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parish, the lay patron or the titular had the disposal of the teinds
of other landowners, designated ecclesiastically as heritors. Each
heritor within the parish of a lay patron was usually a feuar. Thus
the patron to whom he paid his teind was also the landlord (or feudal
superior) to whom he paid his feu-duty. Even where the heritor held
his lands directly from the Crown as a freeholder, he usually had a
family or customary association with the lay patron who had disposal
of his teind. In parishes which either contained, or lay adjacent to,
the domain of the temporal lord, a similar nexus prevailed between the
titular and the heritors. However, where a temporal lordship was
geographically dispersed and titularship was not exercised over a
consolidated group of parishes, a considerable portion of the heritors
were not bound to the titular by ties of feudal superiority, kinship
or kindness. Indeed, some were not only freeholders, but possessed
baronial rights and even headed their own local nexus of kinsmen and
customary associates.12 Thus, the lords of erection, in their
capacity as titulars, exercised a control over other men's lands which
was perennially contentious. Hence, like the ecclesiastical
institutions which they had replaced, the titulars continued the
expeditious practice of farming the teinds to a speculative group of
middlemen, the tacksmen. In return for the security afforded by long
leases, the tacksmen, who were often prominent local landowners,
guaranteed the temporal lord a definite income from the teinds as well
as the stipends for the ministers of every parish within his

titularship.13

In sum, the territorial spheres of influence of the nobles,
when converted into political power, made them the traditional leaders
of society. The nobility did not expect to rival or supplant the
monarchy, nor necessarily seek to control the agencies of central
government. But without their active co-operation, royal authority
had little effective power within the localities.

After the nobility, the most influential estate within the
localities, though the most recently established in national politics,
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was the gentry. This collective term, as applied to members of landed
society individually designated as lairds, was coming increasingly
into common usage in the early seventeenth century, Charles I being
among its most active promoters. Again, like the nobility, any
definition of the gentry as a social class has feudal, judicial and
ecclesiastical connotations. Feudally, the gentry consisted, on the
one hand, of the lesser or untitled barons and the freeholders who
heritably held their lands directly from the Crown and on the other,
of the feuars who heritably held their lands within the superiority of
other landowners. Judicially, though the lesser barons had the
privilege of holding barony courts, they, like all freeholders, were
expected to give regular attendance at the sheriff or regality court
within whose bounds their estates were located. Feuars, especially
those owing suit to a barony court, were not necessarily required to
give regular attendance at sheriff or regality courts.
Ecclesiastically, all the gentry - apart from a select few possessing
rights of lay patronage - were committed to paying teinds in their
capacity as heritors.

The gentry, unlike the nobility, were not individually
summoned to parliament, but had to suffice with the election of
commissioners, usually two, from each shire to represent their estate.
It was not until the end of the sixteenth century that shire
commissioners were actively summoned to parliament, where each shire
was allowed only one vote. Since the gentry were the last constituent
group within the political nation to become regular attenders at
parliament, theth by seqinds 72 fourth estate. However, the
political estate neither encompassed nor directly represented the
gentry as a distinct social class. The parliamentary franchise in the
shires was restricted to those gentry who, as lesser barons and
freeholders, paid taxes direct to the Crown and whose estates were
rated for such purposes at not less than forty shillings old extent.
Freeholders whose lands were rated at less than forty shillings old
extent were unenfranchised and had to rely on kinship and customary
association for the representation of their interests. The feuars
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paid taxes indirectly, as reliefs to their feudal superiors in
proportion to their landholdings. Accordingly, their interests were
deemed to be represented in parliament by the nobility.14 Lairds
entitled to participate in the election of shire commissioners composed
a political elite who, as the shire gentry, may superficially be
identified with the mainstays of county government in England. Those
lairds not entitled to participate in shire elections, who had to rely
on the virtual representation of their interests, may accordingly be
identified with the parish gentry. Nevertheless, contemporary
divisions among the English gentry cannot meaningfully be transplanted
into Scotland, given both the nature of the parliamentary franchise
and the tradition of decentralised government in the State.

The restriction of the franchise to a freehold of forty
shillings old extent was based on a traditional, even anachronistic,
land rating. The old extent of an estate was distinct from both its
current income, or rental, and its heritable liability, or feu-duty.
The original application of old extent, as a rating for ordinary
taxation on secular estates, was continued into the seventeenth
century. By medieval convention, the barons - greater and lesser -
and the freeholders paid a third of all taxation levied by the Crown,
half was collected from the ecclesiastical foundations, with the burghs
being accountable for the remaining sixth. 0ld extent was the
distinctive basis for evaluating the rate of taxation necessary to
fulfil the quota of one-third from the secular estates. Thus, the
first ordinary taxation of Charles I in 1625 rated the estates of
barons and freeholders at thirty shillings for every one pound-land of

old extent.15

However, the linking of the parliamentary franchise to
old extent meant that the electoral entitlement of the gentry was

fraught with anomalies.

Electoral participation was effectively confined to those
lairds who held their lands from the Crown by tenures in vogue when
secular estates were initially assessed for taxation in the middle
ages, that is by the traditional tenures of ward and relief and of
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blench. Both tenures had resulted from the commercialisation of the
military and personal obligations as specified in royal charters: the
former into incidental casualties paid during delays in heritable
succession (non-entry) and minorities (wardship), and for the marriage
of heirs; the latter into a fixed, though usually nominal or even
idiosyncratic, annual payment. However, the much increased feuing of
Crown lands from the late fifteenth century as well as kirklands during
the sixteenth century had led to the popularising of feu-ferme, a
tenure which marked a further commercialisation of the feudal
relationship between superior and heritable tenant. As a feuar, the
heritable tepant had his annual feu-duty fixed in perpetuity, in return
for an éﬁﬁ@%; payment to his superior of an entry-fine (grassum) -
which was usually a direct multiple of his feu-duty. The electoral
exclusion of gentry holding by feu-ferme was not merely a matter of
technical significance. For the feuing of royal property to removable
tenants by successive monarchs meant their immediate social elevation
into the ranks of the freeholders rather than the feuars. In like
manner, the Crown's annexation of ecclesiastical estates in 1587
converted feuars of annexed kirklands into freeholders. These
synthetic freeholders could not acquire the political status of shire
gentry since they owned lands on which taxation had never been levied
directly. Their freeholds, therefore, had never been valued to old
extent. This anomaly was intensified from the 1590s after the Crown
decided that all such synthetic freeholds were, for the purposes of
taxation, to be retoured to old extent. By this process, a notional
old extent was derived by local comparison rather than independent
assessment: the feu-duty of each synthetic freehold was deducted from
its current rental, the resultant free rent was then matched with that
of a neighbouring estate traditionally valued to old extent.
Freeholders on the proper and annexed lands of the Crown, though
denied the franchise until after the Restoration, thereby became

directly and distinctively liable for taxation.16

Undoubtedly, the greatest anomaly of the restricted franchise
was that feuars of kirklands were debarred from electoral participation
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on the grounds of legal status. Yet they had accrued landed resources
from the wholescale secularisation of the ecclesiastical estates which
often matched, and occasionally outstripped, the freeholds of the

shire gentry. Not only did the feuars of kirklands constitute a

large numerical presence within landed society, but secularisation had
offered an opportunity for individual lairds to augment their existing
landed resources. However, the Crown preferred to rectify fiscal
rather than electoral anomalies arising from secularisation,
particularly the blurring of the distinction between secular and
spiritual categories of taxpayers. Rather than overhaul the
distinctive conventions for levying taxation, royal policy from the
late sixteenth century laid down that secularised kirklands - other
than synthetic freeholds annexed to the Crown - were still to be taxed
as part of the spiritual quota. Hence, kirklands, together with the
separate category of synthetic freeholds, continued to provide around
half of all taxation collected during the personal rule of Charles I.
Feuars of kirklands remained indirect payers of taxation, relieving
the temporal lords and the bishops in proportion to the free rents
derived from their estates after the deduction of feu-duties. Their
parliamentary enfranchisement, therefore, remained out of the question.

17

Unresolved electoral anomalies were a manifestation that the
gentry, as a political estate, were neither as powerful nor as cohesive
as the nobility. Indeed, the tendency of the gentry to act in
association with, rather than independently of, the nobility, had
meant that the enactment first %gpq&?ing shire commissioners to
parliament in 1428 had - with thejexception of the Reformation
parliament in 1560 - remained inoperative until its reiteration in
1587.  Thereafter, the restricted franchise had a latent potential as
a source of political frustration, especially among the feuars of
kirklands who can be regarded as the main beneficiaries of
secularisation. Their superiors initially profited from high
entry-fines and the opportunity to increase rents formerly paid by
removable tenants. In the longer term, the feuars gained not only
heritable security of tenure, but fixed feu-duties and their estates
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were exempt from the managerial dictates issued by barony and regality
courts. Thus, the feuars were provided with a valuable hedge against
inflation and, simultaneously, with an opportunity to profit personally
from the steady increase in grain prices which, for almost forty years,
characterised the rule of James VI. Moreover, the gentry as a whole
did not lack social assertiveness nor the ability to mount their own
political initiative. They had constituted the major social class
among activists in the political and religious movement known as the
Congregation, which had been primarily responsible for mobilising
support within Scotland for the Protestant Reformation, a cause for
which few members of the nobility were more than lukewarm.18 Hence,
the regular appearance of shire commissioners in parliament by the turn
into the seventeenth century was symptomatic of a growing awareness
among the gentry that they were not just a distinct social class, but

a separate political estate.

Although the gentry were still in the process of establishing
themselves as a political estate in the early seventeenth century,
their leading social position within the localities had been actively
deployed in the service of the Kirk since the Reformation. In
particular, as the nobles were reluctant to undertake local
administrative duties outwith their heritable jurisdictions, the gentry
were continuously encouraged to serve as elders on kirk sessions.

Thus, the gentry, along with the ministers, were responsible for the
religious welfare of Reformed congregations through their collective
exercise of discipline within every parish. Moreover, as the State
increasingly underwrote the commitments of the Kirk to social welfare
and education, the gentry, in their capacity as heritors, were held
financially accountable for the efforts of kirk sessions to apportion
relief to the deserving poor in times of dire necessity, like the
famine of 1623, and to establish schools in every parish after 1633.
Participation as elders, or less routinely, as heritors in association
with the kirk session on an augmented parochial executive, was not
restricted to the shire gentry. Feuars, as well as freeholders and
lesser barons, were not only offered greater opportunities for

19
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official employment in the Kirk than in the State, but also gained
experience of a more centrally orientated structure of government
uncluttered by heritable jurisdictions. In turn, the Kirk can be
regarded as more responsive to the vast expansion in the ranks of the
gentry effected by the secularisation of the kirklands. These new
proprietors brought a commercial, as distinct from a traditional,
attitude towards landownership into the service of the Kirk. Within
the localities, therefore, the Kirk was becoming attuned to the
proprietary aspirations of the gentry whereas the State seemingly
remained thirled to the feudal privileges of the nobility.

The distinctive role of the gentry within the Kirk was thrown
into sharper relief by the failure of the Crown to harness their
administrative energies to the service of local government. In 1609,
James VI launched a scheme for justices of the peace which, though
based on his experience of such officials in England, had been first
projected in 1587. 'Some godlie, wyse and vertuous gentilmen of good
qualitie' were commissioned to oversee, prevent and try all incidents
which disrupted or threatened the peace within every shire. After
meeting initial hostility from the barons and the burghs who
discharged their tenants from acknowledging the peace commissions,
James modified their composition to include nobles and bishops. He
then re-launched the scheme in 1612 as a local supplement rather than
an alternative to existing heritable jurisdictions. Landed gentlemen
whose rent exceeded one thousand merks Scots were to be referred to the
Privy Council for breaches of the peace, making them effectively exempt
from the jurisdiction of the peace commissions. Once a sheriff had
punished an offender, the justices could not impose a stiffer penalty
for the same offence and thereby counteract any undue local influence
brought to bear in the original trial. Barons and lords of regality
could repledge their tenants from trial before the justices within
fifteen days of the date of an offence, even although the apprehension
of offenders had been left entirely to the justices. Barons and lords
of regality were also entitled to the fines imposed on any of their
tenants following trial by the peace commissions. Justices of the
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peace were allowed neither to infringe the traditional privileges of
royal burghs nor to interfere with their profits of justice through
the trial of crimes which came within the competence of burgh courts.
So constricting was the scope of their revised powers, that the
justices complained that they were 'bot as serjeandis and officearis
to the uther judgeis in the countrey'. Hence, despite a further
parliamentary ratification for peace commissions in 1617, the scheme
met with so little enthusiasm from the gentry that less than half the
Scottish shires had commissions still functioning by 1625 - on which a

mere handful of gentry were left to serve as justices of the peace.21

In seeking to define the social composition of the gentry
one problem, however, remains. The pervasive secularisation of the
kirklands provided the major avenue of upward mobility into the landed
classes throughout the sixteenth century. Over half the feuars who
gained ownership of kirklands came from the ranks of the removable
tenantry, the vast majority of whom acquired no more land than that

22 This social movement

which they already occupied and cultivated.
resulted in a diverse and dispersed grouping of portioners and
'bonnet-lairds' whose status was that of lesser proprietors, but whose
respective agricultural holdings were indistinguishable from those of
tenant-farmers. By the seventeenth century, the two most prevalent
forms of agricultural holdings in Scotland were the multiple-tenant

and the single-tenant tounships (ferme-touns). The holding of the
portioner was equivalent to a share in the former, that of a
'bonnet-laird' may be identified with the latter. Indeed, some
tenant-farmers, who formally enjoyed no security of heritable tenure as
rentallers and lease-holders, possessed more land. As a virtual
aristocracy within the ranks of the peasantry, they often held more
shares than the portioners or individually tenanted more tounships

than the 'bonnet-lairds'. The holdings of these tenant-farmers were
either sub-tenanted to other peasant farmers and crofters or cultivated
with the help of their own labour pools, drawn from their household
servants and day-labourers, mainly cottars - who, in return for their
daily labour, occupied tied cottages and cultivated small plots of
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ground within the tounships.23

Distinction in status between the proprietor and the
removable tenant may, perhaps, be suggested by the designation 'of' a
certain land for the former and 'in' a particular tounship for the
latter.24 But this can be no more than a rough and ready guideline.
For in the same way that barons and freeholders could actually feu
lands from a superior while continuing to hold the bulk of their lands
from the Crown, so feuars could also lease from other landowners.
Although the designation 'of' tended to be confined to landowners, it
was probably most applicable to a proprietor who held sufficient lands
in feu to be considered a laird. The designation 'in' continued to
be applied indiscriminately to lesser proprietors, that is portioners
and 'bonnet-lairds', as well as to tenant-farmers of substance. The
term 'goodman of' a particular tounship was often reserved for
individuals within this latter category who would seem to have formed
a separate, albeit amorphous, social class between the gentry and the
peasantry. In England, though the legal terminology applicable to
landholding differed, there was an analogous problem of meaningfully
classifying the lower ranks of landed society and the upper echelons
of the peasantry.25 After the Union of 1603, no doubt fortified by a
growing awareness of English social divisions, a certain currency was
gained for the term yeomen in relation to this amorphous class within
official circles.26 By mid-century, however, it was the Kirk rather
than the State which was promoting recognition of the yeomen as a
distinct social class. While their political standing remained
negligible, their active support was sought as elders in rural
parishes where there was either a shortage of resident gentry or a
reluctance among local lairds to serve on kirk sessions.27

Outwith landed society, the one remaining political estate
among the laity was that of the burgesses. Indeed, since commercial
activity still tended to be concentrated within the towns in the early
seventeenth century, the burgess estate may be regarded as representing
the commercial interest. The more important towns, that is nucleated



26

settlements of both political and economic potential, had been erected
into burghs during the middle ages. As corporate feudal entities,
the burghs held their privileges of government and trade either
directly from the Crown or, by royal licence, within the superiority
of a secular or ecclesiastical landlord.

From the end of the thirteenth century, burghs holding
directly from the Crown had gradually acquired administrative and
fiscal autonomy. In return for a fixed annuity, the burgh-ferme, a
teneurial variant of feu-ferme without entry-fines - since the burgh
community never died - royal officials were excluded from the internal
government of the king's burghs.  Subsequently, the fixed value of
the burgh-fermes to the Crown had relatively depreciated against the
revenues retained by the towns - such as land rents, court fees, petty
customs and burgess fees - which accrued to the common good, that is
the funds for each town's common works and common affairs. Although
the Exchequer doubled the revenues it derived as burgh-fermes by
successfully demanding increased annuities from the foremost towns at
the end of the sixteenth century, its endeavours to establish a right
of supervision over each town's common good was collectively resisted
by the burghs throughout the seventeenth century. The Crown's major
source of regular income from the burghs remained the great customs
exacted as export duties on staple wares within every town's trading
precinct. Originally, these precincts, which amounted to a monopoly
trading area around each town, had sometimes extended to at least the
whole of the shire in which the king's burgh was located, but had
often been diminished by the Crown's continuous erection of
neighbouring towns into burghs. Thus, the collection of great
customs tended to be fragmented rather than augmented. Moreover, a
comparable revenue was ultimately yielded to and retained by the
burghs from the less onerous but more wideranging petty customs which
were resourcefully, and often ingeniously, extended to virtually
every transaction by land or sea.28

In addition to its regular income from burgh-fermes and



27

great customs, the Crown exacted contributions from the burghs towards
extraordinary expenditure incurred in the national interest. Such
assiduous tapping of commercial wealth had resulted in commissioners
from the burghs becoming established as the third estate in parliament
during the fourteenth century. The burgh commissioners were neither
assigned nor expected a decisive influence in the formulation of royal
policy. But, in return for their contribution of a sixth of all taxes
levied by the Crown, the burghs, in effect the mercantile community,
gained a monopoly over foreign trade. These political and trading
concessions led to those burghs which held from the Crown being
re-classified as royal burghs after 1400. In the case of the existing
king's burghs, parliamentary representation was, in part, merely being
extended to corporate tenants-in-chief.  However, the prime
consideration in this re-classification was the superior ability of the
royal burghs to make meaningful corporate contributions to the fiscal
quota generally apportioned to the burghs. Nevertheless, certain
dependent burghs, namely St Andrews, Glasgow and Brechin, who held from
ecclesiastical superiors and already possessed similar trading
privileges to the king's burghs, were progressively allowed
parliamentary representation, thereby lessening the common fiscal
obligations of the royal burghs.

The emergence of the royal burghs led also to the
re-classification of the dependent burghs, whose privileges of
government and trade were bestowed on superiors rather than the
corporate community. Dependent burghs had tended to evolve from the
estate management of the barony courts, their marketing privileges
being located at a convenient town within the bounds of a barony and
their areas of trading monopoly were usually confined within baronial
precincts.  From the mid-fifteenth century, such burghs acquired a
standardised status as burghs of barony. Whereas the corporate
communities within the royal burghs organised their commercial life
around both foreign and local trade, the communities within the burghs
of barony merely appended a local trading superstructure onto their
main corporate pursuit of agriculture. It was this greater capacity
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to generate wealth rather than different tenéurial conditions which

in practice demarcated the royal burgh from the burgh of barony. For
the effective control of the superiors was progressively lessened in
the later middle ages through the spread of feu-ferme in the
allocation of lands within their burghs. Feuing afforded the
burgesses greater participation in the corporate management of their
communities: an analogous development to the greater individual
control acquired by portioners and 'bonnet-lairds' from the feuing of
lands which they had formerly held as tenant-farmers.

