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ABSTRACT 

'The Structure of Fblitics in Cheshire, 1660-i7l5' 

by 

P. J. Challinor 

This thesis examines political attitudes and political activity in 
Cheshire in the period between the restoration of Charles II and the 

accession of George I. The first chapter comprises a general survey of 
the county's economy., institutionss social structure and political development 
during the early and mid-seventeenth century. Chapter two shows how the 
Restoration sett3=ent of church and state was implemented in the county., 
and considers why the re-establishment of the-monarchy failed to achieve 
'consensus government'. The third chapter looks at the Cheshire gentry's 
reactions to the politidal crisis of the late 1670s and early 1680s. It 
traces the growth of organized political parties and discusses why the 
Whigs received so much support in the county. In chapter four the local 
Whigs and Tories' views on religion and the constitution are dealt with in 

greater detail. This chapter also examines the reasons behind the Duke of 
Monmouth's progress through Cheshire, and haw the Crown's determination to 
defeat the Exclusionists affected county government. Unfortunately., the 

paucity of primary sources precludes a comprehensive study of the effects 
of James II's policies in Cheshire. Chapter five, therefore, concentrates 
upon the 1685 elections, the Crown's remodelling of the municipal corporations 
and county government, and the Cheshire gentry's involvement in the Northern 
revolt. This is followed, in chapter six, by an examination of the county 
elite's response to the Revolution of 1688. The 'rage of party' during the 

reign of Queen Anne is considered in chapter sevens and illustrated by a 
detailed analysis of the 1701 and 1702 poll books. Having established that 
the conflict between Whig and Tory was more embittered and prolonged in 
Cheshire than in some other counties., chapter eight examines why this should 
have been the case. 
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PREFACE 

Many studies of county connunities during the early modern period have 

been produced in the last twenty years. With very few exceptions., however., 

these local studies have tended to concentrate on the early and mid-seventeenth 

century, and endeavoured to account for the causes o: q and explain reactions top 

the political crisis of the 1640s. As a result, the years after the 

Restoration have been largely, ignored. In 'The Restored Monarchy,, 1660-16881, 

published in 1979, Professor J. R. Jones highlighted this problem,, remarldrig 

that lalmost nothing has been published on county government in this period'. 

More recently., Dr. K. Sharpe has stated that 'until we have the much needed 

studies of the Restoration counties, the relations between centre and locality, 

the extent of conflict and control remain unknown'. The intention of this 

stuay is to-throw some light on political and administrative developments in 

Cheshire after 1660. Hopefully,, it will also be a stimulus for further much 

needed research. 

In the course of Preparing this thesis., I have contracted many debts of 

gratitude. I would like to take this opportunity of expressing my thanks to 

the staffs of the Cheshire Record Office, Chester City Record Offices John 

Rylands Library and The Polytechnic Libraz7., Wolverhampton., for assisting me 

in innumerable ways; to Mrs. J. Thomas for typing this thesis so efficiently; 

to Lord Kenyon and Mr. H. Talbot who arranged for me to consu# manuscripts in 

their possession and for thdir hospitality; to Dr. E. Cruickshanks and Dro D. 

Hayton who allowed me to make use of the History of Parliament Trust's 

unpublished biographies of M. P. s; to Dr. J. Addy for providing transcripts of 

Prescott's diary and to Dr. A. Thacker for lending me his notes on the Cheshire 

clergy; to Dr. J. S. Morrill for reading a draft of this thesis and for his 

very constructive criticism; to Dr. M. D. G. Wanklyn, who has spent so much of 

his'time guiding my research, diSCUSSIng my ideas and reading my work; and to 

my family for all their kindness and assistance. My greatest debt,, however, 

is to my wife., Christina. Without her constant support and encouragements, 

this thesis would, I am sure, never have been completed. 
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CHAPTER ONE 



1 

CHAPTM ONE 

CEESHIRE IN THE EABLY TH CENTURT 

The county of Cheshire, situated in the north-western corner of the 

kingdom, was described by Daniel King in 1656 as I "ounding in plenteousness 

of all things needful and necessary for mans' use insomuch that it merited 
i 

and had the name of The Vale Royal of England'. In reality, however., 

Cheshire was one of the poorest English counties; the poll tax of 1641 
2 

shows that only seven counties were assessed at a lower rate per acre, while 

a study of the gentry's estates has revealed that incomes from land were lay 

no means as high as in the more prosperous southern and eastern parts of 
3 

the country. The predominant soil in the area, thick clay with poor 

drainage, wan unsuita'lple for arable use and much of the land was given over 

to pastoral farming. Cattle were kept in large numbers for both 'beef and 

milk. Indeedp Cheshire was renowned for the high quality of its dairy produce. 

one eighteenth century comientator noted that 'the county (although) remote 

from London, is one of those which contributes most to its support 

that is '6y its excellent cheese which they make here in such quantities and 
4 

so exceeding good'. In addition to its dairying, Cheshire was also famous 

for the manufacture of salt. The natural lazlzke sprinZs (almost fully 

saturated) at ffantwich,, Iforthwich and Middlewich had been exploited since 

early times to produce a coarse salt - 'more searching' than continental 
5 

salt - for the homemarket and for export to Ireland. However., the extensive 

I D. King (ea. )., The Vale Royal of England, London, 1656, p. i- 

2G. P. Higgins, County Government and Society in Cheshire 1590-164.0, 
University of Liverpool ILJý- thesis., 1973., P- 45- 

3M. D. G. Wanklyn, 'Landownership, Political Authority and Social Status in 
Shropshire and Cheshire 1500-17001,, Journal of West Midlands Studies, vol. II 
(1978)., p. 23- 

4D. Defoe,, A Tour through the whole Island of Great Britain, vol. 2,. 
Londons 19662 P. 72. 

51ff. N. Chaloner, 'Salt in Cheshire 1600-1870'. Transactions of the 
Lancashire and Cheshire Antiquarian Society, vol. 71 (1961), p. 60. 
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rock salt deposits around Weaverham., in the north of the county, were not 

discovered or developed until the latter part of the seventeenth century. 

Recognised as a County Palatine from as early as the mid-thirteenth 

century,, Cheshire had long formed a distinct administraLtive unit within 

the kingdom. Admittedly., the TudorS' reorganization of local government, 

which integrated Cheshire into the national framework, destroyed much of 

the county's earlier independence; in 15W the county 1secame suloject to 

Parliamentary taxation and 'by the statute of 34-35 Henx7 VIII, cap. 13-P 

the county and the city of Chester were each granted the right to elect 

two representatives to the Parliament at Westminster. Nevertheless, some 

of Cheshire's unique institutions., the Palatine Courts of Exchequer and 

Great Sessions, survived the Tudor reforms and continued to make the county's 
2 

administration 'very particular ..... and distinct from any other'. 

The Exchequer Court was, perhaps, the most distinctive of the Palatine 

institutions. Coeval with the Earldom of Cheshire, it had originally-acted 

as a court of revenue lout loy the late sixteenth century the Exchequer had 

lost much of its earlier financial importance, dealing mainly with minor 
3 

local cases involving delpt. It had., however., also developed into a court 

of equity and its procedure was, in most respects, similar to that of the 

Court of Chancery. The Exchequer's major officials consisted of a 

Chamberlain,, Vice-Chamberlain., two Barons and four Sergeants-at-Law. By 

the Restbration. 4 however, the office of Chamberlain,, held liDetween 1660-1736 

1Dy the Earls of Derliy,, was entirely honox-ific, and the court was presided 
4 

over by his deputy who was usually a co=on lawyer. 

i 
V. C. H. Cheshire, vol. II, p. 98. 

2 
D. Defoe., Tour of Great Britain, vol. 2. P. 73. 

3 
V. ML Cheshire, vol. UP P- 38. 

411aid., 39- 
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The Court of Great Sessions, common], y 'but erroneously referred to 

ley contemporaries as the Assizes, combined the jurisdiction of an Assize 

Court with that of the superior courts at Westminster. As with the Exchequer, 

there were usually two six day sessions a year, held in the spring and the 

autumn. The Court's two judges, the Chief Justice of Chester and the 

puisne or second judge were, like other members of the judiciary, appointed 

loy the Crown. In practical terms the Palatine Courts offered the 

inhalpitants of the county quicker and cheaper hearings than the courts at 

Westminster. Sir Simon Degge, a Staffordshire lawyer.. who 1pelieved that 

many families in his own county had suffered financial ruin loy indulging 

in expensive litigation in the capital, alleged that 'Cheshire holds out 
2 

1petter lbecause they have their own laws at home and frequent not London much. ' 

For purposes of local administration Cheshire was divided into seven 

Hundreds; Broxton., Bucklow., Edisbury. , Macclesfield, Itantwich., Northwich and 

Wirral. Each Hundred appointed two Head Const"les (from amons the sulestantial, 

yeomen and minor gentlemen) who superkised the collection of national taxes 
3 

and local rates. Head Constables were generally appointed annually lout 

Macclesfield Hundred often retained theirs for a period of several years. 

Middling freeholders from each Hundred were also required to sit on the 

Gran(i Jury of Presentment. This I)ody,, which constituted tan important link 
4 

'6vtween villaZe and county Zovernment', was responsilple for m-king foxmial 

and comprehensive presentments to the Courts of Quarter and Great Sessions; 

1petween, 1660 and 1689 an increasingly large part of the Grand Jury's duties 

consisted of presenting Protestant non-conformists and Catholic recusants 

I V. C. H. Cheshire,, vdL II, P. 38. 

2 T. Harwood (ed. ),, Erdeswick's Staffordshires Londono 1820, p. iviii. 

3j. S. Morrill., Cheshire 1630-1660: County Government and Society during 
the English Revolution., Oxford, 1974, P. ii. 

J+ ý Ibid., see also J. S. Morrill, The Cheshire Grand Jux7, Leicester, 1976. 
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for alosence from church. Petty Sessions, or informal monthly meeting,. s of 

Justices within each Hundred, had existed in Cheshire since the late 

sixteenth century. Here routine administrative matters, such az the 

repair of loridges and highways, were dealt with 'but the more important 

cases were referred to Quarter Sessions. In most counties the Sessions 

were usually held in the county town; in Shropshire the court always sat 
2 

at Shrews'bury. In Cheshire, however, Quarter Sessions were held at five 

different market towns. A fairly stable pattern emerged during the early 

seventeenth century 1; ut this was disrupted first, ley the Civil Wars and 

then,, by the Restoration. But from 1679 onwards the pattern again6ecomes 

clear; Epiphany Sessions alternated 'Detween Midalewich and Narthvich,, 

Easter Sessions were held at Chester., Midsummer Sessions at Nantwich and 

Michaelmas Sessions at Knutsford. 

It has now leecome a well est"lished view that Cheshire possessed a 

homogeneous and st"le ruling #ýlite; when Daniel Defoe passed through the 

county, he remarked that 'there is no part of Fzigland where there 2. re such 

a great number of families of gentry and of such ancient nolple extraction'. 

According to Dr. J. S. Morrill,, the county 'appears to have had one of the 
4 

most stable n4inZ Alites in England'. Some families, such as the Leghs., 

Davenports and Masseys, were of Norman origin and were estilplished in 

Cheshire soon after the Conquest. At least seventy-one sentry families 

could trace their ancestorsback within the county to the thirteenth 
5 

century. Between 1540 and 1640 the land market in many counties (e. g. 

Staffordshire and Shropshire) was extremely buoyant with the result that 

li. S. Morrill, Cheshire 1630-1660, p. 8. 

2'V. C. IL Shropshire., vol. III., po 94-. 

3D. Defoe, Tour of Great Britain, vol. 2p P. 73- 

4 J. S. Morrill., Cheshire 163o-1660., p. 4. 

3 

Void... P. 



5 

landed society experienced radical ch2xiges, but in Cheshire few outsiders 

purchased or inherited land. 

The insularity of Cheshire's ruling elite was further unddrlined 'by 

their tendency to select marriage partners from am ng their neighlipours in 

the county. A s2mple study of 162 gentry marxiaýes (1590-1640) haA shown 
2 

that over seventy-five per cent were made in the county. But after the 

Restoration this trend 'bec2 much less pronounced. A similar study of 

163 marriages (heads of families and their heirs) covering the period 

1660-1715 reveals that only thirty-five per cent were contracted with other 

families in Cheshire. 

Estimates of the m=6er of 'gentle' families in Cheshire, duzInZ the 

seventeenth century, vary according to the method used to define the 

extremely nelbulous terra 'gentry'. The use of a=igerous evidence on its 

own is certainly misleading,., as many families who possessed the right to 

'bear arms did not register their claim at the infrequent Herald's visitations. 

On the other hand, if the fact that all Cheshire Grand Jurors were styled 

'gentleman' is taken into account., the term becomes almost meaningless. 

Neverthelesss it is still possilmle to estalolish certain pertinent facts 

alipout the county's ruling eglite. 

In the first place., there was no dominant resident peerage family in 

Cheshire. For much of the time lietween, 1540 and 1640, the Stanleys., Earls 

of Derloy. 0 controlled the Lord Lieutenancy of Cheshire, 'Out their authority 

in the county was never that great. The Stanleys' Cheshire estates were 

small and were depleted duriijg the early decades of the seventeenth century 

lRy the sale of several manors. Cheshire can loest loe descrilaea as a lZentry 

county'., dominated IDy a closely knit group of leading landowners who 

exercised their power through the commission of the peace and the Deputy 

Lieutenancya 

'ILD. G. Wanklyn., Landed Society and Allegiance in Cheshire and Shropshire 
in the First Civil War., University of Yianchester Ph. D. thesis,, 1976,, p. 19. 

2 
i. S. Morrill,, Cheshire 1630-1660, p. 4. 

hhý 
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]Between 1625 and 1640 Cheshire connissions of the peace listed an 

average of forty-five resident Justices who were drawn from a group of 

loetween 65-75 leading gentry families -a much narrower range than in 

other comparable counties such as Norfolk. Within this first group it 

is possible to distinguish a coterie of 25-30 families, major landowners 

who possessed estates of two thousand acres and upwards. This powerful 

inner group., whose leadership was both established and respected., enjoyed 
2 

$what wasp in effect., a hereditary place on the 'Senchl., and provided the 

county with Deputy Lieutenants and M. P. s. However, there were no 

parliamentary dynasties in Cheshire. The thirty-seven gentlemen elected 

to serve as representatives of the county between 1543 and 1642 were drawn 

from twenty-eight families; six gentlemen sat twice and only five three 
3 

times. 

prior to the Civil War, there were no serious or longlasting divisions 
4- 

within the governing elite of Cheshire. They managed elections in their 

own interestp meeting together to decide who should represent the county, 

in order to avoid the cost and trouble of a poll. Admittedly, in the 1620s 

and 1630s this common purpose was undermined, to some degree, when a struggle 

for local precedence loetween the 'Daronets' and the 'Irish peers' resulted 

-5 in a series of contested elections, Nevertheless., loy 1640 the county's 

P ruling elite, characterised'ipy 'a deep rooted conservatism and marked 

insularity'swere united in their opposition to central goverment's 
6 

innovatory economic and religious policies. 

'G. P. HigZins, County Governwnt,, p. 68. 

2kD. G. Wank2, vn., Landed Society, p. 444. 

3V. C. IL Cheshire,, vol. II., p. lol. 

4IIaid. 
9 p. 102o 

5j. S. Morrill., Cheshire 1630-1660., P. 32. 

6, bid. 9 P. 34. 
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In Zeneral., the Cheshire gentry conformed to the doctrines and 

discipline of the Anglican Church - very few adopted extreme religious 

attitudes. Catholicism was not deeply rooted in the county for only a 

handful of leading families (the Pooles of Poole, the Masseys of Paddington,, 

the Stanleys of Hooton and the Savages of Beeston) had remained faithful to 

the old religion. It has been estimated that there were, in total,, about 

three hundred recusants in Cheshire durin,, o. the early years of the seventeenth 

century,, and these were concentrated in Wirral Handred and in the parishes 

of Bunloury and Malpas. 

Equally few members of Cheshire's ruling elite seem to have inclined 

towards 'Puritanism'. Of course there were some notal)le exceptions. John 

Bruen of Stapleford, whose household became a puritan seminary, gained a 

reputation as 'the chief instrument to plant and estalplish the preaching 

of the Gospel ..... first6y providing divers of God's ministers (and) 

afterwards by maintaining a preacher at his own proper cost and charges'. 
2 

Sir William Brereton of HancIfoAh,, the future leader of the Parliamentarian 

cause in the county, likewisespresented several Puritan divines to livings 
3 

in his gift., 

Paritanism was far stronger a ng the clergy and a rig those mem'Imers 

of the laity lioelow the magisterial class. During the late sixteenth and 

early seventeenth century successive Bishops of Chester (e. g. Chadderton 

and Lloyd) had tolerated non-conformist ministers, viewing them as allies 
4 

in the fight to stamp out the remnants of Popery in the diocese. By 1600, 

lectureships and exercises were being held in several places including Chester, 

R. Wajýk., Elizaloethan Recusancy in Cheshire, Manchester, 1971,, P. 130- 

2R. C. Richardson, Puritanism in north-west England, Manchester,, 1972, p. 122. 

31bid.,, 
P. 14- 

4V. C. M. Cheshire, vol. III, pp. 25-27. 

khý 
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I 
Macclesfield, Northwich and Nantwich. As Dr. Richardson has shown., the 

Puritan movement was well established in the eastern part of the county., 
2 

especially in the market towns situated on the main traclinZ routes. 

There were few towns of notable size in Cheshire. Nantwich, well 

endowed with gent3ýy houses,, had a population of c. 2,9,00 while Macclesfield, 

with a growing silk button industry.. was slightly smaller. 
3 

The city of 

Chester, with a population of about 7,500 in 1664, was loy far the largest 
4 

u3: 4an centre in the county. The leather industry was of consideralple 

importance 
5 

in the economy of the city employing a6out a quarter of the 

workforce. During the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries Chester was one 

of the lousiest ports on the western coast north of Bristol,, and most of 

its external trade (the import of cattle', sheep and hides,, the export of 
6 

coal., salt and oak loark) was carried on with Ireland. But6y the seventeenth 

century Chester's survival as a thriving port was threatened loy the poor 

system of transport routes to its hinterland and ley the silting up of the 

River Dee. As early as 1486 the citizens had petitioned the King, complaining 

that the river 'is at present olostructed 'by the vehement influx of sand 

and silting up of gravel,, that merchants with their ships were 'my no means 

-7 Oole to reach the aforesaid city. ' 

I 
V. C. H. Cheshire, vol. III., p. 101. 

2ý. 
C. Richardson. - ILlritarlismo P. 177. 

3j. 
Howard Hodson., Cheshire, 1660-1780: Restoration to Industrial Revolution, 

Chester, 1978, P- 93. 

4 
A. M. Johnson, Some Aspects of the Political., Constitutional, Social and 

Economic History of the City of Chester 1550-1662, University of Oxford 
D. Phil. thesis, 1970P P. 8. 

5D. M. Woodwardq 'The Chester Leather Industry 1558-1625', Transactions of 
the Historical Society of Lancashire and Cheshire, vol. 119 (1967), pp. 65-66. 

6, 
bid., P. 70. 

7 
Quoted in J. Beck., Tudor Cheshire, Chester,. 1969, p. 8. 
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Altl-x)ugh declining economically.. Chester occupied an important stratezic 

position. It was the principal port of transportation to Ireland and 

commanded the main routes to IforthWales. Furthermore . its walls and castle 
I 

had loeen well maintained and could'be 'quickly fortified and made very tenalolel. 

In the opinion of one county gentleman Chester 'deserves a more particular 

regard than most places in England (for) if there should happen any distux; loance 

we have no place of strength to f3, v to or gather any'loody of men for defence, 
2 

so proper as that city. ' 

The royal charter., granted 'by Henry VII in 1506, designated the city of 

Chester as a county in its own right. It had its own system of law courts - 

i-brtmote and Pentice for civil matters,, Orownmote and Quarter Sessions for 
3 

Crown pleas. Goveriunent in the 1porough was to 1pe conducted 1)y its major 

officials (a Mayor.. Recorder., two Sheriffs and Town Clerk) and 1py an 

AssemlDly, which consisted of twenty-four Aldermen and forty Common Councillors. 

]But IDy the mid-sixteenth century a further, strictly unconstitutional,, group - 

the Sheriffs Peers - had emerged within the Assembly; each year two new 

Councillors were elected to replace the two new Sheriffs (chosen from amonz 

the Common Council) while the two retiring Sheriffs were allowed to resume 

their places in the AssemKy as Sheriffs Peers. 

The charter of 1506 also granted the city a very open electoral. system, 

wherelpy the commonalty were allowed to elect the major officials and the 
5 

mem'6ers of the AssemlDly annually. This procedure was adhered to until at 

least 1516pbut was undermined two years later when the Assem)Dly passed a 

'C. S. P. D. 1682., P. 343. 

2 Aston lodge, Aston MS.., 83/A4.6. 

3A. M. Johnson, Chester 1550-1662, pp. 144-3j+5. 

4 M. Johnson, Politics in Chester during the Civil'7ars d Interregnum,, A an 
in P. Clark and P. Slack (eds. )., Crisis and Order in English Towns 1500- 
1700, London,, 1972., p. 218. 

-ý%C. M. Cheshire, vol. II., p. 99. 
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law "olishing the citizens' rights of election. In 1572 several leading 

citizens tried to re-open the question of popular electoral rights 1Dut 

their efforts came to nothing. Consequently, from the second decade of the 

sixteenth century,, the city's government began moving towards self- - 

perpetuating oligarchy with vacancies on the Aldermanic Bench and Connon 

Council 1; eing filled by co-option. However.. the citizens at large did 

retain a limited r6le in the very complex system of electing the Mayor. 

This involved the Aldermen meeting together and choosing several candidates 

(usually 'between four and six) from amorig themselves. The Sheriffs Peers., 

Common Councillors and the freemen then voted for the nominees. The two 

candidates gaining the highest number of freemen votes were finally 

presented lipefore the Aldermenwho selected one to serve as Mayor for the 
2 

ensuing year. Thus, effective power in the city resided with the mem'sers 

of the Aldermanic Bench. 

In the period 'between 1,540 and 1640 Chester was one of the very few 

1ooroughs in the country which maintained its independence. Outside 

attempbsto influence the outcome of Parliamentary elections (ley the Earl 

of Leicester in 1581+, the Prince of Wales in 1621 and 162j+ and the 

Cheshire gentry in 1628) were vigorously resisted and met with little 
3 

success. Most Chester ILP. s were Aldermen or had close connections with 

the city at the time of their election; the Recorder was invari"ly 

returned as one of the lsorougfxýs representatives at Westminster. It is 

difficult to determine the exact nature of the city's franchise 1but 

surviving fragmentary evidence suggests that, during the early part of the 

seventeenth centuryp all adult males possessed the right to vote. By 1673 

the city had clearly developed a 'freeman' franchise. Howevers the matter 

Johnson, Chester 1550-1662, P. 37. 

Ibid.., pp. 43--44. 

3 
v. C. IL Cheshire, vol. II, pp. 110-112. 
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was usually decided within the Assembly and contested elections were 

thereforega rare occurrence. 

Nevertheless., politics in Chester, during the early seventeenth 

century, were extremely disturýbed as the city was often in conflict with 

county and diocesan officials over their relative rights and jurisdictions; 

Gloverstone, an enclave within the city walls,, IDut not encompassed ley its 
2 

governing charter, proved to'be a particular bone of contention. Furthermore, 

the Assembly itself was also deeply divided into opposing factions. The 

monopolistic activities of one group of merchants'. who secured Crown grants 

awarding them exclusive rights over Chester's most profitalple trades (the 

export of calf skins and the import of sweet wines)jwere vehemently opposed 
3 

IDy another group, who claimed that this was damaging to the city's interests. 

There is some evidence to suggest that these disputes over economic 

matters were compounded loy religious differences for several of the anti- 
4 

monopolists are known to have had strong Puritan sympathies. 

The outbreak of the, Civil War dealt a decisive 'slow tb the unity of 

Cheshire's governing 61ite. In an exhaustive social and economic stucly of 

the Royalist and Parliamentarian parties in the county., Dr. M. D. G. Wank-lyn 

has demonstrated that a majority of the principal landowners (those who 

possessed estates of over two thousand acres) "6ecame committed supporters 

of the King (fifty-four per cent asq)posed to twenty-six per cent who 
5 

sided with Parliament). Nevertheless, his study also reveals that in 

Cheshire the Zentryas a whole, were more evenly divided than in some 

other counties, such as Shropshire 2nd Lancashire. In this latter county 

i V. C. M. Cheshire., vol. II, pp. UO-3-12. 

2J. S. Morrill, Cheshire 163o-1660, P. 

3, A. 1,1. Johnson', Politics in Chester during the Civil Wars and Interregnum., 
p. 204.. 

4V. C. M. Cbeshire, vol. Ii, p. 113. 

5M. 
D. G. Wanklyn, Landed Society.. pp. 272-Z73. 
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i 
the Royalist gentry outnumbered their opponents ley two to one , whereas in 

Cheshire committed Parliamentarian gentry outnum1pered their Royalist 
2-, 

counterparts by fifty-seven to fifty-four. Although many of Cheshire's 

leading families may., as Dr. J. S. Morrill has suggested, have inclined 

towards neutralism - attempts by some prominent gentlemen. to achieve 'a 

cessation of arms upon both sides' continued until as late as Decem1per 
3 

1642 - their position became increasingly untenalple, and they were forced 

by the course of events to support one side or the other. Throughout the 

summer of 1642 rival groups of gentry, acting as Commissioners of Array and 

Deputy Lieutenants, organized musters to recruit troops for the Crown and 
4 

Parliament respectively. The King's visit to the county in SeptemImer 

undoulptedly polarized opinion still further. 

During the early stages of the war in Cheshire.. looth sides possessed 

forces 6f equal strength and neither was able to gain the ascendancy. 

However, the Royalist's position in the county was seriously weakened 

after a substantial part of their troops were incorporated into the King's 

main field army. Moreover., Sir William Brereton of handforth, the 

Parliamentarian military comnander in Cheshire,, proved to be far more 

efficient and almle than Sir Thomas Aston., his Royalist counterpart; Aston's 

indecision allowed the Parliamentary forces to capture first Nantwich and 
6 

then Middlewich. In January 1644 Brereton., together with Sir Thomas Fairfax, 

crushed a contingent of Irish troops at the battle of 11antwich and 'by the 

middle of that year only the city of Chester remained under Royalist control. 

'B. G. Blackwood, The Lancashire Gentry and the Great Relpellion,, 
Manchester, 19782 p. 66. 

2M. D. G. Wanklyn., Landed Society,, pp. 272-273- 

3J. S. Morrills Cheshire 1630-1660., PP. 57-58- 

4,1. id. , p. 61+. 

5R. 1f. Dore, The Civil Wars in Cheshire., Chester, 1966s p. 29. 

Ibid... pp. 25-28. 
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The city of Chester was one of the few urlsian centres in England to 

support Charles I in 1642. Here, the longstanding disputes over economic 

matters provided the basis for division between Royalist and Parliamentarian 

and the majority on the Aldermanic Bench, whose interests were closely 

linked with those of the Crown., had little initial difficulty in manoeuvaririg 

the city behind the King. But., as Dr. A. M. Johnson has stressed.. Chester's 

Royalism was extremely narrow based for the Mayoral elections of 1644 and 

161+5 showed that a majority of the commonalty were firmly opposed to the 
2 

Roya. list Assembly. Even the Assembly's relations with Sir Nicholas Byron,, 

the militaxy governor., deteriorated into mutual distrust as the former 
3 

came to resent the latter's authority in the city. 

After a si6ge lasting intermittently for one and a half years., Chester 

finally surrendered to the Parliamentary forcds in FelpruarY 1646. In the 

following months the Aldermianic Bench was purged of Royalists and the city 

placed under the control of a Parliamentary committee. Tet relations 

'between the civil and military authorities were soon as strained as they 

had 'been during the period of Royalist occupation. Descrilped as Itemperamentally 

neutralist', an important element in the city was., above all else, committed 

to protecting Chester's independence against outside interference from. "both 

the King and Parliam nt. 

As in most other counties during the 1640s, the Royalist gentry of 

Cheshire were removed from the commission of the peace and their estates 

sequestex-edl'but during the following decade the old county esta'blishment 
5 

laegan to draw together once aZain. This process was encouraged loy several 

'A. M. Johnson, Politics in Chester during the Civil Wars ancl Interregnum,, 
p. 209. 

2 
Void., p. 214. 

3 
Ilpid., p. 211. 

4V. C. M. Chesbirep vol. II,, p. 13J+. 

5 
See J. S. Morrillp Cheshire 1630-1660., Chapter 
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factors. In the first pýace., leading families who opposed the King in 

1642., such as the Booths of Dunham Massey, the Delves of Doddington and 

the 11afburys of Marbury., had failed to gain control of the war effort in 

Cheshire. They resented the fact that Sir William Brereton of Handforth, 

their inferior in wealth and statuu, had monopolisea nearly all the major 

positions of influence and that the County and Hundred committees were 

dominated by minor gentlemen. Secondly, many Parliamentarians shared the 

Royalists outrage and revulsion over the execution of Charles I. After 

the KingIs death in 1649 several sulastantial gentlemenv who had supported 

Parliament and who continued to'be included on the comnissions of the 

peace throughout the 1650s, refused to take any active part in local 

goverment. 

Central government's failure to achieve a religious settlement 

acceptable to most gentlemen was equally important. They were disturibed 
I 

'by the proliferation of radical sects - Quaker OP"lishers of Truth' hacL 

been active in northern and south-western Cheshire - and the growth of 

autonomous chapelries like that established at Duckenfield Ily Samuel Eaton. 

Furthermore., many Parliamentarian gentry were deeply concerned 'my the 

continued power and influence of the army, which they viewed as a threat to 

the maintenance of order. Indeed,, several Cheshire gentlemen had first-hand 

experience of the army's militancy. In 16)+7 the garrison of Chester 

mutinied and imprisoned a number of Deputy Lieutenants in the city until 
2 

their arrears were paid in full. For eighteen months in 1655-56 Cheshire 

was placed under the control of Charles 17orsley, whose harsh treatment of 

delinquents and rigorous administration of the decimation tax gained him a 

reputation as the most oppressive of all Major-Generals. 

iF. Sandersp 'The Quakers in Cheshire under the Protectoratelf 
journal of the Chester and North Wales Archaeological Society,, 
xX. v6L 14 (1908)., Passim. 

2 
J. S. Morrill, Cheshire, 1630-1660, pp. 196-197- 

.L 
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by the middle years of the decade Cheshirets pre-war governing elite 

had clearly re-established normal social relations. The diary of Thomas 

Mainwaring of Over Peover., a J. P, throughout the Protectorate, reveals that 

he frequently hunted and dined in the company of Royalists like 
I 

Lord Cholmondeley,, Roliert Cotton of C=bermere and Peter Leicester of Ta61ey. 

More significantly., these and other former adversaries were even prepared 

to co-operate together over political matters. In the elections of 1659, 

the candidacy of John Bradshaw, the regicide lawyer, was opposed 'by 'a 

party of alienated landowners,, all of ancient descent and all who had 
2 

themselves or whose fathers had sat on the pre-war Com=ssion of the Peace'. 

However, the rapprochement 'between disillusioned Parliamentarians and 

defeated Royalists, that had taken place during previous years., was 

demonstrated more fully during the course of Booth's relDellion. 

The amed risingin Cheshire of August 1659.. commonly referred to as 

Booth's rebellion, was Originally intended to be no more than a minor part 

of a nationxide Royalist/PresIDyterian revolt against the Rump Parliament 
3 

and its military allies. The principal insurrections were to take place in 

East-Anglia and the South-west; Lord Willoughby had been engaged to take 

possession of the port of Lynn; Colonel Massey and Silas Titus were to seize 

the strateggically important cities of Gloucester and Bristol. Subsidjary 

risinzs in Cheshire and other parts of the country were merely designed to 

distract the Zovernment's attention away from the two main centres of revolt. 

I Cheshire R. 0.,, The Diary of Sir Thomas Mainwaring, DDI. 3&ý. 2.. P. 326 
and passim. 

2 
J. S. Morrill,, Cheshire 1630-1660,, p. 295- 

3J. R. Jones., 'Booth's Rising of 16591, B. J. Ry. L., vol- 39 (1957),, p. 1+26; 
G. Daviest The Restoration of Charles IT 1658-1660, Oxford, 1955, Chapter 8; 
D. Underdown,, Royalist Conspiracy in England 1649-1660, New Haven, 1960, 
Chapter 12. 

4j. 
R. Jones., Booth's Rising 

., j pp. 1+27-429. 
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Responsibility for organising the diversionary movement in Cheshire 

and the north-west of England rested with Sir George Booth of Dunham Massey. 

Head of one of the wealthiest and most prestigious families in Cheshire, 

Booth had remained a committed supporter of Parliament throughout the Civil 

'Wars. Me was returned as M. P. for the county in the recruiter elections of 

164.6 IDutan outspoken critic of the army., Booth was excluded from, the 

Conraons by Pride's Purge. Obviously dissatisfied loy the course of events 

he refused to loecome actively involved in county administration under the 

Protectorate. And when approached in early 1659 loy John Mordaunt - an 

agent of the Royalist Court, who was endeavouring to co-ordinate the series 

of risings - Booth declared that he was prepared to take part in an 

insurrection against the Rump. 

In most areas the risings., frustrated by government viZilance and the 

defeatism of the Sealed Kmt., never got off the ground; hence the significance 

of Booth's initial success in Cheshire. booth himself received a pessimistic 

letter from the Cavalier leaders on July 31st, advising him to desist lout,, 

having already made extensive preparations, he determined to proceed as 
2 

planned. Thuso on August lst Sir Georee Booth mustered his forces at 

Warrington loefore moving on to Chester the following day. Aided Uy the 

civil authorities., who opened Chester's main gates, the insurgents quickly 

gained control of the city IDut they failed to seize the castle. which was 
3 

garrisoned by troops loyal to the government. 

By the first week in August Booth and his supporters, utilizing the 

militia system for recruitment., had been alple to assem1ple a force of alpout 

four thousandjand had established control over most of Cheshire and southern 

iD. Underdcwnp Px-Lde's Purge, Oxford,, 1971v PP- 152.. 176. 

2j. S. jjorri. U, Cheshire 163o-166o, P. 307. 

A. M. johnson., Politics in Chester during the Civil Wars and Interregnum, 

p. 226. 
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Lancashire. 1hirthermore., the rising had encountered almost no resistance 

from the few leading gentlemen who might have been expected to support the 

government. In most cases those who did not openly side with Booth adopted 

a neutral attitude. John Legh of Booths, High Sheriff of Cheshire., and 

Thomas Stanley of Alderley, one of the county's most active J. P. s, laoth 

went into hiding. Henry Bradshaw of Marple (brother of John Bradshaw, the 

regicide),, who raised a company of Cheshire volunteers during the second 

Civil War, wrote to Booth assuring him that he 'had not in the least 
2 

measure advisedo acted or consented tLnto anything against you'. 

In the alasence of any significant risings elsewhere,, however, the tide 

was beginning to turn against Booth. Lambert, one of the army's most 

experienced officers, was already marching north with a force of two thousand 

men., Jerome Zankey had sailed from Ireland with regiments of foot and horse, 

while Colonel Lilburne had moved into northern Lancashire. Mostly untrained 

and J31, equipped, the Cheshire insurgents were no match for the seasoned 

veterans of the New Model ArnW.. and the rising's leaders proved incapable of 

deciding upon an effective or realistic strategy. When Lambert reached the 

county Booth attempted to open negotiations but his overtures were scornfully 

rejected. On 19th August the two forces met at Winnington Bridge and after 

a lorief struggle the Cheshire rebels were completely overwhelmed. This 

defeat marked the end of the rebellion for in the following days the city 

of Chester surrendered to Lambert and the rising's leaders were rounded up 

and imprisoned. Sir George Booth., disguised as 'Lady Dorothy', was captured 
3 

later in the month at Newport Pagnell and sent under guard to the Tower. 

i J. S. Morx-Mj Cheshire 163o-166o, P- 312. 

Ilpid. 

3 
'Civil War Tracts of Cheshire#., Chetham Society, MS. vol. 65 (1909), 

pp. 182-184. 
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Unfortunately, no comprehensive list of the risinZ's principal 

adherents has survived. Nevertheless# using a variety of sources, it can 

loe established that at least thirty-five Cheshire gentlemen were involved 

in the revolt. This group represented a wide spectrum of opinion in the 

county and included eighteen mem`ýers of Royalist families,, fourteen memlDers 

of Parliamentarian families and four gentlemen who had remained neutral or 

whose allegiance during the Civil 1.7ars is unknown. It is,, perhaps,, worth 
2 

noting that Booth did not, as som authorities have suggested he did, 

reject the support of prominent papists for William Stanley of Hooton, a 

Catholic squire, certainly commanded a troop at the loattle of Winnington 
3- 

Bridge. 

No study of the Cheshire rising of August 1659 would be complete without 

some consideration of what Sir George Booth stood for. During the early 

stages of the rising 
4 

Booth issued two manifestos, his 'Declaration' and 

'Letter to a Friend'. The 'Letter'., which was designed to appeal to 

disillusioned supporters of Parliament., listed a nurAaer of grievances. It 

alluded to the du6ious authority of the Pump and complained of the a=yls 

power 'subjecting us under the meanest and fanatic spirits of the nation'. 

Howevers it should'6e emphasised that neither of these two propazanda, 

documents made any reference to the question of monarchy. Indeed, Booth 

was extremely disturbed when the Earl of Derby proclaimed Charles II, 

c, As Dr. Morrill has pointed out., the Ommenting 'it would be their ruin'. 

i 
'Civil War Tracts of Cheshire', Chetham Society,, X. S. vol. 65 (1909), 

5 

pp. 172-176; Calendar of the Proceedings of the Com-nittee for Compounding 
with Delinquents,, vol. V, PP. 3252-3254; G. Omerod, history of Cheshire 
(revised G. Helsby)., London,, 1882, vol. i,, p. LXVi; Cheshire R. O., QJF 
January 1661, ff. 25,32,53; QJF Trinity 1662, f. 162; QJF Octo6er 1663,, 
f. 118; WF January 1671,, f. 121; QJF October 1675., f. W. 

2D. Underdown., Royalist Conspiracy,, p. 275. 

3cheshire R. O.., QJF July 1661, f. 229. 

4, Civil, War Tracts of Cheshire', Chetham Society,, N. S. vol. 65 (1909), PP. 164-5. 

51bid, 



19 

final paraZraph of a 'Letter to a Friend' is highly significant in this 

respect. It demanded 'a means to admit the old members of 1Doth Houses, or 
I 

to call a new free Parliament'. Obviously Booth's primary olDjective was 

to secure a Parliament which represented the interests of the natural rulers 

of provincial society - the old county gentry. Then., and only then,, could 

the question of Kingship loe considered. 

By the time Booth was released from the Tower, at the end of Felaruary 

1660., many of his demands had been or were soon to be achieved. Monck had 

entered London in Januax-y and forced the Rump to admit its seculded memli)ers. 

The Long Parliament finally dissolved itself in mid-March and in the ensuing 

elections to the Convention, Booth was returned as M. P. for Cheshire. On 

Ma, Y 7th 166o, less than a year after his premature and unsuccessful revolt,, 

Sir George Booth was appointed 'by his fellow M. P. s. to attend Charles Stuart 
2 

at Breda. Events were now moving inexoralply towards a restoration of the 

monarchy. 

i 'Civil War Tracts of Cheshire Ij Chetham Society,, N. S. vol. 65 (1909) 
pp. 164-165; J. S. Morrill., Cheshire 1630-1660, P. 319- 

2 
Comons Journals., vol. 8, p. 15. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE RESTORATION SETIIMM; T 

In the opinion of one Cheshire Royalist the restoration of the monarchy 

in May 1660 heraLled a return to a system of government that was the 'most 

ancient, most perfect, most natural and most durable'. This eulogy reflected 

the overwhelming desire of the propertied classes throughout the kingdom for 

a return to the 'natural' order of society in which central government would 

be exercised by a King, Lords and Commons, and local government "by the 

greater landowners through the conmdssions of the peace and the Lieutenancy. 
2 

In Cheshire., as in Lincolnshire and mgny other counties., the conmdssion of 
3 

the peace of 1660161 included the heads of almost all the major landed 

families (i. e. those with estates of over two thousand acres) andas such 

reflected the rapprochement that had developed 'between Royalist and 

Parliamentarian families during the 1650s, and which had Iseen, so dramatic ally 

demonstrated in Booth's reUellion. 

It has lDeen contended that the composition of the post-Restoration 

magistracy in Cheshire, particularly the appointment of Peter Dutton of 

Matton,, John Crewe of Utkinton and Edward Hyde of Norlipury, owed something to 
4 

their support for Sir George Booth's rising, yet all of these men (or their 

'Sir Peter Leicesters 'Charges to the Grand Jury at Quarter Sessions, 
1660-16771, (ed. ) E. M. Halcrow, Chetham Society,, Third Series Vol. 5 
(1953)s p. 6. 

2 C. Eolmes, Seventeenth-Century Lincolnshire, Lincoln, 1980,, p. 219; 
V. C. H. ShroPshire,, vol. 3t P. 96; F. Clark, English Provincial Society 
from the Reformation to the Revoluti6n: Religion, Politics and Society 
in Kent 1500-1640, Massocks.. 1977,, P. 397; A. Fletcher., A County Conmunity 
in Peace and War: Sussex 1600-1660, London, 1975.. pp. 321-2. 

3P. R. O. 
', 

CIES/2033/i. The nomina ministorum of july 1661 is the earliest 
surviving post-Restoration list of Cheshire J. P. s. It includes twenty-four 
Royalists, twenty Parliamentarians and six families who had remained neutral 
or whose loyalty is unknown. 

ZT. S. mlorrill, Cheshire 1630-1660, P. 310. 4 
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fathers) had regularly served as J. P. s prior to 1642. William Massey of 

Aucilem and John Daniel of Daresbury's appointment as Justices may have 

been a reward for the aid they had given Booth but participation in the 

1659 uprising was not an over-riding criterion in determining the 

complexion of the Restoration bench of magistrates. Sir Thomas Wil'6raham 

of Woodhey., who had remained inactive during the reliiellion, and John Ward 

of Capesthorne, who had actually refused to supply Booth with soldiers, 

were both appointed justices in 1660. Of far greater significance is the 

continuity between the Restoration magistracy and the commissions of the 

peace issued prior to the outbreak of the Civil War., for thirty-nine of the 

fifty families listed in the commission, of July 1661 had supplied J. P. s 

during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. 

Nevertheless, the inclusion of eleven familiess who had not provided 

J. P. s prior to 1642, on the post-Restoration bench of Justices may give 

rise to the belief that the Civil Wars and the Interregnum had lDrought about 

sullstantial changes in the governing elite of the county. These new 

appointments., however, were a recognition of an enhanced social or economic 

status which was largely unrelated to the years of hostility. William 

Barnston of Churton and Fulk Lucy of Henbury,, both active Royalists, had 

contracted advantageous ma riages with Cheshire heiresses either during or 
2 

immediately after the Civil Wars. Peter Brooke of LIere and Roger Wilbraham 

of Darfold had both increased their landed estates 'by purchases on the 

Interregnum land market, but they had done so at the expense of declining 

i 
J. S. Morrill, Cheshire 163o-166o, P. 315. 

2 G. Ormerod, Cheshire., vol. 2., P- 747; J. P. Earwaker, East Cheshire, 
London., 1877., vol. 2. p. 418. William Barnston married Alice., 
daughter and heiress of Thomas Trafford of Bridge Trafford. Fulk Lucy., 
descendant of a Warwickshire family, married IsaliDella,, daughter and 
heiress of William Davenport of Henbury. 
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i 
neutrals rather than at the expense of impoverished Royalist families. 

The elevation to the magistracy of Kenrick Eyton and John Leche can "be 

explained not by their acquisition of land but by their position as 

officials of the Palatine Courts at Chester. The alosence after 1660 of 

certain other families who had served on the pre-war bench can, likewise, 

1De attrilauted to reasons unconnected with the Civil War; the Breretons of 

Owsacre and 11inshulls of Minshull had become extinct during the 1640s., the 

Breretons of Wettenhall and Leversages of Wheelock had sold the majority 

of their estates prior to 1660 and the Astons, of Aston and the Davenports 
3 

of Bramhall were both in minority at the Restoration. 

The only group which was Positively excluded from the Restoration 

commission of the peace were those who had loeen closely associated with the 

military rule during the 1650sbut of this faction only the Stanleys of 

Alderley and Duckenfields of Duckenfield had regulaAY served as J. P. 8 

dul-ing the early seventeenth century. The majority of the military radicals, 

including Thomas Croxton of Ravenscroft,, the former Governor of Chester,, and 

Colonel Gil'bert Gerard, came from minor gentry families whose highest office 

before the Civil Wars was Head Constable of their respective, Hunareds. 

More surprising was the omission of Sir Henry Delves of Doddington, one of 
5 

the leading Cheshire baronets. The Delves had served almost continually as 

Ip. j. Pinckney,, 'The Cheshire Election of 16561, B. J. Ry. L.,, Vol. 49 (1967)" 

p. 402; G. Ormerod., Cheshire., vol. 1, p. 464, vol. 3, Pp. 207-216. Peter 
]Brooke JDought the manor of Mere in 1659 and two years later., acquired the 
manors of Over and Nether Walton. Roger"Wilbraham purchased the manor of 
Croxton from Eleanor Oldfield in 10+9. In 1655 he acquired the tithes of 
Woolstanton., Nantwich., Stapley and Alvaston. 

2G. Ormerod., Cheshirev vol. i,, P. 70; If. Bevan-Evans., Guide to the Flintshire 
Record Office, Flint, 1955, p. 89. Leche and Eyton were )both sergeants-at-law 
in the Palatine Courts. Their pre-war counterparts., Henry Birkenhead of 
Backford and Edward Dodd of Edge, were also county J. P. s. 

3G. Ornierod, Cheshire,, vol. I., P. 725, vol. 2,, pp. 195,687.. vol- 3,, PP- 121, 
31+1 ; J. P. Earw-aker,, East Cheshire.. vol. I., p. 1+38. 

4 
i. S. Morrill., Cheshire,, 163o-166o, p. 186. 

5 
Ibid., passim; G. Ormerod, Cheshire, vol- 3., P. 523- 
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magistrates between 1547 and 1642, had only been moderate supporters of 

Parliament and had participated in Booth's rising,, but were not included 

in a commission until March 1667- 

The militia commissiono issued by the Council of State in March 1660, 

had restored control of the trained bands to the county gentry and fourteen 

of the fifteen commissioners nanied for Cheshire had been leaders of 
2 

Sir George Booth's rebellion. The Lieutenancy commission of 1660., howevers 

unlike the magistracyo differed totally from its pre-war counterpart. In 

comparison to the commission of the peace the Deputy Lieutenancy was a much 

niore select bodyo smaller in size but superior in status and power. A list 
all 

of Deputy Lieutenants within Cheshire., compiled in 1639, included the most 
3A 

substantial landowners in the county. Of the ten families listed,, by 166o 

one was extinct, one in minority and one headed by an incorrigible radical. 

The heads of the remaining seven families were in no respect ineligible for 

selection; five were of an impeccably Royalist background and four had their 

names put forward during the summer of 1660. Tet of the four deputies 

nominated in October,, three came from middling gentx7 families who had never 

previously held the post. Admittedly three of the four named deputies, 

Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal, George74arburton of Arley and Peter Brooke 
56 

of Mere, had been involved in the rising of August 1659, but so had five of 

I P. R. O., C/23i/7,, P. 304. 

2 J. S. Iforri3l, Cheshire 1630-166o, P- 326. 

3Chester R. O.., CW631216, ff. 60-2. 

4F. R. O.., SP/29/11, ff. 152-4. They were Earl Rivers,, Lord Kilmorrey., 
Lord Brereton and Sir George Booth. Internal evidence suggests that the 
three lists were drawn up before July 1660. 

, 
5Cheshire R. O.., ELT/Bll.. f. 91. 

6Peter Leicester of Tabley., the fourth Deputy Lieutenants had remained aloof 
from the events of 1659. According to Adam Martindale, Vicar of Rostherne., 
Leicester condemned the rebels for actinZ upon 'no authority lout we Lords, 
Gentlemen, Citizens, Freeholders etc. (which), proclaimed them an illezal Mout. 1 
See., 'The Life of Adam Martindale,, writtenby himself.. ' (ed. ) R. Parkinson., 
Chetham Society, O. S. vol- 4 (1845), P. 138. 
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the pre-war deputy families who were overlooked, among them Booth himself. 

It is difficult to explain satisfactorily the composition of the 

Restoration Lieutenancy., especially as none of the four deputies had close 

connections with the Earl of Derby,, Lord Lieutenant of Cheshire. It was 
12 

only with the revised commissions of October 1661 and SeptemiDer 1662 that 

the Deputy Lieutenancy once more became representative of Cheshire's landed 

61ite. 

Ito major landed family had, as a direct result of the war.. undermined 

its authority within the county by the sale of estates, and consequently 

disputes over (changes in the ownership of land were not a contentious issue 

during the years after the Restoration. Henry Brooke's claim that the 

Earl of Derby intended to use his position as Chamberlain of Chester, to 

influence the outcome of a case concerning land that Brooke had bought off 
3 

Earl Rivers during the 1650s, seems to have been exceptional. None-the-less 

some former Royalists did believe that their loyalty had prejudiced their 

economic position. The Earl of Derby himself stated that he intended 

'to live a country life on the little fortune left him'. In March 1661 

William,, Lord Brereton petitioned the Crown to grant him the rent of the 

customs of north Wales and Chester, claiming that his faithful services had 

so. ruined his estate that 'without your Majesty's present assistance he and 
5 

his numerous family cannot possibly subsist' Brereton's request was refused 

and although he was granted Z500 in the following May, the family had fallen 
6 

into very serious financial difficulties by the mid-1660s. 

i Cheshire R. O., DLT/Bij., f. 108. 

211pid.., f. 127- 

3C. S. FD. 1668-69, p. 199. 

4C. S. P. D. 1661-62, P. 553. 

525odl. Lib.,, Clarendon State Papers, vol. 74, f. 265. 

6Cheshire RoO.., DCH/C/787.. 'gilliam., third Lord Brereton sold the Barony 
of Malpas, valued at Z9,493.. to Sir William Drake of Shardeloes, Co. Devon, 
in 1668. 
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The controversy surroundirZ the Fitton inheritance., which comprised 

extensive estates in eastern Cheshire., was a far more celebrated issue in 

the years after 1660. The two rival claimants to the lands of the deceased 

Sir Edward Fitton were his second cousin,, William Fitton, a captain in the 

Parliamentarian army, and Lord Gerard of Brandon, a me=ber of Charles JI's 

court in exile. The dispute centered around the validity of a deed poll 

dated April 1642., under which Fitton would succeed, and the will of 

Sir Edward, made on his deathbed in Bristol in 161+3, by which Lord Gerard 

would inherit the estates. Both parties claimed that their rival's 

pretensions were based on fraudulent documentsland it was only after trials 

at London and Chester in 1662 and 1663 and a vociferous pamphlet war that 

Gerard was finally confirmed in possession of the estate. 

Of a more general concern to the Cheshire gentry was the distribution 

of post-Restoration titles. For his service to the Crown in August 1659 

Sir George Booth was created Baron Delamere and allowed to nominate six 

persons for knighthood; a2 privilege he used to reward those who had participated 

in the rebellion with him. The creation of five baronets during the latter 

half of 1660 and the early raonths of 1661 bore a mor'e tenuous relationship 
3 

to former loyalty however. of the five new baronets only Sir Peter Leicester 

of Tabley and Sir ThoTra Smith of Hatherton had been committed Royalists. 

'For a detailed account of the dispute see, J. P. Earwaker, East Cheshire,, 
vol. 2, pp. 56o-63. 

2D. N. B.,, (Sir George Booth). Booth awarded the six knighthoods to 
John Arderne of Arderne, John Booth of Woodfords Peter Brooke of Mere, 
Robert Cotton of Combermere, Phillip Egerton of Oulton and Edward Minshull 
of Stoke. 

3j. Burke., A Genealogical and Heraldic History of the Extinct and Dormant 
Baronetcies of Enggland, Ireland and Scotland, Baltimore, 1977P PP. 307# 336, 
492., 551. Thirteen Cheshire gentlemen were proposed for the aborted Order 
of the Royal Oak but only one of these (Thomas Mainwaring) was subsequently 
created a baronet. See, Sir William Dugdale, The Ancient Usage of Arms,, 
London. 9 1812, pp. 160-171. Besides the five baronetcies, Robert Cholmondeley 
of Cholmondeley was created Viscount Kells (Irish Peerage). A connitted 
Royalist,, he was a2so heir to his uncle,, Robert Lord Cholmondeley., who had 
died in 1659- See, Cokayne, Complete Peerage, vol. 3,, p. 201. 
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Sir George Warburton of Arley had remained aloof from the internecine struggle 

and Sir Thomas Ifaimvaring of Over Peover and Sir Thomas Stanley of Alderley 

had actively co-operated with successive regimesbetween 1642 and 1660. Only 

Smith and Warburton can definitely be associated with Booth's relDellion. 

It may be argued that the distribution of baronetcies is evidence of 

the Crownts desire to both reward former friends and appease potential 

opponentspbut there is undeniably a stronger relationship between title and 

landed wealth than between title and allegiance. Mainwaring., Smith.. Stanley 

and Warburton were a ng eight of the twenty wealthiest Cheshire squires who 

did not already have a title of some kind. In the year preceding the outlareak 

of the Civil War,, Charles I had distributed eight baronetcies among the 

leading Shropshire gentry but had bestowed no comparable honours in 

neighbouring Cheshire. As with the post-Restoration baronetcies in the 

latter county, there was a closer association between status and the 

distribution of honours than with allegiance, for only four of the newly 

created Shropshire 'baronets had subsequently supported the Royalist cause. 
I 

Nevertheless., viewed as avhole, the allocation of honours in Cheshire 

was, to the chagrin of some cavaliers., weighted heavily in f avour of the 

parliamentarian gentry. Particular dissatisfaction was expressed over the 

baronetcy given to Sir Thomas Stanley of Alderley, who some Royalists 

contended should have been more an object of the King's justice than his 

favour. The movement against Stanley was led by Lord 15rereton and in 

November and December 1660 he organised two petitions alleging that Stanley 
2 

'continually withstood the Royal interest during all the late troubles'. 

More specific was the charge concerning Stanley's behaviour in the wake of 

Booth's uprising when he was said to have 'indicted of High Treason him 

'M. D. G. Wanklyn., Landecl Society,, p. 102. 

2p. 
R. 0. $ SP/29/21 9f. 12 2. 



27 

(Booth) and divers persons of quality of that party. and obliged divers by 

bond or recognizance never to acknowledge a King'. Little is known of 

Stanley's activity during Augubt 1659 except that he is reputed to have gone 

into hidingsand unfortunately a petition drawn up in his favour in 1660 has 

not survived. But confronted with so strident an opposition., the Crown 

ordered Denzil Holles and Charles Berkeley to establish the truth concerning 

the charges against Stanley. They reported that Stanley had been entrusted 

by many persons with goods and arms and that he had subsequently returned 
2 

them during the rising 'to be made use of for your Majesty's service'. 

Thus., the political and social elite in post-Restoration Cheshire was, 

with few exceptions,, a reaffirmation of the dominance of the major landed 

gentry, It included committed Royalists, disillusioned Parliamentarians and 

gentlemen, like Sir Thoma Mainwaring and Ectuard Hydewho had remained active 

in local government throughout the Protectorate. To some extent 'consensus 
3 

government' had also been restored, but divisions within landed society were 

kept alive by disputes over security and religion as well as 1Dy lingering 

memories of previous animosities. 

Although primarily a product of political necessity, the restoration of 

the monarchy was regarded by some ardent Royalists as an act of divine 

ordinance. 4Lt the Quarter Sessions- held at Northwich in January 1661., Sir 

Peter Leicester informed the Grand Jury that it was 

God, who with the strength of his own arm had removed those black 
clouds of ruin and confusion, which ere while threatened both our 
church and state, by causing our sun to dart forth his beams of 
majesty a ng us, to the great refreshment of the whole nation. 4 

Implicit in this conception of the re-establishment of order was the 

reconstruction of a national and episcopally controlled church. A detailed 

I P. R. 0. , SP/29/23,. f- 73. 

2Bodl. Lib.., Clarenclon State Papers, vol. 71+, f. 11. 

3j. S. llorri-U, Cheshire 1630-1660, P- 328. 
4 
Leicester, Charges, P. 7. 
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examination of the administration and economic state of the post- 

Restoration church lies outside the scope of this study 'but some tentative 

conclusions are permissible. 

in 1660 the diocese of Chester remained., as it was at its creation in 

1541, a notoriously poor and unwieldk administrative unit. In 1668 Bishop 

Wilkins., the eminent theologian and scientist,, was told that the see of 
I 

Chester was 'too mean for his merit'. The Cathedral Chapter was equally 
2 

impoverished and by 1663 had-sealed 'but one lease and that for Z3001. 

out of their meagre incomes both Bishop and Chapter had to contribute 

substantial amounts towards the refurbishing of the Cathedral buildings 

which had been badly neglected during the InterreZnum. 

The re-estiblishment of the church in Cheshire was impeded further lDy 

a lack of any firm episcopal authority due to a succession of short lived 

Bishops. Brian Walton was elevated to the see in October 1660, but he did 

riot visit Chester until a year later and then died the following month. 

His successor, Henry Ferne, died a few weeks after his consecration. and it 

was only with the appointment of Bishop Hall in May 1662 that the diocese 

enjoyed some stability. The Cathedral Chapter was in a rather more fortunate 

position as five of the six prebends had survived the war and sequestration, 
3 

and the one vacancy had been filled by July 1660. In January 1661, six 

months before the Ecclesiastical Causes Act revived the church's coercive 

powersy the Consistory Court at Chester had resumed its proceedings although., 

as the surviving records indicate, it was primarily concerned with moral 

offences. 

I V. C. H. Cheshire., Vol. 3p P. 37. 

2Bodl. Lib.., Tanner IISS.,, vol. 144,, f. 15; Cheshire R. O.., EDD/J3/5,, f. j. 

3R. V. H. B=e, Chester Cathedral; From its Founding 

, Accession of Queen Victorias London, 1958, P. 128. , 
by Henry VIII to the 

4 Cheshire R. O.., EDC/5/1661-1662, passim. 
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The settlement of the church at a parochial level was one of the most 

contentious issues to be decided in 1660. Were the clergy who had been 

ejected for adhering to the Crown to be restored to their former places. or 

were their successors to be allowed to continue undisturbed in their livings? 

The Act for the Confirming and Restoring of Ministers,, which reinstated 

the surviving Iscandalous clergy' and confirmed all other ministers in 

their places, was essentially a compromise and was not entirely acceptable 

either. to Independentsp Presbyterians or, indeed, to most Anglicans. 

Within Cheshire the Act was implemented by five prominent gentlemen,, 

of whom three were convinced supporters of the Anglican church and wholly 

unsympathetic to any deviation from it, The five comissioners evidently 

exceeded the authority vested in them for at least ten clergymen,, who 
2 

should have been protected by the provisions of the Act., were ejected. 

These 'illegal' ejections may reflect a desire by the church to reassert 

some control over its own affairsrather than an attempt by individual lay 

patrons to re-establish their former authority, for the right of 

presentation to five of the ten livings involved lay with various 
3 

ecclesiastical bodies. There is., however., little apparent pattern to these 

i 
Cheshire R. O.., : EDO/5/16629 f. 69. Sir John Booth.. Sir Phillip Egerton 

and Sir Peter Leicester soon proved themselves to I)e hard-line Anglicans. 
There is no evidence to indicate that either Peter Dutton of Hatton or 
Henry Mainwaring of Kermincham went out of their way to prosecute non- 
conformists. 

2 
The ten ejected ministers were Ralph Astell (Frodsham),, Richard Bowker 

(middiewich), Thomas Breck (Runcorn) William Bruce (Marbury)., Ralph 
Davenport (Hargrave), Samiel Grasty ýioodchurch), John Harvey (Wallasey), 
Thomas Saunder (Stoke) 

. James Watmough (Bowden) and John Watson (Eastham). 
This is based on a comparison of the parishes., where Iscandalous clergy' 
were restoredv with those whose ministers either died,, resigned or were 
ejected prior to 1662. Most of these ejections are not listed Iby Calany. 
See, A. G. Matthews., Walker Revised,, Oxford, 1948,, pas-sim; A. G. Matthews., 
calamy Revised, Oxford, 1934, passim; G. Ormerod, Cheshire, vol. 1, 
pp. 519,679, vol. 2, PP. 58s 389Y 407,478,524, vol. 3. pp. 185p 463- 

3G. Ormerod, Cheshire.. vol. 1, p. 679, vol. 2., PP. 58s 407s 478, vol- 3s 
p. 463. The right of presentation to Froasham and Runcorn lay with the 
Dean and Chapter of Oxford., that of Marbury with the Vicar of mLitchurcho 
that of Eastham with the Dean and Chapter of Chester and that of Wallasey 
with the Bishop of Chester. 
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random series of ejections for Samuel Slater, who replaced Ralph Davenport 

as curate of Hargrave, had himself been ejected from Christleton. At 

Woodchurch, Samuel Grasty was displaced by Beter Burches,, son of the former 

minister who had been removed in 1646. 

The potentially divisive ejections occasioned by the Act of September 

1660 were, in part, tempered by the judicious use of Crown patronage. At 

least seven incumbents, who vacated their places to make way for returning 

sufferers, were presented to livings in the gift of the Crown, like Robert 

Barlow who was appointed King's Preacher at Macclesfield. Nevertheless, 

the first moves towards a church settlment did create tensions within 

certain parishes. Despite repeated orders to vacate his living,, Thomas 

Bradshaw, Rector of Grappenhall, waz only removed when bailiffs and church 

wardens 'broke down the doors of the rectory. Bradshaw obviously enjoyed 

some support within his parish for in July 1661 he and six parishioners 

were presented at Quarter Sessions for attempting 'to assault and evil 
I 

entreat the said church wardens'. Other ministers may have acquiesced to 

their displacement in the hope that it would, at the most, be a temporary 

one. John Brereton., the ejected minister at Wilmslow,, was accused of 

confiding to John Stevenson (removed from the parish of Alderley) that 
a 

'there would be a new rising and they nleht perchaned keep it still'. 

A further eleven vacancies were created by the death or resignation 

of the incumbent between May 166o and August 1662,1put there is no indication 

that the clergy who filled these or the vacancies occasionedby the ejections 
3 

were 'sufferers' or convinced episcopalians. only one of the new appointees, 

Simon Laud., who was installed as Rector of Waverton, had suffered for his 

I Cheshire R. 0. , QJI'/88/1+,, ff - 133-31+; EDC/5/1662, no. 69. 

2 
Ibid.,, QJF/88/4., f- 196. 

3 
Biographies of the Cheshire clergy, compiled and kindly lent to me by 

Dr. A. Thacker,, proved to be of great use in determining which ministers 
died or resigned and which were ejected. 
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I 

attachment to the Crown. Many of the others had, like Lawrence Griffith 

(Church Lawton) and Henry Warren (Stockport), only recently graduated from 
2 

university. On the other hand not all ministersholding livings during the 

1650s, had concurred with Parliamentary authority. William Holland occupied 

the Rectory of Malpas throughout the Interregnum although noted as an 
3 

outspoken Royalist, while Henry Wigley was ordained by an Irish Bishop 
41 

'before his presentation to Warmincham in 1654. 

Despite the re-establishment of episcopacy., however., and the changes 

caused 'by the ejection, death and resignation of some ministerss the 

majority of the clergy were confirmed in possession of their benefices. 

Consequently at a parochial level the church of 1660161 differed little 

f=m that of the 16508, and in the absencd of any sustained initiative from 
5 

the ecclesiastical authorities it had been the Anglican gentry who had 

endeavoured to coerce ministers to conform to their conception of the 

estalplished church. 

Unfortunately., almost nothing is known of the Cheshire elections to 

1 6h, 

the Convention and Cavalier Parliaments but in April 1661 Sir George Booth, 

now Lord Delamere. 9 and Sir Thomas Mainwaring were replaced as members for 

the county by two staunch Anglicans, Lord Brereton and Peter Venables of 

Kinderton. In his diary Adam Martindale, Vicar of Rostherne, remarked.. 
6 

somewhat prophetically,, that 'the Baron of Kinderton was chosen Parliament 

1M. Coate,, Cornffall in the Great Civil War and Interregnum 1642-1660, 
Truro,, 1963.. P. 384. Laud was ejected from Penzance in 1653. 

2 J. Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses, Cambridge, 1922., Pt'. 1. vol. 2., p. 267; 
J. Foster, Alumni Oxonienses, oxford, 1891, vol. 4, p. 1575. 

3G. Ornerod, Cheshire$ vol. 2. p. 613. 

4V. C. H. Cheshire., vol- 3.. pp. 404+1. 

5Ibid., 
p. 42. The first Visitation of the diocese of Chester was not 

made until 1662. 

6Venables 
was usually referred to as the Baron of Kinderton. TrolDably of 

Iforman origin, there had once been eight Baronies of the Palatine of Cheshire 
(the titles were not recognised outside the county) but those of Hatton, Mold, 
ITantwich., Malpas., Shipbrook, Dunham Massey and Stockport were extinct by the 
seventeenth century. See, V. C. H. Cheshire., vol. 2. p. 2. 
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I 
man, from which I expected. further trouble'. The return to Parliament of 

men like these., who had already started to impose a purely Anglican 

settlement of religion in the counties, ensured that the Cavalier Parliament 

would approach the national religious settlement in a similar manner. 

The importance of the alliance that cieveloped between the gentry and 

the remnants of the episcopal clergy, after the execution of Charles I., 

has long been acknowledged by historians. Recently R. A. Beddard has 

described this common interest as 'that most salient feature of later Stuart 
2 

politics'. The Cheshire gentry were certainly prominent in the reception 

of the Bishop when he visited the diocese in September 1661. One observer 

recorded that lalmost all the gentry went out to meet Dr. Brian Walton ..... 
3 

expressing the greatest joy for the restoration of episcopacy'. In his 

work on the re-establishment of the church Dr. I. M. Green has also stressed 

theeconomic ties that existed between the episcopal church and county leaders. 

Although admitting that his survey was, at the most,, exploratory, Dr. Green 

concluded that in Kent there was a 'significant correlation between office 
4 

holding gentry and tenants of the church'. In Cheshire, however, the 

development of astrong economic bond between the church and the major 
5 

landowning families was inhibited by the meagre endowment of the diocese. 

Similaxg. y, the extant rentals of the Dean and Chapter indicate that the 

Cathedral clergy did not enjoy a closer economic relationship with the 

Anglican gentry than with those squires who were to prove more sympathetic 

I 
Martindale., Life., p. 155. 

2 
R. A. Beddard, 'The Restoration Church',, in J. R. Jones (ed. ), 

The Restored Monarchy 1660-1688, London, 1979, p. 156. 

3 
R. V. IL Burne., Chester Cathedral., p. 127- 

4 
1. IL Green, The Re-Establishment of the Church of England 1660-1663., 

oxford, 1978v P. 199- 

5 
V. C. H. Cheshires Vol. 3v P. 37, The see had no lands of its own and the 

Bishop relied upon the rents of the Rural Deaneries. 
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i 
to dissent. Thus,, the devotion exhibited by a section of the county elite 

towards the post-Restoration church in Cheshire is best seen as political 

and social rather than economic in its origins. 

Many gentlemen were now convinced that episcopacy was a buttress of a 

hierarchical and ordered society. Conversely Puritanism, particularly 

Faritan ministers, was now regarded as a divisive element which was largely 
2 

responsible for the social upheaval of the preceding decades. The Anglican 

gentry, who were well represented on both the magistracy and the 

Lieutenancy,, were thus prepared to use their positions of authority to rid 

the church of all vestiges of Puritanism. Adam Martindale complained., 
3 

with some justification, of 'our severe Justices'. the most prominent and 

active of whom were Sir Peter Leicester of Tabley, Sir Geoffrey Shakerley 

of Hulme and Sir Phillip Egerton of Oulton. 

The Book of Common Prayer was one of the major subjects of 

controversybetween May 1660 and Aug-ust 1662. AlthouZh its use did not 

become ocmpulsory until after the implementation of the Act of Uniformity,, 

James Bradshaw, a minister at Macclesfield, was presented at Quarter 

Sessions as early as October 1661 'for refusinZ to read the Book of Common 

Prayer'. The Baron of Kinderton's treatment of Adam Martindale was equally 

'Cheshire R. 0. , EDD/13/5/1, IMO/22286)+, passim. The Dean and Chapter Is 
tenants included gentlemen sympathetic to non-conformity such as John 
Ratcliffe of Chester (Brewhouse)., Sir Thomas Wilbraham of Woodhey (Tilston 
Furnival) and Edward Glegs of Grange (Irby), high-Anglicans such as 
Thomas Legh of Adlington (Prestbury), Peter Venables of Kinderton (Stanford) 

and Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal (Sutton)v and Catholics like 
Sir Tilliam. Stanley of Hooton (Eastham). 

FLeicester, Charges, p. 6. Sir Peter Leicester succinctly expressed 
Anglican sentiment when he stated that Inon-conformists were the main 
occasion and drawers on of the late rebellion ..... by instilling 
seditious principles into the people from the pulpit'. 

3Martindale, 
Life,, p. 174. 

4 
Cheshire R. O., QJF/2/7, Oct. 1661; Martindale, Life, p. 159. Martindale 

was, likewise,, presented before the Court of Great Sessions for refusing 
to read the Book of Conrion Prayer. 
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arbitrary. On May 28th 1661. Venables provocatively sent Martindale a 

book to be used the following day., in the service commemorating the King's 

restoration. ID)xtindale, who had already been imprisoned by Anglican J. P. s 
i 

for refusing to read the proclamation against conventicles., was particularly 
2 

perturbed as 'most of it was out of the Book of Comm n Prayer'. 

Itesentments to the courts of Quarter and Great Sessions suZgest that 

the premature re-introduction of the Anglican liturgy also caused resentment 

among the populace. When expressing his distaste for the R-ayer Book., 

John Grey asserted that 'there were many swords in England never drawn yet 
3 

that would be drawn before that came about'. Oliver and Ottiwell 

Higginbotham persistently opposed the use of Anglican ceremonies in the 

chapel at Marple. When the minister arrived at the chapel in May 1662., he 

found 'the door made fast with staples or hasps devised on purpose to hinder 

the holy duties of the day'. The Higginbotham complaint was that the 

minister 'reads common prayer and is confomable to the discipline of the 

church'. After repeating their offence on May 28th and June lst they 

completely removed the old chapel door, replacirig it with a new one 'full 
4 

of nails and a strorig lock'. 

Despite the opposition of the Court and the efforts of Lord Delamere 

and other 'Presbyterian' peers, the Act of Uniformity was finally passed in 

May 1662. By requiring episcopal ordination,, subscription to the thirty-nine 

articles and an unfeigned assent to the Book of Cc n Prayer, the Act 

removed that latitude which had enabled many ministers to remain within 

the established church. In Cheshire as many as thirty-six ministers (out 

I Cheshire R. 0.0 QJF/89/i ,f- 44; ILT/Bj i, ff. 98,104. 

2ýaýiridale 
. Life . p. 158. 

3Cheshire R. O., QJF/88/4, ff. 150-51. Another offender, David Banks,, was 
alleged to have asserted 'that if his Majesty, Our most gracious sovereign, 
did tolerate the Book of Co=on Prayer to be read, as no* it is Imegun to be 
read in the parish churches, both the King and 11onck were forsworn'. 
Ibid., f- 72. 

