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THE REPRESENTATION OF BUTE AND
ROTHESAY IN PARLIAMENT.

By R. D. WHYTE.
(Read 18th December, 1917.)

Ag the County of Bute is likely soon to lose its right of
reburning & Member of Parliament it may be interesting to
review the Parlinmentary representation of Butcshire and its
Royal Burgh—Rothesay.,

As we have to go back to the days of the Scottish Parliament,
let us look for a few minutbes at the constitution of that Legis-
lative Asgembly.

“ The real founder of the Scottish Parliament as a represen-
tative assembly,” says Professor Rait, ** was King Robert the
Bruce.”’, TIn 1826 the King summoned a parliament to mee$
him at the Abbey of Cambuskenneth to settle the pecuniary
relationship between him and the people, and to this parlinment
were called, in addition to the noblemen, * the burgesses and
all other free tenants of the kingdom.”’, The Lords Spiritual
had before this attended the meetings of Great' Council, for they
were tenants holding directly of the Crown. All laymen who
held their lands directly of the Crown were by right entitled to
attend Parliament, but in practice only the great lords did so.

1. The Representation of the People Act, 1918, abolidhed Bute as a separate
constituency. Bute was joined to North Ayr under the name of Bute and
‘Northern Ayr. The new constituency includes the County of Bute.and the
County District of Northern Ayr, inclusive of all Burghs situated ‘c-her?m except
the Burghs included in the Ayr District of Burghs. The first election under
this Act took place in December, 1918.

9. « History of Scotland,” by Prof. Rait (Home University Librazy) p. 226.

e Union of the Crowns,” Rait p. 27.

. “The Scottish Parliament before th
; aper-d ; invaluable book on The Parliaments

Since this paper was read Professor Rait’s
of Scotland has been published.
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Scveral attempts were made by Act of Parliament to ensure
their attendance, hut without avail, and it was not till 1585 that
the County representation was put on a definite basis. In that
vear it was cnacted that all freeholders of the King under the
degree of prelates and Lords of Parliament who had forty
shillings land in free tenandry of the King and their actual
dwelling and residence within the same shire were to elect two
wise men, heing the King’s freeholders, resident indwellers of
the shire., 'I'his qualification remained till the Reform Act of
1832,

While the Burgesses of Royal Burghs were called to the
Parliament of 1326 if is not clear that they were regularly sum-
moned to parliuments held from that date onwards. TProfessor
Rait is of the opinion that from the end of the fourteenth cen-
tury the burgesses took their places in parliament, but it is only
from 1455 onwands that they are found in every parliament and
on the regular Comnmittces., Hach Royal Burgh had originally
the right to send ot least two members to Parliament,, but it is
doubtful if this power was taken advantage of. The Burgesses
geem to have had no special desire to attend meetings of Parlia-
ment, and there were very fow two member constituencies. In
1619 we find the Convention of Royal Burghs ordaining that one
Commissioner should be sent from each Burgh, except Edin-
hurgh, which had the right of sending two members,, and this
representation continucd till the Union of Parliaments in 1707,

But even after the representation from Burgh and County
had been put on a definite footing, neither the Burgesses nor
the Barons of the Shire were regular attenders.  Professor
Terry, states that of the Burghs represented before 1603, out
of 52 recorded rolls Fidinburgh comes first with 51 attendances.
Theieafter the attendance of the representatives from the other
Burghs decrease till we find at the bottom of the list Rothesay

1. “Scottish Parliament before the Union,” Rait 25. “The Scottish Parlia-
ment,” Terry 25.

2. “Scottish Parliament,” Rait p. 30. But see more fully “The Parlia-
ments of Scotland” by same anthor p. 238.

3. Rait op cit 32, Terry op cit 60.
4. Rait op cii p. 50, Terry p. 61.
5. Op cit p. 49.
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with 26 and Dingwall with 21 attendances. The uttend-ancfs of
the Barons of the Shire was no better. On only three occasions
after 1681 (when County representation in Scotland was com-
plete for the first time), viz., in 1685, October 1700, and in
1705, were all the Counties represented. Outb of ﬁfty—om.e‘ re-
corded rolls between 1603 and 1706 only two Cquntl.e‘s—
Haddington and Perth—appear at all. Bute appe:ared in thirty-
four, while Kinross had the lowest attendance, viz., eleven.;
Tt seems to me that the reasons of the poor attendances from
Bute and Rothesay are not far to seck. The journey was long
and tedious and withal expensive. Both Burgh and Of)vun‘?y
were poor and could ill afford the luxury of a .rep):"evsentua,tlve in
Parliament. Moreover, the members had, until .‘ohe last twenty
years of its existence, very little say in the making f:a-f the laws.
The work of a Parliament was delegated to a Committee known
as the Lords of the Articles. The duty of the members (?f
Parliament was, so far as they were free agents, to el‘e‘c»t JE“'hlS
Committee, and after an adjournment to witness t\he: mmﬁc‘.a‘tl‘on
of the legislation prepared by it. Professor Terry gives t‘hfa; fw‘ol-
lowing illustration of the method of procedure. .He says: ‘The
Parliament of 1617 met on 27th May and adjourned to 13th
June. On 18th June the members were omdfer‘ed to answer ’F‘he
roll daily until it should please the King to ride to the -choowsmg
of the Lords of the Articles. On 17th June the Committee was
chosen, and until 28th June it met daily. On 28th Ju:ge t"he
King ¢ concluded ’ the parliament, and t"he W"h‘o'le mass of 1eg{s’-
lation prepared by the Articles was r‘atl.ﬁzed in a single day.”’,
Tt can hardly be wondered at that the eligible men of Bl.lte and
Rothesay were not, under all the cir‘cum#anceg, anxious to
spend time and money in attending meetings of .P-a.r'hament.
The difference in the desire to serve in Parliament in 041(1.er ‘a‘nd
modern times may be liustrated by two instances n which the
clections were challenged. Sir Robert Montgomerie, Younger
of Skelmorlie, was elected as representative for Bute to‘ the
Parliament of 1633. But he petitioned the Privy Cm')luncll to
rescind his commission on the ground that he was ** neither ane

