,v
had been imprifoned 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 hzﬁory of Hall for
fupporung that fuppofition. : '

It is true that Hall has taken occafion to mention fome of the battles in
France between the Englifh and French in the time of Henry V. and Henry
VI. particularly thofe of Crevant and Rouvroy; and in giving an account
of the battle of Rouvroy, fought in February 1429, and of the perfons of
diftin@ion killed at that battle, he has éxprefled himfelf thus :

~ ¢ When they came to a town called Rouvroy they perceived their enemies
¢ coming againft them, to the number of g or 10,000 Frenchmen and Scots,
¢¢ the Captains whereof were Charles of Clermont, fon to the Duke of
« Bourbon, then being prifonerin England, Sir William Stewarde conftable
¢ of Scotland, & /ittle befare delivered out of captivity, the Earl of Perdriache,” -
&c. &c. .

< In this confli&t were {lain Lord William Stewarde confiable qf Scotland
< gnd bis brother, the Lord Dorval, the Lord Delabrette,” &c. &c. '

But thefe paffages have no relation to any event in England or Scotland, or

4o a Sir William Stewart lately delivered out of prifon in either of thefe countries.

For it will appear clear to demonftration, from what is immediately to be ftated,
that thefe paffages in Hall relate, and were meant to relate to Sir John Stewart
of Derneley, the conftable of the Scottith army in France, who, having been
taken prifoner at the battle of Cravant in 1423, had besn 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 was exchanged for the Marfhal Toulongeon. It
was of that Sir John Stewart, the conftable of the Scottifh army, and of his
releafe from captivity in France, that Hall evidently meantto fpeak. But
that paflage, and particularly that expreﬁion_of ¢ lately delivered out of cap-
« tivity,” have been made ufe of by Mr. Williams and by the anonymous
writer, as proofs that Hall meant to defcribe Sir William Stewart of Jedworth
as a perfon lately delivered out of the Tower of London, or, according to

their
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their own phrafe, lately delivered out of prifon; by which they meant to
convey the fame idea, and inftead of repeating the words made. ufe of by
Hall < lately delivered out of captivity,”. fubftituted the words ¢ lately de-
< livered out of prifon,” that it might the more readily convey the idea of
adeliverance from his fuppofed prifon the Tower of London.

There are infallible circumf{tances, which put it beyond a doubt, that Hall’
had inferted the name of William by miftake, in that paffage, inftead of
~ the name of John. Itisimpoffible 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 Scottith forces in France; for
Hall’s defcription of Sir William Stewart as -the conftable of Scotland, is ene
circuamftance for pointing out the miftake ; there was no Sir William Stewart
either conftable of Scotland or conftable of the Scottith army in France ;
that office belonged folely to Sir John Stewart of Derneley, the elder brother
of Sir William. The miftake is further made” evident. from other parts of
his hiftory: thus, fo. 85.in giviig an account of the battle of Cravant,
Hall exprefles himfelf thus : * In this very feafon the Dolphin fent Lord
« William Stewarde conftable 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 con/fable of Scotland which lof® bis eye.”’

It is well known, and is afcertained beyond ‘a doubt, by the writings of
every French and Britith author who has ever treated of the fubjeét, that
Sir John Stewart of Derneley wasthe General of the Scottith force at the
battle of Cravant, and that he loft an eye and was taken prifoner at that
battle. Nobody will pretend that the fame circumftances happened alfo to
a Sir William Stewart ; therefore it muft have been very obvious to the
meaneft capacity, that what Hall fays of a Sir William Stewart conftable of
Scotland, and of his lofing an eye 2nd being made prifoner at the battle of
(ravant, could only apply to Sir John Stewart of Derneley, the elder
brother ; though the name of William had by him been inferted by miftake,
inftead of that of John Stewart.

The
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. The meaning of thefe paragraphs in Hall is fo obvious that it was fcarce
poflible for- any perfon to miftake 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 leadersof it. The ano-

nymous writer, in particular, appears to have trufted greatly to his arguments

and inferences drawn from the circumftance of Sir William Stewart being

mentioned as Jately delivered out of pri ifon ; he places much emphafis on that

expreflion, as involving in it a great deal of proof; thus; p. 93. his words

are: “ But leit any doubts fhould remain as to the identity of the brother of
“ Sir John Stewart of Derneley, he is exprefsly defcribed as ¢ Sir William
¢ Stewart lately delivered out of prifon;” having regained his liberty, as has 'b
 been already related, foon after the accefion of Henry V. to the
« Englifh throne.” Hall, however, doesnot pretend to give any account of
the leaders engaged in that expedition ; neither has that part of his book any -
reference to events in England or in Scotland; what he there treats of
relates folely to events in France. The expreflion in Hall is ““a little before
= delivered out of captivity.” Though this applies very well to Sir John
Stewart of Derneley’s deliverance from captivity, by an exchange prior to the
battle of Rouvroy in 1429, after being made prifoner of Cravant
in 1423, yetit could notbe well .applied te-a perfon releafed foon after:
the acceffion of Henry V. in 1413..

In fhort, Hall’s account differs in every effential particular from the-ufe
that has been made of it ; for itrelates. to a. different perfon: and a different
event, which happened in a different country and at a different period..

The purpofes to which the particulars in Hall have besn perverted, both
by Mr. Williams and- his anenymous friend, are to. prove that Sir William
Stewart of Fedworth-had, in the year 1419, alittle 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 Francetill the year 1429, when killed at the battle of Rouvroy..

After
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After fuch inftances of falfe quotations and palpable perverﬁon of ewdence,
- what reliance can there be ¢ on the fidelity of the affertions, conje@ures, or
arguments of thefe two authors or either of them?

The real fa& is, that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth never belonged to
the French expedition. - No hiftorian of thofe times has ever faid 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 toSir William Stewart of Jedworth all the fafs and circumftances
which I had difcovered relating to Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk, the
real brother- of Sir John'Stewart of Derneley. Thus they apply to their
Sir W Jiliam Stewart the articles which I had difcovered in the French
records at Paris, really appertaining to Sir William Stewart the brother of
the conftable “of Scotland ; and they likewife apply to Sir William Stewart
of Jedworth all that I had difcévered in the French hiftorians concerning the
employment and fervices of Sir William Stewart, the real brother of Sir
John of Derneley, during the fiege of Orleans ; and the behaviour of the
two brothers when they loft their lives at the battle of Rouvroy. In fhort,
they have applied to their Sir William Stewart all the fa@s and circumftances
gathered by them from the papers containing the dlfcovenes I 'had made in
~ France, and of which they never had any 1dea till they had feen thefe

papers. ' :
Such is the true and falthful interpretation of Mr. Williams’s dreams and re-
veries concerning Sir William Stewart’s confinement as a prifoner in the
Tower of London in the year 1400; his releafe from thence upon the
acceffion of Henry the Vth in 1413; and his confequent employment
about the year 1419, as one of the leaders of the Scottifh expedition to
France. All thefe vifionary events have vanithed on their being brought to the
teft of proofs, and to a comparifon with certain eftablithed hiftorical fads.

Mr. Williams, indeed, has had the good, or bad fortune to meet with one
very complaifant friend and profefled admirer, who has not only adopted
all his reveries, but has thewn a ready difpofition to go even 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 greateft improbabilities, or the grofleft abfurdities.

' Not
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Not fatisfied with having engaged Sir William Stewaft of Jedworth in the
French expedition, thefe two modern authors have gone one {tep further,
by embarking in the fame expedmon John Stewart who married Marion, the ‘
heirefs of Dalfwinton; and they have fuppofed him to have been engaged
in adtive 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 found
that the whole of the part thus allotted to John Stewart, the fon of Sir
William, is a work of imagination, with no other foundation than their
own affertions or conjeGtures.

Account given by the Anonymous Author of the Expedition to France, and of
the Peiﬁm embarked in it.

Tu: following affertions are made by the anonymous author from pagé
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 moft refpeftable body of military
< retainers. His brother Sir Willigm Stewart of Fedworth, and his coufin
< Sir Alan Stewart of Allantown, were, without doubt, among the number
« of thofe who engaged in the expedition. It is likewife be/ieved, and with
« confiderable probability, that both the fons of the former took up arms
¢ in the fame caufe.”

The mode of proving the fafts above ftated, is by aflerting that
there can be 70 doubt that thefe falts happened.—It is not eafy to
anfwer this method of appealing to falts declared to be indubitable ; but
it would have been rather more fatisfaltory to have appealed to fome
proofs. |

1, 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 {tating fa&ts. It would have been efteemed a particular favor if the
author of the above indubitable affertions had been fo good as to have indicat-
ed any book or record where it is faid,- or evendnfinuated, that Sir William

K ‘ ~ Stewart
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. Stewart of Jedworth ever accompanied Sir John Stewartof Derneley to
France ’; or where itis mentioned that Sir Alan Stewartof Allantpri was of the
party; for Ido declare, that in all my refearches I have never found any real
authority, either in French or Englifh records or books for either of thefe
fads. Asto the laft of them, it isa matter of no confequence ; only as

it is the firft time that this new perfonage, Sir Alan Stewart of Allanton, -
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 been

brought into the field*.
: “The

* It is not impoffible that this introduion 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 his
friend, Mr. Stewart of Allanton, on the fubje& of what he calls an unaccountable omiffion
In the table prefixed to the gencalogical hiftory drawn up by me. He fays, that
Sir Robert, the fixth fon of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyl, whofe defcendants formed one
of the moft extenfive branches of the Stewart race, had been there omitted, which
omiffion, he takes notice, is now fupplied by him in a genealogical table fubjoined to
his book. : .

Though the converfation thus related by my latent antagonift contains heavy charges againf
me, yet as it exhibits a perfect. model of decency, gentlenefs, and urbanity of expreffion, I
cannot abftain from mfertmg the whole of what is ftated by him on that fubje&, in his own
words :

Page 137. « Before I filled up the place of the fixthfonof the houfe of Bonkyl in my genealo-
 gical fketch, Ithoughtitright to apply to the perfon at the head of that branch of the name
¢ {Mr. Stewart of Alldnton) in order to learn, why the exiftence of a race fo umformly
 recorded by every genedlogxf’c fince the time of Symfon, was at length arbitrarily fupprefled
* by the author of the Genealogical Hiftory of the Stewarts ? The gentleman juft DOW men=
“ tioned, after producing to me wery fatisfadory documents of his defeent from the abave Sir Robers
¢ Stewart, who was defigned ¢ of Daldile,” made anfwer 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 myfelf; I cannot
% conjecture why the author of that work (in which no labour of inveftigation {eems to have
* been fpared) did not, on the point in queftion, prefer?a more to a kfs obvious fource of
« intelligence, 2 dire& application to myfelf (which ke never made) to the lower office of
s¢ retailmg the ignorance of Symor, or the ambiguities of Duncan Stewart. The only
« realon I can conceive is, that perhaps he thought the defcendants of a fixth fon of the houfe

“ of
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T'he account given by the anonymous author, of the perfons who accom-
panied Sir John Stewart of Derneley to France in the year 1419, has

been ftated above. He then proceeds, page 6o, thus:
' -~ « Previous

“ of Bonkyll were beneath the notice of an ambitien, which was endeavouring to grafp at
¢¢ the honours of the frf. Or, perhaps, his opinion may have been, that the higheft merit
¢ confifts in the moft remarkable fingularity; and, therefore, in his invafion of the rights of
¢ Lord Gélloway, as he had advanced a theory peculiar to himfelf, {o another opportunity,-
¢ like the prefent, might not eafily occur, for evincing how completely he differed from every
¢ writer of eftablithed credit. As you, Sir, have undertaken, on the part of the noble Earl,
. ¢ to refute the dogmas of a felf-deluded genealogift, I fhall take it kind if you will adopt
¢ fome method of entering this my proteft againft the ufurpations of a felf-cre\ategl di&tator.”*

"

-

¢ I hope the above gentleman, who has certainly fome caufe of complaint, will think that
I have not been negle@ful of either the one or the other of thefe objects ; and that I’ have
« reported his proteft with due fidelity.””

