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INTRODUCTION

The Cholmondeleys of Cholmondeley.
By 1719 20 the Cholmondeleys of Cholmondeley were one 
of only two native resident peerage families in the county of 
Cheshire, the other being the Booths of Dunham Massey, 
who were Earls of Warrington. At geographical opposite 
ends of the county, the two nominally Whig families were 
often diametrically opposed politically, not least over the 
long-standing cause of the navigation of the River Weaver. 
In fact, since the 1688 Revolution the two families had 
contested the political leadership of Cheshire. 1 The Chol 
mondeleys had first acquired a title (albeit an Irish one) in 
1628 when Robert, son of Sir Hugh Cholmondeley of 
Cholmondeley, was created Viscount Cholmondeley of 
Kells. Having distinguished himself as a leading royalist in 
Cheshire, he was given an English title in 1645 as Baron 
Cholmondeley of Wichemalbank (and in the following year 
the Irish earldom of Leinster). When he died in 1659 
without legitimate direct heirs all his titles became extinct.

His nephew Robert succeeded to most of his estates and 
in 1661 was also created Viscount Cholmondeley of Kells in 
the Irish peerage. His son, Hugh (born c.1662) succeeded 
him in 1681 as the second viscount and, being one of the 
first to go over to W7 illiam of Orange, was created in April
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1689 Baron Cholmondeley of Witchmalbank alias 
Namptwich in the English peerage. He held various local 
offices, including Lord Lieutenant of North Wales (1702-3, 
1714-25) and Cheshire (1704-13, 1714-25) and Governor of 
Chester (1705-13, 1714-25). In December 1706 he was 
elevated to the earldom of Cholmondeley. Within 18 
months the Lord Treasurer, the Earl of Godolphin, had 
made him Comptroller of the Household, promoting him to 
the Treasurership of the Household in November 1708, a 
post he held as an assiduous courtier until 1713. Following 
the fall of Godolphin and the coming to power of the Tory 
Robert Harley in 1710, Cholmondeley held on to his office 
despite misgivings over the Tory backlash over the Sach- 
everell trial. He fitfully supported the new ministry in the 
House of Lords, occasionally joining the Whigs in a 
division, but returning under pressure to support Harley. 
His trimming came to an end in April 1713 when he spoke 
out in the Privy Council against the proposed peace treaties 
with France, and the following day he was ejected from 
office. 2 Cholmondeley regained his position as Treasurer of 
the Household on the accession of George I and kept it till 
his death in 1725.

Cholmondeley's younger brother George (born c.1666), 
later Lord Newburgh, was educated at Westminster School 
and at Christ Church, Oxford, as well as at the Inner 
Temple. This possibly gave him a less provincial outlook 
than his brother, an attitude no doubt reinforced by his 
military career and his Dutch marriage. Like his brother, he 
had joined William of Orange in 1688 and had become a 
Lieutenant Colonel of the 1st troop of the Horse Guards in 
1689. He fought at both the battle of the Boyne (1690) and 
at Steinkirk (1692). There followed a period of five years as 
M.P. for Newton in Lancashire until 1695. He was Governor 
of the Forts of Tilbury and Gravesend from 1702 to 1725, 
rose to the rank of Lieutenant General in 1704, and was 
appointed to the Privy Council in 1706, a year after his 
brother. In April 1715 he received his first title as Baron 
Newborough in the Irish peerage, which was followed 15 
months later by a British title as Baron Newburgh in the Isle 
of Anglesey. He was to succeed his brother as 2nd Earl of 
Cholmondeley in 1725 and he was to die in 1733.
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The political position of the 1st Lord Cholmondeley in 
Cheshire was equivocal. The county was deeply committed 
to either the Whig or the Tory parties in the post- 
revolutionary period, perhaps more so than any other 
county. 3 When it came to practical politics, however, the 
situation was often confused, particularly over elections. 
The leading Cheshire Whigs, most notably the Booths, were 
radical in constitutional matters and often somewhat de 
fensive over religion. While Cholmondeley, an undoubted 
Whig, appears to have shared their religious views having 
'neither superstition nor more religion than is absolutely 
necessary', 4 he and his family became increasingly 
estranged from the mainstream of Whiggery in the county. 
The Booths came to believe that the Revolution had been 
betrayed by the Whig leaders in the 1690s with the increas 
ingly centralized control of government, while Chol 
mondeley defended the new regime against the threat of 
popish arbitrary rule represented by James II, even if the 
result was an increase in the power of the executive and in 
the levels of taxation. 5 Part of the difference lay in the 
political background of the two Cholmondeley brothers. 
They were both Tories in the 1680s and the early 1690s, 
Cholmondeley himself being a noisy convert to Whiggery 
following the assassination plot on William III in 1696.

Cholmondeley has been aptly described as 'Janus-like' in 
his political role, being a Whig at Westminster and a Tory 
at home. 6 In Cheshire he tended to support Tory candidates 
in parliamentary elections, often against a Whig. One of the 
essential planks of Cheshire Whiggery was its base in the 
'Country' ethos. The 2nd Earl of Warrington, with his rogue 
independence at Westminster, was a fine example of this 
attitude. 7 Cholmondeley on the other hand was essentially a 
creature of the Court. This split between the Whigs in 
Cheshire is best illustrated outside their electioneering by 
the long-drawn-out case of the Weaver navigation in which 
the Booths and the Cholmondeleys were on opposite sides 
(see below, pp. 40 42). The issue cut right across party 
lines.

As Lord Lieutenant of Cheshire, Cholmondeley had the 
upper hand in local politics and he became the source of 
both local and ministerial patronage. 8 The year 1722 saw
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the triumph of the Cholmondeleys in Cheshire and the 
nadir of the Booths. Langham Booth, Lord Warrington's 
younger brother, M.P. for the county from 1705 to 1710 and 
1715 to 1722 was defeated, and the Tories with the backing 
of Lord Cholmondeley captured both county seats. 9 New- 
burgh succeeded his brother in 1725 and, despite his son 
Lord Malpas having married Walpole's daughter in 1723, 
tended to oppose the ministry in the Lords. Malpas's 
position as the prime minister's son-in-law led to his 
assuming the role of leader of the Cheshire Whigs. Much of 
this prestige and influence was lost upon the fall of Walpole 
in 1742, and by 1747 the 3rd Earl of Cholmondeley, as 
Malpas had become in 1733, was bankrupt. 10

The Letters
This selection of letters from the Cholmondeley of Chol 
mondeley papers at the Cheshire Record Office (DCH/X/ 
Bundle 8) were written by Lord Newburgh to the Earl of 
Cholmondeley during the two parliamentary sessions of 
1718-19 and'1719-20. Cholmondeley, as an officer of the 
royal household, would have been expected to attend the 
House of Lords during its sittings; hence George I's per 
sonal intervention in October 1719 in an attempt to per 
suade Cholmondeley to attend or at least to send his 
proxy. 11 It is fortunate for the historian, however, that the 
earl did not attend the 1719-20 session at all and only the 
first month and a half of the 1718-19 session. His absence in 
Cheshire was a result of illness. He had, however, attended 
fairly regularly in late 1718 and early 1719 (from 28 
November to 12 January to be precise), seeing the Church 
Bill, which repealed the Occasional Conformity and Schism 
Acts, through the Lords and speaking and voting in favour 
of the bill. 12 His return to Cheshire, probably in mid- 
January 1719, meant that Cholmondeley missed the crucial 
sittings in March and April on the Peerage Bill, which the 
letters show he had a strong interest in.

