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Preface

This book first began to take shape in the early 1980s while I was fortunate enough to be spending three formative, happy years as a Research Fellow at the University of Sheffield. With typical postdoctoral overconfidence I insouciantly thought at the time that I could quickly write Lockhart up and move on to other, doubtless more important, things. Even in the first flush of my arrogance, however, the sources soon brought me to earth. After a couple of visits to the archives I soon realised that I could not do Lockhart, or the cultural milieu he represented, justice without going a great deal deeper into the mentalité of Jacobitism than I had at first envisaged. It was a much bigger, and far more complex, project than I had imagined, and so the book’s progress was buffeted by a series of stops and starts imposed by the exigencies of constructing a career, starting a family and writing and editing other works.

Lockhart only again became the subject of my undivided attention in the mid-1990s, by which time I was living and teaching in Auburn, Alabama, alongside friends and colleagues second to none, but a very great distance from the archives where my sources were housed. At that stage, I might regretfully have had to drop the whole idea, had it not been for the way in which my department supported my research by allowing me extended periods of study-leave in Britain. Indeed, my colleagues’ selflessness even extended to voting unanimously to mortgage our entire departmental library budget to buy what was, for me, a single, crucial microfilm collection. Their sacrifices would still not have sufficed to carry the project through to completion in a timely fashion though, had it not been for the generosity of a number of public funding bodies. Auburn University, and especially the Auburn Humanities Foundation, enjoy pride of place among these. Over the years the grants I was awarded made the travel and research necessary to complete this book possible without leaving me with a burden of debt I could not in conscience have imposed upon my family. They provided the backbone of my finances as I toiled away in the archives in Edinburgh, Oxford, Cambridge and London. I would still have been left facing a crippling financial burden, however, but for the support I received at other times from the American Philosophical Society, the British Academy and the Scouloudi Foundation. Transatlantic historical scholarship does not come cheap, and I humbly thank them all, and wish to acknowledge here their part in making this book possible. In much the same vein, I owe a considerable debt to the Institute for Advanced Studies in the Humanities in Edinburgh for the support I received as a visiting Fellow in the summer of 1997, and to the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton, which generously domiciled me and paid for a term’s leave in the winter of 1998 so that I could put the final touches to my manuscript. Research funding is a vital part of modern scholarship, but without the precious gift of time to write it up, ‘oleum et operam perdidi’.

I am also indebted to Her Majesty the Queen for permission to cite from the microfilm of the Stuart Papers held at Ralph Brown Draughon library in Auburn; to Sir John Clerk of Penicuik for the use of the Clerk of Penicuik MSS held at the Scottish Record Office (SRO, now the National Archives of Scotland), the Earl of Dalhousie for permission to use the Dalhousie Papers also held at the SRO; and to the Keeper of the Records of Scotland for permission to see the Eglinton and Montrose Papers. As well, I am grateful to Cambridge University Press for permission to reuse material from my article: ‘Constructing a Jacobite: the Social and Intellectual Origins of George Lockhart of Carnwath’, which appeared in the Historical Journal, 40 (1997) 977–996.

In addition, in the course of my research I have received the unstintingly generous help of a great many of the staff at the SRO, the National Library of Scotland and many other archives. I am grateful to all who have helped me in finishing the research for this book, but particularly to Christine Johnson of the Scottish Catholic Archives, whose meticulously kept archive is a positive treasure trove and whose kindness is a tonic to the weary researcher; to Tristram Clarke of the SRO, whose Ph.D. thesis was an invaluable guide to the confusing theological politics of the episcopal church and whose knowledge of the legal sources helped me unearth material I would certainly otherwise have missed; and to John Stuart Shaw, also of the SRO, who pointed out to me other sources I had managed to overlook that significantly adjusted my understanding of Lockhart’s career.

Scottish history is far from being an overpopulated field, but it has its significant tensions, entrenched positions and an (undeserved) reputation for being especially factious. Yet in researching and writing this book, on a subject many if not most Scottish historians have shied away from, I have encountered nothing but lively interest and a willingness to go out of one’s way to help a fellow scholar. Chris Whatley subjected an early draught to some highly cogent criticism that dramatically reshaped the final product. John Robertson has had to endure more of my half-formed ideas and theories than any other human being. Alex Murdoch, Bob Harris and Harry Dickinson (the last two primarily British, rather than Scottish, historians) have not only listened to my ideas as I stumbled around trying to make sense of my material, thereby helping me avoid more than one academic pitfall, but spent a great deal of their leisure time making my long stays in Edinburgh not only supportable but positively enjoyable. All modern scholarship is in some sense a collaborative effort; and it is only just that I acknowledge the hidden help I have received from all those I have already named and two more, to whom I owe a particular intellectual debt: Bruce Lenman of the University of St Andrews and Paul Monod of Middlebury College (who also read an early draught of the manuscript). Without their perceptive, pathbreaking work on the ideological and cultural world of the Jacobites, this book would still be in gestation and might well have been still-born. Their work constituted the starting point for my interpretation of Lockhart; they pointed the way, I have followed it.