Having thus fhewn the full extent of the charge brought againft” me, I may now be per-
mitted to {ay a word or two in my own defence. ‘

[
-

Soon after the publication of the Genealogical Hiftory, I learnt from a very refpeftable
acquaintance of mine, connected with the family of Mr. Stewart of Allanton, that his friends
were rather furprifed, and regretted that I had not, inthat work, and in the table
prefixed to it, traced 'the anceftors of the Allanton family. My anfwer was, that [
was very ready to do fo, if I had any proper authority to appeal to ; which I had not hitherto
been able to difcover. As I had a regard for the gentleman who thus applied to me, I
thought it incumbent on me to explain to him how this matter fiood, and accordingly I
wrote to him the following letter :

¢ Dear Sir, ) Lower Grofvenor-Street, Dec. 18, 1798,

¢ I am favoured with yours of this day’s date, and in confequence have looked at the talle
¢ prefixed to the Genealogical Hiftory, where, in mentioning the defcendants frcm the firft
«-Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll, there is the following N. B. ¢ Scme authors have mentioned,
< though doubtfully, the exiftence of two other brothers, Hugh and Robert, but there is no
¢ certain evidence concerning them, or any perfon defcended from them.”

« The above notandum is in effe&t 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. For you will obferve, that Symfon in his hiftory of the
. % Stewarts, publifhed in the year 1712, exprefles himfelf thus:
¢« 6th and 7th fons— Sir. Hugh and Sir Robert, mentioned by Holinfhed, in his Chronicle.

s¢ of Ireland, anno 1318,~awhofe exiffence I am not to defend.”
x 2 ¢ This
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« Previous to the year 1418, (but how long it is uncertain,) Marior
¢« Stewart loft her father : on this her hufband, fucceeding to the ample
e poﬁéﬁions of the latter, became Sir John Stewart of Garkies and Dal-
< {winton,

¢ This manner of exprefling himfelf fhews clearly that Symfon did not believe the
¢ exiftence of Hugh and Robert as fons of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll.

¢ Duncan Stewart, in his hiftory of the Stewarts, publithed in the year 1739, fays, that
¢ Sir John Stewart had by his wife Margaret {even fons and a daughter ; and in enumerating-
¢ the fons, mentions Hugh as the ‘6th and Robert as the 7th fon, but Duncan Stewart here
¢ 2dds thefe words @ ¢ Tt is not difcovered who are come of the two lalt brothers, or if
¢ there are any come of them, unlefs it be allowed that Allanton is come of one of the 3
¢« for, by their own traditional account, their predeceffor was an immediate younger brother
¢ of Caftelmilk.”” »

« Syr;lfon and Duncan Stewart being the only genealogical writers in whafe works T have-
¢¢ found any mention of Hugh and Robert as {fons of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll, and that
< expreffed in the way abovementioned, and never having feecn any certain evidence of the-
« "exiftence of Fuogh and Robert, or of any pofterity defcended from them;, I could not, in
¢ that fituation, exprefs my{elf otherwife than I have done in the nofandum on that fubje&t..
« But if any perfon can fhew certain evidence concerning Hugh and Robert, or pofterity
¢« delcended from them, that nofandum muift go for nothing. And if any fatisfaGory evi- -
¢ dence could be thewn to me of a miftake either in this or in any other part of the book,
¢« 1 fhould with great readinefs embrace the very firft opportunity of correding the error;
« which might be done in the next edition that comes out of the book.

¢ As to the Tree referred to in your letter drawn up by a perfon of the name of Brown,
% who has mentioned Robert as the anceftor of the Allanton family, Ihave feen the Tree,
* and know the hiftory of it, and can affure you that it is no authority whatever, and:
s never will be confidered as fuch. Indeed no Genealogical Tree is deferving of credit, or-
¢ can be confidered as a proof of falts, without fpec1fym’g and referring to the proofs from.
« which the Tree is made out.

¢ If Mr. Stewart of Allanton is poffefled of any very old papers, tending to fhew what:
* lands belonged to his ancéftors in remote times, it might be very praicable to afcertain.
s the genealogy of his branch of the Stewarts, in fuch a manner as would be fatisfa&ory for
# fhewing, whether moft credit was due to the traditional account of their being defcended:
« from a younger fon of the Caftelmilk family, or from a Robert Stewart, fuppofed to have
4« been feventh fon of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll. —A%d it muft be abundantly evident,.
¢ that it wonld be more defirable for the Allanton family to be defcended from a fon of
¢ the Caftelmilk family, who are defcended from the fecond fon of Sir John Stewart of
4 Bonkyll, than to conneét their pedigree and defcent with Robert, the feventh fon of Sir °
“ John Stewart of Bonkyll; efpecially confidering all the doubts that have been thrown out

“by
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i "fwl'nton, and refigned, accordiﬁg to a praéifée very ufual with his family, _
¢ his lands of Caftelmilk to his younger brother Sir William. - The fale

“ of the eftate of Kelly in 1418, and of that.of Garnfalloch two years after,.
- ' oo ¢ feem

by authors relative to the reality of the exiftence of that feventh fon. But the determin-
© ¢ ation, in matters of this fort, muft depend upon the fa&s indicated by the ancient title-
¢ deeds ; and of this, Mr. Stewart of Allanton and his friends will be the beft ableto
" % judge. T'am, &e-

« AND¥. STUART.”

* T had no obje&ion that my correfpondent fhould communicate this Tetter to his friend Mr.
Stewart of Allanton; and I prefume that he did fo. But percciving from the anony-
mous book publithed fince that time, that the author ef it fays, that Mr. Stewart of
Allanton had produced to him very fatisfaGery documents of his defcent from Sir Robert
Stewart, fon of Sir Johu 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 Bonkyll; being refolved, if I had been guilty of any error or omiffion, to take
the very firlt opportunity of repairing it ; -efpecially as I have a great refpec for fome of the
branches defcended from the Allanton family, and have long lived in friendthip and con-
nexion with them, particularly with the families of Sir James Stewart of Coltnefs and
of Sir John Stewart of sllanbank. But this farther inveftigation of what related ta the family
of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll has produced a certainty; that he, Sir John Stewart
of Bonkyll, never had afon of the name of Robert; and that the.introdu@ion of Robert
“and of Hugh Stewarts, as fons of Sir John of Bonkyll, had taken rife merely from a
falfe interpretation by Symfon of a paflage in Holinthed’s Chronicle of Ireland. This ig
fully éxpku'ned in pages T, 2, 3, of thefe Corretions and Additions,

Such being the refult of the additional inveftigations to which I was compelled by the ano..
nymous author, I cannot help obferving, that there muft certainly be fomething particularly
noxious in baving any conrexion with him; for I am afraid it will be found, that Mr..
Stewart of Allanton’s family have as little obligation to him as the Earl of Galloway’s.

T have felt much regret at the neceflity I have been under of bringing forth fuch undeni-
able proofé‘ that the family of Allanton are not defcended from Sir John Stewart of Borikyll,,
brother of James, the High Stewart 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 conneed ;
but T very much fear, that Mr. Stewart of Allanton, who had the converfation with the
anonymous author, and who fhewed to him the {atisfadtory documents he mentions,. may be
rendered fomewhat uneafy, I hope, however, he will revenge himfelf upon the anonymous.
author, who well deferves his utmofl refentment, and that he will endeavour to forgive me
for my involuntary act.

I have
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« feem to have been brought on by the heavy expences incurred in taifing
s his contingent of troops for the French expedition. The common opi-
< nion ftates, that he was killed 'in France, in 1419 or 1420, foon after
< the arrival of the Scottifh forces. However that may be, it is unqueftion-
¢ able that he did not long furvive that event, for his lady had become a
¢ widow at the clofe of the laft-mentioned year.”

All thefe fa&ls and conjetures had been afferted or infinuated fome years
ago by Mr. Williams, in his papers which I had occifion to perufe ; and as
he had the benefit ¢f. my written obfervations npon them for correting his
errors, I imagined that he would have found it more prudent to have avoided
the repetition of them. Thefe obfervations were inferted in the Memorial
concerning the Pedigree of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, and being
now printed from page 33 to page 44 of thefe Additions, I beg leave to
refer to them. - ,

It there appears, that Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton certainly died
before the 28th of O&ober 1420, and may have died a confiderable time
before that period, as Marion Stewart, in a charrer of that date, granted
by Murdoch Duke of Albany, is defcribed as his widow; therefore, her
hufband, Sir John Stewart, who was alive in O&tober 1418, muft have died
either in that year, or in the year 1419, or before the month of Oober
1420, If he died eitherin the year 1418, or in the year 1419, at any time

I have no doubt that upon examining old records and charter chelts, as well as the papers
faid to be in Allanton’s own pofleflion, the true anceftors of the Allanton family may be
difcovered, and that they will be found to have been perfons in great and henorable fituations;
for it is univerfally allowed, that,{everal of the younger branches defcended from the :illanton
branch of the Stewarts were men who, from their talents and chara&ers, would have refleGed
honor upon any line of anceftry ; and, for the fake of thofe younger branches, I fhould have
been very happy to have contributed my beft endeavours for difcovering and afcertaining their
true genealogy. At aay rate, I am perfuaded, that the real friends of Mr. Stewart of
Allanton’s family, and particularly the members of the families of Coltnefs and Allanbank,
and their connexions, will be of opinion, that the fuggeftions and advice contained in my
letter above inferted were friendly, and, if fallowed, might have led to fomething much
more fatisfaCtory and ufeful than the attempt of adhering to the very uncertain, and now
refuted opiniorn of a defcent from Sir Robert Stewart, the {uppofed feventh fon of Sir
Yobkn Stewart of Bonkyll

before
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before the end of that year, it muft have been before the expedition 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 time
even of the year 1420, then he could not have loft his life in any battle in
France, as both Mr. Williams and the anonymous author pretend, for it is,
certain that the firft aGtion in France at -that period. in which the Scottifh
troops were engaged was the battle of Beaugé, fought on the 22d of

March 1421, i

As to the idle conje@ure relating to the fale of the lands of Cally and
Garnialioch, 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

t0..

In varigus parts of the papers made out by Mr. Williams and by his
infallible follower, it is aflerted and taken for granted, without any proof,
that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, having 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 Caftelmilk to his eldeff fon John,-
the hufband of Marion Stewart ; and that this eldeft fon John, having fuc-
ceeded to the eftate of Dalfwinton *, refigned, according to a praltice ufual
with his family, his lands of Caftelmilk to a younger brother, Sir William
Stewart of Caftelmilk, whg, aceording to their account, was the anceftor
of the Stewarts of Caftelmitk in Lanarkfhire.

The whole of this ftory about Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, his
pofleflion of the lands of Caftelmilk, and the tranfmiffion. of thefe lands, firft,

* The time of the death of Sir Walter Stewart of Dallwinton is fixed, by George
Crauford, to have been in the year 1399; for in his Genealogical Hiftory of the houfe of
Garlies and Dalfwinton, there is the following paragraph: ¢ Sir Walter Stewart of Dal-
s fwinton died foon after the 27th of April 1299, and his daughter Mariotta became his
¢¢ heir, being then married to Sir John Stewart, fon and heir of Sir William Stewart of
s Jedworth, fheriff of Teviotdale.” .