Lord Newburgh, on the other hand, was a regular at- 
tender of the House during both sessions. He first sat on 11 
November 1718 and took part in the proceedings nearly 
every day until the end of the session on 18 April 1719. He 
even stayed in London for most of the summer attending
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prorogation sittings on 30 June and 10 August. His record 
for the 1719-20 session followed a similar pattern, being in 
attendance on 23 November 1719, the first day of the new 
session, and on 10 June the penultimate day. 13

The letters Newburgh wrote are clearly intended to keep 
his brother in touch with the major parliamentary events. 
Besides the Peerage Bill which occupied the remaining 
months of the 1718-19 session and the first week of the 
following session, the letters are largely concerned with the 
Duke of Dover's attempt to be seated in the Lords in 
December 1719 and January 1720, and the Weaver 
Navigation Bill in April and May 1720. Other important 
topics mentioned are the attempt by William Benson, the 
Surveyor General of the King's Works, to persuade the 
Lords that the House was in danger of collapse, the 
Declaratory Act of 1720 which settled the question of legal 
supremacy of the Westminster House of Lords over the Irish 
Lords in Dublin, and the beginning of the South Sea crisis.

The importance of these letters lies in the detailed 
information they provide of the debates in the Lords during 
two crucial sessions of Parliament. Despite its ultimate 
failure at the hands of Walpole in the House of Commons, 
the Peerage Bill was an important feature in the constitu 
tional history of the upper House. Until recently there was 
no detailed analysis of the origins and progress of the bill. 14 
This neglect was undoubtedly due to the lack of accounts of 
the debates in the Lords. 15 This lacuna has been filled by 
two sets of letters; the ones printed here and the letters of 
Francis Prideaux Gwyn to Edward HarleyjV. in the Harley 
papers at Brampton Bryan. 16 These two groups of letters, 
both written by eye witnesses, are complementary, often 
confirming crucial points in the proceedings. On occasion 
one set of letters provides information not in the other. The 
Newburgh letters, for example, cover the second attempt to 
pass the bill in November 1719 upon which the Gwyn letters 
are silent. These two groups of correspondence are the major 
source for the history of the Peerage Bill and provide unique 
information on the attitudes of both the ministry and the 
opposition.

Newburgh's letters also give important insights into the 
other topics they cover, particularly the Dover peerage case
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(there is no other known account of the 12 January 1720 
debate), the Declaratory Act and the Weaver Navigation 
Bill of 1720. On the latter topic, of particular interest to 
Cholmondeley and his party in Cheshire, these letters (5, 9 
April, 7, 10 May 1720) provide much useful evidence of 
activities by the contending parties in London over the bill's 
progress.

The Peerage Bill, 28 February - 8 December 1719. 
The Whig ministry led by the Earl of Sunderland and 
Viscount (later Earl) Stanhope from April 1717 to May 1720 
was a radical one. It tried to push through Parliament a 
reform programme consisting of the repeal of the Occa 
sional Conformity Act of 1711, the Schism Act of 1714, and 
the Septennial Act of 1717, the reform of the universities, 
and the introduction of the Peerage Bill. Only the first two 
objectives were achieved with the passing of the Church Bill 
by the Lords in December 1718 and by the Commons in 
January 1719. The Peerage Bill which occupied the rest of 
the 1718-19 session and the first two weeks of the 1719-20 
session was highly contentious, and it is this issue which 
dominates the Newburgh letters between 3 March and 10 
December 1719.

The bill had three main objectives: first, to provide the 
ministry with a secure majority in the House of Lords at a 
time when it was under great pressure from a temporary 
alliance of Tories, schismatic Whigs (who had broken with 
the ministry in April 1717, led by Viscount Townshend in 
the Lords and Robert Walpole in the Commons), and the 
followers of the Prince of Wales, the latter having quarrelled 
with the King in 1717; secondly, to try to rectify the 
persistent problem of the representation of the Scots in the 
Lords who were, amongst other things, dissatisfied with the 
Hamilton peerage case of 1711 which forbade any Scottish 
peer who was granted a post-Union British title from sitting 
in the Lords; and thirdly, to end the recent rapid expansion 
of the peerage which the peers felt lowered the value of their 
titles and compromised their social position. 17 These ob 
jectives were to be achieved by replacing the 16 elected 
Scottish representative peers by 25 hereditary Scottish titles 
with permanent seats in the Lords. Further the Crown's
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prerogative over the creation of peerages was to be curtailed 
(princes of the blood excepted) so that after the initial 
creation of six more titles future creations would be limited 
to the number of extinctions within the peerage. These 
proposals would have resulted in a closed caste of 209 peers 
which would have remained forever at the head of British 
society and political life.

The origins of the bill can be traced back to at least 1712 
when the Earl of Oxford (formerly Robert Harley) per 
suaded Queen Anne to create twelve peers within the space 
of five days to regain a ministerial majority in the Lords 
during the peace negotiations with the French. This act 
outraged Whig (and some Tory) opinion and part of Sun- 
derland's aim was to prevent a reoccurrence of such an 
event should the ministry ever lose power to their oppon 
ents. Oxford had also supported the creation of twenty-five 
or thirty hereditary Scottish peerages to overcome the 
disillusionment of the Scots following the Hamilton peeiage 
case.

The initial negotiations within the ministry over the bill, 
particularly with the Scots, began in the winter of 1718. By 
the end of February of the following year Sunderland and 
Stanhope were ready to introduce the bill. On 28 February 
the Duke of Somerset called for a motion on the condition of 
the peerage to be debated in the Lords. He ended with a 
plea that it was necessary to preserve 'the dignity of that 
house, and thought limiting the number of those that were 
to sitt there was one way towards it'. The Duke of Argyll 
seconded the motion outlining the discontent amongst the 
Scottish peers. 18

The first full debate on the issue took place in the 
Committee of the Whole House on 3 March. Immediately 
prior to the debate Stanhope informed the Committee that 
the King had waived his prerogative over the creation of 
peers so that the bill could proceed. The debate was opened 
by Sunderland with an historical discourse on the condition 
of the Scottish peerage. It lasted until the evening and 
ended with a division over the resolution that the sixteen 
elected peers be replaced by twenty-five hereditary ones 
with eighty-six to thirty in favour. This was the only formal 
division recorded in the Lords on any aspect of the bill,
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either during its first appearance in the House (March- 
April 1719) or on its reintroduction in the autumn (Novem 
ber 1719). 19

On the following day, 4 March, the English peerage (as 
opposed to the Scottish) was debated. 20 It is important to 
notice that Newburgh in his letter of 5 March records 
support for the bill by the followers of the Prince of Wales, 
led by Lord Lumley, his Master of the Horse. This is in 
contradiction to the Prince's own views on the bill. He 
strongly opposed what he considered a crucial diminution 
of his inheritance. 21 On 5 March the Committee reported to 
the full House, and the judges were ordered to draw up a 
bill.