baron nor freeholder of His Majestie in anie of his lands within

1, Terry 20 and 21.
2. Terry op cit p. 104.
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the shirefdome, and so cannot be ane commissioner for the Par-
liament.””; In 1880 Mr Thomas Russell of Ascog was returned
to Parliament. But he was a member of a firm of Government
Contractors and was unseated on petition. Nevertheless he and
his former opponent—Mr Dalrymple—entered the field again,
and on the second occasion Mr Dalrymple was returned.

The first recorded appearance of a Representative for Rothesay
was in the last Parliament of James IIL. held in 1484. Rothesay
was again represented in the first Parliament of James IV. held
in 1488, but in neither case is the name of the representative
given. From that time until (to quote Dr Hewison,) ** in the
troublous reign of James I. of England, meddling hands essayed
to tamper with the settled form of Presbyterian worship,”
neither Rothesay nor Bufe was represented.

When James VI succeeded to the English Crown he promised
to visit Seotlond cvery three years, but it was fourteen years
before he paid his first and only visit. A Parliament was sum-
moned at which he presided., Bute was represented for the
first time, the representatives being the Laird of Kames-
Bapnatyne and Paul Hamilbon. Rothesay was not represented.
Mathew Spens, the leading bhurgess of the time, had represented
the Burgh at the Convention of Royal Burghs held in Dum-
barton in July of that year, and had secured its exemption from
attending further Conventions for the space of five years. The
Councillors probably thought they had done quite enough for
one year, and at any rate as much as they could afford.

The principal objeet of Jumes” visit to Scotland was to com-
plete the work of assimilating the Churches of the Kingdoms.
From this point of view his visit was not a success. DBub he
did not accept hig defeat as final, and at the next sitting of Par-
Lament, held in 1621, the Five Articles of Perth, by which
James tried to introduce to the Church the custom of kneeling
at 'Communion, the observance of Christmas, Good Friday,
Faster, Ascension Day, and Whitsunday, Episcopal Confirma-
‘tion, privafe baptisan in cases of necessity, and the private

"1, “R.P.C 20d Series V. 45.
. 2. “Bute in the Olden Time”—II. 343,

3. Parliament of 1617. Reid “ History of Bute,” p. 200, says John Stewart,
Sherift of Bute, attended Parliament in 1579,
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communicn of the sick, were sanctioned by a majority of 89 to
59. At this Parliament Rothesay was represented by Mathew
Spens and Bute by William Stewart of Kilchattan. Neither
Bute nor Rothesay was represented at the Convention of 1625,
but both constituencies were vepresented in the memorable
Parliament of 1633.  Although the Parliament of 1621 had
sanctioned the Five Articles of Perth, the mass of the people
could not be reconciled to the new order of things. Charles L.
was, however, determined to make still further changes in
Church and State. The King visited Scotland in 1633, and had
taken steps to control the election of the Lords of the Articles.
He was thus able to get his own way, and 168 bills were rushed
through in ten days.  Rothesay was again represented by
Mathew Spens and the Freeholders of Bute by Hector BBanna-
tyne of Kames and John Stewart of Ascog. Nonc of these were
supporters of the King, and when five vears later the Scobs
panded themselves together to fight, if necd be, for their liberty,
the National Covenant was signed by Mathew Spens for the
Burgesses of Rothesay and by Hector Bannabyne for the Free-
holders of the County., The Covenanters forced Chaxles to
grant a Parliament which met from August till November,
1630. Mathew Spens and Bannatyne of Kames were again
mesent as representing the Burgh and Shire. But the breach
with the King was widening on both sides of the Border; nego-
tiations ended in no final settlement, and threc ycars later the
Civil War had begun. Scotland threw in its lot with the English
Parliamentary Party, and the Covenanters determined to hold
a Convention of Estates to authorise their future proceedings.
The Convention, which met on 22nd June, 1643, without war-

rant from the King, allied itself with the cause of the English .

Parlinment and produced the famous Solemn Leaguc and
Covenant. At this Convention Rothesay was represented by
Provost John Jamieson, who three years afterwards was mur-
dered by the Clan Campbell at Dunoon,, and.- Bute by Sir

1. “Bute in the Olden Time,” Vol. IL, p. 326. At the Meeting in Stirling in July
1638, the Convention of Buighs * Ratifyes the Covenant; and statutes that
none be admitted burgesses, commissioners, magistrates and councillors of
Burghs, but these that has taken the Covenant.”  Records of Convention IV.
—b43. ‘ cx,

2. “Bute in the Olden Time,” TI.—334.
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Robert Montgomery of Skelmorlic. ‘When the cause of Charles
1. was lost and the King brought to the scaffold, the Scots
Estates, in 1049, proclaimed his son as King with the title of
Charles IL. At thiz meeting Rothesay was represented by
Donald MecGilehrist, but no representative appeared for Bute.
The Scottish rising in favour of the new King was of short dura-
tion. Cromwell was soon master of the country, and his vietory
interrupted, for « short time, the history of the Scottish Par-
liament.