4C. heshire R. O. 9 EDC/5/1661, mse 13,15; 1662, no. 66a. 
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I 
of circa one hundred and thirty-siX) were ejected from their livings; 

this was slightly higher than the national average. However., the ejected 

clergy were evidently divided in their response to the course of events. 

Some ministers, including John Angier, Henry Newcome and Adam Martindale, 

continued to hope that the King would use his influence to establish a 
3 

degree of toleration or comprehension. Others were less reticent in 

blaming the Grown for the restrictive religious settlement,, for in October 

1662, one Anglican J. P. wrote with some concern that many $fly in the face 
4 

of Majesty, asserting publicly that the King has taken away our religion'. 

During 1662.. participation in nmnicipal goverment.. in addition to 

membership of the established chuxch,, became dependent upon a willingness 

to subscribe to Anglican doctrines. The avowed intention of the Act for 

the Regulation of Corporations was the removal,, from places of influence 

within boroughs, of those who had been involved in local government during 

the Interregnum. The Act was enforced by commissioners., appointed by the 

Crown., who were empowered to dismiss not only city governors who refused 

but also those who had taken the necessary oaths of loyalty. Due, in part, 
5 

to the work of J. IL Sacret, the Act was long regarded as an extension of 

that policyo begun by the early Stuarts and continued under the Protectorate, 

whereby central goverment sought to increase its influence over corporate 

towns. More recent research., however., has placed a greater emphasis on the 

role of the high-church gentry in both the enactment and the enforcement 
6 

of the Corporation Bil I. 

'A. G. Matthews., Calainy Revised, passim; G. Ormerod, Cheshire., vols. 1-3, 
passim; J. P. Earwaker,, East Cheshire., vols. 1-2.. passim. 

2, &. G. Matthews., Calamy Revised., p. xii. 

310liver Heywood's Life of John Angier of Denton, together with Angier's 
Diary',, E. Axon (ed. ),, Chetharn Society, N. S. Vol. 97 (1937)., P. 127; 
Martindale, Life.. p. 174. 

4F. R. O.,, SP129161., f. 58. 

5j. H. Sacret.,,; The Re toration Goverment and Municipal Corporations'., 
E. H. R., vol. (1930Y, pp. 232-259. 
6P. Higgins., 'The Crown and the boroughs 1660-791,, forthcorning University 
of Cambridge Ph. D. thesis. 
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Throughout the 1650s the city of Chester's relations with central 

government became increasingly strained, and only a desire to preserve its 

municipal independence had ensured its tacit support of Parliament's 
i 

authority. After the city's complicity in Booth's rebellion. its charter 

of incorporation was annulled and, for all administrative purposes, Chester 
2 

was amalgamated into the county. Frior to the Restoration,, the Corporation 

of Chester had taken steps to put its own house in order. On May l1th 1660 

Alderman Jonathan Ridge and three Common Councillors were removed after the 

freemen had petitioned against officials who had 'maliciously contrived such 
3 

destructive practices against the good and well being of this city'. In 

the aftermath of Booth's rising, Ridge and his friends had been responsible 

for two petitions to the Rump, calling for a reduction in the size of the 

Corporation and limiting office 'to men of approved faithfulness to the 

Commonvealthl. Further dismissals followed in the summer and autumn of 

1660 and Thomas ThroPpe and Thomas Cowper., old Royalistswere restored to 
5 

their places on the Aldermanic Bench. 

Notwithstanding these self imposed changes in the city's government, 

the Corporation commissioners,, upon arriving in Chester in August 1662, 

reported that 'we 
6 

are like to have some trouble about the regulation of 

this Corporation'. The Cheshire Commission for Regulating Corporations 

included no former Parliamentarians and was overwhelmingly Royalist and 
7 

Anglican in complexion. With the exception of Alderman Thoma Throppe, 

IA. M. Johnson, '. Politics in Chester during the Civil Wars and the 
Interregnum', pp. 220-23. 

2ý. S. jjorrill, Cheshire 1630-1660p P. 325. This was reversed by 
Parliament on February 26th 1660. 

3Chester R. O... AF/37c., f. 25. 

4B. L.., Harleian KISS. 1929, ff. 10'* 11. 
5Chester R. O.., AB/22 f. 128v. 

6Bodl. Lib., Clarendon State Papers, vol. 77, f. 292. 

7Chester R. O.., AB/2., f. 137v- 
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moreover, all the commissioners were county gentlemen wbo were thus given 

an ideal opportunity of asserting their influence over a Corporation 

whose jealous regard for its privileges had resulted, in the past, in 
i 

several protracted disputes with the county. 

As it turned out, the regulation of August 1662 was of unparalleled 
2 

severity and exceeded the Parliamentaxy purge of Octo'ber 1646. Eleven of 

the twenty-four JUdermen, twelve of the forty Common Councillors and eight 
34 

of the Sheriffs Peers were removed from their places. The political 

alignments of 1659 obviously meant little in the changed world of 1662 for 

John Ratcliffe. * the Recorder and M. P. for the city,, and William Wright who 

had both taken part in Booth's uprising, were dismissed along with four 

Aldermen who had signed the radical petitions of September 1659. Despite 

this ruthless purge of the Assembly,, the con-missioners did not utilize 

their arbitrary powers of dismissal and only those who refused to subscribd 

to the oaths of loyalty were removed from their places. Thus, six Aldermen 

appointed by Parliamentary authority., including Charles Walley., a signatory 
5 

of the 1659 petitions, continued in office* 

Before the commissioners reached Chester the jostle for offices had 

already begun. Lord Brereton complained of being 'much troubled with suitors 

for places before either they or we know whether those that are in them will 
6 

go out or not'. In the event, the co=missioners restored all surviving 

'For the conflict between the city and county authorities over Ship Money 
assessments,, see J. S. 11orrill., Cheshire 1630-1660, pp. 28-? g. For the 
dispute (1668-72) over the relative amounts of assessment for the Royal Aid 
to be paid by the city and county,, see P. J. Challinor,, 'Restoration and 
Exclusion in the County of Cbeshirel, B. J. Ry. L., vol. 64 (1982), P. 367. 

2A. 1,1. Johnson,, 11-blitics in Chester during the Civil Vars and the Interregnum', 
p. 215. After the fall of Chester, fourteen Aldeimen and seven Sheriffs 
Peers were rem ved. 

31bid., p. 229. Sheriffs Peers,, abolished by Parliament in October 1646., 
were revived in May 1660. 

4Chester R. O., AB/2,, ff. 135-136v- 
5Ibid. 
6Bodl. Lib.,, Clarendon State Papers., Vol. 77.. f. 292. 
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i 
Royalists$ among them Sir Thomas Smith and Richard Dutton, but the 

majority of their nominations consisted of those who had not previously 

been involved in the goverment of the borough. Little, perhaps, was 

known of the attitudes of the new appointees for at least one prominent 
2 

dissenter was promoted to the Aldermanic Bench. 

Not all the Cheshire gentry, however., concurred in the esta'blishment 

of a rigid Anglicanism. in church and state. In the absence of any definite 

evidence the religious attitudes of many gentlemen remains a matter for 

conjecture but contemporary sources suggest that,, although some of the major 

landed families were dissatisfied with the religious settlement., few were 

firmly committed to either a Presbyterian or Independent system of church 
3 

goverment. Many,, like Edward Glegg of Gayton who was presented at the 

Visitation of 1665 for not being 'present at any part of divine service 
4 

though he comes to sermons',, are., perhaps, best descri: bed as 'church 

puritans' who would have preferred a less authoritarian episcopacy and a 

greater latitude for ministers to interpret the liturgy and ceremonies of 

the church. On the other hand, Lord Delamere., custos rotulorum of the county,, 

supported the candidacy of the Presbyterian John Ratcliffe in the Chester 
5 

election to the Cavalier Parliament, and consistently employed non-conformist 
6 

ministers as his private chaplains. 

lChester R. O., AB/2, f. 137. 

2, bid.,, QSF/79, pt. 2p f. 101. In August 1669, Tilliam Street,, Mayor of 
Chester 1666167P vras presented before the city courts for attending 
conventicles. 

3Sir William Brereton of Handforths the Parliamentary commanderj had actively 
sponsored many Independent ministers but, after his death in 1661 only Sir 
Robert Duckenfieldv of the leading gentry', continued to support Independency. 
For Brereton's religious sympathies, see J. S. Morrillo Cheshire 1630-1660, 
pp. 163-68. 

4Cheshire R. O.., EDV/i/35., f. 224.. 

5C. S. P. D. 1660-61, P. 538. 

6 
Martindale,, Life., p. 197. 
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The surviving correspondence and diaries of the dissenting clergy 

testify to the financial and moral support they received from some gentry 

after the ejections of August 1662. Joseph Cope, the former Vicar of 

Sandbach, preached at Haslington Hall, owned by the Vernons, throughout the 
I 

1660s, while Samilel Edgeley, ejected from Thornton, was similarly employed 
2 

by Sir Thomas Vilbraham of Woodhey. In attempting to establish a private 

school, Adam Martindale was given nuch help by Lord Delamere and Sir Peter 
3 

Brooke of Mere* When inMarch 1665 two non-conformist ministers,, John 

Angier and Oliver Heywood, visited the county., they stayed and preached at 

the houses of Sir Thoma Stanley of Alderley., Thomas Lea of Darnhall. and 
4 

Edward Hyde of ITorbury. 

yany of - 
the gentry who disagreed with the harsh religious legislation 

had fought for Parliament and between 1660-1663 some were accused of 

complicity in designs to overturn the Restoration settlement. On June 21st 

1662, an informer, Thomas Gorton, warned Sir Roger Bradshaigh,, a Lancashire 

J. P., that rather than confom to the 'Bishops' Laws' the Presbyterians 

would rise under the combined leadership of Lord Delamere,, Major Harrison 
5 

and Colonel Rosthern. In September of the following year Sir Evan Lloyd,, 

Governor of Chester castle., informed the Secretary of State that 'the dangers 

threatening Chester do all proceed at this time from one party or faction., 

17T. Urwick (ed. ),, Historical Sketches of Nonconformity in Cheshire, 
Manchester., 1864s p. 189. 

2 
Ibid., p. 64. 

3Martindale, Life, p. 175. 

J. Hunter., The Rise of Old Dissent, exemplified in the Lifd of Oliver 4 

Heywood., London,, 1842., pp. 223-24; "r. Urwick, Nonconformity,, pp. 86,, 
2282 462. Other gentry who sympathised with dissent included John Crewe 
of Utkintonp who John Angier described as 'his dear and intimate friend. ' 
It was said of Robert Warburton of Hefferston Grange that 'he fully approved 
the cause of non-conformity ..... and never deserted it. ' After his ejection 
from Macclesfield, James Bradshaw became private chaplain to Henry Bradshaw 
of Marple. 
5Cheshire R. O., DLT/Bll., f. 121. 
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I 
the Presbyterians'. Lloyd considered that their discontent was a result 

of 'seeing themselves out of the commissions of the peace and Lieutenancy 
2 

and other employments in the state., and like to continue so'. The belief 

that the so-called 'Presbyterian gentry' were involved in non-conformist 

risings was., hcnvever., given rather less credence by the Earl of Derby who 

totally exonerated Lord Delamere,, believing him 'innocent of-all treasonable 
3 

practices'. It has already been suggested that few substantial families 

were firmly attached to Presbyterianism or Independency and they were 

therefore unlikely to countenance an armed rebellion which,, givdn recent 

experiences, could undermine the gentry's hegemony in local government. 

Nor should Sir Evan Lloyd's assertion,, that a large section of the 

Cheshire gentry were excluded from county administration., be taken at face 
4 

value. it is true that four J. P. s, three of whom had supported Parliament., 
5 

were removed from the bench in August 1663 but many gentry., known to be 

sympathetic towards dissent., remained in corznission and regularly attended 

Quarter Sessions. In Cheshire the activity of these Justices seems to have 

mitigated the effect of the harsh religious laws for few moderate non- 

confoxmists were presented for absence from church between 1660 and 1672 

(see Table i). Similarly, the majority of cases dealt with at Quarter 

'P. R. O. 2 SP/29/57, f. 142. 

2jbid. 

3Cheshire R. O. p DLT/B11,, f. 123. In March 1661+ an anonymous informer again 
accused Lord Delamere of being involved in a non-conformist plot. See also, 
P. R. O.., SP/2ý/24., f. 64i. 

4Supra, 
pp. 1-3. 

5. P. R. O. p C/231/7p f. 212. The three Justices dismissed were Thomas Marbury 
of Marbury., Peter Dutton of Hatton and Henry MairAvaring of Kermincham. 
Marbury and Dutton were subsequently re-appointed to the bench in April 
1664, see P. %O-p C/231/7, f. 229. 

6Cheshire R. O.., QJB/3/1., passim; QJB/3/2, passim. Few could emulate Sir 
Thomas Mainwaring's impressive record of attendance at thirty-nine of the 
forty-seven Sessions held between October 1660 and October 1672. 
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Sessions., involving presentments under the Conventicle Acts,, relate to 
I 

persistent Quaker meetings. 

If the gentry disagreed over the enforcement of the religious 

legislation with regard to moderate dissent, they were agreed that the 

existence and growth of sectarianism constituted a serious challenge to a 

stable social order. In Cheshire.. the Quakers, noted for their distinctive 

behaviour and disrespect to their social superiors, were considered to be 

the principal menace. According to Martindale,, much of the support for 
2 

Booth's rising had been enrolled 'under pretence of danger from the Quakers'. 

After two 'Fablishers of Truth' visited the county in 1653.. Quaker 

disputations with Presbyterian 'priests' had caused increasing concern to 
3 

successive Mayors of Chester. By 1660 'Friends' were firmly established in 

the north and eastern parts of the county and were particularly concentrated 

in the open townships of Yjxigsley,, Helsby., Mobberley and Over Whitley. 

Between 1661 and 1673 Quakers comprised the largest single category of 

offenders (with the notable exception of Popish recusants) presented before 

the courts of Quarter and Great Sessions. Nevertheless, 'Quaker' may have 

been used as a blanket term for sectarianism for some individuals,, presented 

before the courts az,: such, were described in other lists of Protestant non- 
5 

conformists (which includdd a category for Quakers) as fanatics. 

lCheshire R. O.,. Q72/89/1, f- 39; QJF/90/3, f. 152- QJP/91/j', f. 110; 2 (ýTF/9113, f. 22; QJF/92/1, f. 4ý1; QJF/92/2, f. 102; QJý791ý2, f. 130; 
QXF/98/4, f. 71; QJF/99/2, f. 61+; QjF/99/1., f. 101. 

ý-Iartindale, Life,, pp. 135-39. 

3F. Sanders, 'Quakers in Cheshire", J. C. A. S., N. S. Vol. 14., PP. 36-68. 

4Cheshire R. O., EFC/2/1/1; EFO/4/1/1; By the mid 1670S 
Quakers were holding monthly meetings at 111orley, Frandley and Nantwich. 

5t. G. compare the list in The Cheshire Sheaf, Third series, vol. 22., 
pp. 60-63 with that in the Cheshire R. O., MT/B11, ff. 115-120. In the 
first list John Hardy of Bowden is described as a 'Fanatic'., in the 
second,, as a Quaker. 
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John Daniel of Tabley, an officer in the Parliamentarian army, was 

said to be 'so remarkably earnest in prosecuting meetings that he made 
i 

his own servants informers'. Even Henry Booth, the future extreme 

Exclusionist Y. P. for Cheshire, asserted that the Conventicle Act was 
2 

designed to prosecute 'Quakers and others of that sort'. Despite their 

avowed pacifism after the Restoration, Quakers were especially harshly 

treated when there was a widespread fear of insurrection. Following the 

sectarian plots of December 1660 and January 1661, ninety-two Quakers were 
3 

imprisoned in Chester castle for refusing-to take the oaths of loyalty. 

In October 1662 Thomas Legh of Adlington reported that 'Quakers now meet 

again in great numbers at this height they are now at it cannot be 

long but their designs will be ripe for executing'. At the follcwing Quarter 

Sessions sixty-eight 'Friends' were presented for repeatedly attending a 
5 

conventicle in the township of Mobberley. 

The experiences of the late 1640s and the 1650s also gave other members 

of the lower classes courage to criticise the governing elite in the years 

immediately after the Restoration,, and at a time when their authority had 

been only recently reconstituted, many gentry were especially sensitive to 

any signs of disrespect. John Higginson was hauled before the bench for 
6 

declaring 'I care not a fart of my arse for any Justice of the Peace order'. 

In fact., charges of sedition were brought before the county courts with 
7 

monotonous regularity and were often treated with extreme severity. William 

IJ. Besse,, A Collection of the Sufferings of the People called Quakers., 
London.. 1753., vol. 2. p. 105. 

2Henry Booth., The Uorks of the Right Honourable Henry,, Late Lord Delamere 
and Earl of Warrington., (ed. ) J. Delaheuze,, London, 1694, p. 662. 

3j. Besse., Quaker Sufferings, vol. 2, p. 102. 

4?. R. O.,, sp/29/61,, f. 96. 
5Cheshire R. O.,, QJB/3/1,, pp. 224-26. 
6,, Ibid.., QJB/3/2 2 p. 21.5. 

7F. R. O.,, CIES/24/134/1; CISS/2ý434/4- CEES12J+113511; CEES/24/135/2, 
unfol.; Cheshire R. O.., QJF/8`ý/j., f. 89. 
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Thomas, found guilty of seditious words, was fined Z100 and ordered to be 
I 

whipped and pilloried in every market town in the county. After killing a 

local catter duringo 
., a dispute over the right of way, Lord Cholmondeley 

thought himself guilty of no more than manslaughter and he attrilauted the 

coroner's jury's verdict of murder to the 'mischief and malice (of) fanatics 
2 

and old Parliament soldiers'. Major Robert Calcots likewise., ascribed his 

conviction on a charge of murder to a jury composed of Isequestrators 
3 

and committee men'. 

Between 166o and 1665, however,, the rumours of plots, both real and 

imaginary, were of a far greater importance to the county establishment 

than affronts to individual gentlemen. It has been argued that central 

government exploited the fear of insurrection to add urgency to its demands 
4 

for supply and the settlement of the militia but there is no evidence to 

suggest that the Cheshire magistracy viewed the danger with axkything less 

than grave anxiety. Even before Charles II had left Breda,, the traditional 

county leaders had taken steps to secure those who might oppose a peaceful 

settlement and on May 3J+th 1660 the militia arrested Colonel Gilbert Gerard 

'being a person of dangerous principles and a ring leader of the fanatic 
5 

party'. The harassment of former army officers continued d in, ur C., the months 

after the Restoration. In July,, Colonel Henry Bradshaw and Colonel Robert 

Duckenfield - the latter had served under Lambert at the battle of 

Winnington Bridge - were called before the House of Lords, to explain their 
6 

part in the trial and execution of James, Earl of Derby. After the discovery 

'P. R. O., CliES/24/135/5.. unfol. 

2Cheshire R. O.., DC4W5., unfol.; DCHN7. unfol. Cholmondeley eventually 
secured a pardon from the King. 

3p. R. O. 
', 

SP/29/12O, ff. 93., 93ii., 93vi. 

4Vr. G. Johnson., Post-Restoration Nonconformity and Plotting, University of 
Manchester M. A. thesis., 1967s. p. 22; J. R. Western., The English Militia 
in the Eighteenth Century,, London, 1965, P. 12. 
50heshire R. O. s QJF/88/3p ff. 149s 151. 
6H. 

M. C. . Seventh Report, Appendix, pp. 95,116. 
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Overton's plot in December 1660, the militia madd a rigorous search for 
I 

arms 'in the houses of all disaffected persons'. Reports of night riders 

'well horsed with holsters before them',, in the township of Barthomley., 

similarly, prompted the militia to ascertain if any who were in arms 
2 

against the Kiri, -,, kept horses. 

The gentry's fear of insurrection increased after the passing of the 

Uniformity and CorporationActs. They suspected that dissenters and 

sectaries would combine to oppose the imposition of Anglicanism, a suspicion 

which seemed to be confirmed when, on September 21+th 1663., Lord Brereton 

was alerted., by a Lancashire J. Pa,, that twenty thousand horse and thirty 

thousand foot were preparing to rise in the north-west. Brereton immediately 

raised two troops of borse and began rounding up suspects but, by the 

first week in October, the Lord Lieutenant of Shropshire was informing his 

deputies that 'his Majesty's intelligence here ..... makes him think the 

business not much worth his regard'. Nevertheless, acting on Brereton's 

orders, the Cheshire militia continued to make further arrests until mid- 
5 

October. 

During 1661+ the gentry's apprehension of an uprising subsided, but 

after the outbreak of the second Dutch war many involved in central and 

local government came to fear that malcontents would constitute a fifth 

column. Writing to the Cheshire Justices in March 1665, the Lord Chancellor 

warned them that 'many seditious persons have made choice of a =all 
6 

number who under title of a council hold correspondence with foreign enemies'. 

I 
Cheshire R. O.., DLT/Bll.. f. 97. 

2 Ibid., f. 132. 

31bid. 

41The Ottley Papers', (ed. ) J. E. Auden, S. A. H. S., Fourth Series vol. 1, 
P. 305. 

5p*Rooo. 
4 SP/29/82s ff. 51.. 75. 

6Cheshire 
R-*Ooq DLT/B-11, f. 167. 
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Similar misgivings were voiced by Edward Mainwax-ing.. Vicar of Wybunbury, 

who asserted that if the Dutch had prevailed 'there would have been as 
i 

many enemies against the English on land as there were at sea'. 

With the benefit of hindsight it is., perhaps,, too easy to dismiss 

many J. P. 's preoccupation with plots as obsessive. Their concern was., 

however, a direct result of their experiences during the Interregnum for. 

as one cavalier stated 'we have deeply tasted of their power and if they 
2 

surprise us ...... we must (again) expect the execution of that power'. 

Moreover, after the partial success of Booth's rising in the area., the 

Cheshire Justices were more prepared than their counterparts in other 

counties, to give credence to the rumours of plots and insurrections. 

Thomas Legh of Adlington compared the fanatics' activities in 1662 to 

'the buying of horses and running up and down as we did at our rising in 
3 

t59-1 

As few regular troops were maintained after the disbandment. of the 
4 

New Model Army, responsibility for internal security., including the 

suppression of conventicles, -rested with the trained bands. ' Due., however, 

to the disagreements between the Crown and Parliament concerning the 
5 

nature of the post-Restoration militia., and despite the enthusiasm of sore 

gentlemen who raised volunteer troops, the structure and organization of 

the county forces was not settled until May 1662. During these early years 

the Cheshire militia remained disorganized and inefficient, and complaints 
6 

of default in the supply of men and equirpment were endemic. After a muster 

ICheshire R. O. p QJF/93/2, f. 63. 

2P. R. O., SP/29/61, f. 58. 

3, bid. 2 f. 96. 

4 J. Childs, The Axmy of Charles IIt Lonclon, 1976, p. 15. 

5J. R. Western,, English Militia, Chapter 1, passim. 
6Cheshire R. O.., ELT/Bil., ff. 929 97. 
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in November 1661 the Deputy Lieutenants complained that 'the horse., who 

made small appearance, give us little encouragement to secure the 
i 

peacd of the county by them if there should be occasion'. Furthermore., 

the discipline of those forces which did appear gave great cause for 

concern, for when two troops asserabled to receive the Bishop in 1662 they 
2 

'fell at odds about precedency and were ready for blows'. The gentry's 

experience of the New Model Army had certainly increased their preference 

for a militia controlled and officered by the major landowners, but some 

Cheshire Justices, nevertheless, doubted the reliability of the post- 

Restoration militia consisting, as it did,, of 'the generality of the people 

..... being vehemently infected with principles of disobedience to King and 
3 

church'. Such misgivings were not entirelymithout foundation for Robert 

Gleave, who served in the militia for the township of Warburton., stated 

that 'the first he shot at should be the King's heart'. Lord Brook, 

Lieutenant of Staffordshire, seems to have encountered similar problems 

for he considered his foot troops so unreliable that he proposed they should 
5 

be disarmed and their weapons placed in a magazine at Lichfield. However, 

the efficiency of the Cheshire militia was impeded even further during 1662 

(a year dominated by the threat of non-conformist risings) by a protracted 

dispute involving central government and the Lord Lieutenants of Cheshire. 

The Stanleys., Earls of Derby$had traditionally held the joint 

Lord Lieutenancy of Lancashire and Cheshire although their influence within 

the latter county had declined with the sale of the majority of their 
6 

Cheshire estates during the early seventeenth century. Notwithstanding his 

lCheshire R. O. . ILT/Bl I, f. 3.10. 

2Angier., Diary., P. 128. 

3P. R. O., SP/29/612 f. 58. 

4Cheshire R. O. o QJF/89/19 f. 81. 

5Staffordshire R. O.., D1721/32 f. 231B. 

6 
G. Ormerod, Cheshire; vol. 1, p. 612, vol. 2, pp. 473,534, vol- 3p PP. 344-45o 
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father's conspicuous loyalty to the Cromm, the eighth Earl's relations with 

the King had been strained since his ma ria,, c,, e in 1650., upon which he had 
i 

returned 'to join the rebels of IbZland'. This mutual antagonism was to 

be further exacerbated in March 1662 when the King refused to assent to a 
2 

bill for restoring the Stanleys' alienated Welsh lands. 

Nevertheless, at the Restoration., CharlesEarl of Derby was appointed 

Lord Lieutenant of Lancashire and Cheshire. After the passing of the second 

Militia Act in March 1662, however, Derby was surprised to find Lord Brereton 
3 

commissioned with him as joint Lieutenant of Cheshire. Informing his 

Cheshire deputies of Brereton's appointment,, Derby mischieviously suggested 

'there is never one of you that is fit to truckle under him and I shall be 

in some trouble Itil I hear how you resent it'. This sign of disfavour 

was probably caused by the Crown's concern over Derby's appointment of 
5 

Deputy Lieutenants, but the situation was further complicated by the 

factionalism of the Lancashire Royalists. At the Restoration Sir Roger 

Bradshaigh and Colonel Kirkby had unsuccessfully attempted to have Lord 

Gerard of Brandon appointed Lieutenant of Lancashire and, frustrated in 

their intent, they had begun to disparage many of Derby's nominations to 

the Deputy Lieutenan6y of that county. By 1662 Bradshaigh and Kirkby's 

campaign of aspersion and innuendo had achieved its aim for the Crown 

refused to confim the appointment of Sir Edward Mosely and Thomas Preston, 

IILM. C.., Fifteenth Report., Appendix, Part I., p. i. 

2Bodl. Lib. , Tanner YLSS. , vol. 49, f. 138; B. L. Additional Y-SS. 33589 
f. 218; C. S. P. D. 1661-622 P. 316. For a summary of the dispute see 
'The True Progress of the Contract between Charles,, Late Earl of Derby', 
Father of the Right Honourable William George Richard, the present Earl 
of Derby,, and Sir John Trevor, George Twiselton and Andrew Ell is London, 
1685. 

3p. R. O., C/231/7, p. 181. 

4Cheshire R. O.., DLT/Bll., f. 123. 
5Lords Journals. % vol. xi , P. 454. On May 12th 1662 a conference was held 
between the Lords and Commons during which the latter objected to the former's 
amendments to the Ifilitia, Bill. The Commons complained that 'their Lordships 
have altered it by making the Power absolute in the Lieutenant in commissiorumg 
all officers without the King's coneent either precedent or subsequent'. 
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considering them to be disaffected, although both had paid heavy composition 
2 

fines. There is no evidence to indicate that the Cheshire Lieutenancy was 

a subject of controversy until 1662 but it is significant that Derby 

cornmissioned three former Parliamentarians as deputies in 1660, all of 
3 

whom were removed after Breretorfz appointment. 

The post-Restoration Militia Acts not only confirmed the Crown's, 

supreme control over the armed forces but had additionally restricted the 

Lord Lieutenants' powers of patronage. For much of the period between the 

Armada Tar and the outbreak of the Civil'ffar,, Lieutenants had enjoyed the 

right to appoint their own deputies. But the Militia Act of May 1662 

specifically stated that,, although the respective Lieutenants had authority 

'to constitute., appoint and give commissions to such persons as they shall 

think fit to be Deputy Lieutenants', it was only 'upon his Majesty's, 

approbation of them that he shall give them deputations accordingly'. The 

Crown unequivocably reserved the right to connission or displace such 
4 

officers. 

Derby's complaints that 'anciently the Lord Lieutenant gave connissions 

to his deputies without expecting the King's approbationlgand that 'this is 

the only example of any recommendation of persons against the inclination 
5 

of the Lord Lieutenant' met with little response from central govern: ment. 

Despairing of the whole affair., Derby retired to his seat at Knowsley and 

ignoring repeated requests from Sir Edward Nicholas,, Secretary of State,, 

refused to allow Brereton access to any commissions or orders relating to 

i P. R. 0.0 SF/44, Entry Book ipf- 78; SP1631308, f. 87. 

2 C. C. C. D.,, vol. 2,, 1061,1164, vol. 5., 3268. Moseley was fined Z4,, 874 
while Preston was fined Z1.592. 

3Cheshire R. O.., DLT/Bil, f. 127. The three Deputy Lieutenants dismissed 
were Sir Henry Brooke of Norton, Sir Peter Brooke of Mere and Thomas 
Marbury of Marbury. 

4The Statutes at Large,, Lonaon., 1734, vol. 2. pp. 561-566,14 Car. II C-3. 

5F. R. O., SP/29/61, f. 85i. The King had ordered Derby to appoint Alexander 
Rigby of Lyton. 
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I 
the Cheshire militia. The resulting delay in the appointment of Deputy 

Lieutenants and the settlement of the militia caused much concern to the 

county gentry who complained that 'the divisions among the Lord Lieutenants 

retards and hinders the King's service so as to leave the county in so bad 
2 

a condition in such turbulent times'. A calmer approach to the administration 

of the Cheshire militia only returned after Brereton's death in 1664 

whereupon Derby (who became sole Lord Lieutenant again) inmediately 

reappointed those deputies against whom. Brereton had formerly objected. 
3 

By the mid-1660s many of the problems associated with the Restoration 

settlement had been solved$but religious matters proved to be a continuing 

source of dissension. In the first place, the Anglican gentry's 

preoccupation with the orthodoxy of the parish clergy had failed to produce 

any improvement in the condition of the ecclesiastical establishment. For 

some years after the Restoration many parish churches lacked the furnishings 

which were necessary for carrying out orthodox Anglican ritual. At the 

Archepiscopal Visitation of the diocese in 1662,, the church-wardens of the 

parish of Bruera., in Chester Deanery., reported that the church lacked a 
4 

bible,, homilies, canons, surplices and a terrier,, deficiencies which were 

by no mean exceptional. Nor had the efforts of some gentrys epitomised 

by the legislation commonly referred to as the Clarendon Codes succeeded 

in controlling dissent inside or outsidd the established church. Indeed., 

visitation procedure itself occasionally allowed some church-wardens., who 

were opposed to an intolerant Anglicaniim', to strike back at their persecutors. 

Sir Geoffrey Shakerley of Hu3z: e .a personification of Anglican conformity, 
5 

was himself presented in 1665 for his failure to attend his own parish church. 

i. P. R. O., SP/63/308p f. 87; SP/44, Entry lbok 1,, f. 78. 
2Cheshire R. O., DCH/L/50,, unfol. 
3Ibid... IMT/Bil, f. IZ7. 

4Borthwick Inst., CBIV, 166213, Chester Deanery, 

5Cheshire R. O., EDV/1/35, f. 2. 
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Despite the conditions imposed by the Act of Uniformity some ministers) 

including Peter Harrison., Rector of Cheadle . who was considered to be a 
I 

rigid Presbyterian., showed a surprising readiness to conform. Whether 

motivated by mere cynicism or an overwhelming pastoral care, at least 

twenty-eight ministers,, who had held livings during the 1650si many of whom 
2 

had been ordained by Presbyterian classes., remained within the precincts 

of the established church after the Act of Uniformity. In his survey of 

Bucklow hundred,, drawn up in 1662., Sir Peter Leicester noted tartly that 

James Livesey,, Vicar of Great Budworth, was a 117i-esbyterian but now 
3 

conformeth'. Many of these ministers. like Andrew Downes (Rector of 

Wistaston, 1654-1674) who was presented in 1662 'for not wearing his gcmml,, 

continued to display Puritan tendencies. 

Some of the ministers who replaced those ejected under the Act of 

Uniformity did not exhibit any greater degree of conformity. Henry Moreton., 

appointed Vicar of Rottram in 1662, invited Oliver Heywood, a Torkshire non- 

conformist minister, to preach at his church and was, moreover., 'present 
5 

at both services and was very desirous to have Ifr Heywood come again'. The 

Curate of Chelford., who refused to wear a surplice and use the sign of the 

cross during baptism, also allowed his chapel to be used by dissenting 
6 

preacherse 

lllartindale. 
9 Life, pp. 62-63. 

2 J. Verms Alumni Cantab. s Part 1, vol. 2, P. 393v vol- 3., Pp. 127,287; 
J. Foster, Alumni Oxon. s Vol. 4s P. 1445. John Holland, Vicar of 
rieaverham, 1656-68; Richard Jackson, Curate of Nantwich 1648-77; 
Thoma Jackson, Curate of Fott Shrigley 1630-71; Edward Mainwaring, 
Vicar of Wybunbury 1659-74; Joseph Ottiwells Curate of Wrenbury 1653-70; 
John Swarms Rector of Baddiley 16)+6-81. 

3Cheshire R. O. . 3LT/Bl I, ff . 115-120. 

4Borthwick Inst., CB/V, 1662-3, Nantwich Deanery. 

5J. Hunter, Life of Heywood, p. 160. 

6 
Borthwick Inst., CB/V, 1669/70, Macclesfield Deanery. 
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Moreover., in spite of the hostility of some in authority, many clergy, 

who had surrendered their livings in 1662,, continued to preach and minister 

to their parishioners. In March 1663 Bishop Hal. 1 ordered Richard Broster., 
I 

Mayor of Chester, to silencelTilliam Cook and Thomas Harrison,, the former 

incumbents of St. Michaels and St. Osvalds, yet both remained active within 

the city. After his ejection from Wilmslow, John Brereton, likewise, 
2 

continued to preach at the nearby chapel at Rinpvay until his death in 1667. 

The patent failure of the Act of Uniformity resulted in the Conventicle 

and Five Mile Acts, legislation which reflected the Anglican gentry's 

conviction that religious unity was a necessity for the preservation of 

civil order. This desire to achieve a total conformity to the Anglican 

church was epitomized within Cheshire by the exertions of one active_Deputy 

Lieutenant - Sir Geoffrey Shakerley of Halme. 

A former Royalist officer,, Shakerley was appointed Governor of Chester 

castle in July 1663. His appointment was encouraged not by the gentry's 

desire for a harsher enforcement of the religious laws., however, but by 

their acute insular sentiments. A petition presented on Shakerley's behalf, 

signed by a cross section of the county glite., emphasised that 'the placing 

of a stranger (though otherwise deserving) as Governor of the castle of 

Chester, is not so pleasing to this our county as if a gentleman of the 
3 

same county were therein placed'. 

As a Deputy Lieutenant and Governor, Shakerley was especially active 

within the city of Chester where, he asserted.. 'the pest of disobedience 
4 

and non-conformity continues rife'. He reasoned that those 'who will not 

conform heartily to the ecclesiastical powers of the Prince will no longer 
5 

submit to the civil (power)', and he therefore considered conventicles to 

lChester R. O.,. IIL/3., f. 390. 
2Uruick,, Nonconformity,, P. 383. 

3 
. P. R. O., SP/29/76, f. 85. 

41bid. 
ý, 

SP/29/126,, f. 13. 

51bid.. 
q SP/29/166, f-78. 
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be the perpetrators of 'dangerous tenets and doctrines tending to sedition 
I 

if not rebellion'. Garrison soldiers were regularly used to break up the 

., s and by 1666 the castle was said to be Iful. 1 of persistent Quaker meeting 
2 

prisoners, most of them of the fanatic party'. Sir Geoffrey Shakerley also 

treated the city's Presbyterians with an equally implacable hostility. 

Upon the death of Richard Leving., Recorder of Chester,, Shakerley opposed 

the election of the foxmer incumbent, John Ratcliffe, considering him 'a 
3 

Presbyterian and a great favourer of non-conformity'. After disturbing a 

conventicle held by Thomas Harrison (former chaplain to Henry Cronwell) 

and attended by Edward Bradshaw and John Jolly,, both former Aldermen of 

Chester,, Shakerley described them as 'the first and worst stamp of sectaries 

and the original from whence all others have lately sprungland therefore 
4 

require the more strictness and severity'. The lapse of the first Conventicle 

Act in March 1669 increazed, rather than diminished., Shakerley and other 

hardline Anglicans' determination to prosecute dissentsand they continued 

to harass and present non-conformist meetings before the courts under the 
5 

Elizabethan Act for 'Retaining Subjects in their due Obedience'. 

In many respects tLue- second Conventicle Act (1670)., which empowered 

one instead of two J. P. s to take action against non-conformist meetings., 

was mom oppressive than the Act of 166)+; 11arvell trenchantly described it 
6 

as 'the quintessence of arbitrary malice'. Some Cheshire J. P. s praised it 

as 'a most necessary Act' but they were., nevertheless, concerned that it 
7 

did lunpower officers to break open looks for taking distresses'. Particular 

1 P. R. 0. , sP/2 9/2 61. f. 145. 
2C. S. P. D. 1666-67, P. 177; Chester R. O... QW/79, ff - 102,9 136. 
3C. S. F. D. 1667., p. 14. 

4'P. R. O.., SP/29/126, f. 13. 
5The Statutes at Laxýge, vol. 2, pp. 285-287,35 ýliz- C-1; P. R. O., 
SP/29/262, f. 154. 

6j. p. Kenyon, 'Andrew Marvell: Life and Ti=sl,, in R. L. Brett (ed. ), 
Andrew Marvell; Essayp- on the tercentenary of his death., Oxford,, 1979,, p. 23. 
7p. 

R. o.., SP/29/276, f. i0l, 
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criticism was levelled against the clause which, I in case of the poverty of 

such offenderlp allowed their fine to be levied by distress upon the estate 
I 

#of any other person or persons who shall be then convicted'. Furthermore,, 

the'second Conventicle Bill, unlike the original Act of 1664., did not 

authorize magistrates to imprdson offenders (the penalty under the 1664. 

Act had been three months for the first and six months imprisonment for the 
2 

second offence) who refused or were unable to pay their fines. Thus., 

Shakerley complained $they get time privately to convey away their goods 
3 

(and) the intention of the Act is wholly frustrated'. When consulted upon 

the matter William Williamsp Recorder of Chester, concluded that if 

offenders evaded the Act in this way, he supposed Parliament would, at its 
4 

next meeting,, rectify any deficiencies. 

It would, however, present a wholly inaccurate picture if too great 

an emphasis was placed on some Anglican Justices' obsession with prosecuting 

non-conformity. It seems that many gentry., confident in the permanence of 

the Restoration settlement after the failure or obvious exaggeration of 
5 

earlier plots, and now more concerned with the resurgent threat of popery, 

felt disinclined to enforce harsh religious laws,, the imposition of which 

perpetuated resentment and discontent among the populace. Following the 

second Conventicle Act's passage through Parliament,, Alexander Rigby 

informed Secretax7 Williamson that but for Sir Geoffrey Shakerley 'there 
6 

would be little done in relation to the Act in city or county'. A conventicle 

held in the parish of Rostherne was said to meet 'relying much on the 

'The Statutes at Laxýge, vol. 21, PP. 707-710., 22 Car. II C. I. 

, 04. 
2 
Ibid., pp. 650-653,, 16 Carm %, 

3P. R. O.., SP/29/276, f. loi; C. S**P. D. 1670, p. 273- 

4Chester R. 0. , IM/3., f- 407. 

51nfra, 
pp. 78-80. 

6p. R. O. 
ý, 

SP/29/276, f. 144. 
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I 
clemency of their superiors'. One J. P. openly criticized the neglect of 

his fellow magistrates. 'Our Laws', he rerna ked., I are very good but they 

are ill executed' and he consequently urged 'every Justice of the peace in 
2 

his station (to) make it his business to find them (conventicles) out'. 

Encouraged, perhaps, by the indifferent attitude of their social 

superiors, many minor county officials were similarly disinclined to 

prosecute non-conformity. Edward Warren, Lord of the manor of Poynton,, 

complained of a local constable who $did absolutely refuse to present any 
3 

absenteea from church'. IThen ordered by Nathaniel Booth, a Justice of the 

Peace., to break up a conventicle., William Ebrniall., constable of the township 

of Warford., was forced to confess that he was 'in the house where the said 
4 

meeting or convdnticle was'. Sir Peter Leicester, a Deputy Lieutenant, 

was particularly critical of the successive constables of Over Whitley and 

Appleton 'for never any of them have as yet informed against any one meeting 
5 

although there have been and are frequent conventicles'. 

Although there is no evidence to suggest that the Corporation Act was 

disre,, ),, arded, borough authorities were no more inclined to enforce a strict 

conformity to the Anglican church. The Governor of Chester believed that, 

notwithstanding the purge of the Assembly in 1662, dissenters were still 

'so linked into the maaistracy through alliance and otherwise that Itis very 
6 

difficult to bring any of them to punishmentt. Having arrested a number of 

prominent non-conformists at a conventicle in July 1665, the Governor was, 

nevertheless.. unable to prevent the city magistrates from 'much favouring 
7 

them in their fines'. Similarly,, Ambrose Price,, a dissenting minister., 

I The Cheshire Sheaf . Third Series, Vol. 58,, P. 17. 
2Leicester, Chw: ý&es., ji. 80. 

3p. R. O., CBES/2J+/142/3., unfol. 
4Cheshire R. O.., QTF/96/3,, f. 69. 

5Leicester,, Charges,, p. 93- 
6. P. R. O., SP/29/166, f. 78. 

7, bid., SP/2ý/127., f- 7. 
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was able to preach in and around the borough of Congleton with the 

connivance of 'the Mayor and his bretheren (who) prove very backward and 
I 

remiss for his apprehension'. 

The episcopacy of Bishop Hall (1662-1668), who 'preached fiercely 
2 

against non-conformists'., had been characterised by its harsh treatment 

of dissent but after Hal I Is death in 1668 Dr. John Milkins, a cleric of 

more moderate views, was elevated to the see of Chester. Wilkins,, who 

sided with Parliament duriý the Civil Wars, had taken the covenant and 
3 

subsequently married a sister of Oliver Cromwell. But,, at the Restoration.. 

he quickly made his peace with the Court and just prior to his appointment 

to the Bishopric of Chester Wilkins, at the instigation of the Crown, 

had been involved in a series of conferences with several Presbytdrian 

divines, These discussions, concerning an offer of comprehension to moderate 

dissenters, failed after Wilkins had precipitately informed the more 

conservative Bishops of his negotiations. Nevertheless., despite this 

failure., Wilkins continued to advocate a more lenient policy towards dissent 
5 

and was. according to Burnet., a firm opponent of the second Conventicle Act. 

As Bishop of Chester., Wilkins exercised a greater latitude than his 

predecessor in his approach to non-conformity. He tolerated the weekly 
6 

lecture at Tarvin; asserting that tpreaching mver did harm'. Under his 

moderate administration Bradley Hayhurst and James Watmough,, who had both 

surrendered their livings in 1662.. were persuaded to conform to the established 

church. Moreover,, shortly before his death in 1672., 'ffilkins 'proposed terms' 

to Adam Martindale and other ministers 'whom he took to be moderate non- 
7 

conformiat s1- 

lp. R. o.., sP/29/261, f. 135. 
2martindale, Life, P. 174. 

3D. If. B.,, (John Wilkins)* 

4G- Burnet., BishOP Burnet's History of His Own Time,, oxford', 1833, * vol. 
p. 228. 

51bid. 
p P- 303- 

6 
The Cheshire Sheaf., Third Series, vol. II,. PP- 39-40. 
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Wilkins's translation to the diocese of Chester, the lapse of the 

first Conventicle Act and certain changes at Court (particularly the 
I 

appointment of Sir Orlando Bridgeman as Lord Keeper) seems to have led 

many in Cheshire to believe that the Crown tacitly condoned their disregard 

of the ecclesiastical laws; convdnticlers at Nantwich openly 'alleged the 
2 

King's favour and connivance'. In June 1669 dissenters illegally assembled 

at Bosley chapel on the pretext that 'the King tolerated their meetingl, and 

informed one zealous Anglican J. P. that 'they therefore wondered I disturbed 
3 

them'. 

The Declaration of Indulgence of I-larch 1672 confirmed the Crown's 

commitment to religious toleration, a policy which central government had 

toyed with since the Declaration of Breda offered a liberty to tender 

consciences. In many respects the Declaration of 1672 merely gave official 

sanction to the partial toleration and complaisance which had characterised 

many authorities' treatment of dissent during the preceding years. In 

Cheshire most non-conformist ministers were favourably disposed towards the 

grant of toleration. Although not fully convinced that the King could 

suspend ecclesiastical laws by his prerogative powers$ Adam Martindalets 

doubts were outweighed by his overwhelming desire to preach free from any 
5 

legal restraints. Henry Newcome greeted the Declaration with equal enthusiasm, 

and determined to begin preaching 'as soon as I could get any account from 
6 

London how matters went and which way his Majesty would give out licence'. 

1C. S. P. D. 1667., P. 457. Mathew Axiderton, a customs official at the port 
of Chesters reported that 'the people are transported with joy upon the 
Lord Keeper's instalment in the ministry, and the Presbyterians with 
expectation that their idol Gods, their factious ministers shouja be 
tolerated to prat in public'. 

2The Cheshire Sheafp Third Series, vol. 58., p. 20. 

3c. S. P. D. 1668-690 P. 354. 

4W. G. Simon, I Comprehension in the Age of Charles II Church History 
vol. 31 (1962) 

, pp. 440-47. 

5Uartindale., Lifej, P. 198. 

6'The Autobi raphy of Henry Newcome'.. (ed. ) R. Parkinson., Chetham Society, 
O. S. vol. 2706852)., p. 199. 
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Non-conformist approbation of the Declaration was not w-ithout reservation 

however., and some Presbyterian ministers and gentry disapproved of an 

Indulgence that would include Catholics and sectarians. When writing to 

his mother in January 1672, Sir John Crewe of Utkinton expressed his 

opposition to 
I 

'a toleration which would set up all opinion and pull clown 

all religion'. This sentiment was echoed by Martindale who admitted that 
2 

he 'little liked a universal toleration'. 

Arglicans in Cheshire received the Declaration of Indulgence with 

dismay and now perversely attempted to minimise, the importance of 

dissenting congregations., remarking that their conventicles 'are not so 
3 

numerous as they talked of'. But by December 1672 Sir Geoffrey Shakerley 

was forced to admit that the religious monopoly conferred on the Anglican 

church., by the Cavalier Parliament's legislation, was totally illusory. 

Dissenting assemblies, he observed, are 'grown so fun that ..... our 
4 

episcopal congregations look -very thin'. 

In 1672 forty of the fif ty-six licences issued within the county were 
5 

granted to Presbyterian preachers or meeting houses, a proportion which 

demonstrates their predominance among Protestant dissenters in Cheshire, 

Thus, despite the persecution of the early 1660s, non-conformity continued 

to exhibit a remarkable durability for fifteen ministers who had been ejected 
6 

from their livings over a decade beforef applied for indulgence in 1672. 

The toleration given to Protestant dissent by the Declaration of Indulgence 

was., due to the intransigence of the Anglican squirearchy, ultimately short- 

lived. However., the intrinsic vitality of dissent., the vacillations in the 

attitude of the Crown, together with the indifference of many gentlemen and 

borough magistrates, all combined to frustrate the triumph of an intolerant 

Anglicanismo 

lThe Cheshire Sheaf., Third Series, vol. II, PP. 39-4-0. 
2Martindale., Life., p. 198. 

3c. S. P. D. 1672., p. 21, 

4P. R. O., S. P/29/319, f. 65. 

5G. L. Turner (ed. ),, Original Returns of Early Nonconformity, vol. 1. pp. 168-173. 

61bid.: A. G. Matthews, Calmy Revised, passim. 
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CHAPZER THREE 

TBE EMLUSIOIT CRISIS 

The Cavalier Parliament remained in existence for seventeen years but 

the composition of the House Of COMMOns did not remain unchanZed; by 1676 

death had removed all the four members elected in 1661 for the county and 

city of Chester. It has already been shown that in the decade following 

the Restoration the county 'elite remained divided in their attitude to 

the religious settlement, but religious matters seem to have exercised little 

influence over the by-elections contested between 1669 and 1678. 

After the death of Peter Venables., M. P. for the county, in 1669 the resulting 

contest was fought between two convinced Anglicans., Sir 'Phillip Egerton of 

oulton and Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal. The poll, lasting three days., 

was bitterly contested with Cholmondeley and Egerton said to be 'inveterate 

one against the other'. Unfortunately,, no other evidence relating to the 

election has survived. 

The election of a Phrldamentary representative for the city of Chester 

in 1673 Týas equally fiercely disputed,, arousing fervent sentiments amongst 

the city electorate. After the writ was read at the Co n Hall at least 

nine men were killed in the struggle to pass from the Hall to the Roodeep 

the place of pollingo In the opinion of one contemporary observer the city 

electors consisted of 'two thirds of the royal party and one third fanatics' 

the latter being expected to support the candidacy of James Bradshaw, -a 
2 

wealthy Chester merchant. Yet, as in the county., religious considerations 

did not have a major bearing on this or any other city election held during 

the 1670s- Nor, as in Liverpool, were Chester politics determined by the 
3 

struggle between a mercantile oligarchy and a proprietary manorial interest. 

ii. Ry. L., Legh of Lyme USS., 'Henry Booth's Speech at the 1681 Election'., unfol. 

2The Cheshire Sheaf, Third Series, vol. 22, P. 36. 

3M. Ilullet., 'The Politics of Liverpool., 1660-881, T. H. S. L. C.,, vol. 124 (1972), 

p. 31- 
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Given the future careers of the two main candidates, Colonel Robert, "Werden 

and William William ) it is tempting to view the contest in terms of 'Court' 

versus 'Countryl, but in 1673 their opposition was said to divide the 'royal 
I 

party' and was dictated by purely local issues. 

Colonel Robert 7,7erden was a native of the city, descended from a family 

of wealthy Chester brewers and lawyers. A Colonel of horse under Charles 1,, 

Werden had been an active if somewhat incompetent Royalist conspirator during 

the Interregnum. Moreover, he did not, on occasion, scruple at betraying 

his accomplices and Werden has been described as one of the Commonwealth's 
2 

$most valuable informers'. Possibly because of his suspected collaboration 

with the Parliamentary authorities, Tlerden had, at the Restoration.. remained 
3 

subject to the Crown's displeasure. But once restored to Royal favour 

Wei-den prospered in the service of the Duke of York in whose household he 
4 

served as Groom of the Bedchamber. In 1672 he was created a baronet and 

appointed Lieutenant Colonel of the Duke's troop of Horse Guards. 

William Willinmn., on the other hand., did not have a long established 

association with the city of Chester. A younger son of the Rector of 

Llantrisants Anglesey, he had acquired, by marriage, an estate in the 
5 

neighbouring county of Denbighshire. Described by Sir Geoffrey Shakerley 

as 'a very ingeneous man and a true son of the church's Williams had been 
6 

appointed Recorder of Chester in July 1667. Since the late sixteenth century 

the Recorder of Chester had been offered one of the boroughIs seats almost 
7 

automatically and Weraen's interference with this traditional practice may 

'The Cheshire Sheaf. Third Series. vol. 22, P. 36. 

2D. Underdown; Royalist Conspiracy, pp, 14-9., 2512 289. 

315od. Lib. s Clarendon State Papers, Vol. 739 f. 210. 

4P. R. 0. , C/231/7 pP- 427. 

5D. N. B., (William-Williams). 

6C. S. P. D. 1667m p. 25. 

7, 
T. S. 1, ýOrrill, Cheshire 1630-1660s PP. 31-32; V. C. H. Cheshire, vol. 2. 

Pe iio* 
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have accounted for much of the Corporation's opposition to him and support 

for Williams. 

The Mayor,, Gawen Hudson, was especially noted as 'a great stickler for 

the Recorder' and when,, after the first clays polling., Williams was found to 

be behind,, the contest was adjourned to enable the Mayor to make Imany 
I 

freemen to vote for him' (Williams). But the Mayor's blatant abuse of the 

electoral process did not deter the Recorder's opponents and Villiams had 

to resort to cajoling and intimidating the electors by turns. Promising to 

discharge some of the Assembly's debts and to lend the city 4500 interest 

free,, the Recorder also threatened to give Iforeignmorkers' the freedom of 
2 

the city and to disenfranchise any who voted against him. 

Despite a32 the efforts of the Recorder and the Corporation, Werden 

surprisingly topped the poll by fifty votes; a result which prompted Williams 

to challerige the city's franchise. In an attempt to gsi, -cure his return he 

asserted that only freemen were entitled to vote in the election of a 

burgess. The election of 1621 , when one of the candidates appealed to the 
3 

people at large, had established a wide adult franchise in the city however. 

That Chester was not,, at this time, a freeman borough is confirmeci by the 

correspondence of Mathew Anderton who contended that 

all elections in the memory of man have been by the scot and 
lot inhabitants and freemen promiscuously and never was 
questioned until Mr. Williams found himself reduced to the 
necessity of making it a questioM- 

Thus., both the county election of 1669 and the city election of 1673 resulted 

in the return of courtiers; Cholmondeley was said to have beenpromised a 

great place at CourtIp while Werden was considereci to be 'the Duke of York's 
5 

creature'. 

IB. L., Add. USS. 33,579.. f. 235. 
21bido 

3j. y,. Gruenfelder., 'The Parliam ntary Election at Chester., 162,11,, T. H. S. L. C.., 
vol. 120 (1968), pp. 41-43. 

4B. L., Add. IT5& 33p579., f. 235. 
5, A Seasonable Argument to Persuade all the Grand Juries in England to Petition 
for a Ifew Parliament', london, 1677, grinted in, A. Browning (ed. ). English 
Ijistorical Documents 1660 -1714., P. 3 
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By the inid-1670s, however, there were signs in Cheshire of a growing 

opposition to the goverment. After journeying, throiýgh the county in 

December 1676, Thomas Cholmondeley reported that 

I travel nowhere but meet with murmerings against our governors 

;* *0 which makes me often remember 141p with this difference., 
hese complain of Parliament and those in it,, so that another 

election may set it right. 1 

In view of Cholmondeley's remarks it is significant that the next two 

Cheshire by-elections returned two convinced opponents of the government. 

In 1676rilliam Williams was finally returned as M. P. for Chester. During 

one of his first speeches to the Commons, Williams urged his fellow members 

to be 'true representatives of the people' by demanding that the nationts 
2 

grievances be remedied before supply was passed. Then in 1678, Henry Booth 

of Mere was elected M. P. for the county. Like his father Lord DelaMere', 
3 

Booth proved to be an outspoken opponent of the court. His criticism of 

the government's policies prompted Shaftesbury., the emerginý,, f leader of the 
4 

tCountry opposition', to label him 'thrice worthy'. It seems probable that 

the cheshire electorate's choice of M. P. s likeWilliams and Booth was a 

response to national rather than local developments. 

After the collapse of the Cabal in June 1673 Clifford was replaced 

L 

as Lord Treasurer by Sir Thomas Osborne, soon to be created Earl of Danby. 

In an effort to harness the Cava]-ier sympathies of the Commns., Danby 

'proclaimed himself the authentic chazapion of the traditional principles of 
5 

church and monarchy' and demanded a stricter enforcement of the laws against 

'B. L.,, Stowe IISS., vol. 210., f. 435. 

2A. Grey., Debates of the House of Commons fmm the Tear 1667 to the Tear 
1694, London, 1769, vol- 3s, PP. 342-4,3. 

3A. Browning., Thomas Osborne,, Earl of Danby and Duke of Leeds 1637-1712,, 
Glasgow., 1944-51., Vol. 3., Pp. 125-56. George, Lord Delamere registered four 
protests against Dahby's attempts to impose a non-resisting oath on members 
of the Lords and Commons. He also supported Shaftesbury's efforts to force 
a dissolution in February 1677. 

414H. D. Haley,, 'Shaftesbury's Lists of the Lay Peers and Members of the 
Coram-onss 1677-78., B. I. H. R., vol. 43 (1970)., PP. 95-105- 

5i. R. Jones, Country and Court: England 1658-1724,, London, 1978, p. 185- 
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all dissenters., Catholic and Protestant. Throughout the 1670s in Cheshire., 

this 'Cavalier' view of government was constantly advanced by Sir Peter 

Leicester in his charges to the ýrand Jury. Espousing the doctrine of 

passive obedience., Leicester insisted on a total subservience to all 

monarchical authority,, asserting that 'even if a bad monarch succeed who 

would break the laws ..... he is not to be resisted by his subjects'. 

Leicester, like DanbY, also demanded that the penal laws be enforced 

against 'Papists and sectaries' who 'are ever working against the peace 
2 

and unity of church and state'. 

To achieve his aims Danby attempted a more systematic management of 

the Court interest in the Commons, enhancing his appeal to the loyal 

sentiments of M. F. s by a judicious use of offices and pensions. But in 

doing so., the Lord Treasurer aroused fears that he wished to create a 

'standing Parliament' and thereby make the legislature subservient to the 

executive. Contemporaries greatly exaggerated the size and cohesion of 

Danby's Court party, however, and the Lord Treasurer was never able to 

counter the Duke of York's conversion to Catholicism, a fact which Dr. Miller 
3 

has stated 'underlay all the politics of the period'. Uneasy concerning 

the religion of the heir presumptive, many English politicians were equally 

disturbed by developments in Europe. Louis XIVIs role during the 1670s as 

an aggressive champion of Catholicism and the arbitrary nature of French 

government not only reanimated English anti-Catholicism, but also emphasized 

the connection between Popery and absolutism. Thus, the religion of the 

Duke of York together with the authoritarian methods Danby adopted to 

enforce an Anglican policy., paradoxically raised fears of Popery and 

arbitrary governMento 

iLeicester., Charges; P. 78- 

2Ibid., P. 44- 

3j. itiller., Popery and Politics in England 1660-1688.9 Cambridge., 1973., 

po 12l. 
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Suspicions that Danby intended to establish an authoritarian re"gime 

were increased during the summer of 1678 when the government failed to 

disband the armed forces that had been raised for a supposed war against 

France. William Williams, IT. P. for Chester, certainly viewed the army as 

a potential threat to Barliament and warned that 'ten thousand in arms (is) 
I 

too many for us five hundred of the Ilarliament'. Amid this political 

uncertainty Titus Oatests stories of a 'Popish Plot' to kill the King and 
2 

the 'coincidental' murder of Sir EdMUnd Berry Godfrey raised the atmosphere 

in the capital to a fever pitch. When in November 1678 Coleman's letters 

(which appeared to implicate the Duke of York in plans to reconvert EnZland 

to Catholicism by force) were presented to the Commons, it became 

inconceivable that the heir presumptive would escape untainted. Over the 

followirig three years the 'Ilbpish Plot' was ruthlessly exploited by the 

Earl of Shaftesbury and theWhig party in their attempts to exclude the 

Duke of Tork from the succession to the throne. 

The position of Chester on the main'route from London to Ireland 

ensured that the county was not unaffected by the vicissitudes of the 

'Popish Plot'. In early November s6veral Irish Catholic officers, belongil-4 

to the army recently raised for the war with France, were arrested at Chester 

by the Mayor.. 17illiam Harvey. His diligence was nots however., totally 

appreciated by central government and he was instructed by Sir Joseph 

Williamson., Secretary of State, to release the officers, 'they being such 
3 

as have His Majesty's leave to return to their own country'. Neverthelesss 

the incidents which seemed to confirm, the commonly held belief in the 

affinity between Pppery and standing, armies, was not without consequence for 

'A. Grey., Debates, vol. 6, p. 278. 

2ýor a discussion of Godfrey's murder see, J. P. Kenyon,, The Fbpish Plot, 
London, 1972., pp. 264-70. 

3C. S. P. D. 1678P p. 512. 
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Harvey informed William Williams in London that 'it is the admiration of 

both city and county hovr these persons being Roman Catholics should have 
1 

commissions so lately delivered to them'. 

Williams did not miss the opportunity to use the commissions to 

discredit Danby's administration, and a week later he informed the 

Corporation that 'these commissions have been the subject matter of much 
2- 

of the debate of the House'. He further instructed the Mayor to compile a 

list of all suspected Papists within the city. Although there was found to 

be only twenty-six Catholics owning property in Chester., many of whom were 

non-resident, the Corporation remained sufficiently concerned to cancel the 

traditional Christmas festivities due 'to the great danger this kingdom is 
3 

conceived to be in of an insurrection of the Roman Catholics'. 

The unremittent attacks on Danby and the Court's loss of initiative in 

the investigation of the plot finally induced Charles II to dissolve 

liament on January 2)+th 1679. In many parts of the country the first 

general election for eighteen years was held amid an atmosphere of extreme 

tension. let,, despite the incident concerning, the Irish officers and the 

fact that many gentry in the neighbouring county of Staffordshire had been 
4 

accused of complicity in the 'Popish Plott, the elections were not contested 

in Cheshire. Sir Thomas Mainuaring, a future Whig.. and his son-in-law Peter 

ShakerleY of Hulme,, a future Tory,, accompanied each other to Northwich where 

'there was a very full meeting of gentry about pitching upon two knights to 
5 

serve in Parliament'. Henry Booth and Sir Phillip Egerton were returned for 

the countyýwhile Sir Thomas Grosvenor of Eaton and Wil Ii am Williams 

'Chester R. O.., IIF/97., f. 23. 

21LM. C.., Eighth Report, Appendixs P- 390. On December 21st 1678 W il I iams 
was elected chairman of the committee appointed to draw up articles of 
impeachment against Danby. See, A. Grey, Debates,, vol. 6, P. 370. 

3Chester R. O., AB/2., f- 106. 

4J. P. Kenyon, : Ebpish Plot.. passim. 

5Cheshire R. O., DDOE4/2, P- 166. 
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were elected 11. P. s for the city of Chester; all four were listed by 

Shaftesbury as likely opponents of the Court, 

By May 1679 the central political issue was no longer the investigation 

of the 'Popish Plot' but the exclusion of the Duke of Tork from the Crown 

of England. The first Bill of Exclusion was read for the second time on 

may 21st and it was resolved by 207 to 123 votes that it should be submitted 

to a Committee of the Mole House. Booth and Williams were active in the 

initial attempts to exclude James and in the debates of May 11th Booth 

urged the Commons to do 'what your country sent you hither for'. He 

concluded that 

we shall not exasperate the Duke more by this Bill to 
incapacitate the succession that we have done already (therefore) I would have the vote for a Bill (of Exclusion) 
to pass now. 2 

On May 27th Charles Us angered at the Commons attempt to determine the 

successions Frorogued and then dissolved Parliament. News of the dissolution 

ims greeted with dismy by many Cheshire gentlemen; Charles Mairwaring of 

Marton and twenty other gentry, assembled for a race meetings complained 

that their 'jollity' was struck 'damp and sober' by 'the strange counsel at 
3 

this time that can bode nothing but black consequences'. Expressing similar 

sentiments, Francis Manley of Lache asserted that the dissolution of 

Parliament 'opens the mouths of all men and fills their thoughts with 
4 

different apprehensions and expectations'. 

of the M. P. s who had voted for Exclusion eighty per cent were returned 

for the same constituencytwhile only fifty-five per cent of those who 
5 

opposed the Bill were re-elected to the following Parliament. Sir Phillip 

IJ. R. Jones, 'Shaftesbury's 17orthy 1jelp: A TnjiZ View of the Parliament 
of 1679's B. I. H. R., vol- 30 (1957)) pp. 236-41. 

2A. Grey, Debates, Vol. 7., p. 256. 
3Cheshire R. O.., DC14/V5j. unfol. , C. thirmaring to Id. Cholmondeley., 
June 2nd 1679- 
4jbid., DCH/L/39, unfol. F. Manley to Ld. Cholmondeley,, June 7th 1679. 
5A Brovming and D. J. IU. 1ne., 'An Exclusion Bil 1 Division List B. I. IL R. 
voi. 23 (1950)., p. 207. 
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Egerton of Oulton was the only Cheshire 11. P. to vote against the Bil I, and 

in the elections ofAugust 1679 he was replaced by Sir Robert Cotton of 

Combemere. Thus, by returning two co=-aitted Exclusionists to the second 

Parliament of 1679P the majority of the Cheshire gentry seem., at this stage, 

to have approved of Shaftesbury's objectives. Although Sir Thomas Grosvenor 

hadabstained from voting on the first Bill of Exclusion he was, nevertheless, 

re-elected along with 77il I iam William as IL P. for Chester. 

The uncontested return of Henry Booth and Sir Robert Cotton to the 

.. 
po ari second Exclusion Parliament did not, hoviever, conceal a developing 1 ty 

within the county establishment. The Exclusionist's determination to 

influence the succession questioned the hereditary nature of the English 

monarchy. As early as 1674 Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal had criticized 

an attempt., made in Parliament, to determine the heir to the throne. In 

response to the Earl of Carlisle's proposal that any prince of the blood 

who married a Catholic should be debarred from the Crown., Cholmondeley 

expressed his hope that 'they will never have power to alter the established 
I 

goverment and make the succession to the Crown elective'. Henry Booth's 

attitude was equally unequivocal however; it would he wrote 'be a strange 

conclusion to suppose that the people obliged themselves to Submit to the 
2 

posterity of that man whom they first chose as King'. It therefore followed 

'that the next of blood has-no absolute or inherent right to the Crown, but 
3 

that he may for the good of the nation be set aside'. 

The exclusion of a Catholic monarch was the raison dIttre of Shaftesbury's 

party but many of their demands., additionally,, undermined the Restoration 

settlement. To counter the Popish menace Whig Propagandists advocated the 

toleration of dissenting Protestants. Henry Booth was insistent on the need 

lAston Icdge., Aston MISS.,, T. Cholmondeley to W. Aston, February 3J+th 1674. 

2Boothp '11-orks, P. 98- 
7 

3Ibid. 
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for a wider comprehension within the Anglican establishment which would 
I 

enable Iseveral thousands to confoxm and be very good sons of the church'. 

In 1660 the Cro7m's control over foreign policy and the armed forces had 

been acknowledged by Parliament but Charles's sinister persistence with the 

army in 1678 had forced some to reconsider the question. In recommending 

that the people 'ought to be satisfied with the ground and reason of the 
2 

war before making themselves chargeable to it', Booth was surely hinting at 

further limitations on the monarch's authority. 

In Cheshire - the genesis of what was later to be termed the Tory party 

was not only a response to 77hig refusals to countenance any expedient other 

than Exclusion, but also to their attacks on the Restoration settlement of 

church and state. Although both parties viewed the dispute from an 

essentially conservative standpoint,, the Tories feared a renewal of civil 

conflict above all else. As early as February 1679, Edward Hyde of Norbury 

expressed his concern that 'the proceedings go into the very method of '41 
3 

and except matters be speedily adjusted it will make worse for the church'. 

Primarily supporters of the Anglican establishment, Cheshire Tories., nonetheless., 

sensed the conjunction between church and Crown. Their conception of the 

constitution echoed the Straffordian ideal of the King as 'the arch of order 

and goverranent 1 for 

the succe s sion of the Crown was t he chi ef pil I ar of t he 
govelTmient and that brealtinc.., into it . upon any pretence 
whatsoever, was no less than a dissolution of the whole I+ 
order and nothing but disorder and confusion would ensue. 

Both parties had, moreovery developed different opinions on the underlying 

causes of past political strife; while most Tories would undoubtedly have 

lBooth, Works, P. 459. 

2Ibid.., pe 648- 

3j. Ry. L.., Legh of Lyme IISS.,, E. Hyde to R. Legh, February 2nd 1679. 

4Boothv Works, p. 471. According to Booth,, this was the Tories' main 
arzumefit agairist- excluding James. 
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agreed with Sir Peter Leicester in blaming the execution of Charles I on 

'Paritans (who acted) under the specious show of a court of law, 
I 

,, 
Henry 

Booth concluded contrarily that 'it was the Papists who took off the late 
2 

KinzIs head'. 

The Parliament elected in the suýimer of 1679 did not meet until the 

autumn of the following year, and in the intervening months the Whig leadership 

mobilized popular support and organized a series of petitions calling, for the 

assembly of the new Parliament. Aware of a growing reaction to this T, h3. g 

extremisms the Court attempted to strengthen its position in Cheshire. In 

jLpril 1680 the commission of the peace was regulated and six leading Whigs, 
3 

including Henry Booth and Sir Thomas lfaimvaring, were removed from the, bench. 

The purge mays however., have suffered from a lack of communication between 

central government and the localities for the new commission included 4ot 

only influential Tories like Sir Robert Leicester of Tableys but also 

Sir Willoughby Aston and Edward Glegg of Gayton who proved over the following 

years to be determined opponents of the Court. If, conversely, their 

inclusion was intended to detach potentially moderate men from an intransigent 

oppositions the plan was unsuccessful. This re-organization of the commission 

of the peace was followed on APril 30th by the appointment of Sir George 
4 

Jeffreys as Chief Justice of Chester. The younger son of a middling gentry 

family from the neighbourina county of Denbighshire, Jeffreys had by 1680 

gained a reputation as an ambitious and agcgxessive lawyer. -As Recorder of 

London (1678-80) he had proved himself a committed supporter of the Crown by 

advising Charles to issue a proclamation forbidding tumultu= petitioning. 

Thus., Jeffrey's appointment as Chief Justice of Chester Provoked considerable 

resentment among Cheshire Whigs. 

ILeicesterp Chargess p. 90. 

2Bootho rorks, p. 657. 

3p. p. o. , C/231/8,, ff. 26., 29. 

4rml. Keeton, Lord Chancellor Jeffreys and the Stuart Cause,, London,, 
1965,9 P- 148- 
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For the 77higs to succeed in excluding James it was essential that 

Parliament should be sunimoned. When it finally reconvened on October 21st 

1680., Henry Booth declared 'every man knows the great need we have had of 

a Parliament these seventeen months'. More importantly., the delay in callinZ 

parliament was seen as a threat to the constitutional position of the 

legislature. Booth articulated the fears of many members when he stated 

'this delaying of Parliament seems to portend the laying of Parliament aside; 

and if so, an amy will follow for the King imst govern either by a Parliament 
2 

or an arnWI. The reassembly of the Coranons also gave the Cheshire M. P. 8 

the opportunity to respond to the purge of the county's bench of Justices 

and to the appointment of Jeffreys. Although Booth stated sardonically 

that he did not resent his removal from the magistracy as it saved him time 

and money,, he attacked the wider political implications of the regulation. 

'The nation', he declared, 

sees very plainly who and what sort of person rules the 
roost; by all enquiry I can make., I do not find that any 
man is put out but such as were very active against the 
Papists,, such as were against arbitrary power and such as 
approved the Bill against the Duke. 3 

On November 13th the Commons attacked Jeffreys for the part he had played 

in presenting an address to the King abhorring disorderly petitioning., 

Describing him as 'a sot' and 'a Jack Puddino,. ', Booth also criticized 

Jeffreys's appointment to the Cheshire Judiciary. He complained particularly 

about the arbitrary authority the Chief Justice had exercised over the Great 

Sessionss alleging that Jeffreys had held only one instead of the usual twice 
4 

yearly sittings land then ýAent away andlieft half the cases untried'. Two 

'Booth, Works,, P. 122. 