Undoubtedly, burghs of barony did provide a stimulus to the
creation of local markets which, when combined with the extra source
of income their superiors derived from commerce, fostered a spirit of
rivalry and emulation within the landed classes. Indeed, the
functioning tally of such burghs prior to the Reformation more than
doubled that of the forty-five royal burghs.29 Despite individual
rivalry, which was occasionally formidable, the burghs of barony never
posed any wholescale threat to the overseas trade of the royal burghs.
Within the localities, however, the trading precints of the burghs of
barony cut across the traditional monopolies of the latter. Hence,
from 1552, the burgess estate sought greater formulation and promotion
of their common interests through the Convention of Royal Burghs.

The conservator of the Scottish staple in the Netherlands, which
traditionally acted as the main overseas agency for the wholesale
distribution and purchase of merchandise, was appointed by and became
accountable to the Convention.30 Through its legalisation, the
Convention, like parliament, upheld the trading monopolies of the
royal burghs, especially the merchants' monopoly over foreign trade,
on the grounds that all who infringed this privilege were not only
defrauding the merchants but were also lessening the revenues
available to the Crown. Whenever taxation was levied by the Crown,
the Convention assumed responsibility for allocating the amount each
burgh was to be assessed to meet their estate's fiscal quota. Any
royal burgh excluded from the Convention's stent-rolls was effectively
denied parliamentary representation and could no longer be guaranteed
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access to foreign trade.

Through the existence of their Convention, the royal burghs
appeared to compose the most cohesive class interest among the
political estates. Although the other estates were each able to meet
and consult on national issues when authorised by the Crown, only the
burgesses met formally on a regular basis several times a year to
legislate on matters of common interest, to impose stents for the
promotion of trading embassies overseas, and to protect as well as to
administer their political and economic privileges. Thus, the
Convention both facilitated the formulation of common policy and
ensured a continuing momentum behind every issue brought before
parliament by the burgesses. Elections of parliamentary commissioners
by the town-councils of every royal burgh were conducted under the
auspices of the Convention which was also responsible for the
allocation of commissioners to each burgh and monitoring their
subsequent attendance at parliament. From the late sixteenth century,
no royal burgh sent more than one commissioner to the Convention other
than Edinburgh, the capital, which was allowed two on account of its
unrivalled commercial prosperity and its watching brief over the
interests of the royal burghs during the intervals between Conventions.
In the interests of internal harmony, this practice was adopted as the
standard for parliamentary representation by 1621.31 For the
respective positions of the burghs on the stent-roll after Edinburgh
cannot be taken as an accurate indicator of their relative prosperity
nor, therefore, of their numerical entitlement to commissioners.32
In effect, the burgess estate in parliament was limited to around
fifty commissioners.

Yet the royal burghs were still able to exert a significant
concerted influence on any matters affecting their interests.
Usually, the burgess estate in parliament comprised the same
commissioners despatched by the royal burghs to the Convention.
Moreover, in contrast to England which lacked any comparable
institution to the Convention, the influence of the burghs in
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parliament was not diluted by 'carpet-bagging'. All commissioners
were drawn from the ranks of the burgesses and answerable to the

Convention, thereby their collective exposure to political manipulation

by the landed interest was minimised. The nobility and gentry,

however, were not without political influence over the affairs of

individual burghs. Rather than elect a burgess as provost, an office

which normally carried no fiscal responsibilities, several burghs

preferred to bestow the title of lerd-provost on a powerful
neighbouring lord or 1aird.33

In essence, the royal burghs were corporate pockets of vested
Internal government was entrusted to town-councils, with
jurisdiction over the burgh courts being exercised by the magistrates,
namely the bailies, who were also responsible for the allocation,
either by feu or lease, of the lands and tenements within each burgh.
In addition, the admission of burgesses came within their general
competence whereas the administration of 'unfree' lands or suburbs

attached to, but outwith, the burghs was specifically assigned to
individual bailies.

interests.

Only merchants and craftsmen, the freemen of the
burghs, who promoted and defended their vocational interests through
the cellular organisation of their guilds, were eligible for the status
of burgess. All other inhabitants were classified as indwellers and,
like strangers, were either denied any marketing privileges or

subjected to specially onerous local tariffs. Because of their

superior ability to accumulate capital from their trading ventures,
the merchants, through their guild, aspired to dominate the
town-council as well as monopolise the overseas trade of each burgh.
Moreover, the jurisdictional competence of the burgh court enabled the

mercantile community to consolidate their control over the corporate

life of the burgh. Its main concerns were the regulation of internal

marketing standards, the keeping of order within the burgh, and the
preservation of good neighbourhood to counter such perennial hazards

as fire and inadequate sanitation. Nevertheless, the jurisdictional

competence of the merchants was effectively limited to the physical

confines of the burgh. Unlike the barony court, the burgh court
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could not repledge from royal officials, though an assize of
burgesses was used in royal courts from the fifteenth century for the
trial of townspeople indicted for offences committed outwith their
burgh's bounds. Qutwith the market place, the merchants exercised no
judicial control over the rural community within the burgh's trading
precinct. From the mid-sixteenth century, burgesses were exempt from
service on any inquest or assize for the trial of crimes committed
within the shires by persons other than townspeople.34

The privileged position of the merchants within the royal
burghs was enhanced and preserved with the co-operation of the Crown.
Town-councils were permitted to become self-perpetuating oligarchies
from the later fifteenth century. The retiring town-council chose
their successors and the magistrates in every burgh were chosen by the
combined old and new councils, together with a token representative
from each craft. Furthermore, a rigid social divide between merchants
and other burgesses was usually maintained by the requirements for
entry into the merchant guild: namely, an apprenticeship of at least
eight years accompanied by high entry fees beyond the resources of
most craftsmen. Indeed, a craftsman could only become a merchant, and
thereby participate in the town-council, by renouncing his craft.35
In most major burghs by the sixteenth century, the defence of
mercantile privileges was personally entrusted to the dean of guild.

As head of the mercantile community, the dean acquired jurisdiction
over commercial transactions and marketing standards, involving not
only cases between merchants or mercantile contracts with mariners, but
also cases concerning indwellers or strangers who attempted
independently to engage in trade. Moreover, the dean of gquild's

court was subject to no other jurisdiction save the Court of Session.36

Even the right to fix the price of craftsmen's work was
vested in town-councils from the fifteenth century. Craft guilds,
however, continued to proliferate as protective institutions.
Primarily, the craft guilds were concerned to safeguard the vocational
monopoly of their members against competition from rural artisans and
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indwellers and to act as a mutual assurance society against pauperism.
Accordingly, the need to promote the skills of each craft and to
maintain standards of good workmanship was met by restricting entry
into each guild. Although the crafts' rates were lower than those of
the merchants, high entry fees were again demanded and each craftsman
was allowed only a limited number of apprentices at any one time.
Entrants to the crafts had to undergo long periods of training - up to
thirteen years as apprentices and journeymen - prior to their full
acceptance into a guild.37 By assiduous organisation in the course
of the fifteenth century, crafts began to acquire seals of
incorporation from burgh courts which bestowed on the deacon of each
craft disciplinary authority over the activities of his guild. The
right of deacons to try offenders for breaches of the rules and
privileges of their crafts was subject to appeals to the burgh court.
While the jurisdiction of the deacons was never as diverse or
comprehensive as that of the dean of guild, the deacon convener of all

crafts was able to try any case affecting the general privileges of

craftsmen.38

During the sixteenth century, the combined effects of
inflation, the entrenchment of craft guilds as self-governing
incorporations and the economic aspirations of the landed interest,
progressively eroded the political hegemony exercised by the merchants
within the burgess estate and, indeed, the commercial dominance of the
royal burghs. The general rise in prices produced an element of
social insubordination. A series of mob riots within the burghs in
mid-century had even been exploited politically by the exponents of
the Reformation. However, the craft guilds also exploited such unrest
to exact economic and political concessions from the mercantile
oligarchies. The town-councils' fixing of market prices were
increasingly relaxed and usually only exercised after consultation with
the appropriate craft. Furthermore, commencing with Edinburgh in
1583, local accords or setts were negotiated within the major burghs,
whereby craftsmen were assured of minority representation on the
town-councils, though magisterial positions were normally restricted to
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the merchants. The old council continued to elect the new.39 By the

early seventeenth century, the craft guilds in each of the major burghs
had organised themselves within a Trades House. Thus, the common
interests of the crafts were not only articulated coherently, but also
consolidated powerfully into a continuous lobby of the town-council.

Stimuf?ed by the pressures of inflation on their rather
inelastic incomes from feus and rents, proprietors seeking to exploit
the market potential of their estates mounted an external threat to

the commercial privileges of the royal burghs which materialised in
several directions. Hence, burghs of barony continued to be founded.
Although as many as forty per cent of such foundations in the century
after the Reformation were still-born 'parchment burghs', the viability
of the remainder bolstered the continuing vitality of earlier
creations. As a result of this baronial endeavour, a network of

local markets had been established by the early seventeenth century -
albeit mainly in the Lowlands. Moreover, a new category of dependent
burgh, namely the burgh of regality, was established in the later
sixteenth century. The burgh of regality differed from that of barony
more in terms of social aspirations than economic substance or
privilege. Like the burghs of barony, regalian burghs ranged from
ecclesiastical corporations, which had been relatively prosperous prior
to the Reformation, to small rural communities primarily concerned with
the communal pursuit of agriculture rather than trade. The
proliferation of burghs of regality, especially with the creation of
lordships of erection from 1587, marked a desire among proprietors to
create larger market monopolies within their jurisdictional bounds:
that is, trading precincts which accorded more with their status as
lords of regality than that of a mere baron. Nevertheless, the
greater the expectations this new category of burgh generated among
proprietors, the stricter their communal privileges were supervised by
their lords. Thus, the burghs of regality faced a more immediate
threat to their stability as self-governing corporations than the
commercial hostility of the royal burghs, however sustained.



34

Nonetheless, the commercial competition which the royal
burghs encountered within the localities was not restricted to the
burghs of barony and of regality. By licensing weekly markets and
annual fairs in towns and rural communities which lacked burghal
status, the Crown enabled local gentry, who lacked baronial
jurisdiction, to develop the commercial potential of their estates.
The mushrooming of such licenses by the mid-seventeenth century, though
technically curtailing the trading precincts of the royal burghs, had
the effect of extending marketing facilities into remote areas of
Scotland.  The royal burghs inevitably regarded this competition from
local markets, like that from the dependent burghs, as a grievance,
tantamount to a breach of privilege. Yet the consistently vigorous
defence of the political and economic interests of the royal burghs by
the Convention never amounted to the maintenance of a closed shop.
Positive discrimination was continuously, albeit sparingly, practised
in favour of the more prominent and prospercus dependent burghs which
had the commercial capacity to participate in overseas trade. The
addition of a dependent burgh to the stent-roll helped curtail
smuggling and spread the burden of fiscal liabilities borne by the
royal burghs. Contribution to the burghs' quota of taxation served
as a precursor to parliamentary representation and eventually to the
dependent acquiring the status of royal burgh.40

The commercial activities of urban communities, allied to the
general thrift and frugality of their lifestyles and their amenability
to discipline, would seem in Scotland, as elsewhere in Europe, to have
afforded a special affinity for Calvinism. That the leading towns
served as the vanguard for the development of Reformed principles, as
propagated through the pulpit and rigorously implemented through the
kirk session, was demonstrated by the model scheme for presbyteries in
1581. The supervision of neighbouring kirk sessions by higher
ecclesiastical courts was based on thirteen of the most prominent
burghs in the Lowlands, selected not just for their accessibility from
surrounding rural parishes, but on account of the support forthcoming
from their inhabitants for such an experiment.41 Yet these burghs
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cannot necessarily be regarded as the domicile of 'the most modern and
orogressive elements' within Scotland, -in—sofar as fheir support for
Calvinism, from its reception at the Reformation, wagfﬁﬁgéﬁﬁé ied by
the promotion of a capitalist mentality.42

The unique feature of Calvinism among Christian theologies
was that it allied the individual believer's striving for assurance of
salvation to a strict adherence to worldly asceticism and the diligent
exercise of his lawful calling. In particular, the Calvinist doctrine
of predestination has been seen as a psychological sanction for the
modern capitalist ethos. For the elect were constantly required to
demonstrate their perseverance in the faith and self-confidence in
their own assurance by the productive pursuit of their chosen vocations
as well as by formal attendance to their religious obligations. That
each individual was accountable for his systematic use of time was a
predominant theme of Scottish pastoral theology by the seventeenth
century. Moreover, though neither prosperity nor poverty were
especially deemed distinguishing marks of the elect, Scottish
Calvinists did not condemn the accumulation of wealth as inherently
evil. Indeed, prosperity was seen as a trial for the truly pious.
The elect were distinguished from the reprobate by their attitude
towards prosperity, in that their piety was manifest by their
productive use of worldly wealth. Anyone who acquired wealth through
asceﬁfsm and diligence was actively discouraged from dissipating his
prosperity by conspicuous consumption. Yet he was not actively
exhorted to give away a large proportion to charity. Calvinism, in
short, laid stress not on good works, but on hard work. For the
prosperous, therefore, there was apparently little alternative to the
investment of wealth to promote the further accumulation of capital.43
Nonetheless, however much the accumulation and investment of capital
was sanctioned by Scottish Calvinists in the seventeenth century, the
creation of a capitalist mentality was, at best, a piecemeal and
gradual development.

Through their involvement in commerce, the merchants in
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particular and the burgesses in general were the main accumulators of
liquifiable capital in Scotland. Yet their working of money was not
necessarily, nor even directly, conducive to the economic individualism
of the capitalist entrepreneur. The commercial activities of the
mercantile community may still be depicted as traditionalist in the
century after the Reformation. Rather than maximise individual
profits, they preferred to share trading ventures in order to minimise
risks. Moreover, although their partnerships tended to last only as
long as each venture, their co-operative inclinations were strengthened
by family ties. Habitual and informal alliances between relatives and
friends served as a surrogate for the lack of consolidated commercial

firms and insurance societies.44

Furthermore, burgesses in public
office were not noted for their progressive spirit. Those who served
as elders on kirk sessions tended to be drawn from the oligarchic
town-councils.  Though the burgesses, of all the estates, were most
adept at the collective articulation of their interests, the Convention
was more concerned to preserve and perpetuate privilege than to
advocate social and political reform. Nor were the finances of burghs
run on particularly modern principles of management in the late
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, when the common good of most
towns was appreciating at a greater rate than the coinage was being
debased by inflation. Yet burgh accounts were characterised by a lack
of ready money, by the need to earmark funds to implement specific
projects, by a continuous recourse to loans on the security of the

common good and by inadequate and often erroneous accounting.45

Despite the commercial propensities of urban communities,
strong affinities existed with rural society in the neighbourhoods of
royal as well as dependent burghs. Most burgesses outwith the
commercially specialised confines of Edinburgh possessed crofts and
small-holdings. Indeed, in some of the smaller royal burghs, the
burgesses placed as great an emphasis on agriculture as trade. Such
was the importance of rents and feus from lands, mills and fishings
that they accounted for at least half the total revenues of many
burghs, including those closely involved in trade. Kinship and
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customary association also played an important part in maintaining
favoured status in town as in country. The acquisition of an
apprenticeship which, in turn, led to the status of burgess, was most
readily available to the sons of merchants and craftsmen and then, in
order to preserve the matrimonial prospects of the daughters of
existing burgesses at a premium, to their sons-in-law. Conversely,
marriage afforded a means of short-circuiting entry into the burgess
estate for the younger sons of the gentry and the yeomen whose material
prospects, as members of landed society, were poor. Fines for the
admission of new freemen were viewed less as a source of revenue than
as a means of regulating entitlement to the privileges of a burgess.
For the prospect of gainful employment in trade and commerce did
attract a steady flow of recruits from the countryside to the craft

and merchant guilds. Whereas the crafts tended to attract apprentices
from a non-landed background, the superior potential of the merchants
to accumulate capital led to the younger sons of local gentry being
enlisted into the mercantile community.46

In terms of material wealth, the resources of the merchants
were generally on a par with all but the richest of the nobility,
though they consciously refrained from the high levels of expenditure
and conspicuous consumption prevalent within landed society. As a
result, their frugality facilitated a degree of social mobility and
intercourse from the towns into the neighbouring countryside. On the
one hand, the prospect of handsome dowries induced lairds to marry
merchants' daughters. On the other hand, merchants moved onto the
land either through marriage, which depended as much on social
opportunity as capital, or by direct purchase of an estate, which
depended on %f§332}i¥ available land-market. Yet no more than eight
per cent of allpkirklands had passed into the hands of burgesses in
the course of the sixteenth century.47 A more indirect, but
steadier, means of social advancement for merchants - and to a lesser
extent for lawyers and wealthy craftsmen from the larger burghs - came
from the provision of mortgages for nobles and gentry. A dependence

on agriculture and customary practices of estate management meant that
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both during and after a period of inflation, the landed classes were
not always able to maintain their social - and even their political -
position from the rather inflexible revenues at their immediate
disposal. The merchants, as the major source of liquid capital in
the early seventeenth century, were most able to profit from this
situation, especially as the relaxation of usury which followed the
Reformation allowed them to exact interest at the annual rate of ten
per cent. Sums lent in mortgage to the nobility and gentry were
usually secured by heritable bonds on the revenues of their estates.
As the lender, the merchant would be infeft in a portion of the
borrower's estate until sufficient revenue was exacted to repay the
capital sum and the interest arising - both components being known
respectively as the wadset and the annualrent. Failure to repay the
debt within the specified time, usually varying from seven to thirteen
years, led to the title as well as the revenues of the estate, or at
least that portion which remained unredeemed, passing permanently into
the hands of the merchant.48

Moreover, the acquisition of estates by merchants often had
the social effect of assimilating their aspiration to those of
existing members of landed society, leading, at its most conservative,
to their eventual withdrawal from commerce. However, to see this as
a general European phenomenon, by which ‘'the bourgeois felt that he
belonged ultimately only to the rank towards which he dspired',
underestimates the affinities between those merchants who remained
active in commerce and neighbouring nobles and gentr’y.49 For the
mercantile community, regardless of their landed aspirations, became
enmeshed in the local interests of landed society, who, in turn, became
involved in the affairs of towns in the vicinity of their estates.
Traditionally, the nobles and other politically committed members of
landed society had maintained prestigious lodgings in towns of national
or regional prominence. By the early seventeenth century, however, it
had become fashionable for the gentry to erect houses of more modest
character in smaller towns in order to retain a watching brief over the

commercial as well as the social life of their localities.50 Thus,
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without any fundamental alteration to the traditional structure of the
Scottish economy or the social fabric of the political nation,
merchants and other wealthy burgesses sought social respectability
through the acquisition of a rural estate, while nobles and gentry, as
a means of supplementing their landed incomes, were occasionally
induced to become partners in the financing of trading ventures.