Cromwell’s policy was to have one Parliament for the United
Kingdom. 'T'he number of members allocated to England was
400 and to Scotland 30. These representatives were elected by
voters possessing a property qualifieation of £200 real or per-
sonal.  Countics and Burghs were to be grouped. The Shires
of Dumbarton, Argyll, and Butc were to return one member,
the place of clection to be Dumbarton. The Burghs of Lanark,
é})lasgl'ow, Rutherglen, Rothesay, Renfrew, Ayr, Trvine, and
Dumbarton were also fo return one member > place o -
tion to be Glasgow., On 22nd July, 1654 l’ﬁli}'m(}}l){lléz';\ff'l‘ele?

: , v, , the sgow Town
Counctl appointed " ane proclamatioun to be sent throw the
toune, on Tuesday nixt, to warne all the inhabitantes capable
to give voyee in the electionm of ane commissioner to the nixt
parliament of Iingland sould meit and convene in Hutcehesons
Howpitall, on Friday nixt, at ten houres for that cffect.”’, The
Burghs clected John Wilkie of Bromhouse, while the Cc;untiers
chose Sir Jumes Hamilton of Ormerton. Tn 1656 Capt. John
Lockhart was returned for the Counties and George Talbot for
the Burghs., Tn 1658 and 1659 Wm. Stane, M.D., represented
the Countics, and Capt. John Lockhart the Burghs.

With the Restoration the Scottish Parliament resumed its
sitlings. At the first Parliament—known as the Drunken Par-
Liament—Rothesay was represented by Adam Stewart, and Bute
by Sir James Stewart of Kirktown. This Parliament was com-
pletely under the control of the King. - It sat from Ist Januvary
HIL st July, and passed 393 Acts, ineluding once which rescinded
all its own statutes passed sinee 1640. It is unnecessary to deal

L “Acts of Parliament of Scotland” VI., part ii., p. 823.
. i ;!')xtracts from the Records of the Burgh of Glasgow "—292.

3. Representatives from Rothesay were not always present, ¢ »pre-
sentatives attended the 1656 clecton. e o R e
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with the infrequent Parliaments which met during the reigns ot
Charles I1. or James IT. They really did not attempt to govern
the country and only conveyed the official sanction to the Bills
which they were ordered to pass. Professor Rait quotes the
impression of a contemporary., ** They (i.e. the members}
it all in one House, and every onc answers distinetly to his
name and gives his vote which is in these terms: I approve or
not; only those who are not satisfied one way or another say
non liguet, which is a great ease to those who are conscientious,
and a common refuge to the cunning politicians ; the major vote
carries ib. No dissents or protests are allowed in public acts,
but are accounted treasonable.” But with the Revolution the
T.ords of the Articles were abolished, and Comimittees chosen in
equal numbers from each Hstate ool their place, and Parlia-
ment was able to assert its power of initiation.

A Convention of Estates was summoned for 14th March, 1689
—the election of the representatives from Burghs for this one
election to be, not by the Town Council, but by the Burgesses
themselves. The Burgesses of Rothesay met on 7th March
when ““ane hundredth fiveteen burgesses being present and
thretty seven absent about yr lawil affaires and oyrwayes, ane
hundredth and twelve of the Burgesses present did by their
voyces and sufrages nominat and elect Mr Robert Stewart,
Uncle to the Shiref of Bute, Advocate, ther Commissioner for
representing the sd. Burgh at the Convention, and two of the
present Burgesses haveing nominate Cuthbert Stewart late
provist of the sd. Burgh and ane of them haveing nomma’ﬁ
Hector Bannatyne Younger of Kames to be Commissioner.”’

The County Freeholders met on 5th March when 14 attended
—four being absent.  Sir James Stewart and David Boyle
were clected, the votes being for Sir James Stewart 8, for David
Boyle 6, for Sir James Montgomerie of Skelmorlie 2, for John
Stewart of Ascog 1, and for Archibald Stewart of Kilwhinleck 1.

These two elections deserve more than a passing mnotice.
Cuthbert Stewart had been Rothesay’s representative since
1681, but he only reeeived two votes. Now when Major David
Ramsay, who had in ““ ane arbitrary and despotick way ™" been
appointed provost by the Privy Council he, on 28th June, 1687,

1. Rait—< History of Parliament.” 107.
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summoned a meeting of the Town Council. Only about one-

third of the Council attended, Cuthbert Stewart being amongst

those who refused to obey the summons. If he would not obey
the King’s Provost it was hardly likely that he would be favour-
able to the King's cause, while the electors of both Bute and
Rothesay, following Sir James Stewart, were predominately
Royalist in their sympathies. While only three Covenanters.
appear amongst the Rothesay voters, it may be that the
““ thretty seven absent about yr lawful affaires and oyrwayes ™’
had Covenanting sympathies but thought better not to express
them. The County Freeholders divided their votes, putting
the Royalist Sir James Stewart first, and David Boyle, whose
sympathies were with the revolutionary party, second.