Finally, my patient, beloved spouse Jan deserves an answer. Years ago she expressed the hope that when I finished this book, I would be done with, ‘that damned man’ (Lockhart), and the whole subject of Jacobitism. And so I can think of nowhere better shamefacedly to confess: I’m even more hooked than when I started.
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Introduction

George Lockhart of Carnwath (1681?–1731) is not one of the ‘great men’ of Scottish history. He won no battles, did not die gloriously in any cause and did not pen such good prose, or think so perceptively, as to inspire later generations with admiration for his genius. He was briefly notorious in 1706, 1714 and 1727, but otherwise lived a life of quiet, wealthy obscurity. So why write a biography of such an apparently ordinary Scottish laird? Biography is for many historians a flawed form of historical analysis, and writing up the petty deeds of a minor landowner in a poor, backwater region of the early eighteenth-century British polity smacks of nothing so much as scholarly redundancy. My approach and my subject thus require some explanation.

Writing history through biography is definitely problematic. Although it has recently begun to show signs of greater acceptability, over the past three decades the biographic approach to history has tended to be shunned by professional historians. The reason may easily be seen in any bookshop, where accessible, but often superficial, and almost always transient, biographies of the famous (living and dead) abound. Historians look askance at these popular biographies because they know from experience that the vast majority easily slip into hagiography or denunciation and almost all of them inflate the importance of their particular individual in the historical process. Indeed, such a magnification of the role of the individual in history is commonly cited as the besetting curse of biography as a methodology.

Yet every technique in historical writing has an attendant train of philosophical assumptions and methodological problems. The biographical approach to historical analysis also has some obvious advantages, the ones most usually cited being natural limits on the scope of the study and easy accessibility for the general reader. Regardless, advantages like these would normally be insufficient to offset the disadvantages and problems outlined above. The case is altered, however, if the subject of the biography is in effect accorded a passive role vis-a-vis the writer, so that he or she becomes the object of study rather than the events in which that person participated occupying centre stage.

Such an approach offers potential insights of far wider significance than the tale of one human being’s doings. By treating the subject of the biography as an aspect of the mental world he or she inhabited we can gain a real insight into why events turned out as they did, rather than how. When studying the pre-modern era a biography that takes this approach not only offers us the opportunity to enter the foreign country our forbears inhabited, it is more in keeping with the spirit of the sources. Early-modern sources, especially the letters and memoirs that are the keystone of early-modern political history, are almost all individually generated and unabashedly idiosyncratic. To use them as sources of information about events requires a close critical involvement and interpretation on the part of the author. If, however, the sources are treated not as clues about events but as products of a particular view of the world, we can treat them more holistically. Contradictions, lies and misunderstandings cease to be methodological difficulties and become evidence using this approach. Ultimately, all sources subtly impose their perception of events on the reader; using them to recover the mentality from which they arose turns that to advantage.

This book is, then, an essay in the retrieval of a lost mentality couched in the form of a biography. Given that our understanding of the past is ultimately no more than an imaginative hypothesis based on the few artefacts and statements that survive, all history is to some extent the reflection of a mentality: usually (according to the post-Modernists) our own. For nothing is harder for us to grasp than the mental world of our ancestors – as the exasperated expostulation: ‘the guy must have been a nut!’ that is not infrequently heard among groups of consenting historians discussing their subjects eloquently attests. Yet we can only reconstruct our ancestors’ worlds and comprehend the internal dynamics of their behaviour when we have large numbers of personal accounts of their vision of reality. Even then, uneven survival of the evidence necessarily biases our conclusions towards the perception bequeathed by some social groups rather than others. Manual labourers and underground organisations do not tend to leave much evidence of their world-view.

Such gaps in our understanding are always frustrating and necessarily make the history of mentalities a piecemeal, bitty area to work in. And when the inevitable lacunae in our sources and historical comprehension relate to a sizeable politically and/or socially significant element in the societies we are studying the problem necessarily becomes a lowering presence for the historian working in the field. For unless such a gap is bridged, our understanding of the actors and the events that shaped that society is crippled and distorted.

All of which makes it appropriate at this point to consider the Jacobite problem. For the mind of Jacobitism presents just such a lacuna in our understanding. Notwithstanding the prodigious output of the Bonnie Prince Charlie industry, our understanding of Jacobite thought and perception is broken and incomplete, leaving us in the dark about the nature and motivation of a subversive community whose importance for the development of state and society in the British Isles – and Scotland in particular – in the eighteenth century was immense.1

Part of the problem lies in the inevitable destruction of material wherein the Jacobites revealed their innermost thoughts, fears and dreams. The natural exigencies of participation in eighteenth-century conspiracy and rebellion necessarily militated against record-keeping and memoirs. Most of our sources for the inner history of the Jacobites and their cause thus derive from the records of the Stuart court in exile or the depositions of witnesses, spies and informers of all kinds that pepper the official papers of the British, French and other governments who had to deal with them.2 Sensible Jacobites still resident in Britain generally tried to keep their business oral, and burnt their correspondence whenever they feared the government of the day was about to embark on a Jacobite hunt.3 In consequence we have scant resources with which to construct a history of the Jacobite mind.4 In turn this has meant that until very recently virtually nothing had been written on the subject. Bruce Lenman’s insightful and pioneering analysis of the role of the episcopalian Church of Scotland in sustaining Scottish Jacobitism through education and ideology finally broke the ice. Within little over a decade it was followed by Edward Gregg’s exploration of the role played by paranoia in Jacobite politics, the present author’s re-evaluation of the Jacobite scaffold-speech phenomenon, Frank McLynn’s psychological appraisal of the career of Charles Edward Stuart, Murray Pittock’s reappraisal of the significance of Jacobite poetry and literature and Paul Monod’s pathbreaking work on popular Jacobitism in England.5 All of these works have offered rich and stimulating new insights into particular aspects of Jacobite psychology, but none of them addressed the mainsprings of Scottish Jacobite commitment and motivation in general.