2 Ibid.,, p. 123. 

31bid... 
P. 131. 

4A. Grey, Debatesp vol. 7, p. 462. 
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days after the Commcnsb attack on Jeffreys the Lords debated and rejected 

the second Bill of Exclusionbut three out of the four Cheshire peers 
I 

(RiverEr,, Macclesfield and Delamere) voted in favour of excluding James. 

Thus, by intrucling into county affairs., Exclusion had forced provincial 

communities to divide over an issue of national importance. But it would be 

wrong to contend that by the end of the autumn 1680 that Cheshire landed 

society was totally polarized, for some Whigs and Tories continued to hunt 

and dine together as they had done in years of a calmer political climate. 

When the second Bill of Exclusion was being heatedly debated at Westminster, 

Sir Thomas Mainwaring., a convinced Whig,, did not find it impolitic to 

associate with loyalist Tories. On October 6th 1680 he entertained Thomas 

Cholmondeley of Vale Royal at Over Peover and on November 15th Mairwaring 
2 

himself dined at Tabley, the seat of Sir Robert Leicester. Even as late as 

June 1681, three months after the dissolution of the Oxford Parliament., I 

Henry Booth attended a race meeting in the company of Sir Thomas Grosvenor 
3 

and Peter Shakerley.. two prominent Tories. It is difficult to explain the 

continued social intercourse between Whig and Tory as a concurrence of 

moderate factions within the two parties for Booth, Mainwaring, Shakerley, 

Cholmondeley and Leicester adopted extreme and conflicting views concerning 

Exclusion. The maintenance of social relationships during a time of 

political crisis can, perhapspbe more usefully viewed as a demonstration of 

the durability of the ties that had been established betueen landowning 

families in the post-war years. 
t 

in January 1681, however, the second Exclusion Parliament was abruptly 

dissolved thereby placing an increased strain on the county's social 'elite. 

The dissolution was vievved by marW as a further inhibition to the redress of 

1E. S. de Beer, 'The House of Lords in the Parliament of 16801, B. I. H. R. p 
vol. 20 (1943-45)., P. 37. The Earl of Derby abstained from voting on the Bill. 
? Cheshire R. O., =V384/2., ff. 222,225. 

3Liverpoo. 1 R. O., 'The Diax7 of Sir Willoughby Aston, 1681-17021., 
920/MD/173.. June 10th 1681. 
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natiorial grievances but, in the light of Charles's former inconsistencies, 

many Vhigs remained convinced that the King, would ultimately be forced to 

desert James. This belief was given some credence by the developments of 

February 1681 when the comission of the peace was again revised to include 
I 

Henry Booth and Sir Thom-q Mainwaring, ) and by the Crown's decision to hold 

elections for yet another Parliament. 

Of the three successive elections to the Exclusion Parliaments, only 

that of February/March 1681 was contested in Cheshire. It was., perhaps., 

inevitable that Cheshire elections, whether in a time of political excitement 

or not, would be bitterly contested because the county was grossly under 

represented. Cheshire returned only four members to7estminster whereas 
2 

Shropshire, a county of similar size and wealth, possessed twelve seats. 

The election of February/M-jrch 1681 was to be particularly acrimonious 

however. Tory support had been too feeble to contest the second election of 

1679 but in 1681 the sitting members., Henry Booth and Sir Robert Cotton., 

were opposed by Sir Phillip Egerton of Oulton and Sir Robert Leicester of 

Tabley who were determined to take the matter to a poll. Primarily a conflict 

between Tndg and Tory,, the election of 1681 was also a struggle between the 

two major landowning families in Cheshire., the Booths of Dunham Massey and 

the Cholmondeleys of Cholmondeley. Created Viscount Kells in 1660, Robert, 

Lord Cholmondeley owned extensive estates in south-western Cheshireý Booth 

influence was. * conversely,, concentrated in northern Cheshire and southern 

Lancashire. The two families had not only supported opposing sides during 

the civil Wars but had, after the Restoration,, continued to adopt distinct 

political and religious attitudes for while Cholmondeley had been disturbed 

by the grcwth of dissent in Cheshire,, the Booths had actively supported non- 

iF. R. O., C/231/8.. f. 42. Booth's re-inclusion in the magistracy enabled 
him to counter reports that he was 'very obnoxious to the King'. See, 
J. Iýy. L... Legh of Lyme MSS.,, unfol.., 'Henry Booth's Speech at the Cheshire 
Election of 16811. 
21T. D. G. Wanklyn., 'Shropshire and Cheshire 1500-1700', J-W. M. S., Vol- I,, 

p. 23. 
3cheshire R. O., DC4/V29. In 1673, /2 Cholmondeley received a rental ofE4,952 
pmm his Cheshire estates. 
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conformist preachers. Described by one political opponent as 'a person of 

an implacable spirit against the King and the Crown and of a most sour 
I 

temper of mind', Henry Booth had., by, 1681., emerged as the leader of the 

Cheshire Whigs. Cholmondeley considered that a Whig victory would not 

only be a danger to both church and state but also a reflection upon his 

personal authority in the countyand he was therefore determined 'to baffle 
2 

the mighty Booth and Cotton interest! -. 

In the vfeekx prior to the election both the Cheshire Whig and Tory 

parties made extensive preparations for the forthcoming contest. Lord 

Cholmondeley, who was resident in London., sent a series of detailed 

instructions to his bailiff, William Adams, urging him to secure the interests 

L(Tall the neighbouring gentry, and by February 5th Adams was able to provide 
3 

'an account of the votes secured in these parts'. Cholmondeley was 

particularly insistent that his tenants should vote according to his orderss 

and he warned his bailiff to be vigilant of those who did not 'that I may 
4 

set a mark upon them for time to come'. Cholwndeley was, thereforep 

particularly incensed by ViUg attempts to canvass in and around Ifalpas., and 

complained bitterly of Mr. CluttonWright Ilabouring with might and main to 

draw off my friends and tenants ..... a thing so treacherous and base that 
5 

I did not think he had so little gentle(man) in him'. The Ibig leaders., on 

the other hand.. were more direct in their approach to the electorate; on 

February 16th Sir Thomas Ylainwaring and Nathaniel Booth of Mottram. travelled 

to Macclesfield, a town with many freeholders, lto speak to the Mayor and 

IW. E. Buckley (ed. )v Memoirs of Thoma Bruce, Earl of Ailesbury, 
iZoxburgh Club, 1890s Vol. ls P. 133. 

? Cheshire R. O... I)CH/K/3/4, unfol... Ld. Cholmondeley to W. Adams, 
February 8th 1681. 

31bicl... Vt. Adams to Ld. Cholmndeley, February 5th 1681. 

4'lbid.., Ld. Cholmndeley to W. Adams., February 22nd 1681. 

5 
ibid. ý Ld. Cholmoncleley to 77. AAalns p February 2J+th 1681. 
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I 
Aldermen about the election'. Moreover, the Cheshire election of 1659 had 

demonstrated the arbitrary control a Sheriff could exercise over the 
2 

location and duration of a pol1q and in mid-February a group of leading 

Whigs took the vrise precaution of meeting Eclward Downes of Shrigley, the 
3 

incumbent Sheriff. 

Both sets of candidates were initially confident of success but by 

February 12th rumours were circulating in the county that Sir Robert 

Leicester had withdrawn from the contest. Although the Tory leaders 

condemned this as a stratagem designed 'to weaken and divide opposing 
4 

interests' they were., nevertheless, aware of their vulnerable position. 

In the faint hope of deterring the Whigs from 'spending a considerable sum 

on polling's Lord Cholmondeley instructed his bailiff that the rack and 

lease tenents should proceed to the poll in one body 'that my interest may 
5 

seem the more considerable'. If., however, Leicester's interest proved 

inconsequentials Adams was to order the tenants to give their second votes 

to Sir Robert Cotton. As Cotton was also an extreme Whig, it seems probable 

that Cholmndeley's desire to humiliate the Booth's transcended his concern 

to return men of moderate principles. 

The poll began on February 28th and ended at mid-day on March 2nd, but 

Tory claims that they still had 1.. 500 voters to Poll is not substantiated 

by any other evidence. Booth's calculation that he had received 1., 500, 

Cotton J., 200, Leicester 340 and I]gerton 280 votes did not greatly exag,,, Y,, erate 6 
the Whig's margin of victory however. Despite their comprehensive defeat 

ICheshire R. O. 9 DD:; /38V2,, f. 282. 

2J. S. Morrillp Cheshire 1630-166o, pp. 296-99. 
3Cheshire R. O.,, DOV381+12., f. 282. 

41bid.., DC; IVY, 1314,, unfol-2 Ld. Cholmondeley to 17. Adams, February 12th 1681. 

-5Ibid. 
6c. 

s. P. D. 1680-81, p. 1984 J. Ry. L.,, Legh of Lyme MSS.., unfol., 'Poll Book 
for the Cheshire Election, 16811. Booth actually polled 1., 1922 Cotton 12152, 
Leicester 432 and Egerton 376 votes. 
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the Tories., adopting Whig tactics, i responded im,, iediately by presenting an 

address to the newly elected members. The document,, a summary of Tory 

fears, demanded that the II. P. s 

endeavour to preserve inviolate the person of the King and 
the peace of our church., in doctrine andworship ..... embrace 
with tharAcNlness his Majesty's most gracious intimations of 
his royal assent to secure us against the danger of a 11bpish 
successor ..... (arid) consent to give his Majesty all cheerful 
supply necessary for the support of his government and his 
alliances. I 

Exception waso however., taken to the epithets describing the Tory petitioners 

as 'loyal and orthodoxI, which thereby inferred that the Whigs were not, 

and the address was snatched from the under-Sheriff's hands by Lord Brandon 
2 

before it could be read. In its place Lord Colchester presented a counter- 

address which affirmed the subjects? right to petition and demanded that the 

M. P. s 'stick to what Parliament concluded as to the Duke of York and all 
3 

Popish successors'. 

Mug attempts to alter the succession and the resulting dissonance 

between the nascent political parties had certainly generated intense 

excitement in Cheshire. In 1624 the Sheriff of Cheshire had complained that 

'those who have power to elect knights and burgesses for Parliament have not 

thought it worth their labour to travel and bring their bodies to the place 
4 

of election'.. but in 1681 over lp600 voted in the election to the Oxford 

Parliament; a further 3., 000 Whig voters were said to be in readiness but 
5 

were not needed due to Booth and Cotton's overwhelming victo, 7. 

The right to vote in county elections was limited', by a statute of 1430, 
6 

to those holding a 40s freehold. Betueen 1662 and 1673 Randle Holme, Deputy 

1j. Ry. L., Legh of Lyme MSS., unfol., Tory 'Address to Henz7 Booth and 
Sir Robert Cotton't March 2nd 1681. 

2ýord Colchester was the eldest son of Thomas Savage,, third Earl Rivers. 
3j. Ry. L... Legh of Lyme YISS., unfol., T&dg 'Address to Henry Booth and 
Sir Robert Cotton't March 2nd 1681. 

J+R. Cust and P, G. EELke, 'Sir Richard Grosvenor and the Rhetoric of 
Magistracy', H. J., vol. 24 (1981),, p. 44. 

5C. S. F. De 1680-81, P. 198. 
ýD. Hirst., The Representative of the People?., Cambridges 1975, p. 29. 
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Eerald, undertook a survey of Cheshire, cataloguing the names and numbers 
I 

of those who held freehold land within the county. Tadle it must be 

allowed that the information he collected on eastern Cheshire is not as 

reliable as that for the western part of the county, there is, nevertheless, 

a marked discrepancy between his survey and the 1681 poll. In the manor of 

Bebbington Superior, inIffirral Hundred, Holme recorded no freeholders yet 

nine residents voted in 1681. Similar disparities emerge throughout the 

rest of the county. In the manor of Over Peover., in Northwich Hundred, 

where I-Jaime considered there were no tenants in possession of freehold land, 

seventeen people voted. The manor of Anderton'. owned by Sir Peter Stanley 

of Alderley, was said to have 'neither beggarx alehouse,, tradesman., freeman 
2 

or gentleman dwelling in the whole tovm, , but two voters had their claim 

to participate in the political process accepted as legitimate. 

Dr. D. Hirst has argued that in the years preceding the Civil 17ar., 

copyhold or leasehold 'tenure for one life or more (as opposed to a tenure 

for years) conveyed an estate rather than a chattel interest' 
3 

which 

technically created a freehold interest in the land. The disparity between 

Holmels strVpy and the 1681 poll book, together vrith William Adam's assertion 

that he had 'taken order to secure the votes of all your Lordship's lease 
4 

tenants't suggests that in Cheshire,, at least., copyholders and leaseholders 

continued to vote unhindered in post-Restoration elections. 

Analysis of the 1681 poll book not only reveals who voted but also 

shows the de,,, -ree to which Exclusion had polarized Cheshire society. Of the 

1,600 freeholders who took part in the election only forty-three (less than 

three per cent) split their votes between candidates from the two interests. 

'B. L.,, Ilarleian MSS. 2010., pazsim. 
2Ibid., f. 181. 

3D. Hirst., The Representative of the People?, P. 34- 

40heshire R. O., DCH/K/3/3., unfol... -9. Adams to Ld. Cholmondeley, 
February 5th 1681. 
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In many respects the county establishment was as divided in 1681 as it had 

been in 1642. 

There were 145 major landowning families in post-Restoration Cheshire 

of which twelve were in minority in either 1642 or 1681. Of the remainder 

evidence exists on the allegiance of seventy-four families during both the 

Civil War and the Exclusion Crisis. In both the periods under examination 

twenty-three families adhered, while a further twenty-nine families remained 

opposed to the Crown. That sixty-nine per cent should remain constant in 

their behaviour suggests a large degree of continuity in the political 

attitudes of the Cheshire gentry. Nevertheless., nearly one third (thirty- 

one per cent) of the families considered had diverged from their initial 

position, but those who fought for Parliament and opposed Exclusion,, like 
2 

the Wilbrahams of Darfold, were relatively few. The seventeen Cheshire 

families with Royalist backgrounds (thirty-seven per cent of the iDtal Whig 

gentry) who emerged as Whigs in 1681 is., perhaps, the most significant 

feature of the Exclusion Crisis in the county. In this respect Cheshire 

constitutes a striking contrast to Worcestershire where 'only two of about 
3 

twenty leading Royalist families supported Exclusioni, 

It is difficult to advance one convincing hypothesis that fully explains 

this transference of allegiance. In his recent book 'Cheshire 1660-17801, 

j. H. Hodson explains this develolment in terms of com-aitment,, contending 

that *these families had been only moderately or inconspicuously Royalist 
4 

in the Civil War'. This argument does not survive sustained examination, 

IM. D. G. Wanklyn,, Landownership and Allegiance, pp. 375-380.1 have revised 
Dr. Wanklyn's list of category 'A', IBI, and 101 gentry families (i. e. those 
with estates of over 10,, 000 acres, 2,000 acres and 200 acres)' to take into 
account changes in landownership in the period between 1640 and 1680. 

2The Ardernes of Arderne., Davies of Ashton, Doas of Broxton and Hydes of ITorbury 
also supported Pa-rliament in the Civil War but opposed Exclusion in 1681. 

3D. C. Barre., Worcestershire Politics and Elections 1679-1715, University of 
Birmingham I. I. A. thesis, 1971., P. 45. 

4j. IL I-bdson,, Cheshire 1660-1780, p. 18, 
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however., for fourteen of the seventeen families had., in fact, been committed 
i 

supporters of the Crown. Hodson's suggestion that the growth of opposition 

amongst the Cheshire gentry was a-Iso a response to central government's 
2 

interference in local affairs is equally unconvincing; Ship Money and the 

policy of Thorough had disrupted local interests, and institutions far more 

than any policies pursued by the Crown after 1660. Dr. S. W. Baskerville, 

on the other hand, has argued that in Cheshire 'the Exclusion Crisis did 
3 

little more than clarify opposition to the dominance of the church party'. 

However, the Anglican gentry's control of local government was never as 

complete as Dr. Baskerville suggests; between 1672 and 1678 the commission 

of the peace remained., as it was at the Restoration# broadly representative 

of landed society. Lord Delamere retained his office of custos rotulorum, 

of Cheshire despite his patronage of dissenting ministers in the years after 

1662. Furthermore, by the. mid-1670s even the Deputy Lieutenancy had been 

expanded to include members of old Parliamentarian families like Sir Thomas 
4 

Mainwaring of Peover and Nathaniel Booth of Mottram. 

Ii. j. Habbakuk has tentatively suggested that many families who turned 
5 

to Whiggery were declining economically but few Cheshire gentry can be 

placed in this category. Only Lord Brereton of Leighlin,, who sold the 
6 

Barony of Malpas in 1669, had experienced any significant decline. Probably 

IThey were the Stanleys (Earls of Derby), the Savages (Earl Rivers), the 
Gerards (Earls of Macclesfield)., the Breretons of Brereton., the Leghs of 
Adlington, the Cottons of Combermere, the Astons of Aston, the Bellots of 
Moreton., the Leghs of High Legh, theWhitleys of Peele, the Starkeys of 
Strettons the Davenports of Woodford, the Rutters of Kingsley and the 
j7hitmores of Thurstanton. 

2J. H. Hodson. % Cheshire 1660-1780, p. 18. 

3S. W. Baskervilleq The Mulagement of the To"ry Interest in Lancashire and 
Cheshire 1715-1754.. University of Oxford D. Phil. thesis,, 1976.. p. 20. 
4C. S. P. D. 1675-76, p. 169. 

5H. j. Habbakuks 'English Landownership 1680-174-01 First Series, 
Vol. 10 (194.0) , p. 2. 

6B. L... Add. YSS. 36s9220 f. 35. In 1673 Brereton's contribution to the 
militia was reduced from 'the finding of three horses, men and arm (to) 
one horse with man and a=s. I 

hh, 
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more gentlemen vrere induced to oppose the Court by a feelirig that past 

loyalty had been inadequately rewarded. In 1682 Sir Willoughby Aston of 

Aston complained that his estate still bore 'the scars and marks of having, 

belonged to a poor Cavalier who lost his life and a hundred thousand pounds 
I 

in asserting his religion and loyalty'. The Earl of Ailesbury,, alluding 

particularly to the Earls of Derby and the loss of their estates during the 

civil wars, considered that 7-biggery treally sprung by degrees from the 

discontent of noble families whose ancestors were sequestered, decimated 
2 

and what not on account of their steadfast loyalties'. 

It would., however, be quite wrong to conclude that only slighted or 

impecunious Cavaliers turned to Whiggery for some Royalists, vrho did so, 

had prospered in the years following the Restoration. Roger Whitley of 

lDeele,, an enthusiastic Royalist conspirator during the Protectorate, was 
3 

appointed Quarter Mister General in 1667 and Deputy Postmaster in 1672; 

minor but luctative offices which later enabled him to increase his Cheshire 

estates. Midtley's brother-in-law, Charles Lord Gerard., likewise combined 

the role of a successful courtier with that of an acqýiisitive landlord. At 

the Restoration Gerard was created Gentleman of the King's Bedchamber,, and 

in 1663 he acquired the disputed Fitton inheritance which brought him large 
4 

estates in eastern Cheshire. In 1678 Gerard was appointed Lieutenant General 
5 

of the armed forces and in the following year was created Earl of Macclesfield. 

From the available sources it would seem that neither social nor 

economic considerations were very influential in determining gentry attitudes 

to central goverment. Fbpery, however., was a different matter altogether, 

ILiverpool R. O., Aston Diary, June 17th 1682. 

2Ailesburyy l1emoirs., vol. 1, P. 7. 

3N. Tucker., I Colonel Roger Whitley j. p. ýL S. vol. 22 (1966), p. 20. 
4Supra, p.. 25. 

5LIacclesfield supported the Court until the sunner of 1679 when he voted 
for the Bishops being present in cases of a capital nature. His apostasy 
can probably be attributed to his and his son's intimacy with James Scott, 
Duke of lionmouth. For Macclesfield's voting behaviour during the first 
Exclusion Parliament sees-A. Browning, Danby,, Vol. 3., PP. 131P 1379 1399 
141,149. 
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The Crown's identification vrith the Catholic interest between 1668-73 had 

disturbed the provincial squirearchy and presentments to the Cheshire 

Quarter Sessions (1661-78) suggest a growing concern over Popish recusancy. 

1661-1668! D 339 Catholic recusants presented before Quarter Sessions. 
1671-1678,525 11 It it 11 it ff I 

In the West-Riding of Yorkshire many of the Catholic gentlemen were not 
2 

prosecuted as recusants until 1678 . but their counterparts in Cheshire were 
3 

regularly presented before the courts from as early as January 1661+. Indeed, 

some families who had fought during the 1640s to defend the church from 

sectarianism now perceived Catholicism to be the greatest danger. Their 

distaste for non-conformity remained undiminished but some, like Sir'Willoughby 

Aston, feared that 'either Popery would bring in Presbytery or Presbytery 

would bring in Popexyl although there was now 'not so much danger of one as 
4 

of the other'. Charles Gerard, a Royalist commander durin,,, 7 the Civil Wars,, 

stated openly that 'if Popery and France prevail, I will not be found among 
5 

them'. 

As in most counties, the Catholic gentry's position in Cheshire society , 

was somewhat anomalous. For long periods they were accepted and treated as 

normal members of the county comnunity; in June 1676, for example, Sir Thomas 

Mainwaring and Eclward Glegg., both future Trhigs, dined at the houses of 
6 

Sir James Poole and Sir Rowland Stanley, both Catholics. In times of 

political tension., however, the same Catholic gentlemen were treated with 

distrust and follouing the discovery of the Popish Plot they were disarmed 
7 

and imprisoned in Chester castle. This harassment of the Cheshire Catholics 

'Cheshire R. O.,, QSF series., 1661-78., passim. 

2 Fbpery and Politics., p. 132. J. Miller, 

3Cheshire QO/3/1.. p. 236. 

4 Aston Diary,, March 31st 1685. Liverpool R. O.., 

5B. L. , Add. IISS. 9828., f. 17. 

6Cheshire R. O-j rW384/2, PP. 71-73- 

7ASton Iodje., Aston LISS., 81/A41. 
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culminated on July 19th 1679 in 
i 

the execution of Father Plessington,, chaplain 

to William Massey of Riddington. Tet the Cheshire gentry's suspicions 

concerning local Catholics were I=obably further increased in the following 

July, when some Papists forcibly released a number of their co-religionists 
2 

from the Sheriff of Lancashire's custody. The Catholic issue certainly 

dominated the 1681 election in Cheshire. Catholicism became the means by 

which the Whigs attempted to discredit their political opponents- John 

ITybunbury informed Lord Cholmondeley that Hugh Delves,, 'Sir Thomas Mainwaring's 
3 

minionphas reported that your Lordship is turned Papist'. Men writing to 

the Earl of Cornvay., Henry Booth described 

how one man was going, to give his vote for these two 
(Leicester and Egerton) and because two Papists came to 4 
vote for them he gave his vote to me and Sir Robert Cotton. 

In his work on anti-Popery in the Welsh marches Dr. P. Jenkins 

concluded that 

the most bitter persecutors of the Catholic church 
were themselves ex-Catholics,, either in the sense of 
having lapsed., or in having numerous close Catholic 
relations. 5 

6 
This pattern, with the possible exception of Lord Colchester., is not 

discernible in Cheshire however. Henry Booth's total abhorrence of Popery., 

which influenced all his attacks on the Court., evil ministers and standing 

a3=ies., was a product of the anti-Cdtholic tradition that had developed in 

Cheshire durdlig- the century and a half after the Reformation. In 1625 Sir 

Richard Grosvenor warned the Cheshire Grand Jury that Catholicism was a 

li. H. Hodson, Cheshire 1660-1780.9 P. 43. 
2C. S. F. D. 1680-81, P. 32. 

3cheshire R. o., i)c; HA/5o, unfol., J. 7, ybunbury to Ld. Cholmondeley., 
August 18th 1680. 

4C. S. P. D. 1680-81, p. 178. A comparison of the 1681 Poll book with a list 

of recusants presented before the Court of Great Sessions in September 1681 
(F-R-O-v GBES/2041/5, unf0l-) confirms that some Catholics, like Mathew 
Darlington of Little Budworth,, did., indeed, vote in the Cheshire election 
to the Oxford Parliament. 

5F. Jenkins, 'Anti-Popery in the lllelsh Yarches in the Seventeenth Centuryl 
H. J., vol. 23 (1980), p. 286. 

6Colchester's grandfather John Savage, second Earl Rivers, w reputed to have 

.9J. 
S. Morrill., Cheshire 1630-1660, p. 296. been a Papist, See 

as 
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collection of heretical opinions which threatened to undermine the foundations 

of civil society. Papists, he declared, viere 'locusts which eat up and 
1 

devour the seeds of loyalty and religion'. Like Grosvenor., Booth considered 

that Catholicism was 'not a religion but an interest which endeavours our 
2 

destruction'. and he therefore advocated that Papists should 'wear a 

particular habit or carry some mark whereby they may be distinguished from 
3 

the rest of the nationt. In Booth's opinion the Duke of York, being a 

Papist, was 'a man whose principle is to destroy the religion and gentry of 
4 

England'. 

Tet Cheshire's indigenous Catholic population was small. Only three 
5 

major landowning families., the Stanleys of Hooton., the Plooles of Fbole and 

the 11asseys of Paddington, still adhered to the old religion and they all 

resided on the Wirral, an extremely isolated peninsula bounded on the west 

by the Dee and on the east by the Mersey estuaries. Between the Restoration 

and the outbreak of the 'Popish Plot' William Stanley of Hooton and James 
6 

Poole of Poole were both created baronets and it is possible that this 

disproportionate bestowal of honours on Catholic families caused some 

resentment among the Cheshire gentry. More importantly, however, Cheshire's 

resolute Protestantism contrasted strongly with the surrounding counties. 

In his work on the English Catholic community., Professor Bossy remarked of 

south-west Lancashire that 'there were more Catholics in this relatively 
7 

sma2l area than in the rest of the North put together. ' In the neighbouring 

1R. Cust and P. Lake, 'The Rhetoric of Ylavistracyl, p. 42. 

2Booth, 7ork-s., p. 658. 

3, bi,,., p. 137. 

4A. Grey., Debates, Vol. 7., p. 256. 

5Another Catholic family.. the Savages of Beeston had died out in 1670, 
6P. R. O.., C/231/7,, P. 534; G. Ormerod,, Cheshire, vol. 2, p. 416. 

7J. Bossys The English Catholic Community 1570-1850, London, 1976, p. 92. 
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county of Staffordshire the returns to a Bill,, designed to remove leading 

Catholic gentlemen from their homes., indicates the large n=ber of 
I 

'Considerable 11apists' within the county. Furthermore, in Staffordshire 

the Catholic gentry still owned between eleven per cent and twenty per cent 2 
of landed property. 

The widespread recusancy in the surrounding counties was a recurrent 

concern of many gentry in Cheshire. In his charge to the Grand Jury at the 

Quarter Sessions of October 1668, Sir Peter Leicester warned 

of our neighbouring counties, where it is said they 
(Catholics) have public meetings operOv and keep seminary 
priests ..... let them take heed that they cherish not a 
brood to fly in their crun faces. 3 

In May 1700 an anonymous correspondent.. writing to Sir John Crewe of 

Utkinton., considered Cheshire's security more precarious than that of other 

counties because it tbordered on counties numerous in Papists of great estate. ' 
4 

Analysis of the 1681 poll book suggests that it was in the areas of 

Cheshire with the greatest proximity to these Popish bastions that Exclusion 

derived the most pronounced support. In Macclesfield and Bucklow Hundreds. 
9 

which both adjoin Lancashire, the Whigs received ninety-five per cent and 

eighty-two per cent, respectivelyof the total votes cast. Similarly., in 

11ant7ich Hundred, which borders Staffordshire., thel7higs gained eighty-two 

per cent of the vote. Superficially., ITorthvrich Hundred, (also adjacent to 

Staffordshire) where only fifty-seven per cent of the freeholders voted Vadg.. 

seems to be exceptional but closer examination reveals that the voters in the 

border manors showed a decided preference for the Exclusionist candidates 

sixty-four TThig to eight Tory votes). Exclusion's regional appeal 
5 

even 

within the county unit, is demonstrated by the contrast between the voting 

II&W. Greenslade, 'The Considerable Papists of Staffordshiret, S. C. H. S. 
vol. .5 

(1965), pp. 12-14. 

2j. Bossy., Catholic Community., P. 407. 

keicester.. Charges, p. 49. 

4Cheshire R. O.,, DAIVB173, unfol. 
5A. Browning & D. J. Milne , An Exclusion Bill Division List' B. I. H. R., vol. 23 
(1950)., V. 206. Exclusion", drew its greatest support from well defined areas of 
the couircry particularly London,, the Home Counties., the South-West and the 
Northern 14 Alands. 
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habits of the north and eastern, and south and western parts of the county. 

In Broxton and Uirral Hundreds Booth and Cotton received only thirteen per 

cent and thirty-seven per cent of the votes cast. Thus, the contrast 

between Cheshire's Protestant borderlands and their Catholic environs 

together with the current disquiet concerning Catholic influence may account 

for the magnitude of the Tndgs' victory in the election to the Oxford 

Parliamento 

Lord Cholmondeley attributed Whig success to the tgiddy zeal of 

fanatical brutes' but analysis of the leading fifty landowning families 

reveals that twenty-five supported and seventeen opposed Exclusiono of the 

justices in conmission at the time of the 1681 election twenty-five voted 
2 

for Leicester and Egerton, and twenty-eight for Booth and Cotton. In fact 

the Whigs were, in general of a superior economic and social status,. 
3 

numbering among their supporters eight peers or eldest sons of peers. 

Indeed, the leadership of the Whig party in Cheshire is characterized by 

an aristocratic coterie who may have felt that the maintenance of a'balanced 

constitution depended upon them guarding'against encroachments by the 

executive power. Henry Booth warned ominously 'that if they can once top 

your Lordships,, there is nothing that they need stand in awe of., nothing 
4 

to restrain them'. 

lCheshire R. O., DOWK/3/4, unfol... Ld. Cholmondeley to W. Adams, 
March 8th 1681. 

2,1his is based on a comparison between the poll book and the canvass listsp 
to be found in,, J. Ry. L.., Legrh of Lyme I: SS.,, unfoi.,, and the nomina 
ministorum for March 1681., to be found in, P. R. O... CBES/24/14i/4,, unfol. 

3They were Lord Derby,, Lord Rivers.. Lord Macclesfield, Lord Delamere, 
Lord Breretonp Lord Colchester., Lord Gerard of Brandon and Henry Booth. 
only two Irish peers, Lord Cholmondeley and Lord KilmOrreYj opposed 
Exclusion. The baronets,, however, were more equally divided, six supporting 
and five opposing Exclusion. 

4 
Booth, Works., P. 571. 

hýl 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

= TORY HF=TION 

The elections to the third Exclusion Parliament were a reaffirmation 

of the Whigs' popular support; in Cheshire the Whigs, f or the first time, 

captured all of the county's four Parliamentary seats. When the House of 

Commons assembled at Oxford a day was set aside for considering means to 

secure the Protestant religion (i. e. a Bill of Exclusion) and William William 

M. P. for Chester, was re-elected Speaker of the House, a vote which Williams 

himself averred 'did manifest to your Majesty and the whole world they (the 
2 

Commons) are not inclinable to changes'. Yet despite the Whigs' apparent 

intransigence they had no choice but to accept the premature dissolution of 

J? arliament on 28th March and plans for the Lords and Commons to continue 

sitting., if they did in fact exist, were not acted upon. Indeed, convinced 

that the ying would eventually agree to Exclusion, most 2dgs looked forward 

to further elections in the forthcoming autumn. 

The King's dissolution of the Oxford Parliament,, however., marked an end 

L 

of the defensive tactics that the Court had, in the face of pressure from 

Shaftesbury and the Whigs, been forced to adopt during the previous three 

years. Utilizing its wide prerogative powers to the full, the Crown now took 

the initiative against its opponents. The King's Declaration of April 1681, 

itself an imitation of Miig propaganda, justified to the nation the decision 

to dissolve the third Exclusion Parliament and condemned the opposition's 

refusal to consider any expedient other than Exclusion. This was followed 

on July lst by the Earl of Shaftesbury's arrest and imprisonment in the 

I colonel Roger Whitley of Peele replaced Sir Thomas Grosvenor as M. P. for 
Chester. Although Whitley (as JI. P. for the borough of Flint) had absented 
himself from the vote on the first Bill of Exclusion. he was a constant 
attendant upon Monmouth during the Duke's tour through Cheshire in 
September 1682. See,, A. Browning and D. J. 11ilne, 'An Exclusion Bill Division 
ListIf B. I. H. R., vol. 23 (1950), pp. 207-25; Chester R. O., CR/63/10 f. 223; 
Cheshire R. O.., EW7/1. 

2 
Lords Journals., vol. 13v P. 748; A. Grey, Debates, vol. 8, p'. 292. 
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Tower upon a charge of high treason. With the Whigs deprived of a 

Parliamentary forum and their leaaer., the King turned his attention to his 

opponents in. the counties. 

Throughout the Exclusion Crisis Charles II had, unlike his father in 

the 1640s, retained control over the organs of local government - the 

commissions of the peace., the Lieutenancy and the militia. County government 

had not# howevers remained unaffected by the struggle between the Crown and 

the Whigs. After the admission of many of the opposition's leaders into 

the Iýrivy Council in April 1679 Shaftesbury had attempted to use his 

position as Lord Fresident to begin a purge of the magistracy. The TIhigs 

hoped to remove from the county connissions of the peace all who were 

suspected of favouring the Court and being opposed to Exclusion. The purge 

of the Cheshire bench of Justices was to have been supervised by Monmouth, 

Shaftesbury and Bridgewater but the plan was ultimately frustrated by the 

opposition of the King. On the other hand, the Crown's efforts to regulate 

the commissions of the peace in the sprin, - 
i. 

of 1680 had been equally 

unsuccessful p and the remodelled, magistracy had exercised no influence on 

the 1681 election. Nevertheless, after the dissolution of the Oxford 

Parliament the King resolved to pursue this policy of removing the Court's 

opponents from county government and during the summer of that year all but 

three of the English counties received revised commissions of the peace. In 

his recent study of the post-Restoration bench of Justices, Dr. L. Glassey 

has stated that the method by which J. P. s were removed in the summer of 1681 
23 

, remains obscure'. Butq using all the extant sources, it is possible to 

throw some light on this process. 

ISupra., p. 68. 

k 2L. K. J. Glasseyj De Politics and the APPointment of Justices of the I ace 
1675-1720., Oxford, 1979, P. 53. 

3 The most useful sources are the Crown Office doequet books (P. R. O., 
C123117-9) arid the nomina Ministorum- (P. R. O.,, CEES/24) which bind the 
Cheshire Great Sessions Rolls. 
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The purge of the magistracy was initiated by central government but in 

some counties the actual changes in the comissions of the peace were 

recommended by men of local standing. The Lord Lieutenant (the Earl of 

Derby) and the custos rotulorum of Cheshire (Henry Booth), who were both 

Whigs., however., exercised no influence over the regulation of the county's 
I 

magistracy which was directed by Richard Legh of Lyme, a wealthy Tory squire. 

In July 1681 Laurence Hyae, a member of the Privy Council committee for 

reviewing the commissions of the peace, informed Legh that 'the alteration 
2 

you proposed is very near entirely complied with'. The new commissions 

sealed a month later, # removed five -Mdg gentlemen from the Cheshire bench 
3 

of Justices. Sir Thomas 11ainwaring., only restored to the bench in the 

previous February., was humiliated by a second dismissal. Described by Henry 

Booth as a 'magistrate who Imows the Nyork of a Justice of the Peace as well 
4 

as any man in En,,, Y,, land', Mairiwaring had, until 1680, served continually under 

successive regimes since his appointment as a J. P. in 161+7. Charles., Earl 

of Macclesfild, who had already been deprived of his post as Gentleman of 
5 

the King's Bedchamber, was likewise removed along with three lesser"Uhigs., 

Thomas Legh of Adlington., Edward Glegg of Gayton and Thomo Ashton of Ashley. 

Political considerations of national significance hads in =st respects, 

prompted these changes in the government of the county but local factors 

did, nevertheless, continue to modify party divisions in Cheshire. When 

writing to Richard Legh concerning the magistracy Hyde expressed some 

consternation at the former's request that Sir Robert Cotton be left in 

commission. Hyde remarked that 'this is upon your account so that for ought 

'Legh had some connections with the Court. His father-in-law, Sir Thomas 
Chicheley., was appointed Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster in 1682. 
See,, E. Newton, The House of Lyme., London, 1917, P. 3119 passim. 
2J. Ry. L.,, Legh of Lyme IMS. 2 L. Hyde to R. Legh., JulY 7th 1681. 

3'r. 
R. O., C/231/8, P- 53- 

4Boothq Worksq P. 129. 

5Bodl. Lib.., Tanner YISS., Vol- 36, f. 106. 

hh, 
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see you, yourself., nmst be answerable for this county'. Legh's behaviour 

is almost certainly explained by his relationship by marriage to Sir Robert 
I 

Cotton and by the fact that both men were currently engaged in a dispute 
2 

with Sir Phillip Egerton over the ownership of two hundred acres of land. 

yore surprisingly,, Henry Booth, one of the Court's most outspoken critics., 
3 

also retained his Place on the bench. It seems that the influence of 

familial ties,, parochial disputes and a marked moderation on the part of the 

Crown ensured that the regulation of the Cheshire magistracy was by no means 

comprehensive. It was only after the Cheshire Whigs had confirmed their 

opposition to the Court by their flamboyant reception of the Duke of Monmouth 

in September 1682 -a more detailed discussion 6f which appears later in 

the chapter - that the Crown set about the wholesale removal of the remaining 

Vadg justices. 

Because of the support Yonmouth had received in Cheshire., the regulation 

of the bench of Justices was to be more severe than that effected in most 
4 

other counties during 1682. In the weeks following the Duke's visit., 

Cheshire Tories awaited the i=Linent proscription of their Whig opponents 

with unconcealed anticipation and on September 27th Thomas Cholmondeley of 

Vale Royal reminded Sir Leoline Jenkins, Secretary of State, that 'the new 

commission of the peace for leaving out those that appeared with the Duke' 
5 

was yet to arrive in the county. Mhen, however,, the revised commission was 

eventually sealed in December the changes in the county's magistracy were 

found to be sweeping as seventeen living Justices (including the custos 

'Cotton and Legh's fathers had married the sisters and co-heiresses of 
Sir Hugh Calveley of Lea. 

21. Ry. L. 
ý, 

Legh of Lyme IVISS. , R. Cotton to R. Legh, February lst 1683. 

L. Yyde to R. Leghs July 7th 1681. Legh had obviously askec 
31bid. I for 
Booth to be removed from the bench but Hyde stated - 'I never gave you 
(Legh) any hopes of this'. 

'ýFor 
a comparison with other counties such as Lincolnshire and Northumberland$ 

see., L. Glassey,, Justices of the Peace, P. 54. 
5c. 

S. P. D. 16822 p. 434. 
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I 

rotulorum., six baronets and tvo knights) were dismissed from the bench. 

Social standing and local considerations were now totally disregarded and 
2 

by January 1683 only two identifiable 7-higs remained in connission. 

,;, 
the Cheshire cournission of the peace of In the process of purging 

disaffected Whigs the governn-ent made efforts to replace them with loyal 

g Tory gentry; four new J. P. s were created in August 1681, seven after 
3 

Mor=outh's visit in January 1683 and a further seven in the following April. 
4 

The appointment of James Lrderne,, Dean of Chester., in March 16E4., the only 

local cleric to appear in commission between 1660 and 1685., completed the 

regulation of Cheshire's bench of Justices. 

It was., perhaps., inevitable that in making membership of the magistracy 

conditional upon political loyalty, many gentry who could not otherwise 

have been expected to appear in co=. -assion were appointed J. P. s. Claims 
5 

that some of the newly created Justices were socially inferior had, with 

regard to Cheshire$ some substance for six of the eighteen J. P. s appointed 

between August 1681 and March 1684 could not by wealth or status alone be 

expected to appear on the bench. Some like the Walthalls of Wistaston, 

appointed January 1683, and the Warburtons of Winning 
.,, 
ton, appointed April 

1683s were landowners of little significance who had not previously been 

represented on the magistracy. Others Like Viscount Kilmorrey and his son 

Thomas Needham were essentially Shropshire gentry who owned few estates in 
6 

Cheshire. The appointment in January 1683 of Digby., Lord Gerard of Gerards 

Bromley was., howeverq the most provocative addition to the Cheshire commission 

1, P. R. O.., CBES/24/142/2; CBES/24/142/3; C/231/8p P. 74. A further five 
dead Justices were also removed, 

2 They were the Earl of Derby and John Crewe of Crewe. Both were very 
moderate Whigs* 

3p. Ro., C/231/8, PP- 53., 75,81. 

Ibid.., p. 100. 

5H, 11, C,, Eleventh Reports Appendix ITj P- 172. 

6 
The Needhams had sold most of their Cheshire estates by 1683. See, 

B. L. , Harleian MS. 2010 . passim. 
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I 
of the peace. Although he owned extensive estates in the county, Gerard 

2 
s appointment was widely regarded as being popishly affected and hi 

demonstrates the Crown's determination to ignore the political sentiments 

of the Cheshire Whigs. Thus many of the J. P. s commissioned between 1681-84 

were undistinguished in comparison to displaced Whigs like Sir Willoughby 

Aston and Sir Thomas Delves, both wealthy baronets and members of long 

established county families who had been represented on commissions of the 

peace since the mid-sixteenth, century. Admittedlymany of the other 

additions to the magistracy were less controversial; Robertý Lord Cholmondeley., 

Sir Thomas Grosvenorg Sir Robert Leicester and John Massey were all 

representatives of substantial landowning families whose fathers had served 

on the bench in the 1660s. 

Throughout the Exclusion Crisis and the years of 'Tory reaction' that 

followed, v the number of local gentlemen in the Cheshire commission of the 

peace remained relatively stable.. falling from thirty-eight in September 

1679 to thirty-five in March 1684, but the Crown's interference with local 

governmnt did have some adverse effects on the administration of justice 

within the county. The dismissal of Sir Thomas Powell of Birkenhead and 
3 

Edward Glegg of Gayton left Wirral Hundred, where much of the land was owned 

by Catholics and absentee landlords, without any resident J. P. in commission. 

Similarly., the number of active Justices attending Epiphany,, Easter., 

Midsummer and Michaelmas Quarter Sessions declined from an average of 15., 

10s 13P 9 between 1675 and 1677 to 8.9,8,8 between 1683 and 1685 
4 

respectively. It is more difficult to determine if the alterations in the 

bench affected the holding of petty sessions and the swearing of evidence 

within the individual Hundreds. 

IF. R. O.., C/230., P. 75. 

2j. F. Kenyon,, Popish Plot, p. 271. 

3p. R. o. , c/23i/a, p. 74. 

4Cheshire R. O... QJB/3/2; QJB1313; QJB/3/4, passim. 
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Deprived of their place on the magistracy, the T#7higs were, likewise., 

dismissed from the militia and Deputy Lieutenancy. The process of placing 

the Cheshire militia under the control of the 'loyal gentry' was begun in 

,, Thomas Lea of December 1681 when, on the direct instructions of the King. 

Darnhallý a Whig, was replaced as Colonel of Foot by Sir John Arderne, a 
I 

prominent Tory. Then in June 1682 the Crown ordered that any Justice who 

had been removed from the connission of the peace was ineligible to continue 
2 

as a Deputy Lieutenant. Nevertheless, the Earl of Derby., Lord Lieutenant of 

Cheshire, who was himself a Ihig, did not inform his four Whig deputies of 
3 

their dismissal until June 1683. His reluctance to enforce the dictates of 

central government was not,, however, influenced by purely political 

considerations alone. Aware that the Lord Lieutenant's power of patronage 

over the Deputy Lieutenancy had already been curtailed by the post-Restoration 
4 

Militia Acts,, Derby probably viewed the King's actions as a further challenge 

to his control over militia affairs. 

Thus., the Crown's determination to remodel local goverrmient alorig party 

lines ensured the Cheshire Tories achieved not merely an ascendancy but a 

total monopoly of local administration. The threat of exclusion from public 

office induced few opponents of the Court to disavow their principles and 
5 

only three Tadgs were subsequently restored to the magistracy. By 1683 

county government in Cheshire had, as in the 1650s, become wholly 

unrepresentative of landed society. 

I 
C. S. P. D. 1681, p. 610. 

2C. S. P. D. 1682, p. 252. 

3C. S. P. D. July-September 1683s P. 187; Aston Lodge, Aston IMS., 81/A47. 
Sir Willoughby Aston., Sir Robert Cotton, Sir Richard Brooke and Nathaniel 
Booth were dismissed from the Deputy Lieutenancy, 

4Supra.. 
p. 48. 

5F@ReO*. 
% C/230., pp. 29,, 74* 75,81. Sir Peter Brooke of Mere and Sir 

Thomas rilbrahain of Woodhey., both omitted from commission in December 1682,, 

were restored in January 1683. John Vembles of Agden., removed from the 
bench in April 1680, was restored in April 1683. 
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Rewarded for their loyalty to the monarchy by a hegemony of local 

government, the Tory gentry Froceeded to use their authority against those 

Whom they considered to be disaffected to both the Crown and the Anglican 

church. D=Lng the Exclusion Crisis the 77higs had decried Tory devotion to 
I 

church and Crown as evidence of Popery; in the years known as the 'Tory 

reaction' this crude application of religious epithets to political factions 

waz continued for, in Tory Parlance, MAggery became synonymous with 

religious non-confonnity. 

It is difficult to determine from contemporary sources exactly how nmch 

electoral support the Cheshire 7higs had received from dissenting congregations, 

but from a Tory viewpoint the association between TMiggery and dissent was 

increased by several factors. Many gentxVýincluding the Booths of Dunham 

Uassey,, the Leas of Darn1jall., the Crewes of Utkinton and the Duckenfields of 

Duckenfield. 9who had opposed the Anglican settlement of the church in the 

1660s and who employed non-conformist ministers after their ejection under 

the Act of Uniformity had, in the 1680s, eupported attempts to alter the 

succession to the Croim. Sir Robert Duckenfield, a prominent adherent of 

Booth and Cotton during the 1681 election and patron of an Independent 

chapel within the township of Duckenfield, was alleged by the Tories to be 

a notorious 

conventicler and by his example and means to have patronized 
and shielded from justice (especially by his influence upon 
the constables within the tovm and neighbourhoo 
conventiclers and schismatics. 2 4> 

d) his fellow 

When yonmouth visited Chester in 23eptember 1682 many supporters of the Court 

noted with dissatisfaction that the sermon preached before the Duke was 

delivered by 'Dr. Fogg, one of the prebends now but one who forsook the 
3 

parsonage of Hawaraen on account of his non-conformity'. While it is true 

'e. g. Robert Basford of reston declared that 'the papists did not need 
to fear the driving on of their designs since Popery was so much practised 
in the Churr-h of England. ' See,, Cheshire R. O.., QýTB/3/3, April 1681, unfol. 
2 2. Re 0. q CIM, S/24/143/1 , unf ol. 

31bid. 
p SP/29/420, f. 59. 

hh, 
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that not all 7Thigs had non-conformist connections - Sir Willou,,, hby Aston 
I 

stated that he 'never so much as sw a conventicle in my life' - many 

Exclusionistso particularly Henry Booth., had been forthright in their 

advocacy of a more lenient attitude to dissent. In his charge to the Grand 

Jury in September 1682 Booth explained that 'at this time it is not prudent 

to be very strict against them who differ from the Church of Eqggland only in 
2 

some ceremonies'. Urging the jurors to consicier Protestant unity,, he 

declared that 'it is a very great policy to unite oui-selves that we may be 
3 

the nore able to resist Popery'. It would, therefore, appear that Sir George 

Jeffreys's assertion that 'non-conformist preachers ..... had too much 

encouragement am ngst the nobility and magistracy (of Cheshire) who have 
4 

either defended them or at least forborn to punish them'. possessed a 

demonstrably greater "accuracy than Tndg counter claim depicting the Tories 

as the subservient tools of a Catholic anci absolutist Court. 

Before considering certain aspects of the Tory reaction in detail, it 

should, however. * be pointed out that the Anglican gentry's ability to 

prosecute dissent vras not wholly attributable to the Crown's regulation of 

county gove: r=ent. Although the Cheshire commission of the peace (1679- 

1681) was predominantlyWhigs Tory J. P. s attending the courts of Quarter 

Sessions had often outnumbered their political opponents. The bench at the 

Easter sessions of 1679 was, for example,, composed of seven Tories, four 
5 

, 7higs and one Justice whose political views are unknown. But with the 

removal of the Whigs from commission in December 1682 the Tories dici, 

henceforth. * enjoy a greater latituae in enforcing the penal laws am , ainst 

all who clissented from the Anglican establishment. 

I 
Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary., APril 4th 16&ý. 

2ýooth,, Works,, p. 662. 

3jbid., p. 663. 

40hoshire R. O... DAPVD180, unfol. 

Ibid. s QJB/3/3., unfol, 
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An address from the Grand Jury to the eight Tory magistrates who 

assembled at 11iddlevrich for the Epiphany Sessions in 1683 was not only a 

forthright exposition of Anglican doctrine but., more importantly., an explicit 

declaration of the loyalists' intentions. The Jurors asserted that there was 

no safe way of preserving the Government, both of church and 
state, in peacelunless the wholesome laws of this realm be 
put in execution to preserve them against ill and disaffected 
perso .1 

Requesting the bench to enforce the statutes against both Irecusants and 

dissenters', the Grand Jury further suggested that ministers and church- 

wardens should compile a list of all such offenders to be exhibited in every 
2 

church in the diocese 'for the satisfaction of the King's most loyal subjeotst. 

In accordance with this desire the Cheshire courts dealt with an increasing 

number of cases relating to religious dissent durinj, the final years of 

Charles TT's reign. 

The number of presentments before the court of Quarter Sessions for 

mn-attendance at church rose spectacaarly from 190 in 1679 to 450 in 1682 
3 

and reached a peak of 713 in 1685. Persistent absenters were referred to 

the court of Great Sessions; at the courtfs sittinZ in July 1684,184 

individuals were indicted for offences ranging from one to six months absence 
4 

from church. Similarly., dissenters accused of attending conventicles, few 

of whom had been prosecuted between 1679-31, were presented before Quarter 
5 

and Greaý Sessions with a marked regularity. 

Amid the relentless persecution of non-conformity between 1682-85 it 

was, howevers the sectarians,, especially the Quakers, who were treated with 

the greatest severity. After a period of intense suffering in the years 

f03.1owing the Restoration the Quakers had.. during the next decade and a half,, 

enjoyed a period of comparative security but this had in turn ended during 

lCheshire R. O. j, QJF/January 1683, f- 32. 
21bid. 

3-Tbid., QJB/3/3, passim; QJB/3/4, pp. 2J+1-52. 

4: p. n. o., cI-fES/24-/142/6, unfol. 
5e. 

q. see, Cheshire R. O., QJB/3/3, April and July 1682. 
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the Exclusion Crisis. The renewed prosecution of the ', quv1Wrz in 1679 - 

a period domnated by anti-Catholic feeling - may have stemmed from the 

contemporary belief that the fanaticism of the Quaker was closely related 

to that of the Papist. In a pamphlet written by Charles, Earl of Derby in 

1668 entitled 'Truth Triumphant in a Dialogue between a Papist and a Quaker', 

the former contended that 'I am a Roman Catholic and I call you half brother 

because you are a Quaker'. 

Nevertheless, it is possible that the developing rift between the gentry- 

over Exclusion inspired some Quakers with hopes of alleviating their 

deterioratirig position. In Januax7 1679 a number of brethren petitioned 

the benchpprotesting against 'the illegal proceedings which the people of 

God called Quakers' suffered 'by warrant, or so pretended, of Justice 
2 

Egerton'. The petitioners complained particularly about bailiffs distraining 

goods of a far greater value than the fines imposed by the courts. Thomas 

Titley, ordered to pay a fine of 420 for allowing a peaceable meeting at 
3 

his house., had subsequently been deprived of nine cows valued at Z27. Although 

few Cheshire gentry had any sympathy with the sectnrians'plight, there is 

some evidence to suggest that the Justices who opposed the Crown were 

prepared to exploit the incident in order to discredit the high-Anglicans; 

John Worral., the bailiff responsible for executing Sir Phillip Egerton's 
4 

warrant, was himself fined z2o and imprisoned in Chester castle. 

This proved to be no more than a temporary respite, however, for by 

1682 the Cheshire Quakers-were again being treated with the utmost severity 

by the now solidly Anglican bench of Justices. 
-At 

the Epiphany Sessions of 

that year ninety Triends' were indicted before the court for attending 
5 

religious meetings. In July 1683 two J. P. s., Thomas Needham and Sir Phillip 

ICharles,, Earl of Derby, Truth Triumphant in a Dialogue between a Papist 
and a Quaker, London, 1668, p. 45. 

2Cheshire R-0-Y QJF/January 1679., f. 182. 

31bid. 

41bid.., Qjr/April 1679., f. 166. 
50 Ibid. , gF/january 1682, ff. is 21 4., 26., 31,32-. 
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Egerton., disturbed a conventicle of seventy-five Quakers at-Newton,, near 
I 

1jacclesfield. When the Quakers refused to give security to appear at the 

next Quarter Sessions., the whole assembly was removed to Chester castle and 
2 

interred 'in a stinking dungeon out of which felons were then removed'. 

in their determination to discourage sectarian assemblies Egerton and 

Needham did not scruple to use informers, the militia and., on occasion, 

physical violence. After breaking up a conventicle in July 1684 Needham 

was alleged to have fallen upon one of the hearers and 'beat him on the head.. 

punched him on the breast with 
3 

his cane,, pulled his neckeloth in pieces and 

threw him down and kicked him'. 

In Cheshire the harsh enforcement of the penal laws against Protestant 

dissent was paralleled by an equally vigorous application of the same statutes 

to. the problem of Roman Catholicism. In spite of Henry Boothts rhetoric and 

the disquiet concerning Popery between 1678-81, presentments before Quarter 

Sessions for recusancys although increasing during these years, had not 

risen dramatically. At the height of the plot in 1679 3.46 recusants were 

indicted before the county courts for non-attendance at church in Comparison 

to 88 cases for the same offence in 1676. In this context it would seem 

that-the prosecution of Sir Rowland Stanley, a Cheshire Catholic, 'for 

wearing a sword in the Shirehall' owed more to Exclusionist propaganda than 
5 

to. a determined drive against Popery. But between 1682-85 there was a 

=rked upsurge in prosecutions for Popish recusancy. Presentments of 

identifiable Catholics for failure to attend their parish churches rose from 
6 

: L34 in 1680, to 219 in 1682, to 348 in 1685. After the discovery of the 

Rye House Plot in 1683 it was not only the leading "Whigs but also the major 

'Cheshire R-O-. - WIjuly 1683,, ff. 134-35. 

2j. Besse, Quaker Sufferings, vol. I, p. log. 

3: rbid. , p. 110., 

4Cheshire R. O. p QJB/3/2, pass: L-n; 4YBI313., passim. 

CBES/24/141/5,,, unfol. 
6Cheshire R. O. ) QJB/3/3, unfol; QJB/3/4., pp. 241-52. 

L 
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Catholic gentry - the Stanleys of Hooton., the Pooles of Poole and the 

Masseys of Puddington - who were harassed in the search for arms. Thus, 

the -Tories' uncompromising treatment of the county's Papists belied Twg 

claims to the contrary and, unlike ITarwickzhire and Torkshire wh4re, 
2 

convictions for Popish recusancy declined after 1681, the position of the 

Cheshire Catholics actually deteriorated during the years of the Tory 

reaction. 

--In, their efforts to stamp out political and religious dissent the 

3.0yalist gentry were aided by some Tory stalwarts amongst the Anglican 

clergy. Due2 howevers to the sickness and consequent incapacity of John 
3 

Pearson. % Bishop of Chester, it was James Arderne, a younger brother of 

Sir John Arderne of Arderne, who emerged as the most active and influential 

Tory cleric. Appointed Dean of Chester in 1682, Arderne not only used his 

influence against one of the Cathedral! s prebends whom he described as 
1+ 

suffering from 'a deep infection of Whiggism', but in the aftermath of 

Monmouth's visit instigated an address 'to acquit the county from favouring 
5 

the Duke'. The Anglican establishment was equally prepared to utilize what 

3. ittle economic influence it possessed against those it considered to be 

disaffected to church and Cx'O'vm- In January 1683 William Lloyd,, Bishop of 

St.. Asaph., discovered that a lease 'of the best part of the city of Chester' 

would., ý, with a-11 probability., fall to the Dean and Chapter of Chester 

Cathedral. Lloyd remarked that once possessed of the lease, the Dean 

twould have a great deal of poýver over 
6 

all the persons in that city for want 

of which ..... it is now very factious. ' 

'Shropshire R-0- . Shavington YISS. , vol. 946., B771 

2j. Miller., Popery and Politics., p. 191. 

IV. C. IL Cheshire, vol. 3, p. 44. 

Tanner IISS. , vol. 35, f- 15. 

Sp/29/420., f. 126i; C. S. P. D. 1682, p. 431+- 

6 
Bod3.. Lib... Tanner 10S., vol. 35, f. 159. 

hL 
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Repudiating its former policy of toleration the Crown., in turn, now 

gave an unreserved encouragement to the Tory clergy. After Lawrence Woods 

a petty canon of Chester Cathedral., had preached a hostile sermon before 

the Duke of Yonmouth, the King was reputed to have remarked that 'he would 

have him (Woods) a prebend'. Similarly, Williara Thompson, Vicar of St. Peters, 

Chest er, renowned as one viho was 'active in prosecuting and bring 
, ing to 

justice several dissenters' was, upon the recommendation of Sir Leoline 
2 

Jenkins,, preferred to the Rectory of Aldingham, Lancashire. James Arderne 

_was 
likewise given the Rectory of Davenham, also in the gift of the Crown. 

Tet, despite the support of the church and their domination of county 

governmentp the Tory gentry still continued to encounter some opposition in 

enforcing the penal laws. In July 1684 the Grand Jury of the county focussed 

attention on this problem and stressed the need for an effectual course to 

be taken 'to prevent riotous and unlawful meetings'. Asking 'that presentments 

of the court may for the future lavrfully and speedily issue out against such 

offenders's the Jurors intimated that 'hitherto it has not been carefully 
3 

done to the discouragement of all such presentments'. Sir Robert Leicester 

of Tabley attributed this frustration of the lmv to the obtrusive actions 

of GOorge Booth, Prothonotary of the Cm'vm for the county of (; heshire. 

Coltplaining that he 'cannot hear of anythirl, & done against the fanatics'. 

Leicester accused the prothonotary of making every effort to 1 stifle justice 
45 

'in 
I 
that court'. But as Booth had secured a grant of the office for life, 

Tor, Y criticism and the castigation of the Chief Justice of Chester weres in 

this case t of no avail. 

SP/29/42-0, f- 139. 

2C. S. P. D. January-June 1683, p. ii. 

3p. R. 09 9 CHES/24/142/6, urifol. 

January-June 1683, p. 244. 

5G-. 
-ormerod, 

Cheshire., vol. I., p. 83. 
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As in the 1660s, however, it was the minor county officials who provea 

to be-the raost urrrilling to aPP1Y the laws against religious dissent., and 

constables who failed in their duty were regularly brought before the county 

courts. At the autumn sitting of the court of Great Sessions in 1683 William 

17johe' Head Constable of Macclesfield Hundred, was accused of tneglecting 
I 

his duty in not making a presentment of dissenters from church'. In 

September 1682 the Constables of both Sutton Downes and Wincle were, likewise, 

indicted 'for not bidrigirkT, in a full presentment to the Grand Jury of Popish 
2 

and fanatic recusants that absent themselves from churcht. Moreover., the 

continued practice between 1682-85 of presenting offenders for three weeks 
3 

absence from church at a fine of one shilling a week,, rather than a months 

absence at a find of Z20, may be further evidence of county and parish 

officials' reluctance to impose the full rigours of the penal laws. 

,, -,,, 
Although Head Constables' and Constables' failure to enforce the law 

had., in. the years after the Restoration,, been Vridely criticized by many 

Ariglican J. P. s., neither central nor local g., overnment had made any sustained 

effort. to reform the administrative system that gave rise to such abuses. 

But in the 1680s the Cheshire Tories, capitalizing on their control of local 

Zovernment', made an attempt to remedy these deficiencies in the administration 

of the'law. In 1685 a Grand Jury suggested that magistrates should review 

the -county freeholders book., which was used for selecti ng Jurors and Head 

I strike out the names of any who had been convicted of Constables., anc 
5 

I>rotestant or Catholic recusancy. In future, therefore, eligibility for 

these offices would depend on a certificate from the Rector or Vicar of an 

individuals respective parish, testifying Ito their loyalty and conformity 6 
to the Kirig and church'. 

lp. R. o. . CI-IES/24/142/4, unfol. 
21bid.,, CEES/24/142/2, unfol. 

ibid. p CIES/24/142/6, unfol; CIMS/2ý/14`ý/2., unfol. 

p. 54. 
R. 0.1 CBES/24/11+3/2 2 unf ol. 

61b, id. 
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" The difficulties confronting loyalist gentry in the county of Cheshire,, 

where they enjoyed a monopoly of power, were, nevertheless,, insignificant in 

comparison to the opposition Tories encountered within the city of Chester 

where the courts., unaffected by the Crovmls regulation of county government, 

remained under the control of 77higs who exhibited no desire to enforce the 

lavts against Protestant dissent. Indeed, the Whigs' position in Chester 

had improved markedly dur-Ing 1681.. for in the municipal elections of that 

year George Mainwaring., a wealthy merchant and leading non-conformist, had 

been returned as Mayor of the city. Throughout his tem of office Mainwaring 

used his considerable influence as 11ayor to protect local dissenters. When 

in January 1682 a Chester Grand Jury presented him with an address condemning 

three dissenting preachers 'that still hold unlawful conventicles in this 
I 

cityt., mainwaring, using the excuse that the Recorder was absent in London,, 
2- 

refused to intervene. The case was not., however, allowed to rest there for 

tile Chester Tories brought the matter to the attention of the PAvy Council. 

yet-despite repeated orders from Sir Leoline Jenkins., Secretary of State., 
3 

reque sting the Corporation to enforce the Five Uile Act., and a further 
04 

presentment of the preachers at the Easter Quarter Sessions, the preachers 

were not prosecuted or silenced. . 
The Exclusionists' vehement determination to alter the succession to 

the crowntogether with their identification with Protestant dissent 
,, 

convinced most Cheshire Tories that, in their attacks on the existing order 

: Ln Church and state,, the 77higs would not hesitate in having recourse to 

armed- rebellion. In lang 
, uage reminiscent of the early 1660s MAgs and non- 

conformists were branded as Idangerous enemies to the public peace, and their 

lChester R-O-., QSF/82,, f. 270. 

2p. R. O., SP/29/418, f. 11*6; C. S. P. D. 1682,, p. 67. 

3C. S. F. D. 1682, pp. 92., 107. 

4C. S. P. D. 1682, P. 157. 
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I 

conventicles are nurseries of faction and rebellion'. To Sir George 

Jeffreys,, Chief Justice of Chester, the county's Whigs were synonymous 

with 'the Puritans' who had opposed successive English monarchs before 

waging a war against the King in 1642 'under the fair and specious pretence 
2 

of religion, redress of grievances and removing of evil councillors'. In 

an emotive harangue to the Great Sessions following the discovery of the 

Rye House Flot, Jeffreys inquired - 'have not the dissenters murdered the 
3 

father and were not the same tribe designing to murder the son'. Thus., to 

many contemporaries the issues underlying the political disputes of the 

1680s were seen to be identickl to those that had divided the nation in the 

1640s; in this respect, moreover, the Whigs were perceived to be the 

political descendants of the much maligned Civil War radicals. 

From 1681 onwards the portrayal of the Whigs as a group of factious 

malcontents was actively encouraged by the Crown. In a propaganda campaign 

designed to totally discredit its Exclusionist opponents, central government 

made effective use of a draft Association (though unsigned and undated) 

found among the Earl of Shaftesbury's papers. The Whig Association, modelled 

on the Elizabethan Association against Mary Queen of Scots., urged all 

rrotestants to defend their 
4 

religion against a ropish successor 'by force 

of, ams if need so require'. Three weeks after Shaftesbury's trial in 

ITovember 1681 the Association was printed in the official London Gazette. 

Re - sporlding to the Crovm's initiative., 'that treasonable model ..... published 

against the Earl of Shaftesbury' was condemned in an address of the Chester 

Tories as evidence of the 'Whigs' intentions tto renew our late miseries 
5 

and-to embroil the Kingdom in a fresh rebellion'. 

CIMS/24/143/2, unfol. 

2C, 
-leshi. re Roo* ) DAP/D/80, 'Address to the Jury'. 

33: ýid. 

J+KýH. D. Haley., The First Earl of Shaftesbury, Oxford, 1968, p. 678. 

'5Chester 
JZ. O... QSF/82, f. 278; P. R. O., SP/29/1+18,, f. I&j.. 
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In the plethora of tracts and pamphlets occasioned by the Exclusion 

Crisis some %hig propagandists hadl, indeed, argued that armed resistance 

to the authority of the government was, in some cases, justified. John 

Locke, a member of Shaftesbury's household since 1667., was., perhaps, the 

most able exponent of the Miigsl view of government and the constitution. 

In his 'Two Treatises of Government', written between 1679-81 as a rebuttal 

of Filmerls 'Patriarchal,, Locke argued that the state was a voluntary 

association of individuals designed to ensure the better preservation of 

liberty and property. In this contractual view of society he contended that 

power rested with the people and was only exercised on their behalf by the 

executive power; the Crown could not exempt or place itself above the law. 

In Locke's opinion anyone 'in authority (who) exceeds the power given him' 

ceases 'to be a magistrate, and acting without authority may be opposed'. 

Although the 'Two Treatises of Government' were not published until after 

the Revolution of 1688., ideas similar to those of Locke's were given a 

public expression in Cheshire during the Exclusion Crisis itself. 

. 
At the Michaelmas Quarter Sessions of 1682 Henry Booth scandalized the 

predominantly Tory bench by his Imiscreate vrords9 relating to 'the Middlesex 
2 

doctrine lately broached'. In his charge to the Grand Jury Booth', like Locke,, 

affirmed that there lwas no ground for that opinion that the King is above 

the'laWl for such a doctrine would 'render all our laws ineffectual and 
3 

useless'. Emphasizing this point he asserted that 

if neither the IUng nor his officers are answerable for a 
breach of the laws, then our laws signify nothing aný are 
but a dead letter, and we are no better than slaves. 

Confronted with an abuse of authority Booth argued that a subject could 

: Legitimately 'defend himself and his goods against those that shall assault 
5 

or molest him'. 

1j. Dunn.. The Folitical Thought of John Locke., Cambridge,, 1975,, p. 165. 

ý2C. S. P. D. 1682., p. 457. 

3Booth., Works., p. 655. 

'+Ibid. 
, p. 650. 

L 5Thi-, I. . p. 649. 
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The concept that the King was not only acccuntable to but could also 

be opposed by his subjects was fiercely denounced by the Cheshire Tories. 

Differing from Booth in their perception of the Cn)vm,, the Tories condemned 
I 

j7hig philosophy as 'a lively emblem of nonsense, sedition and distraction'. 

in an eloquent exposition on the institution of monarchy Sir George Jeffreys 

asserted that the King was 'anointed of the Lord not of the peoplet ; Kings 
2 

were 'God's men and mens' Gods. 1 Disagreeing,, therefore, in their conception 

of govenment and mutuaUy suspicious of each othersintentions, the 

differences between Cheshire Whigs and Tories were further exacerbated 

by thd Duke of Monmouth's visit to the county in September 1682. Concerned 

over the prospect of the Duke's PrOzress, Adam Martindale remarked that tour 

ýentry being already falling into two parties this would certainly heighten 
3 

that State schism beyond all probability of an accommodation'. 

James Scott, Duke of Monmouth, was the eldest natural son of Charles II, 

After an undistinguished early career 1,11onmouth., encouraged by his close 

circle of friends (which included Lords Brandon and Colchester),, had exploited 

the'hostility to the Duke of York to further his own claims to the throne. 

Although he was never recognized by the Mig party as the rightful successor 

10r named in the Mcclusion Bills as such, by 1679 Charles II could no longer 

jZ re the Duke's pretensions. Ordered abroad to Holland., Monmouth urmisely 
, no 

returned from his exile in November 1679 without the King's permission and 

wa. 5-summarily dismissed from all his offices. In the following months the 

Imke became increasingly dependent upon the Earl of Shetesbury and in the 

summer of 1680 was prompted by him to embark on a highly successful tour 

of the'West country. 

Ij. Ry. L.,, Legh of Lyme IISS.., 'A Reply to the Speech mide by Henry Booth 

-aft er, his Iý; Jectionl* 

-2 Cl 
' 
-1 
, 
eshire R. O.., DAP/D/80,, 'Address to the Juryt. 

-31, artin&de 2 Life , p. 227. 

-Allen., The Political Career of Jwnes Scott, Dake of Monmouth, 

UniversitY of Iffales 11h. D. thesis., 1971) Passim. 
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'llorunouth 
entered Cheshire at ITantwich on September 9th 1682. The town 

was said to be 

., so, thronged with the mobile vulgus that there was hardly 
any assage for them, the windows and tops of hyuses crowded (andý not one word could be heard but Monmouth. 

Some hostile observers sought to rdnimize the significance of the Duke's 

reception, declaring that the crowds ivere composed of tnoted dissenters and 
2 

such ordinary mean persons as they can procure', but more reliable accounts 

suZgest that Yonmouth's aPPeal was not limited to the connonalty. When 

entering the county reports state that he was attended by 'many of the 

nobility and gentry of Cheshire and Staffordshiret 
3 

and during the remainder 

of his visit it is known that, at varying times,, the Duke was accompanied 

by at least twenty-three Cheshire grentlemn including six baronets and one 

knight. But Morunouth's most constant attendants and the undoubted 

orchestrators of his progress were Henry Booth, Colonel Roger'Uhitley and 

the Lords Yacclesfield.. Brandon and Colchester. 

From Haxitwich Monmouth journeyed to Chester where he was aZain greeted 

by the acclamation of the citizens. The city ',. ssembly., displaying more 

re serve did not officially welcome the Duke, however, who was received by ýS 

only the more extreme Whig members of the Corporation, the Mayorp Recorder 
1.1 

4 
and three Aldermen. Yonmouth, nevertheless,, stayed at Chester for a further 

two, days before fulfilling the professed purpose of his visit to the county 

by attending and vrinnin,,; a horse race at Wallasey. When the races ended on 

Wednesday, September 13th the remainder of the Duke's stay was occupied by 

vis-ts to the county's leading Mdgs; Lord Colchester at Rock-savage Lord 
5 

I)elamere of Dunham Ilassey., Henry Booth at Ifere and Roger Whitley at Peele. 

, p, R. o. . SP/29/420 j, f-59. 

ý2C. s. r. D. 1682., P. 389. 

SP/29/1+20, ff. 59,60. 

-5Ch'es'ter R. o., cR/63/1, f. 223. 
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The week's full itinerary of hunting and dinirig culminated in a three day 

entertaiment at Gawmvorth IL-LU., the zeat Of the Earl of Macclesfield. 