All three Representatives appear on the Roll of the Conven-
tion which met on 14th March. But neither Sir James nor
Robert Stewart signed the Act declaring the Convention to be
a free and lawful meeting of the HEstates, nor the letters to the
King of England. And when, on 5th June, the Convention was
turned into o Parliament, both Robert Stewart and his nephew
refuged to attend. This refusal led to awkward consequences.
Sir James was 1o be carried as a  prisoner to the Tolbooth of
Edinburgh and to be kept o close prisoner therein.””  His
servant, Francig Brodie, was also arrested, but Sir James was
allowed a servant ‘“he allwayes remaining constantlie in the
room with bis master.”’, On the petition of Lady Bute the
Bstates somewhat rvelaxed their stringent orders and allowed
Sir James ‘¢ the libertie of a free prison.”, Finally, Robert
Stewart was fined £200 Scots and Sir James £600 Scots and
their scats declured vacant., William Stewart of Ambrismore
was elected in room of Sir James Stewart, but the Town
Council of Rothesay took a peculiar course. Instead of elect-
ing a representative, they thought proper to subseribe a blank
Commission and 1o send it to Robert Stewart, their late mem-
ber, so that he might fill in a ““a fitt persones name who will
represent the burgh and be most effectual for the good of the
toune.” The name filled in was that of Robert Stewart of

AP.S. IX. app. p. 16.
A.P.S. IX. app. 26. )
AP.S. IX.——249. Both afterwards changed their minds.

W
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Tochlie, writer in Edinburgh. The new members took their
seats on 28rd May, 1698,, during the fourth session of the
Parliament. .

Dravid Bo'y]e‘ was raised to the peerage in 1700, and a new
election was ordered for Bute. T have not been able to trace
any taking place, and no new name appears in the Parlia-
mentary Rolls.

Queen Anne ascended the Throne on 20th ¥ebruary, 1702,
but a new clection of Parliament did not take place till October
of that year—the tirst election since 1689, and the last election
for a Scottish Parliament which was to be held. Rothesay
elected Dougald Stewart of Blairhall. At the County Election
8 frecholders attended, but John Stewart of Ascog challenged
fhe right of two of them to vote on the ground of their nob
being infeft, or being ‘* parchment barons,”” that is nominal
frecholders to whom-land was given in trust'only in order that
they might possess the right of voting. The objections were
repelled.  But Ascog was not easily put down. The Minute
goes on—

““ Their being @ motion made be Ascog that whoever should
be commissioner should serve gratis which is repelled be the
haill heritors, except he himself who adheres thereto in respect
of the poverty of the shyre, And after having sworn the
alledgeance they have made choyee of Sir James Stewart of
Bute, and Mr Robt. Stewart of Tillicoultry, one of the senators
of the colledge of justice, to he commissioners, except Ascog,
who votts Sir James Stewart and himself, and they ordain a
commission to be subscribed to the said Sir James Stewart-and
Mr Robert Stewart. And Ascog moves that Mr Robert should
not be elected, by reason that he is not infeft in a forty shilling
land in the shyre undenuded, which motion the heritors does
reject by reason they fynd him infeft in severale lands, and

whether he be denuded or not they know not, and therefore
they clect, and this objection was made after the election was
over.”’

From 1567 to the Union of 1707 the Representatives of Shires
were entitled to be paid for their Parliamentary services. In
1641 it was finally fixed that each Commissioner should receive

1. AP.S. IX.—264.
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£5 Scots per day during his attendance in Parliament and for
the time occupied going and returning therefrom—in the case
of Bule 6 days being so allowed., But it is doubtful how far
this cxpense had actually been paid. We find Kelburne and
Kames craving from the Shire the sum of £920 Scots
(£76 13s 4d Sterling) ‘“as their commissioners’ fees for
attending ye last Convention of Kstates bolden at Edinburgh
the day of 167(8) yeirs, continuing seventeen dayes,
with six dayes comeing and goeing and their attendance atb
the last parlinment holden be his Royal Highness as Com-
missioners the 28th day of July, 1681, continuing 63 days with
six dayes comeing atl ten pund (16/8d) per diem.”

The Burgh’s Bopresentatives were also entitled to payment,
and had (rouble in getting their fees. For example, the town
was only able {o pay John Stewart of Ascog ome-half of his
fees for atiending the Parliament of 1669, and they settled the
-other half hy giving Stewart a receipt for co‘mpenévation money
due by himn on his infeftment to certain lands. In 1694 and
1700 Robert: Stewarl asked for his fees for attending Parlia-
ment, but “* considering the poverty of the toune is in for tyme

cannot sparce soc much as s desyred,” so they imposed an

azsessment to give him parl payinent., In 1652 Rothesay and
six other Burghs were excused from sending Deputies to Edin-
burgh to treat with the Knglish Commissioners with reference
to the Union of Parlinments on the ground of poverty, “ which
hath usually excused them fvom sending to Parliament.”,
Several of the Counties, were making an attempt to get rid

-of this payment, and Ascog apparently wanted Bute to fall into

line with these Comnties, and although he was defeated the
tendeney was townrds the discontinuance of this payment, and
the Tistatces resolved not {o pay the Commissioners to the United
Parliament.

1. For details regarding payment see Terry op cit 44,

2. On 9th Tebruary, 1655, the Convention of Burghs being informed that
Glasgow had advanced to John Wilkie, the Commissioner appointed to repre-
sent the joint Burghs in the Commonwealth Parliament in London the sum of
£1404 Scots, apportioned this sum amongst the Burghs and ordered payment.
Rothesay’s share was £39 6s. “ Records of Convention IT1.”—397.