The remaining political estate, the clergy, were more noted
for their material acquisitiveness than their spiritual zeal by the
later middle ages: a condition which promoted the secularisation of
the kirklands as well as the Reformation during the sixteenth century.
Nevertheless, the Reformation in Scotland, which was carried out in
defiance of the Crown, confirmed the clergy's idgqlogical influence
over the political nation. As elsewhere in Europe, the Reformation
was a response to a general desire for spiritual nourishment, a
concern for the more efficacious cure of souls. Yet the success of
the movement had depended on andwas shaped by political rebellion.

In their justification of the Scottish Reformation, foremost clerical
polemicists, like John Knox, had appealed for support not only from
the nobility, as the natural leaders of society, but from the
political nation as a whole. In essence, this was achieved by
emphasising a minor aspect of Calvinist teaching, namely tﬁ% duty of
the lesser magistrates to resist tyranny in the head of state, which
was broadcast as the right to take arms against an ungodly Crown.
Thus, the Reformation in Scotland provided the political nation with
the ideclogical basis for resistance to monarchy in order to correct
or repress any deviation from godly govemment.51

Moreover, since the Reformation was not maintained by
princely dictate, the new Kirk was able to mould its own government
according to its own conceptions of best scriptural warrant,
jettisoning medieval precepts and practices which were deemed contrary
to the founding spirit of the apostolic church. Whereas the
government of the Church of England from the time of Elizabeth can be
regarded as both royal and episcopal, that of the Kirk has best been
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described as 'conciliar and anti-erastian'. Its ecclesiastical
authority was separately vested in a hierarchical structure of
representative courts which culminated nationally in the general
assembly.52

Although the Scottish Reformation marked a distinct break in

polity as well as doctrine between the medieval Church and the Kirk,
the clerical estate continued to be represented in parliament; albeit
technically. The clergy had been traditionally represented by
bishops, abbots and priors who, in addition to being spiritual lords,
received individual summons as tenants-in-chief of the Crown and
possessed temporal jurisdictions as barons or even as lords of
regality. Despite secularisation, abbacies and priories continued to
be represented by lay commendators, whose right to sit as clerical
commissioners was confirmed in 1587. However, after the passing of
the annexation act of 1587 - which initiated lordships of erection
whose holders joined the estate of the nobility - the practice of lay
commendators sitting in parliament was gradually eroded and eventually
ceased by 16?1. The right of par?1amentary attendance of éﬂfu~cb«5dm,
pre-Reformation prelates was inherited by Protestants, as $itular
bishops. Even when episcopacy was eclipsed within the Kirk -
following the annexation of their property to the Crown in 1587 and
then the initial establishment of presbyterianism in 1592 - titular
bishops continued to sit in parliament, paving the way for the full
spiritual restoration and reconsecration of the bishops in 1610.
Indeed, the Kirk during the presbyterian hegemony was not altogether
averse to the idea of parliamentary bishops to ensure meaningful
representation for clerical interests. Thus, James VI had a ready
made excuse in 1597 when he proposed to increase the number of titular
bishops in parliament. Nine years later, he passed an act for the
restitution of the estate of bishops, restoring their landed resources
and jurisdictions in order to maintain their parliamentary status.53

This programme of restoration, though piecemeal, was highly
contentious. Where James VI believed that ecclesiastical policies



41

could be resolved in parliament, with the bishops representing the
clerical estate, a vociferous minority within the Kirk, led by

Andrew Melville, sought supreme ecclesiastical authority to be vested
in general assemblies. Where James conceived an erastian framework of
government for the Kirk, with the bishops as agents of the Crown, the
Melvilleans preferred to adhere to a presbyterian framework of courts,
structuring government from local kirk sessions through district
presbyteries and regional synods to national general assemblies.

Where James ultimately believed that supreme government in Kirk and
State was part of his prerogative, the Melvilleans believed that Kirk
and State were two distinct kingdoms, the former exercising moral
supervision over the latter.

The ecclesiastical controversy which dominated the last
decade of the sixteenth century and the first of the seventeenth was,
however, governed more by empirical than ideological considerations.
The authorisation of presbyterianism by the 'golden act' of 1592 was
essentially a compromise between the aspirations of the Crown and the
Melvilleans. Though weighted in favour of the latter, no recognition
was accorded to the Melvillean resurrection of the Gelasian theories
of Church independence - first advocated by the papacy in the early
middle ages. The supremacy of general assemblies in ecclesiastical
affairs was licensed by parliament. Although there were to be annual
general assemblies, the Crown retained the right to appoint the time
and place of their meeting. No contingency provisions were adeguately
established if the Crown, when present at an assembly, declined to
appoint its next meeting. James, therefore, retained an effective
lever for insinuating royal control over the Kirk and restoring
authority to the episcopacy. His nomination and endowment of
parliamentary bishops was accompanied by a tampering with assemblies
which was designed to frustrate and isolate the Melvilleans. So
successful was this policy that, by the end of 1606, six of the
fourteen ministers who had been imprisoned for attempting to constitute
an assembly at Aberdeen in July 1605 without royal approval were
banished from Scotland, while Melville and eight other presbyterians
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who had gone to London to protest against this hectorlng were
arbitrarily detained. By 1607, James had inveigled Eyngés-1nto .
accept1ng.b;shops-asrcoqitﬁ?g moderators which, in turn, avi-b+sheps
the opportunity to appoint constant moderators for the przsbyten+esf
Three years later, episcopacy was further fortified by the creation of
Courts of High Commission which provided civil sanction for
ecclesiastical censures. The restoration of spiritual powers to the
episcopacy was given formal approval by the general assembly at
Glasgow. Thus, James had achieved an ecclesiastical settlement in

accord with his wishes by 1610.54

Yet James VI had preferred to graft diocesan control onto
the existing framework of government rather than totally abolish
presbyterianism. Notwithstanding the omission of any reference to
the bishops being subject to the censure of general assemblies in the
parliamentary ratification of James' overhaul of ecclesiastical polity
in 1612, the assembly was never formally superseded as the highest
legislative authority for the national affairs of the Kirk. In turn,
a spirit of moderation and co-operation characterised the subsequent
relationships of synods and presbyteries with the bishops. These
regional and district courts continued to exercise ecclesiastical

discipline under episcopal oversight.55

In any case, contention between Kirk and State was not
designed to produce a system of political apartheid. Protagonists on
both sides were essentially advocating alternative means of governing
the Christian Commonwealth, not the separation of the Scottish people
into adherents of the Kirk or the State. Underlying the whole
controversy was a basic co-operation between laity and clergy within
local communities, as manifest in the running of kirk sessions by lay
elders and ministers.  Strengthening the bonds between such prominent
members of local communities were their common social as well as
ecclesiastical affinities. The emphasis during divine service on the
preaching of the word, more than the administration of the sacraments,
allowed the eldership scope for authoritative pronouncements on the
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manner and content of sermons in keeping with their position of social
leadership within the parish. Conversely, the growing attainment of
the Reformed ideal of an all-graduate profession by 1600 imparted an
authentic mark of learning to the ministry. Their religious
leadership with the parishes was further consolidated by their family
ties of kinship and local association with the landed classes; by their
inter-marriage with the families of the gentry and burgesses; and by
their acceptance of lay patronage and titularship of the teinds for
both parochial placement and the provision of stipends.56

Moreover, apart from a few well-endowed sons of the gentry
among the clergy, all ministers had a minimum landholding within their
parishes of a manse and glebe - a house, with four acres of kirkland
provided by their patrons. The increasing level of personal income
and assets recorded in ministers' testaments during the opening
decades of the seventeenth century suggest a growing involvement in
landholding and, perhaps, commerce. Ministers were prepared both to
acquire land by purchase and to lend money in support of other
landowners, taking advantage themselves of the relaxed ecclesiastical
attitudes to usury which had accompanied the Reformation. Landed
affinities were especially prevalent among the episcopacy. Most
bishops were men of property, independently acquired or inherited
prior to the restoration of their temporal lordships in 1606.
Testaments of the restored Jacobean episcopate reveal substantial
financial resources matched, among the clergy, only by ministers in
the wealthier parishes of the leading towns and cities.57 Like
prominent families among the gentry, the bishops were linked to the
nobility either as cadets or as customary associates. Thus, despite
their Protestant persuasions, they exhibited the traditional
characteristics of the 'somewhat ancestral type of Scottish

churchman‘.58

Regardless of the particular ascendancy of episcopacy or
presbyterianism, the position of Protestantism as the national faith
of Scotland was undoubtedly consolidated by the Kirk's hierarchical
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structure of representative courts. In addition to the maintenance
of religious standards within the ministry, the ecclesiastical courts
exercised a moral oversight of family life with the aim of fostering
and encouraging the household as the basic unit of religious worship.
The household, however, was viewed more in terms of the nuclear

family than that of the extended family traditionally associated with
the retinues of the nobility. Hence, the Protestant appeal to the
political nation was patently more suited to the gentry and burgesses.
While the discipline of the Kirk could effectively be brought to bear
against gentry and burgesses, the nobility were not so amenable to
presbyteries and synods counteracting their traditional dominance of
local communities or censuring their defiance of kirk sessions. The
ultimate and socially, most contentious, sanction of the Kirk was that
of excommunication which carried the civil consequence of outlawry.
From 1605, James VI had insisted that no excommunication of a noble
could proceed without the consent of the Privy Council. In like vein,
the general assembly of 1610 was obliged to agree that no sentence of
excommunication could proceed without episcopal approval. The real
design of this measure was to deny the incidental power of outlawry to
ministers. Its success was reflected in the steady decline in the
number of excommunications instigated by presbyteries in the last
fifteen years of James VI's r‘eign.59

As well as differences with the nobility over the exercises
of discipline, the clergy also had a certain divergence of interests
with the gentry and burgesses which can be traced to the actual
operation of the ecclesiastical courts. Although lay commissioners
continued to attend general assemblies in the early seventeenth
century, they did so as representatives of the whole membership of the
Kirk, drawn from the political estates, rather than as nominees of the
synods and presbyteries. The lack of lay participation in the
intermediate courts of the Kirk suggested by this situation was
essentially a reflection on the administrative routine of both synod
and presbytery. While synods never usually met more than twice a
year, they lasted several days, dealing mainly with the oversight of
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presbyteries and the disciplining of ministers. 1In the opening
decades of the seventeenth century, synods had been able to attract
lay commissioners to deliberate issues of regional importance. But
their attendance was never sustained and would seem to have lapsed by
1620.  This may, in part, be attributable to the dampening effect
which the restoration of the episcopacy had on ecclesiastical
controversy at diocesan level.

The main concern of the presbytery, which was expected to
meet weekly was to serve as an exercise for the regular maintenance of
doctrinal orthodoxy among the ministry and to oversee the work of the
kirk sessions within its bounds. It was a court of referral for
contumacious sexual offenders, Sabbath-breakers and non-church goers.
It had a special concern to discipline Catholic recusants and to search
out priests and witches. The attendance of lay elders at presbyteries
was never regular before 1600 and there would seem to be little
evidence for their presence thereafter. As only ministers were
censurable by presbyteries for absence, this may be taken as an
admission that the working of these district courts was intrinsically
the concern of the ministers. In any case, support and sympathy for
the work of the presbytery from landed society within its bounds was
arguably of greater importance than the actual attendance of lay
elders.60

The national influence of the Kirk was qualified
geographically as well as socially. The hierarchical structure of
representative courts had still not been fully implemented in the
Highlands and Islands by 1625. In most large rural parishes, special
difficulties were encountered in establishing a regular ministerial
service to dispersed communities, remote and even periodically isolated
by climatic vicissitudes from their parochial churches. Within the
Highlands and Islands, the Kirk's operations were at no more than a
missionary level. Within the Lowlands, where parishes tended to be
smaller and settlements more nucleated, the Kirk was at its most vital
and entrenched.61
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Qutwith the framework of its representative courts, the Kirk
exercised a further influence, nationwide, over matters of material
welfare of particular concern to the wealthier classes. For in 1609,
James VI had restored consistorial jurisdiction to the bishops. The
archbishops of St Andrews and Glasgow each elected two commissioners to
the central commissary court in Edinburgh which had exclusive control
over all cases of divorce. Local commissary courts, operating within
each diocese under episcopal supervision, had special competence over

wills and testaments, and also over contracts engaged under oath.62

The Calvinist principles which inspired the Scottish
Reformation have been depicted as politically and socially
'subversive', supplementing the 'silent havoc' wreaked by the price
rise of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.
Undoubtedly, Protestantism and inflation were the two major influences
shaping the development of the political nation, challenging the
traditional dominance of the nobility in the country and the mercantile
community in the towns. Nevertheless, despite the growing
assertiveness of the gentry and the craftsmen, and even the emergence
of the yeomen as a distinct social class, the political nation did not
break up under the strain of competing vested interests or frustrated
aspirations. The four estates remained interdependent, both
traditionally and commercially. Protestantism was not just a means
of promoting commercial acumen, of cultivating an alternative form of
government to the decentralised structure of the State, or of
providing, as a last resort, an ideological check on the ungodly
exercise of royal authority. The profession and exercise of the
Protestant faith constituted, above all, the cement which consciously
bound together the political nation and justified their control over
the rest of Scottish society. Within this context of respect for
lesser magistrates, it has been estimated that the ratio for ministers
exhorting their congregations to wholehearted obedience, as against
reminding masters of their obligations to their servants, was 10:1
during the seventeenth century.64 Protestantism, indeed, was to be of
paramount political importance in projecting and preserving national
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identify when Scotland was faced by an international shift in economic
power in favour of northern Europe and, simultaneously, confronted by
the threat of provincial relegation following the Union of the Crowns

in 1603.
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Chapter II The Union of the Crowns and Scottish Internationalism

The successful exercise of kingship by James VI in Scotland
was based essentially on his management of affairs as a 'practical
politician', not on his abilities as a theorist or polemicist.1
Before 1603, however, James VI had been an ardent propagandist of
divine right monarchy in order to counter dissent within Kirk and
State occasioned by demands for presbyterian autonomy or by
fractiousness among the nobility and, simultaneously, to promote his
dynastic claim to the English throne. His polemics emphasised his
preference to maintain the royal supremacy by co-operative persuasion
rather than by coercive force. After 1603, the equilibrium of the
component interests of Scottish society continued to rest upon the
political entente created by the personal forbearance of James. He
accepted the locally orientated patterns of organisation in Kirk and
State as his basis for adaptation. Thus, episcopacy was grafted onto
the framework of presbyterianism. At the same time as he intensified
the scope of royal government, he confirmed and bestowed hereditary
titles and jurisdictions over secularised kirklands, benefiting
traditional noble families as well as lesser members of the landed
classes drawn into royal service. Above all, by such expressions of
solidarity with the ruling elite, James nullified fractiousness among
the nobility and isolated clerical extremists. Hence, the explosive
alliance of religion and politics which had made the Reformation
possible was prevented.

In constitutional terms, the union of the Crowns - itself a
misnomer - was a purely dynastic event. James' initial schemes for
political union and closer economic integration were little desired by
the parliaments of both Scotland and England and were effectively
terminated by a wrecking motion in the House of Commons, in
August 1607, which unacceptably demanded the assent of the Scottish
estates to a complete incorporating union under English Iaw.2
Nevertheless, the dynastic union, which created the most enduring
political feature of the seventeenth century, that of absentee
monarchy, was not without its immediate political cost to Scotland.
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Although the union of the Crowns was a demonstrable
enhancement of James' prestige as a monarap, there was a marked decline
both in his appeals to, and ggﬂ?%iiﬁi%ﬁiof, public opinion within
Scotland after 1603.3 In part, this can be attributed to James'
pre-occupation with the government of England where he succeeded more
in aggravating rather than solving his inherited difficulties in
matters of royal finances, parliamentary privilege and religious
dissent. More particularly, the familiar presumption among prominent
Scottish politicians in both Kirk and State to criticise royal policies
tended to be replaced by the adulation and flattery of Scottish and
English favourites and their clients once the Court moved south.4
Scottish interests generally tended to be subordinated to those of
England. Most markedly, Scotland was effectively deprived of a
foreign policy from 1603 in the strategic interest of securing
England's northern flank.5

Furthermore, the removal and absorption of the Scottish Court
affected the conduct of executive government within Scotland. Indeed,
it can appear that 'Scottish independence was in a large part
illusory', as Scotland was ruled, though not administered, from what
was essentially the English Court.6 James, himself, contributed to
this notion by his exaggerated claim before the English parliament, in
March 1607, concerning the facility of governing Scotland from the
Court. 'Here I sit, and govern it with my pen: I write, and it is
done and by a clerk of the Council I govern Scotland now - which others
could not do by the sword'.7 On this occasion, however, James VI and
I was attempting to placate the resentment and suspicions aroused among
English politicians by the influx of Scots to positions of prominence
at Court. In actuality, the government of Scotland after 1603 did not
depend simply on the royal word. On the one hand, James ensured that
his copious and didactic instructions for government could be speedily
conveyed to the Privy Council and their diligence in administration
monitored by his prompt establishment, from May 1603, of a postal
service between London and Edinburgh. The lack of royal complaints
with the service over the next twenty-two years can be attributed to
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its efficient maintenance by the Privy Council.8 On the other hand,

the efficacy of royal government in Scotland depended also upon the
personal initiatives of leading civil servants, the most notable -
rewarded with lordships of erection - being successively

Sir George Home, earl of Dunbar and Alexander Seaton, earl of
Dunfermline.

From 1603 until his death in 1611, Dunbar was the effective
political manager of Scotland. His office of treasurer within the
Scottish administration was combined with his position at Court as
master of the wardrobe in the royal household and even as a member of
the English Privy Council. Through continuous travel and liaison
between Edinburgh and the Court, Dunbar uniquely influenced the
implementation of royal policy, dominating the Privy Council in
Scotland at the same time as he personally retained the confidence of
the king at Court. In the eleven years following the death of Dunbar,
Dunfermline's dislike of travel led to a decisive shift in political
management. As chancellor, he preferred to entrench his chairmanship
of the Privy Council while utilising the postal system between
Edinburgh and London for his own benefit. Through regular
correspondence with royal favourites until his death in 1622, he
assiduously cultivated allies at Court, with their advice drawing up
proposals for government which the king would find acceptable.9
Thus, although James retained his definite ideas on the ruling of
Scotland and implemented them from the Court, neither effective
decision making nor administrative initiative was totally surrendered
by central government in Edinburgh. Indeed, through the influence of
leading civil servants and courtiers, Scottish government after 1603
was increasingly being managed by cabal.