Here an estimated crowd of over four thousand people witnessed a lavish 
I 

display of banqueting, and sports. 

only too aware of 1"ormouth's widesprcad popularity., the court viewed his 

progress through Cheshire and the Midlands with some anxiety and government 

supporters in the provinces were ordered to observe and report in detail on 

the Dukets movements and actions. On September 12th Sir Leoline Jenkins., 

Secretary of States requested Richard Legh of Lyme to establish 

where and at whose charge the Duke of Monmuth dined ..... 
what arts are used to dr= the rabble together (and) whether 
any riot or breach of the peacia was committed in any of the 
several places through which the Duke of Ibnmouth passed. 2 

y=wing that their activities would be watched closely the rihigs ensured that 

'great care was taken that nothimg of a Tory or any that was not well known 
3 

of their party should come near them'. Nevertheless, many Cheshire Torie: 3 

were untiring in their efforts to provide the goverment with information., 

and at least one gentleman employed 'two persons to spy on the Duke's 

followers and attendants'. Peter Shakerley, eldest ocn of Sir Geoffrey 

, hakerley of Hulme, was, however., the most zealous of the Court's agents., 
4 

sup-plying the goverment with daily reports on Monmouth's company., 1. a service 

for which he was later rmrarded with the goveniorship, of Chester castle. 

Constantly informed of the Whigs, activities in Cheshire,, central governwnt 

was thus able to resporA vrith rapidity to the more disturbirla aspects of 

Ilt)nmouth's progress. On the DuIce's return southffards he was arrested at 

Stafford by John Romsey., a King's Sergeant, and charged with behaving 'in a 

riotous Dncl unlawf'al nla=er to the- disturbance of the Public peace and to 
5 

the terror of his Yaiesty's good subjects'. 

L gh of Lyme LISS.., 'Deposition of E ar 's Septe ber 1J. Py. L.,, e. dw d Sherman M 
20th 1682. 
2Ibid. 

0 L. JerAcins to R. Legh, September 12th 1682. 

3P. R. O., SP/29/420, f. 72. 

p. p ý0.., SP/29/1+20, ff. 59,72,91. 
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The occasion of Llonmouth's visit to Cheshire had been exploited by 

local 7higs for the open expression of anti-Court sentiments. In a se=ion 

preached before the Duke in Chester Cathedral., Dr. Fogg had purposely 
I 

omitted 'to pray for the Queen and Dulm of Torkt. Amid the Whig gatheririg 

for the horse races at ", 7, -llasey,, condemnation of the government had been 

more explicit. Peter Shakerley, who infiltrated the banquet accompanying 

thel racds., reported that many of those present had 'in general exclained 

against the clergy ..... cLcl magnify the last Parliament at Westminster and 

, 
the, ir votes' and had asserted 'that the King must and would part with his 

2 
brother'. At the later banquet at Gawsworth Hall, John Hollinshead, an 

Aldeman of Macclesfield, was alleged to have affimed that 'it was in the 

power of the people to choose their King' and therefore 'no Papist would 
3 

inherit the Crown'. 'Worrying as this table-talk was to the vigilant Tory 

gentry., it was wholly overshadowed by drxnatic developments in Chester and 

it was these events to which the government's charges --Zainst Monmouth 

specifically referred. 

News of the Duke of llonmouth's winning the horse races atUallasey had 

reached Chester on the evening of September 12th and had been greeted by 

many_citizens with an outburst of rioting. The house of Mathew Anderton, a 

promi 
I 
nent Tory who had angered many of the city's 77higs by stating that 'if 

4 
the Duke cam in at one gate, he would go out at another',, was surround6d 

and pelted with stones. Continuing the disturbances throughout the night, 

the rabble t composed of I several apprentices and sons of dissenters 19 

displayed a pronounced anti-clericism. The doors of the Cathedral were forced 

open and its staimd glass windows smashed. In anonYmous observer recorded 

that the rioters 

Ir. R. 0. , SP/29/420, f- 59. 

2Cheshire R. O... DDX/7/i ; P-R. O. , SP/29/420, f- 72. 

3j. jýy. L., LeZh of Lyme IISS., 'Depositioft of Ech7ard Sherman, September 
20th, 1682. 
4-C. S. F. D. 16820 p. 402. 
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beat to pieces the baptismal font, pulled down some 
monuments, attempted to demolish the organ and committed 
other most enormous outrages. 1 

. 
Aý 
ýPart from two constables the city authorities made no attempt to 

quell the popular disturbances; the Mayor, George Maim7aring, was himself 
2 

abs. ent from Chester., attending Monmouth at Wallasey. The Justices and Deputy 

Ligutenants of the county,, the nearest of-whom lived ten miles away from the 

city., proved to be equally impotent and were not informed of events in time 

to p3mvide requisite action. In the aftermath of the X-Iots, however, a few 

Tory Aldermen tried to reassert some authority but their investigations 

were hampered by the Whigs whose morale had obviously been raised by 

Monmouth's presence. Sir Robert Leicester of Tabley,, a Justice of the Peace 

and Deputy Lieutenant, complained that theWhigs were now #concurred with an 

inexpressable boldnessp bririging a strange ayre on many and shaking the 

allegiance of others' and that many citizens were therefore 'unwilling or 3 
afraid to give proof of what they know. Sir Geoffrey Shakerley expressed I 
the sentiments of many Tories in stating 'tis to be feared the Mayor and 4 
Recorder. will be kind to the rioters'. Such apprehensions were, as it turned 

outj, not unfounded for when Thomas Simpson, a Tory Alderman,, finally 

succeeded in arresting two of the rioters he was dismayed to find them 

: U=ediately released by the 77hig magistrates. Significant in themselves as 

a demonstration of Monmouth and the 12ags' Popularity,, the disturbances at 

Chesterlin addition to the Oorporation's reluctance to prosecute the rioters,, 

were., more inTortantly, to provide central government with an ideal excuse 

for challenging the autonomy of the city's courts of law. 

Frustrated by the Whigs' reluctance to punish the riotersp the city's 

Tories had brought the matter to the attention of Sir George Jeffreys who 

was., at the times in the neighbouring county of Denbighs1dre for the Welsh 

Ormerods Cheshire, vol. I, P. 248; G. V. Burne j, Chester Cathedral 
p. ---153. The Cathedral windows were later repaired at a: co t of ,. 

' s Z7 
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Assizes, before proceeding to Chester for the autumn sitting of the court 

of Great Sessions- In a letter to the King, dated September 16th., Jeffreys 

devised a strategy by which Chester's Mayoral and Quarter Sessional courts 

could be superseded and the rioters brought to trial. Noting that three 

persons accused of clipping coins, a high treasonable offence, were currently 

in Chester gaol and that the city's charter did not empower local courts to 

try charges of high treason, the Chief Justice suggested that if the 

, government issued a special commission of Oyer and Terminer for trying the 

clippers,, the same co=ssion could also be used to prosecute the perpetrators 

of the riot. 

Reactina- speedily to these proposalsthe Crown prepared the commission 

on September 19th and immediately foruarded it to Chester to await Jeffreys's 
2 

arrival there2 four days later. With the Chief Justice present in the city., 

plans for trying the rioters, in which 'the parsons ..... did their part',, 
3 

were quickly finalized. The Sheriff empanelled 'a very sufficient and 

honest Jury' who gave imediate notice of their political sympathies by 

subscribing to an address conaemning 'any endeavours to alter the true legal 

succession or to allow any armed violence or other designs to accomplish it'. 

Jeffreys's direct intervention in the city's affairs was, nevertheless., 

t with determined opposition by the T. bigs, the most vehement. of whom was 

-Villiam rilliams, the Recorder of Chester. 7, ill i ams who,, along with 

Alderman Villiam Street., another inveterate TTdg, had inexplicably been 

named as conrnissioners of Oyer and Terminer., argued that Chester's courts 

were entitled to try all offences other than treason and denounced the Chief 

justiceb actions as an invasion of the Corporation's ancient rights. Reminding 

R. o. , SP/29/420, f- 71 

2C. S. F. D. 1682., p. 411. 

31bid.,, p. 4Z7. 
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the citizens of their oaths as freemen, the Recorder hoped that 'no such 

vipers were bred within themselves as would suck the blood out of their 

own veins' by participating in this thinly veiled attack on the charter. 

AlthoUgh'Villiam Is polemic caused a substantial stir among the populace 

the Tory Grand Jury remained totally unmoved. On September 28th the rioters 

were indicted before the special commission and a true bill found whereupon 
2 

the case was removed to the court of King's Bench. 

- The Duke of Monmouth's progress, the accompanying riots and central 

govIernment's heavy handed interference with Chester's corporate independence 

together ensured that the Mayoral and Shrieval elections., to be held in mid- 

Octoberp would be particularly fiercely contested by the rival parties within 

the city. ks with the Whigs' control of the city of London and the resulting 

signoramus juriesIp so the Whigs' domination of Chester's major municipal 

offices of I&Vor, Recorder and Sheriffs had, prior to September 1682, 

enabled them to dispense justice in a politically partisan manner. Henry 

Birkenhead,, accused of distributing seditious pamphlets in Chester's coffee 

houses., had been unanimously acquitted by the Jury at the city's Quarter 

Sessions., a verdict the Mayor and Recorder ostentatiously approved by liftirý, 
3 

off their hats to the defendant. Sir George Jeffreys's challenge to the 

cit. Vts courts haa been a serious blow to the 31cclusionists' pretensions but 

in the weeks after the expiry of the special cormassion the TThigs came to 

regard the Chief Justice's actions as no more than a temporar y setback. 

early , October one Tory Alderman complained that I all Is over and that the 
4 

con-mission of Oyer and Terminer was but a pretty specious pretence If 

however, the Whigs were to re-establish their former ascendancy within the 

city of Chester it was essential for them to succeed in returning their 

candidates at the forthcoming municipal elections. 

0,0. , SP/2 9/420., f. 12 6. 

2C. S. P. D. 1682.. p. 439. 

31bid., P- 406. 
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In the months preceding, the elections both the Whig and Tory factions 

prepared for the approaching contest. As early as July 1682 one observer 

stated that 'we are beginning, here to make our interest for an honest Mayor 

..... though the election be not Itil October 13thl. The Exclusionists' 

preparations seem to have been equally well advanced for the sam writer 

reported that many 'Lonclon Whigs were at our fair last week with several of 

our citizens of the same stamp and were treated by our Mayor at a venison 
2 

feast'. Tet despite their early endeavours, Chester Tories remained 

despairing of their ability to counter the influence of the In-dgs. Peter 

Shakerley connented that 'the loyal Party 710ula (Only) get the better if 
3 

messenger divert 11r. Recorder and 11derman, Street to London'. 

By early October three candidates had emerged for the office of Mayor; 

one Tory, Sir Peter Ilinclar, and *bffo Whigs., Aldenaan Peter Edwards, a city 

goldsmith, and Colonel Roger Mitley, 1j. p. for the city in the third 

Exclusion Parliament. In the light of the available evidence it is not 

possible to determine whether the appearance of two Whig candidates 

represented a split between the moderate and the more extreme advocates of 
4 

Exclusion, or whether, given the method of electing a Mayor, it was merely 

a precaution to ensure that one of their party was chosen. Whitley, who had 

been a constant attendant on Monmouth., was., however., by far the more extreme 

of the two Whigs and was favourite to carry the election. Even James Arderne,, 

the Tory Dean of Chester, conceded that 'the election is like to fall on 
5 

thitley) to the harm of the government'. the latter (T; 

pespite the recent trials of the Whig rioters, the run-up to the election 

was marked by further rioting during which the houses of prominent Tories 

were again attacked. At the hustings the rabble was equally clamorous, 

lc;, S. P. D. 1682,, p. 280. 

2ibi4. 
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voicing their support for the Colonel with 'great acclamations of "a Whitley, 

a-ghitley"'. As expected., the poll ended in total humiliation for Pindar, 

the Tories' mminee,, who gained only eighty votes; Whitley and Edwards 
I 

received 459 and 436 votes respectively. According to the city's franchise 

the t,, o candidates obtaining the highest number of popular votes were then 

thoused' q allowing the Aldernmmic Bench to choose one of the two as Mayor 

for the following year. 

However, on the day prior to the election Peter Shakerley, now Deputy 
21 

Governor of Chesters had taken the precaution of closeting himself with a 

number of the city's Aldermen. Over a glass of wine Shakerley had stressed 

that 'for the good of the city' it was essential that Whitley should be 
3 

prevented from succeeding to the office of Mayor. Anýdous., perhaps, over 

the recent challenge to the Corporation's autononT and conscious, no doubt, 

of. the Quo Warranto campaign just getting under way aga-inst borough charters., 

a majority of the Aldermen agreed to Shakerley's request and., to the chagrin 

of,, the citizenss the upper chamber nominated Alderman Edwards to the 

Mayoralty. Thus; lacking mass support and unaided by central governments 

the Chester Tories were only able to frustrate "Ihitley by acquiescing to 

the election of another Vbig. To achieve a more positive success in local 

Imlitios it was necessary for the 'loyal partyl to enlist the sustained 
4 

backing Of the (; Ourt and obtain a writ of Quo 77arrantO- 

The rioting in Chester both during Yonmouth's progress and the municipal 

elections wasp most probably., a product of Whig euphoria and strong beer 
5 

jibe ,, ally supplied by the Whig Aldermen, but many Tories feared that the 

: Duke is visit was a prelude to a more concerted attack on the authority of 

1c. S. P. D. 1682ý P. 471. 

2jbid., p. 487. 

ý3C. S. F. D. 1682., p. 471. 

1+. Tzfra., pp. 126-131. 
11 1 1. 

1682, pp. 388P 389. 
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the Crovm. Mathew Fowler., Rector of Whitchurch and a regular correspondent 

with"Sir Leoline Jenkins, believed that by August 1682 a majority of the 

Cheshire Whigs were prepared to join in an armed rebellion against the 

government. Informing Jenkins that 'this corner of England abounds too 

much with disaffected persons', Fowler concluded that the influence of the 

loyal gentry was completely 'overmatched by the family of Delamerel, 

, -Tet, as Chester was possessed of a garrisonq the goverment's position 

within the city and county of Cheshire was, from a military point of view, 

I potentially secure. Sir Geoffrey Shakerley, the Governor of Chester's 

employment of soldiers against dissenting meetings within the city during 

the 1660s had shown that garrison troops could be used to overawe trouble 
2 

spotS. But., due to the Crown's impoverised financial situation, caused by 

the Exclusion Parliaments' refusal to grant the King supply, the forces 

stationed in Chester castle had been drastically reduced. On January 10th 

1660'Sir Geoffrey Shakerley was ordered to disband the OOMPanY Of foot under 3 
his command and by the end of that month the garrison consisted of only 

three gunners., two of whom were described as holding 'the most pernicious 4 
and factious principles'. Local Tories viewed the degarrisoning of Chester 

with consternation and implored the government to fortify the castle 

pro tempore, and Sir Geoffrey Shakerley, a loyal and vigilant 
gentleman, entrusted with command of it as formerly (for) it 
may tend much to the security of these parts and prevent any 
designs on it and the city. 5 

The Duke of Tork,, who had imputed the worst possible motives to the Ynd'a 

opposition throug 
., 
hout the Exclusion Crisis, likewise, hoped that Chester would 

soon be 'garrisoned again. P for it would still serve to kee that county in awe, 
6 

and to be a place for the loyal party to rendezvous at in case of need'. 

16822 pp. 342-43. 

2Supra,, pp. 51-52. 
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Disturbed by the apparent vulnerability of Chester, the Tories' anxieties 

were coinpounded by the behaviour of the Earl of Derby, Lord Lieutenant of 

Cheshire. Openly supporting the candidacy of Booth and Cotton in the elections 

to the Oxford Farlin nt, Derby had aroused loyalists, suspicions still further 

by removing twenty barrels of gunpowder 'out of the castle of Chester into the 
I 

town vrhere the Ilayor and his disaffected party may command it'. I. Toreoverp 

expecting that Monmouth's presence in the county would certainly occasion 

disorders, several of the Tory Deputy Lieutenants had, in August 1682., 
2 

requested the Earl to muster the militia but, encouraged by his four Whig 

cleputiespDerby had stubbornly refused to take any action whatsoever. 

In view of his behaviour many gentry expected, indeed hoped, that Derby 

would be dismissed from the Lord Lieutenancy of Lancashire and Cheshire. Two 

reasons can be suggested why this aid not happen. In the first places the 

Stanleys, Earls of Derby, were, in Lancashire of incomparable 

social standing and2 at a time when the Court's triumph over the Exclusionists 

was by no mans assured., the Crown may not have wished to antagonize local 

magnates unncessarily. Secondly., the government was possibly confident., 

notwithstanding Derby's actions.. of its ability to maintain control over the 

countyls militia; Sir Leoline Jenkins, Secretary of States reminded the 

Cheshire Deputy Lieutenants 

not to omit the present doingr of anytlYug that the laws 
enforce., particularly (that which) the Militia Acts do 3' 
enable you to. do without the concurrence of the Lord Lieutenant. 

Iloweverp with the J=-J nt arrival of Monmouth, Derby's retention of his 

coz=ission caused one Tory to remark that 

the unfaithfulness of a Lord Lieutenant ..... may be 
mischievous and fatal, the train bands surprised, the loyal 
gentry secured and many other effects of a suc Iden and powerful 
insurrection. 

IlLy. C., Ormonde LISS., N. S.,, vol. 6, p. 453. 
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It is clear from contemporary correspondence that the militaristic 

features of Monmouth's pseudo-royal tour only heightened Tory concern. On 

arriving in Cheshire the Duke was received by Lord Brandon 'at the head of 

a'inýnber of horsemen deposed into ranks like a formed troop'. At Nantwich, 
2 

Brandon$ who had a past history of violence., had to be restrained from 
3 

pistolling the Tory post-master. Furthe=iore, as Monmouth progressed 

through Cheshire the accompanying Tadg assembly assumed an almost semi-feudal 

aspect for 

--the greatest part of the gentlemen of the country who 
attended him not only rode with mvords and pistols themselves 
though many of them were not want to do so, but were attended 
by more servants than their accustomed number,, all accoutred 
as wel I as their masters. 

in the opinion of one observer 'it wanted nothing, but a "Vive Le RoV to 
5 

complete a rebellion'. 

z- Confronted with this provocative display of Whig aggressions the Cheshire 

Tox-les and central government took active precautions to preserve the 

security of the county. On the day that Monmouth attended the horse races 

at Wallasey the loyal gentry arranged a rival meeting in Delamere Forest. 

Tories were invited to gather 'under colour of hunting and race matches' 

but in reality 'the deiign (was) to be in readiness to prevent any ill 

16 attempts'. The organizers of the event stated,, somewhat sardonically,, that 

although few Dukes are expected yet there will certainly be a great 

appearance of many of the principal gentry of the county'. To the satisfaction 

of local demands', moreover,, Sir Geoffrey Shakerley was re-appointed Governor 

Ir. R. O. 2 SP/29/420.. f. 144. 

', 
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belonging to a certain Captain With. 
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11 
of Chester and the garrison was reinforced by a company of the Duke of 

2 
Tork's Foot regiment. 17hether the choice of troops was deliberately 

provocative or merely dictated by sheer necessity, their arrival in Chester 

certainly exacerbated an already fraught situation and enabled the Whigs to 

intimate that 'because they are part of his, Royal Biahness's Guards., they 
3 

conclude all Papists arn-ed to cut their throats'. 

The King's assertion that 'the rendezvous at y7allasey (had) other 
4 

designs than those of horse racing' and the goverment's positive response 

to yonmuth's activities suggests that the Court viewed developments in 

Cheshire with extreme gravity. Tet once the Duke had left the county and 

the iznediate danger seemed to have passed., the Court proved equally willing 

to exploit the existing situation to its own political advantage. As a 

result of the threat to the maintenance of order, the Cheshire Justices of 

the Peace were commanded to execute the laws 'with vigour' and to ensure 

to government by curbing all popular and fanatic insolencies 
5 

tending to a contempt Of tl'zse in authorityt. Furtherwre* individual J. p. s 

were positively encouraged in the harassment of those Mags who had 

entertained Monrwuth. Acting uPon an anonymous rumour that ribbons had been 

distributed to young men during the Duke's stay at Dunham Massey, Sir Robert 

Leicester conducted a public ex, -xdnation of Lord Delamere's servants. 

Angered at this affront to his dignity, Delamere petitioned the Crown claiming 

he was not insensible 
6 

of what 'the law thinks of those that list men without 

the King's authority", but in reply he was bluntly informed that Leicester 
7 

had not 'exceeded the bounds Of his office of Justice'. 

16. S. P. D. 16820 P. 355. 
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It now remains to be considered whether.. between autumn 1682 and 

spring 1683, the Cheshire IThif, -,, s did contemplate an armed insurrection and 

if Momouth's progress through the county was, indeed.. a positive step on 

the road to rebellion. Many of the gentlemen attending Monmouth later 

justified their behaviour by declaring that they believed him to have been 

restored to the Yjxigls favour. But Richard Legh of Lyme and Lord 11olyneux cmý 
(both Tories) were aware, as early asAugust 1682, that the Duke's venture 

I 
was disapproved of by the There is no reason to suppose that the M-lig 

gentry were not equally well informed. Knowing that their actions were 

frcwned upon by the Court,, it is, nevertheless, possible that the majority 

of the Cheshire TiThigs assumed that Monmouth's visit was nothing more than 

an elaborate piece of electoral propaganda. It must,, however., be admitted 

that by the autumn of 1682 very few opposition leaders expected another 

general electionpand this possible explanation is based solely on a remark 

made by Henry Booth in his infamous charge to the Grand Jury in October 1682. 

Deliberating on the qualities that electors should look for in an Mr. P. " 

Booth advised the jurors that 'whenever you have occasion to choose a member 
2 

for parliaments, as now you have, you ought to have a care of an ambitious man'. 

on the other hand, Booth also axýgued in the same speech that 'the offence is 

not so great to kill or procure the death of the heir expeotive as it is to 
3 

compass or imagine the death of the heir apparen-0; a provocative assertion 

which could easily be construed as some sort of justification for a revolt 

, against the government and the Duke of Tork. 

Ford,, Lord Grey and Robert Ferguson,, both associates of the Earl of 

Shaftesbury and the other Whig leaders, later affirmd that rebellion was, 

in fact., the true purpose of Monmouthts journey to Cheshire. In a manuscript 

li. Ry. L... Legh of Lyme IISS., Ld. Molyneux to R. Legh, ; mgust 27th 1682. 

2Booth.. rorks., p. 652. 

31bid., 
p. 653- 



116 

written during his exile in Hol I and between 1685-88, Ferguson stated that 

before leaving for Cheshire Ylonmouth promised that if his reception in that 

county gave him lencouragement to comence a war' . then the Duke would 
I 

respond by immediately 'drawing his mvord'. Differing from Ferguson,, Lord 

Grey alleged that Monmouth's progress was purely exploratory, to consult 

provincial 1,7higs about the possibility of a rising. At a meeting,, held in 

the summer of 1682, betvveen Shaftesbury, Russell and leading London Whigs 

it was,, according to Grey, decided that Yonmouth 

should go on a progress into Cheshire under the shelter of 
some fair pretence., where he might be advised by my Lord 
Macclesfield, my Lord Delamere that then was, my Lord Brandon 
and Mr. Booth, what gentlemen of their county were to be 2 
instructed with our secret and would assist us in our undertaking. 

Grey's narrative states that it was only afterIvIonmouth's arrest at 
3 

Stafford 

that the I)uke was urged to return to Cheshire and begin a rebellion. Qý 

Ferguson and Grey's accounts should, however,, be treatedwith caution 

for,, written years after the actual events, they were intended to both 

minimize the author's complicity in any treasonable designs and confirm what 

the government already believed. Nonetheless,, whether due to T. Torn-Cuth's 

indecisicns a lack of arms and money, or as prey surgests, the absence of any 

concerted plans to rebel, the Duke's progress passed off without the Whigs 

raising the standard of revolt. Dut after the discovery of the Rye House Plot 

in June 1683,, Cheshire 7Thigs were again accused of being involved in plans 

tOýoverthrow the monarchy. 

The Rye House Plot was allegedly an attempt by agroup of Republicans, 

led by Captain Thomas Walcot, Colonel John Rumsey and Robert Ferguson, to 

. nurder the King and the Duke of York as they journeyed between Newinarket and 

T, ondon in March 1683. Frustrated, however,, by the King's early return from 

ITewmarket., the plot had not been brought to the attention of the Crown until 

1j. ''Fergusonx Ferguson the Plotter,, London, 188T, P. 417. 

-ýBodl. 
*b Clarendon State Papers. vol. 89, f 137. 

3 
ibid. 
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the follovring June. During the subsequent interrogations of the leading 

conspirators the government learned that the assassination was to have been 
I. I 

accompanied by an armed rising throughout the country. When examineabefore 

the King and Council in early July, Robert West., a barrister at the Uddle 

Temple., confessed that in the county of Cheshire the rebellion was to have 
2 

been led by Lords r-acclesfield and Brandon. Lord Howard of Escrick, who had 

also been implicated in the plot, likcwise, claimed that some Cheshire Whigs, 
13 

notably Lord Brandon and Henry Booth, ivcre involved in the planned rising. 

Howard and West's confessions were designed to save their authors from 

execution and,, like Grey and Ferguson's accounts discussed earlier, should 
I, I-4 
be. treated with extreme circumspection. But on the strength of this evidence, 

Booth and Brandon were arrested in July and placed in the Tower on a charge 
5 

of high treason. 

News of the Rye House Plot reached Cheshire during the last week of 

June and was condemned by Mdg and Tory gentlemen alike; on July lst 1683 

Sir'Willoughby Aston recorded in his diary that 'no honest man could be in 
6 

so. devilish a design'. The county's J. P. s., gathered at Nantwich for the mid- 

summer Quarter Sessions, drew up an address, couched in suitably subservient 

language, congratulating the King and the Duke of York on their miracuýous 

deliverance from 'the damned and treasonable conspiraces of blood thirsty 

miscreants who at one blow designed to rob us of the joy of our hearts in 
117 

extinguishing the light of this our Israel'. This profession of loyalty was 

duly published in the Gazettepbut an address from the Whig Corporation of 

D. J. Milneo 'The Results of the Rye House Mot and their influence upon 
the Revolution of 1688'0 T. R. H. S., Fifth Series, vol. 1 (1951), pp. 91-93. 

2-'C. S. F. D. july-September 1683, P. 35. 

3 
jbid. p. 92. 

hVor a more detailed discussion of these sources, see, K. H. D. Haley,, 
Shaftesbury, pp. 709-24. 

5C. S. p. D. January-June 1683, P- 385- 

61, iverrool R. o., Aston Diary, July lst 1683. 

, &CO . Tenth Report,, Appenclix, Part 4, P. 363. 7, Ljr 
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Of , Chester., considered 'not such, or so full as those who are esteemed the 

better affected would have had its . was received by the Crown with rather 
1 

less enthusiasm. 

Many Cheshire Tories suspected that the 'hellish plot' was 'strongly 
2 

rooted in the county'., an opinion in which they would undoubtedly have been 

confirmed if they had been aware that Robert Ferguson, lflyinag, upon the ploV, 

had arrived in Cheshire on July 7th and was given 'some direction for his 
3 

way to Dunham'. Ferguson's presence in the county remained undetected., 

however., and the Tory Justices and Deputy Lieutenants mewwhile vented their 

outrage over the plot against the Earl of Derby for his hesitancy in disarming 
4 

the Zjdg gentry. Derby had eventually ordered the militia to search the 

houses of twenty-six Whig gentlemen but; at first, many of the arms uncovered 

were of little consequence; at the house of Sir John Crewe of Utkinton the 

militia unearthed 'two old maskets,, five old pistols,, one rapier and one 
5 

fowl, I ng piece'. other discoveries were, however, of more considerable 

importance. At Gawsworth the Earl of Macclesfield was found to have stored 
6 

forty-nine muskets, two blunderbusses and two scotch partisans. Colonel 

Whitley,, Macclesfield's brother-in-law, was also discovered to be in possession 
7 

of fifty rriuskets. Tkms, despite the unreliability of Howard, Grey and 

Ferguson's confessions, the large quantity of arms taken from some Cheshire 

Whigs., the martial appearance of Mornnouth's attendants, Booth's public 

differentiation between the murder of heirs apparent and heirs preu=ptive 

11j. 1I. C;.., oxwnde MSS. ý N. S. . vol. 7, P. 102. 

2C. 'S. P. D. July-September 1683, p. 61. 
'A.. 

,,; lqewcome., Autobiography,, p. 250. 

4c. S. F. D. July-September 1683., pp. 61,187. Hugh Grosvenor stated that 
'both counties (Cheshire and Shropshire) complain of the slackness of their 

Lord Lieutenants. It is most certain a great many very good arms werelbdged 
in both countiess and it is thought few will be found,, they having had so 
nuch time for concealing them'. 

DAR/P/25, unfol. 5che'shire R. O., 

Tenth Report, Appendix, Part 4, P. 362+. 

7C. S. F. D. July-September 1683, pp. 294,, 323. 
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and Ferguson's flight to Dunham Massey., would suggest that some of the 

county's Whigs had progressed somewhat further than the mere consideration 

of rebellion. 

Nevertheless, the paucity and dubious nature of the documentary sources 

do- not allow any more positive conclusions and many aspects of the Rye House 

plot, such as the relationship between the Republican assassins and the 

leaders of the general insurrection, still remain a matter for =ch conjecture; 

Booth and Brandon were later released from their imprisonment because of 

insufficient evidence against them. Consequently, for the historian the 

significance of the plot lies in the way in which the Crown and the Tory 
I 

gentry utilized the plotters' confessions to proscribe the remnants of the 

Exclusionist opposition, a development which was to be a longstanding source 
I 

of recrimination within Cheshire's social and political 'elite. 

---When 
the court of Great Sessions assembled in September 1683 twenty-eight 

Cheshire gentlemen, including Charles Earl of Macclesfield,, Lord Brandon., 

Henry Booth and five baronets, were presented by the Grand Inquest of the 

county on a charge of sedition. Under their foreman Sir Thomas Grosvenor, 

the Jurors denounced the Whigs as Ifavourers and abettors of that dreadful 
2 

treasonous Association' (the Rye House Plot). The presentment was not only 

a condemnation of Macclesfield,, Brandon and Booth's alleged complicity in 
-I 

pjans. for an armed rising but was also a comprehensive critique of the Whigs$ 

tactics throughout the Exclusion Crisis. Accused of displaying their 

disaffection to the government 'by addresses made to Henry Booth and Sir 

IZobert, Cotton at the last election of the knights of the shire o tending to 

alter. the succession't the twenty-eight gentlemen were., moreover, alleged to 

have 'unanimously assembled with schismatics in the Public reception of the 
3 

J)uke of Monmouth'. 'Voicing their disapproval of the Whigs, mobilization of 

I 

Infra., P- 181 

2Liverpo0l, R-0- 0 Aston Diary., September 17th 1683. 

33: bid. ' 
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the populace for political purposes, demonstrated by Monmouth's reception 

ýnd the 3iotinp,, at Chester., the Grand Jury,, perturbed at this challenge to 

the gentry's political hegemony., censured the Whigs for having 'invited and 

instigated a rabble'. The Jurors concluded by stating their intention to 

place their lives and fortunes in defence Of the KinZ, his government., his 
2 

heirs and lawful successors'. It is clear, however, that the initiative 

behind this presentment lay not vdth the Tory gentry of Cheshire but with 

the Crown itself for, on puisne Judge Warren's later admission., 'the King 

being informed of disorders in this county did think it proper to be 
3 

informed by a Grand Jury and did send orders for that purpose'. 

.:,, -Bearing in mind the fierce political struggle that had polarized 

Cheshire society during, the preceding years, it would,, nevertheless, be no 

over-statenient to assert that the 7adg gentry were totklly appalled by the 

charges now publically levelled against them; Sir Willoughby Aston corrmented 

that the Grand Juryts 
4 

actions brought 'stains upon our honcur.. much dearer 

to'us than our lives'. Sir Thomas Mainwaring echoed Aston's sentiments and 

desired 'God to forgive them (the Grand Jury) and to give them true 
5 

repentance'. But this resentment was only increased when Chief Justice 

Jeffreys ordered the twenty-eight gentlemen to give security to appear at 

the next Great Sessions. 

When the court reassembled in April 1684 Sir Willoughby Aston acted as 

spok I esman for the Whig gentry in their proceedings with the Chief Justice 

a nd, in his diary Aston recorded a detailed account of his conversations with 
6 

the'Crown's officials. Declaring that the charges were unfounded and a product 

Of_'personal and political animositiestAston suggested that if the presentment 

'Liverpool 11*00 . Aston Diary., September 17th 1683. 

Fjbid*'- 

3jbid.,, April 4th 1684. 

4- Ibid. 

R. O., LDX/384/2., f. 321. Cheshire 
6 
Liverpool 1100o p Aston Diary, April 4th-7th 1684. 

L 
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was dismissed on a point of law then the integrity of the 'kThig gentlemen and 

the Grand Jury would both be maintained. Aware , however,, that the presentment 

had given the Tories a decisive advantage in the propaganda war the Chief 

justice peremptorily refused to consider this compromise. 

,,, -, 
In the intervening period between their original presentment before the 

Great Sessions in September 1683 and their second appearance before the court 

in April 10+ the Whigs had made some attempt to contest the Tories' charges. 

After Aston was informed by Richard Hargeaves (a member of the second 

Inquest which had concurred with the Grand Jury's presentment) that 'he and 
2 

eleven more refused to sign it but were threatened into it', all the twenty- 

eight gentlemen issued writs accusing the Grand Jurors of 'malicious 

conspiracy'. But only an action of scandalimm magnatum, instigated by 

Charles Earl of Macclesfield, ever came to trial and the proceedings, heard 
3 

in Kovember 1684, resulted in the Grand Jurors' acquittal. The verdict was 

IIa vindication of Chief Justice Herbert Is view that the Cheshire Grand Jury 

had acted as 'the eyes of the law, and that their conviction 'would deter all 

men of quality and estate from serving their country with freedom and 
4 

cheerfulness'. 

ILiverpool R. O. 
', 

Aston Diary., April 4th 1684. In his biography of Sir George 
Jeffreys (Lord Chancellor Jeffreys and the Stuart Cause,, London, 1965) 
G. 7- Keeton made extensive use of Sir Willoughby Aston's diary. According to 
Fmfessor Keeton$ Aston's record of his dealings with the Chief Justice of 
Chester is 'a remarkably clear and accurate pict-Ure of Jeffreys in action as a 
judge (and) as such it goes far towards dissipating many of the grosser legends 

which have disfigured his reputation'. See, G. W. Keeton, Lord Chancellor 
Jeffreys., P. 173. But by using an inaccurate transcription of Aston's diary, 

seeThe Cheshire Sheaf, January 1966, p. 1, and not the original manuscript, 
Keeton is mistaken in concluding, that Jeffreys. presided over the Cheshire Great 
Sessions in April 1684. Jeffreys had, in fact, been promoted to the Chief 
juSticeship of England in October 1683 and was, in the same month, succeeded as 
Chiefjustice of Chester by Sir Edward Herbert. The remark attributed to 
Jeffreys that at my first coming into the county I should be obliged to do 

something that may be ungrateful to many persons of quality' would not have been 

made by him as Jeffreys had presided over the county courts since his appointment 
to the Cheshire Judiciary in April 1680. Aston's conversations were 
indisputably with Herbert and not Jeffreys. 

2Liverpool, R. O. . Aston Diary, January lst 16&ý. 

3T B. T. J. Howell, A Collection of State Trials, London 1828., vol. io., 
pp: 1329-1338. 

41. Aston Diary, Apri; 4th 1684. 
, Ivexlpool ROO* 0 
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DiscreditecIp deprived of their former influence in county govemment 

and confronted with a hostile judiciary, the Whigs were unable to counter 

the alliance between the Crown and the Tory gentry. Shortly after the 

presentment of the twenty-eight -Whig gentlemen, Peter Shakerley remarked 
I 

'God be thanked we have got the better of them'. let, in Cheshire, the 

Tories' triumph over the Exclusionists had not been achieved without some 

costs9for at Charles II's death in 1685 the bitter divisions within the 

county community were a stark contrast to the consensus with which the 

vast majority of the gentry had greeted the Ydxig's restoration in 1660. 

'j. Ry. L. , Legh of Lyme IISS., P. Shakerley to R. Legh, May 16th 168)+. 
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CHAPMR FIVE 

JRIES II, TO=TION AND BEVOLUTION, 

The final years of Charles II's rule and the reign of his brother, 

James II, are marked by the Crown's increasing, interference in local 

goverment. In attempting to exert a greater influence over county and 

borough administration, both monarchs employed similar methods and techniquess 

purging the commissions of the peace,, the Lieutenancy and the municipal 

corporations, but they did so in the pursuit of entirely different aims. 

Following the dissolution of the Oxford Parliament Charles II, intent on 

destroying the Whig opposition., placed county and municipal goverment in 

the hands of local Tories vrho had proved, during, the Exclusion Crisis,, to be 

loyal supporters of the monarchy. Between 1667 and 1688 James II carried out 

a drastic reversal of this policy. Disillusioned by the Anglicans' refusal 

to co-operate in repealing the Test Acts and Penal Laws, the King undermined 

the Toriest ascendancy (in this respect Cheshire is a notable exception) and 

replaced them with Tliigs and dissenters. 

When commenting upon the events of James II's brief reign, generations 

of historians writing in 'the 77hig tradition' have emphasized the Kingrts 

disregard for the established religion, 1-aw and proprietary rights and 

concluded that he intended to establish an absolute monarchy in England. 

Writing in 1938 G. y. Trevelyan stated that 'James had tried to put the Y[ing 

aýove : parliament and above the law'. Recently,, some historians have forcefully 

Challenged this view; Dr. J. Miller., for example, has argued that 'James's 

main concern was to advance the interests of Catholicism, not to strengthen 
2 

the monarchy'. Contemporaries were, likewise, divided in their opinion of 

james; Thomas Legh of Lyme believed the King to be fundamentally well meaning 

Trevelyans The English Revolution of 1688-1689.. Oxford., 1938, p. 6. 

2j. Ilil I er., James II: a Study in IU-nZship, Hove,, 1978,, p. viii; 
j. ILJJler,, Tbpery and. Pol i tics, P. 197. 
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and attributed the government's unpopular measures to the influence of 'the 
I 

cursed bigots, the Jesuitical party'. Henry Lord Delamere, however., 

considered that James's actions 'showed plainly to all the world that nothing 
2 

less than being absolute would content him'. 

Delamere (Henry Booth) had been one of the most extreme and vociferous 

advocates of Exclusion andbetueen 1678-1683 he published several speeches 

and essays attacking James. let in the period between his imprisonment for 

alleged complicity in Monmouth's rebellion (June 1685) and his participation 

in the 11orthern Revolt (November 1688),, Delamere remained inactive and 

produced only one pamphlet of any political significance. Unfortunately the 

major Cheshire manuscript collections are equally unhelpful; those relating 

to the families of Arderne of Arderne., Cholmondeley of Cholmondeley,, Cotton 

of, Combermere., Leicester of Tabley and Legh of Lyme contain almost no private 

correspondence relating to this period. Even the important contemporary 

diaries of Sir Willoughby Aston of Aston, Sir Thomas Mainwaring of Peover 

and Roger Whitley of-Peel,, which yield a wealth of informati6n on the 

Exclusion Crisis and post-Revolution affairs.. make few comments on political 

developments in Cheshire during the years 1685-1688. 

, 
The paucity of both primary and secondary source materials therefore 

precludes a comprehensive study of the impact of James Ills policies upon the 

county community of Cheshire. There is., for example, absolutely no evidence 

relating to the activities of the government's electoral agents during the 

campaign to pack Parliament. Fortunately,, however., there are enough extant 

sources to elucidate several important themes including the Crown's regulation 

of local government., the county WhiEO involvement in Monmouth's rebellion 

and the course of the 1683 Revolution in Cheshire. 

lj. Ry. L.., Legh of Lyme IISS.,, T. Legh to R. Legh,, December 5th 1685. 

2 
Booth., Works, P. 356. 
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ii 

The CroiTn's decision, in the aftermath of the Exclusion Crisis, to 

limit the independence of municipal corporations was by no means innovatory 

and was, in many respects, a continuation with policies that the Court had 

p- ursued intermittently since the Restoration. Following the lapse, in 1663., 

of those powers granted to the commissioners appointed to enforce the 

Corporation Act, central government had endeavourea to establish a greater 

degree of authority over urban centres by encouraging boroughs to surrender 

their governing charters,, and by reincorporating them upon terms more 

favourable to the Crown. Chester received a new charter in June 1664 which 

included clauses allowing the King and his heirs 'approbation of all successive 
2 

Recorders and Town Clerks that shall be respectively elected'. Jams Pool, 

14ayor of Chester, had proffered little resistance to this infringement of 

the city's liberties but he,, nevertheless, expressed some concern over the 

Corporation being 'deprived of that ancient and necessary privilege of making 
3 

choice of her own officd-rs ..... whereby many grand inconveniences may ensue'. 

The campaign against the boroughs, clecided upon by the government in December 

3.681, was, hOwever, to be mOre systematic and far reaching than anything that 

had been attempted in the mid-1660s. 

II Between 1681 and 1685 the main instrument which the goverment employed 

aZainst the boroughs was the writ of Quo yjarranto. BY issuing such a writ, 

usually on the pretext that a charter had been breached, the Crown demanded 

that a borough prove., in a court of law, by what warrant it claimed to be a 

-cox- If found guilty of maladministration a corporation forfeited poration. 

lefence against a writ of Quo 17arranto was 
_its, 

charter to the Crown,, but as c 

a costly aff air the mere threat of proceedings was often enough to induce 

boroughs to relinquish their rights. Consequently, during 1682. ten corporations 

H. Sacret,, I The Restoration Govemnent and Ilunicipal Corporations 
pp. ' 232-259; J. Levin, The Charter Controversey in the City of London, 

-1660-1688, and its Consequences, London, 1969, pp. 16-20. 

26hester R. O. P IM/3, f- 400; Cheshire R. O. DOO/I 6/122. 

3Chester R. O... IM/3, f- 401. 
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yielded up their charters and in the Welve month period after judgment was 

given against the city of London (June 1633), the most powerful Corporation 

in England, a further twenty-four boroughs surrendered their charters. 

Although the campaign a,, ainst the municipalities was both conceived and 

supervised by central government, the impetus for an attack on a borough's 

charter often originated within the corporation itself. This was clearly 
2 

the 
I case in Nottingham and Norwich, as it was in Chester. 11onmouth's visit 

to the city and the resulting riots convinced many Chester Tories of the 

expediency of challenging their charter. The CrovmIs decision to supersede 

the city's courts by a commission of Oyer and Teminer had, it is true, 

secured the conviction of those responsible for the dist=bances, but this 

intervention, as the Ilayoral elections of that year demonstrated, proved to 
3 

be nothing more than a temporary set-back to the city's Whigs. Frustrated 

at_, the lack of success in the municipal elections, 'Uilliam r4ilme, a Tory 

Aldeman., hads on October 3J+th 1682, recommended that 'some speedy course be 
4 

taken# and sug ested more specifically 'a Quo Warranto on our charter'. .9 

James Arderne, Dean of Chester, likewise believed that the Whigs' continued 

domination of the city's Assembly warranted a drastic course of action, and 

he was therefore prepared 'to give account of several matters of fact wach 
5 

(will) amount to a forfeiture of the charter'. Acting in concert with this 

local support, central government promised lall the assistance from hence 
6 

that you can reasonably expect' and in July 1683 the Privy-Council instigated 
7 

Quo Warranto proceedings against the Corporation of Chester. 

1R. G. Fickavancej The English Boroughs and the King's Government; a study 
of the Tory reaction 1681-1685, University of Oxford D. Phil. thesis, 1978P P-172. 
2: ýýia., 

p. 166; J. T. Evans, Seventeenth-Century Norwich; Politics, Religion 
and Government 1620-1690, Oxford, 1979, p. 282. 

3Supra, pp. 108-3-10. - 
4-C. S'. P. D. 1682, p. 471 
5P. R. O., SP/29/420, f. 126. 
6C. S. P. D. January-june 1683, p. 213- 

S. P. D. July-September 1683, P. 188. 
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Ev the winter of 1683 the charter issue had become a subject of much 

controversy within Chester. At a public feast held to celebrate the 

Christmas Eve watch, the Recorder, 77il I iam. Williams., did not miss the 

opportunity of condemning the Crown's challenge to the city's independence. 

Reminding his audience that Chester was 'the head of the most ancient and 

noblest County Palatine',, William. -, contended that the goverment's actions 

were not only unnarranted but illegal for, under the provisions of the 

Elizabethan charter of incorporation, the city had been 'pardoned. remitted, 

forgiven and quit-claimed ..... all actions of every kind whatsoever or suits 
I 

of Quo Warranto presented by us' (the Crown). In support of the Recorder, 

the Grand Jury, empanelled at the EpiphmV Quarter Sessions of 1684., urged 
2 

'that all lawful means be used to defend the rights and liberties of the city'. 

With the 1rhigs seemingly resolved to defend the city's privileges and 

the Tories convinced that the charter should be surrendered forthvvith., the 

matter was referred to the city Assembly on February 28th where it was 

-, proposed that *an appearance under the Comwn Seal of this city shall be 

given to the late Quo Warrantol. The Mayor, William Street, supported the 

resolution but it was opposed by eleven of the twenty-four Aldermen and 
3 

twenty of the forty Common Councillors. However, in an effort to reverse 

this overwhelming defeat Street did not hesitate to exploit the 71higs' 

control of the most important municipal offices. Invo3dng his wide powers 

as Mayor., he dissolved the Assembly and instructed the Recorder to use the 
4 

Mayoral, in place of the Common Seal., to begin a dOfence of-the charter. In 

response to Street's high-handed actions 'the major part of the Aldermen and 

Common Councillors I subscribed a petition to Pir George Jeffreys . 1, ord Chief 

justice., stating that the city had no intention of engaging in a full suit 

--s and Chester c. s. P. D. 1683-84, P. 165; H. T. Dutton, 'Stuart Kiný; 
Corporation's J. C. A. S., Second Series, vol. 28s Pt. II., pq 193. 

2C. S. P. D. 1683-84, p. 200. 

ýChester R. O., AB/2v f-197v. 

4H. T. Duttons 'Stuart Mx)g,, s and Chester Corporation', pp. 193-94. 
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I 

against our imst precious sovereign'. As a result of this,, the Recorder 

was prevented from contestirig the Quo Warranto and Chester's charter of 

incorporation was eventually annulled during the autumn sitting of the 

court of King's Bench. 

It is difficult to explain the Tories' decisive victory in the dispute 

over the surrender of the city's charter. In October 1682 Dean Arderne had 

observed that 'a great, but not the greater, Part of the Corporation deserve 
2 

well of the King'. There had been few changes in the Aldermanic Bench and 

Conmon Council during the succeedirv, - year and these alone would not have 
3 

undermined the VnLiZsl preponderance in the Assembly. Furthenwre,, the 

repercussions of the Rye House Plot do not seen, to have affected the 

political balancd within the Corporation for in October 1683 - only a few 

months after the discovery of the plot -Willlam, Street,, perhaps the most 
4 

extreme of Chester's T7higs, was elected Mayor of the city. The Corporation's 

failure to defend the charter can, mst likely,, be attributed to a conviction 

among many members that resistance was futile,, in which case a protracted 

dispute in a court of lwý would., by incensing, the Crown., probably result in 

-. 
a more drastic reduction of the city's privileges. Whatever the reason, it 

is., nevertheless, clear that, even before the forfeiture of the charter,, 

local Tories had benefited from the Cromts aggressive policy towards the 

Whigs and had., as a consequence, already ar-1-deved an ascendancy in Chester. 

Ilegotiations concerning the reincorporation of Chester (begtm even 

before final judgment had been given against the old charter) were conducted 
5 

on behalf of the city by Sir Thomas Grosvenor of Eaton- A prominent Tory 

and county landowner of some substance,, Grosvenor's estates were concentrated 

lChester R. O.., G1Ycv f. 9. 

ýFp. 
"'0., SP/29/420, f. 126. R. 

3Ch"e-ster R. O., ý0/2., f. 197. High Starkey was appointed Alderman in 
place of Randle Culton, on April 13th 1683. 

"Supra.. P. 103. William Street was one of the three. Aldermen who welcomed 
-the I)uke of Monmouth upon his arrival in Chester., in September 1682. 

'5ýlaton Hall, Grosvenor IISS., Papers of the third baronet, ff. 6,8. 
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close to the city, a factor which probably aided him in establ J shirij. an 

interest within the Corporation. Grosvenor had been elected Alderman in 

1677 and had subsequently represented Chester in the first two Exclusion 

Parliaments where he had been an indefatigable champion of the city's 

economic interests. After vehemently opposing a Bill prohibiting the import 

of Irish cattle, he informed the Corporation that 

I thought I should be pulled in pieces by rV countrymen 
and the rest of ray acquaintances for dividing the House 
. against them for the good of the city I the which I sha. 22 
always prefer before ny i=n interest. 

Grosvenor had abstained from voting on the Bill of Exclusion., how, 6-ver, and 

it was probably for this reason that, in the elections of 1681, he was 
2 

supplanted as IJ. P. by Colonel Roger Tndtley. The forfeiture of the city's 

rights and liberties thus presented Grosvenor with an ideal opportunity for 

Iý 
re-establishing his influence in the Assembly. 

Letters patent reconstituting the Corporation of Chester passed the 
3 

great seal on February 4th 1685, just two days before the death of Charles II. 

The resulting charter effected substantial changes not only in the government 

but also in the constitution of the city. Grosvenor's Ale in obtaining the 

royal grant was fully recognized and his authority in the city was, thereby, 

greatly enhanced; Sir Thomas was himself appointed I&yor and his uncle, 

Eugh Grosvenor, was created Alderman. In addition., the new charter completed 

the total collapse of the Tndgs' power in the city. The purge of the 77higs 

from municipal office was as thorough in Chester as it was in many of the 

other townsp like Liverpool and St. Albans, which were reincorporated during 
5 

this period. Over half the Assanbly., twelve of the twenty-four Aldermen 
I 

(including the Yayor and the Recorder) and twenty-one of the forty Common 

I 
_Chester 

R. O. 4, f-509. 
21I. Lj'W. , Wynnstay IISS., C/37. After the election the Grand jury of the 
city had presented the tvTo M. P. 3 with an address., demanding I that you 
will use endeavours for a Iýmtestant succession'. 
311. m. c. , Eighth Report, Appendix, Part I, P- 361. 
4Eaton Hall, Grosvenor IrSS. 11ppers of the third baronet, TarTant for 
a New Charter to the City ob Chester'. 
5R. G, pickavance, English Boroughs, p. 230* 
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Councillors, were sumarily dismissed from their places. Furthermore, nine 

of the Court's most outspoken critics (six Aldermen and three Common 
I 

Councillors) were totally disenfranchised. 11uch of theWbigst authority in 

Chester., between 1678 and 1683,, had depended upon their ability to mobilize 

the anti-Court sentiments of the citizens in popular demonstrations and in 

both municipal and Parliamentary elections. Consequently,, under the terms 

of the new charter.. the influence of the populace was curtailed and their 

right of selecting nominees for the offices of ITayor and Sheriff was 
2 

nullified. Henceforth the election of Mayor and Sheriffs was to be the 

prerogative of the Aldennanic Bench alone. 

Local Tories were not the only ones to benefit from the remodelling of 

the Corporation. To safeguard against the Assembly's reverting to 'the same 

faction and caba3ling ..... in choosing persons disaffected to the present 

Zc)vexmment',, the King reserved the right to remove,, at pleasure., any of the 
3 

city's Aldemen and Co n Councillors.. In future, the Crown hoped to be 

A: ble to exercise ultimate control over a self-perpetuating Tory oligarchy. 

In the period between December 1681 and the general election of 1685 

ninety-eiGht boroughs, including Chester,, (nearly half of all the English 
4 

cox-porations) received new governing charters. Historians have devoted much 

attention to this fact but have aisagreed over the Crown's purpose in 

remoclelling the municipal corporations. Stressing the boroughs' importance 

in returning a majority of members to the House of Commons, R. H. George and 

others have argued that by 'destroying the existing charters of 

corporations and replacing, them with new ones I. the Crown was endeavourl ng 

to exert a greater influence over the election of M-P-S and thus I establish 
5 

control over Parliament'. In his revisionist study of 'The Revolution of 1688 

1H. M. C.., Eighth Report., Appendix,, Jýart Is P. 361 ; Eaton Halls Grosvenor USS. , TýLpers of the third baronet., "narrant for a ITmv Charter to the City of Chester', 

21bid. 

31bid. 

1+R. G. jDickavance., Engl J sh Boroughs, p. 60. 

5R. IL Georje., IT e Charters, Granted to English Parliamentary Corporations in 1688, t1940) 
P. 47; G. M. Treve: Lyan., The English Revolution of 1688-1689, E. H. j, 2v2 ýp _ý 

E 
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in England', Professor J. R. Jones challenged this traditional view.. contending 

that I control over Whig dominat ed boroughs was an end in itself 1, but he , 
nevertheless,, alla; ved that 'the work on the charters had impressive electoral I 
results'. 11ore -recently, howeverp Dr. R. G. Pickavance has asserted that the 

remodelling of the corporationswas never intended to influence the composition 

of the House of Con7nons and that 'the borough policy can be shomm to have had 
2 

no direct effect on the 1685 elections. 

MLile Pickavance's thesis may, with regard to the majority of Parliamentary 

boroughs, be substantially correct,, his argument does not seem to apply in 

the case of Chester. Under the provisions of the new charter William Williams 

and Colonel Roger Whitley, Vhig II. p. s for Chester in 1681, were both 

specifically disqualified from standin,,, as candidates in the city elections 

of 1685- Thus, the ruthless purge of the Corporation undoubtedly contributed 

to the unopposed return of two Tories, Sir Thomas Grosvenor (M. P. in 1679) and 

colonel Robert Werden (M. P. in 1673). 

III 

In view of the manner in which they had been hounded by central and local 

government during the preceding years, it isq perhaps,, somewhat surprisirv 

that the county Whigs (unlike their counterparts in the 
city) resolved to 

contest the 1685 election. Their decision to do so was. 9 nevertheless, 

accompanied by certain misgivings on the part of some individual Whigs for 

although Sir Robert Cotton (M. P. in 1679 and 1681) announced his intention to 3 
stand as early as February 15th,, he experienced great difficulty in finding 

'a 
suitable partner to replace HenrY Booth (K. P. in 16780 1679o 1680 and 1681) 

who had., in 1684, succeeded his father as Lord Delamere. Sir Mlloughby Azton 

and Sir John Crewe., two of the twenty-eight gentlemen Presented for sedition 

Jones, The Revolution of 1688 in England,, P. 47. 

2R. G. pickavance., English Boroughs., p. iii. 

., 
3Cheshire RoO., DMVL, unfol.., R. Deares to 17. Adams, February llýth 1685. 
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I 
in, 1683 ý both declined to act , and it was only after a period of some 

-2 
uncertainty that John Maimaring of Baddiley was persuaded to stand with 

Cotton. 

Having eventually overcome their difficulties in selecting a candidate P 

the Whigs faced further problems when they bet. an canvassing among the county 

electors. Sir -Willoughby Aston's agents reported from Runcorn that eight 

freeholders2 who initially intended to vote for Cotton and Mainwaring., had 

subsequently withdrairn their support. In the manor of Over Whitley, where 
3 

the Exclusionists' following had been strong in 1681., the Whigs could only 
4 

secure the votes of twenty-five of the hundred or so resident freeholders. 

Defections amongst the county glite weakened the Whigs, position still further; 

Sir Richard Brooke of Norton put his interest at the disposal of Richard Legh 

of Lyme; and Lord Colchester., presenter of the 77hig address in 1681, directdd 
5 

his tenants 'to vote according to their consciences'. Sir Robert Cotton was 

patently aware that 'our friends are not as unanimous as last timetbut he 

remained optimistic and claimed 'to have gained as many voices as we have 
6 

lost'. 

-, To the Cheshire Tories, the county election of 1685 afforded a long 

awaited opportunity to rectify their former 'ill luck ..... in choosing 
7 

membersto Anxious to avoid a repetition of the ignominious defeat they had 

suffered in the elections to the Oxford Parliament.. the loyal gentry had made 

aý sustained effort to improve their interest in the county. To this end they 

, had, in 1684, compiled a list of many of the wealthiest and most influential 

, 
IL-j. verpool R. O.., ABton Diary.. February 19th., 25th 1685. 

2john yrainwax-ing was the eldest son of Sir Thomas Mainwaring of Peover. 

., 
Lc,,, rh of Lyme IISS., 'Cheshire Poll Book 16 1'. In 1681 Li the 3J. Py. L. 21 ,8 a] 

thirty freeholders who voted had done so for Booth and Cotton. 
4Liverpool R. O.., Aston Diary, March 19th 1685. 
51bid.., jjarch 12thjo 19th 1685. 
6ý. C'. JT. VT. L. , MostYn MSS- , 9069, f . 17. 

7C. S. p. D. 1680-81, P. 141- 
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landownersowho 'resolved to assist each other and stand the charge of a poll 
I 

against all opposers'. This document., which included many who had supported 

Exclusion (among them four baronets) , is, perhaps, a useful indication of 

those who wished to disassociate themselves from the Rye House Plot in 

particular, and Whig extremism in general. Its significance in determining 

party allegiance in 1685 is, however, open to question for shortly before 

the election Leftwich Oldfield, a Tory J. P. , admitted that I this hopeful list 
2 

was taken a year ago ..... it is to be suspected many of them will fail'. 

In 1685 Sir Phillip Egerton of Oulton (one of the defeated candidates in 

1681) and Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal (M. P. for the county 1669-1678) 

represented the Tory interest in Cheshire. Yet, despite their party's improved 

organization and increased self-confidence., 'the loyal candidates' were not 

prepared to rely on the county electorate alone and they concerted 'a design 
3 

as to the election (which) will be of very great service to the King'. Two 

, accounts of the 1685 Cheshire election have survived in the diaries of 

Sir, ffilloughby Aston and Sir Thomas Mainwaring but, as both these men were 

ardent Whigs., their concentration on Tory malpractices,, although suggestive, 
4 

should be treated with some circumspection. 

According to Aston and Mainwaring. the Tories' 'design' involved exploiting 

the fact that the elections were beld in Chester castle. This was achieved 

with. the connivance of Peter Shakerley., Governor of Chester., who denied the 

Whig gentry and their attendants access to the castle ands using a secret 

sally-port, packed the place with Tory supporters. Once the castle's occupants 

had registered their votes, presumably for Cholmondeley and Egerton, Henry 

J)aviesý Sheriff of Cheshire, obligingly adjourned the poll. 'Mien several Whig 

freeholders did attempt to enter the castle they were I threatened to be shot 
5 

by. the soldiers'. 

L 

I Sir Phillip Grey Egerton, 'Papers referring to Elections of &lights of the 
Shire for the County Palatine of Chester' , J. C. A. S. 2 Old Series j vol, 1 

'(1850-51)., PP- 106-7. 

21bid. 

3 823ý, f. IIIB. B. L.., Add. MSS- 2 41 

-ýe -29th 1685; Cheshire R. O., D 384/2, 
rpool Reo. p 

Aston Diary, March 23rd 

33 -381 79 - Aston Diary, March 24th 1685- 
r, TA-VerlD001 ROO* 2 
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The Tories' strategy of monopolizing the place of election, of holding 

short polls followed by long adjournments, and of employing the garrison to 

intimidate voters# inevitably placed a severe strain on the gentlemen 

responsible for organizing the Whig interest. Sir WJ II oughby Aston complained 

that they were forced to keep '1500 pollable men in town besides 1000 more 

to come in at several days as appointed'. The Tories,, on the other hand, 
I 

thad not above three or four hundred in town (who) might poll as they please'. 

After suffering this treatment for six days many 'Whigs., I growing weary of the 
I 

abuses',, returned homewhereupon the Sheriff closed the poll and declared 
2 

Egerton and Cholmondeley duly elected. It is not known what issues, if any., 

were raised during the course of the contest, but it is worth noting that, 

following their election., the two Tory candidates. gathered their supporters 

#at the High Cross where there was a bonfire and the Bill of Exclusion 
3 

burnt'. 

Roger LIEstrange described the triumph of the Cheshire Tories as 
4 

evidence of 'the death of Whiggism in these parts'., but in view of the 

partisan support they. had received from the Governor of the city and the 

Sheriff of the cOuntYP the Tories' margin of victory was by no means 

overwhelming; Cholmondeley polled 2,099, Egerton 1,966, Mainwaring 1,682 
5 

_and 
Cotton 1.552 votes. The failure of Exclusion,, dismissal from the commission 

of the peace and accusations of tieason and sedition had obviously undermined 

the opposition's ascendancy in the county., but the collapse of the Whig interest 
6 

in cheshire was not nearly so dramatic as it was in some areassand was 

certainly not as complete as Tory propagandists inferred. 

ILiverpool R. O.., Aston Diary, March 24th 1685. 

21bid., March 28th 1685. 
- 

3The Observator, April 4th 1685. 

41bia. 

5Sir 1: )bil3. ip Grey Egerton,, 'Papers referring to Elections of Knights of 
the Shire for the County Palatine of Chester', p. 108. 

6V-C. 1j. Shropshire, Vol- 3s pp. 256-57. The Shropshire Whigs, who had 
dominated both county seats throughout the Exclusion Cr. isis, did not even 
bother to contest the 1685 election. 
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TV' 

The elections of 1685 had been necessitated by the death of Charles II 

and by his brother James, Duke of York's accession to the Crown. In Cheshire., 

as, in many other counties hitherto dominated by the Thigs , the succession of 

a Catholic monarch provoked no visible signs of opposition. On February 14th 

1685, a week after James had been proclaimed King, Robert Davies, an agent of 

Lord Cholmondeley's, observed that 
I 

'all things are here in as great quietness 

as if no such revolution had been'. Peter Shakerley, Governor of Chester., 

noted that 'the inhabitants obey my orders so well thattvixt love and 
2 

fear this place is now in a very good condition'. Tory satisfaction over 

James's peaceful succession was, however, abruptly interrupted in May 1685 

when it became apparent that James,, Duke of Monmouth was preparizU to leave 

his refuge in the Dutch republic in order to lead a rebellion in England. 

In view of the support that Monmouth had received from the gentry and 

the populace during his tour of the North-west in 1682.. Jam s II., quite 

justifiably, suspected that the Duke 'intends to land in Cheshire or 
3 

Lancashire'. The King, therefore, ordered the county's Justices to be especially 
4 

vigilant so as 'to prevent and oppose all villanous designs'. In accordance 

with the govexmmentts instructions, Sir Thomas Ilainwaring, Sir Robert 

Du. kenfield and a further six Whig gentlemen were az-rested and confjned at 
5 

Knutsford. 

For once, the Earl of Derby, confirmed by James 32 as Lord Lieutenant 

of Cheshire, reacted with expedition to the dictates of central government. 

Aware of the potential gravity of the situation., he promptly raised the 

countyls forces but their donduct did little to allay the King's misgivings 

'Cheshire R. O., q DCHA., unfol. , R. Davies to 71. Adams j February 14th 1685. 

2B. L. 
j. 

Add. MSS., 41,803, f. 134. 
3Sir john Dalrymple, Memoirs of Great Britain and Ireland., London 1771-73,, 
vol. 20 P. 166. 

4J. Ry. L.,, Legh of 14yme MSS.,, Ld. Sunderland to R. Legh,, May 19th 1685. 
56heshire R. O.., LOV38412, P. 389; Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary,, June 26th 
3.685; c. S. F. D. 1685., P. 244. 
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con . Cerning the militia's reliability. Richard Legh of Lyme later admitted 

that the Cheshire Deputy Lieutenants experienced some difficulty Ito keep 

our Macclesfield Hundred company from a mutiny'. But the govqnmientls 

concern for the security of the county and decision to transport one thousand 
2 

troops from Ireland to Chester was., in the event., unnecessary, for on 

July 8th the rebels suffered a decisive defeat at Sedgemoor. 

When commenting upon the failure of the 1685 rebellion, Colonel Roger 

Whitley, one of Monmouth's most assiduous attendants throughout his Cheshire 
3 

progress of 1682, stressed that 'no considerable people would join with him'. 

In the Colonel's opinion_ the Whig gentry and aristocracy's decision not to 

support the insurrection reflected their belief that a successful rebellion, 

under the leadership of Monmouth. would have only 'entailed a perpetual war 
4 

and armies upon us'. Mitley's response to the 1685 rising would thus seem 

to confirm Peter Shakerley's view that, while the Cheshire IMAg s were,, in 

1682,, prepared to exploit the Duke's popularity to achieve their political 

objectivess 'there is not one man of them will in the least assert his 
5 

legitimacy'. Central government remained convinceds however, that some of 

the county's leading 'Ubigs , particularly Lords Macclesfield, Delamere and 

Brandon, not only condoned but were actively involved in the plans for a 
6 

rebellion. 

- It is impossible to determine the activities or the exact whereabouts 

of Macclesfield, Delanere and Brandon during the ciucial period after 

Monmouthis landing at Lyme Regis on June 11th. but all three Lords, together 
7 

with Sir Robert Cotton and John Offley,, successfully eluded the militia's 

Ij. Ry. L. . Iegh of Lyme YSS. , R. Legh to T. Legh, June 16th 1685. 

2C. S. P. D. 1685, pp. 228ý 254. 

3Boal. Lib. , 'The Diary of Roger Whitley' ý Eng. Hist. mss.., C/711 9f . 52. 

41bid. 

, 5c. S. P. D. 1682, P. 397. 

6BOth Delamere and Brandon were reputed to have visited Monmouth at the 
, ague in May and June 1684. B. L. , Add. MSS. P 41 v 810', ff . 63 

, 125. 
7john Offley of Madeley, Staffordshire, had inherited the Crewe of Crewe 
estates in 1684, G. Ormerod, Cheshire, Vol. 3., P. 314. 



. 137 

persistent attempts to secure them. Brandon, Delamere,, Cotton and Offley 

eventuallý surrendered themselves to the government on 26th July 1685 and 

were committed to the Tower. More resourceful,, Lord Macclesfield made good 
2 

his escape to the continent where he remained until November 1688. 

Charles, Lord Brandon was subsequently tried in the court of King Is 

Bench on November 26th 1685 . and, on the evidence of Lord Grey and Colonel 
3 

J? umsey., was found guilty of high treason and sentenced to death. Legal 

proceedings against Delamere, Cotton and Offley were delayed until mid- 

i)ecember when they were indicted by a Grand Jury for the county of Cheshire 
4 

on charge6 of high treason and misdemeanour. After committing them for 

trial Francis Cholmondeley of Vale Royal, a member of the Jury., remarked 
5 

that 'all three (were) guilty enough to be bowstringed'. 

The trial of Henry,, Lord Delamere was heard, amid much publicity,, in the 
6 

court of the Lord High Steward (Sir George Jeffreys) on January 14th 1686. 

AlleZing that he had received news of the impendixg insurrection from two of 

blorunouth's agents on Z7th May 1685, the Crown's legal officers further 

contended that during the first week of June, Delamere and Lord Brandon had 

conspired to raise the county and that Cheshire was 'one of the stages where 
7 

that rebellion was principally to be acted'. Thomas Saxon of Middlewich., 

Cheshirev who had served as a soldier in the rebelarmy,, was the government's 

chief witness against Delamere. He claimed to have been summoned to Mere 

(Delamere's house) on either 3rd or 4th June, where Ddlamere., Cotton and Offley 

iB. L. j Add. MSS... 0 v8041 f. 20; J. Ry. L. . Legh of Lyme MSS., Ld. Derby 
to the King., June 26th 1685. 

21;. Luttrell, A Brief Historical Relation of State Affairs from September 
1678 to April 1714, Oxford, 1857.. vol. I, P. 357. 

3H. M. C. , Downshire YSS. , vol. I, Part I, pp. 59-60. 

4?. R 0. ) C/230., P- 139; Cheshire R. O.,, DLT/BIOO. 

5j. Ry. L. , Legh of Lyme IISS. p F. Cholmondeley to R. Legh 9 November 16th 1685. 

6T. B. a T. J. Howell, State Trials,, vol. 11, pp. 509-600. 

71bid.., P- 529. 
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I 
had employed him to enlist troops in support of Monmouth. But after producing 

2 
several witnesses himself, Delamere was able to demonstrate conclusively that 

neither of the gentlemen was present at Mere on these dates: Cotton was 

shown to have been attending the Committee 6f Elections , while Offley was 
3 

proved to have been visiting his cousin, Sir Willoughby Aston. With Saxon's 

-testimny shown to be an obvious perjury, the jury of peers (although 

composed of Delamere's political opponents) had little hesitation in acquitting 
4 

the defendant. James IT attributed this verdict to 'good luck and just judges' 

and remained convinced that Delamere 'did design to have risen with Lord 
5 

Macclesfield and Lord Brandon'. The surviving fragmentary evidence suggests 

that this may indeed have been the case. 

During the course of his trial,, Delamere admitted that he left London on 

27th May (the day he was purported to have received instructions from 

monmouth) and that he travelled., disguised as 'Mr. Brown' by a circuitous 

route to cheshire. The purpose of this journey, he insisted, was to visit 
6 

his dying son. Arriving in the county on the last day of the month., Delamere 

found the reports of his child's sickness to be greatly exaggerated but he 

was then informed that another son, living in London,, had now been taken 
7 

dangerously ill. This news, he claimed, necessitated his immediate return 
8 

to the capital which he reached on June 3rd. But by the middle of the month 

I)ejamere was back in Cheshire once again. On June 12th 1685. he signed a deed 

relating to his Cheshire estates (dated May 15th 1685) which was witnessed by 

1 T. B. & T. J. Howell, State Trials,, vc)l. IT , P. 555. 

21bid.., pp. 573-578. 

3Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary., June 2nd-5th 1685. Aston's diary confjxms 
that this was sOe 
41n view Of Saxon's perjury Cotton and Offley were never brought to trial. 
5 emoirs, vol. 2, p. 166. Da; ryinple., 11 

6T. B. & T. J. Howell, State Trials, vol. P. 580. 

Ibid. 

-I . 
81bid. 
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I 
Sir Willoughby Aston, Sir Thomas Maimvaring and Sir John Crewe. This pre- 

dated deed may well have been an attempt to safeguard the family's estates 

in the event of his arrest and attainder for complicity in Yonmouth's rising. 

Ijaurice Ashley has cited a letter,, written by Delamere to John Wildman and 

merely dated May 27th (no year), as definite evidence of the former's 
2 

involvement in the 1685 rebellion. Delarwre stated in this letter that 

we are near our vertical point and I fear the decree is gone 
out against us ..... yet I will omit nothing that on my part 
ought to be done. I have fixed the militia of this county 
and am taking horse for Chester to settle the militia of 
that city where I expect a good reception. I hope we 
have in these parts twenty thousand (who) will stand by us 
to the last. 3 

It, is, on the other hand, possible that this letter was written in 1689, 

shortly after Delamere's appointment to the Lord Lieutenancy of Cheshire. 

Whether this letter relates to 1685 or not, Delamere's repeated journeys 

between London and Cheshire in the iuneý of that year, together with his 

signing of a pre-dated deed, is extremely suspicious and suggests that he 

may have considered raising the county in support of the Duke of Monmouth. 

V 

-, By the summer of 1685 James II had progressed a long way from the lowest 

ebb of his political fortunes during the Exclusion Crisis. In the opinion of 

the Grand Jury for the county of Cheshire, he had not only 'baffled popular 

tumults, Bills of Exclusionx Comprehension and Black Boxes'.. but had,, in 
4 

defeating monmouth, 'stemmed the torrent of a proud and long pampered faction'. 

