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PREFATORY NOTE.

WHEN this book was undertaken, in order to meet a wish
expressed in many quarters for a concise and impartial
narrative of Irish history, the question arose whether it
should include the whole history of the island from the
carliest times. It was perceived that to do this would leave
too little space for the treatment of the later and more
important periods; and it has therefore been judged the
better course to begin the narrative at a point sufficiently
remote to enable the more recent phenomena to be traced
back to their causes, yet not so remote as to require many
pages to be spent on the elucidation of obscure and disputed
questions. Such a point presents itself in the year 1691,
when the war of the Revolution ended with the Treaty
of Limerick. This treaty, followed by the enactment of
the Penal Code, closes the era of civil strife which had
desolated Ireland for many years, and opens a new era in
her relations with England. It has therefore been taken as
the point of departure for the present book.

Of those whose special knowledge suggested them as
qualified to write on Irish history, none could be induced
to undertake the whole period since 1691 : and it was there-
fore found expedient to divide the work into five sections,
marked off by four critical moments in the annals of
Ireland, viz. the concession of parliamentary independence
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xii INTRODUCTION.

no small pains to bring before the world, to say not only
that the chapters which follow contain no direct reference
to the political questions which now fill the national mind,
but that the worth of history for the purposes of practical
politics is apt to be, if not overrated, at least gravely mis-
understood. History furnishes no precepts or recipes which
can be directly applied to a political problem, as a reported
case can be applied by judges to a lawsuit brought before
them, or even as a theorem of economic science can some-
times be applied to a question of legislation. Men talk of
history repeating itself; but that is the one thing which his-
tory never does. Situations and conjunctions of phenomena
arise which seem similar to others that have gone before
them, but the circumstances are always so far different that
it is never possible confidently to predict similar results,
nor to feel sure that it is necessary either to avoid a remedy
which failed, or to resort to one which succeeded on the pre-
vious occasion. The use of history to a statesman consists
rather in this, that it gives him the data of the problem
which lies before him. Statesmanship is a practical science,
the foundation of which is a knowledge of the facts to be
dealt with, and history helps us to a true comprehension of
the facts by showing how they have come into being, and
by revealing the causes that have determined their relative
importance. What is it that an English statesman ought
to know about Ireland? Her economic condition, and how
law affects it, and how custom, and how custom modifies
law: her religious condition, and what are the sources of
the bitterness which religious feeling has taken ; whether
these sources are drying up, and whether the power of
priests or ministers is dye mainly to their ecclesiastical
authority or to other causes also : her social structure, and
the forces that have gone far to destroy the relations of
respect on the one side, and sympathy and protection on
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the other, which, where they subsist between the richer
and the humbler classes, give stability to the body politic ;
whether these forces of discord lie deep in the character
of the people, or may be explained by a series of un-
fortunate events: the ideas and habits of the Irish, and
the reason why their gifts, in some respects so brilliant,
have effected little for the well-being of the country:
the sentiments of the people, or rather of each class of
the people, towards England, as well as towards the
law administered in England’s name; their sentiments
towards their own leaders also, and what are the qualities
which attract them, and what the faults they pardon.
All these are matters on which hundreds of voices
and pens are daily professing to instruct us, each man
giving the view which his partisanship, or his interest, or
at best his personal experience suggests. But the only
sure guide to a knowledge of them is history, which,
critically studied and honestly weighed, supplies indiss
putable facts by whose help the allegations of passion and
prejudice may be tested and the underlying truth be
discerned. There will still remain room for difference
of opinion as to the remedies to be applied, yet that
difference will be far less wide among those who have
mastered the facts of history than it is among those who
derive their views from current speeches and articles ; and
the former class will be more diffident and more charitable
both in judging the Irish people and in condemning one
another’s conclusions.

These facts English statesmen, absorbed in their own
party struggles, have seldom studied, seldom felt the need
of studying. The duty of understanding them has now in
some measure passed to the body of the English and
Scottish people,admitted by recent legislation to a deciding
voice in national issues. Irish history, of which the people
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of Great Britain have hitherto remained almost wholly
ignorant, has become a matter of practical consequence.
It is rich in political instruction, of the kind I have
described, but rich in little else.

Some one, indeed, struck by the melancholy monotony
with which similar follies and crimes have in Ireland gone
on recurring during whole centuries, has said that Ireland
has annals, but no history, because progress, the life of
history, is wanting. It is at least true that these annals
are dismal reading, from the days of the last national hero
who fell at Clontarf to those of the first national statesman
who created and adorned the short-lived Parliament of
1782. Between Brian Boroimhe and Henry Grattan one
finds only fierce clan-chieftains like Shane O’Neil or
valiant soldiers like Sarsfield. In the dearth of some
more authentic objects of admiration in primitive and
medizval times, patriotic Irishmen have been driven to
clothe in the bright colours of their own fancy the early
ecclesiastical civilization of the island—a civilization re-
markable as witnessing to the intellectual gifts of the
Gaelic branch of the great Celtic family, but which has left
little behind it save the ruins of ancient shrines, numerous
poems, and some striking legends, full of weird imaginative
power, the offspring of earlier heathen times, together with
a mass of primitive legal customs, full of interest in show-
ing the logical acuteness and subtlety of the national mind.
Few early races have shown more aptitude both for learning
and for literary creation, and the fact that this creative
gift has in recent centuries rarely taken shape in the
higher kinds of poetry may be ascribed to the unfavourable
conditions which, in destroying the old literature, gave
little opening for the formation of a new one on the broader
basis of modern European culture,