Ir the anonymous book, p. 60, it is faid, ¢ that on Marion Stewart lofing her father, Sir
# Walter Stewart of Dalfwinton, her hufband John became Sir John Stewart of Garlie and

¢« Dalfwinton.’* A
from
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From him to his eldeft fon, Sir John Stewdrt of Dalfwinton, and, then, from
him toa fuppofed younger brother William, is a work ‘of imagination fimilar
to the affertion which has jult now been refuted, of Sir John Stewart of
Dalfwinton having engaged in the expedition to France, and of his having
been killed in a battle there. For it is pofitively deried that the lands of
Caftelmilk in Annandale ever, at any period, belonged either to Sir )
William Stewart of Jedworth, or to his fon, Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton.
Or that they were given by Sir John Stewart to a younger brother Wﬂham,
of whofe exiftence {here is no proof that can Pc:ind examination. All
this fuperftru&ure refts on no better foundation than fome paffages in George
Crawford’s hiftory, -of which an -account is given in pages 328, 329, 330.
And the chief reliance for what relates to John {feems to be placed upon
an inftrument of refignation of the lands of Fulton, made by William Urry
in favor of the Monks of Paifley, anno 1409. In which inftrument one of
the witnefles mentioned by the motary is john Stewart of Caftelmilk. From
this circumftance, without any collateral or 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 precifely Sir John Stewart. of Dalfwinton, the
hufband of Marion Stewart; and it is held by them to be of itfelf complete
evidence that this John Stewart was proprietor of the eftate of Caftelmilk
in the year 1409. ‘

The anfwers and objeions to this inference have been fully ftated in the
Genealogical Hiﬁory; note, pages 339, 334 5 where it was fhewn that there
was reafon to fufpet inaccuracy either in the name or defcription of
John Stewart, witnefs to that refignation ; but {uppofing there were no inac-
curacy, it was averred and maintained, that there were other infallible
fafts and circumftances which render that inftrument of William Urry’s of
no manner of confequence in the queftion about the fucceflive 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’s 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

' 12 : having
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having recourfe to better evidence if it could be got. And as it could mot
be denied, that there was fome apparent inaccuracy in the manner in which
Jjohn 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 Paifley, in the Advocates’ Library at Edinburgh, could not be com-

pletely relied upon, without either feeing the original deeds themfelves which

_authorifed the infertion of a copy of it in the Paifley Cartulary, or without

{ome 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 ftated, pages 330, 331. But the
anonymous author has thence taken occafion to give a very unfair re-
prefentation, and to allege that I had infinuated that the copy of the
Cartulary of Paifley in the Advocates’ Library, wasa record of no authority
whatever. And proceeding upon this falfe idea, he has dedicated mény
pages of his book, from page 102, toa commentary upon my denial of the
authority due to Richard Hay’s copy of the Cartulary of Paifley.

It is very eafy to point out the fallacy of thefe elaborate éommental'ies.

What had been faid by me amounted only to this: that when in any
record, or copy of a record, there is a reafon pointed out for fufpeding

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 more credit than Richard

Hay’s copy of the Cartulary of Paifley ; the one was the original inftrument

of refignation itfelf, which, of all others, would be the beft evidence, preferable
to any copy of that inftrument ;-and it is very poffible and even prabable that
that original inftrument ftill exifts, and may be found fome 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 eopy was the original
Cartulary itfelf, belonging to the Abbey of Paifley; which Cartulary
there is reafon to believe ftill exifts, and upon a proper fearch will yet be

- L difcovered

Unfair repre-
fentation of -
what had been
faid concern-
ing the Car-
talary of
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difcovered ; for that original Cartulary came into the pofleflion of 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 Paifley. - 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-law, the late Earl of Dando-
nald. ~And that Cartulary was delivered over by Lord Dundonald to the

late Earl of Abercorn When the Paifley eftate was fold to him, abour twenty
 or thirty years ago.

=

I have myfelf, within thefe few years, frequently apphed to the Mamms of
Abercorn’s man of bufinefs, Mr. Walter Scott, W. S., to make fearch for
that -Cartulary of Paifley, which he told me he had done without being able
to find it ; and 1 think he faid, that he had fome recollection of its having
been oncelent to the late Sir Robert Douglas the antiquary, and that it
had afterwards difappeared.

The anonymous author, page 102, avers that ¢ 1 had endeavoured, in a
"« long difcuffion, to undermine the authenticity of the Cartulary of Paifley
<« altogether.”” How true this is, will appear to any perfon who reads the
note beforereferred to, pages 330, 331; which contains all that I ever
faid on the fubje&. There is not one word faid ther¢ for undermining the
credit of the Cartulary of Paifley ; but it tells a matter of fa&, that the
Cartulary which is now in the Advocates’ Library, is notthe original Car-
tulary of Paifley, but a copy which formerly belonged to Richard Hay of
Drumboote, and that where there was any reafon to fufpe&t inaccuracy it
would be requifite, before placing complete reliance on the copies of deeds.
there inferted, either to fee the original deeds themfelves, which authorifed
that infertion, or to have fome evidence that Richard Hay’s copy
had been compared with the original which belonged to the Abbey -of
Paifley. But I never faid or mfinuated 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 referred to as ev1d°nce in cafes where, from
other circuraftances, there was nothing of 1 maccuracy fufpeGed or pointed
out to make it neccffary to have recourfe to better evidence, 1 very well -
knew that where there were no reafons to fufpe&t error or 1naccuracy from

{pecified
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fpecified circumftances, Richard Hay’s Cartulary in the Advocates’ Library
was now uniformly appealed to as evidence of its contents; and, if I am
not miftaken, has been fuftained as fuch by the Court of Seffion, in cafes

where it ‘appeared to be the beft evidence that could be gbt ;-and I certainly
could have no intention of overturning that Cartulary in all cafes, as I had my- -
felf frequently appealed to papers in it, in the courfe of the Genealogical
Hiftory. - But from what is now to be ftated, it will be made ftill more

manifeft that there could be no motives to make me with to overturn the
~ credit due to that Cartulary, or to William Urry s inftrument of refignation

contained in n-

Examination of tbe drgument:. and Inferences from the mention of @ Fohn Stewart
of Caftelmilk in William Urry’s Inftrument of Refignation in the year 1409.

THE anonymous author having given an unfaithful account of what had
been ftated in the Genealogical Hiftory concerning the Cartulary of Paifley
in the Advocates’ Library, and the Commentaries npon William Urry’s
inftrument of refignation, it has been thought proper now to corre& thofe
mif-ftatements ; and that being done, I have no hefitation, for argument’s
fuke, to fuppofe that the copy of William Urry’s refignation, taken from
Richard Hay’s Cartulary, fhall be held as an authenticated copy from the
original Cartulary of Paifley, and even equal to the original inftrument of
refignation itfelf. From which it will follow in the prefent argument, that
there is evidence of the exiftence of a John Stewart of Caftelmilk in the
year 1409. Butl truft it will be made apparent that even thefe admiffions
will not give any folid fupport to the arguments maintained by Mr, Williams
and his anonymous friend, and will be found to be totally infufficient for re-
moving the various objetions to their arguments even on this branch of the
queftion. ’ ‘

The only matter of proof produced by the anonymous author, in fupport
of a long chain of conjettures, is the inftrument of refignation of William
Urry in 1409, in the copy of the Cartulary of Paifley ; in which are found
the following words : ‘ o

s Preefentibus didtis }’oanne Sencfeallo de C’a/felmyiée, Joanne Semple &c.
« Teftibus ad preemiffa vocatis [pecialiter et rogatis.”

L2 The
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The anonymous writer maintains, that the John Stewart of Caftelmilk thus
referred to, was precifely Lord Galloway s anceftor, Sir John Stewart of
Dalfwinton, who he fuppoles to have been at one peried of his life pro-
prietor of the lands of Caftelmilk. Bat it muft be obferved, that there is
no charter or authentlc inftrument of any fort produced, for proving that
the property of thefe lands of Caftelmilk ever belonged.to Sir John Stewart
of Daliwinton. There has been: only an endeavour to make it poffible, or
probable, that the faid Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton may at fome period
have been the proprlemr of thefe lands. But in order to gain admiffion
“to that fuppoﬁnon, there is a whole chain of fuppofitions and conjeCtures
propofed bv Mr. Williams and the _anonymous author, which muft all
of them be adopted otherwife the whole fyftem falls to the ground as will
appear from the following ftate of particulars. .

The firft fuppofition to be adopted is, that Sir William Stevvart of Jed-
worth, and Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk, were not two diftiné perfons,
but one and the fame perfon. And that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth
was propriefor of the lands of Caftelmilk in Annandale, as. 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 leham Stewart

of Caftelmilk. ~
Of this firft fuppofition there is no manner of evidence produced ; it refts

wholly on aflertions, founded on no better authority than the affertion of
that very inaccurate hiftorian George Crawford, in a manufcript hiftory
which he had been employed to draw up for the Earl of Galloway’s family,
and in which he ftudied as much as poffible to give a flattering account of
his Lordfhip’s anceftors, though at the expence of deprlvmg fome other
families of anceftors who truly belonged to them *.

The fecond fuppofition is, that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, bemg
propnetor both of the eftate of Jedworth and of Caftelmilk, did, upon the
marriage of his fon John with MarionStewart, heirefs of Dalfwinton, in 1396,

* Crawfurd, in his Peerage, p. 157, publithed in the year 1716, gave an account of Lord
Galloway’s anceftors, but he did not there pretend, or venture to affert in print, that Sir Wil-
liam Stewart of Jedworth ever was proprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk, or that he was |

{ometimes defcnbed of Caftelmilk, and at other times of Jedworth.

give,
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give to John the lands and eftates of Caftelmilk for his own behoof, and at
his own difpofal.  Ofthis alfo there is no manner of evidence.

The third fappofition is, that upon the death of Sir Walter Stewart of
Dalfwinton, father-of Marion Stewart, which, according to George Craw-
ford, happened about the year 1399, John Stewart having fucceeded to
the opulenf eftate of Dalfwinton, he, upon that occafion, gavé over and
relinquifked to his younger brother William the e{’cate of Caﬁelmﬁk of
this ‘alfo there is no manner of evidence. -

It cannot be denied that thefe three’ fuppoﬁtions hang- upon one anothet,
“for if one of them is falfe the others muft fall to the ground. For inftance,
if the lands of Caftelmilk never belonged to Sir William Stewart of Jed-
worth, he never could havé given thefe lands to his eldeft fon Sir John
Stewart of Dalfwinton. And if theré was no truth in the donation of the
lands of Caftelmilk from Sit William ‘to John, then Sir John Stewart of -
Dalfwinton could not be the perfon meant under the defcription of
John Stewart of Caftelmilk, in William Urry’s refignation.