The upshot of which is that George Lockhart of Carnwath’s half a million or so words of autobiography, correspondence and political polemic are of the first importance.6 For a start, this mass of material is one of a mere handful of sources broad enough, in terms of the activities it embraces, deep enough, in terms of its chronological span, and indiscreet enough to allow us the real prospect of an insight into the development and working of a Jacobite mind. In addition, precisely because Lockhart was not one of the movers and shakers, but rather one of the understrappers of the Jacobite movement, his testimony is uniquely valuable. For just as the resilience and military effectiveness of an army is a function of the quality of its subalterns, the heart and stamina of a political organisation derives directly from the zeal and efficiency of its sous ministres. Finally, his career in active Jacobite politics runs closely parallel to the late seventeenth/early eighteenth-century crisis of the Scottish polity. It began in the era of despair and futility of the late 1690s, passed through the revitalisation of the Jacobite and national cause as a consequence of the Union of England and Scotland and terminated in a second era of despair and futility in the British-centred politics of the late 1720s.7 The most favourable configuration for restoring the Stuarts after 1691, and with them an (at least nominally) independent Scotland, fell between 1708 and 1720 – the high point of Lockhart’s career.8 No other leading Jacobite whose papers have survived has this claim to fame, and therefore Lockhart’s career offers, too, the beguiling prospect of observing the passage of an epicycle within Jacobitism during the twilight of the Scottish polity.

Lockhart’s oeuvre has, furthermore, been highly influential – even fundamental – in setting the shape and tone of our perception of early eighteenth-century Scotland and Britain. Since 1714, when his Memoirs of Scotland was published in a pirated edition,9 his revelations about the secret inner politics of the Union have had to be taken into account by every historian writing on Scottish politics between 1702 and 1708. Since 1817, when Lockhart’s amended text of the book published in 1714 plus two extensive continuations of his story were published by one of his heirs, historians working on the reign of Queen Anne, the Jacobite rising of 1715 and the history of Jacobitism between the ’15 and the ’45 have had to take his version of events into account.10 Moreover, one does not have to look far for the reason he has had such an impact. Lockhart had, for the time, a snappy, arresting style, he showed no compunction about revealing almost everything he knew (which was a great deal) about the dynamics of backbench and Jacobite politics and he peppered his text with deliciously sharp character sketches.11

Moreover, contemporary reaction to the Memoirs, the only part of his autobiography to be published during his lifetime, confirms that his account of events and analyses of the actors’ characters was sufficiently close to the mark to strike a chord with many, if not most, of those who had shared those encounters and experiences. Robert Patten felt the author was ‘a gentleman of deep penetration and singular affection for his native country, else he would not make so free with the characters of a great many noblemen and gentlemen’.12 Jonathan Swift, though catty about the text’s style, was delighted with its indiscretion, and described it enthusiastically to a friend as ‘a very extraordinary piece, and worth your while to come up to see it only’.13 James Keith, when draughting some notes as preparation for writing his own memoirs, observed of Lockhart’s character sketch of the Earl of Mar that it ‘is so exactly given in Lockhart’s Memoirs, that it’s useless to speak more of it here’.14 John, Master of Sinclair, specifically appealed to the Memoirs for an endorsement of his own passionate condemnation of Mar’s character.15 And though his political foes accused Lockhart of falsehood and inaccuracy in public,16 even an old adversary like Baron of the Exchequer Sir John Clerk of Penicuik was grudgingly prepared to admit in private that: ‘As these memoirs are said to have been written by Mr Lockart [sic] in the heat of party-rage ’tis no extraordinary matter to find them erroneous in several particulars, … Yet many of the characters are just in so far as the author was acquainted with the persons’.17 Furthermore, Clerk’s annotations on his own copy of the Memoirs implicitly verify most of Lockhart’s version of events and endorse his sketches of the actors.18

Later historians followed where Lockhart’s contemporaries had led. And in the context of the reviving debate on the Union generated by the recrudescence of Scottish nationalism since the late 1960s, Lockhart’s silent impact, through their work, on our vision of how the constitutional fusion of Scotland and England came about has steadily become more important rather than less. Up until the 1930s many, if not most, writers took the Memoirs as the final word on the inside story of the Union and the rest of his published works as one of the best available sources for the history of the Augustan era.19 Lockhart’s character sketches and history were implicitly taken as the benchmark against which other contemporary accounts should be judged.20 Only at the end of the nineteenth century did any serious criticism of his reliability begin to appear.21 This culminated in 1950 in G. S. Pryde’s dismissal of Lockhart as a ‘disgruntled and mischief-making Jacobite’, and a lofty declaration that: ‘No historian, English or Scottish, Whig or Tory, Unionist or Nationalist, who has examined the records has endorsed Lockhart’s judgment’.22 This, however, went far beyond most historians’ reservations about Lockhart’s value as a historical source.23 For when tested against modern historical scholarship and the multiplicity of new sources uncovered in the last century, Lockhart’s account has again and again proved honest (if biased) and largely accurate.24

In sum, then, George Lockhart is a very rare bird. His extensive autobiographical writings, correspondence and involvement in Jacobite and non-Jacobite politics have ensured that his oeuvre has had a profound influence on historical writing dealing with the period 1702–28. At the same time, the indiscretions, reflections and implicit assumptions embedded in his prose offer the opportunity to recover one man’s portion of a lost mentality. The book which follows is a response in part to the first, but mainly to the second of these features of the Lockhart phenomenon.