3. Acts Par. Scot. VIL.—II. 776. .
4. e.g. Aberdeen. Terry op cit 45.
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As Ascog wag anxious to represent the County in Parliament,
it may be doubted whether his sole desire was to save the County
the Commissioner’s fees. For the new Parliament was to be
called on te consider a momentous question, viz., its own
extinetion. Before the Parliament rose in 1702 it requested
the Queen to appoint Commissioners to consider a Union. This
attempt failed, but the new Parliament knew full well that it
would have again to consider the question. The new Parliament
was, in the words of Drofessor Hume Brown,, °° the most
aggressively patriotic of all Scottish Parliaments,” and as a
counter declaration to the Act of Settlement of the English
Parliament passed the Act of Security, by which the Istafes,
twenty days after the death of the reigning sovereign without
issue, were to name a successor, who must not be the person
designated by the Parliament of England unless under condi-
tions that secured to Scotland complete freedom of government,
of religion, and of trade. The English Parliament retaliated by
passing an Act which provided that ** unless the Crown of Scot-
land were settled by Christmas Day of 1705 all Scotsmen would
henceforth be held as aliens, and all importation of Scotch
cattle, sheep, coals and linen be prohibited.”, By the same
Act the Queen was cmpowered to appoint Commissioners to-
negotiate a union of the Parliaments of the two countries. A
measure was introduced into the Scottish Parliament empower-
ing the Queen to nominate Scoftish Commissioners to negotiate:
a union. A section of the House, led by the Dulke of Atholl,
opposed this measure, and he was supported by, amongst others,

Dugald Stewart, the Member for Rothesay., But the House:

contented itself with an address fo the Queen praying that the
objectionable Act should be repealed as a necessary condition
for the successful issue of the negotiations.
were accordingly, on 27th ebruary, 1706, appointed, one of
them being Robert Stewart off Tillicoultry, one of the Members
for Bute. The other Membe;\x‘for Butbe was now John Stewart
of Kilwhinleck, wice Sir J‘amﬁ;és Stewart, who was creafed an

1. “History of Scotland ™ III. 86.
2. Hume Brown op cit I11. 44.

3. Acts of Par. Scot. XI. 236. Mr Stewart had been appointed one ot the-

Auditors of Accounts, XT. 77, and a member of the Council of Trade, ibid. 222.

Commissioners.
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‘Earl on 6th July, 1704. When the Scottish Parliament came
to discuss the Arlicles of Union Robert Stewart uniformly sup-
ported them while Dugald Stewart generally opposed, and when
the Act of Union caine for final approval Robert Stewart voted
for it—mneither Dugald Stewart nor James Stewart being on the
list of voters., By the Act of Union Buteshire was linked wibh
‘Caithness-shive: -cach County clecting a member alternately.,
The Burghs were grouped together—Ayr, Tivine, Rothesay,
‘Campbeltown, and Thverray forming one constituency.

The franchise in the Shires was limited to forty shilling free-
holders or possiessors of o frechold of £400 Scots of valued rent
according {o the gencral suwrvey of Cromwell.  The Town
Couneils still clected the members for the Burghs, Fach Burgh
became a returning Burgh in rotation, and one delegate from
each of the olher Burghs aftended and carried through the
election.  The fivst County Wlection was for Bute in 1708, when
Dugald Stewart, the former Member for Rothesay, was elected,
He was “‘promoled to o luerative office,”’, viz., a Judgeship in
the Court of Scusion, and on 28th February, 1709, John Mont-
gomery of DBallochmunriin was clected in his stead. Thereafter
the elections wenl on allernately without any excitement. The
roll of electors wass sl From 1762 to 1830 the highest num-
ber was 21 in 1830, the lowesl 8 In 1762, But very few electors
took the trouble of attending the clections—these varied from
one (Lord Bannulyne) in 1806 o 7 in 1830.,

In the case of the Burghs, Ayr was the returning Burgh in
1708—Rothesay's turn caming in 1713, when the Provosts of
Inveraray and Campheltown aliended and the former member,
Dr Oliphant, wiu re-clecled., But these elections were very

1. Acts Par. Scol. XI.

2. Caithness protested agninst being joined with Bute. Aects Par. Scot.
XI.—420.

3. M.8. Minutes of Commimioners of Supply.
4, The figures are:

On Roll.  Peesents On Roll. Present.
7 June 1762 8 A 13 Nov. 1806 10 1
8 Nov. 1774 In G 7 Nov. 1812 18 3
22 April 1784 12 A I April. 1820 14 2
27 June 1796 10 3 21 Aug. 1830 21 7

In 1832 the eleetors numbered 279,

5. As to exponses yegarding elections see Transactions of this Society—
IV. 58. ’

o
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formal affairs, and we find on 12th September, 1780, the Factor
for Lord Bute—Mr Peter May—wrote to John Blain te the
effect that he (Mr May) had a letter from Mr Oliphant of
Rossie advising that the Lord Privy Seal had written that it
had been agreed between the Duke of Argyle and the Earl of
Bute that the Duke was to name the member for the Burghs.
of which Rothesay is a part, so that the Council has only to
approve of the member pointed out by the Duke.