But further, if there is no feundation for the ftory of Sir John Stewart
‘of Dalfwinton having got the lands of Caftelmilk from his father Sir William,
Lhen there can be no foundation for the other fuppofition of that john
Stewart’s having made a prefent of thefe lands of Caftelmilk to his
younger brother William. And there is an additienaldifficulty in this part
of thefe fuppofitions, to wit, thatthere is no evidence of the exiftence of a
‘William Stewart brother of Sir John' Stewart of Dalfwinton ; therefore,
before gaining credit to that part of the hiftory given about the various pre-
fents of the eftate of Caftelmilk from father to fon and from brother to bro-
ther, it-would be mcumbent in the firft place, on Mr. Williams and his fol- .
lower, to give fome real folid proof that Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton had
a brother of the name of William. It feems likewife to be incumbent on
them to prove that Lord Galloway’s anceftor, Sir John Stewart of Dal{win-
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 po{feﬁ'ed of various e‘f’catés,- fuch as Garlies, Dalfwinton,; and
alfo of Caftelmilk, asnow pretended, Lord Galloway muft certainly have
in his charter-room various papers and title deeds relating to that Sir John

B Stewar:
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' Stewart and the- eftates belonging to him; and if the fa& was fo, it s
moft probable :that fome of thefe papers would afford- evidence that the
tands-of Caftelmilk had at fome period belonged to him ; but if thefe papers
contain no indication of that fort, then they ought to be confidered as
aﬁ'ordmg fome degree of evidence againit that fuppofed fa&. -

It is more particularly incumbent on Lord Galloway to prove what relates
to his anceftor Sir. John Stewart of Dalfwinton, becaufe he never can make
out his title to the obje&t in view without claiming through that' Sir John
" Stewart ; for the point-contended for by Lord Galloway is, that Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth was the brother of Sir John of Derneley, and the fon
of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley. But in ‘order to conne& himfelf
with that Sir William Stewart he muft claim through- Sir John Stewart of
Dalfwinton, #ho was Sir William of Jedworth’s eldeft fon.

On the other hand, the Stewarts of Caftelmilk do not claim through that
Sir John Stewart in any refpe& they claim direétly . thr ough Sir William
. Stewart of Caftelmilk, brother of Sir John Stewart .of Derneley, but dif-

ferent from Sir William of Jedworth, without any conne&tion with Sir John
Stewart of Dalfwinton ; and therefore they apprehend that they are not
bound to give any account of him, or to take him out of the way. Their
claim refts upon very different and certainly on more folid grounds, as will
appear from what follows. - /

Tt is admitted on all hands that Sir William Stewart defcribed of Cafel-
milk, miles, mentioned in Rymer’s Foedera in 1398, asone of the fureties
for the peace of the weftern borders, was the brother of Sir John Stewart of
Derneley. ‘

I is alfo admitted that Sir William Stewart, the brother of Sir John,
engaged in the expedition to France, and that both brothers were killed at
the battle of Rouvroy in February 1429.

Therefore it is eftablifhed by unqueftionable evidence, that Sir William
Stewart of Caftelmilk was alive during the whole of the period from 1398
to the beginning of February 1429. Confequently, any charter or other
deeds during that period where Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk is

mentioned
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mentioned as a witnefs, muft-be- prefumed to apply to that er William
Stewart of Caﬁehmlk of whofe then exiftence there can be no doubt, not to.
a Sir William Stewart, whofe exiftence at any period remains to be proved.
But it has been obje&ed for Lord Galloway, that the ‘inftrument of ‘re-
ﬁgnatlon by William Urry in 1409, proves that there was at that time a-
“John Stewart of Ca&elrml.., which is faid to be irreconcilable with the
notion of thefe lands belonging at that time to a Sir William ‘Stewart.

It is impoffible that Lord Galloway can by that obje&ion mean to infer
that Sir William Stewart had died before 140¢; for the continuation of
Sir William Stewart’s life to the battle of Rouvroy in 1429 is afcertained
by the moft indifputable evidence, and has been admitted and argued upon’
on the part of the Earl of Galloway himfelf. The nature and tendency of
the obje@tion therefore muft be diredted to. this point, that Sir William"
Stewart muft -have beer: divefted of the property of the lands of Caftelmilk
before-1409, when there appears a John Stewart of Caftelmilk mentioned by
the notary to William Urry’s refignation. And further Lord Galloway con-
tends, that this John Stewart of Caftelmilk mentioned by the notary, was
precifely his anceftor Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton.

In anfwer to thefe affertions, itisto be obferved in the firft place, that
there is nothing in the defcription of John Stewart of Caftelmilk that hasany
neceflary relation to Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton ; on the contrary, there-
are circumftances on the face of it which are adverfe to that fuppofition..
For no part of the defcription alludes to the proprietor of the eftate of Dal-
fwinton, and the John Stewart therein mentioned is not mentioned as a
Krnight, which Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton at that time was.

But there is 2 more folid ground for excluding the fuppofition of the -
lands of Caftelmilk having belonged to a John Stewart, or to Sirvjohn.
Stewart of Dallwinton in 1409; for it appears from evidence, that thefe
lands belonged to Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk at that very period, or.
at lealt very near to it, and therefore could not have belonged to john
Stewart.

It has been thewn from Rymer’s Feedera, that the eftate of Caﬂ:elmxlk.
belonged to Sir William Stewart, knight, in the year 1398, 'This is one
foundation to go upon.

Secondly,
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“Secondly, it is proved from a charter by Archibald Earl of Douglas, in
. the year 1411, that Sir William Stewart was proprietor of the eftate of
Caftelmilk at that period, for he is one of the witnefles to that charter by
Archibald Earl of Douglas, and is defcribed precifely in the fame manner
in which he was defcribed in Rymer’s Feedera in 1398 3 ¢ Dominus Willi- -
- ¢ elmus Stewart de Caftelmylke miles.”” — It has been fhewn, from page
324 to 527 of the Genealogical Hiftory, that this charter by the Earl of
Douglas, was not of a more early date than the year 1411.

Thirdly, upon the death of Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk; in the year
1429, his eldeft fon David fucceeded to the eftates which had belonged to his
_ father, conuﬁmg of the lands of Finnart, Caftelmilk, &c,

The effeCts of thefe three clear and diftinét pieces of evidence are, that
Sir William Stewart poflefled the eftate of Caftelmilk in 1398 and 1411, and’
that it went to his eldeft fon by fucceflion in 1429, from "which- period that
eftate was uniformly enjoyed by the defcendants from the faid Sir William
and David Stewarts, ill it was fold by Archibald Stewart of Caftelmilk in

1578 to John Lord Maxwell, after which fale the Stewarts of Caftelmilk
retired to their eftate of Caffilton in Lanerkthire, to which they transferred
the name of Caftelmilk. ( .

If it were true, asalleged by Lord Galloway, that his anceftor, Sir John
‘Stewart of Dalfwinton, was proprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk in 1409,
then they muft have pafled from the firft Sir William Stewart to John at
fome period between the 1398 and 1409, and they muft have come
back again to Sir Willilam Stewart at fome period between 1409 and 1411,
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 asclear, the
next queftion is, whether the mention of a John Stewart of Caftelmilk in the
refignation of William Utrry 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. '

The firft obfervation that occurs is, that John Stewart of Caftelmilk is:
in the docquet fubjoined to the notary’s inflrument introduced as a perfon

who
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who had already been mentioned in the fame inftrument ; but in fa&t he is
no where mentioned but in that laft claufe. From whatever caufe that pro-
ceeded is altogether immaterial ; it is evidently ard clearly aninaccuracy of
the notary. If he had really inferted the name of John 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 defcription more
at length,. otherwife the referring to him as already mentioned would have
been unneceflary, 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 -
defcribed as fuch about 14117 ' )

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 alfo proprietor of the lands of Caftelmilk, and that he was
the perfon alluded toin Rymer in 1398 ; that he gave off thefe lands of
Caftelmilk to his eldeft fon John Stewart, on his marriagé with the heirefs
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 1411. But they give no fort of evidence in fupport of any
of thefe guefles or conjectures ; nay, no manner of evidence that William
Stewart, the fuppofed brother of John, was krighted ; and what is worfe,

no proof that he ever exifted. -
According to their fuppofition there muft have been two Sir William

Stewarts of Caftelmilk, who exifted during many years of the fame period ;
for they fuppofe that Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton, who died before the
year 1420, had, updn his fucceeding to the Dalfwinton eftate, relinquithed
in favour of his younger brother William, whom they have been pleafed
to create a knight, the eftate of Caftelmilk, 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, itiscertain that the firft Sir William
Stewart of Caftelmilk 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 refignatior:
of William Urry, 1409, with the other proofs that the lands of Caftelmilk
did belong to Sir William Stewart mentioned in Rymer, 13 98, and again.
in the charter of .the Earl of Douglas, rqrr.

- It evidently appears, that the attempts made by Mr. Williams and his-
follower, to reconcile thefe pieces of evidence, have been altogether un-
fuccefsful, and are contraditory to a variety of known and eftablithed
circumitances. But it is far from impoffible that the John Stewart defcribed:
in William Urry’s reﬁgnation,' may have been Sir John Stewart of
Derneley. It is true that the notary does not defcribe him as Miles ; but
the fame objetion would lie againft the fuppofition that John Stewart of
Dalfwinton was meant, for he too was a knight before the year 15063
and, as the notary to- this inftrument appears to have been a perfon nct
remarkable for hLis aceuracy, the emiffron of the defcription of knight was. .
natural enough, when he mentioned him at the end.of the deed, as 2
-perfor 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 Stewart of Derneley was defcribed of
Caftelmilk, in 13873 and it is alfo proved.that he continued to be fuperior
of the lands of Caftelmilk, till the time of his death. in 1429 ;. and that
his grandfon obtained a grant of the nonentry duties. of the lands of Caftel-
milk, from 1429 to. 1468, his brother Sir William having held the lands
of him as vaffal.. There is, therefore, nothing at all improbable in Sir
John Stewart of Derneley his being one of the witneffes to the re-
ﬁ’gnaﬁ'on of William Urry, Sir as jJohn’s principal eftate and place
of refidence: of Derneley was in the near neighbourhood of Paifley ; and
there is no reafon to fuppofe that he was not in Scotland at that time ; .
on the contrary it appears, that in 1407, Sir John Stewart of Derneley,
then in Scotland, was one of. the perfons who fwore to the obfervance of
the treaties between France, and Scotland.. Du Tillet, p. 327.
~ And although it would certainly have ;been more proper for this
accurate notary ta have defcribed him Sir John Stewart of Derneley, yetn
as he was adtually the fuperior of the lands. and eftate of Caftelmilk, and
¢he immediate vaffal of the Lords of Aimandale in thefe lands,, and had

formerly
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formerly been defcribed of Caftelmilk, the notary, who may well be fup-
pofed ignorant of the precife time when Sir John Stewart took the defign-
ation of Derneley in preference to that of Caftelmilk, might naturally enough
have given him that defignation of Caftelmilk, which could not fail to be
perfetly underftood as applicable to him in thofe times; for he was not
uniformly defcribed as of .Derneley——he'had other defignations. ~ Thus in a
charter dated 11th December 1406, granted by Dame Janet Keithin favor of
her fon Andrew de Hamilton, to which her fon Sir John Stewart of Derneley
is one of the witnefles—He is not therein defcribed as Sir John Stewart
of Derneley, on the contrary, he is thus defcribed :  Joannes Senefcallus
¢ filius meus Dominus de Cruikiffoun.,”” What makes this inftance the
more remarkable is, the certainty thiat Sir John Stewart had fucceeded to
the eftate of Derneley before the date of this charter, for in ‘that fame
‘charter Janet Keith the granter of it is defcribed as being then in her
widowhood. Which leaves no doubt that Sir Alexander Stewart of
Derneley being then dead, his fon Sir - John had fucceeded to the
Derneley eftate before that time.

It has already been obferved, that the Stewarts of Caﬁelmllk who do
not claim through  Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton, were not bound to
remove out of the way, or to account for the Yohn Stewar: mentioned in
William Urry’s refignation. However, as every part of the fyftem
which Mr. Williams and his anonymous friend have adopted for Lord
Galloway refts merely upon guefles or conjetures, unfupported by con-
clufive proefs, it was thought that it might not be improper here to
fubmit to confideration the above conjeCture: which will appear to be
better founded, and to be more conneted with probability, than any
one of thofe attempted on the partof the Earl of Galloway.