This bill was read a first time on 14 March, and on that 
day Newburgh voiced doubts about its eventual success in 
the House of Commons. These fears were shared by the 
ministry, and two forecasts of support and opposition were 
compiled around 28 February and in mid-March. Both 
showed a large majority of M.P.s against the bill (including 
numerous Whigs) with a substantial proportion of the 
Commons whose views were doubtful. The situation did not 
look good for the ministry. 22

On the day the bill was introduced into the Lords, the 
pamphlet war broke out and a flood of publication, both pro 
and con, widely rehearsed the arguments for the public as 
well as for peers and M.P.s. It was generally thought that 
the opposition to the bill won the day. Newburgh sent a 
selection of pamphlets to his brother. 23

Against this mounting agitation, the bill proceeded slowly 
through the Lords (contrary to Newburgh's forecast of 14 
March). This was not the result of any significant opposition 
in the upper House, only Lords Cowper and Nottingham 
mounting any active campaign, nor was it a result of the 
petitions from those Scottish peers who were not to be of the 
twenty-five hereditary peers who strongly resented the bill's 
attack upon their titles which they regarded as an attack on 
property rights, 24 but rather it resulted from the tactics of 
the ministry who wanted to delay as long as possible the 
bill's appearance in the Commons. They hoped in the 
meantime to win over more M.P.s, and possibly that some of 
the opposition would tire of a long session and would return
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home. The tactic failed as 'the Members [of the Commons] 
are at present in so High mettle'. On 26 March Francis 
Prideaux Gwyn recorded that 'there are already 500 in town, 
and more dayly expected'. 25 On 14 April, with 520 M.P.s 
estimated to be in London, 26 the bill was scheduled to be read 
a third time but, as Newburgh's letter of that date shows, it 
was postponed again for a further two weeks. This was in 
effect abandoning the bill for Parliament was prorogued only- 
four days later and all incomplete legislation was lost.

Unlike Newburgh, who thought that the bill might be lost 
for 'good and all', rumours began to circulate immediately 
that it would be revived during the next session. Certainly 
by mid-summer some peers were in the ministry's confid 
ence and were told that a reintroduction was planned. By 
the autumn the secret was largely out of the bag. 27

Parliament reassembled on 23 November 1719 and the 
bill was introduced on the 25th. 28 The ministry's tactics this 
time were to rush the bill through both Houses, hoping to 
push it past the Commons before many of the members 
came up to Westminster. Consequently the bill passed the 
Lords in five days and was sent down to the Commons on 30 
November. On the following day the Court suffered its first 
set-back when it lost a motion over the date of the second 
reading which was postponed for a week. On 8 December 
the bill was debated and was subjected to a devastating 
attack by Walpole. After a ten hour sitting the bill was 
rejected by a vote of 269 to 177. 29 Newburgh's view, which 
turned out to be right, was that the Peerage Bill had been 
'knocked in the head both now and for the future'.

The Duke of Dover's Peerage Case, 24 November 1719 - 14 January
1720.
The attempt by the Scottish 3rd Duke of Queensberry to
gain his seat in the House of Lords by virtue of his British
title of 2nd Duke of Dover forms a postscript to the failure of
the Peerage Bill.

On 24 November 1719 the duke came of age and he 
petitioned the Lords to send him a writ of summons 
notwithstanding the Hamilton peerage case of 1711. By this 
the Lords had resolved that any Scottish peer holding a 
post-Union British title would not be allowed to sit in the
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upper House. The writ was debated on 10 December and on 
the 18th the House read Dover's petition. In the New Year, 
the case was heard on 12 and 14 January 1720. On the latter 
date Dover's claim was rejected by 61 votes to 42. The 
outcome had been inevitable from the start. As Newburgh 
explained in his letter of 8 January, 'it will be impracticable 
for the house to reverse their own judgement' over Hamil 
ton. 30 But it was the failure of the Peerage Bill which 
doomed the case. As with Hamilton in 1711, anti-Scottish 
feelings ran high in the Lords (as Newburgh hints in his 
letter of 12 January) and, though the English peers were 
prepared to tolerate a limited expansion of a further nine 
Scots into the House within the terms of the Peerage Bill, 
they would not agree to the prospect of an open ended 
commitment allowing any Scottish peer with a British title a 
seat in the Lords. 31

Dover's case rested on two propositions: first, that his 
father had sat in the Lords as Duke of Dover from his 
creation in 1708 until his death in 1711 without any 
comment (though this did precede the Hamilton de 
cision); 32 secondly, that in 1706, whilst a minor, he had 
been created Earl of Solway in the Scottish peerage, and 
that he had offered to renounce his title when he achieved 
his majority (by Scottish law he was able to refuse such a 
peerage on coming of age), believing that if he was not 
already a Scottish peer but had succeeded to a Scottish 
peerage (Queensberry) at the same time as his British one 
(Dover) this would not prevent his sitting. The succession of 
the British peer Lord Hay of Pedwardine to the Scottish 
earldom of Kinnoull in January 1719 had not prevented him 
from continuing to sit. 33 Dover was supported by Lords 
Carlisle and Cowper and the Dukes of Buckingham and 
Argyll, but strongly opposed by Sunderland. The House 
decided to ignore the legal niceties and based its decision on 
the Hamilton precedent. The idea of a special act of 
Parliament, proposed by Lord Carleton, 34 to allow Dover to 
sit was opposed by the ministry and came to nought.

The Weaver Navigation Bill, 4 April - 10 May 1720.
This was the most significant issue which divided local
political opinion in Cheshire from 1699 to 1721, and it
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transcended party lines. The Booths and the Cholmond- 
eleys found themselves on opposite sides, with the latter 
supporting the anti-navigationalists. The purpose of the 
various bills which came before Parliament was to make the 
River Weaver navigable as far upstream as Northwich. This 
would make the rock-salt industry in the area economically 
more viable to the benefit of many gentry and their employ 
ees. On the other hand the project, it was argued, would 
largely destroy the livelihoods of the owners of the brine pits 
and those involved in the transport of coal to the salt pans 
and of the refined salt to Liverpool. The Weaver navigation 
dominated Cheshire elections, particularly in 1710 and 
1715. Two bills of 1711 and 1715 failed in the Commons, 
though the latter one, with the support of the Booths, did 
reach the committee stage, where it was shelved following a 
flood of petitions against it. Langham Booth, M.P. for 
Cheshire, and his elder brother, the Earl of Warrington, 
sponsored the 1720 bill, which was first read in the 
Commons on 25 January and committed on 29 February. 
There were thirteen petitions against and sixteen in favour 
of the bill. This was the first time the petitions in favour had 
been in the majority. The bill passed the Commons on 29 
March by a vote of 108 to eighty-eight, and on 4 April it was 
given its first reading in the Lords. Here there were fifteen 
petitions in support and twelve against. 35