But two years later the question of Parliamentary Reform
was raised. Burgh Reform in  Scotland preceded the
demand for Parliamentary Reform. The question was first
raised in 1782, and it has already been shown how six years
later this Burgh was agitated over the question., The French
Revolution retarded the agitation, and finally Parliamentary
Reform preceded by a year Burghal Reform. By the Reform:
" Bill of 1832, eight members were added to the Scottish repre-
sentation, bringing the number up to 53. Seats were redis-
tributed, and the County of Bute, including Rothesay, formed
one constituency. The franchise was altered, and the “ parch-
ment Barons,”” of whom Ascog had complained, were abolished.
The first Elections in 1832 were keenly contested throughout
the country, but Bute was an exception, for Capt. Charles
Stuart was returned umopposed., There was no contested
election till 1841, when Sir William Rae, who had been mem-
ber in the 1880-31 Parliament and since 1833, whs unsuccess-
fully opposed by Mr Henry Dunlop on the non-intrusion ques-
tion. 'The election then lasted over two days, but Mr Dunlop
gave up the contest on the first day (Votes: Rae 138, Dunlop
82). From Bir William Rae’s dcath in 1842 till the General
Tlection in 1839 the seat was held without opposition by the
Hon. James A. Stuart Wortley, who successively held the posts
of Judge Advocate-General and Solicitor-General for England.
e was a candidate for the Speakership of the House of Com-
mons, and wishing to represent a large constituency, should he

1. See Transactions of this Society, Vol. III., p. 39.
2. Members returned :— . ¥

Counties, 22 Whigs, 8 Tories. Burghs, 22 Whigs, 1 Tory.
Probably the Rothesay electors were too much concerned with their Town
Council Election for there were 66 candidates out of 202 electors. .See
Transaction of this Society, Vol. 10. : : )
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be elected Lo thal office, he forsook his friends in Bute to con-
test—unsuceessiully s it turned out-—the West Riding of

Yorkshive, Mre David Mure, Lord Advocate, came forward
as Conscrvalive eandidate, and was opposed by Mr James
Lamont of Knockdow.  The clection was keenly contested.

It was the duys of open voting, and the votes recorded
for each vandidale were very close.  In consequence * the
excitement  was immense,  great  crowds moved about
the streels,  rushing ol one  time to the Committee
Rooms to hear the slalus quo, and at another pursuing
some voter, il cheeving or hissing according to his colours.”
At four oclock there wax o mujority of 15 in Bute and
Cuambrae for N Loamond ) bul, the Arran electors, 24 in number,
voted to o man for My Muare, who aceordingly was elected by a
majority of Y. arely i 1865 Mr Mure was raised to the Bench
and a byc-cleclion toole plaee —the candidates being Hon, Geo.
Frederick Bovle and My Laomont. This was the keenest and
surely the most curious eleelion ever fought in Bute. Dolities
were hardly ever mentioned  The political views of the candi-
dates were apparently ol littlo interest to the clectors—the
guestion thal counted wan their religions views.  ©° Mr Boyle
has commilbed the unpardonable sin of founding an Episco;)al
seat of learning nl Millporl s therefore, aceording to Buteshire
logic, Mr Boxie sl he nored hole Papist in disguise,”” while
“CMr Teaunont onee, in bhose ey regions where the sun does not
diztinguish day ronn nighto or day from day, shot a seal on
Sunday withoul. knowing il weas Sunday; therefore he is in
favour of abolishing the Wahbath,  Morcover, he is a. friend of
Mr Darwins and oo reand Mre Daewin’s hook, ergo according
to the sawine convineing logic, he must be an infidel.””;, There
was the usual cleelion excitement on the day of the poll. Al

the cabg in Rothesay had been engaged for some days previous,

by the rival enndidades fo convey electors to the poll.  One
voter wiws carricd hy four men on o sola bed and attended by a
doctor in order Lo record his vole,  Another was seized by his
creditors while on hin way To vole aind was carried off to p}ison
—for the day ol lenst. The resalloof the poll showed a majority

1. Qlasgow Hevald, 2hih Jnnuney, PRG0H.
The voting plaeos wers Rotlieiny, Millport and Invereloy,
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of 15 for Mr Boyle. Bute gave a majority of 50 for Mr Lamont,
Cumbrae a majority of 65 for Mr Boyle, while the votes in Arran
were cast equally for the two candidates.

A$ the previous Election some youths had made a disturbanece
in Rothesay after the declaration of the poll, and anticipating
something similar the authorities drafted in extra police. Not-
withstanding there was considerable disturbance on the night
.of the poll, which continued after the extra police had left the
town, and some damage was done. As a result 12 persons were
charged before the Sheriff—some with assault and breach of
the peace, others for breaking windows. Fines varying in
amount were imposed ; the Town Council paid £18 16s 2d for
.damage done, and thus ended the most exciting of our Elections.

A General Blection took place in July of the same year. Mr
Boyle was again opposed by Mr Lamont. Again the religious
views of the candidates were canvassed, and theological discus-
sions predominated. The result was that Mr Lamont was
elected by a majority of 11, and while there was considerable
‘excitement there was a complete absence of the scenes which
have made the former elections so memorable.:

Sinee 1865 the Elections have been fought on party lines—
‘the only outstanding feature being the Election of 1880, already
alluded to. when Mr Thomas Russell of Ascog was returned.
‘The Tnstrument of Dissolution of Partnership had been pre-
-pared, but by an oversight had not been signed, and a petition
‘wag presented against his return. He admitted that as a mem-
ber of a firm of Government Contractors he could not sit, and
‘the Flection was declared void. At the Election which took
place in July Mr Dalrymple was returned. It is unnecessary to
refer to the other Elections. »

The list appended gives the names of all the Members, so far
.as I have been able to trace them.
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LIST OF MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT.