But the above is not the only reafonable conjeture that might be formed
with regard to john Stewart of Caftelmilk, referred to in Urry’s reﬁgna-
tion, in 140q. For if I were to afflume the fame liberty of making gueffes
or conjeGtures, that has fo frequently been affumed on the part of the
Earl of Galloway, it would not be difficult to form conjetures concerning
that John Stewart of Caftelmilk, which would be fupported with much
~greater probability at leaft, than any of the various conje&ures that have
been hazarded on the other fide.—For inftance, it might fairly be prefumed
or conjeftured, that John Stewart of Caftelmilk, mentioned as- prefent
at the inftrument taken by the notary, wasa fon of Sir William Stewart

M 2 of
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of Caftelmilk ; for, as he is not defcribed as a knight, whillt others of
the witnefles 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 eldeft fon of Sir
William Stewart of Caftelmilk, and pre-deceafed his father ;. or, he may
have been one of Sir William’s younger fons. For there are inftances,. at that
very period, and particularly in the Derneley family, which thew that it was not
unufual in thofe times to defcribe even the younger: fons of great proprietors.
by the title of the land eftate which belonged to the family, as being a fuffi-
cient mark of diftin&ion, when joined with the chriftian name, for afcertain-
ing the perfon meant. - Thus there is in the public records, a charter dated at
the monaftery of Paifley, in the year 1406, granted by the Duke of Albany,,
Governor of Scotland, in favor of William Cunningham of Reidhall, to.
which charter Robert and Alexander Stewarts, two of the younger - fons of the.
Derneley family, are witneffes, and they are thus defcribed.: < Robers and
Alexander Stewarts of Derneley.® It is very well known that thefe were
two of the younger fons of Sir Alexander Stewart of Derneley, whofe eldeft
fon Sir John was the only perfon properly entitled to the defignation of
Derneley, though it is- here given to the younger fons, as being thought
fufficient, with their chriftian names, for afcertaining who they were.

In the fame way, if Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk had either an elder
or a younger fon.of the name of John, it might be thought proper, even by a.
more accurate man than the notary in queftion, to defcribe him John Stewart.
of Caftelmilk, as the chriftian name, joined with the name of the land eftate

.of the family, would leave no doubt as to the perfon meant: to be defcribed.—
A fimilar praétice, even in modern times, took place in France, where it was.
ufual for the youngeft fons to. be defcribed by the title or name of the #érre-
or landeftate of the family.

‘That Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk kiad a for of the name of John,
is a fatt fo highly probable that it can {carcely be doubted of, confidering
the remarkable friendfhip and intimacy which fubfifted between the two-
brothers, Sir John and Sir William Stewart.’ And itis not at all likely
that the name of John, which appears to have been a favorite name in the
family during many generations, thould have been negle@ed in the firft
inftance by Sir William Stewart, attached as he was to his brother Sir John,
whofe name and actions reflected fo much honor upon the family.—That fon
of the name of John, may probably have died during his father’s hfe, in the

period between 1409 and 1429,
i2 | The



(85)

~ The only fons of Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk who have been taken
“notice of in the Genealoglcal Hiftory, are David, Archlbald Matthew and
Walter, becaufe thefe were 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 mighit not have had feveral other fons.—It was only by degrees,
and in the courfe of feveral years, that I' difcovered the names of thofe
fons above-mentioned ; and it cannot be reckoned. furprifing that at the
diftance of four hundred years we fhould net now be able to prove from.
‘records, the names of all the fons of Sir William Stewart.

The - fuppofition that John Stewart mentioned in William Urry’s refign-
ation was a fon of Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk, has this great advan-
tage, that it is perfeétly confiftent with the other eftablifhed proofs that the -
eftate of Caftelmilk at that time belonged to Sir Willlam Stewart of Caftel-
milk, knight ; and renders unneceflary the extravagant fuppofition of thar -
eftate having belonged, in 1409, to Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton. .
~ The anonymous author has informed us, that he laid the refignation of:.
William Urry before a learned friend, who is alfo. anonymous,  but
“ whofe acquirements as a Scholar, and whofereputation as a Lawyer are
¢ equally diftinguithed ;”” and he has favored us with the written opinion- -
given by this very refpetable gentleman. But the refult of that opinion. -
amounts to no more than this: that William Urry’s refignation is a.
complete prefumptive proof of the exiftence of John Stewart of Caftel- -
milk, in 1409 ; which, he fays, cannot poflibly be redargued unlefs 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 exiftence of a John..
Stewart, defcribed by the notary as of Caftelmilk, in 1409, does not .
neceffarily prove that he was proprietor of Caftelmilk, much lefs does it -
prove that he was the fon of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, who

"never had a right to thefe lands.

But 2dly, in fpite of my profound refpet.for the learned anonymous
friend of the other anonymous, I cannot admit, that a prefumptive proof.
can only be redargued by a pofitive proof ; for I maintain, and I believe -
few will contradi¢t my pofition, that a prefumptive proof may be com- -
pletely redargued by contrary prefumptive proofs ; and that it will depend.
upon the weight of the oppofite prefumptions, which. of them is beft

entitled to belief..
Let.
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Let this do¢trine be applied in the prefent cafe, for deciding whether,
upon the evidence ftated on each fide, there is moft reafon t6 believe that
the eftate of Caftelmilk belonged, in the year 1409, to Sir William
Stewart of Caltelmilk, whofe exiftence is afcertained by the refpettable
evidence of Rymer’s Feedera, and of an original charter by the Earl of
Douglas ; or, thatthefe lands belonged to a John Stewart of -Caftelmilk,
whofe exiftence is afcertained only by an obfcure notary, who appears not
to have been diftinguithed by his accuracy at leaft ; including in this laft
branch of the alternative the further fuppofitions neceffary to be adopted,
to wit, that the John Stewart mentioned in that Inftrument, was precifely
Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton, "Lord Galloway’s anceftor; -and that
from this John Stewart the lands of Caftlemilk thifted in 1411, to another
Sir William Stewart, different from the perfon named i in Rymer, in 1348,
but of which additional Sir William Stewart mo certain traces of his
-exiftence are.- any where to ‘be found.

'Fallacy of what is cante;zded Jor by Mr. Williams and the Anonymous Writer,
.in maintaining that WALTER STEWART of ARTHURLY was not the fon
of the firft Sir WILLTAM STEWAgT of CASTELMILK, but the fon of an
imaginary fecond Sir WiLLiaM STEWART of CASTELMILK; and
Jallacy of their arguments concerning the time allotted ZJy them for the
_death of that fecond Sir WILLIAM STEWART. :

Mr. Wirriams and his anonymous friend pretend they have dif-
covered that there was a 'Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk who was alive
in the year 1439, but who died before the firft of February 1440;
whence they contend, that this Sir William Stewart muft have been the
brother of Sir John Stewart of Dalfwinton, and the father of Walter
Stewart of Arthurly, who according to thefe fuppofed fatts could not, they
fay, have been the fon of the firft Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk, who
was killed at the battle of Rouvroy, in 1429.

To thefe affertions and {uppofitions there are various anfwers.

1ft. No perfon before Mr. Williams and his foilower has ever doubted
that Walter Stewart of Arthurly was one of the younger fons of the
firlt Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk ; neither is there any other perfon
who ever pretended that there was a Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk,

who
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who had died between 1439, and 1ift February 1440. But itis in vain
to difpute about the time of the death of the fecond Sir William Stewart,
until it thall be proved in a fatisfaCtory manner that fuch a perfon ever
exifted :—No {uch proof has hitherto been produced, and it is believed that
there is no likelihood' of any fuch prgof being ever produced.

The foundation on which Mr. Williams and his anonymous follower
have built this argument concerning the death of a Sir William Stewart in
the period between 1439, and rft February 1440, is this,— they fuppofe
that' there are two original charters now -extant, the one dated in 143,
by which John Pollock difponed to John Rofs, Laird of Haulkhead, and
Walter Stewart, fon of William Stewart of Caftlemilk, equally betwixt
them, the Iands of Artliurly in the borony and fhire of Renfrew. The
other charter under the great feal, dated 1ft February 1439, in modera
ftyle 1440, by King James II. whereby he grants the one half of the lands
of Arthurly in the barony of Renfrew, to Walter Stewart fon of the
deceafed Sir William Stewart of Cq/z‘lemil,{" Miles.

From thefe premifes they have inferred, that Sir William Stewart of
€aftelmilk muft have died precifely in the thort pericd between 1439, and 1ft
February 1440, becaufe in the firft of thefe charters Walter Stewart is, they
fay, defcribed fon of William Stewart of Caltelmilk, without the addition of
the word deceafed, whereas in the laft of them he is defcribed as fon of
the deceafed Sir- William Stewart of Caftelmilk kaight.—This-feems to
have been fo- favorite an argument with the anonymous writer, that he has
dedicated no lefs than cight pages of- his book to it, from p. 120. to pv
128.—But it will be fhewn that this is merely a captious-argument, unfup-
ported eitirer by fa& or by fair inference. )

For, admitting that in two dceds drawn up by different perfons about
the fame period, Walter Stewart had in one of them been defleribed as
fon of the deceafed Sir William Stewart, of Caltelmilk, while in the other
he is defcribed only as fon of William Stewart of Caftelnilk ; it does not
thence neceffarily follow, that the William Stewart thus defcribed had
died in the period fubfequent to the deed wherein Walter had been de-
fcribed fimply as the fon. of William Stewart, and before the date of the
deed wherein he was deferibed fon.of the deceg/ed Sir William Stewart
for either of thefe defignations was fufficient to defcribe Walter Stewart, and
to afcertain precifely who he was, which is the only real object of a ds-

fignation ;.
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fignation ;—and when deeds are drawn up by different perfons, fuch difl
crepancies in the mode of the defignations muft frequently happen, ac- -
cording to the greater or lefler degree of precifion of the perfon employed ;
for the one mode of defignation is equally valid with the other, to all
intents and purpofes. And it was no part of the objet of thefe papers
- to alcertain whether the father of Waher Stewart was dead or alive at the
date of thefe decds, or-at what time he had died ; though the argument
_ufed for Lord Gallloway proceeds on a fuppoﬁtidn that thefe were the
- pfecife points to be afcez;tained by the defignation of Walter Stewart.

Indeed according to the mode of reafoning adopted by Mr. Williams and
his obfequious fiiend, it ought to be inferred, that Sir William Stewart of
Caftelmilk was not a knight in 1439, but that he was created a knight
between that-date and the 1t February 1440. Forin the article relating
to the charter in 1439, by John Pollock, Walter Stewart is defcribed fon
- of William' Stewart of Caftelmilk, without mentioning that he was a
knight ; whereas in the charter under the great feal, 1ft February 1440,
" he is defcribed as fon of the -deceafed ‘Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk,
knight. The argument muft either be .conclufive in both or in neither of thefe
- cafes, for the ground -on which it proceeds is precilely the fame in both. .

“2dly. In point of fa&, no perfon, 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 fon
ot William -Stewart of Caftelmilk, without the addition of the word
- decesfed.—For the fa&t is, that the article relating to the charter

1439, by John Pollock to John Rofs and Walter Stewart, was not copied
‘from the charter itfelf, but from an inventory of Lord Glafgow’s papers,
“in the pofleflion of Mr. Thomas Tod, writer to the fignet ;—after obtaining

which extraé&t from Lord Glafgow’s inventory, application was made to
his Lordfhip, and to the perfon who had charge of his papers at Halkhead,
for infpeltion of that original charter, not doubting that it would
fpeedily and eafily be found. After fome time beftowed in fearching,
the anfwer received was, that the charter fought for had fome how
or other been mifplaced or miflaid, for that a fearch had been made for it
without being able hitherto to find it. There are hopes, however, that it
may {till be found on a more diligent fearch ; and there can be no doubt
that it will then appear, that Walter Stewart is in that deed defigned, 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 it, and it is well known to every man of bufinefs, that the
defcriptions 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 fatisfaGory manner in the Genealogical Hiftory, from
page 351 to page 256. AndI cannot help thinking, that every perfon
who reads the account there given, muft, if he has any degree of candor,
be perfelly fatisfied that it contains the true and genuine flate of this
matter’; but if he happens to be captious, the fats therein ftated will,
all of them, when neceffary, be eftablithed in the moft folemn manner by
the legal evidence of Mr. Tod, who furnithed the extra® from Lord
‘Glafgow’s inventory, and by the judicial feftimony of the perfons who in
-confequence thereof made fearch in Lord Glafgow’s charter-room at Halk-
head for the paper in queftion.