T. S. Willan in his detailed history of the Weaver 
navigation states that there is no indication in the Lords 
Journals why the bill was defeated 'after a hard struggle' by a 
majority of only four (thirty-five votes to thirty-nine) on 10 
May, but that the final result was less a defeat than a 
postponement. One of Lord Cholmondeley's cousins, also 
an opponent, explained that 'we could only throw out this 
Bill upon a promise that we would bring in a good one to the 
same effect next session'. 36 Lord Newburgh's letters printed 
here, together with a letter of Seymour Cholmondeley, 
confirm this conclusion, but they go further in explaining 
why the bill failed in the upper House. Though Warrington 
lobbied hard, he was outmanoeuvred by Newburgh, assisted 
by Stanhope and the Dukes of Manchester and Argyll. It 
appears that it was Argyll who suggested that the best way 
forward would be for the two opposing sides to co-operate
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on a new bill which would remove most of the objection to 
the present one. 'Lord Stanhope and the Duke of Argyle', as 
Seymour Cholmondeley wrote, 'were our whole strength; 
. . . however Lord Townsend and that set [the schismatic 
Whigs] had a mind to try how far they could drive a point 
against our two friends, and they prevailed so far that 
Sunderland was worse than neuter: so that Lord Stanhope 
was forced to work as hard as he could, he made the case his 
own, and threw it out by his own single power with the help 
of the Scotch, who followed the Duke'. 37

The Cholmondeleys introduced the final bill into the 
Commons on 14 January 1721 and it passed through all its 
stages by 9 February. Given its first reading in the Lords two 
days later, it passed on 14 March with no petitions being 
entered against it. 3B Thus after 22 years ended one of the 
major bones of contention in Cheshire politics.
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THE LETTERS

Editorial Method and Selection.
The original spelling and punctuation have been retained 
except in the latter case where long sentences have been 
divided up for clarity. Standard abbreviations have been
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silently expanded while others have been extended in 
square brackets. All interpolated material is also in square 
brackets.

This selection of the letters from the Newburgh  
Cholmondeley correspondence has been confined to those 
concerned with the parliamentary affairs of the 1718-19 
and 1719 20 sessions. The year begins on 1st January. 
Within these selected letters the personal material, often 
concerned with health, horses and the purchase of goods, 
has been omitted as have most of the sections on foreign 
affairs.

Cheshire Record Office, DCH/X/Bundle 8 (Chol 
mondeley of Cholmondeley Papers), the Letters of Lord 
Newburgh to the Earl of Cholmondeley

14 February [1719]
I have spoke with the Secretary of War 1 this morning as you 
desired by your letter received last night about the dragoons 
at Wrexham and he hath promised to take care to remove 
'em as the inhabitants request.
I hope the weather is better in Cheshire then here for we 
have had nothing but rain and fog since you went. Our 
house is removed into Westminster hall to sit, where we 
shall be all starved. I never felt such a cold place, the 
Surveyor General Benson persuaded the house, that it was 
in danger of falling and by proping and playing the tinker 
hath made it so tho' there is great reason to beleive it was 
not so before he meddled with it and a committe is 
appointed to examine into it and the house of commons 
hath done the same so that by his knavery and folly he 
is like to bring both house[s] upon his back. 2 Our 
new change among the great men hath done no good but 
rather the contrary for we have lost ground and been 
baffled twise in the Commons house. 3 The D[ukeJ of 
Somer[set] was in the house of Lords today but I hear no 
more of him.
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3 March [1719].
... I doubt we are in a Session for two months still, there is 
a new afair come in that hath begun with a great deal of 
warmth and no man can tell how it may conclude. Last 
saterday the D[uke] of Somerset moved the house to 
appoint a day for the considering the peerage of great 
Britain. 4 The D[ukeJ of Argyle seconded it in a long speech, 
setting forth the great discontent and uneasyness among the 
peerage of Scotland, that since the union there had been 
made neer forty new peers of England, which quite altered 
the proportion of 16 to the old number at the time of making 
and besides the house of Lords had declared in the case of 
D[uke of] Hamilton that the King could not make any peer 
of Scotland a peer of England;0 My Lord Oxford was the 
only Lord that spoke on the contrary side and monday was 
appointed to go into a committee of the whole house to 
consider this motion. On monday before the committee my 
Lord Stanhope delivered a message in writing signed by the 
King, that he had heard that his prerogative was mentioned 
in the debate about considering the peerage of G[reat] 
Bfritain] but that he would wave that rather then to obstruct 
so good a work. My Lord Nottingham stood up immeadiatly 
after reading the message and sayd with much vehemence, 
it was unparliamentary for any to acquaint the King with 
the debates of the house so as the K[ing] to take notise of 
what pased unless acquainted by the house but it ended in 
thanking his Majesty for his most gratious message and this 
day was appointed to go into a commitee. I must also tell 
you that some hot words pased between Sundferland] and 
Lord Oxford so far that the D[uke] of Bolton that heard 'em 
thought fit to acquaint the house of it but I cannot hear what 
the words were but the house made 'em both upon their 
honours to promise it should go no further. Thus far I writ 
before I went to the house this morning, it is eight a clock 
now I am come home and tho' I am very hungry I make an 
end of my letter before I eat for I shall be too lasy and too 
sleepy afterwards. My Lord Clarendon went into the chair6 
and then my Lord Sunderland opened the debate with the 
history of the union and the discontent, and uneasyness the 
peerage of Scotland was under in relation to their smal 
number and being elective and was very long, the par-
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ticulars too long for a letter, he was answered by Lord 
Cowper, replyed to by Peterborough], then Nottingham, 
Newcastle, North and gray, Bucks [Buckingham] for us, 
Bishops Rochester, Peterborough] and Gloster and Arch 
bishop of York, then Townsend who called up all the Scoth 
peers who severall spoke and sayd all their case was very 
hard, their peerage precarious, and shamefull and that the 
house had made it what was never understood by them at 
the union that the crown could not make a peer of Scotland 
a peer of England by the judgement they had given in the 
case of the D[uke] of Hamilton and yet the number of 
English peers was increased every day, in short after a long 
debate we have voted several heads of a bill in the com 
mittee, had one division at first but unanimous in all the 
rest, the number of Scotch peers is to be when the bill 
passes 25 and hereditary, to be named by the King, the 
present sixteen to continue during the being of the present 
parliament and then the King may change 'em or declare 
these sixteen the hereditary peers, nine more to make up 
the 25 the King may declare after this present session, and 
as any of these 25 shall be extintk that is their family, the 
King may declare another peer of Scotland hereditary in 
lieu of that extint. 7 This is the most material part of this 
days work, on the division we were 86 to 30, poor Lord 
Cowper at the head of the 30 would devide the house tho' 
Trevor and Harcourt and Bucks and many of that party8 
with us, I doubt if he goes on he will come to make no better 
a figure then Nottingham] and Alesfords [Aylesford] for he 
hath spoke three or four times to day . . .