The analysis that follows correspondingly falls into two parts. Part I, which deals with Lockhart as a historical actor, is in a sense merely an introduction to Part II, which explores his perception of the world, himself and his times, though to view the social, economic and political context in which the mind analysed in Part II developed and operated as optional superstructure would be facile. Lockhart’s understanding of the human condition and his interpretation of events were critically shaped by his political and social experiences. He, like every other human being, was always acting in multiple roles at any given time: father, brother, husband, leader, led, intellectual, patriot, and so on. Hence, while the major part of the book is principally concerned with placing Lockhart in time and place in order to explicate the dynamics of his mentality, this is not merely ancillary. Late seventeenth-century/early eighteenth-century Scotland shaped Lockhart; and an appreciation of how this process worked in the life of one man will, it is hoped, illuminate similar processes in the lives of others.
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PART I

The Background and Career 
of George Lockhart of Carnmwath



CHAPTER ONE

Family Background

A human being is invariably more than the sum of his or her parts. Yet there can be no doubt that George Lockhart’s background and childhood played a decisive role in moulding him. He broke free of his roots in many ways, but the directions in which he did so were eerily responsive to his experiences as a boy.

The Lockharts of Carnwath were a cadet branch of a well-established lairdly dynasty, the Lockharts of Lee. The senior line owned a reasonably extensive, though poor quality, estate in Lanarkshire1 and claimed descent from a supporter of King Robert the Bruce. Whatever the truth of their origins, they remained an obscure gentry family up until the early seventeenth century, only occasionally glimpsed in official records through their involvement in the violent politics of the late medieval lowlands and borders.2

In the early seventeenth century, however, the family’s fortunes began to improve. James Lockhart X of Lee was indicted for his involvement in the murder of Darnley and was an active participant in the private wars of the borders throughout his long life. His son, also named James, was likewise involved in various border feuds up until the 1610s, and was warded in Edinburgh castle as late as 1626, but nonetheless inaugurated the transition to respectability via service to the state that was to rescue the Lockharts from genteel poverty and obscurity. By the end of his life he had been knighted and appointed J.P. for Lanark, acted as Commissioner for Lanarkshire in the Parliament of 1607, and served as a Commissioner for the Surrender of Teinds, the investigation of witchcraft and the surveying of the laws.3

The old borderer’s grandson, also named James, was a professional servant of the Stuart state. By 1633 he had already accumulated a knighthood, been appointed a Gentleman of Charles I’s Privy Chamber, was in receipt of a royal pension and was serving his master as a Lord of the Articles in the Scottish Parliament. His career underwent a brief eclipse after he subscribed the National Covenant, but he was apparently forgiven and officially appointed a Commissioner of the Exchequer in 1645 and a Lord of Session in 1646. In 1648, as a prominent Engager, he was given command of one of the regiments of the Scots army that went down to disaster at the battle of Preston. Escaping home after the battle, Sir James eventually worked his passage back into the Covenanting camp and was soon prominently involved in organising the defence of Scotland in the face of the English invasion of 1650.4 After he was captured in 1651 he correspondingly spent a brief spell in the Tower, and then lived in retirement until the Restoration. At that point his career took flight. In 1660 he was reappointed a Lord of Session. In 1661 he was made a Privy Councillor, reappointed to the Lords of the Articles and became a Lord of Exchequer. Finally, in 1671, he was appointed Lord Justice Clerk and granted a pension of £400 sterling (£4800 Scots) a year.5

Meanwhile his eldest son, William, who had spent his early years as a mercenary in France, returned to England at the behest of his friend Lord William Hamilton in 1643, was appointed a Colonel in the Royalist horse and was subsequently knighted in 1646. Despite these tokens of royal favour he defected to the Commonwealth in 1651 (allegedly because he had been insulted by Charles II), assented to, and was one of the Scots negotiators for, a Union with England, served the Commonwealth and Protectorate as a Commissioner of Justice and was deemed sufficiently reliable by the Army grandees to be one of only five Scots nominated to sit in Barebones Parliament. Under the Protectorate he was appointed a Judge of Exchequer and one of the Council for Scotland as well as Keeper of the Signet. In addition, after marrying Cromwell’s niece, he was raised to the Protectorate’s Other House, negotiated the Protectorate’s alliance with France in 1657 and was given command of the expeditionary force to Flanders that was largely responsible for winning the battle of the Dunes in 1658. For his services there he received the governorship of Dunkirk, which neatly enabled him to work his passage back into the good graces of Charles II in 1660 by ensuring the garrison did not resist the Restoration. By 1672 he had been so far forgiven as to be appointed a Lord of the Articles, and was sufficiently trusted to be despatched as Ambassador to France the following year. Sir William rounded out his career by succeeding his father as Lord Justice Clerk in 1673.6

Nor were Sir William Lockhart’s younger siblings any less assiduous in the service of the powers that were. John began his career serving the Protectorate as a Commissioner for the Cess and trying attempts on the life of the Protector, and sat in two Protectorate Parliaments. After the Restoration he was knighted and made a Lord of Session in 1665 and appointed a Lord of Justiciary in 1671.7 George, the father of the subject of this book, was also an assenter to negotiations for a Union in 1652, rode Sir William’s coat-tails into the office of Advocate General in 1658 and sat for Lanark in Richard Cromwell’s Parliament. This put him in a bit of an embarrassing situation in 1660, but a humble apology, service as a Commissioner for the Cess and family influence soon produced a royal pardon and a knighthood.8