Notwithftanding the various inftances already given of facts and affertions
hazarded withoutany foundation in truth, or at leaft totally unfupported by
proofs, there remain other fimilar inftances which might be produced. But
it is really tirefome to fqllow Mr. Williams through all his mazes of errors
-and conjettures, efpecially as it is not eafy to fix him to any precife ground ;
for it has frequently happened that when driven from ome pofition
which he had found to be wuntenable, he has reforted fucceflively to other
grounds not more defenfible; and thus, affuming the privilege of a very
Proteus to vary his fhapes and forms at pleafure, the labour and -fatigue of
purfuing him through all his variations is much increafed; hence thefe
theets have extended far beyond what was originally propofed.

The work of the anonymous author is even more reprehenfible, from the
encreafed boldnefs of affertion, with a fimilar or greater difregard of genuine
proofs.

Ifit fhould be found that there remain in this laft-mentioned work any
" ‘fafts or arguments not hitherto refuted, becaufe not touched upon, and
that the author fhould thence be induced to flatter himfelf that the
truth-or force of his affertions in thofe parts was admitted, he may, if it

X can
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can afford him any confolation after the preceding detection of his various:
attempts to miflead, be allowed the benefit of that temporary gratification..
1 have no objection to permit his enjoyment of a fhort-lived triumph of this:
fort, unlefs it thould infpire him with freth courage to perfift in attacks, fuch:
as may call for a further refutation. ‘

It may be neceffary however to take fome notice at prefent, of a few
general propofitions and aflertions which have. been repeated in various
different parts of the work in queftion.

Anfuwer to the Imputation of having differed from all the .Génea'logz"cal Writers:
with refpe to the Pedigree of the Earl of Galloway.

I p. 14.it is faid, that <tlie author of the ¢“Genealogical Hiftory of the
% Stewarts” certainly can boaft of being the firft perfon who ever doubted or
¢ called in queftion Lord Galloway’s pretenfions. His right of defcens
<« from the eldeft branch had been fo univerfally acknowledged, fo uniform-
« ly fné&ioned by time and opinion, that, had it not been. for the formak
< attack in 1794, or at leaft the rumour that announced it; in all probability
« jt never would have occurred to him to fubftantiate his claims by a pro-
<« duQion of the legal evidence.””

One would imagine,,'from this "paragraph, and 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 anceftors.
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
reprefenting the Derneley family. But they have taken care not to mention
the authors who.had donefo; and I believe I may with great confidence
venture to aflert, that, excepting Mr. Williams and his anonymous friend,
there is no author whatever that ever gave to Lord Galloway’s family, or
to Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, the fame pedigree that they have
done ; particularly no author that ever faid or infinuated that Sir William
Stewart of Jedworth, (the unqueftionable anceftor of the Earl of Galloway,)
was the fon of Sir Alexander, or the brother of Sir John Stewart of
Derneley. In truth, they canproduce no author who ever has given any
fuch account of the father or brother of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,

9 0¥
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or who has ever fuppofed him entitled to that pedigree. Without eftablith-
ing thefe fadls, it is quite impofhble that Lord Galloway could ever make out
his claim to the reprefentation of the Derneley family after the death of
Cardinal York, the laft of the male delcendants from Sir John Stewart of
Derneley ; for it is agreed onall hands, that the reprefentation muft un-
doubtedly go to the perfon who fhall be able to prove himfelf defcended
from Sir William Stewart, the brother of that Sir John Stewart of Derneley-
Therefore the affertion that all genealogical writers had eftablithed the
foundation of Lord Galloway’s claim, and the preference due to it, is total-
Iy erroneous, and has been fuggefted only for the purpofe of mifleading and
for inducing a belief, that I was the only perfon who had ever difputed the
authority of the genealogical writers, or who had called in queftion 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 obfequious flatterer *.—Their authority, however refpetable it may
appear to themfelves, I cannot admit without proofs; and in what manner
they have avoided this teft muft be fufficiently apparent from the preceding
difcuffion of their faéts and arguments. ] _

It will be 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 and certain from the particulars given in
the memorial concerning the pedigree of Sir William Stewart of Jedworth,
pages 33—37, fupra, where literal extralts are given from Nefbit, George
Crawford, and Sir Robert Douglas; all of whom have concurred in the
fa& that Sir William Stewart of Jedworth, the paternal anceftor of the
Earl of Galloway, was defcended from John Stewart, one of the younger
fons of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll, and a younger brother of Sir Alan

* Much praife is lavithed on Mr. Williams in wvaricus parts of the anonymous work, the
author of which has gone fo far as to extol him for his accuracy, and to prefer him to all the
various authors who have ever written on the fubje& of the Stewart families. Thus, after
.mentioning various genealogical writers, fuch as Nefbit, Crawford, Sir Robert Gorden, and
the learned Camden, thereis, p. 133, the following paragraph :

« The laft author we fhall appeal to is the Reverend Mr. Williams, by far the mof accurate
« of any awho have examined the fubje@.” 1f this is not downright flattery, it muft be allowed
%u be at lealt a dif-proportioned compliment to Mr. Williams from his complaifant friend.

N 2 Stewart
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Stewart of Dreghotn, who was the anceftor of the Derneley family. Botk:
Mr. Williams and his namelefs friend have carefully kept out of view :ﬂl the
accounts thus given by thefe authors ; though they have frequently appealed:’
to thefe fame authors upon other occafions.

The memorial above referred to, concerning the pedigree of Sir Williany -
Stewart of Jedworth, which I made out in the year 1794, for Lord
Galloway’s ufe, was the refult of a good deal of inveﬁigaﬁon and trouble ;
for I had at that time confulted every gemealngical book wherein I
could find any mention of Sir Wiliam Stewart 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 anonymousauthor. But if any perfon will take the trouble to examine
the authorities referred to by them and by me, it will foon be difcovered:
which of us have given the faireft reprefentation of the cafe, and the beft
information  for the- Earl of Galloway’s ufe; will then be feen, and
with irrefiftible evidence, that Mr. Williams and his 2nonymous friend are
the only genealogical writers who have ever pretended that Lord Galloway’s:
anceftor was a fon of Sir Alexander, or a brother of Sir John Stewart of
Derneley ; confequently, what they withed to impute to. me of my repre-
fenting Lord Galloway’s pedigree in 2 manner different from all-the genealo-
gical writers, is-an imputation folely applicable to themfelves : it required,,
therefore, a good deal of modeft aflurance in thefe two authors to\ affert,,
as they have done in different parts of their writings, that I had been the
firlt or only perfon who ever doubted of Lord Galloway’s pretenfions ;.
afferting, at the fame time, that his right of defcent from the eldeft branch
had been univerfally acknowledged and uniformly fanctioned by time and:
opinion.. ‘

Nothing was ftated by me on the fubje& without referring to the authority
whence it was taken; for whatever may have been the objetts of Mr.
Williams and his friend in their ftatements, it was no object of mine to.
miflead Lord Galloway, or to give any reprefentation of fads other than what
could ftand the teft of the firiteft examination. His Lordthip, if he
has not already difcovered, may poffibly 2t fome future period difcover,,
whether he is moft indebted to thofe, who had ftudied to givé him only true:
information, or to thofe who withed to conciliate favor by giving fuch flat-,

tering
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tering accounts as they thought might be agreeable, without conﬁdering
that falts ftated without proofs, or contrary to proofs, may lead into
difficulties, but never can be finally fuccefsful.

The rife and progrefs of thefe Genealogical Inquirigs.

Lord Galloway muft recolle, that it was at his earneft requ’eﬂ: that I firft
engaged in the ftudy of the Geneulogical Hiftory of the Stewart families,
with g view to affift his Lordfhip in the inquiries which he was then moft
anxious fhould be made for afcertaining to whom the chiefship of the family
would belong after the death of the Cardinal York.

I confeffed to his'Lordfhip my ignorance of thofe matters, having never
turned my mind to any genealogical fubjet ; but though unwilling to engage
in any thing that might be likely to confume much time, or to occafion much
trouble, I at laft yielded to the repeated earneft requefts made to me by
Lord Galloway, and told his Lordfhip that when I went to Scotland I thould
. be very reédy to give him any affiftance in my power, by examining the

public records or other places where there might be any expeétation of find-
ing materials that could afford juft information; and that I thould always
be ready to give his Lordthip 2 fair opinion, according to the beft of my
judgment, upon the falls 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 friendthip which I had for many y'earé
enjoyed from his Lordthip’s father, the late Earl of Gallo_way, with whom [
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 Lordfhip’s family ever ﬁnce that
period.

Accordingly, upon going to Scotland, 1did beftow a good deal of time
and labour in fulfilling the promife I had made to the prefent Earl of
Galloway, who cannot fail to recolle& the reports I made to him from time
to time of the refult of my refearches; and the many fuggeftions which. .
I gave, both to himfelf and to Mr. Williams, about additional inquiries to-
be made by them, and diretting them to the places where it would be

moft proper that they fhould be made.
In
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Tn this manner matters went on for 2 confiderable time, before there was
any idea of my friends of the Caftelmilk family being concerned in the ob-
je&t of this inquiry ; for I have no hefitation to repeat, what has already been
{ftated in the preface to my Hiftory, that I was at that time 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 Caftelmiilk with my re-
lations Sir John and Lady Stuart, that they confidered themfelves as
materially interefted in the refult of thefe inquiries, and that they
thought their pretenfions entitled to every attention from their connec-
tions, I immediately acquainted Lord Galloway of what had thus paffed,
" and told his Lordibip that I did not choofe to be placed in a fituation

where I might naturally be fubjet to the fulpicion of being parfial to my
near relations of the Caftelmilk family, and therefore that I.did not

with to be the perfon to be trufted to on his Lordfhip’s part for profecuting

the inquiries on hisbehalf ; and fuggefted to him the propriety of his mak-

“ing choice of fome other perfon for that purpofe, or at leaft to make

choice of fome perfon of eftablithed charatter and abilities to whom

the refult of all inquiries made either for his Lordthip or for the Caftelmilk

family might be fubmitted; and with whom his Lordfhip might have an op-

‘portunity to confult from time to time. .

~ Accordingly Sir Adam Fergufon was named as a perfon upon whofe

opinion all parties would have complete reliance.

Lord Galloway probably ftill has the correfpondence between him

"and me on this fubjet; it will fhew the amicable manner in which
thofe matters were carried on at that time. And as ¥ 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, fo far as matters had been advanced
during that mutual reference to him.

Lord Galloway will alfo recolle&, that it ‘wasagreed between his Lordfhip
and Sir John and Lady Stuart, that all matters fhould continue to be carried
on between them on the moft amicable footing, and that each party fhould
communicate to the other the refult of their™ mqumes, and any papers or

proofs that might happen to be difcovered.
Thxs
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This agreement between Lord Galloway and the Caftelmilk family, in whict:
I confidered myfelf as a party, was moft faithfully obferved by me, though
during the life of Sir Jolin Stuart I atted only under him, for his behoof and
by his authority ; and both his Lordfhip and Mr. Williams. muft do me the
juftice to acknowledge, that they received from me the moft liberal and
unreferved communication of every thing that could intereft them in the
various and extenfive difcoveries made in the courfe of the inveftigations
at home and abroad on our part.