5 March [1719].
I writ you so long a letter the last post upon the present 
busness in our house that I know not whether you will read 
this so soon again after that but that you may be as tired to 
read as I was to write it. But I must go on to tell you what we 
had done the next day and this for we have been these three 
days at it and reported it to day and ordered the judges to 
bring in a bill upon the several resolutions taken in the 
committee. In my last I told you what was done in relation 
to the Scotch peers, the next day we came upon the English
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peers and my Lord Carlise opened the debate and spoke 
above half an hour but so slow and low that I could not hear 
a word,9 but his motion was, that the peerage of England 
might not be increasd beyond the present number unless 
where a family was extint and then the King and his 
successors might make a peer in room of that extint, and 
that as the King had been so good to quit his prerogative in 
this point to be regulated as the house should agree by a 
bill, he should have power to make six new peers above the 
present number when he should think fit, we have been 
preety unanimous since the first division except the opposi 
tion given from my Lords Nottingham] and Cowper all 
along in it and I am sorry to say my Lord C[owper] hath 
made such a sad figure in this afair as troublesome as 
Nottingham] and with as little judgement so that he hath 
been ill heard and could make no thing of it, Harcourt and 
Trevor against him in every thing and the latter aneswear- 
ing him often. I thought my Lord C[owper']s behaviour 
might be in this, to make his court in another place 10 but all 
of that court were with us and the second day my Lord 
Lumly" spoke and admirably well for it. This bill will be a 
great addition to the value of the peerage and prevent any 
minister making a number of peers for a job or to carry a 
vote as hath been but whether it will get thro' the commons 
I question. We are alarmed to day with great news that the 
D[uke] of Ormond is coming with a body of Spaniards to 
invade us in the West of England and we are ordering some 
horse, dragoons, and foot that way and Wills 12 again to 
command em. I cannot give much credit to it tho' the 
Cardinal Li is mad enough to do every extravaxancy . . .

[14 March 1719].
. . . This day the bill about the peerage was brought in by 
the Judges and read the first time and the D[uke] of 
Somerset moved it might have a second reading next 
monday, it will pass our house in three or four days but I 
question if it will pass at all the commons ... I can not get a 
list of the 30 14 as you desire, my Lord Carlisle hath been 
mighty zealous in this bill and spoke. The D[uke] of 
Devonshire hath not been in the house since you went but
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he now goes out to take the air and I believe will be at the 
house on monday . . .

[17 March 1719],
. . . Yesterday the peerage bill was read a 2 time and 
committed for Wensday, my Lord Cowper delivered a 
petition from three Scotch Lords, viz Abbercorn, Dundonal, 
and Falkland,' 3 which was ordered to ly on the table, I see 
no opposition will be in our house, but there will be a great 
one in the commons. D[uke] of Devon does not appear at all 
yet.

14 April [1719].
I have delivered your writings after seeing 'em nailed up in 
a box to Ben your porter who sent 'em away by the 
waggoner on monday last and hope they will come safe to 
you. I sent the list of 'em to you by my last letter. The 
peerage bill that was to have been read the last time in our 
house to day and to have been sent down to the commons, 
was put of to this day fortnight, which is droping it for this 
sesions, since the houses will rise by satterday at furthest. 
It had raised such a firment and disorder in the house of 
commons that it was thought most advisable to let it sleep 
for the present if not for good and all. I intended to have 
sent you in the box with the writings half a dosen 
pamphlets on both sides of the bill, but Ben told me he 
had sent you all that were come out. There were so many I 
had not time to read above five or six of the list. I have 
inquired several times about your wine at the green 
cloath 16 but none being yet wracked of, it will not be 
delivered till then. I wish you would send the names of the 
sorts you would have for I have forgot if you did or not.

30 October [1719]. :
The King asked me for you on monday night as he went to 
the drawing room and when you would be in town. I told 
him I had not heard lately from you. This morning at 
court my Lord Sunderland and Lord Stanhope asked me



Newburgh-Cholmondeley Correspondence 49

the same question and that I should do well to write to 
you ether to be here at the meeting of the Parliament or in 
case you should have any thing to hinder your coming I 
should send a blank proxy, which I have done, that you 
may then be master of your own time, tho' I hope you will 
be here. I have had several kind inquirys and speeches 
about you since you went, wishing you would accept the 
additional salary proposed till something should become 
vacant to your liking but I answered I know your mind so 
well on that subject that I could not mention it. I find it is 
a general summons to all the peers ether to come up or 
send their proxys . . , 17

1 December [1719].
I did not give your proxy till yesterday after the passing the 
Peerage bill to the D[uke} of Manchester; 18 I did not know 
whether he knew so much of your mind on that bill as I did 
when I was with you in the country, but there happened no 
occasion for this caution for there was no manner of 
opposition in our house, and we sent it down by two chiefs, 

. Sir Peter King, and chief Baron 19 to the Commons. They 
have been upon it today and sat very late there was no 
debate for the first reading, the court moved the 2 reading 
for fryday, upon which a debate arose and it was carryed by 
45 not to read it, till this day senight. I made your 
complements and thanks last night to the K[ing] for dispen- 
cing with your absence, and told him the D[uke] of Man- 
ch[ester] had your proxy. He said it was very well, that I 
should thank you . . .

8 December [1719].
I make a great complement to you to write this post, for I 
was never more tired and dispirited. I have been all day 
from twelve till ten at night in the house of commons, 
which was a full house besides the addition of Lords and 
other people curious to hear the debate. My head akes so I 
cannot give you an account by this post of the debate, on 
the devision for committing the bill for it was read the 2 
time.
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yeas 177 
noes 269

20rejected 92

I sat in the house by Lord Carleton and Godolphin, and if 
Carleton let one belch he let a thousand, complained of 
emptyness and want of dinner, so that with his windy 
musick and heat in the house and fasting I have such a head 
ake I cannot hold up my head to write you particulars but 
wil next post . . .

10 December [1719].
I intended to have given you an account, this post, as I 
promised in my last, of the debate in house of commons 
about the Peerage bill but since it was rejected by so great a 
Majority as 92, it is looked upon as knocked in the head 
both now and for the future; and therefore I think it would 
be no intertainment to you to know what is over and we are 
like to hear no more of. Your porter was with me to inquire 
from you about the pamphlets come out on both sides about 
this bill, I told him three little ones amongst many more, to 
send you but to have your further orders before he sent any 
more, for it may be you would not have 'em now; they have 
also reprinted all the best pamphlets of last year, as Old 
Whigg, Plebeans, and Patritians which were the best then. 21 
We have great news come to day by express from the 
Regent" 2 and was brought to my Lord Stanhope into the 
house of Lords by the Secretary of the French embassy here, 
I was sitting next my Lord Stanhope when he oppened and 
read the letter and so many Lords came about him on this 
occasion to hear that my Lord Cowper moved that the house 
might adjourn during pleasure that all the Lords might 
know this great news, which is this. The Regent hath 
receaved an express from Madrid that the King of Spain 
hath by an order under his own hand forbid the Cardinal to 
appear any more in his or the Queens presence or before 
any of the Princes of the blood, that he leaves Madrid in a 
weeks time, and the Kingdom in three weeks as being the
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great obstacle to the peace. This hath alreaddy raised stocks 
2 or 3 per cent and made some persons look up again who 
have drooped upon the great defeat and disappointment the 
other day in the house of commons.