Sir George was a highly talented lawyer and soon established a flourishing practice while he waited for a suitably lucrative opening in Scotland’s bureaucracy to arise. Reflecting in later years on his own career, Sir George’s great rival, Mackenzie of Rosehaugh, recalled Sir George’s abilities with more than grudging admiration:

Lockhart might be called another Corpus Juris and a second Cicero. It was his peculiarity that he could arrange his arguments so that they supported one another like the stones in an arch; and even when pleading without preparation he pointed out what occurred to him with prompt shrewdness and brought it forward in due order. No point in jurisprudence was too deep for him, and as soon as a client had informed him of his case, he at once saw the arguments that might be used on either side, and laid hold of the real gist of the matter.9

Consequently, despite the fact that he attached himself to the wrong patron in the 1660s – William Douglas, 3rd Duke of Hamilton – and ended up getting disbarred in 1674 when he tried to appeal a case from the Court of Session to Parliament in furtherance of a sequence of intrigues by Hamilton designed to bring about the fall of the Duke of Lauderdale,10 Sir George was soon able to make a comeback. Though he remained officially disbarred until January 1678, his ability had so impressed another politician then under something of a cloud, James, Duke of York (the future James II and VII), that in May 1677 he appointed Sir George Advocate-General to the High Court of Admiralty and his personal legal representative in Scotland.11

In 1679 he delivered an appropriate return for York’s support and patronage by pronouncing in favour of his catholic master’s not having to abide by the terms of the Scottish Test Act on the grounds that James was personally exempt from its provisions because his warrant to act in Scotland stipulated that he represented the King in person.12 In 1680 he signalled his renunciation of any remaining links with the political opposition in Scotland by meekly submitting to Court pressure not to defend the Marquess of Argyll when Argyll was about to be hounded into exile as a punishment for his association with the Exclusionists, and subsequently acting as co-prosecutor (with Mackenzie) at the trial of George Baillie of Jerviswood in 1683. As a reward for these services, and the part he played as one of the Lords of the Articles in orchestrating the chorus of docility that emanated from the first session of James II and VII’s one and only Scots Parliament,13 he was promoted at the end of 1685 to the post of Lord President of the Court of Session with a pension of £500 (£6000 Scots) per annum.14

Post-Revolution apologists for the Lockharts have claimed that Sir George opposed the catholicising tendencies of the Jacobite regime in Scotland,15 but there is little evidence that he in fact did so. Rather the contrary. As well as his other offices, Sir George acted as a Lord of the Articles in the Scots Parliament of 1685 – a post he would not have attained if his obedience had been in any doubt. Likewise his appointment as President of the Court of Session. That he was given the office of Royal Advocate in Scotland after Mackenzie’s dismissal from it for being uncooperative suggests even more strongly that the government was assured of his untrammeled obedience. As Sir George’s commission put it: ‘it is most necessary for us to have one to take speciall care of our royall prerogative and concernes, whose great experience and faithfulnesse to us may secure it against any incroachment that might be designed upon our royal rights and prerogatives’.16 A £700 sterling (£8400 Scots) addition to his already hefty royal pension in May 1687 and the grant of the estate of Sir William Nicolson (escheated to the crown by virtue of Nicolson’s dying a bankrupt) suggests that he continued to be considered a vital pillar of the Jacobite regime even as it entered its most frenetic catholicising phase.17 Neither of the Drummond brothers, the Earls of Perth and Melfort, who had eased themselves into Lauderdale’s old role as joint satraps by 1687, seem to have found him particularly obstructive, and he continued to attend to his duties in the winter of 1688–89 even as the regime collapsed around him and the vast majority of his colleagues fled abroad or rushed southwards to make their court to William of Orange.18

Given that his career up to 1688 smacked of nothing so much as cool opportunism, it seems highly unlikely that Sir George would have fallen with his master. He was still in office in March 1689 on the eve of the (illegal) political Convention called to settle on a government for Scotland in the wake of the disintegration of the old order, and there is no evidence that he intended to surrender his power and position to follow loyalists like Viscount Dundee into the political wilderness of armed rebellion.19 The historian is ultimately reduced to nothing more than speculation on this point, however, because on Sunday 31 March 1689 Sir George was shot in the back with a pistol at point-blank range by John Chiesley of Dalry as he left Greyfriars Kirk in the heart of Edinburgh. Sir George died almost immediately and Chiesley was arrested on the spot. Even under judicial torture in the form of the dreaded ‘boot’, which was still legal in Scotland in 1689, Chiesley denied that he had any accomplices or any political motive. Though he came from a south-western Covenanting and nonconformist family, he appears to have murdered Sir George out of pique at a decision Sir George had made in favour of Chiesley’s much-abused wife in a civil action against her husband over payment of her jointure.20