I —FROM REIGN OF JAMES III. TO THAT OF CHARLES I.

1484
1488
1617
1621
1633

1639
1643

Buteshire.

Nolb roprosonted
bao.

The Laird of Camyis-Bannatyne
Paal Hamilton

Willinan Stoewnrt of Kilehattan
Hoeotor Bannabyne Yr. of Kames
John Stowarl of Ithok (Ascog)
Bannabyne of Kamoes

Sir Robert Montgomery of Skel-

{Convent‘ion morlio

164446

1644
1645
1646

164851
1648

+ 1649
1651

16564
1658
1658

1659

ISir Jamoes Stownat, Sherill of Bute

Sir damoen Stownrt
Absant,
Nininn Stewnel, 1aivd ol Kil-

ohalnn
Hoeolor Bannabyne of  Kames
Absonl
The Laird ol Ascoy

IL~-0OROMWELL'S UNITED
Bute, Dumbarton and Argyll

Sie Jamen Hoamillon of Ormeton

Capt. Jobm Loekhurl

Willinm Stane, M., (mndo his
oleation Tor "Thellord in Nop-
folk)

Willinm Stane

Rothesay.

Representative not named

Representative not named
Absent

Mathew Spens (Provost 1634 o:
probably from 1628 till 1841)
Mathew Spens

Mathew Spens
Jobn Jamieson
(Provost 1642-46)

Absent
Absent
John MeGilehrist
(Provost 1655-8 and 1660.1)

Abgent
Donald McGilchrist

PARLIAMENT.

Rothesay, Glasgow, Lanark,
Rut}lerglen, Renfrew, Ayr,
Irvine and Dumbarton

Jobn Wilkie of Bromhouse
George Talbot

Capt. John Lockhart
Capt. John Lockhart

III.—FROM THE RESTORATION TILL THE UNION OF PARLIAMENTS

1661-3
1661
1662
1663
§1665

Buioshiro.

Iir Jnmes Rtowael of Kirktown

Do,
Absond,

28ir Dougnll Ntownrl of Bute

(Convention

Rothesay.

Adam Stewart
Albsent
Absoent:
Absont
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Buteshire.

{1667 Ninian Bannatyne
{Convention

1669-73

1669  2Sir Dougall Stewart of Bute

Ninian Bannatyne of Kames

1670 Both present

1672 Ninian Bannatyne

1673 Ninian Bannatyne

1678  3John Boyle of Kelburn

Convention Ninian Bannatyne of Kames
{1681 3John Boyle of Kelburn
Ninian Bannatyne of Kames
1685-6
1685  5Sir James Stewart of Bute
1689  5Sir James Stewart of Bute
{Convention®David Boyle of Kelburne
116891702
1689 David Boyle of Kelburne

1690 David Boyle
1693 David Boyle
William Stewart of Ambrismore
1695 David Boyle
William Stewart
1696 David Boyle
1698 David Boyle
William Stewart
1700 William Stewart
1700 Do.
1702 Do.
1703-7
1703 58ir James Stewart of Bute
Robert Stewart of Tillicoultry
1704 Robert Stewart
John Stewart of Kilwhinleck
1705 Robert Stewart
John Stewart
1706 Robert Stewart

John Stewart

Rothesay.
Absent
John Stewart of Ascog
Do.
Do.
Do.
4Robert Stewart

Cuthbert Stewart
(Provost 1671-8 and 1684-5)

Cuthbert Stewart
4Robert Stewart

Absent

Absent

Robert Stewart of Lochlie
Do.

Do.
Robert Stewart

Do.

Do
Absent

. sim
&%
"Dougall Stewart of Blairhall
Do.
Do,

Do.

IV.—UNITED PARLIAMENT FROM UNION TILL REFORM BILL.

Bute and Caithness alternately

708-10 7Dugald Stewart of Chapeltown
and Blairhall appointed Lord
of Session in 1709 when

1709%-10 John Montgomerie of Balloch-
martin elected

1710-13  (C) Sir James Dunbar of Hemp-
Tiggs

1713-15 CQI.ggJohn Campbell of South
Garachtie

1715-22  (C) Sir Robert Gordon, Bart., of
Gordonstown

1799-27  Col. Peter Campbell of South

Garatchie

Rothesay, Ayr, Irvine, Camp-
beltown and Inveraray

James Campbell

Charles Oliphant, M.D.

Do.
Charles Oliphant, M.D., died
Dee., 1719, when Thomas
Kennedy elected

8William Stewart

1727-84  (C) Patrick Dunbar of Bower-
" maddoen

173441  Col. Peber Campbell of South
Garnohibio

174147  (C) Alex. Brodio of Brodie

1747-54  James  Stownrt  Mackenzie of
Roxohnugh

1749% : :

1754-61 () John Seold,

1761-69 Fiout.-Col. dnmoes Stowart of
Kormaoran diod nnd

1762* Honry Wauohope of Kildavannan
oloctod

1769-74  (¢) Viscount Forlrowo

1774-80 0 Hon. Jamon Stanet of Ardmaloish
Hosond son of John 3rd of Bite

1775%

1780-84  (C) John Sinclnir of Ulhuter

1784-90 g Liout.-Col. Jumen Stunrl of Ard-
maleinh

1790-98 () NirJohn Sinalaie of Uhstor,
Barl.