Moreover, the migration of the Court, allied to the
monopolising of central government by cabal, had a disruptive effect
on the customary harmony between Crown and nobility, the prerequisite
for ordered government within the Scottish localities. The
traditional nobility less frequently attended the Privy Council, the
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formal remnant of the Scottish executive. As the most important
grouping within the political nation, they had been attracted to
central government in Edinburgh through the social prestige of the
Court, not by the professional appeal of administration. The

altered focus of Scottish politics after 1603 restricted their contact
with the Crown, gradually leading to their impersonalised alienation
from the monarchy.10 Henceforth, although discontent was muted,
lacking in direction and largely ineffective during the reign of

James VI and I, the working of royal government within the localities
was characterised more by limited accomplishment, even inertia, than

by spirited co-operation.

More immediately, the political nation's feelings of
remoteness from the centre of decision making were heightened by
English antagonism during the negotiations for closer political and
economic union.  James VI and I, much to the appreciation of his
Scottish estates, demonstrated his sympathetic awareness of Scottish
fears for the continuing independence of their kingdom when he
asserted, in an emoti%zgSpeech to the English parliament on
31 March 1607, that 'for want of either magistrate, law or order, they
might fall into such a confusion as to become like a naked province,
without law or liberty, under this kingdom'.11 Nevertheless, James,
though steeped in and appreciative of Scottish sentiment, was not
always fully cognisant of Scottish fears of provincialism after 1603.
Despite promising on his accession to the English throne that he would
return to Scotland every three years, he only did so once, in 1617, and

that in a controversial attempt to introduce ecclesiastical

innovations.12

Once the danger of closer union had passed, but prior to the
establishment of indifference in place of hostility as the normal
English response to Scottish affairs, the Scottish estates warned
James, in August 1607, of their resolve that 'your Majesteis ancient
and native Kingdome should not be so disordoierit and maid confusit by
turneing of it, in place of a trew and friendlie Unioun, into a
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conquered and slavishe province to be governed by a Viceroy or
Deputye'.13 This statement on the unacceptability of provincial
status had been provoked by a tactless reference of James. In his
March speech to the English parliament he had sought to ridicule any
supposition that Scotland should be garrisoned like a Spanish
province. The dependencies explicitly alluded to were Sicily and
Naples. For the Scots the more obvious, albeit implicit, model was
the English province of Ireland.

The union of the Crowns undoubtedly caused the political
nation to adopt a protective stance towards Scottish independence.
Nevertheless, Scotland's satellite relationship with England was
neither all-embracing nor necessarily irreversible from 1603.
Anglicised courtiers were certainly prepared to acquiesce in the
provincial relegation of Scotland after the death of James VI and
some, such as the Oxford-educated James, third marquis of Hamilton,
were so averse to life in Scotland, that they actively promoted this
end.14 The English Court, however, was not the only channel for
Scottish international relations. Affluent members of landed
society, especially the heirs of noble house, personally experienced
the European mainstream by undertaking the grand tour, that customary
but flexible finishing school after attendance at a Scottish
university. Thus, during the 1630s, James Graham, fifth earl (later
first marquis) of Montrose, used his three-year continental excursion
not only to travel extensively and inquisitively in France and Italy,
but to acquaint himself with the latest application of mathematical
concepts to military strategy.15 Notwithstanding such an educational
contribution to the nation's sense of belonging to a European
community, internationalism for the Scottish estates as a whole was
largely expressed through its commercial contacts and its religious
aspirations in the early seventeenth century. At a time when
economic power was shifting from the Mediterranean to North Atlantic
communities and when Protestantism in western Europe was under siege
from the forces of the Counter-Reformation, Scotland, as an
internationally distinct political entity, was preserved and
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consolidated by trade and above all, by faith.

Trade, though the most geographically dispersed, was
probably the most socially restricted form of regular international
contact. Nevertheless, opportunities of projecting Scottish identity
through economic growth were limited less by the constraints imposed
by the Convention of Royal Burghs for the maintenance of mercantile
privilege, than by the basic nature of Scottish commerce in the early
seventeenth century. As borne out by the Book of Rates drawn up by
the Privy Council in October 1612 - to impose a chargeable custom of
five per cent on the rated values of 47 exported and 149 imported
commodities - Scottish trade was dominated by the exchange of raw
materials, foodstuffs and coarse cloth for wines, luxuries and
manufactured goods. The importing bias was directed more towards
domestic consumption than industrial r‘eprocessing.16 Therefore,
despite the fundamental shift of economic strength in favour of
North Atlantic communities - notably the Netherlands - Scotland could,
like the Baltic countries, still be classified as having a dependent
or even a 'colonial' economy owing to its comparatively low level of
commercial activity and industrial development.17

Indeed, the Scottish response to the general price rise -
primarily stimulated by the influx into Europe of precious metals from
the Americas - had apparently much in common with that of a Baltic
country like Poland. For the restricted development of its monetary
economy, signified by payments in kind and work services as well as
money in meeting estate dues, was allied to a lack of systematic
technical progress in manufactures, a necessary prerequisite for the
reduction of prices and the stimulation of consumption.  Such
structural deficiencies meant that the burden of inflation was largely
borne by agriculture as the dominant sector of the Scottish economy.
Moreover, since the increase in monetary supply could not be readily
absorbed into the costs of estate management, agricultural productivity
tended to fall behind the rise in prices.18
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In Poland, the landowners were able to exploit their
political and social dominance at the expense of both the peasantry
and the mercantile community. Landowners in western Europe tended
to benefit indirectly from increased grain prices through the
conversion of customary rents into cash which, in turn, stimulated
productivity through increased wage-labour. Whereas the Polish
landowners, in order to maximise the revenues from their estates,
enforced serfdom on their peasantry. Furthermore, agricultural
produce and raw materials were, in contrast to manufactured goods,
exempt from price control. At the same time, the Polish nobility
enjoyed immunity from customs and the availability of cheap transport,
either by river or through labour services on land. As a result,
the merchants, especially in the interior towns, were deprived of
substantial opportunities to accumulate capital. In Scotland, the
Convention of Royal Burghs prevented a similar decline in the
merchants' dominance of the market in the face of proprietary
enterprise, or rather, exploitation. Conversely, however, the
commercial co-operation of the urban communities had not yet given way
to the economic individualism which characterised the emergent
capitalist societies of the Netherlands and, to a lesser degree,
England and France. Moreover, unlike Poland, Scotland generally
tended to export rather than enslave its peasantry. Although
landlords who sought to exploit the coal deposits around the Firth of
Forth acquired powers from 1606 to brutally restrict the mobility of
colliers, coal-bearers and salters on their estates, serfdom was only
gradually imposed on such labourers from the mid-seventeenth century:
a development made possible by the unique character of their
subterranean and largely unskilled work within small, but distinctive

communities.19

Although the actual development of the Scottish economy does
not readily lend itself to contemporary analogy, Scotland did conform
to the general pattern of changing values in land-use throughout
Europe. The growth of the feu-ferme movement during the sixteenth
century expanded the land-market and promoted more intensive estate
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management.  The greater exploitation of the soil which followed
also from inflation led to dislocation among the peasantry and the
formation of surplus labour pools as permanent features of the
national economy.20 Furthermore, the relative inelasticity of the
Scottish economy, manifested by its failure to broaden its
manufacturing base to keep pace with the apparent, but indeterminate,
population growth of the late sixteenth century, meant that inflation
had the prime effect of accelerating emigration.  Throughout that
century, the consistently high levels of migrants from Scotland had
served to indicate the country's traditional incapacity to support
its population. The main continental repository for these migrants
was Poland which, as the adopted home for reputedly thirty thousand
Scots, was termed 'the mother of our Commons' by William Lithgow,
probably the most widely travelled Scot of the early seventeenth
century.21 Ironically, such an influx of Scots, to a country where
the conduct of trade was restricted to Jews and foreigners,
consolidated the landlords' dominance over the Polish economy at the

expense of the indigenous population.

Moreover, although the influx of American bullion had
reached its peak by 1610 and went into a steady decline after 1620,
the resultant devaluation of European currencies, coupled to the
strain imposed on the availability of commodities during the
'"Thirty Years War', meant that price stability was unobtainable for
most of the seventeenth century.22 Scotland, therefore, while
suffering no violent change in its price structure in the early
seventeenth century, continued to be a major exporter of people
within Europe, especially as the decreasing incidence of famine and
plague after 1600 diminished natural checks to population growth.23
The ill-fated venture to colonise the nebulously defined Nova Scotia,
undertaken from 1621 by Sir William Alexander of Menstrie (later
first earl of Stirling), was an attempt to divert the perennial
'swarmes' sent to the continent: Scotland 'by reason of her
populousnesse being constrained to disburden her selfe (like the
painfull Bees)'.24 Following the union of the Crowns, however, the
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main opportunities for colonisation occurred with the plantation of

Ulster. Over fifty-thousand Scots were to settle in that

province prior to the outbreak of the Covenanting Movement.25
The conflict for hegemony within Europe, particularly the

hostilities within the Holy Roman Empire which dominated the first

half of the seventeenth century under the misnomer of the "Thirty

Years War", provided dramatic opportunities for the employment of

Scottish trrops either as mercenaries or as part of national levies.

Indeed, few areas of Scotland would seem to have escaped the

recruiting net. Between 1626 and 1627, over fourteen thousand men

were drafted into the army of Christian IV of Denmark, of whom around

ten to twelve thousand actually served under Robert Maxwell, first

earl of Nithsdale. James, third marquis of Hamilton, took a further

six thousand into his expeditionary force of 1631-32 to assist

Gustavus Adolphus of Sweden. Around twenty to thirty thousand Scots

eventually participated in the civil and military service of the Swedes

and the Protestant German princes. With regular enlistment into the

Scots brigades in France and the Netherlands and mercenary service in

Spain, Poland and Russia also taken into account, the numbers involved

probably exceeded fifty thousand. In total, therefore, in excess of

one hundred thousand people left Scotland either as colonisers or

soldiers, approximating, perhaps, to a tenth of the population in the

early seventeenth century.26

Despite the basic nature of its commerce, the structural
deficiencies exposed by inflation and its traditional incapacity to
support its population, Scotland may on balance be placed within the
emergent capitalist, rather than among the feudally entrenched,
nations of Europe. The scales were tilted by certain indicators of
progressive, if gradual, economic growth: namely, in the spheres of
monetarism, agricultural productivity and sea-borne commerce.

A more widespread use of money would seem to be indicated by
the seventy-nine per cent growth in locally viable burghs, either of
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regality or of barony, in the century after the Reformation.27

Moreover, the popularising of feu-ferme tenure during the sixteenth
century secularisation of the kirklands led to a significant
commutation of annual liabilities. A high proportion of all rents
were now expected to be paid in money rather than in kind and work
services tended to be minimised, if not eliminated, throughout the
Lowlands.28 Furthermore, around 1620, in shires such as Haddington
(East Lothian) and Fife, county fiars were instituted to allow the
annual conversion of rents in kind into money. Following the
harvests, a notional or just valuation for each specified quantity of
victual - usually per boll - was established in the sheriff courts:
the resultant fiar being based on the f1E§§Ea£&2gmgiiﬁgiv3£tgrain
within the burgh markets of each shire during-the—past—year. Such
rates of commutation, initially designed to facilitate the collection
of revenues due to the Crown and the Church, were also applied in
commissary courts for the evaluation of moveable property bequeathed
in testaments. Fiars were eventually extended nationwide to give
liquidity to rentals and contracts between landlords and tenants.29

Within the communal framework of agricultural production, a
move towards economic individualism was first manifested by the
piecemeal replacement of runrig. Instead of the arable strips of
land on the farm-touns of every estate being periodically reallocated
among the removable tenantry, fixed runrig was increasingly being
adopted as a means of permanently associating specific arable strips
with the individual families who, as multiple~tenants, shared each
farm-toun. This process of consolidation was carried a stage further
by rundale, the formation of the single strips into concerted blocks
of arable once farm-touns had passed into the control of individual
tenant-farmers or were specifically and permanently divided among the
multiple-tenants as portioners. Such developments, though by no means
universal in the early seventeenth century, had gathered momentum with
the spread of feu-ferme throughout the Lowlands during the sixteenth
century which heritably associated specific strips and blocks of
arable with portioners and individual tenant-farmers.3o
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Furthermore, the re-orientation of estate management in the
wake of the feu-ferme movement would seem to have stimulated a
significant, if not a dramatic, improvement in agricultural
productivity. Despite the difficulties of internal communication
and the hazards of international shipping which made the trade in
grain highly unstable, imports to Scotland from Baltic granaries fell
appreciably between 1590 and 1620, while substantial amounts of grain
were annually exported from Scotland during the second decade of the
seventeench century. Admittedly, the re-exporting of Baltic grain
at increased prices to the continent was an attraction for merchants
which cannot be overlooked. Nor can the 1mprovement in agricultural
productivity be con51d%xﬁ? to have kept pace w1th the growth in
population. Neverthéﬁessbﬁprompted 53 the expan51on of cultivated
land, notably through the paring and burning of lowland peat-mosses,
and by the sporadic use of lime to improve the fertility of soils,
particularly heavy clays, Scotland was beginning to move towards
self-sufficiency in victuals by 1620.31 Whereas the use of marl was
restricted to lighter soils, as in the Lothians, liming was to be
practised over substantial areas of Scotland in the first half of the
seventeenth century, especially within localities with a plentiful
supply of fuel to reduce the limestone. Elsewhere, the cost of
transporting the quantities of lime required for agricultural, as
distinct from building, purposes was still regarded as too expensive
to be undertaken on a regular basis.32

Estate re-orientation was not restricted to the improvement
of agricultural productivity. The lack of indigenous supplies of
coal adequate to fuel the rapidly expanding economy of the Netherlands
acted as a stimulus for proprietors on the east coast, especially
around the Firth of Forth, to exploit their underground resources of
coal. Given the security of demand from the Dutch market in the
early seventeenth century, bolstered from 1599 by the high, if not
exorbitant, export duties on English coal, Scottish mineowners were
prepared not only to impose serfdom on their workforce, but to invest
heavily in the technology required for deep mining. As a result,
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annual exports of coal increased dramatically, from approximately

one thousand tons in 1560 to an estimated sixty thousand tons by
33

1631.

Although no distinctive industrial, as against agricultural,
sector of the economy had emerged by the early seventeenth century,
there is limited evidence that Scotland was preparing to generate -a—
greater sea-borne commercfal—impetus.  There was a marked upsurge in
the direct importation of raw materials from Scandinavia and the
Baltic. Regular imports of Norwegian timber and Swedish iron were
supplementing an increased, if fluctuating, traffic in iron, textiles,
fibres, tar and pitch from the Baltic. As in the Netherlands, such
imports opened up possibilities for the expansion of shipbuilding.
Indeed, prior to the death of James VI and I, shipbuilders in the
south-west of England were regularly supplied with masts from Scotland.
While there is little supporting evidence for a widespread shipbuilding
industry in Scotland, there is scant corroboration for the notion that
Scottish merchants had sufficient funds, even when costs were
relatively low, to purchase ready-made ships from countries where
construction techniques were more advanced. Economically and
strategically, the national interest required the continued development
of the native industry, centred at Leith on the east coast and probably

at Ayr on the west.34

Moreover, although the Scots lacked the technical competence
and the commercial inventiveness of the Dutch, a similar emphasis was
placed on shipping for mercantile rather than martial purposes. As
recognised by the mobilisation of English commercial opinion against
closer economic integration following the union of the Crowns, the
Scottish preference for lightly crewed cargo vessels, instead of
heavily manned armed cruisers, ensured lower capital costs in shipping.
This advantage in carrying bulky commodities was allied to lower
working expectations, in terms of wages and diet, among the crewmen and
to the practice, among Scottish merchants, of minimising commercial
risks by sharing the costs of trading ventures. Within a British
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context, therefore, the Scots could offer the lowest freight rates.
The complaints of English merchants testify to the psychological, if
not the actual material, impact of such competitive costing. In
particular, Bristol merchants, though their direct trade with Scotland
was insignificant, asserted that their carrying trade was in danger of
falling into the hands of Dutch and Scottish shipping. Indeed, by the
turn of the century, Scottish vessels were regularly deployed between
the ports of eastern England and the continent.  Furthermore, the
diplomatic neutrality of Scotland prior to 1603 and her diplomatic
dubiety thereafter, allowed Scottish ships to be employed with
relative impunity by both England and France in waters where warfare

imperilled their own nationals.35

Growing confidence in the nation's economy, as much as
English hostility, was probably behind the Scottish aversion to closer
commercial integration following the union of the Crowns. In 1604,
James VI and I established a commission of both countries to treat for
union.  Within three years it produced draft proposals for freedom of
trade. The Scottish estates were able to give their conditional
assent confidently aware that vested commercial interests, who feared
the efficiency of the Scottish carrying trade, would ensure that any
treaty for free trade foundered in the English parliament.36 There
was thus no immediate danger that Scotland would become an economic
satellite of England. Nevertheless, the union did have a definite
impact on the Scottish economy, which was not always benign.

The improving Scottish economic performance of the early
seventeenth century was certainly not hindered by the stabilisation of
Scottish currency which resulted from the union of the Crowns. From
the late sixteenth century, the monetary policies of the Scottish
government had tended to follow English initiatives. In 1587, sixteen
years after the ban on lending money at interest had been lifted by
the Church of England, Scotland followed suit: the governments of both
countries setting a legal limit of ten per cent which remained in force
throughout the reign of James VI.37 In the wake of the Elizabethan
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revaluation of sterling, failure to take complementary action in
Scotland caused the ratio of the Scots to the English pound to fall
from around 5:1 in 1571 down to 12:1 by 1603. Within fifteen days of
his accession to the English throne, James ratified this rate of
exchange by making the issue of Scottish gold - and subsequently
silver - coins legal tender in England. The Scots pound and mark
were to remain at one-twelfth of the value of their sterling
equivalents throughout the seventeenth century.38 Not only did this
devaluation amount to a realistic appraisal of the need to stabilise
prices within Scotland, but the permanent association of Scottish
currency with the stronger sterling helped promote confidence in the
exchange of Scottish specie in continental markets.

More immediately, Scots were exempt from the discriminatory
tariffs levied on merchandise imported by aliens into England after
Christmas 1604. While this concession was to be of particular value
to Scottish exports of livestock and salt, it had to be reaffirmed in
1615 owing to the reluctant compliance of English customs officials.
Henceforth, Scottish wares were still regarded as foreign imports
though Scottish merchants were no longer considered aliens. This
arrangement was reciprocated for English commodities and traders in
Scotland. Common nationality for all born within both countries was
eventually upheld by the English courts in 1608, after a case brought
on behalf of an infant born in Edinburgh, Robert Colville, son of
James, first Lord Colville, established his entitlement to purchase
and have freehold and inheritance of lands in England. Ultimately,
this judgement was to benefit individual Scottish entrepreneurs
seeking, as residents in England, admission to English trading
companies on equal terms with English nationals.39 The abandonment
of wholescale commercial integration by 1607, however, meant that no
access to English markets or imperial ventures was freely afforded or
guaranteed to Scottish domiciles.

Less tangibly, the union was to help in the promotion of
political stability on the Borders with England and on the western
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seaboard with Ireland. Concerted government action in London,
Edinburgh and Dublin against reivers and marauding clansmen allowed
disruptive energies within Scotland to be re-channelled into more
socially cohesive and economically positive directions after 1603.