The murder seems to have genuinely shocked the Scottish political nation. Chiesley was forthwith condemned to be gibbeted between Edinburgh and Leith, with the murder weapon around his neck and his right hand severed and affixed over the West Port (gate) of Edinburgh. The city council not only sat as a court for the first time to sentence Chiesley to death, but also granted the Lockharts of Carnwath the right to bury Sir George in the main body of Greyfriars Kirk, and be buried there themselves in perpetuity.21 The Duke of Gordon, under siege in Edinburgh castle where he was still holding out for James II and VII, gladly agreed to the Convention’s request for a ceasefire while the funeral took place.22 Years later Lockhart was most easily identified at the outset of his own political career by the simple reference: ‘Sir George’s son’,23 and one of Chiesley’s children, unluckily for her married to James Erskine, Lord Grange of the Court of Session, felt the legend of Chiesley’s deed was still powerful enough to threaten him with a reminder that she was Chiesley’s daughter.24

The effect of the murder on the eight-year-old Lockhart is more difficult to ascertain. We do not know if George and his mother were in Edinburgh, or even in Scotland, at the time, though one account of the murder has Lady Lockhart rushing to her dying husband from her sickbed.25 Certainly, none of the accounts of the murder mentions George as being present. Later in life he hardly ever referred to the incident, and when he did he was surprisingly ignorant about the details, for example denying that Chiesley was ever tortured to reveal his putative co-conspirators.26 What he made of it as an eight-year-old boy can only be surmised, but it seems reasonable to assume something so traumatic cannot have failed to have had an impact. It is possible, then, that Lockhart’s strong sense of family ties and filial obligation stemmed from the sudden loss of his father.27 It is certain that the murder catapulted him into a politically volatile and dangerous adult world at a very young age.

Moreover, the young George Lockhart had to experience that volatility first hand. This stemmed initially from the intervention of his mother’s relations. Sir George Lockhart married his second wife, Philadelphia Wharton, in 1679, and over the next decade she presented him with at least two children: George (in 1681) and Philip (in 1689).28 Just as importantly for an up-and-coming lairdly dynasty, Philadelphia provided a family connection that elevated the social status of the Lockharts of Carnwath, for she was the daughter of Philip, 4th Baron Wharton in the English peerage. At the point when Sir George married her the political fortunes of the Whartons were under something of a cloud owing to Lord Wharton’s dogged commitment to presbyterianism and his alignment with Shaftesbury and Holles in opposition to the Court.29 Hence although it represented a social step up for the Lockharts, it was also in a sense a bargain-basement association with the aristocracy. The value of the Wharton connection was, however, transformed by the Revolution of 1688–89, in which Philadelphia’s brother Thomas and her father played a very active part.30 The new order correspondingly favoured the family, and as ‘Honest Tom’ Wharton moved steadily higher in the inner councils of the Whig party, the connection assumed greater and greater value. Philadelphia made no apparent effort to resist her father and brother’s attempts to influence the conduct of affairs of their relations, the Lockharts of Carnwath, at first, perhaps, due to grief and shock and later almost certainly because she was preoccupied with her own problems.

Thus although Lockhart’s first guardian (‘tutor’ in Scottish legal parlance), appointed by the Court of Session, was Sir John Lockhart of Castlehill, a kinsman from the Lee branch of the family and a Lord of Session, it was his grandfather Lord Wharton (and possibly his mother, Philadelphia) whom Lockhart subsequently blamed for most of the upheavals in his life following his father’s murder. The first of several interventions seems to have been a successful petition to the Scottish Privy Council to have the boys’ tutor (i.e. teacher), John Gillane, who was a strong episcopalian, removed.31 Next came the packing off of George and his brother Philip to live with the now ostentatiously presbyterian ducal family of Argyll.32 The final straw seems to have been the marrying-off of George’s widowed half-sister Barbara to the solidly presbyterian Daniel Carmichael of Maudsley, a younger son of the Earl of Hyndford.33

Lockhart was reticent about his childhood in all his written works, but some of the impact of these interventions can nonetheless be discerned in his asides and silences. It is significant that John Gillane subsequently became George’s chaplain and that over thirty years later he used all his influence to have Gillane raised to the rank of bishop in the episcopalian church.34 Likewise, while George valued the friendship he struck up with the future 2nd Duke of Argyll and his brother Lord Archibald Campbell (Earl of Islay and 3rd Duke) during his enforced stay in the ducal household, he seems to have developed a deep aversion to presbyterianism and his playmates’ father, the 1st Duke, while he was there.35 Most poignantly of all, though the evidence derives entirely from silence, it is striking that despite his strong sense of family Lockhart never once in all his letters and published writings refers to his half-sister Barbara or his six nieces and nephews by her marriage to Carmichael of Maudsley. It is as though she had never existed.