1794*

1796-1802 1o, lrederiok Stunel of Kirk-
Gorn “drd non ol 3rd Barl of
Buihaes)

1802-6 (Cy SirJdohn Sinelniy, Boat.

1806-7 Oallon. Jumen  Stanrl - Worlloy
Mackonzio of  Ronehaagh nod
Ardmunloinh

1807-12 (¢y Sir John Ninelwir, B, ap-
poinled Reociver Clonoend of
Taxon in Sooblnnd 181 and

1809*

181112 () Uoorpe Ninoluir, 2., of Ulbstor

1812-18  John Murjoribnnlki, Je., of Leon

1818-20  ((!) Goorpe Hinoluir, e, of
l)”)H‘yl\[‘

1820-26 2Hon. Padrick  Jumoen Crichion
Staart,

1826-30  ((!) Hon. Jumen Hinoluir of Brice-
lnngwaoll

1830-31  3Righl Hon, Sir Wi, Rao, Bort.,

1831-32  (() Georpe Hinoluie of Ulhrtor
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Bute and Caithness alternately

Rothesay, Ayr, Irvine, Camp-
beltown and Inveraray

SWilliam Stewart

Col. James Stewart of Torrance
George Farl of Granard (Irish
Peer)

Charles Erskine died 1749 when

9Sir Henry Erskine elected

James Stewart Mackenzie of
Rosehaugh

Frederick Campbell made his
election for Glasgow and

10A(iexander Wedderburn elect-
e

10gHon, James Stuart of Ard-
maliesh

Sir George Macartney, K.C.B.,
appointed  Governor  of
Canada 1775 when

Hon. Fred Stuart elected, 3rd
son of 3rd Earl of Bute

Sir Archd. Edmonstone of Dun-
breath

0.
Col. Hon. Chas. Stuart resigned
May, 1794, when
John Campbell elected
(A master in Chancery)

Do.
Do.

Do.
ol. John Campbell, Jr., of
Shawficld, died 1809 when
Duncan Campbell of Loch-
nell clected

Duncan Campbell of Lochnell
"rhos. . Kennedy Jr., of

Dunure

Do.

Do.
Thos, . Kennedy, Jr., of
Dunuro

Do.

() Roturned by Caithness,
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V.—UNITED PARLIAMENT FROM REFORM BILL TO PRESENT TIME.

1832-33
1833-42%
1842-59*
1859-65
1865*
1865-68
1868-85
1885-91
1891-1905
1905-10*
1910--18

BUTESHIRE NATURAL HISTORY SOCIETY.

Buteshire.

1(apt. Charles Stuart, 1st Irish Guards
Right Hon. Sir William Rae, Barb.
15Hon. James A. Stuart Wortley
1David Mure
17Hon, George Frederick Boyle
18James Lamont of Knockdow
19Charles Dalrymple of New Hailes
20Right Hon. J. P. B. Robertson
21Right Hon. A. Graham Murray
Norman Lamont of Knockdow
Harry Hope

* Bye-election.

&L
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NOTEES ON MEMBERS.

. Sir James Stownrt of Kirklown-—created a Baronet of Nova Scotia by

Charles 1., 280h Mareh, 1627.  Adhered to King’s Party during Civil War.
Fined 5000 marks by Parlinment in 1646, His estates afterwards sequest-
rated bul was geaciously rocoived by King after Restoration. Died 1662
and buricd in Westminster Abbey.  Reid History of Bute 202, Blain History
of Bute 231. 'There is no Commission extant in favour of James Stewart.
There is one in fyvour of Dougall Stowart of Kirktoune, but his name does
not appear in the Record of Parlinment.

. Sir Dougald Stownrt, non of Siv James Stewart and father of first Earl of

Bute, was Provout of Robhesny 166G:4-71,

. “John Boylo of Kelburne grontly increased the fortunes of the family by

successtul adventure, and wak one of the owners of the frigate  George of
Glasgow,’ fitled oul in thal cily as o privateer in 1665.”  Reid 232.

. Robert Stownrt, brobhor of Sir Dougall Stewart and unele of Sir James

Stewart- alterwardiSie Roberl Stowart of Tillycoultry—one of the Senators
of the Colloge of Juntice il one ol the Commissioners for the Union of 1707.
His namo, howover, dovi nob appear in the scderunt of the meeting of Com-
missioners which toak plee in London,  Created a Baronet by Queen Anne
1707.

. Sir Jamos Stownrl afterwnrdi coneurred in the Revolution, as James I1 had

abandonod conslitutionnl principles, and transterred his allegiance to William
and Mary. On Lith April, 1703, wiw created Barl of Bute. In 1706 dis-
sented from Union of Paclinmients and rebived to his country seat.  Reid 204.

. David Boyle of Kelburn,  Strenuous supporter of Protestant succession.

Tn reward for linucerviees raised B0 poerage.  On 31st January, 1699, created
Lord Boyle of Kelburn, snd on 120h April, 1703, Barl of Glasgow. Reid
232.  On Boyle being rained Lo the Poorage a warrant was granted for a new
election to ho held on 6ih June fTollowing, but no clection took place.

Dugald Stowarl of Blnirhall, son of Sie Dougald Stewart.  Voted against
Union. Al Uoneeal Bleetion of 1708 he was chosen vepresentative for Perth
and Bute, and snd for hoth il he wag appointed a Lord of Session in 1709,
with tho Gille of Lord Blairhall, succeedinghis uncle Lord Tillycoultry.
Reid 203.

. William Stowarl  Soveolary to TR Prince of Wales.