They muft alfo acknowledge, for they were fenfible of it at the time
that the communications of this fort received from his Lordthip, or from Mr..
Williams, bore no proportion to thofe which they received from me; this,
however, I did not impute to any want of difpofition on their part to fulfil
the agreement ; but afcribed it merely to this circumitance, that very little
had been difcovered by them worthy to be communicated, or that could
keep pace with the extenfive communications which they received from me 3
for they had not only the benefit of learning from me every material paper
and fa& difcovered in the courfe of the fearches in England and Scotland,
but likewife the refult of all my inquiries inrFrance and in Italy ; and all thefe
advantages Lord Galloway enjoyed withowt ever being put to one fhilling of

“expence ; though his Lordfhip muft have been fenfible, that the extenfive
refearches in the records of France and of Italy, as well as in thofe of Eng-~
land and Scotland, muft have been attended with a great deal of expence, be-~
fides the time that was neceffary to be dedicated to this bufinefs *

If Lord Galloway was really in earneft to difcover every thing. material
that 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 France refpefling 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, inpage 57, there is:
this paragraph: ¢ Letit be obferved that the minutenefs of the author of the Genealogical
«« Hiftory of the Stewarts 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 demonftration is eftablithed, that Sir William Stewart, the firft of Caftel--
¢« milk, was the brother of Sir John Stewart of Derneley.”

Page 86. ¢ The fuccefsful refearches which you made in France in 1789 have enabled you
¢ to place the clofe connexion of thofe two remarkable brothers (Sir John'Stewart of Derne~
é¢ Jey and Sir William Stewart of Caftelmilk) ina pleafing point of view; and Lord Gallos
€« way, of all men, is moft peculiarly mdebted to you, for thus eclucidating the hithertor

¢ doubtful tranfadtions of vour mutual anceftor.”?
wWerg:

3° Condué of the

Caftelmilk fa-
mily towards.
the Earl of
Galloway.
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were known to have atted a diftinguithed part in that country. The expence
which muft have attended thefe inquiries, was faved to him by the liberal and
extenfive communications given of the refult of my refearches in France and
elfewhere. : ' '

The greateft part, if not the whole, of the Genealogical Hiftory was
from time to time communicated to Lord Galloway, or to Mr. Williams,
before it was printed; and I was ready to have adopted any fuggeftions of
theirs, provided they were fupported by proof, but not otherwife. In fhort,
"if the queftions agitated can be confidered as a conteft or competition
between the Earl of Gallbway’s family and that of the Stuarts of- Caftel-
milk, it may truly be {aid, that there never was a competition carried on in .
{o unreferved 3and liberal a manner as this was on the part of the Caftelmilk
family towards the Earl of Galloway and his family.

The fatt is, that after having beftowed fo much time and trouble in the
inveftigation of the truth, it became a favorite object with me to have the honor
and eredit of correting the various errors which had crept into the hiftory
ofthe Stewarts of Derneley, and the credit of giving to the world a true
Aiftory that might be depended upon with regard to every matter therein
ftated. Thefe objects I had much more at heart than any preference of one
family to another with refpe&t to the Chiefthip, or Chieftanthip of the
Stewarts ; an obje&t 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 world in general.

From many incidents which had happened in the courfe of thefe affairs,
Lord Galloway, both in converfation and in writing, often exprefled himfelf
fenfible of the liberal manner in which the bufinefs had been conduéted, and
of his obligations to me for all the trouble I had taken.

Without entering into the detail of various ufeful’ communications which
his Lordthip received from me, I may be allowed to'mention a very mate-

-~

rial one which happened lately, in the courfe of the prefent fummer. v

It fell to my lot to difcover a material piece of evidence for fupporting
Lord Galloway’s fide of the queftion, of which neither his Lordfhip nor
~any perfon alting 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 conne&ion with the Derneley family than any
- that had ever been difcovered by all the laborious fearches made on his
Lordihip’s
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Lordhip’s part, including thofe made by Mr. Williams or his anony-
mous friend, or by any other perfon whatfoever. I took an early
-opportunity of making known to Lord Galloway what I had thus
difcovered ; whichI did in the prefence of a friend of his much attached to
his intereft; and who feemed fenfible of the irnpb'r-tance of what was thus
communicated. Iam perfuaded it will be found to be more material in
fupport of his Lordthip’s pretenfions than any written document hitherto
in his pofleffion.

Upon the whole, Lord Galloway muft be highly fenfible of the
firi& fidelity ‘which has been obferved on the part of the Caftelmilk
family, in communicating to him every difcovery made by them, wherein
his Lordthip’s family might be interefted.

He will therefore no deubt feel a juft indignation, that there thould now
ftart up fome unknown concealed champion for him, who, under falfe ap-
pearances, endeavours to mifreprefent all that has happened, and attempts to
.convert into enmity all the amicable and liberal proceedings which had
. taken place until this officious intermeddler appeared upon the ftage.

From the firft commencement of the refearches relating to thefe matters,

I have always confidered the point in agitation between the Earl of Gallo-
way’s family and that of the Stuarts of Caftelmilk to be of fuch a nature as
ought not, and was not likely to be produétive of any animofity or bad
humour.—1It 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 importance.
- According to the notions uniformly entertained by me, a conteft for a
‘Chieftanthip is, when reduced to its true eftimation, a conteft for an empty
name ; or, if there fhould be found fome perfons difpofed to dignify it with
the epithet of a conteft for a point of honour attended with fome degree of
teal luftre, that honour, when alcertained in favor of any one branch of the
family, could not fail to communicate part of its luftre at leaft to the other
branches.of the fame family, and efpecially to that branch which had been
Q engaged
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engaged in the cbmpetition, on the footing of having pretenfions equal or
nearly equal to thofe of the fuccelsful competitor ; for, according to the ftate

 of falts maintained on the part of Lord Galloway himfelf, the anceftor of

the one family was the brother of the anceftor of the other: and though the
account given by the Caftelmilk family differs a little from this in fome
relpedt, yet it is admitted on ail hands, that they are defcended from the

. fame common anceftor, Sir John Stewart of Bonkyl.- One would imagine,

The Anony-
mous .Author
faid to be em-
ployed by the
Earl of Gal-
loway ;

. deemed incre-
dible,.

therefore, that the anonymous author, who, in his facetious ftyle, has
thought proper to treat the pretenfions of the Caftelmilk family with:
fome degree of flippancy, would not much ingratiate himfelf Wlth Lord
Galloway by that mode of paying his court. :

But there are various paffages in the anonymous work, where the author

‘aflumes, and furely without authority, the charatter of a perfon directly em-

ployed by the Earl of Galloway, or by fome of his conneions, to plead his. .
caufe in the manner he has done; and he feems defirous to perfuade his readers:

«that this is the true ftate of the cafe. Many things, however, incline me

to think the author cannot be entitled to credit for what he has thus ad-
vanced. For, after what had paffed between the Earl of Galloway and:
myfelf, in the courfe of feveral years, I will not allow myfelf to think it
poffible that his Lordfhip qould ever - have given hls_ authority, or even his
tacit confent, to fuch a publication.—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 queftion. If however, againft all
probability, the Earl of Galloway has really given any fuch authority, as
is faid or infinuated by the anonymous writer, I hope his Lordthip will
fairly avow it, in a manner fuitable both for himfelf and for me ; and then I
thall know with whom I have to contend, for I do not chuf e to have to
do with fubalterns, or with interefted or hireling authors, wnen Tcan ger
at the principals who employed them.

Until attaining fome degree of certainty in the particular now mentioned,,
I do not wxfh to be too fevere on the unknown author of ‘the anonymous
work,,
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work, -therefore fhall at-prefent abftain, as much as poffible, from taking
any notice of the ftyle and temper manifefted 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 much the reverfe
of any thing ‘praltifed amongft perfons of education, that the author can
~only deferve to meet with the moft humiliating treatment.
That the namelefs author fhould have indulged himfelf in the manner he
has done, is the more extraordinary, as he has told us, page 10, that
he is ambitious to maintain the charalter of a Gentleman and a Schelar, and
profefles much refpect for the laws of urbanity.
It cannot poflibly 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 Hiftory of the Stewarts, (a
family unknown either to the Greeks or Romans,) he has called in to his
affiftance all his old claffical friends from the Grecian and Roman territories,
who certainly never expected to be called forth in a fervice of this nature.
In the mufter roll of the foreign auxiliaries brought into the field upon this
requifition, there are Pindar, Anftophanes, Virgil, Horace, Salluft, Julius
Capitolinus, Statius, Quintilian, and Velleius Paterculus, befides a re-
inforcement of modern ffavans, fuch as Voltaire, Mirabeau, &c. Under
thefe circumftances it muft unqueftionably be admitted, that a man poflefled
of fuch a wonderful power of quotation can be no other thana great
and accomplithed Scholar. : ‘
As to his pretenfion to the charaCter of a Gentleman, little can be faid on
that head, until we know wbo be 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, their
~ judgment of who is, or who is not a gentleman, would probably be regulated
in a great degree by the ftyie of his converfation or the ftyle of his writings.
— For this purpofe it will be very defirable that the whole of the anonymous
performance thould be read over with a particular attention to the ﬂyle, and

to the inftances of boafted urbamty L
o 2 A fpe-



Style and fpi-
rit of the ano-
" mymous book,

{ 100

A fpecimen of that attention to the laws of urbanity, and of the
ftyle and fpirit in- which the anonymous performance is written, wilk
be found, pages 151 and 152. After a very decided and acrimonious

- condemnation of the ftyle made ufe of by me in the Genealogical Hif-

tory, the following remark 1s fubjdined: ¢ Here the reader will con-
« template with doubt and wonder a literary phenomenon, the loweft
¢« phrafeology of the Courts, interlarding the ftyle of the reputed Author
s of a prodution fecond to few in the Englith Language for reach of
<« thought, ability of argfiment or vigour, and eloquence of dition.”” And
in a note at the bottom of page 351, the anonymous author further ex-
plains himfelf thus: ¢ The performance here altuded to is certain Letters:
¢“_to Lord Mar}sﬁ'eld, publifhed about the year 1769 or 1770, foon after
“ the decifion of the celebrated Douglas caufe by the Houfe of Peers — a
¢ work indeed of extraordinary merit. Itis true the Letters feezz compofed
“ in the name of Andrew Stuart Elq.; but that Gentleman laudably avows .
¥ 2o claim fo the honour ef the perﬁmmme, it being given to the world wholly
“ g5 anonymous. His friends (7if there be any fuch) who fill believe that
“ it proceeded from his pen, may, fince the publication of the Genéalogical;
«¢ Hiftory of the Stewarts, ruminate on a phenomenon which they will of
s courfe think is among the difficulties hard of folution, a writer who at

¢ one and the fame time is a giant and dwarf, a prodigy of firength and a

s monument of weaknefs. Thefe Letters I have always regarded as by far
« the moft mafterly among many able produtions brought forth by this.
« memorable Trial. Of the real author, whoever he be, it may be truly
s faid, as Velleius Paterculus faid concerning Cicero: ¢ Animo vidit,
¢ ingenio complexus eft, elegantia illuminavit,” &c.