'Cheshire R. O.., DDK/384/2., P. 388. 

Ashley, John Wildman: Plotter and Postmaster, London., 1947, pp. 256-57. 

3B. L.., Add. I-ISS-. 9 
61,690, unfol. The first part of the letter certainly 

looks very conspiratorial and a decree for Wildman's arrest had indeed 
been issued on 19th May 1685. But the last few lines of the letter (i. e. 
,I have fixed the militia of this county' and 'we have in these parts') 
suggests that Delamere had already arrived and was writing from Cheshire. 
, on May 27th 1685, however, Delamere was still in London. 

4, p. It. 0. 
. 
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in a little over three years after the beginning of his reign, however, 

James III s attempts to improve the position of the Catholic minority had 

totally alienated the traditional political establishment. 

Measures designed to alleviate the plight of the Eng , lish Catholics were 

introduced shortly after James's accession to the Crown. On 27th February 

1685 the government ordered that Catholics. 
. 

imprisoned for recusancy offences 

should be released if they could produce certificates pmving that they or 

their families had remained loyal to the Crown during the Civil Wars. Although 

many Cheshire Catholics had supported the Royalist cause., this development 

had no immediate impact upon the number of recusancy cases brought before the 

county courts. In fact, presentments of Cheshire Catholics for non-attendance 
I 

at church rose from 308 in 1684, to 348 in 1685. Throughout 1686, however., 

prosecutions declined significantlytand during that year only thirty-seven 
2 

identifiable Papists were indicted before the bench. By March 1687, when 

james ordered all proceedings against Catholics to be halted,, loyalty 

certificates or nots the prosecution of Catholics at Cheshire Quarter and 

Great Sessions had already ceased. 

Nevertheless, in James's opinion this relaxation in the enforcement of 

the statutes discriminating against Papists was, on its own, not enough to 

ensure a permanent improvemnt in the social, religious and political position 

of his co-religionistso and he therefore determined to secure Parliamentary 

repeal of the Test Acts and Penal Laws. However, the House of Commons elected 

in 1685, composed, in the main, of Tory gentlemen whose professions of passive 

obedience to the Crown were qualified by a devoted loyalty to the Anglican 

church,, had shown itself to be wholly opposed to any alteration in the laws 

affecting Catholics. Prancis Cholmondeley of Vale Royal, M. P. for the 
3 

Lancashire borough of Newton,, reflected the prejudices Of many members of the 

ICheshire R. O., QJB/3/4, PP. 240-52. 

2jbid. 252-56; QJP, April 1686, ff- 19,20; QJF,, July 1686; ff. 4,10; 
Oct-D 1686, f. 22. QJF. oMr 

. 
3Newton was, in effect, a pocket borough controlled by the Leghs of Lyme. 
See. R. Sedgiricks, The H6use of Commons 1715-54, London,, 1970, vol. I, p. 272. 
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Commons when he described the Tests and Penal Laws as *'a great guard and 

security to our church and if this fence be broken I know not there it will 
I 

end'. Thomas Legh of Lyme, the other M. P. for Newton,, likewise 9 believed that 

any alteration in the laws relating to Catholicism would cause 'such a breach 
2 

in the mounds of our church (that) a spring-tide of Popery would have raged'. 

Affronted by the resolute opposition to his proposals., the King terminated 

the second session of the 1685 Parliament after less than two weeks,, and as 

Thoma Legh observed, #something of angger was expressed when the words "you 
3 

are prorogued" came out', 

In the period between November 1685 and April 1687 James endeavoured to 

force the Tories to comply with his measures by means of a vindictive attack 

on the Anglican establishment. In July 1686 the King established an 

Ccclesiastical commission (mwW contemporaries viewed this as a revival of 

the court of High Conmission) which was given the power 'to visit and 

discipline ecclesiastical persons and institutions., including the universi i te 

This approach achieved no successo however,, and in the early months of 1687 

James prepared to make an appeal to other sections of the political nation. 

- The Declaration of Indulgence of April 1687, which offered dissenters 

and Catholics freedom to exercise their religion, was an explicit attempt by 

the Cro= to enlist the support of Protestant non-conformists in repealing 

the Tests and Penal Laws. The Indulgence of 1687.. like that issued by 

Charles II in 1672, was based upon the monarch's prerogative powers. But in 

view of the severe persecution that Cheshire dissenters had experienced since 

the Exclusion Crisis,, it is hardly surprising that some welcomed the opportunity 

of religious freedom whatever the constitutional implications. Shortly after 

the Indulgence bad been issued, Yathew Henry., a non-conformist minister in 

IJ. Ry. L., LeZh of Lyme YSS., F. Cholmondeley to R. Legh,, November 16th 1685. 

2jbid. 
2 T, Legh to R. Legh, December 5th 1685. 

ýIbid. 

Miller,, James II, P- 154. 
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Chesters infox-ired his father that 'work continues great ..... many coming in 
I 

daily., above twenty additional commmicants last sacrament day'. An address 

from the Anabaptists of Nantwich (published in the Gazette) thanked the King 
2 

'for the exercise of our religion which did correct the mistakes of past ages'. 

Tet this address, like that from the Congregationalists and Presbyterians of 
3 

Macclesfield Hundreds refrained from condoning the Crown's use of its 

prerogative powers. Idoreover, both addresses were unsigned and it is , 

therefore, impossible to make any accurate assessment of Cheshire non-conformists' 

response to the Yjng's overtures. 

Tho aounty's Anglican clergy were similarly ambivalent in their reaction 

to the Indulgence. Urged on by Thomas Cartwi-ight, recently appointed Bishop 

of Chesters they dutifully set about 'hammering out an address of thanks', 

although it was observed that 'divers of them will not strike; they begin 

to feel now for their oaths sake'. But few Anglicans or dissenters were as 

forthright in their condemnation of the King's actions as Henry,, Lord 

Delamere. Playing upon the gentry's regard for their proprietary rights, 

Delamere intimated that if 'he can dispense with the penal laws, he may also 

dispense with all laws what-so-ever and then no man's title to his estate is 
5 

good'. 

Convinced, however, that it was possible to construct an alternative 

basis Of Political support from among the dissenters, which would co-operate 

in repealing the anti-Catholic legislation, James dissolved Parliament in 

July 1687 and, in an effort to influence the projected elections for a new 

laarliamentv embarked upon a tour of the west of England and the Welsh border. 

1 
Bodl. Lib.,, Eng. Letters USS., E/29, f. 43. 
e- 

2The Lonclon Gazette, No. 2,244, May 19th-23rcl 1687- 

3jbid. 
, hTo. 2,274, September lst-5th 1687. 

4ý. 
. Henry,, The Life and Times of Phillip Henry., London, 1848., p. 238. 

ýBooth., Workso P. 590. 
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Travelling northvards from Bath, James reached Chester on 27th August 1687- 

Here the King spent nuch of his three day stay in attempting to convince 

the county gentry (both 
I 
Whig and Tory) of the necessity of 'making a magna- 

charta for consciences'. To support his arguments, James offered the 

following curious analogy - 

suppose there should be a law made that all blackmen 
should be imprisoned, it would be unreasonable, and we 
had as little reason to quarrel with other men for being 2 
of different opinions as for being of different complexions. 

James concluded this discourse by expressing his hope that, 'when he should 

think fit to call a Parliament I., the Cheshire gentry 'would send him such 
3 

men as would join with him in taking them (the Tests and Penal Laws) away'. 

But in the opinion of one anonymous observer, the King 'met with very little 
j4 

encouragement in that affair'. Nevertheless, after completing the progress 

Ja mes continued with his preparations for a compliant Parliament - 

preparations which were to involve substantial changes in local government. 

When., after three years of Tory reaction, James II ascended the throne 

in 1685, local administration in Cheshire was, is in most counties, completely 

dominated by the loyal gentry. Upon the succession of a new monarch it was 

necessarY for the Crown to issue new commissions of the peace for all the 

F ,; nglish and Welsh counties., but in 1685 this process effected little chazige 

in'the Cheshire magistracy. The few alterations which did occur were of a 
5 

purely routine nature such as the omission of four Justices who had died. 

Viewed by James as the natural allies of the Crown, the Tory gentry were duly 

con 
I firmed in their monopoly of local government. 

By the autumn of 1686, however, the King's policy of employing rapists 

in ciil and military posts was well under way. In October a committee of 

h, t e rivy Council (which included three Catholic peers) was appointed to inspect 

'UýIerpooj R*O* 
_, 

Aston Diary., August 27th 1687- 

? Ibid. 
3 lbid. 

4G. ' ormerods Cheshire,, vol. I., P. 253. 

5p'*R'Ooo 
s C/231/89 P- 123- 
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all'commissions of the peace with a view to admitting recusant gentry to the 

county magistracies. This committee had completed its deliberations by 

December 1686 but new commissions were not issued until the following spring. 

Cheshire did not receive a revised commission until August 1687 whent on the 

Privy Council's recommendat ions, five Catholic gentli=en (Charles, Lord Gerard 

of Gerards Bromley,, Sir Rowland Stanley of Hooton, Sir James Poole of Poole., 

William Massey of Paddington and George Oldfield of Somerford) were added to 
I 

the county's bench of Justices. The Oldfields of Somerford possessed only 

small landed estates and had never previously been included on a commission 

of'the peace. But Gerard,, a peer,, Stanley and Poole.. both baronets, and 

Massey were, on the other hand, all substantial landowners and heads of long 

established county families. In accordance with the King's desire to 

emancipate his Catholic subjects, they were thus give na position in local 

government from which they had been debarred by their religion since 162J+,, 
9 

but to which they were entitled by wealth and social rank. Affronted by the 

Anglican gentry's refusal to co-operate in repealing the anti-Catholic laws., 

the'y, ing also took the opportunity, offered by this review of the magistracy., 

to purge some prominent Tory Justices. Viscount Swords and Lord Willoughby 

were., for example., dismissed from the Leicestershire and Lincolnshire 
3 

commlssions of the peace, but it should be emphasized that no Cheshire Tories 

were disgraced in this manner. 

The regulation of the county magistracies, in favour of the Catholic 

gentry, was concluded by the summer of 1687. By this time, however, the King's 

campaign to pack Parliament was under way and this was to occasion further and 

more drastic changes in the composition of local government. &s part of its 

preparations for a compliant House of Commons., central government undertook a 

p. R. o.. FC/2/71,9 P. 364. 

ýOfý the five Catholic J. P. s appointed to the bench in Au., rust 1687 . only 
Stanley and Poole subsequently attended Quarter Sessions and they did not 
do, so until January and April 1688, respectively. See., Cheshire R. O. 
QjB/3`/4., pp. 83,89. S 

Justices of the Peace Glasseyp , P. 74. 
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survey of gentry opinion. Commencinrgy. in the autumn of 1687 4. P. s and Deputy 

Lieutenants were tendered what are commonly known as the Three Questions. 

They were asked firstly, if elected as M. P. s would they vote to repeal the 

Tests and Penal Laws; secondly, if they would contribute to the return of 

members who would do so; and thirdly., if they would live peaceably 'with 

those of all persuasions'? Between December 1687 and the summer of 1688., 

justices who returned unfavourable answers to these questions were ruthlessly 

purged from commission. In Shropshire thirty-four Tory J. P. s who had 
I 

signalled their disapprobation of the King's policies were dismissed. In 

Leicestershire twenty-seven magistrates, replying in the -same vein, were 
2 

removed from the bench. Hence., the Tories' inability to agree, to the repeal 

of the Tests and Penal Laws resulted in the Crown dismantling their hegemony 

of, local government, and as Dr. Glassey has commented 'a purge of unprecedented 
3 

thoroughness had clearly taken place in the great majority of counties'. 

Most Lord Lieutenants put the Three Questions to the deputies and Justices 
4 

of their respective counties between December 1687 and February 1688. 

Iiowever, the Earl of Derby., who opposed James Is measures. had been dismissed 

as Lord Lieutenant of Cheshire shortly before the King's visit to the county 
5 

in &ugust 1687 and his successor, 
6 
the Catholic Marquis of Powis, was not 

appointed until 28th February 1688. Therefore, during these crucial months 

Cheshire remained without a Lord Lieutenant. Powis possessed no land or 

- influence in the county and there is nothing to indicate that he ever vi: ited 

bis-Lieutenancy. Moreover, the contemporary diaries that cover this period 

make' no reference to the Three Questions being tendered in Cheshire. In view 

IV. CjL Shropshire, Vol- 3., P- 92. 

2L. y j. Glasseys Justices of the Peace, p. 88. 

_31bid., 
p. 89. 

4The surviving replies to the Three Questions can be found in the Bodleian 
Library, Rawlinson USS. There are no returns from. the county of Cheshire. 

5B. L. , Acid. MSS. 41,805, f- 303. 

'p. 
0. C/231/8. 6 P- 189- 
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of this., it seems likely that the county's Justices and Deputy Lieutenants 

were never required to respond to central goverment's questionnaire. 

If this is, indeed, the case, it would go a long way towards explaining 

why, after admitting Catholic gentlemen to the bench, the Crown made no 

further changes in the county's magistracy; an examination of the Crown 

office docquet books reveals that no conudssion of the peace was issued for 

Cheshire from August 1687 until after the Revolution of 1688. It is equally 

significant that the nomina. ministorum, attached to the Great Session's rolls 

for October 1687., April and October 1688, continued to list those J. P. s who 

had remained or who had been put in commission during, the latter years of 

Charles JI's reign. Thus, when Ang 
,, 
lican Justices were being purged from the 

great majority of county magistracies and replaced,, as in Shropshire,, by 
2 

Whigs and dissenters of an inferior social status, the Tory gentry retained 
3 

control of local administration in Cheshire. 

In the absence of any returns to the Three Questions from the Cheshire 

magistracy., it is impossible to ascertain the attitudes of most Anglican 

justices to the repeal of the Tests and Penal Laws. Admittedly, some Cheshire 

gentlemen and peers are included on lists of those who were opposed to 
4 

-jamesýii and his policies, but as these are of uncertain date and it is not 

known whether the opposition envisaged was constitutional or otherwise., the 

lists themselves are only of limited value. Unfortunately, continued activity 

or non-participation in county government cannot be interpreted as an accurate 

indication of whether an individual magistrate either supported or disapproved 

of, james's measuresp for three of the eleven Justices who attended Quarter 

Sessions during 1687 had plainly stated their opposition to the government's 

measures: Peter Shakerley was personally reprimanded by the King for not 

IF. R. O., CBES/2044/2; 3; 4. 

2, V. C ,. H. Shropshire,, Vol. 3,, P. 92. 

3There is no evidence to indicate whether the Cheshire Deputy Lieutenancy 

aild militia were remodelled. However, it is clear that Tory gentlemen 
continued to be appointed as High Sheriffs of Cheshire. See., G. Ormerod., 
Cheshire, V01- I., PP. 74-75. 

4A. '. Brownirkl. p Danbys Vol. 3.. PP- 153-59- 
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promoting an address of thanks to the first Declaration of Indulgence; 

Sir Thomas Grosvenor demonstrated his dissatisfaction at the course of 
2 

events by resigning his commission as Captain of Horse; and Thomas 'Cholmondeley 

of Vale Royal ý one of the Crown's most ardent supporters during the Exclusion 
3 

crisis', stated that 'he would never thank the King for breaking the laws'. 

ý_ 
on the other hand, it is, perhaps, significant that after the birth of a 

Catholic male heir to the throne in June 1688, only five of the eleven Tory 
4 

J. P. s continued to attend Quarter Sessions. 

It has been argued by Professor J. R. Jones that the hostility of the 

a ri I stocracy and gentry in most counties aia not necessarily mean that James's 

measures were doomed to failure, and that 'electoral success and parliamentary 
5 

majorities depended on the balance of power within the tavvns'. Recognizing 

this fact, the Court made a concerted effort to ensure that municipal 

goverrunents.. like the county commissions of the peace , were composed of men 

who were thought to favour repealing the Lti-Catholic legislation. To 

achieve control over the boroughs the Crown established (in November 1687) 

a'committee for regulating corporationswhose agents were instructed to tour 

the provinces and report upon the condition of municipal governments. As a 

resu3, t of the agent's activities., thirty-three boroughs received new governing 

charters between March and September 1688 and at least sixty-five corporations 
6 

were ruthlessly and often repeatedly purged of their members. ' The committee 

did not., however, focus its attention upon Chester until as late as August 

1688 when,, utilizing a clause inserted into the 1685 charter, the King removed 
7 

the, entire Tory Assembly. This action effectively dissolved the Corporation 

k 

', 'The Diary of Thomas Cartwright, Bishop of Chester', Camden Society, 
vol. 22 (1843), P. 75. 

2-C. 's. P. D. 1686-87, P. 403. 

31)r. -7, illiams's Lib., Morrice MSS., Entr1ing Book 2, PP- 137-38. 
%hes. ldre R. O., QJB/3/1+, pp. 83,89,94, iOl. 
5j. R. jones.. The Revolution of 1688 in England, p. 138. 

-51 , Ibid., PP. 149 

76. S. p. D. 1687-89, pp. 256-57. 
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and, a new charter., naming all the city's officials, was issued in mid- 
I 

Sepýember. The Recorder, Richard Leving, who had earlier asserted that 

Jthis Corporation is your Majesty's creature and depends on the will of its 
2 

creator' was2 not surprisingly,, reappointedt as were three other Tory 

Aldermen. But the remaining places on the Aldermanic Bench were filled by 

Mbigs who had been removed in the purge of 1685 , and by three former Common 
3 

Councillors., dismissed in 1662. It would seem that no member of the newly 

appointed Common Council had previously played any part in city government. 

Although the regulation of September 1688 far exceeded the purges of 1662 

and 1685 in severity, the reconstituted Corporation proved wholly unwilling 

to co-operate with the Crown. When the new charter was delivered to the 

city, none of the heterogeneous collection of Tories, Whigs and old 

Parliamentarians Iseemed to approve of it (and) discoursed of petitioning 

for the old charter'. Limited as they are,, the sources suggest that neither 

the political establishment of the countynor the city were prepared to 

countenance James's singleminded pursuit of his aims. To promote his 

measures in the county of Cheshire and the city of Chester, the King was 

therefore forced to rely upon an extremely small group of ultra-Tory clerics, 

such as Thomas Cartwiight, Bishop of Chester, and former radical Exclusionists, 

like Iord Brandon and Sir William Williams. 

Appointed to the see of Chester in October 1686, Thomas Cartwright was 

to becon-B one of the most zealous of James's episcopal supporters. He was 

responsible -for organizing an address from. the Cheshire clergy., in response 

t0the first Declaration of Indulgence., thanking the King for 'the free 
5 

exercise of their religion' and was named., in October 168T, as a member of 

IC. S. F. D. 1687-89j, p. 266. 
2H. T. Dutton., 'Stuart Kings and Chester Corporation',, p. 205. 

hato'n Hall., Grosvenor LISS. , Papers of the third baronet., 'Warrant for a 
Ile. ff Charter to the City of Chester, 16851 ; C. S. P. D. 1687-89, pp. Z56-57- 

4BOdl. Lib. , Whitley Diary, f. 97. 

5The London Gazetteý No. 2.. 2j+6., May 26th-30th 1687. 
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I 
the ecclesiastical commission. During his primary visitation of the diocese., 

Cartwright demonstrated an unashamed intimacy with the recusant gentry of 
2 

Cheshire, causing one Anglican to note tartly that 'if the Church of England 
3 

had no better men in it than he., we should before now have been heathens'. 

Howevert the Bishop's actions may have stemmed from his belief that such 

conduct was rwessary to preserve the Angl J can establishment from further 

attacks,, for he genuinely feared that the clergy's failure to read the second 

Declaration of Indulgence would 'be more fatal to the church than we are 4 
aware of 1. In the Bishop's defence. it should be emphasized that he vehemently 

5 
refused to allow a Catholic priest to celebrate mass in the Cathedral chapel. 

Apart from Cart-irright., James Arderne., Dean of Chester and one of the few J. P. Iýs 

to attend Quarter Sessions throughout 1688, was also 'very free in his discourse 
6 

about taking off the Penal Laws and Tests'. His motives in doin,. -,, so,, however., 

seem to have been rather more mercenary than those of his superior., for it 
7 

was said that Arderne was 'in great expectation of being Bishop of Oxford'. 

Lord Brandon. % a member of the 11iddlesex Grand Jury that had presented 
8 

James., when Duke of Tork, as a Popish recusant,, and Wil I iam Williams, the 

former Recorder of Chester and Speaker of the Commons in the second and third 

3ý; ccjusion Parliaments, were the only leading Cheshire Whigs to collaborate 

with James II- Condemned by historians as political opportunists and place 
9 

seekers., Brandon and Williams's apostasy can, in part, be explained by the 

1D. N. B. (Thomas Cartwright). 

2The Diary of Thomas Cartwright, pp. 23-24. Between 4th-7th january 1687 
Cartwright stayed with Sir james Ibole of Poole and dined with john Massey 
of Paddington and two Catholic priests. 
3cheshire R. O. 0 I)CIV4/3/7, T. Slater to TV. Adams, October 6th 1687. 
41bid.,, Prescott MSS-, unfol.., T. Cartwright to H. Prescott, june 5th 1688. 
51bid. 

6BocU Lib.., -. 9hitley Diary., f. 90. 

7jbid. 

D. TT. B. (Charles Gerard, second Earl of Macclesfield). 

9JI. R. Jones. 9 
'James II's V7hig Col I aborators 1,3H. J. Vol. 3 (1960) P- 70; 

L. &J. Glassey, Justices of the Peace, pp. I, 275. 
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fact that both were.. in some way., indebted to the King. After beirig found 

guilty of complicity in Monmouth Is rebel I ion. Brandon had remained imprisoned 

in the Tower under sentence of death. Although refusing to plead for 

clýmencyv he did express 'true repentencel and attributed his crimes to the 
I 

conversation of bad men who offered at things destructive to the government'. 
2 

pardoned in August 1687., Brandon was sent 'into the country for his Majesty's 
3 

service' where he gained a reputation as a violent asserter of the King's 

dispensing power (and) pressingly moved the people to choose men for 

parliament that would take away the Penal Laws and Tests. 

Like Brandons William Williams had suffered because of his involvement 

with ShaftesburY and the Whigs. In May 1686 he was found guilty of 
5 

licensing 

the rrinting of Dangerfield's libellous narrative and fined Z10,000. Unable 

to pay such a heavy fine,, 77il I Jams thus had strong incentives for making his 
6 

peace with the Court. In the event, his tergiversation was fully rewarded for. 9 7 
in December 168T, he was knighted and appointed Solicitor Genex-al. As such, 

, Williams led the Crown's prosecution of the Seven Bishops, attacking. the 
8 

accused 'with il I language enough and with as little manners'. 

By 1688, however., the King's collaborators could command little support 

a=rlg the groups or sectional interests they purported to represent. The 

majority of the Cheshire clergy refused to publish the second Declaration of 
9 

Indulgence 'notwithstanding the Bishop's monition as well as order'. William 

1B. L... Lansdovme MS-., 1,152, f. 262. 

ýý. R. O., C/231/8., PP- 178., 179. 

3c. s. r. D. 1687-89Y P- 43- 

4-ý. jj. c.,, Fourteenth Report, Appendix,, Part 4. pp. 234-35. 

5C. S. P. D. 1686-87, P. 153. 

Add. LISS.,, 15., 894, f. 56. The King accepted Williams's bond for 
the fine only after the intercession of the Earl of Rochester. 
7. D. N. B. (William Wil 1 iam-9) : 

%arl 
of Ailesbury., Memoirs, vol. 1,, P- 171. 

9, Ll,, r. C. . 
Fourteenth Report, Appendix, Part 4, p. 191 
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'rill J ams Is behaviour was ridiculed in a popular lampoon: it asked 

Is this William Williams who made such a noise,, dreadful to 
all lewd abhorrin;, - boys? 
Is this William Williams's spark of resolution, that was so 
fierce for Bills of aamnla. Exclusion? 
Is this William Williams who spake that thing so strange,, 
'Great Sir., Your Commons are not given to chang-et. I 

., 
ex=ained both the opposition to., and the support for., the Haviri, m 

policies initiated by central govex=ent between 1685 and 1688, it must now 

be considered whether James II's measures produced any improvement in 

relations between the hitherto irreconcilable political factions in Cheshire. 

On the face of ity it would appear that any rapprochment between the countyts 

Whig and Tory gentry was inhibited by two important factors. Firstly., the 

Cheshire Tories., unlike their counterparts in other areas, retained effective 

control of county and city government for virtually the whole of James II's 

reign. They therefore had less reason,, and were probably less inclined, to 

propitiate their political opponents. Secondly, Lord Delamere, pre-eminent 

among the county's Whigs., proved determined to perpetuate the deep-rooted 

party divisions that had been forged in Cheshire during and after the Exclusion 

Crisis. In a pamphlet, written in responme to the second Declaration of 

Indulgence,, Delamere condemned 'the High-Churchmen' for having 'asserted the 

djýj'nity of Kingsp setting him (James II) no other bounds to his power but 

what his will should prescribe'., and he. therefore, accu-sed them of being 'the 
2 

true encouragers of Popery'. Nevertheless., contemporary diaries indicate 

that some Whig and Tory gentry were beginning to establish more normal social 

relations; a feature which had been notably absent in the years following 

the Exclusion Crisis. In August 1686, for example, Sir Willoughby Aston (MAZ) 

discussed four differences am ngst the Cheshire gentryt with Sir Geoffrey 
3 

Shakerley (Tory). During the following months Aston played bowls and dined 

with ShakerleY and other Tories such as John Egerton of Oulton and Sir Henry 

lCh6s-ter R. O. , CR16312,1691 , -a. Aston to J. Crewe, February 23rd 1687. 

2ýooth., Works, p. 90. 

31ýjvex, pool R-O-., Aston Diary, August 13th 1686. 
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I 
Bunbury of Stanney* - Similarly., Colonel Roger Whitley., Whig M. P. for Chester 

in 1681, was by November 1687 frequently hunting in the company of Lord 
2 

Cholmondeley and other of the county's Tories. Most significant of all, 

hýýever,, is the fact that Whigs, like Lord Delamere, and Tories., such as 

Lord DerbYs joined together in the Cheshire rising organized to accompany 

the Prince of Orange's landing at Torbay on November 5th 1688. 

in his study of the Northern risings, D. H. Hosford has stressed that 

the plans for an insurrection,, although bipartisan in nature,, were concerted 

by'" a series of sub-groups in which there was a basic consistency in 
3 

political outlook'. In view of the Earl of Derby's familial connections 
4 

with and dependence for political advice upon the Duke of Ormonde, it is 

probable that the Earl was brought into the conspiracy by the 'cockpit circle' 

of which the Duke was a member. As Part of James II's attempt to conciliate 

the traditional political establishment prior to the Dutch invasion,, Derby 

had been restored to the Lord Lieutenancies of Lancashire and Cheshire on 
5 

October 25th 1688. The Earl had subsequently visited London and consulted 

'with such as were promoters of the Prince of Orange', who suggested that he 

should accept the King's co=ssion in order 'to secure those two counties. 
6 

likeliest to be inlets of the Irish'. They further advised him to 

communicate with Lord Delamere, leader of the Cheshire Whigs. 

It is not known precisely when, or at whose instigation., Delamere 

became involved in the plot azainst James II,, but he was possibly a party 

to' the conspiracy prior to the Earl of Derby. It is probably significant 

I ILiv'erpool R-O-., Aston Diary, August and September 1686, passim. 

2Bocil. Lib-lUhitley Diary,, f. 83. 

3D. H. Hosford., Nottingham., Nobles and the North, Connecticut. 1976., p. 43. 

ItCokaynes complete Peerage., Vol. 4, p. 215. The ninth Earl of Derby had 

married Elizabeth Butler., sister of the second Duke of Ormonde. For Derby's 
dependence upon Ormonde for advice concerning political matters, see, ILII. C.., 
Ormonde IISS. x N. S. , vol. 5., p. 611 ; vol. 6, PP. 369-70 s 428; Vo. 7,, P. 58. 
Derby 3nust be classed as a Tory by 1685. He had severed his connections with 
the Cheshire Tadgs after the discovery of the Rye House Plot and had carried 
the second sword at James II's coronation. 

C/231/8., p. 202. 

6H. -ILC. Fourteenth Report, Appendix., Part 4,, p. 205. 
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I 
that he pemed a 'Letter of Advice to his Children's giving them instructions 

on educations estate management and a variety of political matters., on 

September 20th and that, a few weeks later., he levied Ia fine of some of his 
2 

estate to me (Sir 17illoughby Aston) and Sir Thomas Mainwaring'. Sometime 

during, the last week in October Derby finally established contact with 

Delamere, and both Lords met at Warrington on November I st 
- 

to devise their 
.11- 
strateZy. As a result of their discussion it was decided that Delamere 

would rise so soon as news came of the Prince's landingl, while 'Derby's 
3 

part was to be ploted with secrecy lest his commissions might be recalled', 

Yeanwhiles the failure of the Prince of Orange's first invasion attempt 

(October 20th) had thrown the plans of the northern conspirators into some 

confusion and,, as a consequence, they did not make any decisive move until 

ten-days after Williamb successful landing at Torbay. Lord Delamere, who 

assembled his friends and tenants at Bowden Downs on November 16th, was the 

first to commit himself openly to William's cause. In a forceful Declaration, 

circulated throughout the county, Delamere made no attempt to disguise that 

aim in rising was to depose James II. Stating that thechoice lay between 

being 'a slave and a papist or Protestant and a free man', the Declaration 

emphasized that 'our deliverance must be by force' for 'all lies at stake ..... 

and if the Ying prevail,, farewell liberty of conscience'. Presented in these 

uncompromising terms and containing such radical sentiments,, this manifesto 

would., in normal circumstances, have been abhorrent to the more conservative 

elements of 
6heshire society.. yet,, as has already been stated, Delamere's 

actions were condoned by a cross-section of the county's gentry. No 

comprehensive list of thexisirig's adherents exists but, using a variety of 

sources) it is possible to establish that certain p3mminent Tories, including 

lBo-o'th., 'Works, pp. 6-32. 
1ý 2Liverpool Roo*$ Aston Diary, October 19th 1688. 

3kLm. c. , Fourteenth Report., Appendj-x., Part 4.. p. 205. 

4B Add. IISS., 41,805, f. 222. 
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Lord Cholmoncleley, John Egerton of Oulton and Thomas 1. ýarburton of Winnin, ý-; ton., 

together with Whigs like John Ilainwaring of Peover, Peter Legh of Booths and 

Robert Venables of Antrobus 
I 

., were present at tlx, - rendezvous on Bowden Downs. 

Unlike his father, Sir George Booth, in 1659, Delamere did not utilize 

the existing system for raising, troops provided by the Militia., for the 

insurgents seem to have been recruited from among the tenants of the main 

participants in the insurrection. As it was essential to organize troops 

quickly., however,, only volunteers who could provide themselves with a horse 

were enlisted. Having raised a force of between two and three hundred 

caýralry, the rebels left Cheshire on the morning ., of November 18th and began 

their march, towards Nottingham where., it had been arranged., they would meet 

the Earl of Devonshire and his followers. But once at Nottingham, differences 

between the impulsive Delamere and the altogether more cautious Devonshire 
2 

resulted in the former leaving the city only three days after his arrival. 

journeying southwards, Delamere reached Gloucester on December Ist 1688. 

Infonning the Prince of Orange of his arrival., he stated that I design in my 
3 

taking up arms is to serve God, your Highness and my country'. 

While Delamere was engaged raising troops, Derby technically fulfilled 

his part of the bargain. He did nothing to impede the rebels' progress and 

ignored the government's orders to 'prevent ill disposed persons from going 
4 

to the enemy'. Nevertheless, once Delamere had left Cheshire., Derby took 

no positive action to secure the county for the Prince of Orange; he delayed 

appointing militia officers and the county's forces were not mustered until 
5 

two weeks after the insurgents had departed for Nottingham. During the 

intervening period the Lord Lieutenant simply remained at Knowsley, pre-occupied 

Ij. F. Earwaker, East Cheshire.. vol. I., p. 154; vol. 2,, P. 272; Cheshire R. O., 
I)LT/B/10O.. November 15th 1688; Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary, November 18th 
1688; B. L. 9 Add. IISS.., 38,695, f. 86. 

2D. Ii. Hosford., Nottingham,, Nobles and the North pp. 93-94. 

3C. S. P. D. 1687-89. - P. 371. 

4B. L... Add. MSS-ý 419805t f. 91. 

5Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary, November 29th 1688. 
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I 
with n=urs that the Papists intended to seize him and his son. Some 

observers - believed that Derby was I as cunning as his predecessor in crookback 
2 

Richard's time'j but his hesitancy at a moment of crisis is entirely 
3 

consistent with the indecision he displayed throughout his political career. 

However, Derby's dilatory behaviour not only soured his relationship with 
4 

Delamere but also caused some concern to the Cheshire Deputy Lieutenants 

who were anxious to maintain some semblance of order within the county. 

it is clear that the revolutionary period in Cheshire was accompanied 

by a partial breakdown in the administration of justice. A Grand Inquest for 

the county informed the court of Great Sessions in October 1688 that they had 
5 

'received no information from any, of anything here presentable'. In mid- 

November Sir Willoughby Aston was 'brought word of the breaking of the chapel 
6 

windows (at Aston) by near t7enty men'. Following the Corporation of Chester's 

refusal to accept their new charter 

all the prisoners in the Northgate ..... fought their 
keepers ..... and do now walk at liberty upon pretence 7 
that now there is no Sheriff., there can be no imprisonment. 

But worrying as these sporadic outbursts of civil unrest were. 'the main 

threat to the peace and security of the county came from the presence, in 

Cheshires of newly recruited royalist troops, 0 Colonel Henry Gage, a 

professional soldier who had served in Flanders, had been commissioned on 

October lst to raise a regiment for the purpose of re-enforcirig the King's 

main field army. Composed almost entirely of Lancashire Catholics, most 
8 

companies were near completion by mid-1, Tovember. and, although largely unarmed, 

ILiverpool R. O. 9 Aston Diary,, November 20th 1688. 

2& y. C. 
', 

Twelfth Report. Appendix., Part T, p. 221 

3e. g. , see, H. M. C. . Ormonde YISS.,, N. S. , vol. 7jP. 58. 

ltnfra, p- 159. 
5. p. R. O., CHES/24/144/4, unfol. 
6Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary,, November 26th 1688. 

II 7Bodl. Lib-) Eng. Letter LISS., B/29, f. 81. 

8C. S. F. D. 1687-89, P. 324. 

ýI 
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Derby's hesitancy allowed them to march through Cheshire unchecked. Amid 

rumours that they Ithreatened. in several places ..... to burn some houses 
i 

in this country',, the soldiers' arrival in Chester on November 27th 

precipitated a riot. Accordjmg to contemporary observers 

there was a sudden cry that the Papists were come to 

=rder them ..... many of the citizens fell to arms,, 2 

**.. * the streets full of rabble and very great disorder. 

To avoid further disturbances , the regiment was lodged overnight in the town 

hal1 but., in the absence of the county militia., the Deputy Lieutenants 

present in Chester could only implore central government to 'preserve the 
3 

peace' by removin,,,,, the soldiers elsewhere. 

The signi-ficance of Gage's regiment being allowed to occupy Chesterp a 

port of strategic importance, depends on the interpretation placed upon the 

actions of Peter Shakerley,, Governor of the city. An entry in the diary of 

Roger Kenyon, secretary to the Earl of Derby, states that on November 24th 
4 

Shakerley 'corresponded with his Lordship to secure the castle'. Tet only 

three days prior to this agreement the Governor had demanded that the 

citizens of Chester remain 'loyal and faithful to the King' by threatening 
5 

'to send the great shot and the bombs and the cuirassiers amongst them',. 

Furthermore, Shakerley subsequently admitted Gage's 
6 
regiment into the castle 

and allowed them 'to mount guard on the city gates'. It is possible that the 

Governor was waiting on the turn of events before committing himself to either 

side, g for be did not disarm the Catholic troops until December 14th when news 
7 

of jams JI's attempted escape to France had reached Cheshire. 

1 B. L. , Add. YISS. , 36,913, f . 300. 

2Bodl. Lib. , Whitley Diary., f. 99; B. L. , Add. MSS. ,36.. 913 of -300. 
3L. i'verpool R. 0. , Aston Diary, ITovcmber 30th 1688; B. L.,, Add. MSS. 
36., 913,, f-300- 
4ILM. C. , Fourteenth Report., Appendix, Part 4, P. 205. 

5B. L. . Add. USS. , 38., 695, f. 86. 

61bid. 
s f. 92. 

7Cheshire R. O. l WIVB178., H. Morgan to W. Street,, December 16t'h 1688; 
lIverpool R-Oo . Aston Diary, December 14th 1688. 
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Thus, although some Tories contributed to the success of the 

Revolution in Cheshire., they aid so with obvious reluctance. In contrast,, 

Delamere acted with initiative and resolution. By providing decisive 

leadership he earned the gratitude of the future William III and., thereby., 

gained the opportunity of re-establishing his and the Whigs' ascendancy in 

Cheshire. 



CHAPTER SIX 
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CHAP= SnC 

TEE =CLUTION SETTLMIENT 

In June 1689 Phillip Henry, a dissenting preacherý observed that 'the 

old spirit of emnity remains 'and works stil I Although Henry was ref erring 

to the Anglicans' continuing antipathy towardz non-conformists., his remark 

equally well describes the divisions that had re-emerged amongst the Cheshire 

gentry. The co-operation that developed between some Whigs axicl Tories during 

the autumn of 1688 had.. in fact, barely survived the flight of James II, and 

was quickly replaced by recriminations concerning the role each group had 

played in promoting the Revolution. The Mayor of Chester, -William Street., 

an inveterate Whig, openly questioned Peter Shakerley., the Tory Governor of 

chesteft, professed comnitment to the Prince of Orange, alleging that the 
2 

Governor had refused to fire the castle's guns to mark William's declaration. 

More importantly,, Street claimed that Shakerley had done nothing, to secure 

the surrender of Colonel Gaggels Catholic regiment and that this had only been 

achieved 'by Mr. Mayor's warrant, without any aid or assistance of the 
3 

Governor'. 

Shakerley admitted his failure to acknowledge the prince's declaration., 

explaining that it was due 'to the banishment, distress and misery of my Ying 
4 

(which)would not permit me to make such tokens of joy'. But he fiercely 

denied the more serious a2legation and insisted that the Popish troops had 

already been disarmed when 'the Mayor, having sat up drinicing all rxirht,, gets 

a rabble about him and goes into the hous4s where the soldiers were quartered 
5 

and used them most barbarously., By December 1688 there was little 

l. Bodl. j, ib.., Fx4g. Letter IMS. ý E/29., f. 92. 

2Cheshire R. O.,, DAR/B/78., W. Street to Ld. Derby., December 19th 1688. 

31bid. 

Add. MSS. , 38,695, ff - 104-106, 

5 
,- Ibid. 
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hope of any accommodation between Shakerley and Street; the former implored 

William Blathwayt, Secretary at War, 'to reprimand this Mayor ..... for the 
I 

great abuses put upon me' , while the latter urged the Earl of Derby 'to take 
2 

care to secure' the Governor. 

Derby,, however$ was disinclined to involve himself in the dispute between 

the Mayor and Governor of Chester for he was preoccupied with a serious 

challenge to his position as Lord Lieutenant of Cheshire. Shortly after 

, joining the Prince of Orange at Gloucester,, Lord Delamere had written to the 

Earl accusing him of failing to raise the county militia and allowing Gage's 

1: 6giment to burn Dunham Massey and occupy Chester. Delamere concluded his 

.,,, 
Derby that 'your Lordship must think that letter on a menacing note, warning 

you cannot be esteemed by the Prince or those with him, as a man that has 
3 

given any assistance to the causet. 

In an effort to refute these charges Derby enlisted the support of 

Lord Cholmondeley and John Egerton of Oulton - leading Tories who had taken 

part in the Northern rising - and dispatched a petition to-William', stating 

that 'never were any Papists near the Lord Delamerels house to burn it, 

nor did the Papists ever possess themselves of the government of Chester 
4 

castle,. Furthermore, the Earl, who was not usually an active member of the 

liouse of Lords.. personally attended the crucial debates concerning the vacancy 

of the Crcan (January 31 st to February 6th 1689) and voted to agree vrith the 
5 

Commons in declaring William wA Ilax7, King and Queen. By lla=h Derby 

Obviously felt he had vindicated himself and he confided to his secretary, 

RoZer yenyon, that 'in a short time the Lieutenancy vill be settled and 16 

shall be continued notwithstanding the endeavours of some to the contrary'. 

B'*L. . Add. 14SS- s 38,695, f- 112. 

2Cheshire R. O.., DZVB178,, 77. Street to Ld. Derby.. December 19th 1688. 
31LII. c., Fourteenth Report., Appendix, Part 4, p. 206. The Catholic troops 
had not p in fact 2 attacked Dunham Kassey. 
hCheshire R. O., DLT/B/100, December 29th 1688; ILI/I. C. , Fourteenth Report, 
Appendix., Part 4v p. 207. 
5B' Cruickshanks., D. Hayton 6: C. Jones., 'Divisions in the House of Lords on 
the, Transfer of the Crown and Other Issues, 1689-94: Ten New Lists' p B. I. H. R. , vol. 55,, k1982)., p. 83. 
61LM. 

C.., Fourteenth Report., Appendix,, Part 4., p. 219. 
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But on 12th April 1689 the Lord Lieutenancy of the county', 1which so many 

ages remained in the house of Derby'., was given to Lord Delamere. Thus., 

the Revolution of 1688 ended the Stanleys' anachronistic control of the 
2 

Cheshire Lieutenancy and enabled the Crown to recoZnize the Booths' pre- 

eminence within the county. 

Having secured the Lord Lieutenancy of Cheshire, Delamere took inurediate 

steps to ensure the loyalty of the county's forces. In May 1689 Leftwich 

Oldfield of Leftwich noted that 'the officers of the militia&re wholly 

changed from head to foot, not more than one conmiission officer that I hear 
3 

of continued'. In addition, the number of Deputy Lieutenants was increased 
4 

from eleveno before the Revolutionto nineteen. William Banks,, a Lancashire 

gentleman, reported that 'reflections are cast on the Cheshire deputies 
5 

as being persons of the least estates and least interest'. but Banks was'a 

close friend of Derby's and these disparaging remarks can probably be 

attributed to his pique over the Earl's disgrace. In fact, eleven of Delamere's 

nominees (or their fathers) had served as Deputy Lieutenants prior to 1689, 

and of those who had not, three were baronets (Sir Thomas Bellot, Sir Thomas 

Delves and Sir Robert Duckenfield) and one a knight (Sir John Crewe). All, 

however, with the exception of Thomas Needham, were staunch Whigs and 

associates of the new Lord Lieutenant. 

Apart from the Lieutenancy, local government in Cheshire was not settled 

until the summer of 1689. In mid-June Sir Willoughby Aston and Sir Robert 
6 

Cotton were still petitioning for the appointment of a High-Sheriff. A revised 

commission of the peace was issued on 29th May but did not arrive in the county 

c/231/8; p. 215. 

2Su]pra,, P. 46. Derby was so affronted at being dismissed that he refused 
to'continue as Lord Lieutenant of Lancashire. 

3H-jj. c. . Finch YSS. , vol. 2., pp. 210-211 . 
4cheshire R. O. , DC4/X/9B, March 29th 1689; B. L., Add. MSS. , 36,, 913, f. 183; 
C. S. P. D. 1687-89, P. 340. 

51ijI. C., Fourteenth Report, Appendix, Part 4, p. 219. 
6ý Aston Diary, June 18th 1689. Liverpool R. 0-, 
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I 
uiýtil several weeks later. Nevertheless., this delay did not cause a total 

breakdown in the administration of Justice for Quarter Sessions continued to 

be held by some J. P. s who had remained on the bench throughout James's reign, 
2 

such as Sir Phil 11 p Egerton of Oulton and Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal.. 

The most recent historian of the comnissiorisof the peace has concluded 

that the reconstruction of the magistracy 'was carried on with less central 

control in the months after the Revolution than ever before'-f and that the 

composition of a county's bench of Justices depended, to a large degree, upon 
3 

the political sympathies of the Lord Lieutenant or local magnate. Thus., the 

magistracy of Warwickshire, supervised by the Earl of Northampton., a moderate 

Tory.. contained a high proportion of high-Anglican J. P. s who had been in 
4 

ýommission at the accession of James II. But in most counties the influence 

of the Lord Lieutenant was countered by the appointment of a custosrotulorum 

of opposing political views. In Worcestershire, for example. the Whiggish 

Earl of Shrewsbury,, Lord Lieutenant, was balanced by Lord Coventry,, the Tory 
5 

custos. In Cheshire, however, there was no such balance for Lord Delamere 

monopolized both these major offices (Lord Lieutenant and custos). Consequently, 

the changes in the county's magistracy during 1689 were an accurate reflection 

of the Lord Lieutenant's e-itreme political prejudices. 

The nev7 comnission of the peace for Cheshire, issued on 29th May 1689., 

at on the bench d omitted thirty J. P. s (includirky five Catholics) who had 8 uring 
6 

the reign of James II. Many of these.. such as Sir Thomns Grosvenor,, Sir John 

'Arderne and Thomas Cholmondeley,, were members of leading county families. 

IP. R. O.., c/23i/8p p. 224; Aston Lodge, Aston MSS., W. Aston to J. Crewe. 
June 14th 1689. 

2Cheshire R. O. v QJB/3/4j, PP- 108., Ill. 

3L. K. J. Glassey., Justices of the Peace, p. 103. 

4-Ibid. 
j. P- 105. 

5jbid.... p. 106. 

6The changes in the Cheshire magistracy can be accurately estimated by 

comparins the nomina ministorum for October 1688 with that for September 
1689. See,, P. R. C. 9 CliES/24/144/4; CBES/24/145/1. 

L 
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Moreover q it should be emphasized that very few of the disgraced Justices 

had supported James's catholicizing policies or attended Quarter Sessions 

after April 1687. 

The ejected Tories were replaced in commission by forty-six Justices 

who can be sub-divided into three distinct groups. Firstly, nineteen former 

j. r. s., including the Earl of Macclesfield., Sir Robert Cotton and Sir Willoughby 

Aston, who had all been dismissed for supporting Exclusion and associating 

with yonmouth during his Northern progress,, viere restored to their places. 

The second group comprised eleven gentlemen., such as Sir Thomas Bellot of 

Moreton and Sir Peter Warburton of Arley, whose families had regularly sat 

on the bench during the seventeenth century. Since the death of the previous 

head of the family (Sir John Bellot died in 1674 and Sir George Warburton in 

1676), however, these eleven gentlemen had., due to minority,, political 

considerations or sheer negligence on the part of the Crown, been omitted 

from commission. Finally, sixteen gentlemen, who themselves or whose ancestors 

had never served as J. P. s prior to 1689, were recruited to the bench. 

The majority of this last category (ten out of the sixteen) had been 

committed Whigs and allies of Delamere during the Exclusion Crisis. But. 

due to the paucity of the extant sources,, it is not known if they were included 

in cor=ission in 1689 because of their political antecedents or as a result 

of some contribution they may have made to the Northern rising. However., the 

8L. ppointment of 'new Justices' was not peculiar to Cheshire or areas where 

there had been an active movement against James II,, for a detailed study of 

, Uarw-icksbire and four other counties has shown that 'one third or more of the 
I 

justices ..... were recruits to the bench'. In view of this., Dr. Glassey has 

speculated that 

qualification for a place in comnission must have been 
lowered to include men of less status., if not necessarily of 
less wealth, than the heads of the established families whose 
ancestors had recorded pedigrees at heraldic visitations, Z 

IL. &J. Glassey., Justices of the Peace, p. 105. 
2 Ibid. 
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This hypothesis is not supported by the Cheshire evidence, however, for twelve 

of the sixteen new families, recruited to the bench, had recorded pedigrees at 
1 

the heraldic visitations of 1580,1613 or 1663, while Thomas and Roger Whitley 
2 

were members of a long established Flintshire family. 

These substantial changes in the magistracy gave the Cheshire 17higs, 
3 

unlike their counterparts in Shropshire and many other counties,, an overwhelming 

majority on the bench,, which now included all the gentlemen (still alive) who 

had been presented for sedition in September 1683. Nevertheless,, on the fac6 

of it., it would appear that the Vhigs' control of county administration was 

by no means as complete as that enjoyed by the 'churchmen' during the latter 

years of Charles IIts reign for nine leading Tories were continued in the 

commission. It is possible that some, like Lord Cholmondeley, Sir Phillip 

Egerton and Thomas Warburton of 71innington, retained their places because 

they themselves or their families had participated in the Northern revolt. 

let, although included in commission., this Tory rump proved wholly unwilling 

to identify themselves with the Revolution regime by taking an active part 

in county government. In a remarkable display of disapprobation only one 

Tory j. p., John Warren of Poynton, put in an appearance at Quarter Sessions 

between May 1689 and April 1702, and he only attended the Michaelmas Sessions 
4- 

of 1689 and 1690. 

Thuss although the Cheshire Tories had clone nothing to oppose the Datch 

L 

3. nirasion - the doctrine of passive obedience did not require them to defend 
5 

or obey an errant monarch - the vast majority of them ultimately refused to 

recognize the legitimacy ofUilliam's regime. In November 1689 Francis 

1j. p. Rylands (ed. )ý The Visitation of Cheshire in the Year 1580, London, 
1882, passim; 'Pedigrees made at the Visitation of Cheshire, 1613'. L. C. R. S., 
vol. 53 0909), passim; 'The Cheshire Visitation of 16631, Ilarleian Society, 
vol. 93 0941)o Passim- 
21T. Tucker.. 'Colonel Roger Whitley',,, J. F. ILS., vol. 22, p. 9. 

3v. c. ii. Shropshire., Vol. 3p P. 93; L. K. J. Glasseyp Justices of the Peace, 
pp. jo3-io& 

4Cheshire R. O., QJB/3/4, pp. 117,143. An Examination of the Quarter Sessions 
Files reveals that John Warren was the onl Tory Justice who was. active out of 
Sessicy=. Seep Cheshire R. O., QJF/1689-17ý2, passim. 
5G. R. Elton The Tudor Constitution, Cambridge 1968, p. 15; M. Goldie Tory 
political Rought., 1689-1714,, University of Cýýbridge a. D. thesis, 1976# pp. 28 
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Cholmondeley of Vale Royal, M. P. for Newton., stated 'I Will, in or out be 
I 

true to my principles let the current run never so high to the contrary'. 

Wo months later, Cholmondeley was expelled from the Commons and imprisoned 
2 

in the Tower for refusing to take the oaths to the new sovereigns. Two 

Cheshire magistrates were themselves regularly presented at Quarter Sessions 
3 

for refusing to take the oaths as Justices and were, along with another Tory 
4 

J. P., eventually removed, from. commission in 1695. Most Tory gentry probably 

shared the sentiments of Roger Mostyn of Beeston who stated that he 'Would not 
5 

meddle with any manner of employment of honour or profit in these times'. 

At least twenty-one of the Anglican clergy also refused to take the 
6 

revised oaths of allegiance to the new monarchs. Those who declined to do so 

were ordered to vacate their livings by January 1690 but, in practice, this. 

proved difficult to enforcd. At the Quarter Sessions of July 1690, the Grand 

jury presented twelve clergymen for preaching without having taken the 
7 

necessary oaths- Same of the clergy concerned were actively encouraged in 

their defiance of the civil and ecclesiastical authorities by the non-juring 

gentry. Nicholas Stratfordo who had succeeded Thomas Cartwright as Bishop 

of Chester., repeatedly urged Sir Phillip Egerton to remove H: umphrey Onely 

from the parish of Little Budworth and 'provide another curate in his room 

qualified according to lawl, but Onely was still preaching there in October 
8 

1691. 

li. Ry. L., Leah of Lyme YSS., F. Cholmondeley to P. Legh., November 19th 1689. Cý 

21bid. 
2 F. Cholmondeley to P. Legh,, January 8th 1690. 

3e. 
g., Cheshire R. O., QJF/April 1690., f. 25; QJF/July 1690, f. 15; 

QjB/3/4 2 p. 264. 

4. )+/146/6; CBES/24/147/1. 
. P. R. O., CBES/2 

5TT n- TrX. L. . Yo StYn MSS. . 9.071 .f- 12. 

6Cheshire R. O... IYFIJuly 1690, f. 22; 
1902,, pp. 473-496. 

J. H. Overton, The Nonjurors, Lonclon, 

7Chesbire R. o., QJF/July 1690, f. 22. 

Bodl. Lib., Tanner IMS... vol. 152, f. 47; Cheshire R. O., QJB/3/4, P. 167. 
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It is clear that the gentry and clergy who refused to recognize the 

legitimacy Of Wil I iam and Mary's goverment were regarded with the utmost 

suspicion by the newly appointed Whig Justices and Deputy Lieutenants. 

Delamere warned the J. P. a assembled for the Michaelmas Quarter Sessions in 

1692 that 'those who have refused the oaths to this King and Queen cannot be 

supposed to be altogether unconcerned for Ung James ..... he that is not for 

us may reasonably be supposed to be against us'. Sir Villoughby Aston., a 

justice of the Peace and Deputy Lieutenant, similarly described the non- 

jurors as 'no friends to the government since they refused to swear to defend 
2 

it'. Tet it should be emphasized that there were, in the strictest sense of 

the term., relatively few non-jurors amongst the Cheshire gentry. This was 

simply because only a minority of Tories were ever given the opportunity of' 

participating in county goverment. One gentleman who initially subscribed 

the oathso however, later publically repudiated his action. In an anti- 

government pamphlet., entitled 'The Penitential Declaration of Ralph Lowndes 

of Middlewichl., the author expressed 'sincere repentance for his sin and 
3 

weakness' in having taken the oaths. This tract,, which appears to have been 
4 

widely circulated in the county,, may have provoked Delamere's forceful attack 

upon the handful of Cheshire Tories who were prepared to acknowledge William 

arid Mary as &cfacto monarchs. 'Those that have taken the oaths., but swear 

to the ying as being only King de factol, he declaredo 'are not so much honester 
5 

than those who have refused the oaths., and are equally dangerous'. It is not 

surprising that with the Lora Lieutenant defining treasonous behaviour in such 

wide termso a substantial section of the county's political elite came to be 

, regarded and were treated as Jacobites. A list of 'suspected personst, compiled 

lBooth, Works, p. 406. 

2Chester R. O... CR163121691, f. 200. 

3j-. 1j. Overton,, The Nonjurors, p. 263. 

4P. R. O., CBES/2h/145/5, unfol. In September 1691 Thomas Stanley of Alderley 
was indicted before the Great Sessions for publishing and distributing this 
iscandalous libel against the goverment'. 

5Booth., Works., P. 397. 

L 
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shortly after the discovery of the Assassination Plot in 1696,, named twenty- 
1 

seven prominent gentlemen (among them twelve former J. P. s) ; to these can be 

added a further nine 'disaffected gentry' who were imprisoned in Chester 

castle at some time during the 1690s. 

owing to the clandestine and subversive nature of the subject,, it ia 

no easy matter to ascertain how many of the county, s leading families were 

actually involved in attempts to re-establish James II upon the English throne. 

Sir Jams Poole of Poole, Sir Rowland Stanley of Hooton and William Massey of 
3 

puddington were certainly involved in plans to overthrow the goverment; all 

three were officers in Lord Molyneux's regiment of Jacobite volunteers. In 

December 1689 Poole's repeated enquiries, concerning a parcel that was being 

sent to him from London, aroused the suspicions of Mr. Parker, a Chester 

mercer. 'Uhen the package finally arrived in the city,, it was opened by the 

authorities and found to contain six cases of pistols', six bullet moulds, two 
5 

dozen flints and a pair of jack-boots. It is possible that, after his dismissal 

as Governor of Chester., Peter Shakerley also became involved in Jacobite 

conspiracies. Letters and commissions from James Ils addressed to Shakerley., 

were intercepted in May 1689 and three suits of armour and ten cases of pistols 
6 

were subsequently discovered in his lodgings. These instances apart ever. .. 
how 

there is little positive evidence to incriminate the majority of gentlemen 

accused of Jacobitism- 

protesting their innocence of any treasonable conduct, some Tories 

maintained that the harassment., to which they were subjected by the Whigs 

after 16899 was a result of the political animosities that had previously 

'Cheshire R. O. , D04/X/9B,, August 21 st 1696. 

2jbid., July 8th 16go; July 21st 1690; MaY 5th 1692; May 16th 1692. 

3j. IL Hodson,, Cheshire 1660-1730, P. 19. Massey was also suspected of 
ha-ving fought with the Jacobite army in Ireland. 

4p., &. Hopkins, Aspects of Jacobite Conspiracy in the reign of William III, 
University of Cambriclge Ph. D. thesis, 1981, P. 435. 
50heshire R-O-v DAR/G/42, R. Wright to J. Crewe, December 12th 1689. 

-6Chester 
R. O. , CRI63121691 , W. Aston to J. Crewe. May 17th 1689; Bodl. Lib. 

, Fqa - Ietter YSS., E/29., f. 88. 
kL 



167 

divided the county. According to Leftwich Oldfield,, the militia's heavy- 

w hancled treatment of Thomas Ilinshull of Erdswick and Thomas Starkey of Wrenbury 

could be explained by them 'being neighbours of Sir Robert Cotton .... and 

not voting as he liked in elections of Parliament men or such like matters'* 

Certain Justices may have acted out of a desire for revenge but. in Zeneral . 

the oppression of the Tories was most pronounced when the authorities 

considered that the Revolution settlement was threatened. 

In an effort to regain the English Crown, James II had landed at Kinsale, 

County Cork, on March 12th 
2 

1689, and by the end of the year the Jacobite army 

controlled most of Ireland. As Chesbire bordered the Irish sea, and as the 

city of Chester had k- developed significant tradirig links with Dublin and 

other Irish ports, the county authorities believed their position to be 
3 

especially vulnerable. Sir John Morgan, the newly appointed Governor of 

Chester$ expressed great concern over the number of vessels and passengers 

which constantly passed unchecked between England and Ireland and he feared 
4 

that, as a consequence, much 'intelligence has been carried to the enemy'. 

purthermore., Lancashire also continued to be a cause for concern. It was 

rumoureci that 'many of the Irish have remained (there) ever since Ydng James's 
5 

army was disbanded' and that the county's 'disaffected gentry' were, like the 

1:! resbyterians in the 1660s, capable of raising One thOusand cavalry at a day's 
6 

notice. 

Delarnere., however,, acted prompt3, y to foresta2l any incipient Jacobite 

Vlots. in may 1689 he mustered the joint militias of Lancashire and Cheshire 

on Bowden Davms and used them for carrying out a ruthless search for horses 

1H. M. C., Finch YSS., vol. 2, p. 21o. 

2J. G. Sinzns q 'The War of the Tuo Kings, 1685-91 ', in T. W. MOody, F. X. Martin 
and F. J. Byrne eds. ),, A New History of Ireland, vol. 3., Oxford, 1978,, PP-489-90. 
3Supra, P. 9- 

4C. S. F. D. 1689-90, P. 124. - 
5Liverpool R. O... Aston Diary. % March 8th 1691. Many of the Irish soldiers 
from James Ills disbanded army were later incorporated into the Lancashire 
rqaiments of Jacobite volunteers. See, P. A. Hopkins, Jacobite Conspiracy, pp. 424-26. 
6d. S. p. D. 1689-90, P. 530. 
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I 
and arms. Leftwich Oldfield., a J. P. under Charles II and Jams 119 complained 

2 
that the militia 'broke open all doors., closets, desks and cabinets'; Thomas 

Bulkeley of Cheadle reraarkea. that 'if this way of proceediný be practiced, I 
3 

kmvn. mt who is safe'. William's victory at the Boyne (July 1690) recluced, 

the Jacobite threat from Ireland, but celebration of theEing's achievement 

was initially soured by the earlier defeat of the allied fleet at Beachy Head. 

Anxious in case this was to be followed by a French invasion, the Cheshire 

justices acted rigorously, imprisoning Sir Rowland Stanley., Sir Phillip 

Egerton, Francis Cholmondeley axid nine other gentlemen 'who have rendered 

themselves justly suspected to the government'. Hearing of the extensive 

arrestsý Edward Beresford cancelled a projected visit to Cheshire 'because 

the county is something too hot., the company that I chiefly went to see 5 
being all secured'. The evidence certainly suggests that Jacobite suspects 

were treated more harshly in Cheshire than in some other areas; 6ne 

anonymous Vrhig later admitted that thaving, so many malcontents ..... we *did 
6 

in Cheshire more than in other counties'. 

, During 1689 and 16go the disarming and imprisonment of those gentry 

suspected of treason had been directed by local officials (the Deputy 

1, je-utenants and Justices of the Feace)., but central government subsequently 

assumed the initiative in this area. In July 1691+ the two Secretaries of 

State', having been informed that northern Jacobites were planning a rising., 

dispatched a troop of Dutch guards to arrest the conspirators. By mid-July 

2Deter Legh of Lyme., Sir Thomas Stanley of Alderley, Sir Rowland Stanley of 

Hooton and several Lancashire gentlemen were imprisoned in Chester castle 

. Cheshire R. O. $ DOHN9B,, May 1689. 

21LM. C., , Finch IJSS.,, vol. 2. p. 210. 

3U. c. N. W. L.,, Mostyri IMS.,, 9,071 , f. 21. 
41LI. i. c. 9 Fourteenth Report, Appendix, Fart 4, p. 244; Cheshire 
M44V9B., May-july 1690. 

1jewton', Lyme Letters,, 1660-1760,, London, 1925, p. 181. 

6ChesM. 
re R. O. s DAR/B/73,, ? to J. Crewe,, May 10th 1700- 
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i 
awaiting to be transferred to the Tow). er. The Crown's principal witness was 

John Lunt, an adventurer and former highwayman, who claimed to have bought 
2 

arms for and delivered connissions, from James 
-1I 

to Legh and the others. At 

the trials held in Manchester and Chester in August and October 1694, however, 

Lunt proved unable to identify the accused and they were consequently acquitted. 

In Chester. * a city not renowned for its Jacobite sympathies, 9 the verdict was 

greeted with widespread celebration. Henry Prescott, a high-Tory, noted in 
3 

his diary that I acclamations and bells fill all ears I; Sir Willoughby Aston., 

a Whig J. P. , likewise, observed that 'illuminations (were) made in several 
4 

houses and a bonfire at Gloverstone I. Purthermore,, when Parliament reconvened 

in mid-November, the circumstances surrounding the arrest of those alleged to 

have been involved in the 'Lancashire Plot' were hotly debated in the Comons. 

Sir Robert Cotton and Sir John Mainwaring., Whig M. P. s for Cheshire, joined 

with Robert Harley, a leading member of the 'CburAýrjl coalition., in denouncing 
5 

the affair as 'a mystery of villanous perjury'. Indeed,, the government's 

mishandling of the 'Lancashire Plott may account for the ambivalent manner in 

which the Deputy Lieutenants of Cheshire reacted to the Assassination Plot. 

On February 24th 1696 William III summoned the Lords and Commons'together 

and announced the discovery of a plot against his life, which was to be 

accompanied by a French invasion. Informing the Cheshire Deputy Lieutenants 

of the conspiracy, Earl Rivers expressed his opinion that 'there are very few., 

I C. S. P. D. 1689-95, P. 283. 

2 The significance of Lunt's accusations is that he accidentally invented a 
false plot which was astonishingly similar to a real one, hatched in 1692-93. 
Lunt was associated with a group of mvindlers who had been involved with the 
Commission of Investigation for Superstitious Lands. They had made claims 
,, Zainst several Lancashire Catholicsbut by 1694 their activities had put them 
in danger of prosecution for perjury. To prevent this., however, Lunt concocted 
accusations of treason against the Lancashire Catholics and also implicated a 
number of rich Cheshire Tories. The Whig ministers accepted Lunt's stories 
and acted accordingly. See, P. A. Hopkins, Jacobite Conspiracy,, PP. 423-442. 
3Cheshire R-O-., Prescott Diary,, October 24th 1694. 
4Liverpool R. O.,, Aston Diary, October 21ý. th 1694. 

5D. Rubini, Court and Country,, London, 1967, P. 122. 
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I 
if any, non-jurors or 11apists but were concerned in some way'. Lord Cholmondeley, 

who had remained intimate with most of the county's non-jurors, was., likewise., 

convinced 'that almost all the Papists and Jacobites in England know more or 
2 

less of the matter ..... so my heart is hardened to lem all'. In response 

to ne%vs of the plot,, the Cheshire deputies immediately raised the, militia and 

ordered two troops of horse to secure thirty-six gentlemen 'suspected to be 

disaffected to the goverment, or may be probably active against it in the 
3 

case of an insurrection'. Of the suspects, Sir Rowland Stanley of Hooton and 

Sir James Poole of Poole were found to have I absconded', while others. including 

Peter Legh of Lyme and Major John Booth of 17oodford,, were suspiciously absent 
4 

from their homes. The remainder were arrested and taken to Knutsford but., 

once interneds they were treated with great- latitude and 'allowed to choose 
5 

their own lodgings and liberty of the town'. More astonishingly.. they had 

been detained for only four days when the deputies 'unanimously agreed to 

dismiss 
6 

the prisoners on their promising to render themselves at two days 

notice'. Why the Deputy Lieutenants should have adopted this course of action, 

at such a critical juncture, cannot be readily explained. Their loyalty to the 

government and regard for the King was certainly unquestionable for they all 

signed the voluntary Association and subscribed a forceful address condemning 

. iforward, and treacherous subjects at home, without whose encouragement we 

believe the French would not have been vain enough to have entertained a 
7 

thought of invading'. Whatever the deputies motives, however, their actions 

were strongly censured in London; Sir John lainwaring warned Sir Willoughby 

Aston., the senior Deputy Lieutenant, that I the dismissing of the prisoners 

I 
B. L. , Adcl. VISS. , 36,913, f- 213. 

2Cheshire R-O-. q DC4/lV3/10, Ld. Cho3mondeley to W. Adams, March 12th 1696. 
3B. L.,, Aad. IJSS.,, 36,913,, f. 232. 

4Cheshire R. O., DCIVX19B., March 13th 1696. 
51averpool R-0- 

-, 
Aston Diary, ILarch 20th 1696; 

March 20th 1696. 
6Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary, Ilarch 20th 1696. 

7B. L. . Add. USS. , 36,, 913, ff. 22J+ 9 233. 

Cheshire R. O. , DC4/X/9Bj 
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I 
was not approved' by the Privy Council. Forced to comply with the govern- 

Wnt's orders,, the militia quickly re-arrested the suspects who remained 
2 

imprisoned at Chester for a further six weeks. 

It is hardly surprising that, harmsecl by the Whig authorities, 

stigmatized as Jacobites and tbeir hegemiony of county government dissolved, 

the Tory gentry of Cheshire were able to exercise only a nominal influence 

over the choice of the county's Parliamentary representatives. On 27th 

December 1688 William, Prince of Orange issued letters summoning members to 

attend a Convention. The decision to call a Convention had been anticipated 

in Cheshire and electoral preparations were already well advanced before the 

writs were even dispatched. In mid-December Sir Thomas Grosvenor., High 

Sheriff, and several other gentlemen had assembled at Chester tto nominate 
3 

candidates for knights of the shire'. let, although disturbed by reports of 

Irish Catholic troops, disbanded from James II's army,, pillaging neighbouring 

counties, the Whig and Tory gentry present at the meeting proved incapable of 

reaching a consensus. As a result, the four candidates (Thomas Cholmondeley 

of Vale Royal, Sir Phillip Egerton of Oulton, Sir Robert Cotton of Combermere 

and John Uaiiwaring of Peover) who had contested the hard fought 1685 election 

were nominated once again. Cholmondeley,, whose candidacy was supported by 

Dean Arderne alone, withdrew immediately., but Egerton., backed by the-interests 

of the Lords Derby and Cholmondeley., proceeded to canvass the county electorate. 

However,, Egerton no longer enjoyed the popular support he had commanded three 
5 

years earlier - some freeholders were said 'to curse him as bad as the Irish' - 

and he soon desisted. On January 15th 1689 the two Whigs, Cotton and 

Mainwaring, were returned unopposed. 

I. Livex-pool R. O. , Aston Diary, March 29th 1696. 

2 may ? J+th 1696. 
, Ibid.., 

33: bid.., December 19th 1688. 

41bid. 

5Chester R. 0a., CPy/63/2/691,, W. Aston to J. Crewef December 2)+th 1688. 
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Hugh, Viscount Cholmondeley (Irish peerage) , who had been absent from 

the county during these elections,, believed that the Convention would be 

short-lived and, as early as January 1689, made it known that both he and 
I 

Sir Phillip Egerton intended to stand for the ensuing Parliament. However, 

the Convention was not dissolved until February 6th 1690 and by that tine 

Cholmondeley had been raised to the English peerage as Baron Cholmondeley of 
2 

Nantwich. 

Unable to find another suitable partner', Egerton was the only Tory 

candidate to appear in opposition to the sitting members at the county election 

of February 1690. Nevertheless, Cholmondeley's aristocratic status Clid not 
3 

'prevent him from playing a prominent role in the election campaign. At a 

meeting of the Cheshire gentry, he encleavoured to undermine Whig unanimity by 

recommending both Egerton and Madnwaring, claiming 'Sir Robert Cotton had voted 

so ill in the House that he was not worthy to serve the county#. Cholmondeley's 

principal complaint against Cotton was that he had voted to raise the land twc 

by the pound rate, instead of a quota award, which was regarded as prejudicial 
5 

to 'the interest of these northern parts'. But Cotton, probably forewarned 

of this attack, was able to produce a certificate, signed by some fellow III. P. s. 9 

proving the contrary. Then in response to Cholmondeley's unfounded aspersions, 

several 77hicr>f Justices attacked their 
6 

opponents' Achilles heels threatening1to 

administer the oaths to all present'. - Sir Will oughby Aston believed that the 

Tories' tactics Were merely designed to conceal the Paucity of their support 

within the county, for 'unless they can raise men from dead mens' teeth like 
7 

Cadmus ., *.. their interest will hardly have confidence to show itself', 

'Cheshire R. O. , DOI; /I; /3/8,, Ld. Cholmondeley to W. Adams p January 29th 1689. 
?, P. R. 0., C/231/8,, p. 214. Cholmondeley was created an English Baron on 
Aprjj 9th 1689. 
3Cheshire R. O. , DC4AV27, unfol.,, R. Leving to 71. Adams., FebruarY 16th 1690. 
4ýiverpool R. O., Aston Diary. March 13th 1690. 
5jbid. 

; For a discussion of the different methods of assessing the land taxt 
see, j. V. Beckett, 'Local Custom and the New Taxation in the Seventeenth and 
. Eighteenth Centuries's N. H.., vol. 12 (1976), p. 115. 
6- 
. Liverpool R. O. ) Aston Diary, Ibrch 13th 1690. 

7chester R. 0- j CRI6312,1691 , f. 88. 
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let, encouraged by Cholmondeley's forthright advocacy, Egerton did., in fact, 

force a poll in 1690. The result was a humiliating defeat for the Cheshire 

Tories, with Egerton securing only 1., 202 votes to the 2.216 and 2,075 votes 
I 

cast for Yainwaring and Cotton respectively. 

In comparison to the county.. the rival political parties within the city 

of Chester were f ar more evenly balanced. Led by Sir Thomas Grosvenor and 

Richard Leving (Recorder of the city, February 1685 - October 1688) " who had 

not scrupled to take the revised oaths of allegiance to William and Mary,, the 

Chester Tories contested both the 1689 and 1690 elections. On the first 

occasion, f howevers Grosvenor was inhibited by being Sheriff of the county. 