We expect a tedious and difficult afair to day in our house 
and which was appointed ten days ago for this day, I mean 
the Peerage of the D[uke] of Dover,23 but as soon as the 
order for it was read my Lord Cowper stood up and said he 
thought the matter of it not regularly before us, for that by 
many precedents he quoted, it ought to begin by petition to 
the King, my Lord Harcourt seconded him to the same 
point and that it should be put of till tuesday next. Bucks 
got up and said he did not oppose puting it of till tuesday 
but he believed it might come on by a petition to the Lords 
as well as to the King. I supose the Duke hath writ to my 
Lord Chancellor24 for his writ by what hath been said to 
day . . .

29 December [1719].
I have omitted writing these two posts haveing nothing to 
mention worth troubling you with a letter. We want several 
forreign mails, which hinders us of the news from abroad, 
nor have we heard of my Lord Stanhope since his being in 
France nor could we well because it is reckoned he got to 
Paris but on Sunday last. The town is grown empty again of 
a suddain many Lords and commons being gone into the 
country to pass the Xtmas tho' they must return again by 
the 12th of next month when both houses are to be called 
over. It hath frose so very hard for some days past that it 
bears every where here abouts and must I supose put an end 
to your building for this winter season and therefore I hope 
you will take this season whilst the roads must be hard and 
preety good to come to town and I would recommend the 
Dantry road it is much shorter and as good as the other, I 
went from Castlebromage at ten in the morning and lay at 
the white hart at Dantry last night, an admirable good inn. 
From there I went very early to Dunstable to the crown, 
which is the best inn now on all the road and is kept by a 
Yeoman of the guard an old acquaintance and who desired 
me to recommend this house to you, which I can safely so.
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He hath made it so neat and so many good rooms you will 
not know it again. According to old custom I wish you a 
merry Xtmas and happy new year . . .

8 January [1720].
I am sorry your afairs are so that we cannot have your 
company here by the twelfth of this month, but my Lord 
Manchester and I must make the best excuse we can for 
you. I do not think the case of the D[uke] of Queensborough 
will admitt of any long debate, it will be impracticable for 
the house to reverse their own judgement, but if any 
expedient can be found to serve this young nobleman I 
believe the house will reddily come into it, the Lords seem 
generally so well inclined to favour him . . .

12 January [1720].
My Lord Manchester was with me this morning to consult 
about making your excuse but we had no occasion for the 
house was so very full that the call is put of till this day 
fortnight. I don't think any Lords were absent except 
yourself and Lord Carlisle, who my Lord Morpeth25 told me 
is laid up with the gout. The house begun with reading the 
Dukes petition after which my Lord Carleton moved he 
might be heard by his councel which attended and was 
granted. His councel was Sir R. Raymond, 26 and Pere 
Williams, 27 his Fathers patent was then read creating him 
D[uke] of Dover, and the councel said all that could be 
urged in his favour, as that it had been read in the house at 
his introduction without any exception and consequently 
had the allowance and consent of the house, that he had sat 
several Sessions by virtue of it, and voted and continued so 
till his death, that his dukedom was settled on his three 
sons, the eldest being dead the present duke his second son 
came in succession to the honour. After the councel was 
withdrawn, it was mentioned this present duke was when he 
was the second son created by the Queen Earl of Selway and 
therefore being a peer of Scotland he could not succeed to 
the english dukedom, but the councel answered to that that 
no act done to or for an infant could prejudige him in law for
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that he might wave or renounse it at his age, upon this it was 
moved and agreed that the Kings councel for Scotland 
should be heard upon this point, whether according to the 
law of Scotland it is so or not and if a minor created a Peer of 
Scotland can at his age of 21 without the Kings leave or 
consent wave and refuse his title. My Lord Sunderland said 
he would not oppose this order tho' he would declare he 
thought it signifyed little or nothing to the present case nor 
should preclude him at all tho' he might have this liberty viz 
the Duke. And if it is certain this is not the point it will turn 
upon, but the judgement of the house in Duke Hamiltons 
case, for how hard soever that judgement may seem yet 
since it is done and intered in the books, it may have 
dangerous consequences to reverse a solemn judgement or 
break in upon it by any side way, we may break a barrier 
that will let in an inundation of Scots into our house if you 
give 'em any loop hole, and this thing alone deters many 
Lords that wish well and are heartily inclined to favour this 
young duke. Some people whisper about that an act of 
parliament will be proposed for this single case, but I know 
not how that will go down making a peer by act of 
parliament, it will be quite new, and extraordinary. Tursday 
next we are to come on it again . . .

14 January [1720].
I have only time to night to tell you that upon the Question 
whether the Duke of Dover had a right to have his writ of 
summons to Parliament, it was carryed in the negative, not 
contents 61, contents 42, the devition was mixed whiggs and

  i 98torys, courtiers and antecourtiers.

23 January [1720].
I have not sent you the second part of the independent 
whigg because the author of it being now found out to be a 
vile profligate hack scribeler formerly to my Lord Oxford; I 
can not value him at all tho' the rogue hath a devilish pen 
and writtes like a man of worth and honesty to his country. 
His name is Gordon a Scotch priest or papist, was bred at 
the Jesuits college at Naples and hath been a Missionarie
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and is now entertained by the great Tranchard of the West a 
very angry, discontented Whigg at some disappointments 
and denyals from the court or rather the ministers. 29 This 
second part I now send you is as severe and sound a piece as 
the first but now one knows the author and principle it is 
writ upon it lessens its value with one altogether. I have not 
mentioned your ale30 because he hath not since asked or 
sent for any and I do not care to mention it to him lest he 
should ask why you do not come up and as I cannot answear 
the question I do not care he should ask it or give him a 
handle to do it. It is generally discoursed and beleived he 
will go over again in the spring and I beleive the afairs of the 
North necessarily require he should therefore pray consider 
well with yourself what you ought to do and what will be 
expected you should. I hear to day in the house Carleton 
hath prevailed with the great men to come into an act of 
parliament for the D[ukeJ of Dovers session in Parliment 
and some wisper, some other Scotch peers or their sons are 
to be included in the same bill. This will be fine work indeed 
if it should prove true. I will talk with the Chancellor about 
the clause you desire and get it done.

28 January [1720].
I spoke with my Lord Chancellor this morning in the house 
about the clause you mentioned and he thinks all school 
masters whatever are obliged to take the oath alreddy 
besides that the oaths may be tendered to any one whatever. 
He told me a piece of news, I should be sorry if it is true that 
the recorder is dead, it would be a great loss to the country 
and to the government, he was a stiring active useful man 
for such a city as Chester. 31 We have sat to day upon the 
proceedings of the house of Lords in Ireland last session 
against the Judges for obeying the orders sent from hence in 
the cause of Sherlock and Ansley, and we have ordered a bill 
to be brought in for the better security of the dependance of 
Ireland on the crown of great Britain, 32 and that the chief 
Baron, and the other Barons of Ireland, behaved themselves 
with great courage, fidelity and in defence of the Kings 
prerogative in obeying the orders of this house, and deserve 
to be rewarded; this last only a resolution;33 we sat late not
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in debates but reading many papers of the proceedings of the 
house of Lords in Ireland in relation to their judicature and 
independency. I writ you word at the first coming out of 
Donisnieys prints of the cartoons that he would not delivers 
yours without you sent him his receipts for your subscription 
money, you may depend he will not still deliver 'em without 
that. I dont here he goes till summer so that if you come up at 
all you must let it alone till then that you may deliver your 
subscription receipt. Our expectation of a short sessions will 
prove just as it did last winter for we are like to sit two or three 
months longer, by reason of some proposals made by the 
Southsea and others by the Bank for taking into their stocks 
all the redeemable funds, for which the bank offers neer six 
Millions towards paying the national debts, the Southsea 
does not yet bid so high, but it is expected they will bid on and 
monday next the house of commons comes upon the 
consideration of'em,34 some people say it is to be a Missicipy 
here, 30 both companys have given their proposals to the 
house, and there is great devitions some for one company and 
some for the other, others against both, no body can tell what 
to make of it as yet, but if it takes it must certainly keep the 
houses sitting for two months more at least.