Manifestly, the most spectacular consequence of the union of
the Crowns was Scottish participation in the plantation of Ulster, an
undertaking which was to have a profound political and religious impact
as well as a social and economic significance. The proximity of the
west and south-west districts of Scotland suited the convenience of the
English government in its efforts to displace the native Irish and to
colonise lands devastated by a series of rebellions against the
English Crown. Migration to Ulster from the Lowlands, which was
underway by 1606, was indicative of the growing prosperity rather than
the customary paucity of the Scottish economy. For it was only by
the acquisition of capital at home that the colonisers were provided
with the necessary stake 'to develop the wilderness in Ulster'. The
plantation, moreover, acted as an immediate boost to Scottish trade.
Not only did the planters look to the home market for the tools and
provisions necessary to initiate agricultural regeneration, but
Scotland became the major supplier of raw materials, fuels and
manufactures necessary to sustain settlement in Ulster. Scottish
merchants were also the main suppliers of luxuries imported from the
continent. In return, Scotland provided a ready market for
agricultural produce exported from Ulster. Indeed, Ulster was to
become a cheaper alternative to the Baltic as an emergency granary.
As many as twenty-six ports in the west and south-west benefited from
this Irish connection, especially as Scotland came to dominate, if
not monopolise, the carrying trade of Ulster.

However, Ulster's exports steadily began to outstrip its
imports after 1612, thereby affecting adversely the Scottish balance
of trade. Good harvests in Scotland from 1617 to 1620 meant that
imports of grain produced a glut on the home market which threatened
the profitability of domestic farming. The response of the landed



68

interest was to persuade the Scottish government to impose punitive
tariffs on the importing of Irish as well as Baltic grain from 1619.

As a result, profits from farming in Ulster declined despite the
continuance of the livestock trade and the smuggling of grain shipments
to Scotland. Such a constriction of the agricultural market reduced
immigration from Scotland to a trickle by 1622. Nevertheless, after
two bad harvests in successive years, which threatened to undermine the
social expectations built up by landowners and peasantry over the
previous decade, a renewed flood of migrants - mainly from the north
of Scotland - crossed to Ulster from 1635.40 Moreover, although the
English government exercised sovereignty over Ulster, the province's
special commercial rapport, allied to its common Protestant heritage
with Scotland, ensured that a particular affinity was retained between
Ulstermen and Lowland Scots and that the Scottish colonisers remained
a distinctive entity within Irish society.

The union of the Crowns also had detrimental effects on the
Scottish economy. In the first place, the removal of the Court to
London transferred a considerable amount of purchasing power which
could have stimulated not only the local commerce of Edinburgh, but
the national trade and manufacture of luxuries, consumable goods and
fashionable garments.41 Secondly and more seriously, Scotland in the
course of the seventeenth century was to suffer economically from
political association with England through the difficulties experienced
by continental powers in dissociating separate national interests
within the British Isles. In the short term, however, the major
European powers were still willing to discriminate positively, albeit
as a means of embarrassing the English Crown.  Thus, when Charles I
initiated war with Spain in 1625, the Spaniards reciprocated by
declaring war on England, Scotland and Ireland. Yet freedom of trade
was maintained with the Scots and the Irish, 'as they coloured not
English goods'.42 Likewise, after Charles opened hostilities with
France in 1626, the French were sufficiently mindful of the 'auld
alliance' to set at liberty the sixty Scottish ships among the hundred
and twenty British vessels impounded while loading wine at Bordeaux.43
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In the following year, when Charles I decided to launch an
expedition under the command of his favourite, George Villiers, first
duke of Buckingham, to relieve the Huguenots in La Rochelle, he
experienced the greatest difficulty in raising the two thousand men he
required from Scotland.  Furthermore, this disastrous venture, which
was accompanied by a royal embargo on the importation of French goods,
was generally resented by the political nation and distinctly
unpopular among the mercantile community. Their concern for the fate
of Calvinist co-religionists was secondary to their desire to maintain
their favoured relationship in the wine trade.44 For Scottish wine
traders had traditionally ‘enjoyed the same immunities and privileges
of the French themselves since they always professed partiality for
the most Christian Crown'.45 Moreover, although divergence in
religion and politics since the Reformation had caused a growing
cleavage of interests between Scotland and France - for which the
union of the Crowns provided a permanent wedge - the actual sundering
of the special relationship between both countries cannot necessarily
be regarded as inevitable, far less irrevocable, in the early
seventeenth century.46 Indeed, as was noted by successive Venetian
ambassadors to the Court of Charles I, popular sentiment within
Scotland still manifested a distinct preference for the French rather
than the English:47 albeit such affinities were 'kept aglow by the

steady consumption of French wine'.48

The declining economic rapport with France was more than
compensated by direct commercial contacts between Scotland and the
Netherlands, since the Dutch were emerging in the early seventeenth
century as the leading European entrepreneurs. The dynamic growth of
the Dutch economy can fundamentally be attributed to the revolt of
the Netherlands against Spanish domination, launched by the foundation
of the United Provinces in 1579. The migration of merchants,
craftsmen and capital from the provinces which remained in Spanish
hands led to the replacement of Antwerp by Amsterdam as the leading
commercial centre, unrivalled in western Europe. Moreover, the Dutch
proceeded to develop Amsterdam as an entrepot of world stature by
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founding financial exchanges, by building specialised warehouses and
by encouraging refining and processing industries. Furthermore, the
incorporation of Portugal under the Spanish Crown in 1580 subjected
the extensive empires of both countries to the commercial rivalry of
the Dutch.  Through the formation in 1602 of an East India Company
on a more permanent and more heavily capitalised basis than its
English counterpart, the Dutch came to dominate not only the spice
trade direct from Asia to Europe, but eventually the luxury trade
from the Indian Ocean and the Levant to the Mediterranean. A final,
structural advantage promoted economic expansion. For the
States-General, which loosely controlled the United Provinces, tended
to favour the most commercially orientated provinces, namely Holland
and Zeeland, the main contributors of revenue to the national coffers.
Hence, a mercantile influence, unparalleled throughout Europe,

influenced the formulation of government policy.49

Consolidating the commercial predominance of the Dutch was
their carrying trade, the most efficient in Europe. The expeditious
use of Baltic imports in shipbuilding led to the standardised
development of the fly-boat, or 'fluit', to suit bulk trading in
northern Europe. The deployment of the trading fleet in convoys was
generally promoted to reduce shipping risks and maintain low rates of
freight. There were two distinct zones of Dutch trade in the early
seventeenth century, both relying on functional shipping and the
competitive pricing of the convoy system. In the familiar waters of
northern Europe the Dutch achieved dominance in the carriage of bulk
cargoes by accepting low profits on each venture in return for a high
turn-round of 'fluit'-convoys. Competitive pricing and prompt
delivery were enhanced by the establishment of permanent factors in
most Baltic ports which enabled Dutch merchant houses to deal
throughout the year in commodities with differing seasonal peaks of
production. In the Indies, the Americas and the Mediterranean, the
Dutch strove to minimise the notorious risks and maximise the volatile
profits derived from their trade, mainly in luxuries but infested with
pirates, by placing emphasis on the naval supremacy of their convoys
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which, in contrast to northern Europe, carried goods of low bulk but
of high pr‘ices.50

In material terms, Scottish society gained several distinct
advantages from the rise of Dutch commerce. In October 1578, three
months prior to the foundation of the United Provinces, which
guaranteed to respect the rights and privileges of each city and
province within its jurisdiction, the magistrates of Campvere and the
Convention of Royal Burghs had contracted to reaffirm the Scottish
51 The location of the staple within Zeeland had ensured that
no major commercial disruption was experienced by Scotland during the
revolt of the Netherlands. Owing to the shallow nature of the inland
waterways through Brabant province, the expansion of Antwerp's trade
in the sixteenth century had been beneficial to the ports in the

staple.

adjacent coastal province of Zeeland, particularly in the development
of shipbuilding and of the carrying trade. In turn, as Zeeland also
bordered Holland, the towns of both provinces were able to share in
the greater prosperity generated by the rise of Amster‘dam.S2 Through
Campvere, therefore, Scotland gained access to the commodities of
world markets exchanged at Amsterdam. As an entrepot, the benefits
of its economics of scale outstripped any advantages derived from
direct trading in specific commodities. The export of Scottish
staple commodities - raw materials, foodstuffs and coarse cloth - was
enhanced by the entrepot's co-ordinated distribution and collection of
partial cargoes. The importation to Scotland of wines, luxuries and
manufactured goods was facilitated by the entrepot's packaging of
mixed cargoes with respect to both cost and bulk.

Furthermore, the rivalry among the towns of Zeeland, which
was engendered by the prosperity of the province, was open to
exploitation by the Scottish mercantile community. By threatening to
remove the staple to neighbouring Middlgburg, the location of the
English staple, Scottish commercial privileges and trading facilities
at Campvere were cultivated and augmented. In 1602, the Convention
of Royal Burghs comprehensively defined staple commodities as all
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merchandise liable to pay customs. From 1610, the Convention
enforced the requirement that all trade with the Low Countries be
directed through the staple to prevent the export of Scottish goods
through England to other towns in the Netherlands. In return, the
magistrates of Campvere were expected to uphold and respect Scottish
mercantile interests, especially as the channelling of all trade
through the staple heightened rather than lessened the vulnerability
of Scottish shipping to piracy. As a result, a revised contract was
drawn up between the Convention and the magistrates of Campvere in

January 1612.

The Scots gained concessions and fiscal exemptions
at least comparable to those enjoyed by the English at Midd@éburg.
Scots were also given the same judicial privileges as the citizens of
Campvere and legal assistance both to pursue commercial actions and
to seek compensation for victims of Dutch pirates. In addition,
Scottish merchants were afforded extensive hospitality rights by the
town, including a furnished lodging house - a conciergery - and a kirk
was provided for the worship of the resident Scottish community.
However, friction and misunderstandings between the Convention and the
magistrates of Campvere were continuously aroused by sharp practices
among Scottish factors. Thus, some factors sought to profiteer at
the expense of both Scottish and Dutch merchants by purchasing whole
cargoes on their arrival at the staple in order to monopolise the
market. This practice of forestalling, which was outlawed within the
Scottish burghs, was not effectively checked until 1625 when the
Convention barred all factors from participating in either shipping
or trading. Scottish dissatisfaction with local conditions at
Campvere was never entirely eradicated. In particular, the cavalier
behaviour of the magistrates towards the Scottish community led to
diplomatic touchiness during the reign of Charles I, though the

location of the staple was never seriously questioned till after the

Restoration. >3

Another profitable and, indeed, the most recent, commercial
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contact between Scotland and the United Provinces was the direct export
of coal and salt from the Firth of Forth in Dutch ships. The
promotion of this trade, rather than undermining Scottish shipping, was
+ Moreover, the trade was a major earner of

beyond its capacity.5
These earnings were largely recycled

foreign currency for Scotland.
to purchase imports at more favourable rates of exchange than the
native specie, a policy which admittedly did more to raise social

expectations than promote indigenous manufactures. In turn, since the

'riskdaler' (rix dollar) was guaranteed to contain a fixed quantity of

silver from 1606, it won greater acceptance than native currency for

commercial transactions within Scotland. Nonetheless, the willingness

of the Dutch to pay more for coal than the Scottish merchant could
afford helped stimulate industry, notably the development of inland
mining in the Lothians. This alternative to the coastal mines

catered for the expanding domestic market in Edinburgh.55

Finally, despite the relative economic dependence of the
Scots on the Dutch, the strong mercantile links fostered between both
nations were to be of particular advantage to the Scots after
hostilities recommenced between Spain and the United Provinces in 1621.
In addition to the random disruption of Dutch trade brought about by
sporadic warfare over the next three decades, Spain actively sought to
exact economic reprisals against the Dutch who had even come to
dominate the carrying trade of the Iberian peninsula. To counter
Spanish naval offensives against their shipping, the Dutch were obliged
to deploy heavily armed convoys on their northern European trading
routes as well as the Mediterranean. While the resultant sharp rise
in freight costs benefited all competitors of the Dutch in the carrying
trade, the Scots mainly profited from two other expedients adopted by
the Dutch to maintain their commercial leadership. For the Dutch were
increasingly obliged either to hire ships of neutral, but sympathetic,
nations or to crew their vessels with reliable foreigners. Scottish
crews were especially prominent in the carriage of salt from Portugal

by 1623.°0
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The Dutch connection was by no means confined to trade.
The strong commercial links with the United Provinces made the sea
journey from Scotland quicker and cheaper than the overland trip from
Edinburgh to London. Not only were Scottish students attracted to
Dutch universities, but the Scots were anxious to keep the Dutch
informed about their affairs, especially ecclesiastical matters. In
turn, the Reformed Kirk of Scotland was greatly influenced by Dutch
theology. Particular attention was paid to the controversy aroused
within the Dutch Reformed Kirk by the Arminian challenge to the
prevailing Calvinist interpretation of Protestantism in the early

seventeenth century.57

Arminianism, while accepting Calvinist orthodoxy with regard
to original sin and justification by faith, rejected its absolute
belief in predestination which offered salvation only for the elect
and eternal damnation for the reprobate. For the Calvinist, the
Christian's assurance of salvation, through membership of the elect,
depended on the effectiveness of his or her calling. Whereas all
believers who attended the visible church on earth to hear the
preaching of the word and receive the sacraments were partakers of an
outward calling, only the true believers, as the elect members of the
invisible church, had an inward calling from God to the communion of
the saints. For Arminians, because of their belief in God's universal
bestowal of divine grace, salvation was obtainable for all, not just
the elect, through the exercise of free will. Hence, the Calvinist
teaching that the grace of God was irresistible for the elect who, as
the true believers, could not fall from grace, was renounced in favour
of universal atonement. This precept offered salvation to every
individual prepared to repent his or her sins. For the Arminian,
therefore, the assurance of salvation was freely available for all
believers but conditional on human endeavour. The true believers
chose their own salvation. For the Calvinist, who believed in
absolute and exclusive salvation for the elect, the Arminian doctrine
of fgge will was an unwarrantable limitation on the sovereignty of
God.
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Arminianism was promoted by a minority among the Dutch
clergy, known as the Remonstrants, who were backed mainly by commercial
interests prominent in the provincial governments. Whereas the
orthodox Calvinist majority, designated the Counter-Remonstrants, had
the support not only of the urban artisans and the peasantry but also
of the patricians associated with the House of Orange. Led by
Prince Maurice of Nassau, the patricians seized power in the United
Provinces in July 1618. Hence, the Synod of Dort, which was summoned
that autumn by the States-General to settle theological differences
within the Dutch Reformed Kirk, was manipulated by Prince Maurice to
entrench oligarchic control at the expense of provincial government.
Swamped by Counter-Remonstrants, who constituted seventy-nine of the
eighty-two official Dutch delegates, the Synod unequivocally
reaffirmed Calvinist orthodoxy and condemned the Remonstrants as

heretics.

Although James VI and I had originally suggested the Synod
to resolve the Arminian controversy, the Scottish Reformed Kirk was
not directly represented at Dort. However, both the presbyterian and
episcopal factions accepted the canons issued at the close of the
Synod in May 1619 as a definable standards of orthodox
Protestantism. Foreign delegates who attended from the Reformed
Churches of Germany and the Swiss Cantons and from the Church of
England composed about a quarter of the Synod's membership. Their
presence gave Dort the international standing of the general council
safeguarding the Reformation, comparable to that of the Council of
Trent which launched the Counter-Reformation in 1543.59 While the
Synod of Dort only lasted six months in contrast to the sixteen years
of intermittent deliberations at Trent, its definition of Protestant
orthodoxy was not only a rebuttal of Arminianism but of the ultimate
enemy, Roman Catholicism: 'the extirpation of the Remonstrant heresy
meant the destruction of the Scarlet Woman'. After Dort, any
minister who was other than an uncompromising Calvinist was suspect

within the Kirk of Scotland.%?
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The Synod of Dort, moreover, reinforced the claims which the
Kirk of Scotland, through its Confession of Faith, propagated as
cardinal precepts in the early seventeenth century. The Reformed
Kirk's continuance 'in the doctrine of the prophets and apostles,
according to Canonicall Scriptures, ministering the sacraments, and
worshipping god purelie according unto them', manifested 'the true
marks whereby the true visible Church on earth may be knowne and
discerned'. Though only the true believers, as members of the
invisible Church, were chosen 'according to the purpose of god's
eternal election' to life everlasting, every member of the visible
Church could derive hope from the precept that man's righteousness was
not inherent, 'but freely given of gods free grace through faith in
Jesus Christ'. The precept that there was 'a holy universall Church
and Catholicke Church' composed of the whole company of the elect was
combined with the Confession's constant affirmation 'that the Church
of Scotland through the abundant grace of our god is one of the most
pure churches under heaven this day, both in respect of trueth and
doctrine and puritie of worship'.61 The Kirk of Scotland, therefore,
was concerned not only to promote the salvation of the elect, but to
identify the national interest with a dutiful dedication to the godly
life: that is, every member of every congregation striving to attain
a state of grace as the precondition for election must adhere
systematically to a Calvinist code of ethics for everyday conduct.62

In turn, these doctrinal precepts underwrote the
international responsibilities of the Kirk of Scotland. As the only
national church in Europe committed to Calvinism but uncompromised by
the need to tolerate other religious groups in the interests of
political expediency, the Reformed Kirk retained a watching brief over
the fate of Protestantism in general and of Calvinist minorities in
particular. This special concern was intensified by the progress of
the Counter-Reformation and the political alignments brought about by
the Thirty Years War . For militant Catholicism, allied to the
autocracy of the Spanish and Austrian Habsburgs, was ranged against
and initially triumphant over Protestant and particularist interests
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within the Holy Roman Empire.63

Thus, two years after the marriage
of Charles I to the Catholic French princess, Henrietta Maria, a
clerical convention in the summer of 1627 set aside two days of public
humiliation and fasting for Scottish congregations because of the
threat, albeit unsubstantiated, of a revival of popery at home coupled
to 'the distress and cruel persecution of the Reformed kirks in
Bohemia and the adjoining Provinces in Upper and Lower Germanie and

the Palatinate'.64

While the internationalism of the Kirk was not directly
impaired, the union of the Crowns was not without its ecclesiastical
impact, most noticeably in matters of worship, as James VI became
increasingly impressed with the emphasis on order and ceremony in the
Church of England.  Although the Second Prayer Book of Edward VI had
initially been adopted by the Scottish reformers, the distinctly less
liturgical, Genevan inspired, Book of Common éﬁgﬁgi was generally
commended from the 1560s for the conduct of prayers and sacraments.