Exploiting this fact, the Whig Mayor, William Street, made it known that even 

'if he (Grosvenor) had a majority of votes ..... he would not then resolve to 
2 

return him, the writ and practice being against it'. The Mayor's partisan 

sentiments may have deterred many Tories from voting for.. after a short poll, 

the two Whigs., Colonel Roger Whitley and Alderman, George Mainwaring, were 3 
returned by a substantial majority. 

Despite this emphatic defeat, both Grosvenor and Leving determined to 

oppose the sitting members in the 1690 election; surviving accounts indicate 
4 

that it was a particularly bitter and factious contest. Whitley and Mainwaring" 
5 

included on a Tory blacklist for having voted for the 'Sacheverell clause', 

retaliated by portraying their opponents as 'persons that would bring in 
6 

ropery'. In his diary,, Whitley recorded that 'we polled in the cold and wet 

'For a detailed narrative of the Cheshire election of 1690, see, 
Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary, March 13th-21st 1690. 
2BOdl. Lib.., Whitley Diary,, f. 101. 
31bid. Whitley states that he and lfairnvaririg both received one hundred and 
five votes while Grosvenor and Leving gained only two votes each. 

Fourteenth Report., Appendix,, Part 4, pp. 236-237; Bodl. Lib., 
Whitley Diary., ff. 114-117. 

5A. Browning, Danby., vol. 3., Pp. 164-172. This clause, wrorzly attributed 
toWilliam Sacheverell, would have proscribed those Tories who had been 
involved in the surrender of charters during the 1680s. 
6Chester R. O.,, QU/85, f 7. The Tories also alleged that the 71hiqs 'threatened to send a pMer to gaol if he did not swear that Sir homas Grosvenor) ordered ba2lads to be made for King James'. See, C. S. P. D. f7oo-02., 

pp. 547-49. 
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I 
Itil six at night ..... the noise and confusion was great'. The Sheriff and 

, 
his deputy, unable to agree over which candidates had secured the greater 

number of votes and whether the poll should be adjourned or not, abused each 

other in public. Eventuallys after many threats and accusations, Grosvenor 

and Leving were declared elected. 

Alleging 'bribes, threats and irregularities in the election' the two 
2 

Whigs petitioned against the result. Their major complaint, hCAvevers 

concerned the Mayor's creation of freemen after he had received the electoral 

writ. The Corporation's records, indeed, confirm that Mayor Francis Skellern 

had presided over a ma s creation of potential voters; between the 8th and 
3 

13th Marchs Skellern had sworn one hundred and four new freemen. In his 

petition to the Cor, =ns, Whitley claimed that many of these wereineligible 

as they were either under age or in receipt of alms. Butsas Grosvenor 

pointed outs the Uhigs had used exactly the same tactics in the election to 

the Convention when Mayor Street had admitted fifty-seven men to the freedom 
4 

of the city. Following 'a stiff contest', the Committee of Etivileges 
5 

dismissed the Whigs' petition by the narrow margin of 186 to 185 votes. 

The return of two Whig 1A. P. s to the Convention, and two Tories to the 

parliament of 1690 suggests that, as yet, neither party had established a 

predominance in Chester. In theory, events leading up to the Revolution 

should have given the city's Whigs a decided advantage. On October 19th 1688 

james III faced with the prospect of a Dutch invasionp had attempted to 

placate the traditional political establishment by revoling all charters 
6 

issued by the Crown between 1681 and 1688. The Assembly of Chester wasthereby.. 

'Bodl. Lib., Whitley Diary,, f. 116. 
2C; Ommorls Journals, vol. 10,, PP. 357,491 ; C. S. P. D. 1700-02, pp. 547-49. 
3j. iL Bennet , The Rolls of the Freemen of the City of Chester' . L. C. R. S. 
vol. 51 (1909)., PP. 183-85. 

41bid.. 
. pp. 180-81; Eaton Hall,, Grosvenor LMS., Papers belonging to the 

third baronet., 'Sir Thomas Grosvenor's Petition to the Committee of 
privileges, 2nd December 16901. 
51bid; Cheshire R. O. # DCI; /K/3/8, unfol., J. Colley to'U. Adams,, December 
2nd 1690. 
6j. R. Jonesp The Revolution of 1688 in England, p. 263. 

L 
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reconstituted as it had been 'incorporated at or before the time judgment 
I 

was given against them by the late King'. Accordingly,, the Tory Alaermen 

and Common Councillors., nominated by the Crown in 1685, were dismissed and 

replaced by the purged Whigs ; William Street and Wil IJ am Williams were 
2 

restored as Mayor and Recorder. Prior to Charles II's interference in the 
3 

city's arfairs, the Whigs had commanded a majority in the Assembly,, but 
I* 

between 1684 and 1689 several members of the original Corporation had died. 

Unfortunately, it cannot be determined to what degree mortality had affected 

the strength or composition of the rival parties. Nevertheless., during the 

months immediately after the Revolution., the Tories, notwithstanding their 

defeat in the elections to the Convention., were clearly able to exert a 

greater influence within the Assembly itself. In February 1689 they were 
5 

able to fill the majority of the existing vacancies with their own nominees; 

all four of the Aldermen and four of the seven Common Councillors appointed 
6 

had previously hold office under the 1685 charter. Capitalizing on this 

achievement., the Tories then succeeded., in October 1689, in electing Francis 
7 

Skellern as Mayor, who demonstrated his political bias by prosecuting several 
8 

citizens for crying 'Down with the church'. By the following year, however, 

the advantage had evidently passed to the Whigs; the municipal elections of 
9 

1690 and 1691 both produced TnAg Mayors. Furthermore., in October 1692 Colonel 

1C. S. P. D. 1687-89, P. 324- 
2j. lZy. L... Ilairmaring YSS. , Papers 5, f. 124. 
3Supra, pp. 99,108. 
4Chester R. O.., AB/3, ff. lv, 5r. 
5Ibid. 

ý A13/3,, f. 20r. 
61bid-'; Eaton Hall, Grosvenor IMS., Papers belonging to the third baronet, 
'A Warrant for a New Charter to the City of Chester'. 
71bid. Skellern had been appointed an Aldennan under the 1685 Charter. 
Schester R. O.,, QW/85., f. 97. 

91locil. Lib., Whitley Diary, f. 137; G. Ormerod, Cheshire, vol. I p. 215. 
Nathaniel'Villia=On, purged from the Aldermanic Bench in 1685, was appointed 
Ljayor in October 1690. lie was succeeded in October 1691 bY Henry, Lord 
Delamere. 
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I 
Roger Whitley,, Whig 11. r. in 1681 and 1689, was elected Mayor office he Q, .9 an 

retained for a further three years. Throughout his prolonged 11avoralty, 

Whitley endeavouredý by exploiting uncertainty over the exact nature of the 

city's constitution, to consolidate the Whigs' ascendancy. His efforts 

resulted in a protracted dispute concerning in , Chester's charter of corporation, 

which was to doininate city affairs for over five years. 

In order to extend their control over the Corporation, Whitley and his 

supporters proposed that the citizens at large should play a more prominent 

role in city goverment. To appreciate the full significance of the Whigs, 

intentionss it is necessary to view them in the context of the city's 

constitutional development over the preceding two centuries. When Chester 

was first incorporated in 1506, the charter of Henry VII granted the inhabitants 
2 

the privilege of electing the Assembly annually, but during the course of the 

sixteenth century the commonalty's rights were gradually eroded. This had 

not been achieved without some opposition for in 1573 several inhabitants of 

the city had petitioned the Earl of Leicester, demanding 'to have choice of 

their Aldermen and Common Councillors ..... left to the Mayor and all the 
3 

citizens'. Neverthelesss by the early seventeenth century the Assembly was, 
4 

as Dr. Morrill has emphasized, 'moving towards oligarchy' and, as we have 

seen, the citizens' rights were further reduced after the Crown's regulation 
5 

of the Corporation in 1685. 

Measures designed to reverse this trend were set in motion by the Whigs 

in April 1693 when 'Sir William Williams came to this town ..... to enquire 6 
into the charter of this city'. The implications of the Recorder's visit were 

lChester R*Oe s AF/46C, f. i; CR/997ý., P. 72. The preliminax-Y voting in the 
Mayoral election suggests that the Whigs and Tories were fairly evenly 
balanced at this point. 
2j. Ry. L.., Malmaring MSS.,, Papers 5,, f. 85. 

3. Tbid. , f. 86. 

4V. C. 1-L Cheshire., vol. 2, p. 110. 

ckipra., PP- 129-30. 
6ýodl. Lib-j English Letter USS., E/29, f. 106. 

L 
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not immediately apparent., but on June 5th George Booth, Prothonotary of 
12 

Chesterv and Sir John Mainviraring, 7hitley's son-in-lav,, appeared before the 

Mayor's court to present a petition signed by over four hundred citizens. 

Stressing the disadvantages of a 'continued standing Council (which) might 

alienate the revenue and oppress them,, leaving them destitute of relief', 

the petitioners asked 'to be admitted to the benefit of choosing their Conmon 
3 

Council'. This request was not founded on the charter of Henry VII,, but on 

-the charter of 16 Charles II., which had ironically been intended to increase 
4 

the Crown. 's rather than the citizens' influence over the Corporation. The 

relevant clause in the 1661+ charter, which,, it should be pointed out., had 

never been implemented., stated 'that the citizens and conmonalty of the city 

..... may every year successively elect, make and choose ..... forty citizens 
5 

of the same city for the Common Council. 

The city's Tories were obviously aware of the Whigs' plans.. for Alderman 

Thomas ITilcox immediately responded to Mairnvaring's petition with a counter 

addresss signed by Sir Thoma Grosvenor and seventy other citizens, declaring 

that 'their predecessors, the Mayors, ..... prudently and faithfully administered 
6 

the government of the city,, particularly in the election of the Common Council'. 

But as Tihitley completely ignored their objections,, Wilcox and his supporters 

decided to bring the matter to the attention of central government. Basing 

their case on past precedent, the Chester Tories asserted, in their evidence 

to the Queen and Privy Council., that by 'ancient and uninterrupted usage' 

the Common Council 'have always enjoyed their office for life (and) the 
7 

Assemblyj or greater part of it., have filled vacancies'. In defence of their 

I The Prothonotary was an official of the Iblatine court of Exchequer. 

-2Sir John Mainwaring of Over Peover, M. P. for Cheshire., had mn ried 
Elizabeth., daughter of RogerUhitley,, in 1676. See, G. Ormerods, Cheshire, 
-vol. I, p. 4E4. 

3Chester R. O., AB/3, PP. 35-37; Bodl. Lib. . Whitley Diary, f. 158. 
ýJ. ]Ry. L. . Mairlwaring MSS- , Papers 5.. ff - 67., 80. 

5 
, 
Ibid. 

6' 
, Chester R*Oey AB/3,, P- 35. 

71bid. 
j, pp. 39-4-0- 
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conduct, Tadtley and the other Whig Aldermen claimed that they were merely 
I 

acting in accordance vrith the wishes of a majority of the city's inhabitants. 

Howeverp in a letter to Sir John Trenchard, Chief Justice of Chester, the 

blayor revealed that the current controversy was, without doubt, a continuation 

of the disputes that had divided the Corporation during the early 1680s. 

Describing the Common Council as I the foundation of our constitution' . Whitley 

informed Trenchard that 'a Council composed by Jeffreys and Jenkins to give 

up their charter, and restored with it again,, perpetuating itself, filling up 

vacancies with their relations and adherents, is the root and cause of our 
2 

oppression'. Iluch then depended on central government's attitude; SirUilliam 

, Nilliams remarked that an unfavourable judgment 'would be communicated to the 
3 

citizens here and might do us some prejudice as to our next election of Mayor'. 

However, on October 5th the Privy Council announced that it had decided not 
4 

to intervene in the matter. 

popular elections for the Cormion Council of Chester were held, prior to 

the px-ivy Councills, decision was made kno-wn.. on June 15th 1693 and resulted in 

a resounding victory for the Whigs. Thirteen members of the existing Council 
5 

failed to secure re-election; ten of these had been continued in their places 

and three had been appointed to office after the purge of the Corporation in 
6 

1685. over the following years the Whigs were to achieve further successes. 
17 

In June 1694 nine Councillors were disnissed; at least six of the nine had 
8 

co-operated in the surrender of the cityts charter. The Tories attempted to 

li. Ry. L.., Main'ffa-rir'9 IISS- . Papers 5, f- 77; Chester R. O. j AB/3 v pp. 40-41. 

2J. Ry. L. , IfairwarirIg IIISS-., Papers 5., f- 74. 

31bid., f. 80. 
41bid., f. 76. 

-50hester R. O... AB/3., P. 37; J-RY-L-, Mairmaring MSS., Papers 5, ff. 64-65. 
6jbid. ; Eaton Hall., Grosvenor MSS. , Papers belonging to the third baronet. 
tA Warrant for a New Charter to the City of Chester'. 

7. Bodl. Lib.., Whitley Diary, f. 174. 
EýEaton Hall., Grosvenor MSS., Papers belonging to the third baronet, 
vA Ilarrant for a New Charter to the City of Chester'. 
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end the citizens' election of the Council vrith a mandamus from the court of 
i 

Y, ing's Bench but their efforts were ultimately unsuccessful. One disconsolate 

Tory Alderman stated that 'it is now impertinent to attempt the description of 
2 

the partialityý precipitancy and fury of the fanatic party'. Thas,, by the 

mid-i6q0s the Cheshire Whigs had reversed the defeats they had suffered during 

the Tory reaction and established a commanding control over both county and 

city government. 

The preceding account of Parliamentary and municipal elections demonstrates 

that, in the years after the 'Glorious Revolution't divisions between the Whig 

and Tory gentry continued to dominate political life in Cheshire. In 

parliament the county and the city's representatives., reflecting the prejudices 

of their local supporters.. adopted an equally partisan position. All four 
3 

Cheshire if. P. s., elected to the Convention, voted for the I Sacheverell clause' 

which would have proscribed those responsible for surrendering corporation 

charters during the 1680s. Furthermore., Sir Robert Cotton, knight of the 

shire for Cheshire 9 vigorously supported the *Connons Is investigation into the 

trials of Lord Russell and Algernon Sidney, -who had been executed for 

complicity in the Rye House Plot.. declaring 'never were men so illegally 
4 

prosecuted and executed'. 

When dealing with local affairs, however, it would be incautious to 

attach too much significance to the evidence of Parliamentary debates and 

division lists alone.. Sir Robert Cotton and Sir Thomas Grosvenor, 14P. for 

Chester, remained determined opponents within the forum of Cheshire politics 

yet.. during the 1695-1698 Parliament, their voting habits were indistinguishable; 

both supported setting up a Council of Trade and disbanding the amy, and both 
5 

opposed the attainder of Sir John Fermick and lowering the price of guineas. 

lBodl. Lib.., Whitley Diary, f. 165. 
2jj. jj. C. , 

Fourteenth Report,, Appendix, Fart 4., p. 277. 

3A. Browning., Dahby, vol. 3,, pp. 164-72. 

4A. Grey, Debates, vol. 9,, p. 408. 

51L 1.103vitz, Parliament, Policy and Politics in the reign of Wil I Jam III 
Manchester, 1977, PP. 344,347- 
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In the summer of 1695 Cotton and Grosvenor were also included on a list of 
I 

M. F. s who were thought to constitute the emerging 'Country party,. Composed 

of members with Whig and Tory backgrounds . this back-bench alignment advocated 

safeguarding constituti6nal liberties and restricting the power of the Court. 

Dennis ]Rubini has argued that, as William's reign progressed, the application 

of the terms Whig and Tory, to the various factions in Parliament., becomes 
2 

meaningless and that 'a Court - Country dichotomy predominated'. In his 

exhaustive study of Parliamentary politics during the reign of Will-ism III, 

Henry Horwitz largely rejects Rubini's conclusions but he,, nevertheless, 

recognizes the importance of the Country alliance when issues relating to 

the limitation of the royal prerogative and the financing of foreign affairs 
3 

were being debated in the Commons. 

After visiting London in the autumn of 1690 and observing several 

debates in the House of Commons, Sir 'Willoughby Aston informed his son-in- 

law., Sir John Crewe, that 'both parties (Whig and Tory) are inclinable enough 

to sacrifice the public interest to their own faction'. Condemning 'high 

flyers ..... and a kingdom of priests of any sort'. Aston recommended that 
4 

#we must take care to choose moderate men'. These remarks seems to imply 

that the writer, by decrying party fervour and advocating the choice of 

'moderate men. 12 was, perhaPsp anticipating and would therefore endorse the 

formation of a Country alliance. But,, as an examination of Cheshire politics 

has shown, Aston and the majority of other Whig gentlemen were UrrAlling to 

come to any accommodation with local Tories; as a result, a CountrY alliance 

between sections of the rival parties did not develop in Cheshire. Several 

reasons can be suggested why this was the case. 

D. Rubini', Court and Country, p. 62. 

_2 
I bid.,, PP- 17s 51-52. 

31j. - Hox., vitz, Politics in the reign of 17illiam III, P. 317. 

4Chester 
-R. O.., CA/63/2/691, f. 106. 
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In the first place, the Tory gentry, as has already been indicated, 

were considered to be either active or crypto-Jacobites and few'Uhigs wished 
I 

to co-operate with men suspected of disaffection to the government. In the 

second place, many Cheshire Whigs still resented the manner in which they had 

been treated during the Tory reaction. In May 1689 Sir Willoughby Aston, 
2 

alluding to the tactics which the Tories had employed in the 1685 elections 

recorded in his diary that he had 'spoken with Sir Robert Cotton about 
3 

elections (being) removed from the castle of Chester'. Of far greater 

importance to most MIhigs, however, was the Qrand Jury's presentment t in 

September 1683, of twenty-eight gentlemen on a charge of sedition. Thus, 

Sir John Crewe described Sir Phillip Egerton, the Tory candidate in the 

elections to the Conventioh, as representing 

an interest which had presented most of us that appeared 
for our country ..... and 'till my memory fails me I shall 
be cautious of that part7 who actually made the presentment 
or was zealous about it. 4 

Moreover, in September 1689, six years after the actual. event, Delamere, 

Aston, Crewe and Cotton took steps to quash the chargepwhich they 'would not 
5 

willingly have on record against us'. To this end, they ordered the 

prothonotary of Chester to issue writs against Sir Thomas Grosvenor., Peter 

Shakerley and John Starkey, all m-mbers of the Grand Jury that had made the 
6 

presentment. it would appear that, on this occasion, their efforts came to 

nothing for the Earl of Macclesfield was still endeavouring to bring the case 
7 

before the House of Lords in December 1693. 

lSupra, pp. 165? -"166. 
2Supra., pP. 133-134. 

3Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary., Ilay 14th 1689. 
4chester R. O.,, CIV63121691, f. 184. 

. 
51bid. 84. 

6Cheshire R. O. p DLVH/22, J. Norbury to J. Crewe, September 5th 1689; 
I)AIV4123 v J. Hunt to J. Crewe, September 2nd 1689. 

7c. S. F. D. 1693,, P. 431. 
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Finally., as in James II's reig. n,, the influence of Lord Delamere, 

effectively prevented any alliance between Whig and Tory gentry in Cheshire. 

Delamere,, who continued to espouse extreme Tadg principles, gloried in the 
I 

part he had played in dethroning James, claiming *that the Revolution was 
2 

justified 'by the laws of God, nature and the ancient government'. In his 

opinion, James had violated the 'original contract' that existed between a 

gove=or and his subjects and had, therefore, been rightly deposed from the 

Crown 'which naturally comes into the hands of the people., because the 
3 

original gift of the Crown was from them'. According to Delamere's doctrines 

the citizens' power to choose their King would not be detrimental to the well 

being of the state for 'the people are under a more immediate obligation to 

stand by and support the King they have elected than any other that takes the 
40 

Crown by succession'. A monarch 'elected' in this manner was similarly 

#obliged in point of gratitude as policy to preserve the good opinion of the 
5 

people by governing, well'. But William III,, like Charles II and James II 

before him, did not share Delamere's radical populist sentiments. 

Accurately described by a Jacobite pamphleteer as 'a restless malcontent 
6 

(who) even when preferred, leaves the Court and mingles with the herdr., 

Delamere., like so many other Whig stalwarts,, was simply unable to make the 

transforMation from back-bench critic to government minister. He criticized 
7 

William's policY of formingr mixed administrations, and complained of 'the 

small regard which the King has given to my advice and opinion as to persons 

'Booth, Works, PP. 56-67. In a pamphlet entitled 'The ReasonsWhy King 
James ran away from Salisbury', Delamere magnified his own role in the 
Revolution, claiming that the Northern revolt completely unnerved the King. 
21bid.,, p. 431- 

31bid., P. 393- 
41bid., P. 475- 

51bid. 

6j. 1, jainwaring, The Ming of Hearts,, London,, 1689. 

7Booth, Viorks, p. 83. Delamere asserted that 'the more countenance he (the 
anf) ives them. (the Tories), the more he strengthens the hands that will 

ed up aga3mst him if a fair occasion offer itself'. be IAI 
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1 
and things'. In the ministerial reshuffle of Yarch 1690 Delamere was 

dismissed from his position as Chancellor of the Exchequer, but was compensated 
2 

with the Earldom of 7arrino.,, ton and a pension of Z21000 per annum. Relieved 

of the responsibility of gove=ent office, Warrixý,, Yton was able to devote 

greater time to county affairs. He began attending Quarter Sessions more 
3, 

regularly and revived his earlier practice of deliveringpo partisan charges 

to the Grand Jury. At the Eastcr Sessions of 1692p for example., Warring 
., 
ton 

advised the Jurors that 

if any speak to the disadvantage of the Act of Indulgence 
(i. e. Toleration) . you ought to present them as disaff ected 
to the government and sowers of seeds of division in the 
stixte. 4 

Referringf to this speech, Mathew Henry., a non-conformist minister in Chester, 

. remarked on 'how we are hugely beholden to his Lordship for proving at 

large that the prosecutors of dissenters (vrere) in pursuance of a wicked desigri. 5 
6 

The Tory gentry, 'their mouths filled with nothing but the church'# were 

unlikely to have greeted this defence of religious toleration with equal 

enthusiasm. 

At Warrir-47 
., 
ton's death in 1694., his son, although in minority; succeeded 

him as Lord Lieutenant and cust0s rOtulorum of Cheshire. In April 1695, 

however, Richard Savage, fourth Earl Rivers was appointed to both these 
7 

offices. Rivers's subsequent interference with Cheshire elections was to 

undenaine the rigid WhIS/Tory polarity that had so far persisted in the 

county. 

1j. H. I Hodson., Cheshire 1660-1730, pe igo 

2D. 11. B.., (Henry Booth, second Lord Delamere and first Earl of Vlarl-Ington). 

3Cheshire R-0- , QJB/3/4,, pp. 117,137,157,175,185,194,200.. 205. 

Booth., works) pe 478. 

5BOdl. Lib. , English Letter IISS. E/29,, f. 101 . 
'6BOoth, Works, * P. 385. 

ý7p. 
R. O., C/230. - PP. 334-35. 
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The. dissolution of the 'officers Parliament' was formall announced on 

October 12th 1695. This development was not totally unexpected, for rumours . 

of an impending election had been circulating, in Cheshire since early August 

when Sir John Crewe of Utkinton noted that 'writs are preparing and will be 
I 

ready to be fished out at the King's return'. During September many gentry 
2 

were reported to be engaged in Imakingi interest for new members of Parliament'. 

By this time, however, it had become clear that the election of knights of 

the shire was not going to be., as in 1689 and 1690, a straightforward contest 

between Whig and Tory. Writing to Sir John Crewe., who was visiting relatives 

in iTorthamptonshire,, Sir Willoughby Aston intimated that 

there is a strong party of our said friends firmly 
resolved to set aside Sir Robert Cotton ..... several 
persons of great worth are engaged in it and will pursue 
it with some heats. 3 

Contemporary sources indicate that the 'party of our said friends'. to whom 

A. ston referred., consisted of Charles Gerard.. Earl of Macclesfield, Sir John 

Mainwaring of Peover., the other ILP. for the county.. and the new Lord 
14 

Lieutenant, Richard Savage, Earl Rivers. 

owners of substantial estates in northern Cheshire, the Savages of 

Rocksavage had been created Viscounts Savage in 1626, and in 1640 had inherited 
5 

the titles of Viscount Colchester and Earl Rivers. Although the family was 

widely suspected of Popish recusancy throughout the early and mid-3eventeenth 

century, Richard Savage (Lord Colchester) had supported Exclusion and was a 
6 

close associate of Monmouth during the Duke's northern tour. Nevertheless, by 

1685 Colchester., a professional soldier,, had made his peace with the Court; 
7 

he was appointed Lieutenant Colonel of a troop of Horse Guards and subsequently 

IChester R-O... 01? 163121691, f. 184. 
2j. Ry. L.., Legh of Lyme MSS., T. Banks to P. Legh, N. D. 

3Chester R-0. s CIV63121691 ,f. 200. 

43: bid. ; Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary,, September 4th 1695. 

5COka, yne., complete PeerageL, vol. II , pp. 26-27. 

6Supra., pp. 74) 103. 
7- D. N. B.., (Richard Savage, fourth Earl Rivers). 
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fought at the battle of Sedgemoor where he was reputed 'to have behaved 

himself in all the business as well as any man could possibly have done'. 

But dissatisfied with James II's employment of Catholic officers, Colchester 

emerged as one of the King's leading opponents within the armed forces. He 

has been described by the most recent historian of James II's army as the 

unofficial president of the Treason Club, which planned the defection of parts 
2 

of the English forces, and Colchester was, significantly, one of the first 

officers to desert James for the Prince of Orange. After the Revolution he 
3 

sat in the Convention as M. P. for Liverpool and adopted an anti-Court stance. 

By the time he &ucceeded his father as Earl Rivers in April 1691+, however, 

Colchester was considered to be a firm supporter of a group of ministerial 
4 

Whigs known as the Junto. 

Charles Gerard., Lord Brandon had succeeded his father as second Earl of 

Macclesfield in January 1694. Like Rivers., Macclesfield was something of a 

political chameleon; he was one of the few Cheshire Whigs to collaborate 
5 

with Jams II but this had not prevented William from appointing him custos 
6 

rotulorum and Lord Lieutenant of Landashire in 1689. - let, despite these 

favours, the Court managers, were unable to count on his vote in Parliament. 

In June 1693 the Earl of Sunderland observed that 'none can do more good or 
7 

hurt than he', and therefore advised the Whig Junto to satisfy Macclesfield's 

military pretensions. Heeding this advice,, theJunto had gair4ed the Earl's 
8 

support by securing his appointment as Major General of Horse. 

IE. Newton, The House of Lyme, London, 1917, P. 336. 

2j. Childs., The Army, James II and the Glorious Revolution, Manchester, 
1980. . pp. 155-56. 

3, &. Browning., DanbY., vol. 3,. P. 179. 

4E. L. Ellis. 9 The 7hig Junto in relation to the developmnt of party politics 

and party organization, from its inception to 1714, University of Oxford 
D. Phil- thesis,, 1961, p. 219; A. Browning, Danby, Vol. 3, p. 185. 
5Supra, P. 149- 

61. K. J. Glassey.. Justices of the Peace, pp. 278-79. 

7E. L. Ellis,, The Whig Junto., p. 226. 

8C;. S. F. D. 1694-95, P. 98. 
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A close friend of Rivers and Macclesfield, Sir John Mainffaring of Peover 

had been retumed as M. P. for Cheshire in 1689 and 1690. It is probably 

significant that he was one of only two Cheshire J. P. s whom the goverment 

had entrusted with organizing the arrest of those accused of involvement in 
I 

the Lancashire Plot. Although he did not hold any office or place of profit 

under the Crown, he was., nevertheless., by 1693 considered to be a firm 
2 

supporter of the Junto. Thus, unlike the first Earl of Warrington, Rivers,, 

Uacclesfield, and to a lesser degree, Mainwaring were all Political 

opportunists who had, in contrast to the majority of Cheshire Ubigs 9 

established strOrIg ties with the Court. 

It is not Imown if the Junto explicitly ordered the Lord Lieutenants'of 

Lancashire and Cheshire to prevent Cotton's re-election, or whether they were 

acting on their own initiative. Both Earls had certainly intervened in the 

1694 Liverpool by-election and secured the return of Jasper Maudit, a Nhig 
3 

courtier. As Cotton was, at this point, renowned for his 'Country' principles., 

it is probable that Rivers' and Ifacclesfieldhl hostility towards him was part 

of a general Junto policy of returning members who would be more amenable to 

the government's wishes. Macclesfield, in particular., was extremely critical 

of Sir Robert Cotton's conduct in the Commons during the preceding Parliament. 

The Bari publicly reproached Cotton for 

discountenaming the Proceedings against Mr. Legh of Lyme 

and the other prisoners ..... and that he was against the 
Bill for disabling to plead at the Bar, such council as 
had notoor would not, take the oaths to the government. 4 

In order to supplant Cotton, the Lord Lieutenant of Cheshire first offered 

to support SirWilloughby Aston if he would stand for election as knight of the 
5 

shire. Aston., hawever, soon discovered that Rivers was not sincere in his 

'P. A. I. Ibpkirls,, Aspects of Jacobite Conspiracy,, p. 457. 

2H. ljorgitz, Politics in the reign of Villiam III, P- 350. 

3R. I. A. Llartin., The Whig Party, 1689-1695., University of Lancaster Ph. D. 
thesis,, 1978, p. 70. 

4Liverpool R. o. , Aston Diary, September 4th 1695- 
ýJbid., October 18th 1695. 
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proposal as the Earl had already been active in Lorldon', promoting the 
I 

candidacy of Colonel George Cholmondeley. A younger brother of Lord 

Cholmondeley, the Colonel, although a Tory, was, like Rivers, a professional 

soldier and courtier; he had been appointed Groom of the King I r, Bedchamber 
2 

in 1689 and had do=aanded the Grenadier guards at the battle of the Boyne. 

Aware of the Lord Lieutenant Ia design, a caucus of Whig - gentlemen (Sir 

'Willoughby Astoný Sir Thomas Delves., Sir Robert Duckenfield, Sir Richard 

Brooke, Sir John Crewe, Roger Ilainwaring of Kermincham,, Thomas Lea of Darnhall 

, =UThomad Aldersey of Spurstow) met at NortIrrich on October 22nd to discuss 
3 

plans for the forthcoming election. To this group the dictates of party 

loyalty remained paramount, and they totally refused to countenance any change 

in the county's Parliamentary representatives. One gentleman asserted that 
4 

Cotton 'might give a wrong vote yet be an honest man'. Sir John Crewe 

expressed his hope that the county would tnot forget with what trouble, 

hazard and expense you (Cotton) frankly and frequently stood to secure them 
5 

in the worst of times'. The fact that Colonel Cholmondeley's candidacy was 

endorsed by several prominent non-jurors, including Sir Phillip Egerton of 

cultonj, Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal and Peter Legh of Lyme, proved to 
6 

be, especia-11Y abhO=ent to the assembleaTThig gentlemen. Aston openly 

denounced the Colonel's supportors amongst the Tor y gentry 'as no friends to 
7 

the gownunent since they refuse to svear to defend it I. Confronted with such 

a determined opposition - the product of over fifteen years of party strife - 

thp, Whig courtiers had no option but to abandon their scheme. Hence, on 

ITovember I Sth 1695 mairnwaring and Cotton were returned as M. P. s for Cheshire 

lLiverpool R. O. ý Aston Diary., October 20th 1695. 
2D. IT. B., (George Cholmondeley, second Earl of Cholmondeley); 
1j. Horgitzo Politics in the reign of William III, P. 360. 

3Liverpool R. O., 1ston Diary,, October 22nd 1695. 

41bid. 

5chester R. O., CW6312,1691,, f. 184. 
6J. Ry. L. ý Legh of Lyme RSS., T. ChoLmondeley to P. Legh, October 19th 1695. 
7Chester R. O., CR/63/2/691, f. 200. 
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Inemine contradicentel. Despite his ignon-dnious failure in the county, 

Rivers didp however, achieve some success in the city of Chester. 

On October 11th 1695 Colonel Roger'Uhitley was installed as Mayor of 
i 

Chester for the fourth successive year- Apart from campaigning to retain 

the Mayoraltyý the Colonel had, in addition., been preparing to stand as a 

candidate in the approaching Parliamentary elections. At this point., Whitley 

evidently anticipated a contest between the city Whigs and Tories for although 

he had consulted several of the latter, including Richard Leving, M. P. for 
2 

Chester, he could reach 'no points of composure'. As a result., the Mayor had 

joined interests with the Recorder, Sir William Williams,, and consulted 

several Aldermen 'about entertaining freemen at their houses, in order to the 
3 

election'. In mid-October the Vndgs I prospects of electoral success were 

greatly enhanced when Sir Thomas Grosvdnor, the other M. P. for the city.. made 

it knovm that he did not intend standing for re-election. Grosvenor was of 

the opinion that as 'the factions are grown very great and troublesome 
4 

a poll at Chester will cost Z700 or p, 800t. 

Shortly after Grosvenor made his announcement. 9 however, Colonel Whitley 

was sumnoned to attend the Earls of Macclesfield., Rivers and Sir John 
5 

Maimaring; unfortunately the Colonel did not note the details of the meeting 

in his diary. But, despite the absence of any positive evidence, it is almost 

certain that this triumvirate of ministerial -Mdgs urged the Colonel, who also 6 

had close connections with the Court, to abandonWilliams and join interests 

with Sir Thomas Grosvenor. Whitley and Grosvenor had been the principal 

antagonists in the political and constitutional disputes that had'divided the 

lBodl. Lib. ) Whitley Diary, f. 195. 
21bid.., f. 193. 
ýIbid.., f. 194; J-Py. L., Legh of Lyme MSS.., J. Grosvenor to P. Legh., 
October 14th 1695. 
4J. Ry. L... Legh of Lyme IISS.,, T. Grosvenor to P. Legh, October 15th 1695. 
5Bodl. Lib., Whitley Diary.. f. 195. 
6. Hist. Parl. Trust, Biog. Between 1689 and 1695 Whitley served as : ixIgIs Bedchamber. Gentleman of the K 
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Corporation., and for Rivers to suggest an alliance between the two is indeed 

remarkable. The Earl's proposal is even more surprising in view of the fact 

that Grosvenor had consistently opposed the government throughout the 
I 

'officers Parliament'. Nonetheless, it is probable that Sir Thomas Grosvenor 

was, in the Junto Is opinion, preferable to Sir William wj i liams , the third 

candidate. Representing the Welsh county of Merioneth in the Convention., 
2 

Williams had been one of the most outspoken critics of the Court. In the 

debates concerning the King's revenue (March 1689) he advised the Comons to 

use their financial Powers to guard I against J 11 men and f or ill times 1. 

'If you give the Crown too littlet, he argued., 'you may add at any time; if 
3 

you once give too nuch you wi 11 never have it back'. Williams had subsequently 

failed to gain a Commons seat in the general election of 1690., and Earl Rivers. 

together with other Junto -Whigs, was undoubtedly eager to ensure that so 
4 

'cunning a Parliament man' was not returned in 1695. 

It would seem that Rivers succeeded in convincing Vhitley of the need 

to frustrate Sir -jilliam WJ I lianm. By late October the Mayor was refusir4l, to 

canvass support for the Recorder, and had arranged meetingswith Sir Thomas 
5 

Grosvenor and other leading Tories I about the election business I. ljo 

detailed account of the poll,, begun onNovernber 18th, has survived, but after 

a contest lasting three days 77hitley and Grosvenor were declared elected. Tet, 

despite the result, it is clear that the alliance between som of Chesterls 

leading mbigs and Tories was extremely distasteful to many voters. Prior to 

the 13011 Griffith William , the Recorder's son,, and several Comwn Councillors 
6 

inf ormed the Mayor that they were I riot satisfied with proceedings'. Another 

'D. Itubini, Court and Country., p. 264. Grosvenor later refused to 

subscribe the Association. 

2D. N. j3. , 
(Sir V-11 J am MI liams) . 

3, &. Greys Debates$ vol. 9s PP. 176-77. 

lip. N. B. 
5]30dl. Lib., 'VaAtley Diary., f. 196. 

6 
Ibid. 
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group of Whigs urged the Colonel to stand in conjunction with his son., 

yorgan -zlhitley. The citizens I general dissatisfaction with the course of 

events was reflected in the rioting that accompanied the election itself. 

'The town', wrote one observer., 'was much exasperated against Sir John 

Ifainwaring- (Whitley's son-in-law and a chief architect of the compromise) 

for adhering to Grosvenor against Uilliams, casting out several reflections 

and affronts'. Destructive of Whig unity and disapproved of by a large 

section of the electorate, this cynical alliance may account for a series of 

defeats which Whitley and his party suffered between 1696 and 1698. However, 

economic factors were probably an equally important cause of the reversal in 

Whig fortunes- 

Since the late Middle Ages, Chester's position as a major sea-port on 

the western coast had been threatened by the silting up of the River Dee. 

By the early seventeenth century the Dee was no longer able to accommodate 

ships of a large tmuiage, with the result that Chester lost much vital trade 
2 

to the nearby port of Liverpool. Over the course of the centur ev ys eral 

Mayors of Chester endeavoured to remedy the situation, and in 1674 the 

Corporation employed Andrew Tarranton., noted for his inland navigation schemes, 

to survey the river. Tarranton suggested constructing a navigable channel , 3 
but twenty years later his plans had still not been implemented. Already in 

economic; decline, Chester's plight was exacerbated during the 1690s by two 

other developments. 

In the first place, the Junto's measures for dealing with the 

deterioration of the country's silver currency by re-calling all clipped 

coins produced widespread hardship in the city. On January 10th 1696 the 

Grand Jury of Chester stressed 'the extraordinary grievances this city lies 
4 

under by reason of the non-currency of the silver coin of this Icingdom'. 

ILiverpool R. O.., Aston Diary,, November 18th 1695. 

2,2. S. Willanp 'Chester and the Navigation of the Dee., J. C. A. S.., Second 
Series, vol. 32 1937-38), pp. 64-67. 

31L Haxildnson, 'Cheshire River Navigation with Special Reference to the 
River Dee's J. C. A. S., Second Series, vol. 55 (1963), P- 79. 
4 Chester R. O... QSF/87., f. 11 ; Bodl. Lib... Vhitley Diary, ff-. 199-200. 
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Asserting that the scarcity of silver money had caused I an absolute stop to 

all trade., the Jurors requested the Mayor 'to represent to their excellencies, 
I 

the Lord Justices of England, our condition here'. The situation does not 

seem to have improveamuch du3: 1. ng the following six months for in MV 1696 

the Grand Jury referred to the subject ac,,, ain,, complaining of 'the great 
2 

oppression of the poor and especially of dai2, y labourers'. The second blow 

to the city's ecommy affected the leather industry. Described as 'the 

staple trade of Chester',, the leather industry employed over a quarter of 
3 

the city's labour force. The governmentts decision, in February 1697., to 

place a fifteen per cent excise duty on some comnodities,, includjp& leather, 

can only have aWed to Chester's economic troubles. 

Regrettably., it is not possible to be more precise about the influence 

of economic factors upon political developments in Chester. Nevertheless, 

it is evident that by 1696 the city's Mugs, who had chosen to identify 

themselves with the Junto and their poliuies, no longer enjoyed the confidence 

of the electorate. Due to the systera of open government which Whitley and 

his party instituted in 1693, the decline of the Whigs' popularity had 

significant and far-reaching repercussions. In the Mayoral elections of 

october 1696 the 7hig candidate, Alaexmian Thomas Hand, suffered an over- 

, he as , 1. ing defeat, gaining onlv 192 votes in comparison to the 429 votes ct 
5 

for his Tory rival, Alderman Peter Bennet. Worse was to follow9for in the 

civic elections# held in July 1697 . thirty-two Common 
6 
Councillors,, the 

majority of them 77higs, were rejected by the citizens. The dismissed Mxigs 

were replaced by many of those Tories who had themselves been ousted from 

'Chester R, O. v QSF/87.. f-iI; Bodl, Ub. , Whitley Diary . ff . 199-200. 

2ý 
Ohester R. O-p QSF/88, f. 14. 

3D. M. Woodward, 'The Chester Leather Industry., 1558-16251,, p. 65. 

41j. Horwitz, Iblitics in the reign of William 1110 P. 321. 

5Chester R- 0.1 AF1I+6c, f- 52; BocIl. Lib. , Whitley Diary,, f. 210. 

6Chester Roo. v AF/46D., fe19 
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I 

office during the popular elections of 1693 and 1694. Having secured control 
I 

of the Mayoralty and the Common Counr-JI,. the Tories then proposed 

that the Mayor.. Aldermen and Common Councillors should 
immediately supply all vacant places by electing fit 
persons in such manner as was used in the city before 
the Mayoralty of Colonel Roger lihitley. 2 

Weakeneci by the death of their leaders., William Street and Roger Tihitley., in 

1697, the Midgs were unable to prevent the Tory Aldermen reintroducing a 

system of co-option for filling vacancies in the Assembly. The short-lived 

experiment in open government was ended. 

Between 1678 and 1698 the Whigs., led by Colonel Roger Whitley, and the 

Tories p led by Sir Thomas Grosvenor, had struggled to gain the upper-hand in 

Chester. In 1684 the Whigs I ascendancy was destroyed when the Crown decisively 

intervened on behalf of the city's Tories. Their predominance was in turn 

underminedr firstly by James II's pu3: ýges of the Corporation, and later by the 

practice of popular elections inaugerated by the Whigs. In view of the acute 

instability Of politics in Chester thboughout this twenty year period, 

contemporaries were.. perhaps, not imediately aware of either the magnitude or 

the implications of the Tories' victory dur: Ing the years 1696 and 1697. But 

from 1689 onivards central goverment was increasingly disinclined to interfere 

in city affairs on the scale which Charles 11 and James II had done, while the 

citizens themselves were unable to exercise any direct influence over the 

Corporation once it had reverted to a self-perpetuating oligarchy. Hence, 

the Tories' position in Chester became unassailable, their control over the 

yrayoralty uninterrupted. In the 1693 general election the city returned two 
3 

Toriess Sir Thomas Grosvenor and Peter Shakerleyp without opposition. At 

Grosvenor's death in 1700, he was replaced as 1,11. P. for Chester by Sir Henry 

Bunbury. Although Shakerley and Bunbury were both extreme 'churchmen' who 

I Chester R-O-, AF/46D, f. 1. 

2jbid. AB13,, p. 67. 

3F ITWO aton Hall., Grosvenor IISS., Papers belonging to the third baronet, 
Citizens to Serve for the City of Chester, July 27th 16981. 
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I 
voted for the Tack, they proved to be assiduous champions of Chester's 

2 

economic interests and continued to represent the city,, unopposed, 

throughout the reign of Queen Anne. The next disputed election was not 

until 1715 and this significantly, was an internecine contest between three 
3 

convinced Tories. 

1R. Walcott, 'Division Lists of the House of Comnons,, 1689-1715'. 
vol, 14- (1936-37)., pp. 28-29. 

2p,. C. Gwillam, 'Chester Tarmers and Pbrliamentl . J. C. A. S. , Second Series, 
vol. 44 (1957),, PP- 41-49. 

3S. IT. Baskerville., Tory Interest., PP. 38-41,, 63-64. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

THE PARTY CONFLICT DURING TBE REIGN OF RUEEN ANNE 

I 

on December 2nd 1711+ Peter Shakerley,, M. P. for Chester., issued a general 

letter to the freeholders of Cheshire denouncing the party fervour which had, 

he asserted, polarized the county throughout the reign of Queen Anne. 'The 

divisions amongst the gentlemen in this country and others in this kingdom'., 

he declared, 'have caused such heats and animosities that the ancient 

hospitality., friendship and good neighbourhood amongst them has been totally 
I 

destroyed'. Many modern historians have concurreawith Shakerley's view of 

. kugustan politics; Frofessor J. H. Plumb has stated that 'when surveying these 
2 

years. 9 it is impossible to deny the ferocity of party strife, Whig versus Torys. 

professor G. Holmes and Dr. W. Speck believe 'that at the height of the struggle 

in the later years of Anne the whole fabric of national life was permeated by 
3 

the spirit of party to a degree without precedent'. 

During the past decade,, however, certain scholars have warned against 

overstating the importance of the party struggle and argued that political 

activity in the constituencies cannot always be explained by reference to a 

Whig/Tory dichotomy. In his account of Parliamentar7 elections in Westmorland 

and Cumberland., Dr. R. Hopkinson concluded that 'the years 1700-1702 saw 

intense electoral activity' but 

after 1702 this polarization began to fall apart and the 
VOS election saw the establishment of electoral compromises 
that were to last until 1722, with a consequent reduction in 
political temperature. 4 

Although aftitting that 'party principle remained a primary feature of 

politidal life' in Cheshire., Dr. J. S. Morrill has contended that 'in terms of 

I. Eaton 11all., Grosvenor MSS.,, Papers of the fourth baronet., f. 298. 

2j. IL riumb, The Growth of Pol I tical Stabi 1J ty in England 1675-1725, 
London,, 1967., P- 157. 

3G. ljolmes & W. A. Speck, The Divided Society: Party Conflict in England 
1 694-1716,, London., 1970, p. 2. 

4 
, ]R. flopkinson., Elections in Cumberland and Westmorland 1695-1723, p University 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne Ph. D. thesis, 1973s P. 153- - 
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I 
electoral practice -the situation was more confused'. In his opinion this 

electoral confusion was caused by the prominence of local issues which cut 

across party lines and by the internal divisions to which the Whigs and 

Tories were both subject. 

It is txue that both parties did suffer from internal differences. The 

main body of the Cheshire VVhigs, led by the Earls of Warrington., continued to 

espouse traditional 'Country' principles., but a small groupheaded by Earl 

Rivers, had developed strong links with the Junto; in June 1701 Warrington 

voted in favour and Rivers against impeaching Lord Chancellor Somers and the 
2 

other Junto ministers. The Cheshire Tories can, likewise, be divided into two 

main ffactions. The first., which included Sir George Warburton (M. P. for 

Cheshire 1702-05., 1710-14), Sir Roger Mostyn (M. P. for Cheshire 1702-0! 1)., 

Peter ShakerleY (M. P. for Chester 1701-14) and John Ward (M. P. for Newton 

1702-14),, played an active part in county government and remained committed 

to the pmtestant succession. In the House of Commons this group of M. P. 8 
3 

were followers of the Hanoverian-Tory leader., Daniel Finch,, Earl of NottinZham; 

Mostyn married the Earlis daughter in 1703, while Ward has been described as 
4 

'the Finches' most loyal follower in the Co ns'. 

The second group of Tories, composed of 'backwoods squires such as Sir 

Thomas Stanley of Alderley., Peter Lecalh of Lyme and Richard Arderne of Arderne, 

were included on the commission of the peace after 1702sbut refused to take 

the oaths of allegiance or to become involved in the administration of the 

county. 'An account of the non-jurors in Cheshire'$ compiled four months 
,5 

after Queen Ame's accession, named over fifty substantial gentlemen. Some 

iV. C. H. Cheshire., vol. 2., p. 120. 

2 
G, Holmesq British Politics in the Agae of Anne, London, 1967s, p. 464. 

31bia.,, p. 274. 

43: bid.; H. Horwitz,, Revolution Pblitjzl= The career of Daniel Finch, 
second Earl of Nottingham 1647-1730, Cambridge,, 1.968, passim. 

5Che shire R. O. # DAWF133.. 'An Account Of the Non-Jurors in Che shire 
July 17021. 

Lý 
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of these harboured., and openly demonstrated,, a sympathy for the exiled Stuarts., 

for in April 1704 a number of gentlemen assembled in Chester 'with swords 

drawn in their hands, drank prosperity to James III and confusion to Queen 
I 

Anne I. Eight years later Charles Hurleston of Newton,, a Justice of the Peace., 

and John Birkenhead of Backford rode through the city Iswearing-, cursing and 
2 

singing "Will the King enjoy his own again". I In August 1715 ten members of 

the Cheshire Jacobite Club., meeting at Ashley Hall,, are purported to have 
3 

decided Uy only one vote against supporting the Pretender. 

Dr. Morrill maintains that 

these internal divisions help to explain why, in most of 
the eight contested elections between 1701 and 1734, renegade 
groups of WhiCs and Tories could be found canvassing and 
voting for candidates of the opposing ideology. 4 

I would., however., take issue with this statement and argue that, prior to 

1715.. most Parliamentary elections in Cheshire were fought along fairly rigid 

party lines, and that instances of political apostasy amongst the gentry were 

comparatively rare. 

ii 

It has been suggested that the self-confidence Of the Cheshire Tories, 430 

shattered by the Glorious Revolution and the Whig proscription that followed, 
5 

did not revive unti I after the accession of Queen Anne, 'out this is evidently 

not the case. Although two Whigs (Sir John MainvarinZ and Sir Robert Cotton) 

were returned as M. P. a for the county., without opposition, in 1698 and 1700 

when William III dissolved the fifth Parliament of his reign in November 1701 

the Cheshire Tories resolved to contest the ensuing election for knights of 

the shire. On December Ist 1701 a caucus of Whig gentlemen, who had assembled 

1 r» 1: L 09 9 SP/34/4� f- 13. 
21 The Diary of George Booth Esq. I, J-C. A. S. p Vol. 28 (1928) 

, p. 17. 

Baskervilles Tory Interests P. 76. 

44, C. H. cheshires vol. 2. p. i2o. 
%. W. Baskervilles Tory Interest, p. 23. 
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at Northwich to endorse Cotton and Mainwaring's candidacy, were promptly 

informed by Ia letter from Sir George Warburton that he demanded a poll for 
I 

himself and Sir Roger Mostyn'. 

Sir George Warburton of Arley bart. . descended from a lonZg established 

county f amily and owner of extensive lands in Backlow Hundred,, was among the, 
2 

wealthiest of the Cheshire &entry. Although regularly appointed as Deputy 
3 

Lieutenants after the Restoration,, the Warburtons of Arley had not played a 

prominent role in Exclusion politics or the Revolution of 1688. Warý6urtonls 

partner in 1701., Sir Roger Mostyn of Mostyn bart. . was the head of a Welsh 

family from the neighbouring county of Flintshire. The Mostyns had distinguished 

themselves during the Civil Wars by their fervent commitment to the Royalist 

cause and, at the Restoration, were rewarded with a baronetcy. In 1670 Sir 

Roger's father., Sir Thomas., second baronet,, had married Bridget., daughter 

and sole heiress of Darcy Savage of Leighton in Cheshire,, there'lRy acquiring 
5 

substantial estates in the county. There is no obvious reason why the 

Cheshire Tories should have chosen to contest the 1701 but not the 1698 and 

1700 elections., althouZh it may be significant that both Warburton and Mostyn 
6 

had only recently succeeded to their estates. 

The majority of the Tory gentry, Warburton and Mostyn included,, had not 

participated in county politics for over a decade, but they were given 

considerable assistance in the 1701 election by Lord Cholmondeley of 
78 

Cholmorldeley. Generally thought of as a Whig courtier 9 Cholmondeley Is 

ILivex-pool R. O., Aston Diary., December Ist 1701. 
F. M. D. G. Wanklyn,, Landed Society., P- 375. 

3Cbeshire R. O. 9 ELT/BII., ff. 91,, 127; DCIWII+., f. 4. 

I+D- N. B. , 
(Sir RoZer Mostyn) 

.0 5L. yostynt The History of the Family of Mostyn of Mostynt London. , 1925., passim. 
6R. Sedgwick., The House of Co ns 1715-1754, vol. 2., pp. 279s, 519. 
7Cheshire R. O. I DC4V)+9., 1701 Bundle., unfol.., Ld. Cholmondeley to -W. Adams., 
November 20th 1701 ; Ld. Cholmondeley to Iff. Adam 0 November 28th 1701. 
CholmondeleY informed his tenants that lall who appear on my account shall 
hereafter have their expenses allowed them'. 

8G. Holms.. Politics in the Age of Anne,, p. 227, 
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habitual support of Tory candidates. in Cheshire elections requires some 

explanation. During the 1680s and eargy 1690s Cholmondeley had headed the 

county's Tory interest, but outraged by the Assassination Plot and convinced 

that many local Jacobites 'knew more or less of the matter', he resolved 'to 

let them stand or fall by their own villainies (and) never more concern myself 

for any of them'. In practice, however, Cholnondeley found it difficult to 

distance himself from his political past for two reasons. Firstly, he was 

closely related to some of the county's leading Tory Zentry families such as 

the Cholmondeleys of Holfords the Cholmondeleys of Vale Royal and the 

Egertons of Oulton. After the French invasion attempt of 1708 and the ensuing 

round up of Jacobite suspects., Francis Cholmondeley of Vale Royal thanked his 

cousin (Lord Cholmondeley) 'for safeguarding me in this time of danger; 
2 

especially in this county., the like nowhere else as I can hear of 1. Secondly, 

and most importantlys he was never able to challenge the Earl of Wax-ringtonts 

pre-eminence amongst the Whigss so in order to establish a strong personal 

interest in the county Cholmondeley was forced to aid the 'church party'. 

Neverthelesss his support for the Tory candidates in 1701 was not unconditional 

for he warned his bailiff s Wil IJ am Adams, to I certainly know whether Sir 

George Warburton had taken the oaths before you appear with my interest for 
3 

hid. 

Despite Lord Cholmondeley's pains to disassociate himself from the more 

extreme aspects of Toryisms the Cheshire Thigs still asserted that Warburton 

and jjOstyn were wholly dependent upon $the interest of all the Papists and 
'-11 4 

non-swearers in the county'. In an effort to reduce the non-jurors'influence 

upon the elections several Whig gentlemen urged their candidates, Sir Robert 

cotton and Sir John M, ainwaring, to insist upon the Sheriff tendering I the oaths 

lCheshire RoO.. q DC4/K/3/iOp Ld. Cholmondeley to W. Adams,, March 12th 1696. 

23aton. Hall., Grosvenor IMSS. , Papers of the fourth baronet., f. 64. 

3cheshire R. o.., I)OW49.. 1701 Bundle, unfol. . Ld. Cholmondeley to 
W., Ad=s, Novenber 28th 1701. 

43: bid., T1260, 'Sir Willoughby Aston's account of the 1702 Cheshire election', 
P. I. 
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I 

of allegiance to all the voters without exception'. Sir John Crewe of 

Minton infomed the sitting members that this course of action would 

'gain two or three hundred voices in Wirral' - an area where much of the 

land was owned by the Catholic gentry - while $the freeholders on your side 
2 

do expect it as it was a law you were both at the making of 1. In view 

of this cogent advice it is somewhat surprising that the oaths were not 

tendered until the third and final day of the poll,, allcwin., w,, in the Whie 
3 

estimation, at least two hundred non-jurors to Islip in'. As a consequence, 

the outcome of the election was extremely close; Mainwaring received 1095., 

Cotton 1 . 898, Warburton 1 812 and Mostyn 1.559 votes. One gentleman later 
1+ 

asserted that he and the other Whigs had been 'too confident of our interest'. 

only eight weeks after the 1701 election - the first to be contested in 

Cheshire since 1690 - the death of William III plunged the county into fervent 

electoral activity once aZain. The Tories immediately 'redoubled their 

diligence in fo=ing an interest', while the Mldg &entry remained confident 

that 'Sir John MainwarinZ and Sir Robert Cotton would again offer their 

-5 services'. In the period between the. KinZts death in March and the poll in 

August 1702,, however., the Whig candidates suffered a series of setbacks. 

In the fi: est place, Sir John Mairwaring of Peover, one of the sittinZ 

members for the county, had become deeply involved in the financial scandal 

surrounding his brother-in-law,, Morgan Whitley. The receiver of taxes for 

Cheshire and North Wales, Whitley had allowed his payments to fall into arrears., 6 
and by January 1699 owed the Exchequer over Z10,500. Mainwaring,, named as 

7 
Whitley's surety., was therefore called upon to settle the outstanding debt., 

lCheshire R. O... DAO/33 p J. Crewe to J. Mainffaring, c. December 1701. 
21bia. 

3jbia. 
4clieshire R. O... DAO/33,, ITbe reasons that endangerea us in the elections. 

-5jbid... T/260, p. l. 
6C. T. D. September 1698-july 1699, pp. 82v 177., 384. 
7C. T. B. jLugust 1699 - September 1700, pp. 179 722 171. 
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lout unable to do so, his I house had a guard set upon it ..... and his goods 
I 

(were) seized for the Queen'. Not surprisingly,, Sir JohnIs enemies endeavoured 

to gain some political advantage from his adversity,, informing 'the county 

freeholders ..... that be had bo=owed from MorganWhitley., the countryls 
2 

money'. Under the circumstances,, most of the Thigs agreed 'that it was really 

impossible for him (Mairrgaring) to carry on another election' and., after 

pressure from the Earls of WarriMton and Rivers., he reluctantly withdrew 
3 

from the contest. 

In mid-April Mairnvaring was replaced as candidate by another Cheshire 

baronet,, Sir Willoughby Aston of Aston. A staunch MUZ . Aston had been 

presented for sedition in September 1683 and, henceforth, had forcefully oppos ed 
J+ 

any accommodation with the Cheshire Tories. His candidacy was fully endorsed 

I. Icy, the Earl of Tarrington., the county Is leading Whig magnate., but in Ilay the 

Earl made it known that he would not support Aston's running partner, Sir 
5 

Robert Cotton. Greatly perturbed by this serious. blow to Whig prospects., 

A, stonq nevertheless, worked hard to establish a strong interest for Cotton 

and himself. He issued a circular letter among the freeholders,, emphasizing 
6 

that his father, Sir Thomas Aston.. had 'died for the King and the church, 

and wrote personally to many neighbouring landowners,, which he knew to be 
7 

against him., 'so that it might not appear A party business'. Any doubts 

concerning the partisan nature of the forthcoming election were dispelled in 

july., however. 9 when a new commission of the peace was issued for Cheshire. 

princess Anne's accession to the Crown in March 1702 made it necessary 

to seal new commissions of the peace for a32 the English and Welsh counties. 

lCheshire R*O.. q T/260, p. 2. 

21bid. 

31bid. Sir John Ylainwaripg died in a debtors prison on November 4th 1702., 
4Surra., pp. 120-121. 

5Cheshire R-O-s T/260, P. 2; Liverpool R. O.,, Astor' DiarYj July 18th 1702. 
6Cheshire R-O-, t DAP01133, unfol. 
7, bid., T1260, P. 3. 
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Many contemporaries expected that Rochester, Nottingham and the other high- 

churchmenpwho had been installed in the ministry,, would use this as an 

opportunity to purge the MdZs from local government, thereby establishing 

#a more complete dominance of local society than had been possible at any 
I 

time since the early 1680s'. But, as Dr. Glassey has demonstrated, the scale 

of the alterations in the magistracy varied from county to county; only one 

living J. P. was left out in Bedfordshire whereas fifty-seven Justices were 
2 

omitted from the Middlesex commission. In Cheshire, as in Middlesex,, the 

changes in the magistracy were dramatic. 

When the revised commission arrived in the county at the end of July, 

only a week -before the election, it was discovered that eighteen living 
3 

justices - over one third of the bench - had been dismissed. Admittedly., 

some of the disgraced J. P. s, like Samuel Hardware of Peele and Edmund Jodrell 

of Yeardsleyt both appointed in 1689, - were of a fairly low social status, Iput 

others,, such as Sir Robert Duckenfield and John Legh of Mlington,, were Deputy 

Lieutenants and leading figures in county society. Furthermore., all the most 

active magistrates, those who had regularly attended Quarter Sessions loetween 
4 

1689 and 17020 were left out of the new commission. 

Although far-reaching,, this purge was not the only significant change 

in the county Is magistracy, for the Cheshire bench was wwamped loy the 

appointment of forty-three new Justices. This mass creation of J. p. a- the 

largest to occur at any one time in the period between the Restoration and 

the accession of George I- together with the high social status of the vast 

majority of the new magistrates, demonstrates that in the years after the 

'L. K. J. GlasseY., Justices of the Peace, p. 152. 

2,10id. 
, P- 156. 

3Cheshire R. O. p DAR/F/33 v 'Commission of the Peace for Cheshire., JulY 17021 
p. R. O. 2 CHES/2049/1, unfol.; CBES/24/149/2,, unfol. 

4119id., QJB/3/4; QJB/3/5,, passim. Between 1689 arid 1702 the most active 
, T.,:,.. s in and out of Sessions were Thomas AlderseY Of Spurstow,, George Booth 
of ffoodforcl.. Thomas Lea of Darnhall.. John Lawton of Church Lawton,, Roger 

, Mainwaring of Kermincham and Lawrence Wright of MolDlaerley. 
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Revolution the Cheshire bench had become wholly unrepresentative of the ,, 

county elite. Apart from the two Tory candidates,, Sir George Warliurton and 

Sir Roger Yostyn, a further seven local baronets were added to the commission 

of July 1702. Moreover., many of the other appointees, such as Peter Legh of 

Lyme and John Egerton of Oulton . were leading landowners who, by wealth., 

status and tradition, were unquestionably entitled to a place on the 19ench. 

Nevertheless.. there can'be absolutely no doulot that the Cheshire commission 

was remodelled along party lines; many of the dismissed Justices, including 

Sir Robert Duckenfield and Sir Samuel Daniel of Tabley, were militant-Whigs 

who were later accused of 'preachinZ up resistance or anything to poison the 
I 

people I. Overall., seventeen of the J. P. s removed from the 1Dench had voted 

for the Whig candidates in the 1701 election, whereas thirty-eight of the 
2 

newly appointed magistrates are knawn to have supported the Tories, 

Thus, the MxiZs' heZemony of county Zovernment.. which had lasted for 

over thirteen years., was abolished; by July 1702 the Cheshire commission of 

the peace comprised fifty-one Tories, seventeen Whigs and seven gentlemen who 
3 

seem to have remained uncommitted to either party. In contrast to the Quarter 

Sessions of February 17020 presided over by five Whiz Justices who were now 

out of commission, those held in August were attended loy five of the newly 1+ 
gLppointed Tory J. P. ad Angered at this sudden reversal, the TUC Zentx7 openly 

criticized the alteration in the magistracy, alleging that it was. a IDlatant 

attempt by the* government to 'discountenance and terrify the county, 
5 

in order 

to influence the outcome of the impending election of knights of the shire. 

Sir Willoughby Aston complained that 'the people were threatened if they did 

not vote for Sir George Warburton and Sir Roger Mostyn, the Justices of the 
16 
Feace would remember them'. It is almost impossible to determine what precise 

IB. L.,, Loan 29/126, f. 134. 
2Chester R. O. p CR/63/2/12; Cheshire RO. . DAPVF/33, 'Sir John Ma-ixwaring 18 
Account of his Friends'. 

3Tbis estimate is based on the evidence of the 1701 and 1702 poll loooks. 
See,, Chester -R*O* j CR/63/2/12, passim. 
40heshire R-O-., QJB/3/5, August 1702. 
51bid., T/260, p. 4. 
61, 

pia.,, P. 9. 
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effect the changes in the bench had upon the county's voters, IDut on the eve 

of the election Aston's bailiff,, canvassing in the township of Freston,, 

reported that many freeholders 'are staggeriM (i. e* withdrMing their 

promises of support) dislildng the new commission of the peace'. 

The county election,, held during. the first week in August, wass according 
2 

to contemporary accounts., marked 'my 'great heits and disputes'. After a 

turbulent contest lasting three days., Sir George War; 6urton and Sir Roger 

Mostyn., who had out-polled their opponents Ipy over five hundred votes., were 

declared elected as knights of the shire; Warburton received 2,597, Mostyn 

2.559., Aston 2., 095 and Cotton 2,, 052 votes. Informing the Earl of Nottingham 

of the Tory victory., Peter Shakerley.. M. P. for Chester, 6oasted 'that being 
3 

carried by such a majority is a great addition to our joy'. Both parties 

agreed it was 'the greatest poll that ever was in the county in the memory 
4 

of manIj while Sir Willoughby Aston,, soured by defeat., olDserved 'no man that 
5 

ever carried it before had so maxky votes as I that lost it now'. 

, ffhy., after dominating both county seats throughout the reign of William 

III.. did the Whigs suffer such an overwhelmin.,,, defeat in the 1702 election?. 

one recent historian of the countyls politics has contended that the Cheshire 
6 

M. p, fs connections with the Court may havebeen decisive. Never assiduous 

courtierss, Mainwaring and Cotton's dependence upon the Court had,, nonethelesst 

become more pronounced towards the end of William III's reign. Mainwaring 

supported the gover=ent's attempts to maintain a standing armY in 1698 and 
7 

later- accepted a position in the King's household. His Partnerq Sir Roloert 

cotton, had usually adopted a Country position on most issues during the early 

lLiverpool R. O.., Aston Diary,, July 20th 1702 

2Cheshirle R-0- v T/260, p. 17. 

3B. L... Aad- MSS.., 29., 588., ;. 122. 
41-oid. 

5Cheshire Rooop T/260, p. 23. 
6V. 

C. H. Cheshire., vol. 2,, p. 121. 

7M. Eoxwitz,, Politics in the reign of William III., pp. 251,, 281 
? list. parl. Trust,, lmiog. 
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and mid-1690s, but as one Tory pointed out., 

let enquiry be made how he has voted since Sir Richard 
Middleton was turned out of Ueing custos rotulorum of 
Denbighshire and Sir Robert put in - if such men as 
these are not opposed, what will becorm of England? I 

Mainvaring and Cotton's connections with the Court have prompteaDr. Morril I 

to speculate that 

the campaiSn to unseat those two in 1701 and 1702 was 
unashamedly a "Country" one and made many WhiSs swa3-low 
their pr#ciples for a day and support two "Country" 
Tories. 2 

In order to ascertain whether this hypothesis is accurate, it is necessary 

to exzmine the political allegiance of the Cheshire gentry in the period prior 

to the 1701 and 1702 elections. 

The ideal method would be to trace the political allegiance of the 150 

or so gentry families during the 1690s,, butsunfortunately this is not. possible 

because there are no extant canvass lists or poll 1pooks for this period. 

Contemporary diaries and correspondence merely indicate how some leading 

figures voted in the disputed election of 1690, and how they would have voted 

had a contest materialised in 1695. One is therefore o1pliged to adopt a 

cruder system of comparison., using the very rich material relating to the 

Exclusion Crisis,, although twenty years earlier. A comparison '6etween the 

two periods., indeed,, shows that some gentry families had altered their 

political allegiance; eigi-Tteen families who supported the Whigs in 1681 
3 

voted for the Tories in the 1701 and 1702 elections. Were these renegade 

Whigs who decided 'to swallow their principles for a day? # I would argue 

ISir Phillip Grey Egerton., 'Papers referring to the Elections of Knights 
of the Shire for the County-Palatine of Cheshire',, p. 109. 

2V. C. N. cheshire, vol. 2,, p. 121. 

3J. Ry. L.,, Legh of Lym YSS... unfol. . 'List of Booth and Cotton's supporters 
Chester R-0-. 9 CR/63/2/12,, passim. The nineteen farailies who supported the 

gs 
in 1681 but voted for the Tories in 1701/02 were the Ishtons of Ashley,, 

the Bullots of Moreton., the Brookes of Nortonq the Bruens of Staplefora, 
the Brookes Of Mere., the Birkenheads of BaCkfords, the Bromleys of Hampton, 
the Daniels of Daresbury, the Davenports of Br the Greens of Poulton, 
the nuriestons of Ficktbn,, the LeZlis of Outringtons the LeZhs of West Mail, 
the Stanleys of Alderley,, the Starkeys of Stretton, the Swettenhams of 
Swettenham. 9 the Whitmores of Thurstanton the 
Wilbrahams of Nantwich. 
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that it is misleading to describe them as such: their decision to side with 

Warburton and Mostyn in 1701 and 1702 was not a temporary expedient, for 

eighteen out of the nineteen families concerned continued to support the 
I 

Tories in the 1705 election. 

Nevertheless, this does not nlean that MaInwaring -and Cotton's links with 

central government had no bearing upon the outcome of the 1701 and 1702 

Cheshire elections. It was probably for this reason that Sir Robert Cotton 

was denied the Earl of Warrington's interest in 1702. Yet, having forsaken 

Cotton, it is significant that Warrington'. a 'Country' peer., did not give 
2 

his interest to either of the 'Country' Tories. Sir Willoughby Aston stated 

quite categorically -, 'my Lord leaves his second vote undisposed (and has) 
3 

engaged his tenants for nobody but me'. In the event., many of the Earl's 

tenants (sixteen in the manor of Dunham., sixteen in the manor of Stayley and 

eleven in the manor of Hattersley) chose to disregard their landlord's 

directions,, voting for both the Whigs., while others voted for Aston and 
4 

Warburton. 

The Earl of Waridngton's less than wbole-hearted support undoubtedly 

weakened the M-1iZs1 positions, but this factor alone does not explain their 

defeat; although deprived of Warrington's interest,, Sir Robert Cotton 

actually secured over 150 more votes in 1702 than he had in 1701. In seeking. 

y-easons for the changae in the county's Parliamentary reFresentation., however, 

we do not have to rely upon speculation about the relative importance of 

mainwarinz. and Cotton's associations with the Court2or 'renegade Country Tadgs'. 

portunately the 1701 and 1702 poll books., deposited in Chester City Record 
5 

office., have survived. 

iU. C. N. W. L., Mostyn, IJSS., 8423, '1705 Poll Book for the County of Cheshirev. 
2fioweverj, it is possible that Warrington, anxious to regain the Lord 
Lieutenancy of Cheshire.. did not wish to prejudice his position at Court loy 
supporting a Junto Whig in the county election. On March I+th 1703 Warxing-ton 
was appointed Gentleman of the Bedchamber to the Prince of Denmark. 
3Liverpool R. O., Aston Diary,, July 18th 1702. 

4, chester R. 0-p CR/63/2/12, passim. 

Irbid. 
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The two poll books,, which are in manuscript., are set out in almost 

exactly the same manner: in both books the county is divided into its seven 

Mundreds (Broxton, Bucklow., Edisbury,, Macclesfield, Nantwicho North7ich and 

Wirral). Then under each Hundreathe townships are listed in alphabetical 

order., -jiving , the names of the freeholders and the way in which they voted. 

As the two elections were held within eight months of each other, it is 

unlikely that mortality or land sales would, in so short a space of time,, 

have produced any major'changes in the composition of the county electorate. 

There is,, moreover, no evidence t6 suggest that either the 1701 or 1702 

contests were Ina red by any large scale electoral malpractice. Thus,, a 

comparison between the two poll books, township by township., should provide 

important clues as to why Cheshire returned two Whigs in 1701 and two Torie's 

in 1702. Nevertheless., it could be objected that as some freeholders owned 

or rented land in more than one place, they would not necessarily be listed 

under the same township in both pol Is. If widespread, this irregularity would 

totally invalidate a township by township comparison, so in order to estalplish 

whether it was a common occurrence the tyro poll books were sulojected to 

certain tests. 

it is clear from Randle Holm's survey of landownership in Cheshire, 

carried out between 1662 and 1673., that the estates of freeholder families,, 

below the rank of gentlemans were largely situated within the 'bounds of 

adjacent townships- In view of this,, it would seem that instances of 

individuals being : Listed under different townships in the two poll books 

would occur most commonly in either 

(A) groups of ZeoZraphically contiguous townships or hamlets,, which were 

traditionally associated together and were owned 1py the same landlord, or 

urban communities and their immediate environs, as it was not uncommon 

for prosperous townsmen to invest their surplus capital in freehold property 

in the surroundir'. 11 manors. 

B., L. . Harleian MSS. , 2010.9. p s3m* 
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Consequently., it was decided to investigate voting patterns in seven groups 
I 

of closely associated townships., and in Nantwich and its adjacent manors. 