5 April [1720].
The bill about the river Wever came up to our house 
yesterday and was read the first time. 36 The Duke of Argyle 
moved it might be put of to tusday senight for the second 
reading, which my Lord Warrington agreed to, so we have a 
whole week to turn ourselves in before the second reading 
and to take proper measures what to do. The D[uke] of 
Argyle is of opinion we should get the gentlemen of estates 
and intrest in the county undertake that before next session 
a meeting of the gentlemen should be had, and that they 
should undertake it with a more general and publick good 
and benefit to the county and a bill brought in next sessions 
by them and this bill laid aside. We shall see what Charles 
Cholmley37 and the rest of the Cheshire gentlemen in town 
will say to this or if we can not be strong enough in our 
house to throw it out or lay it aside till next session for a 
more publick bill, we must try to amend it, by adding some
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clause or clauses and if you have any further derections then 
in your former letter pray signify your pleasure to Lord 
Manchester or some other Lord. The house of commons 
hath added a great many of the gentlemen of estate and 
intrest in the county in the bill so that it will not be in 
private hands. Yesterday the Southsea bill came up to our 
house and was read the first time and ordered a second 
reading this day and the house sumrnond, after the 2 
reading this day. 38 Lord North and Gray spoke against the 
whole bill and committing it in a long speech, but no body 
answearing him but calling out for the bill to be committed, 
up gets the D[uke] of Wharton and make a long speech 
against it and said he hoped it would be thrown out with 
indignation but no answear to his speech but commit it. 
Then my Lord Cowper got up and spoke with great warmth 
and violence against committing it but to lay it aside, 
compared the bill to the Trojan horse which if let once with 
in the walls of the city might overthrow that and the 
constitution too, in short I never saw him speak with great 
inergy and emotion. My Lord Sunderland after he had done 
rose up and answeared him and the house divided eighty for 
committing and seventeen against it. All the Bishops bench 
went out for committing it only the Archbishop of York on 
the upper bench staid in. My sister is very much mended 
since she came with the help of spaw waters and her bitter, 
the people for the Wever bill give out Mr Wilbraham of 
Nantwich39 and the greatest part of that town are for 
making this river navigable.

9 April [1720].
The Wever bill being put of for a week longer, I have time to 
send it you for your persusal and further orders about it. In 
your former letter you were of opinion it wod be better to 
mend it then to attempt to throw it out. Now you will be 
better able to judge of that upon reading it and you will find 
what alterations hath been made by the commons and if any 
other gentlemens names should be put in it. As to what you 
former mentioned about carrying the navigation of the river 
to Nantwich, it might be proper to have it viewed if such a 
thing be practicable, and you will consider with the
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gentlemen of Nantwich and in your neighbourhood of any 
proper caulse [sic] or additions to be made in case we cannot 
throw it out. I thought it convenient to lay this before you 
and shall always be reddy to observe any orders you shall 
give. [P.S.] I send you likewise a paper of reasons for the bill 
from the friends to the bill, it was given by Warrington to 
the D[ukeJ of Manchester who shewed 'em me and I desired 
he would let me send 'em to you.

7 May [1720].
. . . We begun last fryday to hear the council on the bill for 
the river Weaver, and heard one side and put it of to 
munday next, Warrington gives out amongst the Lords of 
his acquaintance that the Wigg intrest is much concerned 
for this bill, which is a preety fancy indeed, to make 
Vernon40 and the three undertakers zealous Wiggs,41 and 
the Wigg intrest.

10 May [1720].
We have thrown out the Wever bill this day but by four voices 
after a long and tedious hearing councel and examining 
witnesses; the debate was but short to show how the bill as it 
was drawn affected and predudiged both the trade and duty 
upon salt; and therefore as we could not remedy this in the bill 
in our house so it made many come in to throw it out that 
otherwise would have been for it, and most people will come 
in for passing a bill another year for making this river 
navigable with proper regulations and provisions to qualify 
it; and therefore I hope you will agree this matter against next 
sessions. I shall take the first oppertunity I can get to speak to 
the K[ing] as you order me in your letter I receaved yesterday; 
we have had one change made last Sunday without any talk or 
rumor before had of it; my Lord Chancellor came to St James 
at twelve a clock Sunday morning and just before the King 
went to the chappel he went into the closet stayed a little 
while and Sir Robert Raymond42 was called for and went in 
and kissed the K[ingjs hand for Attorney General in Leth- 
rnore43 room who they say knew nothing of it, till a friend of 
his went and told him of it.
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NOTES TO THE LETTERS

(The notes to the introduction are on pp. 42-3, above.)

1 George Treby (?1684-1742), Secretary at War 1718-24, M.P. 
Plympton Erie 1708-27.

2 William Benson (1682-1754), M.P. Shaftesbury 1715-19, surveyor- 
general of the King's works 1718-19, had reported that the House of 
Lords was in imminent danger of collapse, and that they would have 
to transfer to Westminster Hall. The Lords adjourned for a week and 
upon their reassembly they received a report from the master mason 
of works that the building was in good condition. The Lords 
censured Benson who had already been suspended and he was 
dismissed. Sedgwick, House of Commons, I, 455; Lords Journals, XXI, 50, 
53, 62, 67, 102, 143; Calendar of Treasury Papers, 1714-19, p. 416.

3 The main changes had been the appointment of the Duke of 
Kingston as Lord President of the Council in place of Sunderland 
and the Duke of Argyll as Lord Steward of the Household in place of 
the Duke of Kent. Kent replaced Kingston as Lord Privy Seal. Argyll 
had broken with the Prince of Wales (who was in opposition) in 
December 1718 and had signalled his move by supporting the 
Church Bill. His interest in the Commons followed suit. For the 
importance of the Scots in the ministerial strategy see Jones 'Venice 
Preserv'd', pp. 86-7.

4 For the background and progress of the Peerage Bill see above, pp.36-39.
5 For the full background on the Hamilton case see G. Holmes, 'The 

Hamilton Affair of 1711-12: A Crisis in Anglo-Scottish Relations', 
English Historical Review, LXXVII (1962), 257-82. See also above, pp. 
39-40.

6 The 3rd Earl of Clarendon had been the regular chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House since 1713. See C.Jones, 'The House 
of Lords and the Growth of Parliamentary Stability, 1701-1742', 
Britain in the First Age of Party, 1680-1750: Essays Presented to Geoffrey 
Holmes, ed. C.Jones (1987), pp. 96-7.