However, neither the format nor the need for a liturgy won wholescale
acceptance. 0On the one hand, the Second Prayer Book was never totally
displaced, finding renewed favour with members of the episcopal
faction, especially those forming close contacts with Anglican clergy
after 1603. On the other hand, ministers of pronounced presbyterian
sympathies, influenced by the Puritan minority who rejected the use of
the Second Prayer Book within the Church of England, tended to deviate
from, if not ignore, the Scottish Book of Common Order.65

Furthermore, an alternative religious standard, which may be
characterised as 'a new liturgical form with a wide mass appeal'’, was
being indigenously promoted from the 1530s. In the face of James VI's
aversion to the autonomous é;tablishment of presbyterianism within the

Kirk and his decided preference for an erastian episcopacy - whose
insinuation into a position of dominance was subsequently enhanced in
the light of the king's Anglican experience - militant presbyterians
began to express their dissent by locally banding together in
covenants.
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In Scotland, banding together for the purposes of local
government or political alliance was a socially inured practice by the
sixteenth century and had, indeed, been specifically adopted for
religious purposes prior to the Reformation. Yet the description of
a religious band as a covenant only gained common currency after 1590,
as the result of the permeation from the continent of federal theology.
Nor was the conception of a covenant peculiarly Scottish, but was
shared by evangelical Protestants in areas as diverse as Transylvania,
Ireland and New England.66

Covenant or federal theology, as identified with the
evangelical ministry in Scotland from the early seventeenth century,
emphasised the contractual relationship between God and man rather than
the stark Calvinist reliance on election by divine decree.
Predestination, and thereby man's ultimate dependence on divine grace
for his salvation was not, however, denied. No accommodation was
made with Arminianism. The true believer proved his election by
covenanting with God, not by exercising his free will to choose
salvation. His participation in the covenant did not determine his
election, but merely realised the predetermined will of God. It was
only divine grace which moved man to covenant. But once man had so
banded himself to God, he was assured of his election. Hence,
through the covenant, God gave man discernible ground for his election.
Salvation became man's just due in return for such an affirmation of
his faith. The assurance of the covenant, therefore, was a
'functional equivalent' to the diligent pursuit of the godly life,
providing a comforting testimony for the true believer during life's
tr‘avails.67

Moreover, in Scotland, as in the Puritan communities of
New England, the idea of the covenant was popularly translated in the
early seventeenth century not simply as an elaboration of God's
compact with the elect, but as a means of revealing God's purposes
towards his people. One such strand in New England even went on to
assert that man should reach out for the covenant as a means of
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securing faith, in the hope of being rewarded with divine grace.68
Within Scotland, however, the practical vitality of the covenant was
derived from the expansion of the concept to cover works as well as
grace, thereby banding for religious purposes was allied to spiritual
assurance. The covenant gave tangible form to the cardinal precepts
of the Confession of Faith: specifically to the assurance of
salvation, of which all members of congregations should be persuaded
by 'giving credite both to the externall promise of the word and the
internall witnessing of the spirit', and to the necessity of doing
good works for the glory of God, for confirmation of the elect and as
an example to others, since 'faith that bringeth not foorth good works
is dead, and availeth nothing to justification or salvation'.69

Furthermore, in using the concept of the covenant to
propagate gospel truths among their congregations, the evangelicals
were able to draw upon the dominant ideal of a national Kirk as well
as the prestige and pervasive social influence all ministers acquired
from the reformed emphasis on the preaching of the word. At its most
potent, the covenant could be interpreted as a divine band between God
and the people of Scotland. Such a covenant had a comprehensive
rather than a sectional appeal, for Scottish society as a whole not
just the political nation, providing 'a larger vision of something that
transcends the exigencies of the Scottish environment'.70 However,
anticipation of divine favour through the covenant cannot necessarily
be equated with the imminence of a divine event nor the revelation of
a people's manifest destiny. Covenanting adherence was still a
minority activity for presbyterians in the opening decades of the
seventeenth century. After the exhortation of the general assembly
in 1596 for a mutual band among ministers - at synods and
presbyteries - and within their congregations, no national renewal of
the religious band took place until 1638.71 Rather than manifesting
an apocalyptic faith or even a people's destiny, covenanting can be
associated more with militant presbyterianism which kept alive an
evangelical tradition of dissent from an erastian establishment. For
such militants, special emphasis was attached to the sacrament of
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communion, as 'certaine visible sealls of gods eternall covenant
ordeined be god to represent unto us Christ crucified and seall up our
spirituall communion with him'.72 The covenant's political potential
was still latent.

With Scotland's political interests formally subordinated to
those of England after 1603, the religious aspirations of the national
Kirk, like the country's expanding commerce, became the most
distinctive means of promoting Scotland internationally. Thus, the
maintenance of spiritual welfare and the enhancement of material
prosperity were not just the respective preserves of the clerical and
burgess estates, but the special concerns of the political nation as a
whole. In particular, the close religious and commercial links with
the United Provinces served as substantial counterpoints to Scotland's
diminished political standing in the early seventeenth century. In
turn, the Dutch connection has suggested an historical analogy for the
strains imposed by the political association of separate states. The
impact of the union of the Crowns has been compared to that of the
Netherlands and Spain in the early sixteenth century.73

After Charles V had become the ruler of Spain as well as the
Netherlands in 1516, an initial influential influx of counsellors and
favourites from the Netherlands aroused resentment at the Spanish
Court, souring the next forty years of his reign. But in the
following generation, his son, Philip II, as a culturally assimilated
Spaniard, provoked the revolt of the Netherlands by treating that
country as a Spanish province from the commencement of his forty-two
year reign in 1556. However, this parallel with Scotland under
Charles I benefits much from hindsight. Scotland was not
geographically separated from England. Edinburgh and Glasgow were
less remote from London than Antwerp and Amsterdam from Madrid.
Although Scottish influence at the English Court was initially
weighty, neither the dominant Scottish presence nor the resultant
English antagonism was to be sustained throughout the reign of
James VI and I. Moreover, the secession by the United Provinces in
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1579 had still left a Belgian rump as the Spanish Netherlands. In
short, insufficient time had elapsed in the opening decades of the
seventeenth century to suggest that Anglo-Scottish relations were
going to develop along similar lines.

Arguably the closest, though by no means a linear, analogy
to the Scottish situation in the early seventeenth century was to be
found in the Iberian peninsula. The strained relationships of
Catalonia and Portugal to the Castilian dominated, Spanish throne
culminated in separate revolts in 1640, at the same time as the
Scottish Covenanters were resorting to arms against Charles I.
Catalonia was a dominion of the kingdom of Aragon whose dynastic
unification with the kingdom of Castile in the late fifteenth century
had forged the foundation of the Spanish state. The kingdom of
Portugal was annexed to Spain in 1580. While Scotland had provided
the king of England and separately supported a national Reformed Kirk,
neither Catalonia nor Portugal had specifically provided a monarch for
the Spanish throne and both shared, with the rest of Iberia, a common
Catholicism. However, like Scotland, both were afflicted by absentee
kingship.  Though formally supervised by viceroys, both had retained
a large measure of independence through nationally disparate agencies
of government and constitutional assemblies.

Moreover, Catalonia and Portugal, together with Scotland, do
not apparently conform to the conventional interpretation of the
mid-seventeenth century revolutions in western Europe: namely, that
the 'general crisis' - as manifest in England, France and the United
Provinces - resulted from a cleavage between Court and Country. Such
revolts were the culmination of almost a century of mounting crisis in
the relationship between state and society, through the resentment
aroused within each country by an increasingly voracious Court allied
to the steady dominance of government by a centralised bureaucracy.
Hence, although intervening events and political errors divergently
affected the movement from a revolutionary situation to actual
revolution, each revolt was the product of the same general grievance:
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specifically, the character and cost of the state.74

Neither Catalonia nor Portugal contributed to the upkeep of
the Castilian Court or to the centralised bureaucracy of the Spanish
state in the early seventeenth century. In like manner, the Scottish
Exchequer, apart from sundry pensions to Scottish courtiers, was not
directly expected to pay for the upkeep of either the English Court or
the English government.75 The main precipitants of the Iberian
revolts were war and taxation. After the termination of the twelve
year truce drawn up between Spain and the United Provinces in 1609,
Olivares, the chief minister of Philip IV of Spain, was resolved to
renew the war as a military and commercial exercise. From 1621,
Spain was faced with mounting and recurrent costs for defence and
warfare. The determination of Olivares to restructure the Spanish
fiscal system was allied to further radical schemes. Not only were
the resources of the kingdoms of Aragon and Portugal to be exploited
financially, but the authority of the Spanish monarchy was to be made
uniformly effective throughout its constituent kingdoms by the
imposition of the style and laws of Castile. Hence, Catalonia and
Portugal rebelled primarily because of the Castilian imposed threat
to their economic resources and their separate national identities.76

The threat of war, and the resultant increased burden of
taxation, cannot afford to be overlooked as significant precipitants
of Scottish discontent with absentee kingship. For the diplomatic
symmetry of James' foreign policy as king of England was beginning to
sunder by 1621. The marriage in 1613 of his daughter, Elizabeth, to
the influential German prince, Frederick, the Elector Palatine, was to
be balanced by the betrothal of Charles, Prince of Wales to the
Spanish Infanta. Such a protest, however, steadily receded with the
renewal of war between Spain and the United Provinces and the
possibility of British involvement in a wider European confrontation.

Frederick, the Elector Palatine, had headed the opposition of
the Protestant states within the Holy Roman Empire to the
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reconciliation of the Austrian and Spanish Habsburgs on a common plan
of action in central Europe. By the treaty of Onate in 1617,
Ferdinand, the Austrian archduke, was to be promoted as King of Bohemia
and of Hungary, and thereby as successor to the Emperor. In return,
Spain was to be given sufficient imperial fiefs to link its provinces
in Italy and the Netherlands. In effect, the intolerant Catholicism
and the centralised absolutism of the Austrian Habsburgs was
threatening religious toleration and the maintenance, or even the
extension, of feudal privilege within the Empire. In March 1618,
militant Protestant nobles went on to the offensive in Bohemia.
Leading imperial administrators were unceremoniously ejected, an
exercise which attained notoriety as the defenestration of Prague.
Sixteen months later, on 26 August 1619, two days before the election
of Ferdinand II as Holy Roman Emperor was confirmed, the Bohemian
estates chose Frederick as king of Bohemia declaring Ferdinand deposed.
Following the victory of the imperial forces in the battle of

White Mountain at the gates of Prague in November 1620, Frederick's
kingship was overthrown and the power of the Bohemian estates was
annihilated. Ferdinand II proceeded to annex Bohemia as a hereditary
possession of the Austrian Habsburgs and, simultaneously, set out to
suppress Protestantism within his imperial estates.

0f the European powers outwith the Empire, only the Dutch had
actively supplied Frederick with troops and money to combat the
imperial forces and their Spanish allies. Commercial tensions
between the Dutch and the English, particularly over fisheries, had
served to excuse James' refusal to mount any concerted diversionary
attack on the Spanish Netherlands prior to the expiry of the truce
between the United Provinces and Spain. By 1621, however, Europe was
faced with the imminent realisation of Habsburg hegemony. As a
result, war within the Empire continued to be waged against the
imperial and Spanish forces by Protestant contingents supported by
English and Danish, as well as Dutch, money and diplomacy. Moreover,
the Spanish Crown's patent lack of enthusiasm for a marriage alliance
meant that James, in his last years, was drawn increasingly by



84

established family ties towards direct intervention in the Thirty
Years War . Not only was his son-in-law, Frederick, requiring help
to repulse imperial assaults on the Palatinate, but his brother-in-law,
Christian IV of Denmark, had territorial ambitions in the northern
parts of the Empire adjacent to his kingdom. Christian's desire for
direct intervention was compounded by the attachment of Poland, which
was in permanent conflict with its Baltic neighbours, to the Habsburg
allliance.77 Scotland, though neither affected territorially nor
entangled diplomatically by the course of the Thirty Years War ,
would not be regarded as exempt from contributing manpower and finance
to any British expeditionary force. Indeed, this outcome became
inevitable after Charles I publicly professed at the commencement of
his reign, 'that the welfare of England is insepdrable from

Sco‘cland'.78

This international aspect of Scottish subordination to
English political interests, however galling, was secondary to the main
domestic irritants caused by the anglophile policies of absentee
monarchy. National identity, though first ostensibly threatened in
ecclesiastical affairs, was in substance challenged and undermined not
by the corporate importation of English laws and customs, but solely
on the strength of the royal prerogative.79 Therefore, unlike the
Catalan and Portu%?se revolts against forcible assimilation to the
style and laws of'Castile, which took the form of movements of
national separation from the Spanish state,80 the emergence of the
Covenanting Movement in Scotland was to mark a concerted effort at
national consolidation. The Covenanters reacted against an
innovating monarchy, not against the English nation.

The nationalist impulses motivating the revolts in Scotland,
Catalonia and Portugal, though recognised as being worthy of
comparison, have all been summarily dismissed as 'largely irrelevant'
to the conventional interpretation of the mid-seventeenth century
revolutions.81 Nevertheless, it can be contended that these
nationalist revolts, despite their peripheral location, were an
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alternative, but none the less integral, facet of the general European
crisis. As the opposition to the personal rule of Charles I made
manifest, the Scottish revolt, like that of the Catalans and the
Portugese, was the product of growing tensions, not just between Court
and Country, but between absentee kingship and the political nation.
The alternative to revolution was provincialism.
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Chapter 111 The Scottish Inheritance of Charles I

The creation of the Covenanting situation cannot be
attributed wholly to Charles I. Some consideration must be given to
the monarchical legacy left by his father James VI. The achievement
of James had been the permeation, nationwide, of loyalty to a strong
monarchy which had endured the removal of the Court to London in 1603.
The position of the monarchy in 1625 however, though secure, was
relatively not so strong after the union of the Crowns because of the
gradual erosion of stability within the Jacobean establishment. In
the last decade, 1615 to 1625, the landowning classes were becoming
increasingly disillusioned with absentee kingship; the mercantile
community were growing restless; clerical faction was again unsettling
the Kirk; and central government was less receptive to directives from
the Court at London.

Landowners had specific legal, ecclesiastical and fiscal
grievances aroused by royal policies within the last decade of James'
reign. In 1617 James had instituted the Public Register of Sasines to
give uniformity and security of title in the transfer of landownership.
Thereby, all changes in heritable property, outwith the royal burghs,
were to be recorded either in Edinburgh or in the most geographically
appropriate of seventeen specified registration districts.1 At the
same parliament James declared that all rights of title to land, held
without quarrel for forty years, were to be incontrovertible. But he
included a provision that lands, which had already been held within
the one family for forty years, could still have their ownership
contested over the next thirteen years, regardless of any case-history
of untroubled possession.  Such royal action amounted, in the
short-term, to the encouragement of litigation over the ownership of
land which, however unsubstantiated, prejudiced longstanding rights of
property.2 In 1617 also, James appointed a commission to augment
ministers' stipends to a yearly minimum of five hundred merks, or five
chalders of victual where payment was made in kind. This was to be
achieved by the re-allocation of parochial teinds, the majority of
which were appropriated as a secular resource, controlled mainly by the
nobles as titulars of the teinds and leased to other nobles and
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affluent lairds who farmed the teinds as tacksmen. The commission
made no attempt to challenge directly the propertied claims of the
titulars to the teinds. However, the obstructiveness of the tacksmen
considerably restricted the success of the commission. It was only
able to exercise its compulsory powers to make inroads into the profits
of teind-farming after the tacksmen were compensated for their loss of
yearly revenue by extending the duration of their existing leases.

The initial commission lasted barely a year and a renewed commission of
1621 apparently never functioned.3 In 1620, a convention of the
nobility had forwarded a resolution to the Crown that any attempt to
raise money by voluntary contribution in preference to a compulsory,
but constitutionally authorised, levy would prove abor‘tive.4

Moreover, as the burden of taxation was felt by the nobility, to fall
inequitably on the landowners, parliament in the following year
consented not only to an ordinary tax on landed resources, but also to
an extraordinary tax on financial transactions. This latter measure
was known as the taxing of annualrents, based on the temporary grants
of land which secured interest on loans.5 Since this tax was to be
levied yearly for the next four years, it opened up the possibility of
regular inguiries into the financial competence of each landowner's
management of his estates.

This tax on annualrents, which simultaneously amounted to an
assessment of income and acted as a disincentive to the free working
of capital, was disliked even more by the mercantile community than by
the landed classes. The estate of burgesses in the parliament of 1621
feared that an individual's financial standing, in particular his
worthiness as a creditor, would be undermined by the tax's revelation
of his debts.6 For the liability of each individual was assessed on
his free income, after borrowed money was deducted from that loaned.7
Furthermore the mercantile community considered that their ability to
accumulate capital was already being undermined by the readiness of the
Crown to grant patents and monopolies, a policy begun in the late
sixteenth century but accelerated since the union of the Crowns. In
theory, the objectives of monopolies were to free Scotland from
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dependence on imports of such commodities as linen and soap, tO raise
the quality of native manufactures, most notably in the tanning of
leatner, and to promote new industries like the making of paper and
glass. In practice, monopolies were usually sold to courtiers and
speculators concerned more to market, than manufacture, specific
products under patent.8 The Crown, moreover, did not actively
discourage profiteering by monopolists. James was primarily concerned
with the fiscal benefit the royal finances derived from the purchase of
monopolies than with the technical promotion of native manufactures.
The development, under patent, of products within Scotland as an
alternative to foreign imports necessarily entailed a drop, in the
short-term, in revenue from customs which the Crown was unwilling to
bear.9 Monopolies, for James, therefore, became a means of farming
out a value added tax odtgfcommodities which had exclusively been
marketed by the mercantile community.