On reading this paflage, it was not eafy for me to eomprehend what
adequate motives the author could have for expofing himfelf to the
fhame of being detefted in affertions and infinuations fo totally unfounded,,
and which could be fo eafily refuted. He certainly gave me no fmall ad-
vantage over him by affording me an opportunity of accompanying that de-

tection
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teGion with the ftriCtures which it merited. But I will not now allow
myfelf to fay one word more on that fubjeét, as I have lately received
by the poft from Edinburgh, a letter from my unknown correfpondent,
which in fairnefs to him I think proper to fubjoin.
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« SIR, « Edinburgh, May 179g.
<« Astheauthor of the ¢ Genealogy of the Stewarts Refuted,” I take the
liberty of addrefling 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 pofibly be interpreted by you into a perfonal reflexion,
than which nothing can be further from the rea/ intention of the writer.
Some liberties I certainly have taken with your literary chara&er, and
thefe, as one of the public, I have a perfe& right to take; but your pri- -
vate chara&er I highly and fincerely refpect ; and fhould be extremely
forry to think ‘you had the {lighteft cawfe to imagine, that I had either
exprefled or entertained a contrary fentiment. ‘The inaccuracy to which

I allude is the following.

¢« At pages ISI, I 52, of my book, in hazarding a conjefture purely
literary, relative to your letters to Lord Mansfield, I have faid, that they
are given to the world wholly as anonymous, but, as fince looking back to
that mafterly performance, I find that the title is ¢ Letters to Lord
Mansfield from Andrew Stuart Efq.” The fa&, Sir, really is, that I
never had, till a few days ago, opened the book fince the time of its
firlt publication, now near 30 years, and {omehow or other I was im-
preffed 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 fa&, which
is very con’trziry to my intention, and I believe equally contrary to my
ufual practice. Had I fortunately fooner looked back to the Letters in
queftion, you may be affured I fhould have expreffgd mylelf very dif-
ferently, nor fhould I have omitted to give due praife to the grammatical

» ¢ pre-
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« precifion you have difplayed, in the pecuhar ufe of the prepofition from,
“ in the above-mentioned title*.

¢ Whatever otherwife may be your oplmon of my book, I truft you will
¢ admit, what is the fentiment of all. impartial readers, that it is written
<¢ with candour and a manly freedom. Should you ever reply to it (which
<¢ I think improbable) I fhall rejoice to fee that your anfwer is in the fame
¢ liberal fpirit. '

<« As to myfelf, it is ‘probable that I thall never be known to you, nor is
« it neceffary that I fhould. Private and literary quarrels are in themfelves
-« effentially different. Of the prefent writer it is the temper neither pe-
< tulantly to court the one, nor weakly to fhrink from the other. Your
<« efteem I cannot hope to conciliate,—but I truft I fhall be found entitled to
& 3 refpet fimilar to that, with which I have the honor to be,

« SIR,
4 Your moft obedient,
4 And humble Servant,

- <« THE AUTHOR.”

.Having received the above letter, T cannot now allow myfelf to treat with any
degree of afperitythat part of theanonymous performancewhich the author has
fo pofitively ftated to have proceeded from miftake or inadvertence. It is more
agreeable to me to give confidence where it is alked, 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 inference which, in
perfe& good humour, and without any degtee of harfh commentary, I may
be allowed to make, even in the prefent ftate of the cafe: that fince the
anonymous author is himfelf fenfible of the miftake he had com.

* For the fake of information, the unlettered reader, not poflefling the advantages of
fcholarfhip and grammatical knowledge, withes to have the merits of the prepofition Jrom

explained to him, and to know, in what the grammatical precifion and happy ufe of that
Pprepofition eonfifts.

mxtted,
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mitted, which was accompanied with injurious aflfertions and infinuations,
he ought ferioufly to refle&t upon the poffbility that in many other parts of
his book, he may have Been impofed upon or mifled, by trufting too much
to the affertions, conjeCtures, and fallacious reafonings of others. Im
fhort, he ought to have been more upon his guard againft thofe reafonings
of 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 mueh labour and zeal; and, in fome parts, with fo -
much plaufibility and fubtilty, as to be apt to miflead thofe who were not
well acquainted with the fubje&®, or who were not fufficiently on their
guard againft the addrefs employed in the compofition of them. A good
deal of time and attention, I confefs, were neceflary for unravelling various
matters artfully blended together, and for pointing out the diftinions be-
tween authentic evidence, and rath aflertions or unfounded conjetures.
On this fubjeét I am the more entitled to {peak, from the recolleGion of
the trouble it coft me to read over Mr. Williams’s voluminous and
elaborate papers, and to peint out the errors and plaufible fallacies i
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 faéts and reafonings. - It was his duty, elpecially 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 neceffary for
feparating truth from falfehood, and for diftinguifhing between real and
imaginary proofs. As he has not done fo, he muft take the confequences,
and fhare in the fhame and reproach incurred, by the copartnerfhip which
he  feems to have entered into with Mr., Williams, and by his fhare in
their joint endeavours to miflead the public.

But the anonymous author feems to have fomething further to anfwer for
than his adulation and.ating as an accomplice of Mr. Williams ;—he is
alone anfwerable for the manner of drefling up the materials furnithed. to
him by that affociate. ) |

There



¢ o1 )

Thére are however in one page of his book fome fymptoms of can-
dour, where he ftates what may probably be the opinion paffed upon
him and his book by one part of the worldwthat part which he
fuppofes will be partial to me.

Page 159, 160. He exprefles himfelf thus: ¢ The refpe@ca‘mhty, Sir,
< of your charalter has procured you many friends, and, as I know,
* fome ardent admirers; by thefe, but pardcularly by the latter, the
< whole firain and tendency of this letter will be deemed reprehenfible :
¢ whatever may be faid (they will obferve) of my arguments, my mode
<¢ of urging them is confident and pertinacious ; my attempts "at ridicule
¢¢ jll-timed and abortive ; and, above all, the difrefpe® (as they will term
4¢ it) is unjuftifiable, with which 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 fufpe& it is to
¢ meet with equally little indulgence—the whole will, in like manner, be
<¢ declared a malevolent, or, at leaft, a prefumptuous inveétive.”

* Thefe anticipations have probably been fuggefted to the author, from the
fecret conflcioufnefs of having merited the charaGter here given of himfelf.
But, from the fketch which he has thus drawn of the judgment likely
to be pronounced byone part of the public on him and his work, it is
evident, that even that part of the public judgment has not been com-

. pletely revealed to him. It may not be improper, therefore, that he fhould,
for his future regulation in fimilar cafes, have the benefit of knowing that
judgment a little more fully ; for which purpofe it may be of fome ufe to
him to be made acquainted with the particulars of a report received from
fome very intelligent perfons whe had been preveiled upon to read his book
from beginning to end, for the double purpofe of guefling at the author,
and for that of glvmg an opinion upon the merits or demerits of the
performance.

The perfons who took the trouble -of that examination did not pretend
_ that they could difcover or guefs at the author; but they concurred in
this fentiment, that the author appeared to have fixed upon the ftyle which
muit have been the moft agreeable to his own genius and tafte, being that

9 - which ~
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'. which indicated a genwine malevolence of heart, and a peculiar invidioufnefs:

¢f difpofition ; from this, they conceive, was derived the uniform firain.
of farcaftic irony, and of unprovoked petuance and ippancy, which
had been adopted and perfilted in from the firft to the laft page of his
performance ; and which was not reftrained even when he had occafion to
allude to a lady of the moft refpectable charader, but who ftands too high
in the general eftimation and refpe& of all who have had the happinefs of
knowing her, to be at all affected by the author’s pedantic attempt at wit.
| They acknowledged, that the writer feems to have a particular talent
for the ftyle of writing he has adopted ; but they did not think it a talent to
be envied, becaufe it is a ftyle not difficult to be attained by any perfon, who.
has no reftraints either from benevolence of difpofition, or urbanity of man~
ners, or from a fcrupulous regard to truth ; when to thefe 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 addrefling the public in his own name, and he will think
himfelf at liberty to vent his ill-humour or mifanthropy againft ali perfons
without diftin€tion, and upon all or any occafions indifcriminately. _

If a guels may be formed of the author’s favorite amufements or habi-
. tual occupations, we fhould be tempted to think,. that, for the gratification
of an unforttunate temper, he dedicates his leifure hours to the compofition.
of ill-natured, farcaftical fentences or differtations on different fubjeds,
from which impure colleCtion he may have it in his power at all times.
to let loofe his malevolence in any direCtion he pleafes ; which can:
eafily be accompiithed by the help of a few connefting introductory
fuppofitions, as has been pradifed in the prefent cafe = for if the author is-
allowed to affume fadls, and to take them for granted, it will not be diffi-
cult for him to gain admiffion for his ready made fentences or declamations
on particular topics. In. fadt, there is hardly any part or portion of the”
fplenetic performance in queftion, and of the claffical learning difplayed in
it, but what might have been made equally applicable to any other perfon,,.
or to any other occafion..

-2 Before
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" Before concluding, it may perhaps be thought incumbent on me to

logical Skerch take fome notice of the genealogical fketch of the houfe of Bonkyll, which

of the Houfe .

of Borkyl.

the anonymous author has placed at the end of his book. This fketch,
having evidently coft him fome trouble, feems to be viewed by him with
particular partiality and fondnefs. (Vide pages 138 and 139.)

I fhall not attempt to deprive the author of that apparent fatisfaltion ;
two reafons reftrain me from it; the one is, that the greateft part of that
genealogical tree relates, to the pedigree of Mr. Stewart of Alanton, as
defcended from Sir Robert Stewart, fixth fen of Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll.
But as Iam ignorant ofallor any of the defcendants from that Sir Robert

" Stewart, not having feen any of thofe documents which had been fhewn to

the anonymous writer, 1 do not choofe to fay any thing either for or
againft thofe aflerted fucceflors of Sir Robert Stewart, any further. than to
refer to what has already been ftated as to the non-exiffence of a Robert, fon
Jof Sir John Stewart of Bonkyll; which, if admitted, muft cut up by the
roots this luxuriant and well-ftocked tree, withall its ramifications.

The other reafon for my allowing the anonymous author to remain at
prefent in the undifturbed pofleflion of his genealogical tree, is, that I am
really tired of purfuing him through fuch a variety of erroneous ftatements
and unfounded conjettures; and were I to fet about corretting the va-
rious errors in that genealogical performance, fuch tedious and irkfome
occupation would be very ill fuited to my prefent ftate of health. This is
a circumftance very generally known, and moft probably not unknown
to the anonymous author himfelf.

THE END.



ERRATA

IN THE

GENEALOGICAL HISTORY.
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Page 11. line 19. for Ingeram read Ingelram
: 66. — 5. for He read John de Hamilton
68. — 23.far 1557 read 1357
145. — 12. for Cancellarius Bajocen 7ead-Chancellor of the diocefe-of Bayeux
163. — 7. after Robert add of Wyfton :
188. — 3. from the bottom,.after and add an exa& copy of it
198. 199. zoo.~The head-line of thefe pages, for John Lord Derneley read Bernard
Stuart of Aubigny
204. — 20. jfor Brotiis read Brutia {the Roman name of modern Calabria)
221. — 19. for Earl of Arran.resad Lord Hamilten
241. — §. from the bottom, for reture read retire
243. — 23. after Scotland add in the year 1635
243. — 26. after Regent add who was flain in Linkthgow by Haxmlton of Bothwell
haugh, in the month of January 1370
286 == 18. dile after Charles to is-in line 19. and .inflead read born at Rome, on 31fv
December 1720, died there without iffue on 31t Janwary 1788, N. S.
and Henry, the youngeft, born on 6th March 1725
352. laft line, for were read was

ERRATA v tae SUPPLEMENT.

Page 62. line 3. for lately read alittle before
\ 62, — 4 for it read they
63. — 21. after prifoner add my Hiftory
"~ 80, == 18. _for retired read removed