Almost as absent are any details of George’s education. The only record we have of the kind of reading material his curators and his tutor thought appropriate dates from 1696 and includes a history of recent events in France (The Turkish Spy), a treatise on geography, a set of observations on Caesar’s Commentaries and a learned polemic asserting Scotland’s independence of England.36 Going by this reading list and the adult Lockhart, George’s education seems to have been thoroughly conventional. His prose is convoluted and Latinate, and throughout his writings he shows a fondness for snatches of the classics (particularly Ovid and Livy) commonly studied by his peers.37 His stilted attempts at verse are also full of commonplace allusions and tropes.38 Like most well-brought-up gentlemen of his era he had at least a reading knowledge of French, and the fact that he was able to communicate with a captive Spanish officer in Edinburgh in 1719 and had no trouble getting around in the Low Countries in 1727–28 indicates he could probably speak it as well.39 Judging by his ability as an adult accurately to cite statutes in Parliamentary debates, Lockhart also seems to have acquired a reasonably good grounding in Scots law.40 George’s knowledge of recent scholarship on Scotland and history in general, however, does seem to have been more profound than was customary amongst his social equals.41 He also understood the distinction authors aspiring to contemporary relevance needed to make between ancient and recent exemplars. Thus by the time he came to write the first volume of his memoirs (about 1708) it is clear that he was very familiar with Sir George Mackenzie’s, A Defence of the Antiquity of the Royal Line of Scotland, whose scholarship and arguments underpinned his conclusions.42 He was also able to cite an aspect of early Tudor foreign policy as proof of Scotland’s former greatness and make knowledgable use of the Bishop of Ross’s successful rebuttal of a charge of treason levelled against him by the English authorities (on the grounds that he was the ambassador of a sovereign, albeit deposed, prince) to further an argument against the legitimacy of Mary Queen of Scots’s execution.43 Yet his prose then and later was refreshingly free of the ponderous allusions to Republican Roman history that bedevil most amateur authors’ political analyses at this time. The only discernible lacuna in his education, relative to what was customary among the social elite, seems to have been that he did not do the Grand Tour – indeed he appears never willingly to have gone further afield than England. This was probably a consequence of his early marriage. The upshot of all of which was that the adult Lockhart was conventionally literate, even well-read, but somewhat narrow in his understanding of the world. Other factors, however, combined to produce an independent and assertive cast of mind.

It seems reasonable to surmise that by the age of fourteen George was kicking at the traces of his tutelage. When his principal tutor, Lord Castlehill, died in 1693 he was replaced by James Lockhart of Cleghorn who, as was all too common at the time, seems to have begun embezzling what he could from his ward’s estate. Lockhart reacted to this by asserting his right at age fourteen to choose his own curators,44 and by January 1695 had secured the appointment of a more congenial set of guardians headed by the episcopalian Sir James Scougall, Lord Whitehill of the Court of Session.45 Around the same time Lockhart and/or his curators appointed Martin Martin, subsequently the author of A Description of the Western Islands of Scotland, as his ‘governour.’46 By March 1695 George was suing Lockhart of Cleghorn for misappropriating part of the revenue of the estate.47 His new curators seem to have allowed him a much greater degree of independence, and from 1695 he was not only directly involved in the management of his estates, but also arranging his own marriage.

In April 1697 he married Lady Euphemia Montgomery, a younger daughter of the 9th Earl of Eglinton by his first marriage.48 To say the least, this was an odd match. The Montgomeries were an old aristocratic house, but they were far from the forefront of Scottish politics. The 9th Earl was a dogged episcopalian, but that seems to have been the only fixed principle in his politics. Otherwise he was a common-or-garden placeman; in effect, a supporter of the government of the day whatever its political complexion.49 It is probably safe to say that George’s family connections, especially his association with the Whartons, and his inherited wealth, could have secured him a far better match.

In addition to these incongruities, the bride and bridegroom’s ages were highly unusual for their age and social class. George was sixteen at the time of his marriage, Euphemia was nineteen. In general this period was characterised by late marriage.50 Most couples, and certainly elite couples, did not marry until their mid- to late twenties. Lockhart’s marriage is thus strikingly untypical on grounds of age alone. Then there is the apparent oddness of the marriage arrangements. Lockhart committed his family to a relatively small jointure of £6000 Scots (c. £500 sterling) despite Euphemia bringing a substantial dowry of 27000 marks (c. £1500 sterling) to the marriage. In addition, neither George’s mother nor Euphemia’s father was present at the signing of the marriage agreement, if the list of witnesses is anything to go by.51 And yet there is every indication that Lockhart and his father-in-law got on very well in later years.52 Altogether, these hint at a marriage of which George’s family profoundly disapproved.

Equally noteworthy is the character of the Lockharts’ relationship. George had a certain (well deserved) reputation for high-handedness and pride; Euphemia’s reputation paralleled his.53 Contemporaries regarded her as prone to ‘froward imperious behaviour’, as difficult to handle, ‘considering the changeableness of her temper’, and used terms such as ‘imprudent’ and ‘passionate’, in their descriptions of her.54 Nonetheless, the two of them seem to have enjoyed a thoroughly affective relationship. Only one formal, semi-legal letter between George and Euphemia survives, but the balance of the other evidence is clear.55 Between 1698 and 1718 George and Euphemia had fifteen children, of whom ten survived infancy. Fecundity does not necessarily imply affection, though the fact that there is no evidence of George having had any extra-marital relationships at a time when it was not uncommon for the patriarchs of elite families to do so does suggest it. Likewise Lockhart’s somewhat crass attempts to pressure the Old Pretender to ‘have a mirry meeting’ (i.e. resume conjugal relations) with his estranged wife Clementina, after he had experienced about three months’ separation from Euphemia, may suggest their relationship remained intimate long after she had her last child.56

Stronger evidence that George and Euphemia enjoyed an affective relationship comes from his formal commitment to a more generous jointure in 1708, after he formally came of age (though the impending Jacobite invasion may have had something to do with this too) and a sneering aside by the Duke of Hamilton, to the effect that George could not be trusted because he discussed everything he learned with his wife.57 Euphemia also chose to join him both in Edinburgh castle when he was imprisoned there for the first time in 1715, and in Brussels when he was in exile in 1727.58 Equally suggestive is the agitation and anxiety he displayed when she fell ill. In a letter in 1701 apologising to his virtual next-door neighbour, Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, for his failure to attend the funeral of Sir John Clerk’s daughter-in-law, Lady Margaret Stewart, who was also a relation of Lockhart’s by marriage and attendance at whose funeral was therefore socially de rigueur, he forthrightly stated that Euphemia was ill and that ‘I cannot by any means leave her in this condition’.59 Likewise in 1712 he rushed back from London when he heard that Euphemia, at that time pregnant with her twelfth child, had fallen ill.60 Euphemia was also fully cognisant of, and personally participated in, George’s engagement with active Jacobitism after 1714, as may be seen from her involvement as a messenger in his plotting for a Jacobite rising in Midlothian in 1715 and his transmission of a personal message from her to the Earl of Mar in 1718.61