Although such a royal policy was not regarded as serious a
grievance in Scotland as in England, it nevertheless remained an
economic irritant. Hence when James in 1623 rather insensitively
designated a noted monopolist, Nathanial Udward, as the next
conservator of the Scottish staple at Campvere, the outcry raised
within the Convention of Royal Burghs was hardly surprising. In part,
Udward was regarded as both objectionable and unsuitable because his
most recent monopoly, granted over soap in 1619, prevented the
mercantile community importing, mainly through Campvere, what they
considered to be a superior product. More pertinently, however, the
Convention was determined to retain a decisive influence in the
appointment of the conservator. In making the previous appointment
in 1589, James had outmanoeuvred the Convention by creating a
courtier, Sir Robert Denniston as both conservator at Campvere and
ambassador to the Low Countries. After initially repudiating this
appointment the Convention was forced to compromise when James
temporarily stopped trade with the Netherlands and threatened to
liberate the conservator from obedience to any decision taken on the
sole authority of the Convention. 0On Denniston agreeing to accept
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its oversight, the Convention had retained responsibility not only for
supervising the conservator's general conduct at Campvere, but also
for regulating his fees and reinforcing his authority over the factors.
The Convention was not therefore prepared to accede to Udward's
purchase of the office without any attempt having been made by the
Crown to obtain its consent. By July 1624, as the result of pressure
exerted by the Convention, Udward was induced to resign his claims to
the office of conservator in return for compensation of six thousand
merks. The Crown, in turn, underwent a change of heart. In
recommending Patrick Drummond for the post of conservator in November,
James subjected his appointment to the approval of the Convention of
Royal Burghs.10 After subscribing lengthy and specific articles of
appointment from the Convention, Drummond was accepted as conservator
in January 1625. Because of James' death the following March, final
ratification before the Privy Council was delayed until July when the
Convention reminded the new monarch, Charles I, that its acceptance of
the royal candidate was a 'meir favour' which was in no way to
prejudice its rights to present and discharge conservators in the
future.11

On the religious front James had, at a managed assembly of
the Kirk at Perth in 1618, intruded a liturgical programme which laid
stress on the observance of holy days, genuflection, episcopal
confirmation and private ceremonials for both baptism and communion.
Within the Kirk, the promulgation of these Five Articles revived the
erstwhile moribund Presbyterian party which sought a return to the
undiluted Reformation principles which had marked a clear break with

Catholicism.12

The most controversial aspect of this programme was
the requirement of kneeling for all members of congregations
participating in communion. As the laity were primarily affected,
resistance to genuflection provided the common ground to unite the
opposition to the ratification of ecclesiastical innovations in the
parliament of 1621.13 To prevent the royal programme being
compromised by the issue of kneeling James insisted, as he had done at

the general assembly in Perth, that the vote should be taken on all
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Five Articles in a block rather than separately. Yet,against the
grain of parliamentary subservience to royal directives, the packaged
passage of the Five Articles provoked a substantial dissenting
minority.14 To achieve their parliamentary ratification, James had
to guarantee that he would not attempt any further liturgical
innovations. Plans for a draft liturgy which would have brought
closer conformity between the Scottish and Anglican churches were
shelved. The one legacy of this liturgical policy to the
ecclesiastical establishment was the continued use of the English Book
of Common Prayer in the chapel royal, in the universities and in some
cathedrals.15

The most striking political feature of the parliament of
1621, however, was the ability of the opponents of the Five Articles
to draw support from the nobility, both the traditional and the
Jacobean creations, from the shire commissioners as representatives of
the gentry and from the commissioners of the royal bur‘ghs.16 It is,
perhaps, only with the advantage of hindsight that direct correlation
can be made between opposition to the Five Articles and the rejection
of the liturgical innovations of Charles I, leading ultimately to the
overthrow of episcopacy at the general assembly in Glasgow in 1638.17
Yet, this Jacobean programme had awakened and galvanised a new
generation of radicals within the ministry who had hitherto acquiesed
in the governing of the Kirk by an erastian episcopate. Of greater
importance was the continuing disquiet expressed by nobles, such as
John Leslie, sixth earl of Rothes, a prominent member of the
parliamentary oppoéition in 1621. Within three weeks of the death of
James VI, Rothes sought, in a letter of 14 April 1625 to a leading
Scottish courtier, Sir Robert Kerr (later first earl of Ancrum),
indication of Charles I's attitudes towards the policies of his late
father which 'did bread greit greif and miscontentment amongst the best
both in plac and knawledg'. Rothes specified that the two most
controversial aspects of the royal programme had been 'the imposing of
certain nouations upon the Kirk' and 'the in@ﬁaring of the libertys of
the Nobility both in Counsell and Parliament'. In effect Rothes, as
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well as expressing the general hostility of the political nation to
ecclesiastical innovations, was articulating the declining

commitment of the traditional nobility to absentee monarchy in the
face of James' reliance on professional administrators within the
Privy Council and the royal manipulation of the parliamentary agenda
in 1621. In short, he contended that minds which should have been
united for the good of Scotland had become 'jangled with changes both
in kirk and ciuil Stat'.18

A further pertinent point in relation to the parliament of
1621 was that although the opposition in both Kirk and State had
neither been concerted nor sustained, a loss of confidence was
precipitated within the administrative framework of absentee kingship.
Representing the king, as parliamentary Commissioner, was James' chief
confidant at Court for Scottish affairs, James Hamilton, second marquis
of Hamilton. As a result of bearing the brunt of public odium for
enacting the Five Articles, Hamilton's interest in Scottish affairs was
much lessened.19 The death of the Chancellor, Dunfermline, in 1622,
removed not only the pre-eminent administrator within the Privy
Council, but also the one politician based in Scotland who was able to
exercise an unrivalled influence at Court.20 Simultaneously, the
confidence of James VI in his Scottish administration was being
undermined by rumours from factions commuting between the Court and
Edinburgh.  John Erskine, ninepﬁ%enth earl of Mar, the Treasurer, was
reputed to have a predilection to dispose 'whatsumever did belong to
the King in revenue and casualtie at his pleasour'. Thomas Hamilton,
first earl of Melrose (later of Haddington), as Secretary of State and
President of the Council allegedly so dominated both administrative
and judicial proceedings that 'be his absolute overruleing in Councell
and Session did carrie all maters reason or none'. In order that
James might reaffirm his grip over his Scottish administration,
Robert Maxwell, first earl of Nithsdale, emerged as the principal
schemer at Court for realigning the channels of government. He was
principally supported from 1622 by the new Lord Chancellor,
Sir George Hay of Kinfauns (later viscount Dupplin, thereafter earl of
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Kinnoul), by William Douglas, sixth earl of Morton, and by Robert Kerr,
first earl of Roxburghe. While Chancellor Hay was attempting to
establish his hegemony over the Scottish administration, Nithsdale,
Morton and Roxburghe were striving to promote themselves as the main
counsellors at Court for Scottish affairs. Borrowing on Irish
precedent for disciplining officers of state, Nithsdale conceived that

a Commission of Grievance would be the effective means of reforming
'the lamentable estait of Scotland‘.21

Grievances aroused by the multiplication of monopolies and
patents had provoked the dissolution of the English parliament in
January 1622. James, nevertheless, authorised a Scottish Commission
of Grievance in March 1623, in the hope of providing a less politically
fractious 'remedie to the lyk disease'. Immediately the Commission
became a forum, especially for the mercantile community, to protest
against monopolies and the rate of customs which the burgesses claimed
were against their privileges and their commercial welfare.22 The
Commission, however, failed to accomplish the political objective of
its initiator, namely the unchallenged establishment of Nithsdale and
his faction in control of Scottish government. As a result, no
effective single channel of liaison had been restored between the Court
and the Scottish administration in Edinburgh prior to the death of
James VI on 27 March 1625. Most ominously, though the Commission had
operated merely as a sub-committee of the Privy Council, a precedent
had been created for factional attempts to achieve dominance over
Scottish affairs through the creation of procedure to review the
working of government. For an executive which had no strong tradition
of independent action, the Commission was no more than the final
instalment of the Crown's habitual interference in Scottish
government. Yet this last Jacobean bequest was hardly conducive to
furthering the confidence of the Scottish administration in directives
from the Court or their desire to uphold the monarchical position
within Scotland on their oy}h initiative. There was no immediate
prospect of a collapse of central government. But it was against this
background of diminishing confidence in absentee monarchy, which the
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Scottish administration in Edinburgh shared with the political nation
in general, that Charles I acceded to the throne, determined to effect
a fundamental change in the style, pace and direction of royal
government.

However, the major obstacle to Charles' political ambitions
was the perennial problem faced by the Stewart monarchy, namely the
lack of readily available finance. Aggravating the financial position
of the Crown in England was the cost of maintaining that traditional
English diplomatic aspiration, the pursuit of premier league
recognition as a European power. Charles inherited an English Crown
approaching a chronic state of insolvency.23 The financial legacy of
James I of England was the commitment of the monarchy to expenditure
well in excess of £1,000,000 sterling by the end of 1625.%%

Essentially this situation was brought about by a militant change in
foreign policy. After the breakdown of the proposed marriage of
Charles to the Spanish Infanta in October 1623, James became prepared
to provide military aid for the recovery of the Palatinate on behalf

of his son-in-law, Frederick, who was languishing in the Netherlands as
a pensioq%%y’of the Dutch Republic.  James' sponsorship of military
intervention in the Thirty Years War proved a financial liability.

The expeditionary force which embarked from England in January 1625,
under the command of the German military adventurer, Count Ernest von
Mansfeld, was still entrenched in the Netherlands by James' death at
the end of March. Moreover, after an imperial diet at Ratisbon, in
February 1623, had deprived Frederick of his electoral dignity, James
had, along with the French, been drawn by the Dutch Republic towards an
alliance against the Austian and Spanish Habsburgs. Since 1621 the
Dutch had not only been waging war with Spain, but were providing the
financial support, as bankers and organisers, which allowed the
Protestant princes within the Empire to retain an army in the field
against the emperor Ferdinand II. This tripartite coalition was to be
formalised at the Hague Convention in December 1625, having entailed
large financial outlays for diplomatic embassies.25 The alliance had
also opened the door to further military expenditure- the employment
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of forces against the emperor, the equipping and manning of the English
navy, and the fortification of coastal defences around the British
Isles in the event of any seaborne offensive from Spain or the Spanish
Netherlands. Furthermore, to confirm the growing rapport between the
English and the French Crowns, the marriage was arranged between
Charles and Henrietta Maria, sister of Louis XIII. Though married by
proxy in Paris at the end of the spring, Charles gained only a
prolongation of, not a respite from, the lavish costs of wedding
ceremonial which had to be borne until his queen arrived in London on
16 June. Finally, Charles was not only expected to meet the debts and
financial commitments of his father, but he had also to incur the

considerable expense of the state funeral of James VI and I in
Westminster Abbey on 7 May.26

England, despite the European aspirations of its Crown,
lacked any financial institution such as a national bank comparable to
the Bank of Amsterdam founded in 1609, or the Banco Giro of Venice
established ten years later, which could provide long-term credit for
central government.27 The shortage of liquid capital, therfore, was
to remain a current feature of the monarchy of Charles I. The English
government under James had repeatedly resorted to a number of financial
expedients, especially reliance on farming of the customs. In turn,
indefinite delays in paying expenses had become routine practice for
the Crown. This had led, however, to administrative inefficiency and
even to the political alienation of landed and commercial interest.28
To ensure that the expansion of English foreign trade was not adversely
affected by royal diplomacy, 'the men of property' had been moving
towards parliamentary scrutiny of the economic policies of the Crown.
Thus by the end of James' reign in England, the House of Commons was
seeking to prevent the establishment of a royal right to levy
impositions at will on new imports, which would have extricated the
Crown from dependence on taxation voted by parliament. Hence
insolvency on the part of the Crown sowed the seeds of consitutional
conflict which Charles was to bring to fruition. In Charles' first
parliament of 1625, the dues from the customs, of tunnage and poundage,
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fuceh ammAnet
were amended {0

which were traditionally awarded to the Crown for life,
S;Qgﬁgiy grant. Charles dissolved parliament in July before the
passage of the bill and proceeded with the unauthorised collection of
tunnage and poundage.29 He thereby paved the way towards a
consititutional impasse in England which reinforced his need for a
policy of financial retrenchment throughout the British Isles.

The financial situation of the Crown, if not its economic
expectations, was more healthy in Scotland than in England. Charles
inherited through the Scottish Treasury a total expenditure for the
ordinary running of royal government which amounted to £159,091 11s 8d.
Just under half of this recurrent costgﬁ?5,717 bs 8d, was taken up by
pensions to courtiers and leading government officials. The routine
income available to the king in the last year of James' reign,

1 March 1624 to 1 March 1625, amounted to £259,878 19s, a surplus over
expenditure of £100,787 7s 4d. Although this level of profitability
was not fully maintained in the financial year after 1 March 1625, when
the ordinary income of the king fell to £223,930 7s 3id, a healthy
surplus of £64,838 15s 73d remained. This shortfall of

£35,948 11s 81d in the first year of Charles' reign can largely be
attributed to a decline in the efficiency of ggyal officials in central
and local government, particularly in the col%ﬂtion of revenues from
the property directly managed on behalf of the monarchy, the Crown
lands. Although the impost on wines was probably collected after

1 March 1625, no attempt was made to record in the Treasury, before

1 March 1626, its financial yield to the Cr‘own.30 However, the
surplus income available through the Scottish Treasury, equivalent to
£8,398 19s sterling in 1625 and £5,403 4s 2d sterling in 1626, was not
going to ameliorate drastically the financial embarrassment of the
Crown in England.  Nevertheless, Scotland, as an English diplomatic
satellite, was expected not only to contribute to the cost of the
common monarchy but to help finance the foreign policy of the Crown,
over which the Scottish executive exercised no meaningful control.
Moreover, a financial appeal to Scotland had two distinct advantages
for Charles. Scotland had a potential for raising revenue which lay
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outwith the control of the English parliament and a comparatively
underdeveloped sense of parliamentary privilege or initiative.
Indeed, in contrasting the position facing him in both countries,
James had, in 1607, asserted to the English parliament that the
Scottish estates enjoyed neither freedom of speech nor the right to
instigate discussion on any issue without royal approval.31

While parliament was recognised by the early seventeenth
century as the supreme legislature, there was still no Scottish concept
of 'the unchallenged sovereignty of an omnicompent parliament'.32
Routine parliamentary functions, including the right to assent to
taxation, could be devolved onto a Convention of Estates which drew
representatives from the nobility, gentry, clergy and burgesses.
Conventions were traditionally utilised, in the interests of
constitutional expediency, to pass temporary legislation which
parliaments subsequently confirmed, frequently without alteration; to
interpret and modify acts of parliament; and to enlarge the basis of
agreement for executive enactments.  Furthermore, although James VI,
after the union of the Crowns had initially used Conventions for
executive functions, the Convention which he summoned in 1617 was
exclusively concerned with finance; namely to vote £200,000 for his
impending state-visit to Scotland. Charles, therefore, had in
Scotland a con7§tutiona1 alternative to parliament which was expected
in practice to'be even more amenable to the promulgation of any
programme designed for the financial advantage of the Crown. By
playing on the threat to British interests inherent in the European
escalation of the Thirty Years War , Charles was able to place
Scotland on a war-footing by the late autumn of 1625, and at the same

time to summon, by the end of October, a Convention of Estates to meet

the cost of this alleged emergency.33

In his inaugural message to the Convention on 27 October
1625, Charles stressed his need for sufficient taxation not only to

honour his Scottish commitments, especially his coronation, but
"]ikewayes suche designes as we haif in hand bothe at home and abroade
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for the weele of our kingdomes'. The Estates dutifully responded,
awarding an ordinary taxation of £400,000, to be paid in equal
instalments over the next four years and an extraordinary taxation of
the twentieth penny (five per cent) of all annualrents, to be spread
over eight terms in biannual payments. However, the unanimity and
willingness of the Estates to give such satisfaction 'that we dar
trewlie afferme the like was never hard of nor scene in this kingdome
in ony praeceiding aige' was rather dissipated when Charles overplayed
his hand.34 Despite the post between London and Edinburgh usually
taking at least six days,35 within four days of the taxation being
voted, Chancellor Hay was elaborating to the Convention the desire of
the king that the Estates should provide two thousand men and
sufficient shipping for three years to defend the country from foreign
invasion. In return, Charles would discharge all taxation already
awarded, except so much as would suffice to cover the costs of his
forthcoming coronation. The short-lived constitutional honeymoon was
terminated by the Estates' rejection of the king's peremptory financial
amendment on the grounds that 'the knawne povertie of the cuntrey by
the calamitie of some hard yeiris could not in their opinione afforde

ony grittar sowmes than the taxation praesentlie grantit'.36

Furthermore, as well as ameliorating royal finances Charles
was, with the compliance of the Estates, intent on reviewing the
structure of government within Scotland. Simultaneously he was to
expose the main problem confronting his rule over Scotland, that of
his own personality. The antipathy of Charles to the events of his
father's dotage and in particular, the 'light and familiar way'
James VI dealt with his leading Scottish subjects, led him to
consciously conceive the reassertion of royal dignity at the expense
of such accustomed familiarity. Thus he deliberately 'forgot the
civilities and affability that the natioun naturally loved'.37 His
upbringing as well as his personality was to prove unsuitable.
Charles was the product of a narrow milieu in which the politics of
power were dominated by personal rivalry and factional intrigue.

Having been bred since infancy in the manners and fashions of the
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English Court, Charles possessed an unparalleled lack of understanding
of the mechanics of government and the underlying social structure of
Scottish politics. Indeed Charles set out to rule his Scottish
inheritance politically inequipped other than with an authoritarian
conviction of his own rightness which his subjects were dutifully
bound to obey. Such an implacable dogma meant that 'his conception
of kingship was never in accord with the actual shape of affairs in
Scotland'.38 With his message to the Convention, Charles, in
October 1625, formally ushered in an era of absentee kingship
inexperienced in the practices, expectations and sensibilities of the

political nation. Two instances will suffice.