In. the course of this study the voting behaviour of six hundred and seventy- 

six freeholders was examined., but only eleven (I. Wo) were discovered to have 

registered a vote under different townships. As a result.. it seerns probable 

that a comparison of the poll books, township by township, should produce an 

accurate picture of the changes in voting behaviour duririgg the course of the 

1701 and 1702, elections. 

In an innovative and sti r-all ating study of party politics in the constituencies 

during the reign of Queen Anne, Prof. W. Speck, referring to county electorates., 
2 

noted that 'the extent of the floating vote is phenomenall. His analysis of 

the 170? - and 1705 Northamptonshire poll books shows that as many as twenty-one 

per cent of the freeholders, who pollea on both occasions., changed their voting 
3 

behaviour. Dr. R. Hopkinson's study of Parliamentary politics in Westmorland 

has produced similar results; twenty per cent of freeholders participating in 

both the 1700 and 1702 elections in that county switched their votes from one 
4 

Si 
I 
ae to another, In comparison to Northamptonshire and Westmorlands however, 

voting behaviour in Cheshire was, in some respects,, far more consistent. I Of 

the J., 928 freeholders who voted in both the Cheshire elections of 1701 and 1702', 

only 262 03-Mo deviated from their original choice. Indeed, in certain areas 

of the county the electors demonstrated a remarkable degree of loyaltk to their 

'Tkie seven groups of townships are: - 
j)'. - Adlington,, Butely and Pr4stbur7 (Macclesfield Hundred) 

Eaton,. Pushton and Tarporley (Edisbury Hundred) 
Calay., Frankbys Heswall and Irby (Wirral Hundred) 

iv) ]Bickley, Calcot and Cholmondeley (Broxton Hundred) 

. 7) Baddiley, Burland, Brindley and Faddiley (Nantwich Hundred) 

vi) Gresty,, Hatherton,, Hough, Shavington and Weston (Nantwich Hundred) 

Vii) Appleton. 9 GrapPenhall. 9 Higher Walton, Halton., Stretton, Antrobus'. 
CraxleY and High Leigh (Bucklow Hundred) 
Ijantwich and the surrounding townships of Actont Bad3ingtont Batherton V3. ii) 
DarfOldv Bdelstonq Henhull,, Poole., Stapley, Willaston and 71istaston. 

ýr. A. Specks Tory and M, ag: The Struggle in the Constituencies 1701 -1715 
Londons 19709 P- 25- 

31bid., pe 24. 

4ý- 110p]dnsons Elections in Cumberland and Westmorland,, p. 2.54. 
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chosen party; for example, of the 332 freeholders polling in Macclesfield 

Bindred in 1701 and 1702., as few as 23 (6.91'0- altered their political 

allegiance. It is, nevertheless, apparent that the majority of Cheshire 

electors who transferred a vote or votes from one party to the other.,, did 

so, as Table I shows., from Whig to Tory. 

TANX I-. TBE MOATING VOTE 

Double Tbig Voters In 1701 Chanýwing To 91 
Double Tory Voters In 1702 

Double Tory Voters In 1701 Changing To 25 
Double Whig Voters In 1702 

Split Voters In 1701 Changing To 88 
Double Tory Voters In 1702 

Split Voters In 1701 Chan,,;, in& To 
13 Double 77hig Voters In 1702 

let, if this Ifloating vote' hacl been the only variation lpetween the two 

electionss the Cheshire Whigs would undoubtedly have retained at least one 

of the county seats in 1702. Obviously otber aspects of electoral behaviour, 

- -besides the floatirig vote, need to be examined. 

'Nowhere I, it has been argued, 'was the independence of the electorate 
1 

Inore', clearly shown than in their actual attendance at the poll'. Of the 1,169 

f, reeholders who voted in the 1701 Westmorland election, oni 
2Y 

633 (54 felt 

1=lined to return to the Polls in 1702. Thus,, out of the 1.. 007 Westmorland 

freeholders voting in 1702., as many as 374 OVo) had not taken part in the 

previous election. Dr. Speck haa also remarked upon the fact that 'very 

different voters polled at successive elections'. In Northamptonshire he 

found that 4,517 freeholders voted in 1702,4,876 freeholders voted in 1705, 
3 

, wut OnV 2. , 875 of them voted on both occasions. In Cheshire the pxDdigious 

turnover of electors was even more pronounced. 

111.11opkinsonj Elections in Cumberland and Westmorland, p. 252. 
21bid. 

0 p. 253 

3ff -Aý. Speck., Tory and YndZ,, p. 20o 
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TAMS 2: TBE CHAME IN THE CIMSHME ELECTORATE 

Total Number Who Voted In The 1701 Cheshire Election 3,9422 

Total Number Who Voted In The 1702 Cheshire Election 4., 525 

Total Number Who Abstained After 1701 1,9454 

Total Number Of 'New Voters' In 1702 2#597 

Total Number Who Voted On Both Occasions 1,, 928 

Furthermore, the dramatic fluctuation in the Cheshire electorate between 1701 

and V02 did not affect the two parties in equal measure. Analysis of the 

voters, (Table 3), demonstrates that a slightly higher proportion of Whig 

supporters abstained in 1702, 

TABLE 3: THE 'ABSENTEE' VOTERS. 

Voters In 1701 Number Abstaining, 
In 1702 

Double Wbik - 1,573 743 

Double Tory-'- 1,, 428 615 

Ior --- example"q sixteen 
'freeholders from the township of Mottram, Andrew., ten 

the township of Aston Grange and seven from the township of Billington,, 

who supported the Vhigs in 1701,, did not feel impelled to return to the polls 

J_n 1702- During the course of the 1702 election, Sir Willoughby Aston observed 

that 'all the interest for the late new candidates (Warburton and Mostyn) was 
I 

fj I although an exaggeration,, his remark did contain an element XMI to, a man 

Of truth. 

in which the 2,597 'new electors' cast their votes in 1702 had The Way 

an even more momentous-affect upon the fortunes of the rival Parties. Aamittealy, 

-there wass, from Hundred to Mandred, a marked variation in the behaviour of this 

Aston Diary,, May 23rd 1702. ILiverpOO1 RO*,, 
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section of the electorate. In Broxton Hundred., a traditional Tory stronghold, 

191 out of 235 (81no new voters polled for Warburton and Mostyno whereas in 

Nantwich Hundred 240 out of 377 (&Q new voters supported the Whigs. however, 

a collation of the fizures for the county as a whole (see Table 4) indicates 

that the influx of 'new voters' certainly benefited the Tory candidates. 

TABLE 4 -- 
ZHE FOLITICAL ALLEGIANCE OF ThE INEU VOTERS' IN 1702 

Number % of New Vote 
Voted For Warburton and Mostyn (Tory) 1., 433 55P/o 

Voted For Aston and Cotton (Ubig) 1., 063 447/c 

Split Vote 
. 
99 wo 

Single Vote 4 1% 

TOTAL 2, v599 IOU% 

in certain townships the 'new-comers" preference for the Tories is quite 

striking; all twelve new electors in Buerton., thirty-eight in Appleton and 

twenty in Aston polled for Warburton and Mostyn. 

Table Five shows the way in which the 'floating'. 'absentee' and 'new' 

vote each contributed towards the size of the Tory majority in 1702, 

TABLE 5 

Tory Net Gain Whis Net Loss 
Single Floating Votes 55 

Double Floating Votes 66 

Absentee Votes - 128 

New Votes 370 
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Cl , eaxjVI, the preponderance of 'new voters' who polled for the two Tories was 

decisive. Thuss the variation in the composition of the electorate from poll 

to poll, rather than a change in the political allegiance of the freeholders., 

was the principal reason for the Whigs overvvhelming defeat. 

Having once established this, it is, nevertheless, rather more difficult 

to explain exactly why so many freeholders were inconstant in their attendance 

at county elections. This aspect of electoral behaviour may have been a 

response to national developments (e. g. the succession of Queen Anne), local 

issues (e. g. the regulation of the magistracy) or a combination of both 

factors. Hoviever.. it is equally possible that the high inciaence7of labsenteet 

and 'new' voters,, during the Mi and 1702 Cheshire elections, was a result 

of the differ-4nt ways in which the two parties mobilized their interests. 

In Cheshire., as in most Enlish shires during the seventeenth and 

eighteenth centuriess a large part of the electorate lived a considerable 

distance from the place, usually the county town,, where elections were held. 

Given the poor condition of the roads and the nature of the transport available., 

the problems in getting freeholders to the poll could be formidable. If 

Sir Willoughby Aston's account of the 1702 Cheshire election is to be believed 

admittedly he was not an unbiased observer - the Tories spent a great deal 

of time and money on ensuring that their supporters attended the hustings. 

The Tory candidates., Aston asserted., 'went to several towna and treated, 

giving money ..... soliciting house by house'. Many freeholders 'had ten 

shillings. a piece sent them and in most towns they were directed to 
2 

apply to such and such persons who would lend them money to bear their charges'. 

The Whigst on the other hand., adhered to 'the late Act for preventing expenses 
3 

at elections' and declined to pay 'the charges of our electors'. The reasons 

for the two parties' differing approach can onlybe guessed at; among the 

poorest of the Cheshire baronets., the Whig candidates probably had less 

1W. JL. Speckp Tory and Whig, p. 41+. 

2 Cheshire R*O-j, T/260., p. 9. 
I, 'I 31bid. 

p p. 22. The 'Act for I'veventing Charges and Expenses in Electionstv 
passed in 1696, made it illegal to treat after writs had been issued. 
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financial resources than their rivals and they certainly had no wish to 

follow the example of the unfortunate Sir John Mairnyaring, who was said to 
1 

have #ruined his estates and family by such expensive controversies'. It is., 

, however., clear that Aston and Cotton's reluctance or inability to 'bear their 

supporters I expenses had significant repercussions. Towards the end of the 

first days Polling, the Whig candidates were dismayed to find they 'had but 

few (freeholders) in town,, being unable to persuade our friends to come in ..... 2 
the people unffilling to stay at their own charge'. Colonel Legh of Adlington. 

and his tenants' opportune arrival at the poll did not resolve the problem, 

for the Whigs' electoral agents were mortified at 'how few he brought., 
3 

(expecting) three times as many'. 'Thus', Sir Willoughby Aston concluded, 
4 

it was 'by mismanagement we lost'. 

In addition t6 throwing some light on the reasons behind the Whigs$ 

defeatp analysis of the 1701 and 1702 poll books enables one to make certain 

general observations concerning the behaviour of the Cheshire electorate. 

Studies of other counties have shown that the vast majority of freeholders 

(when they chose to attend a poll) generally voted alonS party lines. For 

exzmple 9 in the 1702 Westmorland election as few as 88 out of 1 , 007 electors 
5 

(8.7/0o) divided their votes laetween the two parties. The Kent election of 
6 

1713 produced a mere 254 (5.1% of the electorate) Isplit tickets'. In 

Cheshire party divisions were no less clearly defined; only 239 freeholders 

in 1701 (6. Vo of electors) and 166 freeholders in, 1702 (3.6. % of electors) 
7 

supported a candidate from each party. 

Eaton Hall., Grosvenor MSS.,, Papers of the fourth baronet, f. 298. 

2 Cheshire R-0.9 T/2609 pe 199 

3jbid., p. 20. 

4Livex-pool R. O-,, Aston Diaz7, August 6th 1702. 

5R. 11opkinson, Elections in Cumberland andWestmorland., p. 254. 
6ff. A. Speck,, Tory and Whig., p. 22. 

g 
70. W and 0.08/'o of the Cheshire electorate cast sij)5le votes in 1701 
and 1702 respectively. 

I= 
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such as the desire to oblige a relative or neighbour., Various factors 

might induce electors to vote across party lines, 'but much of the existing 

evidence suggests that this was a fairly unusual occurrence. In 1701 the 

Whig Bishop of Worcester ordered his Cheshire tenants to give their second 

vote to Sir George Warburton., the Tory canclidate, 'to whom the Marburys have 

iseen several ways allied and with whose fami2, v there hath always *been the 
I 

strictest friendship'. Peter Shakerley of Hulme and his cousin, Lawrence 

Booth of Twemlow,, both high-Tories., similarly ordered their tenants to give 

one vote to Sir John Mainwa-rings the Whig candidate. MainwarinZ,, who was an 

Alderman of Chester as well as being a major county landowners reciprocated 

by. supportinZ his-brother-in-law Shakerley's candidacy in the cityls 

lparliamentar7 elections. But the Earl of Warrington was unsure how this 

collaboration between Whig and Tory would be received by a partisan electorate, 

and. hoped the assistanoe 'Sir John Mainwaring had from Mr. Shakerley don't 
2 

lessen his interest much more than that gentleman is able to increase it'. 

Sir Willoughley Aston likewise described the compromise as 'pretty odd# 1 
3 

remarking stoically that 'these things will be when ..... I shall be no more 1. 

it has been argued that religious convictions often detemined the. 

political allegiance of some sections of the electorate. Dr. Speck has 

asserted that Itheonly predictable-blocs of voters were the Anglican clergy 

and the dissenters. The Tories could rely on the majority of the former and 
4 

the Whigs on almost all -the latter'. The Cheshire Tories certainly portrayed 

themselves as the champions and defenders of the esta1blished church. Sir 

Nenry BunburYs M-P- for Chesterý avowed that 'the service of my country, was 0 

'best served 'by heartily espousing the Church of England as by law estalblished, 
5 

in opposition both to Fbpery and Fresbytery'. In 1702 the Whig candidates,, 

lCheshire R-0- P DAY*/33.. unfol... Bishop of Worcester to Ld. Warringtont 
December 1701. The Bishop of Worcester had inherited part of the Marbury 
of Mariloury's Cheshire estates. 
2, bid.., Ld. Warrlmgton to J. Crewe, December 6th 1701. 

31bid... DAR/4/60., unfol..,, W. Aston to J. Crewe, Decedeer 7th 1701 
4V. A. Speck,, Tory and Whig., p. 24. 

5j. Ry. L... LeZh of IVme MSS.,, H. Bunbury to F. LeSh,, August 15th 17U+, 
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mindful of the Tories' professions and sentiments., fully expected that 'many 
i 

curates and choirmen (would) poll against us'. let., the evidence of the poll 

'books reveals that the county's Tories did not receive the wholehearted 

support of the clergy; 25 out of 50 clerics in Mi., and 25 out of 61 in 

1702., polled for both the Whig candidates. 

As there are no extant lists of Cheshire non-conformists relating to this 

perioa, it is extremely difficult to establish their political allegiance., and 

contempora: r7 claims that Protestant dissenters accounted for a quarter of the 
2 

countyls electorate just cannot be substantiated. Neverthelesso what evidence 

there is suggests that the non-conformists did, in fact,, fom an important 

part of the WhiZs' electoral interest. Sir John Crewe of Utkinton noted, 

after the 1701 poll., that 'letters being read among the dissenters got Sir 
3 

john Mairwaring two hundred votes'. In view of this remark, the Tories' 

assertion that they triumphed in 1702 despite 'all that could be wrought upon 
4 

by the dissenting preachers and teachers'. does not seem to have I)een mere 

p, 03. itical propaganda on their part. The non-conformists I support for the 

Whigs could not be taken for granted however. When Sir'Willoughby Aston 

questioned Thomas Hough of Sutton,, a leading Quaker, why many of his co- 

religionists had not bothered to vote at all., Aston received 'a cunning reason' 

in reply. Sutton explained 'that their consciences not allowing them to pay 

tithes; if they chose representatives who did not take them away., they should 
5 

bgi roore obliged to pay them'. 

Finally, it is necessary to consider if freeholders generally polled in 

accordance with their landlords' wishes. A comparison of the county poll 

books 0701 and 1702) with Randle Holme's survey, updated to take account of 

'Liverpool R. O. x Aston Diary., August 6th 1702. 
2S. W. Baskerville. 9 Toxy Interest, p. 299. 

3Cheshire R. O-s, DA"/33.. unfol., 'The reasons that enaangered us in the 
election'. 
4B. L.,, Add. MSS. p 29.588, f. 122. 

5Liverpool R. O.,, Aston Diary., December 31st 1701. 
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changes in landownership between 1673 and 1700 , indicates that in many 

townships (see Table 6) a large number of freeholders followed the example 

of the principal landowners. 

TABLE 6: DEFEPMUIAL VOTING 

Township Landlord & Allegiance 
Number of Freeholders 
Votin! r for Landlord's 
Preferred Cnndidates 

Bruen 
Stapleford. 

J. Bruen (Tory) 15 out of 15 

Ince C. Cbolmondeley (Tory) 27 out of 27 

Appleton G. Warburton (Tory) 40 out of 40 

Darnhall T. Lea, (Whig) 24 out of 24 

Duckerifield R. Duckenfield. (Wbig) 24 out of 25 

Barthomley T. Delves (Whig) 28 out of 28., 

On the other hand, there is evidence to waest that some voters were not nearly 

so compliant. John Pickering of Thelwall. a convinced Whig., was surprised and 

angered to 
i 
find 'his tenants all pre-engaged to Sir George Warburton, their 

neighbourl. Although John Warren of Poynton requested his tenants to vote for 

Aston and Cotton., the Whig candidates later complained that this tenants were 
2 

against us'. Tet,, as it has. been established that only a proportion of the 

freeholders who were entitled to vote,, did so, it would be rather otiose to 

come to any conclusion about deferential voting habits on the basis of poll 

books alone. Many tenants may well have abstained from voting in defiance of 

III 
LiverPO01 R. O. . Aston Diary., December 3rd 1701. 

2Cheshire R. O.., T/260, p. 10. 
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their landlords' express connands. It would be equally urrvise to use a sinýgle 

poll book to calculate the size of a county's electorate. The History of 

, 
Parliament Trusts basinZ its estimate on the 1715 poll book, concluded that 

I 
the Cheshire electorate numbered c. 5,000., but if the 1701 and V02 poll books 

are collated the much larger figure of 6,000 voters is arrived at. 

The Tories' success in the 1702 election was repeated in many other 

counties,, giving the IcImrch party' a substantial majority in the House of 
2 

Co n which assembled, for the first time, in October. Not satisfied with 

the alterations that had taken place in the previous July, the Tory ministers 

determined to exploit their strong position inParliament to force further 
3 

changes in local Zovex=ent. In November Sir Roger Mostyn,, recently returned 

as M. P. for Cheshire, wrote to Peter Legh of Lyme,, one of the county's leading 

non-jurors, informing him that 'we shall have a new commission of the peace 
4 

therefore pray send me the names of those you would have added'. The 

revised Cheshire commission, eventually sealed in February, did not remove 
5 

any living Justices (twenty. "ý J. P. s were purged in Devonshire) but'added 
6 

another sixteen Tory squires to the magistrapy. Three months later, Earl 

Rivers,, an ally of the Junto . was dismissed from the Lord Lieutenancy of 
7 

Cheshire and replaced 'by Lord Cholmondeley., aMAS courtier but also the 
8 

mainstay of the county's Tory interest. 

By this time, however, some of the more moderate politicians in the 

ministry were becoming uneasy over the scale and Partisan nature of the chances 

iR. Sedgwick,, The House of Connons 1715-1754., vol. 1, p. 202. 
2W. A,. Speck,, Tory and Whig, p. 113. 

.3L. Y,. J. Glassey., Justices of the Peace, p. 158. 

Legh of Lyme MSS. 2 R. Mostyn to P. Legh, NovemlDer 24th 1702. j Ry. L. 
j, 

5L. &j. Glassey,, Justices of the Peace* P. 158. 
6P. R. O. , C/23i/9# P- 97. 

71bid. 

8 
Supra.. PP. 197-198 
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in county government. In llarch 1704 the House of Lords took the initiative 

and petitioned the Queen, asking her to instigate a review of all the 

c on= - ssions of the peace. Iii'most counties the Lords' intervention achieved 

very little,, for comparatively few of the Justices, dismissed during the Tory 

proscription, were ultimately restored to their places. But,, in this respect,, 

Cheshire was a notable exception. A new co=nission,, sealed in the summer of 

1704.. added fourteen 17higs (twelve of whom had been dismissed in July 1702) 
2 

to the bench. In April 1705 a fixrtber five Whig gentlemen., including Sir 

Robert Duckenfield and George Leicester of Toft (both dismissed in July 1702)., 
3 

were placed in commission. This upturn in Whig fortunes was probably due to 

the influence of týe Janus-like Lord Cholrmnaley whop while supporting the 

CO - unty's Tories,, had no desire to see the Whigs totally demoralized; sometime 

during 1704 William Adamss Cholmondeley's stewards informed Thomas Aldersey of 

Spurstow., who had been removed from the bench two years 
4 

earlier, of 'his Lord's 

design of 'Putting him into the commission of the peace I. Thus,, on the eve of 

the 1705 general election, the Cheshire Whigs had at least regained some of 

the ground lost since the beginning of Anne's reign. 

The 1705 election was dominated by 

the historic decision of 134 Tories to tack the Occasional 
Confomity Bill to the Land Tax Bill in November 1704 ..... 
all ministerial efforts were devoted to keeping ou of 
Parliament any Tories who had voted for the Tack. 

All four members of Parliament for the county and city of Chester (Sir George 

, ffariourton, Sir Roger Mostyn., Sir Henry Bunbury and Peter Shakerley) had 

supported this controversial measure designed 'to prevent the Church of England 
6 

from !: )eing undermined by the occasional conformists'. As a result of his action. 

1L. K. J. Glassey., Justices of the Peace,, pp. 164-165. 
2. p. R. O.., C/231/9., P. 113; CIES/24/150/1 ; CISS/24/150/2. 
3P. R. O., C123119., P. 122; CIMS/24/i50/3; Cheshire R. O. 0, DAR/D/E4P 

Jackson to J. Crewe, May 14th 1705- 
4Cheshire R-O-v DC4/L/49,, 1703 Bundle, R. Critchley to W. Adams,, N. D. 
5W. A. Speck., Tory and 17hig s, p. 98,1 
61A List of Worthy Patriots who voted that the Bill to Prevent 
Occasional Conformity might be Tacked to the Land Tax Bill', Oxfordp 1705- 



218 

Shakerley, the only one of the four to hold government office., was dismissed 

from the Governorship of Ohester castle, and replaced by Lord Cholmondeley 

who was in turn warned by Lord Treasurer Godolphin that his position would be 
i 

endangered if he persisted in aiding the Cheshire Tories. 

Mien rumours of an impending election had first circulated in December 

1704-., Lord Cholmondeley immediately instructed his servants 'to serve Sir 
2 

George Warburton and such other as the gentlemen aZree should stand with him'. 

But in mid-Januar7j, Cholmondeley - heeding Godolphin's warning and ostensibly 

offended 'by the way the gentlemen of Cheshire have taken in setting up our 

Par3dament men without takir4g. any notice of me as if I had no 

interest of my own' - notified his steward that he had 'no thought of appearing 
3 

at the election rgyself or any of my tenants'. Me even threatened to dismiss 

one hapless servant who, no doubt confused by his master's volte face, had 

'the impudence to disperse letters up and down Cheshire for Sir Roger Mostyn 

and Sir George Warburton'. By April, however,, Cholmondeley had changed his 

mind once aZa: Ln2 . and he now ordered his bailiff 'to keep out Sir RoZer (Mostyn) 
5 

by all means (but), do what service you can for Sir Georsel. 

The blatant contradiction between Lord Cholmondeley's actions at the 

centre of politics,. where he was considered to be a Court Whiz,, and his 

behaviour in Cheshire, where he continued to give the Tories some measure of 

support., was certainly apparent to one of his tenants; John Twemlow's letter 

admonishing Cholmondeley for his, ambivalent conduct is worth quoting at lenZt h 

tSirt., he wrote, 

you are pleased to let me understand it is your Lordshipts 
pleasure to have me to vote for Sir George Warburton and none 
else. I admire that your Lordship that was against the Bill 
of Confusion (the Tack) should vote for him that was for the 
Bill. I am mvorn against the pretended Prince of Wales I 
am not wil I ing to vote for one that would bring him in. 

9'Id 

IV. C. H. Cheshire . Vol. 2 j, po 121 ; W. A. Speck., Tory and Whig 1, p. 100- 
2Cheshire R. O.., DC: 4/K/3/16, La. Cholmondeley toW. Adams, December 2nd 17C4. 
3jbid.,, DCHN42, La. CholmonMey to W. Adams., Januar7 16th 1705. 
43: bid,., DC4/K/3/16, La. Cholmondeley to W. Adams., February 13th 1705. 
5jbid.,, DCHA/299 La. Cholmondeley to Tf. Adams., Arril 1705. 
6 

ibid.., DC4/h/49., 1705 Bundle,, J. Tvvemlow to La. Cholmondeley.. April 19th 
1705. 

L 



219 

The Whigs., putting former internal differences and their 1702 defeat 

behind them., fielded two new candidates in 1705 . John Crewe-Offley of Crewe 

and Langham Booth of Mere. A descendant of a Staffordshire family, Offley 

had., in 1684,, inherited the Crewe of Crewe's extensive estates in southern 
I- 

Cheshire. me had previously sat as M. P. for the borough of Newcastle-under- 
2 

Lyme between 1703-1705 and was considered to be a Court Whig. Langham Booth 

was a younger son of'the first Earl ofWarrington and was., like his father., 
3 

reputed to be 'a great Mxig but an ill man'. 

If Tory accounts are to be trusted, the poll., held in late May, was 

disrupted by widespread religious riotinZ. Henry Prescott.. Deputy ReZistrar 

of the diocese of Chester,, recorded in his diary that 'the windows of the 

Cathedral and St. Marys are especially battered, concluded to be done by that 
4 

party which cried "Down with the church" 1. John Dyer, a writer of 'high-church 

newslettersp reporied that 'when'about sixty of the clergy ..... c=e to poll 

Ooe. e the Whiggish rabble said, Hell is broken loose and these were the devil's 
5 

black guard'. Nevertheless, the numerous Tory gentlemen, gathered at Chester 
6 

for the electiorýremained confident that 'the affair takes a Sood aspect'. 

The 1705 Cheshire election demonstrates that the-county community was 

still bitterly and almost totally divided aloqg. party lines. LanSham Booth 

and John Offley's victory at the polls was greeted by the Whigs with 'confidence 
7 

and triumph',, by the Tories with 'surprise and fear'. A limited study of the 

1705 poll book has shown that 'over half of the townships in Cheshire voted 
8 

overwhelmingly for one side or another'. Of the ninety-two gentlemen included 

1G. Ormeroa., Cheshire., Vol. 3,, P. 314. , 
2R. Walcott . 'Division Lists It PP. 30-33. 

3E. L. Ellisq The Whig Junto. Appendix Go p. 42. 

4The Cheshire Sheaf., Third Series, vol. 35 (1940), PP. 44-45. 
511.1l. c., Fifteenth Report,, Appendix., Part 4, p. 189. 
6The Cheshire Sheaf , Third Series. vol. 35 (1940) 

, pp. 44.4+5. 
71bid* 

8, W. jL. Specks, Tory and TnUg., p. 45. 
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in the countyts commission of the peace at the time of the 1705 election,, 

fifty-one polled for Warburton and Mostyn ancl thirty-five for Booth and Offley. 

only two Justices,, Thomas Warburton of Winningtorl and Thomas Wettenhall of 
I 

Hankelow, split their votes between the rival parties. Almost equally divided 

in 1701 and 1702, by 1705 the Cheshire clergy, influenced., perhaps. 1py the 

M. P. s support for the Tack and by the prominence of the anti-church mobs at 

the hustings, were far more incUned towards the Tory candidates; fifty-four 

clerics voted forffarburton and Mostynwherea-s only fourteen polled for Booth 
2 

and Offley. The Dean of Chester who cast a single vote for his nephew., 
3 

Langham Boothp was 'noted and deprecated for it' by the rest of the 

Cathedral's jorebendaries. 

The Cheshire Tories explained their defeat in 1705 in terms of their 

opponents' underhand electoral strategy. - Prescott and Dyer both asserted that 
4 

the Whigs' 'vast majority' was 'wholly owing to above a thousand defeasible 
5 

freeholders that party had made against the election'. In petitioning against 

the result., Sir Roger Mostyn., one of the unsuccessful candidates, complained 

that if this 'new and scandalous practice' was not stopped, 'it mould become 
6 

grievance that will fall upon the whole kingdom'. When the case eventually 

came before the Connittee of Privileges in Jaxmary 1707 . however, the Tory 
7 

petition was dismissed and the Whigs declared duly elected. In 1708 the sitting 

members., Booth and Offley,, were returned as M. P. s for Cheshire without a contest. 

lu. c. N. W. L., Mostyn WSS., 8,423-7, passim. 
21bid. 

3Cheshire R. O. , 1'rescott Diary., May 23rd 1705. 

4offley received 3,165, Booth 3,, 088,, Warburton 29878 and Mostyn 2,605 votes. 
over six and a half thousand freeholders voted in the 1705 election. 
5A collection of Several Paragraphs out of Mr. Dyer's Letters,, London, 1705., 
P. 3; Cheshire R. O.,, Prescott Mary,, May 25th 1705. 
6j. Ry. L.,, Legh of Lyme MSS.,, R. Mostyn to G. Warburton, September 25th 1705. 
The practice of creating freeholders by temporary conveyances of land (faggot 
voters) was not that novel however. In 1702 the Whigs had accused Phillip 
Egerton Rector of Astbur y of 'made interest against us by maldnz 
freebolh leases on purposel. Sheaeving Cheshire R,, O.., T/2670,, p. 12. 
7x. Luttrell.. Brief Relation, vol. 6,9 pe 133. 
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Party principles were not the only issues to divide the county duzIng 

the reign of Queen Anne for certain local matters., particularly the development 

of the rock salt industry and river navigation, also proved to 'be subjects of 

much controversy. William Marbury of Marbury's chance discovery of rock salt 

on his land near Northwich in 1670 was to have far-reaching repercussions in 
I 

Cheshire over the next half a century. Marbury himself died a bankrupt., owing 

over L25., 0001 in 1683 and his rock salt interests subsequently passed to 
2 

Thoma Slyford and Thomas Johnson., merchants of London and Liverpool respectively, 

By the early 1690s these two entrepreneurs were busily engaged in developing 

the nascent rock salt-industry in Cheshire. Finding the cost of transporting 

unrefined rock salt by land prohibitive., however,, -a five mile journey cost 

c, ten shillings per ton - Slyford and Johnson turned their thoughts to water 

transport and proposed that'part of the River Veaver should be navigated. ' A- 

Bill for making the Weaver navigable was introduced in the House of Connons, 
3 

: Ln, 1694 and aziln in 1700', but failed to pass into law on both occasions. 

In 1709 Slyford and his partners revived the project,, publishImS a 

pamphlet to aid the Bill's passage through rarliament,, entitled 'Reasons 

humbly offered for making the River Weaver,, in the county of Chester., naV3. Zable 

from Iforthwich to Frodsham Bridge'. The proponents of the scheme argued that 

navigation would not only lower the cost of transport within the county,, but 

would also 'breed a great many seamen., employ an abundance of our poor and 
5 

bring in considerable sums annually'. In view of these benefitsp Slyford 
6 

argued that $private persons' interests ..... nust give way to the public good'. 

1W. m. Chaloners 'Salt in Cheshire 1600-18701,, T. L. C. A. S., vol. 71 (1961), 
p. 6 6. 
2ý-. Ijughes, Studies in Administration and Finance 1558-1825,. vrith special 
reference to the history of salt taxation in England,, London, 1934.. P. 225. 

3Liverpool R. O. . Aston Diary,, May 26th 1694; B. L. 9 Add. Ims... 3699i4s 
ff . 94-104. 
4B. L... Add- YISS-v 36,9149 f- 86. 

51bid. 

6 
lbicle 
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Unconvinced by these. argnments and believing that the navigation would 

disrupt Cheshire's traditional econony., various sections of the county 

co=unity remained wholly opposed to the scheme, considering it to be Ia 
I 

pernicious self-ended project' which would 'raise Mr. Slyford and xuin 
2 

hundreds of families'. The gentry who owned lands bordering the River Weaver 

alle, ged that the project would cause 'continual overflowing and spoiling of 

the meadow grounds (which) will destroy the rents of the upper lands, for they 
3 

cannot be let without meadows'. On top of this,, the major landowners feared 

the scheme would deprive their tenants of the income they earned by transportir4w. 

coal overland., 'whereby they are better enabled to pay their rents and provide 
4 

for the comfortable support of their families'. 

The proprietors of the lonZ established brine springs at Middlewich., 

Nantwich and Northwich.. apprehensive that the navigation would give the owners 

of the rock mines a monopoly of the local salt trade., were equally antagonistic 

towards the project. Henry Delves.. who possessed interests in salt at Nantwich, 

believed that once the scheme was implemented 'they will have rock so cheap,, 
5 

all the saltworks in Cheshire will be ruined'. Francis Cholmondeley of Vale 

Royal., owner of brine wells at Winsford., condemned 'the vile rock salt' as 

being only notable for 'its natural deformity and unsaving dirty qualities', 
6 

but praised brine as 'the most ancient,, staple commodity of our county'. 

In 1709,, as in 1694 and 1700,, plans to navigate the RiverWeaver caused 

nuch agitation in Cheshire. On each occasion the opponents of the scheme 

organized petitions fmm the principal landowners, the individual IkuxU-eds of 

the countY., the salt towns and from the tenants involved in the land carriage 
7 

of coal. These petitions were then forwarded to Peter Shakerley, M. P. for 

1B. L., Add. MM., 36,914, f. 34. 
21-bide., f- 10- 

31bid. 
sf- 29- 

41bid... ff. 10,20-22. 
51bid. 

, f. 33. 
6, bid., f. 3. 
71bid. ffo ýOm 40 A-4- In 1694 and 1700 local opposition to the Pro-ect 
was 3. ed by Sir Wilfoug 

, 
hbY Aston of Aston. Sir Willoughby died in 170ý and in 1709 Sir Thomas. Aszon ass=ed his father's rble. L 
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ý, MeEter, who championed the anti-navigatiOnists' cause in the House of Commons* 

An experienced lobbyist., Shakerley believed that the project would further 

prejudice Chester's already declining position as a port., and he therefore 

consistently opposed all attempts to pass a Bill for making the Weaver 
i 

navigable. Me endeavoured to persuade his fellow M. P. s 'what pernicious 
2 

consequences this project would be to the country in general', and vigorously 

attacked the Act Is sponsor,, Thomas Johnson,, now M. P. for Liverpool,, as Ia 
3 

person who has not one foot of land either in our county or city'. In the 

event, Shakerley's efforts were fully rewarded for when the Bill was brought 
4 

into the Commons in March 1711 . it failed to gain a second reading. 

In Cheshire., the controversy surrounding the Weaver Navigation cut 

directly across party divisions; Whig and Tory gentlemen., unable to agree 

on matters relating to the church and the constitution, joined together in 
5 

either supporting or condemning the project. Sir Willoughby Aston,, a hard- 

line Whig who held strong anti-Catholic views.. was even prepared to make 

comm n cause with a Papist, Lord Gerard of Gerards Bromley, in opposing the 
6 

Bill, This coalescence between otherwise political opponents has caused some 

scholars to contend that the navigation scheme exerted an important influence 

over electoral politics in Cheshire dulIzIg the latter part of Arme Is reign. 

F: rofessors E. Hughes and T. S. Willan have asserted that 'the equivocal attitude 

of the county members (Langham. Booth and John Crewe-Offley) was one reason why 
7 

they were both defeated in the general election of 1710'. However,, this was 

lchester R. O. x ML/4,, ff - 562,639; B. L., Add. IISS. , 36., 9il+,, passim. 
2B. L. j Add. MSS... 36,914, f- 34. 
3ahester R. O.., NLA, f. 639. 

4COmmons Journals., vol. 16, pp. 521 x 538. 
5B. G. The Astons of Astons Leghs of High Legh (Whigs) 

, Warburtons of Arley 
and CholmondeleYs of Vale ]Royal (Tories) opposed the scheme. The Crewes of 
Utkinton,, Leas of Darnhall. Thornycrofts of Thornycroft (Whigs) 

. Ardernes of 
Arderne and Bunburys of Bunbur7 (Tories) were in favour of the scheme. 
6Liverpool R. O... Aston Diary, November 9th 1693, November 23rd 1693., Decenber 
12th 1693., Februax7 8th 1697, December 15th 1698, January 12th 1699. 

7T. S., ffillans The Navigation of the River Weaver in the Eighteenth Century# 
Chetham Society,, Third Series, Vol- 3 (1951)., P- E. Hughes., Administrat'Orl 

and pinancev p. 260. 
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not really the case for Booth and Cffley were both adverse to Slyford's plans; 

in December 1709 Peter Shakerley, a political opponent of the county's WhiS 

memberso 'informed Langham Booth of it (the navigation) and found him in the 

I. týI same opinion against it as he was last year'. Offley, lilmwise, declared 

himself 'very well satisfied how great a prejudice this project'may be to a 
2 

great part of our county'. 

The Cheshire ILP. s'defeat in the 1710 election was undoubtedly a result 

of the furore aroused by the Whigs, impeachment of Dr. Sacheverell. Charles 

Cholmondele. t., informed Robert Harley that 'most of our gentlemen have thought 

fit to fix upon me with Sir George Warburton to oppose our two impeaching 
3 

members'. Then describing the county election, Sir John Crewe,, aWhig J. P. 

emphasized the prominence of 'the Sacheverell mob (who) made such a riot that 

we could not come to the Shire Hall without the freeholders being struck and 
4 

abused'. The Tory gentry,, Crewe continued,, 'had that Doctor's picture carried 

upon the point of a sword and one of their representatives carried Sacheverell's 
5 

name in his hat like a valentine'. 

Dr. J. S. Morrill concurs with the view that religious rather than 

economic factors were primarily responsible for the Tory candidates' victory 
6 

in 1710P but he believes that 'the Weaver Navigation Bill dominated the 
7 

Cheshire election of 1715'. He has contended that 

groups of Tory and Whig magnates who favoured the navigation 
met atINorthwich and agreed upon a 'compromise' whereby each 
party should put forward one man committed to the Bill ..... 
their candidates were the hard-line Whig., Langham. Booth and 
the anti-Hanoverian Tory., Sir George Warburton. 8 

1B. L., Add. MSS-v 36,914, f. 34. 
21bid., 

v ff. 36.9 38; J. Py. L., Legh of Lyme MSS.., T. Patten to P. Legh., 
March jOth 1710. 
3m. m. c,, Fifteenth Report, Appendix., Parb 41, P. 551. 
4Cheshire R. O. x DAR/D/79, f. 56. 

6V. C. N. Cheshire,, vol., 2,, p. 120. 
71bid.,, P. 122. 
8jbid. it should, however, be stressed that Sir George-Varburton was firmly 
opposed to the scheme. In June 1715 he presented a petition against the 
navigation to the Commons. See, Cheshire R, Op DLT/D/461/3, P. 35; cOM ns 
journalsý vol. 18, p. 169. 
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In my opinion., however,, this highly original account of the 1715 Cheshire 

election is not totally convinciriZ., for much of the surviving accessilble 
i 

evidence suggests that the Weaver navigation played little or no part in 

the contest. 

As plans concerning the River Weaver had aroused so much hostility in 

17099 it would have been foolhardy for the scheme's opponents not to have 

exploited the issue six years later., yet the extensive correspondence relating 
2 

to the election campaign makes very few references to the project. Thus., 

following the Bill's defeat in Parliament in March 1711,, there is nothing to 

indicate that it was a subject of controversy until May 1715 - three months 

after the, Cheshire election - when the Bill was again reintroduced into the 
3 

Commons. Finally., and in my opinion most : Lnportant,, the 'compromise meeting' 

at Northwich was attended by the most vociferous of the county's anti- 
4 

navigationists. 

Between 1710 and 1714 the internal divisions within the county's Thig 

and Tory parties had clearly become more pronounced. As a result. of this. 9 

electoral strategy in 1715 was extremely complex. Following the death of 

Queen Anne on August Ist 1714,9 the Tory M. P. s for Cheshire, Sir George 
5 

Warburton and Charles Cholmondeley,, attempted to assess their chances of re- 
6 

election 1Dy writing to their 'particular friends in every Bundred'. The 

x, esponse was hardly encouraging however; Sir Richard Grosvenor of Eaton evaded 

the issue., considering himself 'but an indifferent judge what turn affairs 
7 

may have on this melancholy occaziont. Other gentlemen,, such as Sir Francis 

ITbe Shakerley MSS.,, now owned and jealously guarded by Sir Arthur Bryant, 
would probably shed further light on the 1715 elections in Cheshire. 
2J. Ry. L., LeSh of Lyme MSS.., passim; Cheshire R. O. $ Leicester-Warren MSS. # 
pa. ssim; Eaton Hall,, Grosvenor MSS., Papers of the fourth baronet,, passim. 
3COngnons Journalsp vol. 18, pp. 141-142,147,168,16q., 171., 177" 182-832,228. 
4The anti-navigationists who attended the meeting were Peter Shakerley of 
Hulme.. Sir George Warburton of Arley and Charles Cholmondeley of Vale Royal. 
5Cholmondeley and Warburton had been returned as DI. P. s for Cheshire in 1713 
without a contest. 
ýEaton Hall, Grosvenor MSSo. Papers of the fourth baronet, C. Cholmondeley 
to R. Grosvenorq August 5th 1714. 
71bid.., R. Grosvenor to C. Cholmondeley, August 9th 1714. 
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Leicester of Tabley and Peter Legh of Lyme,, did not even bother to reply at 
1 

all. The high-Tory squires' reluctance to commit themselves was probably a 

reaction to the sitting members' conduct during the previous ParUamentý for 

both Cholmondeley and Warburton had opposed the ministry and'voted with the 
2 

Whigs against the French Commerbial Treaty. 

John Ward of Capesthorne, M. P. for the Lancashire borough of Newton, 

believed that this disunity within Tory ranks could have important consequences 

for the party's electoral prospects, and he warned Peter Legh of Lyme,, his 

friend and patron,, that 'I don't see without some speedy resolution ..... 3 
what this can end in except giving up the county to the Whigs'. Many other 

of the county's Tories (Lord Barrymore,, Sir Thomas Brooke of Norton, Peter 

Shakerley of Hulme,, John Egerton of Oulton and Thomas Ashton of Ashley) seem 

to have arrived at the same conclusion, and they therefore resolved to'try 

and reach some accommodation with 'the Whigs (who) are certainly as divided 
4 

as we are'. Hence, on the last day of September, Randle Wilbraham'of Nantwicho 

High Sheriff of Cheshire,, announced that 'there should be a general meeting of - 

gentlemen ..... to communicate their sentiments with relation to the elcotion 
5 

of members for the ensuing Parliament'. 

, &ccordingm to Tory sources, the gathering,,., held at Northwich on November 

11th 1714. - was attended by 'a handsome appearance of gentlemen on both sides 

mr could anybody guess we were two parties but by our separation at 
6 

dinner'. After much deliberation it was finaýlly agreed that. for the next two 

elections, each party would field one caruUdate only; in 1715 the Tories were 

to put forward Sir George Varburton and the Whigs, Langham Booth. The Tor7 

gentlemen, pie sent at Northwich, later justifiea this course of action by 

li. Ry. L... Legh of Lyme MSS.,, J. Ward to P. LeSh. August 17th 1714. 
2ý. Walcott,, 'Division Lists',, PP. 35-36. 

3J. Ry. L... LeZh of Lyrae USS., J. Ward to P. Legh; N. D. 
4Cheshire R. O. p DLT/D4.61/3, p. 49; J. Ry. L. , Legh of Lyme MSS. 
F. Leicester to P. Legh, September 2J+th 1714. 
5cheshire R. O.., "TheWilbraham Diaryl. 
j. Ward to P. Legh, October 2-nd 1714. ,f- 33r; J. Ry. L. . Legh of Lyme MSS.., 

6i. Ry. L.,, LeZh of Lyme MSS., Jo Egerton to P. Legh, November 12t4 1714. 
_ 
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claiming our reasons for doing it I Om, sure wil I be very apparent, for the 
i 

votes we have lost are very substantial'. 

However, a number of influential high-Tory squires, who had initially 

refused to endorse Cholmondeley and Warburton's candidacy., remained bitterly 

opposed to the Northwich compact. In their opinion Sir George Warburton,, the 

compromise candidate, had 'deserted his colleague by joining with a person of 
2 

known disaffection to the church and clergy'. William Shrigley professed 

him elf lurvrMing to believe that ever so many gentlemen should be induced 

by a trifle to betray a cause (which) has cost so much labour and toil to carry 
3 

on for some years past'.. Another gentleman sarcastically remarked that 'I am 

sure our Tory friends (can) justify themselves in preferring a Whig to a 
4, 

Whimsical'. 

Mearmbile, the displaced Tory candidate.. Charles Cholmondeley., dissatisfied 

with the outcome of the Northffich meeting, was debating whether or not to 

contest the impending election on his own interest. Cholmondeley' s desire 
5 

fto break this unaccountable Partition Treaty' was not., as Dr. Morrill suggests, 
6 

a result of his opposition to the Weaver Navigation Bill . nor was he adverse 

to the compromise in principle. In fact the consensus of opinion amoriZ most 

Tox-les was that 'Mr. Cholmondeley will perplex the county if he can because 
7 

he is not the first man named ..... if he had been, he would have acquiesced'. 

Since Cholmondeley was considered to be acting out of personal pique and self- 

interestp Sir Francis Leicester., Peter Legh and other Tories who were opposed 

to the Northwich eZreement., 'did what (they) could to have Mr. Cholmondeley 

I, J. Ry. L., Legh of Lyme MSS. I J. Egerton to P. Leghs November 12th 1714. 
The Tories in favour of the compromise claimed their party had lost the 

support of Lord Cholmondeley (300 votes),, Mr. Vernon of Middlewich (100 

votes) and the Gawsworth interest (100 votes). 
2ýaton Hall,, Grosvenor IMS., Papers of the fourth baronet, f,, 168. 
3j. Ry. L., Legh of Lyme YSS., W. Shrigley to P. Legh, November 15th 1714. 

4-Ibid., W. Shippen to P. Legh,, November 27th 1714., 

. 
ýEaton Hall.. Grosvenor MSS. 

', 
Papers of the fourth baronet, C. Cholmondeley 

to R. Grosvenor., December 9th 1714. 

6v. c. H. cheshire, vol. 2., p. 122. 

7cheshire R. O. j, ILTAY+61/3., P. 189. 
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I 
desist'. But when he persisted and formally decia-rea his candidacy,, Legh 

and the other gentlemen decided to place their interest at Cholmondeley's 
2 

disposal. 

As the election approached, the situation in Cheshire became even more 

complicated. The 'Whimsicalt Cholmondeley,, already supported - albeit 

reluctantly - by the hiZh-Tory and crypto-Jacobite squires,, now received the 
3 

backing of his cousin., the Mdg courtier., Lord Cholmndeley. Sir George 

Warburton, on the other hand., was having second thoughts about the expediency 

of his alliance with Langham Booth and the Whigs. Writing to Peter Legh of 

Ly2j, o, Warburton stated 'I am so much at a loss ..... I know not how to comport 
1+ 

jayself 1. Bewildered by the bizarre series of alliances o one gentleman 

commented. 4 'let me turn the scene which way I will., the prospect is a perfect 
5 

medley'. Nevertheless,, the Northwich agreement held firm and the compmmise 

candidates topped the poll; Booth received 3., 059.. Warburton 3,, 053 and 
6 

Cholmondeley 2,516 votes. 

In view of the bitter conflict between Whig and Tory., which had 

dominated political life in Cheshire for much of Ame's reign, the bipartisan 

approach to the IM election is both surprising and difficult to explain. 

The likeliest explanation seems to be that., given both parties internal 

differences and the uncertainty of their chances of success at the polls, 

many Whig and Tory gentlemen decided that a compromise was the most sensible 

course of action. Miatever the reason,, however, it is clear that by the 

accession of George I the rigid party polarity had completely disintegrated. 
.I 

With the county's political elite in utter confusion, the freeholders of 

'Cheshire R*O- j I)LT/U+61/3 p P. 189. 
21bid.,, Pp. 37s 43. 

3jbid., 
q P. 189- 

'+J. Ry. L., Legh of Lyme USS., G. 17arburton to F. Legh., December 13th 1714. 
5Cheshire R. O.., ILT/I461/3p P. 37. 

6 
ibid.., Prescott Diary., February 18th 1715. 
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I 

Cheshire -linostly gentlemen's tenants' - took the opportunity to disregard 

their landlords' directions. Shortly after the pol. 4 Sir Francis Leicester 

of Tabley was informed that I some few of (his) tenants polled single for Sir 

George, some polled single for Mr. Cholmondeley, and some for Mr. Booth and 
2 

Mr. Cholmorideley'. Leicester., who had ordered his tenants to vote for 

Cholmondeley only,, wx7ly remarked 11 cannot but smile to find I was sure 
3 

to be of the right side, my tenants voting every way'. 

lCheshire R. O.., I)LT/4D+61/3, p. 189. 

2I. bid. , P- 52. 

31bid., P- 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

CONCLUSION 

In 1660 the vast majority of Cheshire's traditional governing ehite, 

Parliamentarian as well as Royalist, were united in welcoming the restoration 

of the monarchy. Tet, this consensus proved to be no more than temporary., 

and for much of the period between 1660 and 1714 the county's gentry were as 

bitterly divided as they had been in the 1640s. Why should this have been 

the case? 

It has been argued with some force that during the Civil Wars and the 

Interregnum in Cheshire., 'local tensions and preoccupations proved more 
I 

important than national issues or abstrusive constitutional principles'. 

Local issues and considerations certainly continued, after the Restoration, 

to be a cause of concern and a source of conflict in Cheshire society. In 

1667 the Corporation of Chester., aggrieved that its tax assessment for the 

Royal Aid was determined by county gentlemen, complained to centralg6vernment 
2 

of 'many considerable estates in the county not being taxed at all'. '"Even at 

the height of the Exclusion Crisis in March 1681 . local matters were by ro 

means forgottenfor after the elections to the Oxford ]parliament the Grand 

Jury for Chester presented the city's Whig M. P. s with an addresso demandirý, 

that you will use your best endeavours to pass a Bill for the 
exportation of tanned leather.. which wb conceive will be 
advantageous to this city ..... that the trade of this city., 
so much decayed by the prohibition of the importation of Irish. 
cattle, may revive,, we earnestly desire your utmost endeavour 
to pass a Bill for maldng our river navigable. 3 

But plans for navigating the Dee, opposed by the gentry of Wirral who reclaimed 

the muciflats,, formed by the silting of the river, for the purposes of farming, 
4 

were not implemented for a further twenty years. It is conceivable that this 

I 
J. S. Morrill, Cheshire 1630-1660., P. 330. 

2Chester R. O.., NV3., f- 406. 
3N. L. W., WYnnstay HSS.., C/37. 
4T. 

S. Willan., 'Chester and the Navigation of the Dee, 1600-1750's P. 65. 
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failure to remedy Chester's economic problems was one of the main reasons 

for the defeat of the city's Whigs in the mid to late 1690s. Between 1691+ 

and 1714 scheme's for canalizing a section of the River Teaver were equally 

controversial,, arousing much heated debate in the county and in Parliament. 

The navigation of the River Weaver, advocated by a group of London and 

Liverpool merchants,, who had acquired interests in Cheshire's nascent rock 

salt industry, was vehemently opposed by'various sections of the county 

community - the proprietors of the brine pits. - the owners of riverside lands 

and the freeholders involved in the land carriage of coal - who believed that 

the scheme would disrupt the county's traditional economy. This issue was to 

dominate the county election d-A 1722. 

Nevertheless, the impact of these local issues upon post-Restoration 

Cheshire'society was completely overshadowed by the energence of the Whig and 

Tory parties. From 1679 to 1714 the two parties' differences over the great 

national issues of the day split the county community. During the Exclusion 

Crisis,, the furious Parliamentary debate over the succession was mirrored in 

Cheshire as local Whigs and Tories advocated very different and irreconcilable 

theories concerni-ng the constitution. Their profoundly differing concepts of 

government are,, perhaps, best illustrated by extracts from two charges 

gues - often little'rwre than political harane,; to the Grand Jury of the county, 

in 1677 Sir Peter Leicester of Tabley, a Royalist during the Civil Wars 

addressed the Jurors assembled at Knutsford for the Michaelmas, Quarter Sessions. 

'The Laws, ' he cleclared, 

have not'their maintenance from Parliament ..... but from 
the King; he is both the prim author and preserver of the 
lgws he is uncontrollable in his actions and hath no 
lawful superior on earth to control him. 2 

Although Leicester died shortly before the dissolution of the Cavalier 

Parliament v his views on passive obedience and divine right - the central 

IV. c. IL Cheshire.. Vol. 2., p. 122. 

2Leicester., Charges,, pp. 87-88. 
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tenets of high-Anglican doctrine after 1660 - were later fully endorsed by 

the county's Tories. The loyalists' address to the county M. P. s in 1681 

stated that they 'love the King and the government by a single person and wil. 1 

never be instrumentaIto the introducing of any other government'. 

However,, when delivering the charge to the Grand Jury of Cheshire in 

October 1682, Henry Booth, leader of the county's Whigs,, advanced a very 

different argument. He stressed that I there was no ground for that opinion 

that the King was above the lawt., for such a doctrine would 'render all our 
2 

laws ineffectual and useless'. Booth even went as far as to claim that a King 

who abused his position of authority couldtquite legitimately., be forcibly 
3 

resisted by his subjects. Nevertheless, the events of James II's reign helped 

to blur these differences between the two parties,, and during the 1690s there 

was., in Cheshire, a marked decline in the, intensity of the hitherto acrimonious 

debate over the constitution. Urged on by Booth, the Cheshire lWhigs continued 

to press for limitations on the royal prerogative,, but the majority, bf local 

Tories who,, like the Earl of Clarendon and other leading 'churchmen'. 

questioned William's title to the Crown, no longer had any desire to pose as 

champions of the-executive power. 

In the arena of Cheshire politics,, as in the country as a whole,, 

constitutional questions were often closely associated with religious matters. 

The debate over religion, which preceded the formation of organized parties,, 
4 

stemed from the Restoration itself. Not all of the county's gentry approved 

of the Act of Uniformity and the Conventicle Acts but., more concerned by the 

threat to security from Republicans and sectarians during the 1660s, they 

refrained from openly challenging the intolerant 'Clarendon Code'. After the 

revelations of the Pbpish Plot, however, many Cheshire gentlemen became 

ij. Ry. L. p Legh of Lyme MSS. 
unfol. 

. Papers relating to the 1681 Cheshire election, 

2Booth., Works , p. 650. 

3. Tbid.., ' Pe 649o 
4Suprap-pp. 28-35. 
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convinced that a Popish heir to the throne., in particular,, and Roman 

Catbolicism,, in general, constituted the greatest threat to-national security. 

Although there were few Papists in Cheshire itself,, the neighbouring counties 

of Lancashire and Staffordshire contained many influential Catholic families; 

the Fylde in western Lancashire was 'probably the most staunchly Catholic 
I 

region in the wbole of England'. The widespread recusancy in the surrounding 

counties certainly caused much concern in post-Restoration Cheshire and may 

explain why the local Whigs' anti-Catholicism was so pronounced. Henry Booth, 

who commanded much support in the county: - he was returned as Imight-of the 

shire on, four consecutive occasions (1678,1679,1679 and 1681) before 

succeeding his father as Lord Delamere - declared bluntly that Catholicism 
2 

'was not a religion but an interest which endeavours our destruction'. 

In order to counter what they perceived to be the growing Popish menace . 

many of the local Exclusionists recamended a more tolerant approach to 

Protestant non-conformity. Booth, the most forthright of the countyls Whigs,, 

was insistent on the need for a greater comprehension within the church,, 

claiming that 

it is not prudent to be very strict against them who differ 
from the Church of lbgland only in some ceremonies ..... therefore., it is a very great policy to unite ourselves that 
we may be the more able to resist Popery. 3 

on the other hand, the Cheshire Tories v in their Jury presentments and 

addressesj, constantly asserted that 'the Church of England,, as it is now 

established . ..... is the only bulwark against the Pope and Fbpery ..... and 
4 

all seditious fanatics'. Equating religious non-conforTnity with faction and 

subversion., and believirig that any attack on the privileges of the Anglican 
5 

church would ultimately 'embroil the kingdom in a fresh rebellion'. the 

IR. C. Richardson,, Puritanism, P. 5. 
2BOoth, Worksj, p. 658. 

3, bid. , p. 663. 
4j. Ry. L., Legh of Lyme IISS., Papers relating to the 1681 Cheshire election.. 
unfole 
5p. R. O.,, SP/29/420., f. 184. 
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loyalists advocated that the lmvs should be strictly enforced against all 

dissenters.,. Catholic and Protestant alike. Thus, during the Tory reaction 

in the county, presentments to the court of Quarter Sessions., for absence 

from ch=ch,, rose steeply from 190 in 1679 to 713 in 1685. It is significant 

that., unlike Tarwickshire and Torkshire where the prosecution of Catholics 
I 

declined after 1683., the position of the Cheshire Catholics actually 

deteriorated during this period. 

Although the Toleration Act (1689) granted freedom of worship to Protestant 

non-conformists, and the decade after the Revolution saw a gradual relaxation 

in the enforcement of the laws against the county's Catholics., religious 

issues remained an important element in the political conflict throughout the 

reign of Toilliam III and Queen Anne. , For example, in the 1705 election the 

Whigs vehemently criticized the county's Tory M. P. s for supporting the Tack,, 

while in the 1715 election-Sir George Warburton., the compromise candidate,, 

was castigated by the voters of Farndon for 'joining with a person of known 
2 

disaffection to the church and clergy'. let., the Toriest identification with 

, the church',, and the, Whigs with Protestant dissent., should not be accepted 

without some qualification. By no means all Whigs had non-conformist 

connections or sympathies; Sir Willoughby Aston.. a prominent Cheshire yndg, 
3 

statea that 'I never so much am saw a conventicle in my whole life'. It has 

been argued that 'the lower parochial clergy w4re., with few exceptions., fervent 

Tory partisans'., but analysis-of the 1701 and 1702 Cheshire poll books shows 
5 

that nearly half the countyts clerics voted for the Whig candidates, The Tories' 

overwhelming victor. Y in the 1710 Cheshire election was, achieved on a 'church 

Ij,, Miller,, Popery and Politic.,, p. 191, 

2ýaton Hall., Grosvenor USS.,, Papers of-the fourth baronet., f. 168. 
hiverpool R. O.,, Aston Diary. , April 7th 1684. 
'+J. R. Jones-, Country ancl Court: Eri, -. larul 1658-1714, Lonclons 1978j, P. 43. 
5supra, p. 214. -1 1- 
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in danger' platform., but., prior to the poll, their candidates had actively 
I 

solicited the votes of the dissenters 'in this county where they are numerous'. 

The emergence of parties in the latter years of Charles II's reign has 

been describec6 by Professor J. R. Jones., as the most signif icant political 
2 

development during the post-Restoration period. Indeed, the Exclusion Crisis 

proved to be a watershedý for the genesis of the 7hig and Tory parties 

transformed the entire gamut of political activity in Cheshire. For nearly 

two decades after the RestorationCheshire had., after the exigencies of the 

Civil Wars and the Interregnum,, enjoyed a period of comparative calm., but 

from 1681 to the death of Queen Anne county politics were characterized by 

their turbulence,, as organized groups of Whigs and Tories competed for the 

hegemony which they hoped would ensure the triumph of their particular ideoloZy. 

Divided along party lines, the rival factions within the traditional Zoverninjr. 

blites of both county and city sought support among the populace, encouraging 

freeholders in the county and freemen in the city to participate in the choice 

of Farliamentax7 representatives. As the conflict raged,, so the number of 

people involved in the, political process steadily increased; slightly over 

3., 500"freeholders' voted in 1685., but by 1715 the county eledtorate had 
3 

swelled to over 6,500. As there are no extant P011 books., it is much harder 

to determine the size of the city electorate., but it pimbably rose from c. 1 0000 4 
in 1628 to about 1 . 500 in 1715. 

Between 1660 and 1679 county and city elections were usually decided 
5 

without a contest, but from the Exclusion Crisis onwards the parties' struggle 

to control the Parliamentary seats resulted in more frequent and belligerently 

disputed elections. In Cheshire eight out of the fourteen general elections 

IH, M, C,, Fifteenth Report,, Appendix., Part 4., P. 551. 

2j. R. Jones (ed. ),, The Restored Monarchy 1660-1688, p. le 
3suprap, p. 220. 

4D. Hirst, The Representative of the People?, p. 223; R. Sedgwick, 
The House of Commons 1715-1754, vol. 1,, p. 203. 
5Supra, 

pp. 19,, 31 v 58-61 , 64. 
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I 
held between 1681 and 1715 were taken to a poll.. whereas in Shropshire six# 

2 

and in Lincolnshire only three, of these elections were disputed. Moreover.. 

between 1701 and 1715 only four English counties (Gloucester, Kent., Surrey 
3 

and Sussex) experienced more contested elections than Cheshire. At first 

the Whigs dominated Cheshire's two county seats,, returning both members on 

every occasion between 1681 and 1701,, excepting. the elections to James II's 

parlia nt. However,, by the death of William. III the two parties were more 

evenly balanced,, and during the reign of Queen Anne Cheshire 'came close to 

changing its representation in accordance with the prevailing swing at each 
4 

election'; two Tories were returned in 1702., 1710 and 1713., and two 77higs 

in 1705 and 1708. 

This PartY strife clearly had far-reaching effects upon local government 

arid administration in Cheshire. In 1660 the majority of the county's leading 

gentry hads as in most other areas, like Lincolnshire., been reappointed. to 
5 

the magistracy; only a few incorrigible radicals were excluded. For twenty 

years after the Restoration the Cheshire commissions of the peace remained 

f airly stable and., in most instances., changes were of a purely routine naturep 

such as the removal of dead. Justices. But after the emergence of party 

distinctions, the patronage of the great seal was exploited by both Zhig and 

Tory for partisan purposes. Their endeavours to pack the 1sench with supporters. 

and purge it of opponents, resulted,. over the period as a whole. in a marked 

change in the size of the magistracy and the social status oý its members. 

In 1661 the Cheshire cominission of the peace comprised fifty local gentlemen, 
6 

whereas the last conmission of Ame's reign contained eighty-six names. In 

'V-C-IL Shropshire., vol- 3, pp. 254-256; H. Horwitz., Pblitics in the reign 
of William ITI., P. 331 ; W. A. Specks Tor y and Whig., p. 129. 
2c. Holmess Seventeenth-Century Lincolnshire, p. 240-249; m. Horwitz$, Eblitics 
in the reign of William Ill., P. 331 ; W. A. Speck., Tory and Thig., p. 128, 
3g. jL. Speck,, Tory and Whig,, pp. 126-131 
4, bid.., Po 77- 
5Supras p. 22. 
61,. 

R. O. 2 CliES/24/133/1; CliES/24/151/11. 
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the twenty years following the Restoration the county's J. P. s were selected, 

almost exclusively., from an elite group of between sixty-five to seventy 

gentry families, but after 1681, as the two parties struggled to attain a 

majority on the bench,, magistrates were, out of necessity, drawn from lower 

down the social scale. Thus,, by 1714 the Cheshire magistracy included families 

such as the Davies of Manley., the Frodshams of Elton and the Vawdreys of, 

Riddin,,,., s. These were of a comparable social and economic status to the 
i 

justices of 'humble origin' appointed during the Commonwealth and would., 

fifty years earliers, -have only aspired to serving as Head Constables of their 

respective Handreds. 

Notwithstanding the frequent alterations in the commissions of the peace., 

Dr. Glassey has stated that., in general., the bench of Justices reflected the 
2 

county comminity in acontinuous existence'. Although the regulations of the 

bench were often more severe in Cheshire than elsewhere, the evidence of 

Cheshire would, on the face of it,, seem to support Dr. Glassey's argument; 

of the fifty f ami IJ es named in the commission of 1661 , thirteen were extinct 

by 1714 but thirty-one of the remaining thirty-seven families were still 
3 

represented on the bench. ý However., this rather simplistic comparison does 

not tell the whole story as for =1 h of the time between 1681 and 1714 the 

Cheshire commission of the peace was very far from being representative of 

the ccunty's landed elite; the twenty-three Thig J. P. s purged during the, 

years 1680-1682 were not restored until after the Glorious Revolution; the 
5 

twenty-five Tory Justices removed in 1689 were not reappointed until 1702. 

1j. S. Morr3.3.1,, Cheshire 1630-1660, p. 224. 

2ý. K. j. Glassey., Justices of the Peace, p. 267. 

3The 
extinct families were the Breretons of Brereton, the Breretons of' 

Handforth., the Crewes of Utkinton,, the Duttons of Hatton, the Lucys of 
HenburY,, the Marburys of Marbury, the Findars of Idenshapr., the Powells 
of Birkenheads the Savages of Rock savage, the Smiths of Hatherton, the 
Venables of Kinderton., the Venables of Antrobus and the Wilbrahams of Troodhey. 
4Supra, 

v P. 162. 
5Supra., pp. 201-202. ' 
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With regard to Cheshire., it would be more accurate to -conclude that the 

commissions of the peace reflected the deep partisan divisions which existed 

in county society for much of the period between the Exclusion Crisis and the 

accession of George I. 

In the borough of Chester the situation was slightly different. Initially, 

the clash between Whig and Tory in the city,, fuelled by the annual elections of 

Mayor and Sheriffs,, was,, if anything .,., more intense than in the county. Indeed, 

the rival parties' attempts to manipulate electoral procedures for their own 

advantage., and Charles and James II's assault on the city's independence., 

resulted in acute political instability in the period between 1681 and 1698. 

First one party., then the other gained the upper hand., but neither was able 

to consolidate its position. For tl=ee years after the dissolution of the 

oxford Parliament the Whigs, who enjoyed a majority in the Assembly and 

controlled the, Mayoralty., maintained an ascendancy., but in 1684 the Cmrn, 

whose campaign against the boroughs was well under way by this date,, intervened 

on behalf of the loyalists. The city's charter of incorporation was annulled 

by writ of Quo Warranto., the Whig Aldermen and Common Councillors (over half 

the Assembly) Purged and replaced by Tories, But Tory dominance was., in turn, 

undermined, firstly by the reversal of royal policy under James II., and 

second: Ly-by the system of popular elections to the Common Council, inauZerated 

by the WhiZs in 1693. Thus., the Glorious Revolution did not., as in Norwicho 

'bring to an 
i 

end a period of chronic constitutionalp political and religious 

instability'. It was only the Toriest victories in the minicipal elections 

of 1697 and-1698, followed by the re-establishment of the Corporation as a 

self-perpetuating oligarclW., immune to pressure from the co=noruUty, which 

proved ultimately decisive. Consequently, after 1698j. when the clash between 
2 

Whig . and Tory reached its zenith in many boroughs, like Ludlow and Portsmouth. 9 

politics in Cheýster were extremely tranquil with the city returning two Tory 

M. p. s.. unopposed, throu&bt the reign of Queen Ame. 

la. T. Evansp Seventeenth-Century Noxwicht P. 318- 
2-V. 0 . 52,, ,. If. Shropshire., Vol. 3P pp. 283-291; W. A. Speck,, Tory and Whigs P. 
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Nevertheless, the fierce political conflict of earlier years certainly 

left its mark upon the city. Admittedly., the Crown's attack on Chester's 

rights and privileges did not continue after the Revolution., while -the 

experiment in open government lasted for only five years., but other develop- 

ments had a funds ntal affect upon the borough. As rival groups of Whigsand 

Tories fought to 'achieve predominance (1681-1698)., they each enlisted the 

support of county gentlemen who were thus presented with an ideal opportunity 

tooestablish an influence within the Corporation. Indeed, in Chester both 

parties were headed by county gentlemen; the Whigs by Colonel Roger Whitley of 

Feele, vand the Tories by Sir Thomas Grosvenor of Eaton. The gentry's increased 

authority in the city was to prove ultimately disastrous 
, 

to Chesterts long- 

cherished independence for, from 1695 orwards, both the borough's Parliamentary 
I 

seats passed entirely into the hands of county landovvners. 

This 'rage of party.. outlined above, has been described as permeating 
2 

tthe whole fabric of national lifel and 'dividing the nation into opposing 3 
camps$., but recent-research has shown that both the intensity and the survival 

of party divisions throughout the period varied from county to county. For 

example. 9 in Westmorland 'there was a strong polarization of interests between 

1700 and-170212- but 'by 1705 the situation was ripe for inter-party negotiationsp 
4- 

c=promise and the, breakdavvn of party conflict'. Although the 1701 and 1702 

Cumberland elections revealed a clear Whig/Tory polarity., this was, not sustained 

and the desire for a compromise solution 'proved to be the death knell for 
5 

party, contests until 17221. In Shropshire the rival parties reached a similar 

arrangement. owhereby the 00untY returned one Whig and one Tor7 M. P. throughout 
6 

the reign of William III. 

IV. C. H. Cheshires Vol. 2, p. 127. 
2 

G. Holmes and W. A. Specks The Divided Society, p. 2. 
3j. R. jones (ea. )., The Restored Monarchy 1660-1688., pel* 
4R. HopId-won,, Cumberland arid Westmorland Elections , p. 272. - 
5jbid. 

6 
V C. H. Shropshire., vol- 3., P- 257- 

ký 
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It woulclq therefore., appear that the animus between the two parties was 

more embittered and prolonged in Cheshira than in some other counties. In 

1682, only a short while after the emergence of party distinctions,, one observer 

noted that the differences between the Cheshire gentry had already developed 
I 

'beyond all probability of an accommodation'. When writing to Robert Harley 

from Lancashire in 1705,, Sir John Bland,, M. P. for Pontefract., reported that 

'things are very quiet and easy in these parts ..... but in Cheshire Otis 
2 

otherwise'. Referring to the situation in Cheshire during the late Stuart 

period, Dr. J. S. Morrill has stated that I there was no talk of 'neutra2ity,, 

only of traitors., converts or allies aomss the frontiers of the two party 
3 

system'. Furthermore, an examination of the 1701., 1702 and 1705 Cheshire poll 

books shows that 'the frontiers of the two party sytteml were rigidly maintained 

and rarely crossed. Comparatively few of the county's freeholders split their 

tickets between rival candidates or changed their voting behaviour from one 

election to another. Over the course of these three county elections as few 

as nine leading Cheshire gentlemen altered their political allegiance, and of 
4- 

these only three changed both their votes. In other countiess such as 
5 

Northamptonshire,, the floating vote was much larger. 

Several reasons can be suggested to explain why 'the rage of party' was 

more acute in Cheshire than elsewhere. In the first place, the clash between 

Whig and Tory was underlined by the struggle between two families for pre- 

eminence in Cheshire. Prior to the Civil War Cheshire, without a resident 

aristocratic overlord., had been an archetypal gentry countyq dominated by a 

lyartindale,, Life., P. 2Z7. 

21i. M. C., Fifteenth Report., Appenaix., Part 4, p. 203- 
3V. C. H. Cheshirev Vol. 2., p. 120. 
4The 

six gentlemen who changed one of their votes were Thomas Ashton of 
Ashley., Lawrence Booth of Twemlow., Roger Comberbatch of Nantwich, John 
Dodd of Broxton.. William, Gan2ll of Crabwell and'Peter Shakerley of Hulme. 
The three gentlemen who changed both their votes were George Dodd of 
Audlem, George Hockenhall of Trenton and Charles Hurleston of Ficton. 
Ag. A. Speak., Tory and Whig., p. 24. 
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closely related elite of -about twenty-five to thirty families of comparable 
I 

standing. By the 1660s,, however., the two wealthiest landowners in thO. county, 

the Cholmndeleys of Cholmondeley and the Booths of Dunham Massey, were 

emerging above the rest. Both fsmilies were rewarded with titles at the 

Restoration; Robert Cholmondeley was created Viscount Kells (Irish peerage) 

Sir George Booth was raised to the English peerage as Lord Delamere. During 

the Exclusion Crisis Cholmondeley,, a high-Anglican., led the Tories, while the 

Booths, sympathetic to Protestant dissent., headed the county's Whigs. In the 

elections to the Oxford Parliament the former declared himself determined $to 
2 

baffle the mighty Booth ..... interest'. 