Lockhart’s likely warmth towards Euphemia stands in stark contrast to his apparently frigid relationship with his mother and stepfather(s). Soon after Sir George’s death Philadelphia was, it appears, swept off her feet by an ex-army Captain named John Mair. Mair was associated with the Jacobite intriguer Henry Neville Payne and may have been involved in Jacobite plotting in Scotland in the early 1690s.62 In any event, he was living with Philadelphia Lockhart, apparently without benefit of clergy, by 1690.63 She subsequently claimed that he had in fact married her and that they kept it a secret because Mair was ‘in ill circumstances with the government’, so that they feared the loss of her jointure if he was convicted, and that ‘it was the less inclynatione to own the marriage because he had no estate suitable to the ladie’s’. Other than the fact that they were living together, ‘sharing bed and board’, however, the only real evidence for there ever having been a formal marriage is Philadelphia’s determination to get a legal decree of divorce in 1696. In 1693, after she had become pregnant, she and Mair consulted with Payne, and Phildelphia then hid in England at the house of a friend of his until she gave birth to a son, whom she christened Henry after the imprisoned Jacobite. Soon thereafter she learned that Mair was already married to (and had had a child by) a Londoner named Jean Askay and, according to her account and that of Payne (in whom she seems to have confided), threw him out.64 Inexplicably, however, if in fact she had ever officially married Mair, she made no attempt to seek a legal divorce until 1696, after she had apparently already married another army officer named John Ramsay. Mair obligingly failed to turn up before the Court of Session to present his version of events, and she could certainly prove that if he had ever married her he was a bigamist, so the divorce was granted.

Philadelphia’s new husband, Ramsay, was the son of the former Bishop of Ross and a serving officer in the army. Judging by the debts he had racked up by the early 1700s, he seems to have had something of a problem with hanging onto his money (and indeed, anyone else’s entrusted to his care), and from at least 1695 to 1698 he sought to squeeze George’s inheritance for some extra cash to help keep himself in the manner to which he wished to become accustomed. According to his own calculations, Ramsay had got through £37000 Scots (approximately £3083 sterling) out of the estate by June 1695, of which only £7000 Scots had been paid to George and his curators.65 Doubtless due to the Wharton connection, Ramsay still contrived to get himself promoted to Lieutenant-Colonel by 1703 when Lockhart settled his debts for the last time just prior to his departure on active service in the War of the Spanish Succession.66 Philadelphia was not much better as a financial manager, and periodically landed George with debts he preferred to meet rather than have his mother arrested for non-payment.67 Worse still, she peddled her putative political influence over her brother Thomas (by then Earl Wharton) while he was Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland in 1708–10, acutely embarrassing both Lockhart and his uncle when the Commission of Accounts (of which George was a member) uncovered the whole seamy business in 1713.68 All in all, it is not perhaps surprising that Lockhart mentions her only once in all his writings and letters.69

George’s relationship with his other relatives seems to have been warm. He recalled years later that he ‘lived in good terms, notwithstanding our being of different principles,’70 with his uncle Thomas, and he often visited him when he was in England.71 Wharton in turn did what he could to advance his nephew’s career, and it was only due to his influence that George received the few crumbs of official patronage he did: Scottish Privy Councillor 1703–4 and Commissioner for the Union in 1703 and 1705–6. In the same vein, Lockhart was prepared to put himself out to help his kinsfolk even when they were of a different political persuasion. In 1704, for example, he tried to persuade Hamilton to back John Lockhart of Lee as Parliamentary candidate for Clydesdale even though he knew Lee was basically pro-Court and correspondingly unreliable from Hamilton’s point of view, and in 1717 he paid off mortgages on lands owned by the Lockharts of Lee rather than see them pass out of the family.72

But nowhere was George’s sense of family and filial obligation better revealed than in his relationship with his children. He was always a very protective, even doting, father (though this was not a trait he respected in others73). Hence in 1723 when he by chance discovered that his brother-in-law, the Earl of Galloway, was mocking George Lockhart junior for allegedly having backed out of a duel, Lockhart exploded with fury and himself took up the matter in a scorching letter to Galloway:

My Lord, So soon as I knew by a very great accident your Lordship’s desire of intelligence concerning the cause of my eldest son’s late illness, I resolved to satisfy your very extraordinary curiosity. The learned are of opinion that the cheange of air, or of cloaths, or walking on a wet street may chance to give the cold more radyly then strugling with a more mettled younge fellow, and your Lordship’s supposition of catching it by danceing is not perhaps fare wronge. However, he got free of it without being oblidged to undergoe a courss of mercury, which your Lordship knows is not the good luck of all who catch accidentall colds. The tender concern which you are pleased to express for my son might have been reserved for some other of your good friends for he stands in noe need therof either on account of his falling into so many inconveniances (the perticulars wherof I imagine are best if not altogether known in Galloway) or often makeing a bad retreat.74
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