Charles' proposal to the Estates that attendance at the
Court of Session be restricted to judges, lawyers and contending
parties, threatened to undermine that respect for the law necessary to
sustain the government of a decentralised kingdom. For, as the
Estates pointed out in a measured rebuke, 'it does not seem fit that
nobles or lairds of good standing should be debarred from the
instruction in the laws of their country which they might receive from
attending Court during the trial of cases'. The reply of the
Convention to his accompanying proposal, that the Lords of Session
should come to the Court on horseback, rather sarcastically exposed
Charles' ignorance of the social geography of Edinburgh. As many of
the Lords dwelt near the Court, some in narrow and steep closes, it

was thought inexpedient that they should be 'tyed to this necessitie
39

of ryding'.
Charles' insufficient grasp of the 'strategic control of the
currents of political and social life' within Scotland40 was strikingly
and more durably exposed when he took over his father's scheme for the
colonisation of the nebulously defined Nova Scotia in North America.
The major incentive for the Crown in promoting this venture, conceived
as a Scottish counter to the English colony of Ulster, was the sale of
the honour of baronet for two thousand merks to each of the hundred
gentlemen willing to act as planters. This order of baronetcy was
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intended as an exclusive Scottish dignity for the heritable elevation
of the 'chiefest knights and gentlemen' who were to have precedence
over any other 'knight, laird, squire or gentleman whatsocever'. At
the Convention in October, however, a petition from the shire
commissioners, as the representatives of the gentry, against the
precedency to be accorded to this new order and the supplementary
elevation of knights over the rest of their estate, was carried by a
plurality of votes. Despite the claims of Sir William Alexander of
Menstrie, secretary at Court to the king and chief undertaker of this
venture, that the monarch's prerogative right to confer honours and
dignities 'wald not admitt ony sort of opposition', the shire gentry
successfully sought the suspension of a scheme which attempted to make
distinctions of rank derogate from their general status as lesser
barons and freeholders. Charles indeed regarded the petition and
opposition of the gentry to this new dignity at the Convention as a
hinderance 'so much derogatorie to our royall prerogative'.41
Nevertheless, he obstinately adhered to the project's confusion of
rank and status, seeing the sale of honours for Nova Scotia as an
alternative to grants of heritable jurisdiction.42 He prolonged the
scheme by renewing the colonising commission on 25 July 1626, which
was to continue until one hundred and fifty gentlemen had enrolled.
Thereby, 300,000 merks was to be realised for the Crown through the
Nova Scotia Colonisation Fund.43 But a marked relunctance remained on
the part of the gentry to purchase a title which was patently intended
as a source of extra income for the Crown. By the end of 1626 only
twenty-eight Scottish gentlemen had purchased a Nova Scotia
baronetcy, though the number of subscribers did rise to one hundred
and thirteen by the late spring of 1638. This sale of honours
having yielded 126,000 merks for the Crown by 1629, took another nine
years to realise 120,000 merks. Furthermore the new order did not
remain exclusively Scottish with three French, four Irish and twelve
English gentlemen being enrolled from 1629. Not only did the order
fall short by thirty-seven subscribers from the quota set by Charles,
but the Scottish contingent of ninety-four failed even to meet James'
original target of one hundred baronets.44
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Charles, moreover,, from the outset of his reign, proved
incapable of acknowledging the political manoceuvring within
constitutional assemblies was not necessarily intended to obstruct or
reverse royal schemes. Despite the large attendance from all the
estates at the Convention of 1625, including the attendance of
commissioners from fifteen out of the thirty-three shires and from
twenty out of the fifty royal burghs, Charles did not share the
Convention's 'consciousness of a status as a less formal meeting of
parliament'.45 Hence the capacity of the Estates to modify and
obviate the rigorous implementation of any royal policy, either to
suit Scottish circumstances or to accommodate native aspirations, went
unappreciated at Court. Indeed the initial enthusiasm of the Estates
in consenting to taxation in 1625 was probably engineered as an attempt
to stave off reforms which Charles was rumoured to be contemplating for
the government of Scotland.46 There was a notable gap in performance
between the Convention's assent to taxation and the individual response
by landowners to the collection of the taxes in the localities. The
basis of assessment for taxation was provided by rentals from estates.
Yet the attempts of the Exchequer to make compositions with individuals
who had either concealed or inaccurately disclosed their rents,
following both the ordinary and extraordinary levies of 1621 and 1625,
dragged on until 1634.47 Hence, the commissioners from the shires and
from the burghs, the representatives of the two estates most severely
affected, the former because of their relatively limited landed
resources, the latter as a major source of credit, petitioned the
Convention for both modification in the rate of exaction and moderation
in the process of collection.48 The continuance of this sense of
grievance into the spring of 1626 ensured that the plea for 'som
ordour to be taken in the taxation' was to become a fertile channel
for dissent, particularly in the burghs.49 For Charles remained
adamant that he continue the practice inaugurated by his father after
the voting of taxation in the parliament of 1621. He decreed, on
20 February 1626, that Edinburgh and the other leading royal burghs
were to advance, in anticipation of their share of the extraordinary
tax on annualrents, the same sum of money they were due to pay as
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their sixth part of the ordinary taxation. Thereby, the Crown could
take immediate advantage of the revenue readily available from trade
rather than wait on the seasonal returns from agriculture.50

The Convention of 1625, however, not only recorded their
disquiet at the inconvenience and ill-judged nature of the king's
proposals for taxation, reforming the Court of Session and Nova Scotian
baronets, but the Estates seized the initiative to debate matters not
encompassed within the official programme. The Convention unanimously
voted that any intention of Charles to alter the existing constitution
of the Court of Session should only be undertaken 'be the advise of the
Estaittis of this kingdome in Parliament'.51 Although this debate was
inaugurated by a petition from the commissioners of the shires,

John Spottiswood, archbishop of St Andrews and a mainstay of the Privy
Council, who was in attendance at the Convention, attributed such a
manoeuvre to a general unrest for which the estate of the gentry acted
as spokesmen.52 Spottiswood's attempts to built up a party for the
Crown in the wake of the Convention seem to confirm that opposition was
by no means confined to the commissioners from the shires. He
recommended to Charles that a particular diet be set aside for the
nobility and privy councillors, especially those who had been present
at the Convention, to explain the dissent of the Estates. The
rebuttal by the Estates of the king's amendment to taxation for the
purposes of national defence was to be subject to particular
investigation. More immediately, in order to promote royal reforms in
central government, such a meeting was deemed necessary to 'draw our
nobilmen together and turn away this common obloque of factioun amongst

the Scottish Lordis'.>3

Thus, by the end of the Convention, on 2 November 1625,
battle-lines were being drawn for constitutional conflict,
consolidating at the outset of Charles' reign the divergence of
interests already apparent between absentee kingship and the political
nation in the last years of James VI. Significantly religion, though
undoubtedly contributing to the continuity of dissent within the
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Estates, was not the major or most pressing grievance. In part this
was owing to James' assiduous use of the Court of High Commission to
intimidate and silence the chief opponents of the Five Articles of
Perth among the clergy.54 Henceforth, the pulpit could no longer be
considered a haven for the propagandists of nonconformity. In part,
also, lay support for nonconforming ministers was essentially a local,
or even regional, issue. Observance of the Five Articles was not
universal throughout the country but depended upon the amount of
compulsion a bishop was able, or required, to exercise over each
presbytery within his diocese. Geographically, Scotland north of the
Tay tended towards conformity whereas resistance to liturgical
innovation was prevalent in the west and south-west, the Lothians and
Fife. The touchstone for a nonconforming congregation was the failure
to kneel for the elements of communion received solely from the hands
of the minister who had dispensed with the assistance of the elders in
the direct distribution of the bread and the wine. Each of the Five
Articles, moreover, enjoyed varying degrees of observance. Private
administration by ministers of the sacraments of communion and baptism,
and episcopal confirmation of children, were undertaken sparingly.
Easter, being linked to the main and often only season for the
celebration of communion, gained widespread acceptance whereas
Christmas and other holy days were widely ignored, unless they suited
local customs.55 Above all, religion did not initially emerge as a
national issue because Charles had no desire to inflame within Scotland
the endemic Protestant hostility towards Roman Catholicism which was
most capable of transcending the particular outcry raised by
presbyterians over the implementation of the Five Articles.
Commencing with his attempts to marry Charles to the Spanish Infanta,
the greater leniency James VI had shown towards Catholics in the last
years of his reign had led to a relaxation of the recusancy laws.
Largely through the endeavours of Father John Macbreck, a Scottish
member of the Society of Jesus and confessor to the French embassy in
London, Catholics were given immunity from prosecution which, for two
years, amounted to 'almost complete liberty of conscience'.
Protestant sensitivity in Scotland, highly charged by the ascendancy
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of Habsburg imperialism and the Counter-Reformation on the Continent,
was further activated, following Charles' accession, by his marriage
to the French princess, Henrietta Maria. For the new queen's fellow
Catholics were reputedly to be tolerated throughout Britain as well as
at Court.56

To offset remonstrances against toleration of Catholics from
the Kirk and to dispel rumours that he intended to disturb the faith
and the existing government of the Church of Scotland Charles, on
3 July 1625, rather gingerly issued a proclamation stating his
determination to maintain the Protestant profession of 'the true
relligioun' and to abide by his father's establishment of 'the onlie
true government whereby a Christeane Church can be weele reuled in
monarchies and kingdomes'.  Although Charles promised not to make any
immediate innovation in the government of the Kirk or to seek changes
in doctrine, further liturgical reform was not specifically ruled out.
Calvinists, discomfited by the implementation of the Five Articles of
Perth, were hardly appeased by Charles ranking of both papists and
nonconformists as 'contempnaris of our authorite' for their aversion
to the existing establishment in the Church of Scotland.57

For the next year, however, Charles studiously avoided taking
any ecclesiastical initiative which would increase support among the
laity for the presbyterian faction within the Kirk. Indeed, on
12 July 1626, he instructed the episcopa#ﬁ!to mount a policy of
accommodation which would gradually eliminate nonconformity within the
ministry. Ministers admitted before the passage of the Five Articles
in 1618 ere o be allowed their nonconforming scruples, part1cular(y

nee(wa Mmuniown
against genuﬁ%le%+ena provided they neither preached nor wrote
invectives against the existing establishment in the Kirk; that they
did not encourage others towards nonconformity; and that they neither
refused communion to any parishioner who wished to receive the
sacrament kneeling nor celebrated communion with neighbouring
parishioners without testimonials from their ministers. An amnesty
was to be extended to all ministers exiled or suspended for their
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nonconformity who accepted such conditions. Ministers admitted since
the passage of the Five Articles were permitted no such indulgence but
were required to subscribe a common band of conformity which was to be
drawn up and enforced by the episcopaégi This attempt by Charles to
licenge a limited toleration of dissent within the Kirk had been
undertaken in response to a plea from the epigé%%QZy—to help check
local disorders occasioned by nonconformity. Yet Charles took no
supplementary action over their associated complaint against 'the
insolencie of the Romanists', thereby undermining the credibility of

his initial caution in ecclesiastical affairs.ss

Moreover, the royal policy of accommodation was sandwiched
between two measures which served to remind not only the presbyterian
faction, but the whole Kirk, of the importance of the prerogative.
The renewal of the Court of High Commission, on 24 March 1626,
emphasised the judicial sting to which nonconformity was exposed.

The revival, on 25 August, under the supervision of Sir William
Alexander, the king's secretary, of James' project to review the
metrical psalms, confirmed that liturgical innovation had not been
abandoned but merely shelved to suit the convenience of the Cour‘t.s9

It was not until 8 February 1627 that Charles demonstrated
to the clergy that he was prepared to take measures for 'the
repressing of Poperie'. He instructed the Court of High Commission
that all suspects cited for recusancy should be required to clear
themselves by oath, even although there was insufficient corroborating
evidence to substantiate the charge. Such a directive, however, was
primarily aimed at seminary priests and Jesuits, and open participants
at Catholic sacraments who aroused 'publicke scandall', not at the
Catholic laity who worshipped privately and lived peaceably within
the civil law. In effect, the special immunity from ecclesiastical
censure afforded by the Crown to prominent Catholic courtiers and
leading administrators was extended into a limited toleration for all
Catholics who did not publicly flaunt their faith. Despite Charles'
assurance to the clergy that their efforts against 'obstinat and
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contemptuous recusants' would have the backing of the Privy Council as
well as the Court of High Commission, his stated intention towards the
Catholic laity was to avoid prosecution, 'rather to save thair soules
than to ruine thair estaites'.60 Furthermore Catholics, unlike
nonconformists, enjoyed a political influence out of all proportion to
their position as a minority faith within Scotland. Though only a
few of the nobility on the Privy Council were Catholics, other
councillors were not unsympathetic to their interests. In addition,
most leading officials at the outset of Charles' reign saw no personal
advantage to be derived for their standing at Court in advocating
rigorous persecution of recusants.61 Moreover, as Charles had
studiously avoided the controversial exercise of his prerogative in
ecclesiastical affairs until after the Convention of 1625,
nonconformists in the Kirk lacked the constitutional forum to attract
sufficient support from the other Estates. At the same time, though
the legacy of resentment against the Crown among presbyterians was
undoubtedly aggravated by the continuing bias of Charles against
nonconformity, this ecclesiastical faction lacked the political muscle
within central government to alter the direction of royal policy.

The most damaging issue inherited by Charles which dominated
Scottish politics at the outset of his reign was not religion but the
commitment of the Crown to the escalation of the 'Thirty Years War'.
Admittedly Charles was not helped when the grand strategy, drawn up at
the Hague Convention of December 1625, proved a military failure.
The design of the anti-Habsburg alliance was a co-ordinated assault on
the territories of the Holy Roman Empire, principally featuring a
pincer movement. North-west Germany was to be conquered by Charles'’
uncle, Christian IV of Denmark, while Count Ernest von Mansfeld
advanced on Bohemia and Moravia. Mansfeld's expeditionary force was
thwarted from crossing the Elbe and defeated at Dessau on 25 April 1626
by the imperialist 'generalissimo', Albrecht von Wallenstein. Four
months later, on 27 August, the Danish army was routed at Lutter by
Johann von Tilly, general of the Catholic League of imperial princes.
Thus by the time Charles commissioned the earl of Nithsdale to raise
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and command a Scottish contingent of three thousand men in

February 1627, for service under the Danish king, the Danish army had
been forced to retire oﬁro the Jutland peninsula. Thereafter, despite
the fitful arrival of British reinforcements from the summer of 1627,
the Danish army was effectively contained outwith the Empire by the
imperial forces until Christian IV withdrew from the coalition of the
Hague after concluding, on 22 May 1629, the peace of Lubeck with
Ferdinand II.62 Charles, however, though he used the defection of

the Danish king as the excuse for his own withdrawal from the
coalition, had long ceased to make any meaningful contribution to the
anti-Habsburg alliance. Indeed, he was largely responsible for
initiating the diplomatic failure of the coalition of the Hague.
Following his marriage to Henrietta Maria, Charles left his commitment
to a full toleration for Roman Catholics within his realms unfulfilled.
He further antagonised his brother-in-law, Louis XIII, by expelling the
French attendants of the queen from England in August 1626.  Open
hostilities between England and France, fuelled also by commercial
rivalry, commenced at sea from April 1627 and culminated in the duke
of Buckingham's abortive expedition in July to relieve the Huguenots
besieged in La Rochelle by the forces of the French Crown. No further
military campaigning followed the retreat of Buckingham in late
October. But the anti-Habsburg alliance was irreparably shattered by
the estrangement of two of the leading signatories to the Hague

Convention.63

Furthermore, Charles' regular demands for military and
financial commitment from Scotland to prolong an unsuccessful and
increasingly futile foreign policy, perpetuated opposition beyond the
Convention of Estates of 1625. In particular, the king's
pre-occupation with national defence cemented hostility towards an
absentee Crown not fully prepared to consult or respect Scottish
interests. Although regular levying of troops for employment in the
Danish army commenced from February 1627, the bulk of the Scottish
contingent, under the command of the earl of Nithsdale, did not begin

to embark for Denmark until 0ctober.64 Charles was so determined to
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boost recruitment from Scotland that he encouraged the Privy Council
to issue, from April, general indemnities to all undischarged bankrupts
and convicted criminals, other than traitors and murderers, who
volunteered to enlist. He also gave direct instructions to officers
in charge of recruiting that social undesirables, such as gypsies,
sturdy beggars, vagabqyﬁds and masterless men were to be pressed into
the service of the Crown. However, as this haphazard policy of
social distillation amounted to a free hand for the recruiting
officers, general distress was occasioned within the localities by
their methods of enlisting, particularly by their use of press-gangs.
Indeed recruitment in the name of the Crown had got so far out of
control by 16 May, that the Privy Council was forced to forbid, under
penalty of death, forcible enlistment without the concurrence of
landlords or officials of local government in the shires, or
magistrates in the burghs. The activities and insolencies of

" press-gangs had reputedly reached such a height that 'no single man
darre travell in the countrie, attend thair labour in the fields, nor

keepe thair houssfis in the night'.65

Resentment over the methods of recruitment licensed by the
Crown, socially extended the discontent aroused by directives from the
Court to classes outwith the political nation. For as Melrose, the
Secretary of State, pointed out on 20 May, the number of soldiers
embarking for Denmark was small, but the disturbance occasioned by
recruitment was great, 'bypast leavies have beene uniust and hatefull
to the people'. In order to moderate, but continue, the royal policy
of 'disburdening the countrie of men that are unprofitable at hame and
may be useful abrode in his Maiesties service',66 the Privy Council
instructed the justices of the peace in the shires and the magistrates
in the burghs to make, with the assistance of local ministers, a survey
in every parish of the idle masterless men fit to be drafted.
Very few localities had complied with this order by 15 June, the end of
the thirty days allowed for the preparation of the surveys. The Privy
Council complained on 28 June that so few returns had been made from
the parishes - less than one per cent of all potential returns from the
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parishes survive - that the intention behind the survey was 'verie

farre frustrat and disappointit, highlie to his Majesteis offence and
to the discredit of the countrie'.®’
occasioned by recruitment meant that central government, in its

Thus, the social unrest

attempts to carry out royal policy, was confronted by sheer inertia on
the part of officials in local government.

Financially, Charles' foreign policy drained the funds
available to the Crown through the Scottish Exchequer. Of the
£400,000 voted as ordinary taxation by the Convention of 1625,
£108,600 12s 1d more than the tax collected in the first and second
terms had been advanced by March 1628, for the payment of Scottish
troops recruited to serve in the Danish army. Mainly to cover further
costs of Scottish involvement in the Thirty Years War , Charles
proceeded to authorise further disbursements of only £1,802 0s 11d less
than the money due to be collected in the third and fourth terms.

This excessive military expenditure of £106,798 11s 2d was eventually
almost covered by the £101,103 0s 6d raised by the tax on annualrents,
though final auditing of the taxation levied in 1625 was not
accomplished until July 1634.68 Charles, therefore, created from the
outset of his reign a recurrent problem of financial mismanagement
which proved politically embarrassing to the Crown. As early as

21 July 1626, the earl of Mar as Treasurer had reported to the Privy
Council that 'his Majesteis cofferis wer so exhaustit' that no money
could be provided for the purchase of ships to guard the coasts.69
This was more a statement of financial liquidity, or rather the lack
of it, than of financial incapacity. For although a profit of almost
£65,000 had been recorded in the accounts of the Treasurer on 1 March,
this was based on the yearly audited accounts of officials in central
and local government, not on the cash readily available to meet royal
commitments.70 By the end of July, Charles was only able to have
sufficient money advanced, against the revenues to be collected in
taxation, to purchase three war-ships, two in England and one in
Scotland, for the defence of the Scottish coasts. Moreover, the lack
of readily available revenue to man and equip this fledgling Scottish
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navy led Charles to resort to financial expedients which threatened
vested Scottish interest, most notably in the burghs.71

As early as 28 March 1626, Charles had approached the leading
royal burghs, specially assembled at a particular convention in
Edinburgh, not only to advance the same amount for the extraordinary
tax on annualrents as they collectively paid towards the ordinary
taxation, but also to forward their ordinary taxation to furnish ships
'for the publick defence of the realme'. Furthermore, the king asked
the leading burghs to consider what additional help they could give
for national defence, such as the erection of fortifications within or
near burghs. In reply, the leading burghs, at the next particular
convention in Edinburgh on 18 April, claimed that the 'povertie of the
maist pairt of the burrowis is so grit', that the limited involvement
of burgesses in annualrenting was insufficient to justify any
collective composition of the extraordinary taxation. The burghs also
declined to advance their ordinary taxation as 'thair meanes and
habilitie ar not answerable to thair hearts and guid affectiounes'.
They did agree to the expediency of erecting fortifications for the
defence of the burghs and expressed a willingness to participate, with
the rest of the political estates, in the provision of additional
revenue for defence, once the objectives of the king's foreign policy
were made manifest.72

Clarification of Scotland's role and that of the individual
political estates in meeting Charles' financial demands was the crux
of the matter. For the attempt by the burghs to plead poverty was
financially disingenuous, amounting to a political finesse. By
March 1628 the royal burghs had advanced £39,700 as their collective
composition for the extraordinary taxation, just over a third of all
the revenue eventually collected for the Crown from the annualrents,
and forwarded a further £13,767 9s 4d from their contribution to the
third and fourth terms of the ordinary taxation.73 The immediate
concern of the leading burghs in the autumn of 1626, however, was to
win recognition from central government that the mounting costs of
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national defence should be shared, rather than shouldered as their
exclusive burden. This point was forcibly made to the Privy Council
after another particular convention in Edinburgh on 21 August. The
leading burghs acknowledged the need for a Scottish navy, because of
the escalation of war, to defend the c