The rivalr7, between these two families was only complicated by the 

Stanleys' 1, Earls of Derby., retention of the Lord Lieutenancy of Cheshire. 

Although the Stanleys' influence in the county had greatly declined with the 

sale of many of their estates during the early seventeenth century., Charles., 

eighth, Earl of Derby was, nevertheless., appointed Lord Lieutenant of Cheshire 

in 1660. But after the ninth Earl's equivocal response to the Prince of 

orange's invasiont the Lieutenancy was given to Henry Booth, second Lord 

Delamere, as a reward for his decisive action against James II. Shortly 

before his appointment Delamere stated 'he would not value all the King could 
3 

give him except he might have that' (the Lieutenancy), The-Booths' (created 

F, arls of Warrington in 1690) hold on the office was shortlived however. After 

the first Earl's death in 1694 the Lord Lieutenancy passed, first,, to Earl 

Rivers., an associate of the Ainto., and then,, in June 1703 t to Lord Cholmondeley 

(created an English Baron in 1689 and Earl Cholmondeley in 1706) who held the 
4 

office until 1713 when he was dismissed for refusing to support the Tory 

ministry over the French Ccmmerdial Treaty. Although a convert to Mdggery 

1M. D. G. Wanklyno Landed Society, p. 24; J. S. Morrill, Cheshire 1630-1660, 
Pe 4. 
2supra, P., 72. 

3p. A. Hopkinss Jacobite Conspiracy, p. 406. 

4As there was no resident Tory peer on whom the Oxford ministry could relYv 
Cholmondeley was replaced by the Earl of plymouths a Worcestershire landovmer. 
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after the Assassination Plot and considered to be a Court Whig thereafter., 

between 1703 and 1713 Cholwndeley, nevertheless,, used his extensive powers 

of patronage as Lord Lieutenantiand influence as a major landowneroto support 

the county's Tories. Cholmondeley's Janus-like behaviour was undoubtedly 

caused by his desire to establish an ascendancy over the Booths, who continued 

to head the Tndg interest in Cheshire throughout the reign of Queen Anne, 

Secondly, the radical political philosophy of Menxy Booth,, second Lord 

Delamere and first Earl of Warrington,, and his uncompromising leadership of 

the Cheshire Whigs had a Profound effe6t upon the development of party po3. itics 

in the county. In comparison to Sir Robert Carr, leader of the Lincolnshire 
2 

Whigs, who did not wish to sever completely his affiliations with the Court, 

or Lord Newport, head of the Whig interest in Shropshire, who disassociated 

himself from the opposition shortly after the dissolution of the Oxford 
3 

parlia=nt., Booth was an unrelentless opponent of the Crown. As M. P. for 

Cheshire in all three Exclusion Parlia=nts he came closer than almost any-one 

to rejecting hereditary monarchy, declaring that 'the next of blood has no 
4 

absolute or inherent right to the Crown'. In 1682-83 Booth demonstrated that 

he was quite prepared to resort to armed resistance in pursuit of his political 

aim . and in 1688 he was, not surprisingly, the first to rise openly against 
5 

james II; 'our deliverancel., he argued,, 'must be by force'. Moreover, he 

later gloried in the part he had played in overthrowing the King - see his 
6 

pamphlet entitled 'Why King James ran away from Salisbury'. one of the few 

leading Vhigs to justify the Revolution by reason of James II havins broken 

the contract that existed between a King and his sulýjectp., Booth even asserted 

that 'the King and the Queen (Wil IJ am and IW7) received their Crown from the 

ISupral, pp. 205., 219s, 226. 
2-C. Holmes., Seventeenth-Century Linrolnshire., p. 244. 
3&H. D. Haley., Shaftesbury', p. 642. 
4BOoth,, Worksp p. 980 
5B. L.., Add. MSS*v 41,805, f. 222. 
6Booth., Works,, pp. 56-67. 
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hands of the people upon such terms as they gave it'. Booth's extremism, 

condemned by the county's 
2 
Tories in 1681 as 'a lively emblem of nonsense,, 

sedition and distraction'. undoubtedly exacerbated the differences between 

the Cheshire gentry and, up until his death in 1694, prevented any lasting 

accommodation between the two parties. 

, Finally,, the course of the Exclusion Crisis and the Tory reaction in 

Cheshire had significant long-term repercussions. Indeed,, the bitterly 
34 

contested elections of 1681 and 1685., the Duke of Monmouth's progress, the 

Tories' conviction that Delamere and his associates were deeply involved in 
5 

the Rye House Plot and the presentment before the court of Great Sessions of 

twenty-eight, leading Whig gentlemen on a charge of treasonous azsociation and 6 
sedition were not easily forgotten or readily forgiven, for these events 

continued, v long after the Revolution., to colour the rival parties' perception 

of one amther. In 1690 Sir John Crewe of Utkinton, one of the twenty-eight 

gentle=en accused of sedition in 1683,, asserted that 'Itil n7 memory fails me, 

I 
_shall 

be cautious of that party who actually made the presentment or was 
7 

zealous about it'. Similarly., Colonel Roger Whitley,, Mayor of Chester 1692-95.. 
explained the Upheavals within the Corporation during his mayoralty by 

8 
reference to the Tories' complicity in the surrender of the city's charter. 

As late as 1701 the second Earl of Warringtono who was a young child at the 

time of Exclusion , made it kllýln that he was resolved to suPPOrt the candidacy 

of Sir Robert Cotton and Sir John Mainwaring because 'both ventured and 
9 

suffered for us in the late reigns'. 

I 'The Charge of the Rt. Hon. HenrYq Earl of Warrington on the 25th day of 
April 16931,9 State Tracts., Vol. 2,, P. 346- 
2Supra., p. 102. 
3Supra.. pp. 71-74,131-134. 
4Supra.. pp. 102-105', 110-119. 
5Supra,, pp. 119-122. 
61bid. 

7Chester R-O., q CR/63/2/691., f. 184. 
8sup3mo* po 178* 
9Cheshire R. O,.., -nAR/F/ý3,, unfol, 
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When memories of old grudges did begin to fade., however., new developments,, 

such as the Triennial Act of 1694, revitalized the party conflict. Professor 

J. R. Jones haz stated that 

the regular and frequent general elections occasioned by the 
Triennial Act intensified and perpetuated political animosities 
and divisions,, contributing directly to the rage of party that 
was the chief characteristic of politics down to the 1720s. 

Admittedly., the effects of this Act were not immediately felt in Cheshire - 

the county's Toriess demoralized. by the Revolution and the 'Mdg proscription 

that followed,, did not field any candidates in 1695,1698 or 1700 - but the 

five contested elections between 1701 and. 1715 certainly helped to keep the 

party spirit alive. After the accession of George 1, Peter Shakerley, M. P. 

for Chester 1698-1714, looked. back on the preceding reign, remarking that 

if the heats and divisions amongst the gentlemen, arul even 
amongst the freeholders also., bad been in some measure 
forgotten,, yet at the end of three years another Parliament 
being then by the Triennial Act to be called, they have 
broken out again with greater violence. 2 

Although the legacy of Exclusion 1-blitics., the consequences of the 

Triennial Art and both parties, compulsion to worst the traditional enemy 

whenever possible all ensured that political activity in Cheshire continued 

to focus around a rigid Whig/Tox7 polarity., it would, nevertheless,, be quite 

vrmng to contend., as S. A. Watson has done, that 'the profound disagreements 

and animosities which were both revealed and created by the Exclusion Crisis 
3 

remained fundamentally unchanged to the end of Anne's reign'. The cynical 

alliance between Sir Thomas Grosvenor (Tox7) and Colonel Roger Whitley (Whig),, 

vehement'opponents since the early 1680s, in the Chester election of 1695 

temporarily disrupted the old party divisions in the borouZhj and contributed 

to the collapse of the hitherto powerful Whig interest in the city. There was.. 

moreovers a gradual change in the composition of the parties in Cheshire; for 

I 
J. R. Jones,, Country and Court., p. 10& 

2, Eaton nxll, Grosvenor ms, Papers of the fourth baronet,, f. 298. 
3S. A. Watson# Parliamentary Political Interests in Lancashire and Cheshire 
in the late 17th and early 18th Centuries. 9 University of Manchester M. A. 
thesis., 1979.. N 3. 
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example,, six Just-ices of the Fbace,, who supported Booth's radical doctrines 

in the 1680s, refused to sign the voluntary Association in 1696 and voted for 
1 

the Tory candidates in 1701 and 1702. Furthen3ore, by the early years of 

Arme's reign both parties were subject to internal divisions. Most Whigs, 

attached to the Booths by tradition, continued to follow the leadership of 

the second Earl of Warrington,, a politician of decided Countr7 principles$ 

but a small group, led by Earl Rivers., had developed links with the Junto. 

Broadly speaking, the Tories can., likewise, be divided into two groups. The 

first took the oaths of alleg,, iance under Queen Anne,, played an active part 

in local government and were committed to a Protestant succession, The second 

group refused all oaths, remained aloof from the administration of the county 

and were.. if anything., inclined towards Jacobitism. These internal differences 

were finally revealed in the series of bipartisan alliances that emerged durdmg 

the 1715 election. Yet, it should be emphasized that the 1715 contest was 

untypical of Cheshire politics (1681-1715) as for'much of this period the 

county comnunity had been polarized by the bitter electoral warfare between 

the Whig and Tory parties, 

1B. L. 1, Add. MSS-v 36913, f. 233; Liverpool R. O.., Aston Diary, March 16th 1696, April 5th 1696; Chester R. O.., CR/63/2/12, passim. The six J. P. s 
were Sir Richard Brooke of Norton., John Bruen of Stapleford, Charles Hurleston 
of pictonS Thomas Swettenham of Swettenham, William Whitmore of Thurstanton 
and Randle 77ilbraham of Rode. 
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TABLE I 

MSENTMENTS BM*IORE THE COURT OF QUARTER SESSIONS 
FOR NON ATITMANCE AT ChURCH, 1661-1702 

PROTESTANT RELIGIOUS 
DATE CATHOLICS DISSWIMRS PERSUASION TOTAL 

UNKNOWN 

1661 37 2 io 49 
1662 7 32 4 43 
1663 2 80 - 82 
1661+ 40 12 - 52 
1665 74 60 - 131+ 
1666 32 - - 32 
1667 81 4.6 - 127 
1668 66 32 - 98 
1669 125 29 4 157 
1670 4 34 - 38 
1671 104 20 - 121+ 
167Z 45 2 - 47 
1673 51 2 - 53 
1671+ 80 14 - 91+ 
1675 66 17 6 89 
1676 88 29 4 121 
1677 32 35 5 72 
1678 59 32 - 91 
1679 146 38 6 190 
1680 114 25 1 140 
1681 213 38 34 285 
1682 219 211 20 450 
1683 215 258 50 523 
1684 308 228 93 629 
1685 348 273 92 713 
1686 37 54 6 97 
1687 7 - 18 
1688 - - 1689 12 - 12 
1690 282 3 285 
1691 239 4 243 
1692 206 3 209 
1693 350 - 350 
1694 409 - 409 
1695 71 - 71 
1696 82 - 82 
1697 32 9 41 
1698 - - - 
1699 109 109 
1700 13 13 
VOI - - 1702 



TABLE 

si-= 

BROX. BUCK. 
IA 

Total No, of Voters in 1701 270 829 51b, 
-0, 

Total No. of Voters in 1702 369 1086 
Total No. Who Voted in 1701 and 1702 134 533 29 
Total xo. Mio Voted in VOI Only 146 296 
Total No. Tho Voted in 1702 Only 235 553 
Total No. of rotential Voters C-1700702 515 1382 8 5ý'ý 

Double Whig Voters in 1701 and 1702 23 244 
Double Tory Voters in 1701 and 1702 93 198 
Single Whig Voters in 1701 and 1702 
Single Tory Voters in 1701 and 1702 
Split Voters in 1701 and 1702 9 4"' 

Double Whig Voters in 1701 Only 53 150 
Double Tory Voters in 1701 Only 73 108 00 ,,. -'ý 
Single Whig Voters in VOI Only - 1 1 io, 
Single Tory Voters in 1701 Only 
Split Voters in 1701 OnlY 10 33 

Double Whig Voters in 1702 Only 40 196 20 
Double Tory Voters in 1702 only 191 318 
Single Whig Voters in 1702 only - - 
Single Tory Voters inA702 Only - 
Split Voters in 1702 Only 4 40 

. 
11 61t4 

Floating Voters: From Whig to Tory 4 2Z 
From Whigi to Tory - 6 ' 
From WIdg to Split Vote 2 6 

"1 

From Tory to Whig 
ý -' 

2 8 
From Tor y to Whig 
From Tory to Split Vote 2 3 
From Split Vote to Whig 2 3 
From Split Vote to Tory 6 40 

Denotes Freeholders Listed Under 'Townships in the Several 

96 
i32 
lIE38 

73 
6 

I1 

a 

8 

I 

"Not 9 ,a Aý 0-I. 

ng-, 

TV's 

lit, 

IZOI AND 1702 

NANT NORTH. TOTAL 
372 
576 

484 
586 

289 
385 

138 
2 

3., 422 
199 279 16o 

9 
1 

4., 525 
1 928 173 

377 
205 
307 

129 
225 

137 9 1,494 
749 791 514 

91 
229 

2#597 
6poig 

127 108 29 830 40 112 109 1 813 

1 6 3 - 23 

116 
51 

94 
76 

34 
87 

57 
66 

743 
615 

2 6 
6 33 8 14 

2 
115 

24.0 
130 

118 
178 

40 
177 

16 
68 

1,063 
1,91+33 

ý6 7 6 
3 

99 4 

13 16 
, 

9 91 
4 
4 

1 
2 3 1 

31 3 1 25 

6 
4 
1 1 13 

4 26 5 13 
88 
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RESTORATION AND EXCLUSION 
IN THE COUNTY OF CHESHIRE' 

by Pj CHALLINOR 

T he rebellion in Cheshire of August 1659, commonly called 
Booth's rebellion, was a violent expression of the dissatisfac- 

2 
tion felt by 'a party of alienated landowners'. The salient feature 

of Cheshire society during the 1650s was the growing concur- 
rence between former Parliamentarian and Royalist gentry. The 
diary of Thomas Mainwaring, Sheriff of the county in 1657 and a JP 
throughout the Commonwealth period, reveals that he was 
socially more intimatewith Lord Cholmondeley and Peter Leicester, 
both former Royalists, than with his fellow Justices of the Peace. 
Moreover, of the twenty-eight leading gentlemen supporting the 
rising of 1659, eighteen came from Royalist and ten from 
Parliamentarian backgrounds. Did, however, this coalescence 
discernible among the county 61ite survive the Restoration or did 
the unfettered refurbishing of the monarchy and the harsh 

religious settlement re-open and re-define previous animosities? 
it seems probable that the common purpose of the Cheshire 

gentry, which had been engendered by the Protectorate's 
approach to the county's administration, was to some degree 

shattered by the Restoration Settlement. Little is known of the 
Cheshire elections to the Convention and Cavalier Parliaments 
but the return of two Presbyterian sympathizers in 1660 and two 
high Anglicans in 1661 could suggest some degree of polarity 
within county society. Prior to the ejection of twenty-nine 
ministers under the Act of Uniformity in August 1662, ' disagree- 
ment had already arisen between convinced Anglicans and those 
unable to accept the doctrines and practices of the established 
church. In January 1661 Adam Martindale, Vicar of Rostherne, was 
ordered by Sir Peter Leicester, a deputy lieutenant, to read a 

II would like to thank Dr M. D. G. Wanklyn and Dr J. S. Morrill for reading and 
commenting on a draft of this article. 

2 For a more detailed discussion of Cheshire during the 1650s see J. S. Morrill, 
Cheshire 1630-1660: County Government and Society during the English 
Revolution (1974), chapters 6 and 7. 

-'A. G. Matthews, Calamy Revised (1934), p. xii. 
160 
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proclamation forbidding any persons to assemble, 'upon pretence 
of preaching, teaching or praying'. ' Martindale's refusal to read 
the proclamation resulted in him being harassed by Anglican 
justices and led eventually to his imprisonment at Chester. 

In September 1663 Sir Evan Lloyd, Governor of Chester Castle, 
observed that 'the dangers threatening Chester do all proceed at 
this time from one party or faction called Presbyterians'. He 
reasoned that 'the Presbyterian gentry in these parts are 
discontented seeing themselves out of Commissions of the Peace 
and Lieutenancy and other employments in the state and like to 
continue so, their religion and nature agreeing well with ruling and 
not obeying'. 2 It is true that the passing of the Corporation Act 
(December 1661), which was designed to remove from office those 
who had been closely identified with the Commonwealth regimes, 
had severely curtailed Presbyterian influence within the 
Corporation of Chester. 

When the Commissioners for the AvVell Governing of 
Corporations' (headed by the former Royalist Lords of Derby, 
Cholmondeley and Brereton) visited the city in August 1662, they 
dismissed the Recorder, John Ratcliffe, 10 of the 24 Aldermen, and 
13 of the 40 Common Councillor S. 3 The severity of the purge 
nearly approached that of February 1646 when Parliament had 

4 removed 17 Aldermen and 7 Common Councillors. It is, however, 
difficult to reconcile Lloyd's alarmist prognostications with all the 
available evidence, for Parliamentarian gentry, among them many 
Presbyterians, were both included and active on the Post- 
Restoration Commissions of the Peace. At the Easter Sessions of 
1663, held at Knutsford, former Parliamentarians outnumbered 
supporters of the crown by 5 to 4.5 

Of those present, Thomas Marbury, John Daniel and Jonathan 
Bruen had been committed opponents of the crown during the 
First Civil War. The appointment of Sir George Booth, who had 

I R. Parkinson (ed. ), The Life of Adam Martindale, written by himself, Chetharn 
So(iely, Old series, vol. 4 (1845), pp. 145-52. 

2 P. R. O., SP/29/57, f. 142. 
3 Chester City Record Office, A13/2, ff. 135-136'. 

4 A. M. Johnson, Politi(s in Chester during the Civil Wars and the Interregnum 
(ed. P Clark and 11. sla(k, 1972), 1). -15. 5 Cheshire Record Office, Q. J. 13.11A, p. 72. 
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been created Lord Delamere after the Restoration, as Custos 
Rotulorurn and the activity of Sir Thomas Mainwaring, Sir Peter 
Brooke and Thomas Marbury on the Bench of justices may 
account for the comparative leniency with which non-conformity 
was treated in Cheshire. Examination of the Quarter Session Files, 
in the Cheshire Record Office, reveals relatively few presentments 
for moderate non-conformity during the post-Restoration period. 

1661-1678 998 Presentments of Catholi( s for non-attendance at Church 
1661-1678 332 Presentments of Quakers for non-attendance at Church 
1661-1678 179 unidentifiable presentments for non-attendance at Chur(h' 

Overall there is a marked contrast between the numbers 
presented for moderate dissent and those accused of Popish 
recusancy and Quakerism. To landed society, Quakers and other 
radical sectarian groups posed a far greater social and political 
threat than those who dissented from the church over ceremonial 
matters. Even Henry Booth, the future exclusionist MP for 
Cheshire, asserted that the Conventicle Act was intended against 
'Quakers and others of that sort'. 2 Similarly, in 1665 Peter Dutton, 
a Sheriff and justice of the Peace under the Protectorate, 
apprehended twenty Anabaptists, describing them as 'those 
fanatic sort of people [that] are of late very peremptory'. 3 

Although there is much evidence to indicate that the more 
extreme dissenting sects were most severely proscribed, religion 
generally continued to exercise a divisive influence over the 
county community. In October 1663, after insistent demands from 
many of the local gentry, Sir Geoffrey Shakerley was appointed 
Governor of Chester Castle. ' Shakerley, a former Royalist officer, 
conducted over the following years a personal crusade against all 
forms of dissent. He was particularly active within the city of 

I C. R. O., Q. S. F., 1661-78. 
2 the Works of Henry Booth, Earl of Mirrington (1694), p. 662. 3Cjlendar of State Papers Domesti(, 1664-166S (henceforth CSPD), p. 226. 
4P. R. O., SP/29/76, f. 85. The petition requesting Shakerley's appointment was 

signed by both former Parliamentarian and Royalist gentry and stated that 'the 
placing of a stranger (though otherwise deserving) as Governor of the Castle of 
Chester is not pleasing to our county as if a gentleman of the same county 
were therein placed'. Local sentiment and not a desire for a greater 
enforcement of the religious legislation was the primary concern of the 
signatories. 
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Chester itself, where he attempted to suppress 'the pest of 
disobedience and non-conformity that continues rife'. ' When, in 
July 1665, he disturbed a conventicle at the house of Dr Thomas 
Harrison, a former chaplain of Henry Cromwell, Shakerley 
reported that 'these are not Anabaptists, but of the first and worst 

2 
stamp of sectaries and therefore require the more severity'. As 
Governor of Chester Castle, he strove to enforce the Cavalier 
Parliament's religious legislation, but his authority in the city was 
undermined by the lenient attitude the Corporation adopted 
towards dissent. Despite the purge of the Corporation in August 
1662 Shakerley considered that the non-conformists were still 'so 
linked into the magistracy by alliance that it is very difficult to 
bring them to punishment'. ' 

In March 1672 Charles, in an attempt to free the crown from an 
over-dependence on the Anglican interest, proclaimed a 
Declaration of Indulgence which offered a limited toleration to 
Catholic recusants and Protestant dissenters. Despite its ques- 
tionable constitutional foundations, both lay and clerical 
Presbyterians were favourably pre-disposed to the Declaration 
and many former ministers, who had been ejected in 1662, 
applied for licences to preach. ' 

Nevertheless, the approbation of the Presbyterian Sir John 
Crewe was qualified by the telling remark that he was thankful 
'the Quakers and some of the Anabaptists will have no benefit 
hereby'. ' The Anglican reaction was somewhat less enthusiastic 
and Shakerley complained that 'our northern spirits grow faint 
when they Ithe dissentersl breathe out so many requests'. ' 

Other prejudices and fears fostered during the Civil War and 
the Interregnum continued to exert an influence within Cheshire. 
There was some resentment at the post-Restoration distribution 
of honours. When, in June 1660, Thomas Stanley of Alderley was 
created Baronet, Lord Brereton and ten other 'loyal' subjects 
petitioned the King, objecting that he (Stanley) had 'constantly 
withstood the Royal interest in general and particularly had, since 

1( VD, 1664-1665, p. 461.2 Ibid. 3 Ibid. 1666-1667, p. 12. 
4 [he Cheshire Sheai, 3rd Ser., vii. 3,68-9. Under the Declaration, Cheshire 

Presbyterians licensed 39 preachers and meeting houses. 
"Ibid, 3rd Ser., ii. 40-1. "C SPD, 1672-1673, p. 300. 
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the defeat of Sir George Booth, sat on the bench as a justice of 
Peace and indicted of High Treason him and divers persons of 
quality of that party, and obliged divers by bond or recognizance 
never to acknowledge a King'. ' 

Of greater concern were matters relating to the security of 
Cheshire. The garrison of Chester was strategically important, 
exercising an influence over the unprotected counties of 
Lancashire and Staffordshire, and was additionally regarded as 
both 'the key of North Wales' and 'the guardian of the great 
passage from England to Dublin'. Venner's abortive rising of 
January 1661 had demonstrated that not everyone welcomed the 
restitution of the old order, and in October 1662 Thomas Legh of 
Chester reported with some alarm that 'the meetings of Rump 
officers and soldiers and non-conformed ministers are more 
numerous'. 2 Consequently the Deputy Lieutenants were in- 
structed to be vigilant 'over those of the Republican party', as it 
was believed 'that there is a design among men of desperate 
fortunes to make some sudden insurrection'. 3 

Cheshire was again in the following year thought to be a likely 
area for a rising of malcontents. The militia was put in a posture of 
defence and Major John Duckenfield and Captain John Griffith 

were secured in Chester Castle. ' As late as November 1665 
Thomas Croxton was questioned to establish if he was privy to a 
plot of former army officers. Despite the general concern 
generated by issues of security and religion, apprehension was 
primarily directed against the military and religious radicals who 
had played little or no part in the rapprochement of the 1650s, 
and in particular against those who had been active in the 
suppression of Booth's rising. 

As few regular troops were maintained after the disbandment 
of the New Model Army, responsibility for internal security rested 
primarily with the trained bands. During 1662, however, the 
efficiency of the Cheshire Militia was impeded by a protracted 
dispute involving central government and the Lord Lieutenants of 
Cheshire. Traditionally the Stanleys, Earls of Derby, had held the 
joint Lord Lieutenancy of Lancashire and Cheshire, but their 

'P. R. O., SP/29/23, f. 73.2 (-Spo, 7661-1662, p. 519. 
3 Ibid. p. 442.4 CSPD, 1663-1664, p. 298. 
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influence within the latter county had declined with the sale of 
the majority of their Cheshire estates during the early seven- 
teenth century. ' Notwithstanding his father's conspicuous 
loyalty, the 8th Earl's relations with the crown had remained 
strained since his marriage in 1650, upon which he had returned 

2 'to join the rebels of England'. This mutual antagonism was to be 
further exacerbated in March 1662 when the King refused to 
assent to a bill for restoring the Stanley's alienated Welsh lands. ' 

Nevertheless, at the Restoration Charles, 8th Earl of Derby, was 
appointed Lord Lieutenant of Lancashire and Cheshire. After the 
passing of the Second Militia Act in March 1662, however, Derby 
was surprised to find Lord Brereton commissioned with him as 
joint Lieutenant of Cheshire. 4 informing his Cheshire deputies of 
Brereton's appointment, Derby mischievously suggested 'there is 

never one of you that is fit to truckle under him and I shall be in 
some trouble 'til I hear how you resent it'. 5 This sign of disfavour 

was probably caused by the crown's concern over Derby's 
appointment of deputy Lieutenants, ' but the situation was further 

complicated by the factionalism of the Lancashire Royalists. At 
the Restoration Sir Roger Bradshaigh and Colonel Kirkby had 

unsuccessfully attempted to have Lord Gerard of Brandon 

appointed Lieutenant of Lancashire and, frustrated in their intent, 
they had begun to disparage many of Derby's nominations to the 
deputy Lieutenancy of that county. By 1662 Bradshaigh and 
Kirkby's campaign of aspersion and innuendo had achieved its 
aim, for the crown refused to confirm the appointment of Sir 
Edward Moseley and Thomas Preston, considering them to be 

'Between 1558 and 1642 the Stanleys sold the Manors of Boseley, Aston, 
Darfold, Hurleston, Neston and Walley. 

2 H. M. C. 7th Report, see Introduction. 
3 BI Add. MS 33589, f. 218; CSPD, 1661-1662, p. 316. 
4 P. R. O., C. 231/7, f. 181. 
11 C. R. O., DLT/1311, f. 123. 
"Journals ofthe House ofLords, ii. 454. On 12 May 1662 a conferencewas held 

between the Lords and Commons during which the latter objected to the Lords' 
amendments to the Militia Bill. The Commons complained that 'their 
Lordships have altered it by making the power absolute in the Lieutenant in 
commissionating all officers without the King's consent either precedent or 
subsequent'. 
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disaffected, ' although both had paid heavy composition fines. ' 

There is no evidence that the Cheshire Lieutenancy was a subject 
of controversy until 1662, but it is significant that Derby had 

appointed three former Parliamentarians as deputies in 1660, all of 
whom were removed after Brereton's appointment. ' 

The post- Resto ration Militia Acts not only confirmed the 

crown's supreme control over the armed forces, but additionally 
restricted the Lord Lieutenant's powers of patronage. For much of 
the period between the Armada War and the outbreak of the Civil 
War, Lieutenants had enjoyed the right to appoint their own 
deputies. The Militia Act of May 1662 specifically stated that, 
although the respective Lieutenants had authority 'to constitute, 
appoint, and give commissions to such persons as they shall think 
fit to be deputy-Lieu tenants', it was only upon his Majesty's 

approbation of them that he shall give them deputations 

accordingly; the crown unequivocably reserved the right 'to 

commissionate or displace such officers'. 4 
Derby's complaint that 'anciently the Lord Lieutenant gave 

commissions to his deputies without expecting the King's 

approbation', and that 'this is the only example of any recom- 

mendation of persons against the inclination of the Lord 

Lieutenant,, 5 went unheeded by central government. Despairing 

of the whole affair Derby retired to his seat at Knowsley and, 
ignoring repeated requests from Secretary Nicholas, refused to 

allow Brereton access to any commissions or orders relating to the 
Cheshire militia. " The resulting delay in the appointment of 
deputy Lieutenants and the settlement of the militia caused much 

concern to the county gentry, who complained that 'the divisions 

among the Lord Lieutenants retards and hinders the King's service 

so as to leave the county in so bad a condition in such turbulent 
7 times' .A calmer approach to the administration of the Cheshire 

'P. R. O., SP/44, Entry Book 1, f. 78; SP/63/308, f. 87. 
2(-alendar of the Proceedings of the Committee for Compounding with 

Delinquents, ii. 1061; ii. 1164; v. 3268. Moseley compounded at L4874 and 
Preston at 11592- 

3 C. R. O., DLT/Bll, f. 127. 
4 14 Car 11., C3. P. R. O., SP/29/61, f. 85i. 
'P. R. O., SP/63/308, f. 87; SP/44, Entry Book 1, f. 78. 
"7 C. R. O., DCH/L/50, unfol. 
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militia only returned after Brereton's death in 1664 whereupon, 
becoming sole Lord Lieutenant again, Derby immediately re- 
appointed those deputies against whom Brereton had formerly 
objected. ' 

Although enmities forged in the decades prior to the 
Restoration continued to influence Cheshire society, forces largely 
unrelated to Civil War animosities began to affect the county 
community. Between 1667 and 1673 the conflict of urban and rural 
interests engaged the attention of many in Cheshire. The 
controversy over the relative amount of assessment for the Royal 
Aid to be paid by the county and city was reminiscent of the 
disputes that had arisen over the payment of Ship Money. 2 The 
Corporation of Chester felt particularly aggrieved that their 
contribution was determined by county gentlemen who left 
'many considerable estates in the county not being taxed at al It. 3 
The disagreement was eventually referred to the Lords of the 
Treasury, who, in December 1669, ruled that the city should pay 
1: 770 and the county L400 of the outstanding arrears. 4 Angered by 
what they considered a biased judgement, the Corporation 
remained obstinate and the debts were still unpaid in May 1672. 
The antagonism is, however, primarily of interest because it 
demonstrates that at a time of religious tension men of differing 
political and religious sentiments, like the Anglican Sir Thomas 
Smith and the Presbyterian John Ratcliffe, could act in unison to 
defend municipal rights against the encroachment of both former 
Parliamentarian and Royalist gentry. 

It would be mistaken to assert that in the years after the 
Restoration Cheshire society was harmonious, for the dissonant 
attitudes men adopted on matters of religion ensured the 
contrary. Yet the extent of this rift must not be over-emphasized. 
The by-elections that occurred between 1661 and 1679 reflect little 
religious antipathy, and that of 1669 was contested by two firm 
Anglicans, Thomas Cholmondeley of Vale Royal and Sir Phillip 
Egerton of Oulton. Moreover, Sir Thomas Mainwaring's diary, 5 an 

'Ibid. DLT/BII, f. 127.2 Morrill, op. cit. p. 28. 
3C. C R. O., ML/3, f. 406. 'Ibid. ff. 432-6. 
5C. R. O., DIDX/384/2. 
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invaluable chronicle of the Cheshire gentry's social habits, shows 
that he frequently hunted and dined in the company of former 
Royalists and future Tories. 

In 1676 Mainwaring's eldest son, John, married Elizabeth, 
daughter of Roger Whitley, and two years later his daughter 
Elizabeth married Peter, the son of Sir Geoffrey Shakerley. Both 
Whitley and Shakerley had been Royalist officers. Therefore, 
although memories of intestine strife and the incessant debate 

over religion continued to influence the county consciousness, 
the reassertion of mutual ties of friendship and marriage restored 
a degree of harmony to the landowning families in Cheshire. ' As, 
in the early 1640s, so in the early 1680s, it was central rather than 
local issues which were to cause divisions in Cheshire society. 

By 1672 the heir apparent's conversion to Catholicism was 
obvious to all. in his work on Popery in post-Restoration England, 
Dr J. Miller has stated that 'the fact of the Duke of York's 

,2 Catholicism underlay all the politics of the period . From the 
court's point of view its Catholic policy and French alliance of the 
early 1670s had been an unqualified failure and had only 
succeeded in reanimating the virulent anti-Catholicism which was 
an inherent feature of English political behaviour during the 
seventeenth century. in 1674, with the appointment of the Earl of 
Danby as Lord Treasurer, Charles ostensibly returned to the 
'Cavalier Line' which had been so successful earlier in the reign. 
Danby advocated loyalty to church and crown and demanded a 
greater enforcement of the laws against all dissenters from the 
Church of England (Catholic and Protestant). In his charges to the 
Cheshire Grand juries, Sir Peter Leicester constantly advanced the 
Cavalier conception of government. He insisted on a total 
obedience to monarchical authority and warned against Papists 
and Sectaries who 'are ever working against the peace and unity 

'Similarly, the Gleggs of Gayton and Cottons of Combermere, opponents 
during the Civil War, intermarried during the post - Restoration period. The 
majority of marriage alliances (1660-79) involving former Royalist and 
Parliamentarian families were contracted between younger sons and daughters 
as most heads of middling and upper gentry families chose partners from 
outside the county. 

2]. Miller, Popery and Politi(s in England, 1600-1688 (1973), p. 121. 
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both of Church and State'. ' To achieve his aims Danby attempted 
a more systematic management of the court interest in the 
Commons, but in doing so aroused fears that he wished to create 
a 'Standing Parliament' and make the legislature subservient to 
the executive. Aware of developments in France, many 
Englishmen viewed Catholicism as inextricably bound to doctrines 
of arbitary government. Paradoxically the somewhat arbitary 
methods Danby used to enforce his Protestant policy, especially 
the Non-Resisting Oath of 1675, raised fears of Popery and 
absolutism. By 1678 his persecuting Anglicanism had created a 
vociferous 'Country Opposition' whose aim was to dissolve the 
Cavalier Parliament and thereby destroy his influence. 

When, in thesummerof 1678, thegovernment failed to disband the 
army that had supposedly been raised for war against France, 
suspicions that Charles and Danby intended to subvert 
Parliamentary government were increased. Amid the political 
uncertainty, Titus Oates' stories of a 'Popish Plot' to kill the King 
and the coincidental murder of Sir Edmund Berry Godfrey raised 
the atmosphere, in the capital, to a fever pitch. 2 When, in 
November 1678, Coleman's letters, which implicated James in 
plans forcibly to reconvert England to Catholicism, were pre- 
sented to the Commons, it became inconceivable that James 
would escape untainted. Over the following years the'Popish Plot' 
was used ruthlessly by the Earl of Shaftesbury and the Whig Party 
in their attempts to exclude James from the crown of England. 

The position of Chester on the main route from London to 
Ireland was crucial in ensuring that the county did not remain 
unaffected by the vicissitudes of the 'Popish Plot'. In early 
November several Irish officers, returning from the recently 
disbanded army, were arrested at Chester by the Mayor, William 
Harvey. His diligence was not, however, totally appreciated by a 
beleaguered court and he was instructed by Secretary Williamson 
to release the officers, 'they being such as have His Majesty's leave 

3 to return to their own country'. Nevertheless, the incident was 
1M. Halcrow (ed. ), Chirges to the Grand /ury at Quarter Sessions, 7660-1677 by 

Sir Peter Leicester, Chetharn Society, 3rd Ser., v (1953), p. 44. 
21. P. Kenyon, The Popish Plot (1972), p. 77. Godfrey was the magistrate to 

whom Oates had first confided his depositions. 3 CSPD, 1678, p. 512. 



RESTORATION AND EXCLUSION IN CHESHIRE 370 

not without consequence, for Harvey wrote to William Williams in 

London that 'it is the admiration of both City and Country how 

these persons being Roman Catholics should have Commissions 

so lately delivered to them'. ' A week later Williams informed the 
Corporation that, 'these Commissions have been the subject 

2 matter of much of the debate of the House'. He further 

instructed the Mayor to compile a list of all suspected Papists 

within the City. Although there were found to be only twenty-six 
Catholics owning property in Chester, many of whom were non- 

resident, the Corporation remained sufficiently concerned to 

cancel the traditional Christmas watch, due 'to the great danger 

this Kingdom is conceived to be in of an insurrection of the 
Roman CatholiCS'. 3 

On 24 January 1679 the Cavalier Parliament's long existence 
was finally ended. The unremittent attacks on Danby and the 
court's loss of initiative in the investigation of the plot induced 
Charles to dissolve Parliament. In many areas the first general 
election for eighteen years was held amid an atmosphere of 
extreme tension. Yet, despite the incident of the Irish officers and 
the fact that many gentry in the neighbouring county of 
Staffordshire had been accused of complicity in the Popish Plot, 

the elections in Cheshire were not contested. Sir Thomas 
Mainwaring and his son-in-law Peter Shakerley journeyed to 
Northwich, where 'there was a very full meeting of gentry about 
pitching upon two knights to serve in Parliament'. 4 Given their 
future behaviour, the return of Henry Booth and Sir Phillip Egerton 

as members for the county seems to have been a compromise. in 
Chester, William Williams and Sir Thomas Grosvenor were elected 
Burgesses for the city. 

Henry Booth was the eldest surviving son of George, Lord 
Delamere. In 1673 he replaced his father as Custos Rotulorum of 
Cheshire and in 1678 he was elected member for the county. 
William Williams was the son of the Rector of Llantrisant, 

Anglesey, and had in 1667 been appointed Recorder of Chester. 

1C. C. R. O., MF/97, f. 23. 
2 H. M. C. 8th Report, App. Pt. 1 (1881), p. 390, 
3 C. C. R. O., AB/2, p. 106. 
4C. R. O., DDX/384/2, p. 166. 
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Described as 'a very ingenious man and a true son of the 
Church', ' he had been returned as Burgess for Chester at the by- 
election of 1675. Both Booth and Williams had, in the final years of 
the Cavalier Parliament, been vociferous members of the'Country 
Opposition'. In one of his first speeches after being elected to the 
House, Williams demanded that the nation's grievances be 
remedied before supply was passed .2 Booth was equally bel- 
ligerent and when, in November 1678, Lord Russel proposed 'that 

3 
the Duke of York might be removed from the King's Presence', he 
seconded the motion. 

By May 1679 the central political issue was no longer the 
investigation of the Popish Plot but the exclusion of the Duke of 
York from the crown of England. The First Bill of Exclusion was 
read for the second time on 21 May and it was resolved by 
207-128 votes that it should be put to a Committee of the Whole 
House. Booth and Williams were active in the attempts to exclude 
James and in the debates of 11 May Henry Booth stated that the 
Duke of York was 'a man whose principle is to destroy the religion 
and gentry of England'. Therefore 'we shall not exasperate the 
Duke more by this Bill to incapacitate the succession than we 
have done already. I would have the vote for a Bill [of Exclusion) to 

4 pass now'. On 27 May Charles prorogued and then dissolved 
Parliament. Of those who voted for Exclusion 80 per cent were 
returned for the same constituency while only 55 per cent of 
those who had opposed the Bill were re-elected to the following 
Parliament. 5 Sir Phillip Egerton had, alone of the Cheshire 
members, voted against the Bill and in the elections of August 
1679 he was replaced by the exclusionist Sir Robert Cotton. The 
debate over the succession dominated the elections held in the 
summer of 1679. Exclusion, never an issue that received national 
approbation, derived its support from well-defined regions. ' By 

'I. H. Hodson, Cheshire, 1660-1780: Restoration to Industrial Revolution 
(1978), p. 5. 

2 A. Grey, Debates of the House of Commons from the Year 1667 to the Year 
1694 (1763), iii. 342-3.3 ibid. vi. 133.4 ibid. vii. 256. 

5A. Browning and D. I. Milne, 'An Exclusion Bill Division List', Bull. Inst. Hist. 
Reýearch, xxiii (1950), 207. 

h ibid. p. 206. Exclusion drew its most pronounced support from London and 
the Home Counties, the South-West and the Northern Midlands. 
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returning two committed exclusionists, Cheshire demonstrated its 
approval of Shaftesbury's objectives. Although Sir Thomas 
Grosvenor abstained from voting on the First Bill of Exclusion, he 

was re-elected, along with William Williams, as MP for the city of 
Chester. 

Despite the uncontested return of Henry Booth and Sir Robert 
Cotton to the Second Exclusion Parliament, there was, neverthe- 
less, a developing polarity discernible in Cheshire. The 
Exclusionist's attempts to influence the succession questioned the 
hereditary nature of the English monarchy. Booth's attitude was 
unequivocal; it would, he wrote, 'be a strange conclusion to 
suppose that the people obliged themselves to submit to the 
posterity of that man whom they first chose as King'. ' It therefore 
followed 'that the next of blood has no absolute or inherent right 
to the crown, but that he may for the good of the nation be set 

2 aside'. The exclusion of a Catholic monarch was the 'raison 
cl'ý! tre' of Shaftesbury's party, but many of their demands, 
additionally, undermined the Restoration settlement. To counter 
the Popish menace their propagandists proposed a greater 
toleration for dissenting Protestants. Henry Booth was insistent on 
the need for a greater comprehension within the Anglican church 
which would enable 'several thousands to conform and be very 
good sons of the church'. 3 In 1660 the crown's control over 
foreign policy and the armed forces had been acknowledged by 
Parliament. However, Charles' dubious manipulation of the army 
in 1678 had forced many to re-consider the question. By proposing 
that the people 'ought to be satisfied with the ground and reason 
of the war before they make themselves chargeable to it', 4 Booth 
proposed a fundamental redefinition of monarchical authority. 

in Cheshire the genesis of what was later to be termed the Tory 
Party was not only a response to Whig refusals to countenance any 
other expedient but exclusion, but also to their attacks on the 
Restoration Settlement of church and state. ' Although both 

parties viewed the dispute from an essentially conservative 

'Hen. Booth, Works, p. 98. 
2 ibid. 3 Ibid. p. 459. 'Ibid. p. 648. 
'By the summer of 1680 those who supported and those who opposed 

Exclusion became increasingly known as Whigs and Tories respectively. 
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standpoint, the Tories feared above all else a renewal of civil 
conflict. In February 1679 Edward Hyde of Norbury expressed his 
concern that 'the proceedings go into the very method of '41 and 
except matters be speedily adjusted it will make worse for the 
church'. ' Primarily supporters of the Anglican establishment, 
Cheshire Tories nonetheless sensed the conjunction between 
church and crown. Their conception of the constitution echoed 
the Straffordian ideal of the King, as 'the arch of order and 
government', for 'the succession of the crown was the chief pillar 
of the government and that breaking into it, upon any pretence 
whatsoever, was no less than a dissolution of the whole 
constitution and nothing but disorder and confusion would 
ensue'. 2 

The Parliament elected in the summer of 1679 did not meet 
until the autumn of the following year. in the intervening months 
the Whig leadership mobilized popular support and organized a 
series of petitions calling for the assembly of the new Parliament. 
Aware of a growing reaction to Whig extremism, the court 
attempted to strengthen its position in Cheshire. In April 1680 the 
Commission of the Peace was reorganized and six leading Whigs 
were removed from the Bench of Justices. 3 The purge may, 
however, have suffered from a lack of co-ordination between 
central government and the localities for the new commission 
included not only influential Tories, like Sir Robert Leicester of 
Tabley, but also Sir Willoughby Aston and Edward Glegg of 
Gayton, who over the following years proved to be determined 
opponents of the court. If, conversely, their inclusion was 
intended to detach potentially moderate men from an intran- 
sigent opposition, the plan was unsuccessful. The regulation of 
the Commission of the Peace was followed on 30 April by the 

4 
appointment of Sir George Jeffreys as Chief justice of Chester. 
Jeffreys, an ambitious and aggressive lawyer, had by 1680 proved 
himself a committed supporter of the crown and his appointment 
provoked considerable resentment among Cheshire Whigs. 

'The John Rylands University Library of Manchester, Legh of Lyme MSS, 
Edward Hyde to Rich. Legh. 

2 3p. p Hen. Booth, Works, p. 471. '. 0. 
' 

C231/8, pp. 26,29. 

G. W. Keeton, Lord Chancellor lefireys and the Stuart Cause (1965), p. 148. 
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For the Whigs to succeed in excluding James it was essential 
that Parliament should be summoned. When it finally reconvened 
on 21 October 1680, Henry Booth declared 'every man knows the 
great need we have had of a Parliament these seventeen 
months'. ' More importantly, the delay in calling Parliament was 
seen to endanger the constitutional position of the legislature. 
Booth articulated the fears of many members when he stated, 
, this delaying of Parliament seems to portend the laying of 
Parliament aside; and if so, an army will follow, for the King must 

2 govern either by a Parliament or an army'. The reassembly of the 
Commons additionally enabled the Cheshire members to respond 
to the appointment of Jeffreys and the purge of the county's 
Bench of justices. Although Booth stated somewhat sardonically 
that he did not resent his exclusion from the magistracy, he 

attacked the wider political implications of the regulation. 'The 

nation', he declared, 'sees very plainly who and what sort of 
person rules the roost; by all enquiry I can make, I do not find that 
any man is put out but such as were very active against the 
Papists, such as are against arbitary power and such as approved 
the Bill against the Duke. 3 On 13 November the Commons 

attacked Jeffreys for the part he had played in presenting an 
address to the King abhorring tumultuous petitioning. Describing 
him as 'Sot' and 'Jack Pudding', Booth criticized Jeffreys' appoint- 
ment to the Cheshire judiciary. He complained particularly about 
the arbitary authority the Chief Justice had exercised over the 
county court of Great Sessions, where Jeffreys had held only one 
sitting that year 'and then went away and left half the cases 

4 untried' . 
Thus exclusion, intruding into county affairs, forced provincial 

communities to divide over an issue of national importance, but it 
would be wrong to contend that by the Autumn of 1680 Cheshire 
landed society was totally polarized. Some Whigs and Tories 
continued to hunt and dine together as they had done in years of 
a calmer political climate. When the Second Bill of Exclusion was 
being heatedly debated at Westminster, Sir Thomas Mainwaring, 
a committed Whig, did not find it impolitic to associate with 

1 Hen. Booth, Works, p. 122.21bid. p. 123. 
3 Ibid. p. 131.4Grey, op. cit. vii. 462. 
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loyalist Tories. On 6 October 1680 he entertained Thomas 
Cholmondeley of Vale Royal at Over Peover ' and on 15 
November Mainwaring dined at Tabley, 2 the seat of Sir Robert 
Leicester. It is difficult to explain the continued social intercourse 
of Whig and Tory as a concurrence of moderate factions, for 
Mainwaring, Cholmondeley and Leicester adopted extreme and 
conflicting views concerning exclusion. The maintenance of social 
relationships during a time of political crisis can, perhaps, be more 
usefully viewed as a demonstration of the durability of the ties 
that had been established between lanclowning families in the 
post-Restoration years. That national issues did influence county 
affairs was often deeply regretted. in 1684, when many Cheshire 
Whigs had been accused of treasonous association, familial ties 

continued to moderate the intensity of party divisions. After 

searching his brother-in-law Sir John Crewe's house for arms, Sir 

John Arderne, a captain in the militia, nevertheless thought it 

necessary to justify his actions. He wrote, 'you must and would 
have done the same had you exchanged circumstances with me' 
and 'none is more desirous to be on kind and good terms with you 
than myself; nature and the former strict bonds and usages of 
amity makes me covet it'. ' 

In January 1681 the Second Exclusion Parliament was prema- 
turely dissolved, thereby placing an increased strain on the 
county's social 61ite. The dissolution was viewed by many as a 
further inhibition to the redress of national grievances, but, 
remembering Charles' former inconsistencies, many Whigs con- 
tinued to believe that the King would ultimately be forced to 
desert James. This belief was given some credence by the 
developments of February 1681 when the Commission of the 
Peace was again revised to include Henry Booth and Sir Thomas 
Mainwaring, 4 and by the crown's intention to hold elections for 
yet another Parliament. 

Of the three successive elections to the Exclusion Parliaments, 
that of February/March 1681 was alone disputed in Cheshire. It 
was, perhaps, inevitable that Cheshire elections (when they 

1C. R. O., DDX/384/'2, p. 222.2 ibid. p. 225. 
3 Fhe Cheshire Sheaf, 3rd Ser., ii. 17-18 
4 P. R. O., C231/8, p. 42. 
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occurred) would be bitterly contested because, grossly under 
represented, the county returned only four members to 
Westminster. Shropshire, a county of similar size and wealth, ' 

boasted twelve Parliamentary seats. The election of 
February/March 1681 was, however, to be particularly acrimo- 
nious. Tory support had been too feeble to contest the second 
election of 1679, but by 1681, determined to take the matter to the 
poll, the sitting members, Henry Booth and Sir Robert Cotton, 

were opposed by Sir Phillip Egerton of Oulton and Sir Robert 
Leicester of Tabley. Primarily a conflict between Whig and Tory, 
the election of 1681 was also a struggle between the two major 
lanclowning families in Cheshire, the Booths of Dunham Massey 
and the Cholmondeleys of Cholmondeley. Created Viscount Kells 
in 1660, Cholmondeley owned extensive estates in south-west 
Cheshire from which he derived an income of nearly L5000 p. a. 

2 by the mid-1670 S. Booth influence was conversely concentrated 
in northern Cheshire and southern Lancashire. The families were, 
moreover, characterized by distinct religious attitudes, for, while 
Cholmondeley had been disturbed by the growth of dissent in 
Cheshire, Delamere had continued to give countenance to non- 
conformist preachers by employing Adam Martindale as his 

private chaplain. Consequently, Cholmondeley considered a 
Whig victory would be a danger to both church and state as well 
as a reflection upon his personal authority in the county and he 

was therefore determined 'to baffle the mighty Booth and Cotton 
3 interest'. 

in the weeks prior to the contest the Cheshire Whig and Tory 
parties were pre-occupied with extensive electoral organization. 
Lord Cholmondeley, who was resident in London, sent a series of 
detailed instructions to his steward, William Adams, urging him to 
secure the interests of the neighbouring gentry. By 5 February 
Adams was able to provide 'an account of the votes secured in 
these parts'. ' Cholmondeley was particularly insistent that his 
tenants should vote according to his orders and he warned his 

I M. D. G. Wanklyn, lanclownership, Political Authority and Social Status in 
Shropshire and Cheshire, 1500-1700', lournal of West Midland Studies, 11 (1978), 
23. 

2C. R. O., DCHA, 29. 
3 C. R. O., DCH/K/3/4, unfol. 41bid. 
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steward to be vigilant of those who did not 'that I [Cholmondeley] 
may set a mark upon them for time to come'. ' Aware that his 
deferential control had been eroded by his ancestors' forbearance 
in making chattel leases, 2 Cholmondeley was incensed by Whig 
attempts to canvass in and around Malpas. He complained 
bitterly of Mr Clutton Wright 'labouring with might and main to 
draw off my friends and tenants-a thing so treacherous and base 

that I did not think he had so little gentle (man) in hi M,. 3 The Whig 
leaders were more direct in their approach to the electorate; on 
16 February Sir Thomas Mainwaring and Nathaniel Booth travelled 
to Macclesfield, where there were many freeholders, 'to speak to 
the Mayor and Aldermen about the election .4 

The Cheshire 

election of 1659 had demonstrated the arbitary control the Sheriff 

exercised over the location and duration of a poll and in mid- 
February a group of leading Whigs took the wise precaution of 

meeting the incumbent Sheriff, Edward Downes of Shrigley. ' Both 

sets of candidates were initially confident of success, but by 12 
February rumours circulated in the county that Sir Robert 
Leicester had withdrawn from the contest. Although the Tory 
leaders condemned this as a stratagem designed 'to weaken and 
divide opposing interests ,, h they were, nevertheless, aware of their 

apparent vulnerability. In the faint hope of deterring the Whigs 
from 'spending a considerable sum on polling', Lord 
Cholmondeley instructed his steward that the rack and lease 
tenants should proceed to the poll in one body 'that my interest 

may seem the more considerable'. ' if, however, Leicester's 
interest proved inconsequential, Adams was to order the tenants 
to give their second votes to Sir Robert Cotton. 3 As Cotton was 
no moderate, ' it seems probable that Cholmondeley's desire to 
humiliate the Booths transcended his concern to return men of 
moderate principles. 

The poll began on 28 February and ended at mid-day on 2 
March, but Tory claims that they still had 1500 voters to poll is not 

'Ibid. 2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 4 C. R. O., DDX/384/2, p. 232. 'Ibid. 
"C. R. O., DCH/K, '3/4, unfol. 7 Ibid. 'Ibid. 
'ýCotton was elected to the Committee appointed to consider the Bill of 

Exclusion during the Oxford Parliament W. C. H. Cheshire, ii. 116). 
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substantiated by any other evidence. Booth's calculation that he 
had received 1500, Cotton 1200, Leicester 340 and Egerton 280 
votes did not greatly exaggerate the Whig margin of victory. ' 
Notwithstanding their comprehensive defeat, the Tories re- 
sponded immediately by presenting an address to the newly- 
elected county MPs. The document, a summary of Tory fears, 
asked that the church be preserved 'in doctrine and in worship' 
and that Parliament 'embrace with thankfulness his Majesty's 
most gracious intimations of his royal assent to secure us against 
the danger of a Popish successor'. 2 Exception was, however, taken 
to the epithets which described the petitioners as 'loyal and 
orthodox' and thereby inferred that the Whigs were neither. 
Snatched from the Undersheriff's hands by Lord Brandon, the Tory 
address was not read, but with the connivance of the Sheriff, who 
endeavoured 'to get good men returned', the 'loyal' petition 
finally emerged as the presentment of the Grand Jury at the Court 
of Great Sessions the following Augu St. 3 The Whig counter- 
address presented by Lord Colchester and Booth's post-election 
speech were, likewise, a restatement of their adherence to 
exclusion, for the newly elected members were asked to 'stick to 
what Parliament concluded as to the Duke of York and all Popish 
successors'. 4 

Whig attempts to alter the succession, and the resulting 
dissonance between the nascent political parties, had un- 
doubtedly generated an intense interest within Cheshire. Over 
1600 'freeholders' voted in the election to the Third Exclusion 
Parliament, although it is probable that many of these were not 
strictly qualified under the existing franchise to participate in 
county elections. Between 1662 and 1673 Randle Holme under- 
took a survey of the county, cataloguing the names and numbers 
of freeholders within the individual townships. ' While it must be 
allowed that the information he collected on eastern Cheshire is 
not as reliable as that for the western part of the county, there is, 
nevertheless, a marked discrepancy between his survey and the 

3The John Rylands University Library of Manchester, Legh of Lyme MSS, 
Che5hire Poll Book 1681, unfol. 

2 ibid. 3 Ibid. 4 ibid. 
-5131- Harleian MS 2010, ff. 181,193b, 198,2026. 
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1681 poll. In the Manor of Bebbington Superior in Wirral Hundred 
Holme recorded no freeholders, yet 9 residents voted in 1681. 
Similar disparities emerge throughout the rest of the county. In 
the Manor of Over Peover (Northwich Hundred), where Holme 
considered there were no tenants in possession of freehold land, 17 
tenants voted. The Manor of Anderton, owned by Sir Thomas 
Stanley of Alderley, was said to have 'neither beggar, alehouse, 
tradesman, freeman or gentleman dwelling in the whole town', ' 
but 2 voters thought their claim to participate in the political 
process legitimate. 

Dr Hurst has argued that in the years preceding the Civil War 
copyhold or leasehold 'tenure for one life or more (as opposed to 
a tenure for years) conveyed an estate rather than a chattel 

2 interest', which technically created a freehold interest in the 
land. The disparity between Holme's survey and the 1681 Pollbook 
and William Adam's assertion that he had 'taken order to secure 
the votes of all your Lordship's [Cholmondeley] lease tenants, 3 

suggests that, in Cheshire at least, copyholders and leaseholders 
continued to vote unhindered in post- Restoration elections. 

Between 1678 and 1681 the rifts in Cheshire society had 
gradually widened, for exclusion, itself a divisive issue, ex- 
acerbated causes of dissension that had previously (1660-78) been 
contained by a degree of consensus within the governing 6ite. By 
1681 the Whig/Tory polarity was almost complete ;4 only 43 
freeholders, less than 3 per cent of the total electorate, split their 
vote between the rival candidates-5 of course, not all who were 
entitled to vote did so, but this does not necessarily reflect a 

'Ibid. f. 181. 
2 D. Hirst, The Representative of the People? (1975), p. 34. 
3 C. R. O., DCH/K/3/3, unfol. 
4 Local considerations continued to colour party divisions. In July 1682 the 

convinced Tory Richard Legh of Lyme directed, in concert with the central 
administration, the regulation of the Cheshire magistracy. Legh, surprisingly, 
asked that Sir Robert Cotton should be retained on the Bench although Cotton 
was not a recalcitrant Whig. (He was accused of complicity in Monmouth's 
Rebellion. ) Legh probably did not want Cotton divested of his local influence 
and prestige as they were both engaged in a dispute with Sir Phillip Egerton 
(Tory) over ownership of 200 acres of land in Harthill. 

-5The John Rylands University Library of Manchester, Legh of Lyme MSS, 
Cheshire Poll Book 1681, uniol. 
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desire among 'freeholders' to disassociate themselves from party 
strife. In Broxton Hundred (dominated by the Tory interests of 
Cholmondeley, Egerton and Grosvenor) only 147 freeholders 

voted. Possibly, abstention was as far as many freeholders dared 

go in contradiction of their landlords' wishes. Those who voted for 

exclusion, however, displayed a far greater degree of unanimity 
than their Tory counterparts: 4 Whig voters cast a single vote, 
whereas 54 voted for only Leicester or Egerton. This should not be 

taken to imply that the Cheshire Whigs were a unified party. As 
the Parliamentary Whig party was a temporary fusion of disparate 

elements, ' Cheshire Whiggery similarly contained an inherent 
dichotomy. Families like the Booths of Dunham Massey and the 
Mainwarings of Over Peover continued to exhibit a country 
mentality that either they or their forbears had displayed in 1640. 

in their often simplistic conception of government and the 

constitution the court was anathema-'when the state is dis- 

tempered you will find for the most part, if not always, that the 
,2 cause of offence proceeds from the court. As has already been 

stated, a fundamental premise in the ideology of the country 
Whigs was that the church, as it had been re-established in 1660, 

stood in need of further reformation. 'If ceremonies were left 
indifferent' and the church was reconstituted on a broader 
foundation, the Bishop's 'sloath and neglect of their cures would 
be laid open by the care and vigilancy of many pious and able 
men .3A concern for the well-being of the established church had 
laid the basis of Cheshire Royalism during the First Civil War. Sir 
Thomas Aston's defence of episcopacy and attack on the social 
implications of Presbyterianism in March 16414 would have been 

endorsed forty years later by most Cheshire Tories. It would, 
therefore, seem a logical deduction that most families who had 
fought for church and crown in 1642 would, in 1681, have rallied to 
their defence; but former Royalists constitute the second main 
element in Cheshire Whiggery. 

There were 145 major lanclowning families in post-Restoration 
Cheshire of which 12 were in minority in either 1642 or 1681. Of 

'j. R. Jones, The first Whigs (1961), see Introduction. 
2 Hen. Booth, Works, p. 14. 
3 ibid. p. 461.4Morrill, op. cit. p. 46. 
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the remainder, evidence exists on the allegiance of 78 families 
during both the Civil War and the Exclusion Crisis. In both the 
periods under examination 23 families adhered and a further 29 
maintained an oppositeness to the crown. That 69 per cent of 
known families remained constant in their behaviour suggests a 
large degree of continuity in the political attitudes of the Cheshire 
gentry. Nevertheless, nearly one third (31 per cent) of the families 
considered had diverged from their initial position, but those who, 
like the Ardernes of Arderne, fought for Parliament and opposed 
exclusion were relatively few. ' The 17 families with Cavalier 
backgrounds who in 1681 emerged as Whigs is, perhaps, the most 
significant feature of the Exclusion Crisis in Cheshire. 

It is difficult to advance one convincing hypothesis that fully 

explains this transference of allegiance. in his recent book 
Cheshire, 1660-1780,1 H Hodson explains this development in 

terms of commitment, contending that 'these families had, in fact, 
been only moderately or inconspiciously Royalist in the Civil 

2 War'. This argument does not survive sustained examination, for 
13 of the 17 families had, in fact, been committed supporters of the 

3 
crown. Admittedly, many who had been influential in the Civil 
War had died in the intervening years, but, as the following figures 
indicate, the substantial move away from the crown cannot be 
attributed to a significantly greater incidence of death among the 
heads of these 17 families. 

Change in Heads of Families Change in Heads of Families 
Royalist 1642/Whig 1681 Royalist 1642/Tory 1681 

65 per cent 60 per cent 

There was, however, a strong correlation between youth and a 
firm adherence to exclusion. Henry Booth, John Mainwaring, and 
Lords Colchester and Brandon, were all born in the last years of 

'Other families who supported Parliament in the Civil War but opposed 
Exclusion were the Davies of Ashton and Dods of Broxton. 

211odson, op. cit. p. 18. 
'Committed Royalists who supported Exclusion were the Stanleys (Earls of 

Derby), Savages (Earls Rivers), Gerards (Earl of Macclesfield), Breretons of 
Brereton, Leghs of Adlington, Cottons of Combermere, Astons of Aston, Leghs 
of High Leigh, Bellots of Moreton, Whitleys of Peel, Starkeys of Stretton, 
Davenports of Woodford, Rutters of Kingsley and Whitmores of Thurstanton. 
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the Interregnum. Having had no experience of the social 
dislocation caused by Civil War, it was they who, in the years of 
Whig decline, proved most willing to turn from constitutional 
opposition to armed rebellion. ' 

Neither can the growth of opposition be attributed to a 
reaction amongst the gentry to central government intruding 
upon the county's autonomy: Ship Money and the policy of 
Thorough had disrupted local interests and institutions far more 
than any policies pursued by post- Rest oration ministers. it has 
been argued that many of the families with Royalist antecedents 
who turned to Whiggery were declining economically, but few 
Cheshire gentry can be placed in this category. Only Lord 
Brereton of Leighlin, who sold the Barony of Malpas about 1668, 
had experienced any significant clecline. 2 Probably more were 
induced to oppose the Court by a feeling that past loyalty had 
been inadequately rewarded. In 1682 Sir Willoughby Aston 
complained that his estate still bore 'the scars and marks of 
having belonged to a poor Cavalier who lost his life and a hundred 
thousand pounds in asserting his religion and loya Ity,. 3 Similarly, 
the 7th Earl of Derby lost both his lands and his head in the King's 
service, yet his son's attempts to regain the family's confiscated 
estates were frustrated by want of the Royal assent. 

it would, however, be erroneous to conclude that Whig ranks 
were swollen by an influx of slighted or impecunious Cavaliers, for 
many had prospered in the years following the Restoration. Roger 
Whitley, an enthusiastic Royalist conspirator during the 
Protectorate, was appointed Quarter Master General (1667) and 
Deputy Postmaster (1672), 4 lucrative offices which later enabled 
him to increase his Cheshire estates. Whitley's brother-in-law, 
Charles, Lord Brandon, likewise combined the role of successful 
courtier with that of an acquisitive landlord. Created Gentleman 

'Of the Whig leaders, Henry Booth, John Mainwaring, Lords Brandon and 
Colchester were most prominent in the reception and entertainment of the 
Duke of Monmouth during his progress through Cheshire in September 1682. 

2 C. R. O., DCH/C/1787. 
31 iverpool Central Library, The Diary of Sir Willoughby Aston, 920/MD/'172, 

17 June 1682. 
4 N. Tucker, 'Colonel Roger Whitley', Journal oi the Hintshire Historical Society 

xxii (1966), 20. 
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()I the Bed( harnber at the Restoration, he three years later 

m quired the disputed I itton inheritance which brought him large 

(-, tates in va, ýtvrn Cheshire. ' By 1678 Brandon was Lieutenant 
Ceneral of I Ior,, e and I oot and t he following year he was created 
Earl of Ma( ( lestield. 2 

Consequently, from the available sources it seems that it was 
riot (, ( onomi( considerations but an enhanced fear of Popery that 

was most influential in re-determining gentry attitudes to central 
g()vernment. Hie (ourt's , elf-identiti(ation with the Cathok 

interest (luring the early -lb70s had disturbed the provincial 

'4JUirearo. hy and presentments to the Cheshire Quarter Sessions 
between 1661 and 1678 suggest a growing concern over Popish 

reo, usano. y. Between 1661 and 1668 there were 339 presentments 
for Catholio. recusam y, ' in(] between '1671 and 1678,525. Many 
farnilies who had (luring the 1640s fought to defend the church 
from s(-( tarianism, now per( eived Catholicism to be a greater 
danger to the Anglican establishment. Their distaste for non- 

( onformity remained undiminished and they feared that 'either 
11opery would bring in Presbytery or Presbytery would bring in 

I)()I)ery', although there was now 'not so much danger of one as of 
the other' [Catholi( i%ml. 4 If the Whigs had su(-( eeded in excluding 
J, imvs, it is probable that their suo. ( ess would have resulted in a 

split between those who viewed (-x( lusion as a preliminary to a 

greater toleration for dissenters and those who were only 
prepared to ao. cept a disruption of hereditary monarchy as 
neo, (, %sarv to pre%erve the ( hur( h as it was established. 

lhe Cathok issue (eirtainly dominated the 1681 election in 
Chv-, hirv. When writing to the Earl of Conway, Henry Booth 

(](-s( ribed how 'on(- man was going to give his vote for these two 
lLei( ester and Egerton] and because two Papists came to vote for 

them he gave his vote to me and Sir Robert Cotton'. ' Although 

IIPI arwaker, I. W ( III -shitt - (1877), 11.560. 
'B1,111dOll 

%LJj)j)0rtvd the ( ourt until the surnmer of 1679; he voted for the 
Bishop% being prem-rit in (a%es of a (apital nature. His aposta%y (an be 

. 11111I)t It vdt oI )I% 'I nd I us Son, % it it mij( y wit h Ja niv% S( ott, Duke of Monmouth. 
(R(), Q. s. I ý, loo 1 78, 

41 iverpool Central I ibrary, I he Diary o Sir W111OUghby Amon, 920/MD 17 3, 
M. 11( II lWir). 
N( SPO, 1680 1681,1). 198, 
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Papists were often accepted as members of the county com- 
munity, ' they aroused extreme and hostile sentiments in times of 
political tension. Booth's pre-occupation with Popery bordered on 
the obsessive. To him Catholicism was 'not a religion, but an 
interest which encleavours our destruction' and he, therefore, 
advocated that Papists should 'wear a particular habit or (arry 

mark, whereby they may be distinguished from the rest of 
the nation'. -' 

Yet Cheshire's indigenous Catholic population was small. Only 
three major landowning families, the Stanleys of Hooton, the 
Masseys of Puddington and the Pooles of Poole adhered to the old 
religion and they all resided in the Wirral, an isolated peninsula 
bounded on the west by the Dee and on the east by the Mersey 
estuaries. Cheshire's resolute conformity, however, contrasted 

with that of the surrounding Counties. In his %ýork on the 
English Catholi( (ommunity, Professor Bossy remarked of south- 
west Lancashire that 'there were more Catholics in this relatively 
small area than in the rest of the North put together'. ' In the 
neighbouring (ounty of Staffordshire the returns for a Bill 
designed to remove leading Papists from their homes indi(ates 
the large number of 'Considerable Papists' within the county. " In 
Staffordshire the Catholi( gentry still owned between 11 and 20 
per ( ent of landed property. " The widespread re( usano. y in the 

counties was a re( urrent ( ono: ern of many gentry in 
post-Restoration Cheshire. In his charge to the Grand jury at the 
Quarter Sessions of October 1668, Sir Peter I vice%ter warned 'of 
our neighbouring ( ounties, [where], it is said, they lCatholicsI have 

public meetings openly and keep seminary priests. ... Let them 
take heed that they cherish not a brood to fly in their own fa( 
in May 1700 an anonymous ( orresponclent writing to Sir John 
('rewe of Utkinton (onsidered Cheshire'ý, wo: urity more pre(arioLIS 

li: R. O- DMA84,41). 7 1. On 14 and IS IMIC 1676 the Mainwarings of Over 
Peover and the Gleggs of Gayton (both fUtLJrV Whig%) dined at the housv% of 
janw% Pook. of Poole (Catholl() and Sir Rowland Stanley of Hooton (Catholi()ý 

'lien. Booth, W()rks, 1). 658. ýlbid. 1). 117. 
4 1. Bossy, The I r)gllsh ( -11holk ( 011111, un 111), 1570 1850 (197f)), 1). 92. 
5M. W. Greenslade, 1he Considerable Papists of Staffoid%hirv in 1680', 

%tilord, hire ( atholti: I fislon, Sm wq', V (1909)), 12 14, 
"Bossy, op. cit. 1). 407.1 lalo. row, op. ( it. 1). 49. 
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than that of other counties because it 'bordered on counties 
numerous in Papists of great estate'. ' 

Analysis of the 1681 Poll Book shows that it was in the areas of 
Cheshire with the greatest proximity to these Popish bastions that 
exclusion derived the most pronounced support. In Macclesfield 
and Bucklow Hundreds, which both adjoin Lancashire, the Whigs 
received 95 and 82 per cent respectively of the total votes cast. 
Similarly in Nantwich Hundred, which borders Staffordshire, the 
Whigs gained 82 per cent of the vote. Superficially Northwich 
Hundred (also adjacent to Staffordshire), where only 57 per cent of 
the freeholders voted Whig, seems to be exceptional, but closer 
examination reveals that the voters in the border manors showed 
a decided preference for exclusion (64 Whig to 8 Tory votes). 
Exclusion's regional appeal, even within the county unit, is 
demonstrated by the contrast between the voting habits of the 
north and eastern and south and western parts of the county. in 
Broxton and Wirral Hundreds, Booth and Cotton received only 13 
and 37 per cent of the votes cast. Thus, the contrast between 
Cheshire's Protestant borderlands and their Catholic environs and 
the current disquiet concerning Catholic influence may together 
account for the magnitude of the Whig victory in the election to 
the Oxford Parliament. 

Lord Cholmondeley attributed Whig success to the 'giddy zeal 
of fanatical brute,,, 2 but analysis of the leading . 50 lanclown- 
ing families reveals that 25 supported and 17 opposed exclusion. 
The Whigs were both economically and socially preponderant, 
numbering among their supporters eight peers or eldest sons of 
peers. " indeed, the leadership of the Whig party in Cheshire is 
characterized by an aristocratic coterie who may have felt that 
the maintenance of a balanced constitution depended on their 
guarding against encroachments of the executive power. Henry 
Booth warned ominously 'that if they can once top your 
Lordships, there is nothing that they need stand in awe of, nothing 
to restrain them'. 4 

'(-. R. O., DAR/B/73, unfol. 2C. R. O., DCH/K/3,14, unfol. 
30nly the Irish peers Lord Cholmondeley and Lord Kilmorrey opposed 

Exclusion. The Baronets were more equally divided, six supporting and tive 

opposing Exclusion. 4Hen. Booth, Works, p. 571. 
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