7 For further details see Brampton Bryan MSS. 117: Gwyn to Harley, 4 
March 1719.

8 The Tory party, though Harcourt was to go over to the Whigs in 
1720.

9 This is confirmed by Gwyn's letter of 5 March 1719: Brampton Bryan 
MSS. 117.

10 At Leicester House, the Prince of Wales's court.
11 Master of the Horse to the Prince since 1714.
12 Charles Wills (1666-1741), Lieutenant-General of the Ordnance, 

who had distinguished himself in defeating the Jacobite rebels in 
1715.

13 Cardinal Alberoni, first minister of Spain.
14 Those who voted against the twenty-five hereditary Scottish peers on 

3 March, see above, pp. 37-38.
15 See Lords Journals, XXI, 102.
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16 The Board of the Green Cloth, a department of the royal household 
which controlled expenditure.

17 Cholmondeley did not register a proxy during the 1719 20 session. 
House of Lords Record Office, Proxy Books.

18 By this time Manchester had two proxies registered in his name and 
this was the maximum allowed by the conventions of the House. Ibid.

19 King was Chief Justice of the Common Pleas (1714-25) while Sir 
Thomas Bury was Chief Baron of the Exchequer (1716 22).

20 For the debate and a version of the Commons' division list see 
Cobbett's Pad. Hist., VII, 609-27.

21 See above, pp. 38, 48.
22 Philip, Duke of Orleans, Regent of France during the minority of 

Louis XV.
23 See above, pp. 39-40.
24 Thomas, Lord Parker, the Lord Chancellor (1718-25).
25 Carlisle's eldest son.
26 The Solicitor General, who on 9 May 1720 was to become the 

Attorney General, see below, note 42.
27 William Peere Williams (P1664 1736), eminent lawyer, who special 

ised in appeals before the Lords; later M.P. for Bishop's Castle 
(1722 7). Sedgwick, House of Commons, II, 545 6.

28 Lord Burford also reported to Cholmondeley the division and that 
'the house sat 'till between six and seven a Clock'. Cheshire R.O., 
DCH/X/Bundle 5: 14 Jan. 1720.

29 Thomas Gordon (d.1750) and John Trenchard (1662-1723), M.P. 
Taunton 1722-3, had begun their literary collaboration with The 
Independent Whig, a pamphlet published in two parts (Dec. 1719 and 
Jan. 1720). They were anti-ministerial Whigs who produced a 
newspaper, also known as The Independent Whig, from 20 Jan. 1720 to 
18 June 1721. After Trenchard's death, Gordon was employed by 
Walpole to supervise the government's press. He became the First 
Commissioner for Wine Licences and in 1 728 dedicated his transla 
tion of Tacitus to the prime minister.

30 Presumably, from what follows, to the King.
31 Roger Comberbach (d.1719), Recorder of Chester (1700-19), pre 

viously Town Clerk from 1688. G.L. Fenwick, A History of the Ancient 
City of Chester (Chester, 1896), p. 546.

32 Annesley v. Sherlock was a dispute over land which went to the Irish 
House of Lords which, in 1716, reversed the decision of the Irish 
Court of the Exchequer by finding for Sherlock. In 1717, Annesley 
appealed to the British House of Lords. This revived the whole 
(dormant) issue of the jurisdictional sovereignty of the British over 
the Irish Lords. The situation was finally settled in favour of 
Westminster by the 1720 Declaratory Act which also circumscribed 
the legislative power of the Irish Parliament. See Isolde Victory, 'The 
Making of the 1720 Declaratory Act', Parliament, Politics and People: 
Essays in Eighteenth Century Irish History, ed. G. O'Brien (Dublin, 1989), 
pp. 9-29.

33 See Lords Journals, XXI, 214.
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34 The South Sea Company was founded in 1711 by Lord Oxford as a 
Tory counterbalance to the Whig Bank of England. It was essen 
tially a finance company devised to take over part of the national 
debt in order to strengthen the public credit. By 1717 it had 
become a potentially powerful rival of the Bank. In 1718 the 
Company negotiated with the government to take over the entire 
public debt. This was too grandiose a scheme and a substitute one 
was agreed and it came before the Commons on 22 January 1720. 
The Bank proposed an alternative scheme which was then overbid 
by the Company. The latter's scheme prevailed with the ministry 
in the Commons on 1 February. This was the origins of the famous 
Bubble; by May the London money market was caught in a spiral 
of wild inflation. The crash came in August, followed by a panic 
fear of national bankruptcy. See J. Carswell, The South Sea Bubble 
(1960).

35 The French Mississippi Company established by John Law which 
created a vast financial monopoly backed by the state which took 
over the entire public debt. This stimulated the South Sea Company 
scheme. It collapsed and plunged France into near national 
bankruptcy.

36 See above,' pp. 40-42.
37 Charles Cholmondeley (1685-1756), of Vale Royal, Cheshire, Tory 

M.P. for Cheshire 1710-15, 1722-56. Sedgwick, House of Commons, I, 
550-1.

38 This bill to legalise the Company's scheme was rushed through the 
Lords in four days without amendments, receiving the royal assent 
on 7 April. Lords Journals, XXI, 288-96; Cobbett's Parl. Hist., VII, 646-7.

39 Roger Wilbraham was one of the undertakers empowered by a 1721 
act to make the River Dane (a tributary of the Weaver) navigable. 
See Willan, Navigation, pp. 22, 28-9.

40 Richard Vernon (d.1726), an attorney of Middlewich who owned a 
salt works at Winsford, was the chief supporter of this bill and the 
successful 1721 act. See ibid., pp. 10, 18, 22, 24-6.

41 The undertakers named in the bill were John Egerton of Oulton, 
Leftwich Oldfield of Leftwich and John Amson of Lees (House of 
Lords R.O., Parchment Collection 1720 4 April, Weaver Navigation 
Bill). Seymour Cholmondeley noted the cross-party support for the 
bill: 'In the Commons it was thrown wholely upon party. The 
Prince's friends made it their own cause, and the tories chose rather 
to vote for a bill which Mr [Langham] Booth declared was to secure 
his election, than to serve a brother[-in-law, Charles Cholmondeley 
of Vale Royal] of my Lord Stanhope's, though he is (I hope) no more 
a whig than they. The three undertakers being tories helped this a 
good deal without doubt, and thus it went through the Commons.' 
JRUL., Legh of Lyme MSS.: to [P. Legh?], 17 May 1720.

42 Sir Robert Raymond (1673-1733), Tory M.P. Ludlow 1719-22, 
Solicitor General 1710-14, Attorney General 9 May 1720-1724, later 
Lord Chief Justice of King's Bench 1725-33. Sedgwick, House of 
Commons, II, 379-80.



Newburgh-Cholmondelev Correspondence 61

43 Nicholas Lechmere (1675-1727), Whig M.P. Tewkesbury 1717-21, 
Attorney General 1718 20. His dismissal came after the reunion of 
the Whig party, when Walpole and Townshend rejoined the min 
istry, and after the reconciliation of the King and the Prince of 
Wales. Lechmere may have been removed because it was he who 
proposed that the Prince's children should be taken away from their 
parents during the breach in the royal family. Ibid., pp. 202-4.