In the tenth century this ecclesiastical civilization began
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to perish under the shocks of Norse and Danish invasion.
The Anglo-Saxon civilization of England suffered in the
same way. But in England the invaders were near of kin to
the previous inhabitants, and reinvigorated the apparently
decaying stock. In Ireland they were far less numerous, and
did not so readily assimilate with the Celtic aborigines.*
Except in Wicklow and Wexford, they have scarcely
affected the population of the island, while the blow they
gave to the ancient monarchy smoothed the path for the
Norman-Welsh adventurers who came under Strongbow
in the twelfth century.

The conquest of 1169-72 was a conquest only in name.
Henry II. did indeed receive the submission of the petty
princes of Leinster and Munster, and even of Roderick
O’Connor, titular king of Erin; but neither he nor his
successors for nearly four centuries attempted to establish
English executive authority, much less English laws, over
the greater part of the island. A small district round
Dublin, the so-called English Pale, was by degrees or-
ganized as a little England, with counties, sheriffs, judges,
and a rude Parliament under the Lord Deputy representing
the English Crown. But the rest of the country remained
in wild disorder, a low and crude form of feudalism having be-
come mingled with the primitive clan system of the aboriginal
Celts. The Norman settlers grew to be fully as barbarous
as the native chieftains ; and the social condition of the isle
was probably far worse, far more adverse to intellectual and
moral progress, than it had been in the half-mythic days
of Ollam Fohdla, a thousand years earlier. Neither the
Irish Church, whose reformation we may charitably believe
Pope Adrian IV. to have desired when he sanctioned the

* It would seem that the Norsemen were considerably influenced by the
Celts, whose civilization was in many respects more advanced than their own,
but did not plant any Scandinavian institutions outside the strongholds they
occupied. Probably they were too few in number.
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invasion of Henry I, nor the mass of the Irish people,
gained anything, down to the time of the Reformation,
from the events which nominally drew Ireland within the
circle of the Romano-Teutonic civilization of Western
Europe, while the possible evolution of a truly national
kingdom and national type of culture was fatally ar-
rested.*

The first serious efforts to subjugate the island date
from the establishment of a strong monarchy in England
under the Tudors., Begun under Henry VII, these efforts
advanced more rapidly under Elizabeth. They were stimu-
lated by the danger which threatened her from Spain,
a country whose statesmen saw, as those of France saw
long afterwards, in an outlying and disaffected dependency
the weak point of the English realm. The cruelties which
accompanied Elizabeth’s campaigns and the more revolting
injustice of her administrative policy were no worse than
those which belonged to war and conquest generally in that
age—no worse than the conduct of Alva in Holland, or of
Ferdinand II and Tilly in Germany a generation later. We
need not wonder that a half-naked peasantry, speaking a
strange tongue, received as little sympathy from English
captains, or even from scholars like Edmund Spenser, as
the Mexicans did from the soldiers of Cortez. But it was
inauspicious that the work of constructing a stable govern-
ment should have begun in Ireland four centuries later
than in the rest of Europe; that it should have been
accompanied by a dispossession of the people from their-
lands and the unsparing use of fire and famine, as well as
of the sword; that the venom of religious hatred should

* The invasion of Edward Bruce offered the best chance for the establish-
ment of an Irish kingdom, which might have leant upon Scotland; but an
Irish kingdom, even so supported, might have failed to maintain itself, as

Scotland would have failed had Scotland not received Anglo-Norman arts and
arms in the days before the War of Independence.
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have been added to the hostility of races in different stages
of civilization.

Elizabeth reduced the south of the island and part of

Ister. James L., following in her footsteps, placed a Scot-
tish colony in the north-eastern part of that province,
where their descendants, down to our own day, occupying
the better lands from which the native Irish had been
chased into the mountains, have retained not only their
Presbyterian religion, but their Scottish dialect and
customs.* Ireland was divided into shires, for which a
regular system of judicature and of county government
was in theory established ; a Parliament was organized,
with members from all the shires and a number of so-
called boroughs, most of them made boroughs for that
very purpose, and, of course, under Government control.
Catholics as well as Protestants, aboriginal Irishmen as
well as colonists, enjoyed the suffrage and the right to
sit. At the same time the ancient tenures of land were
abolished, and the rules of English law applied, to the
total disregard of the rights of the members of a sept, or
clan, in the land which had belonged to it.

The breathing space under the first two Stuarts was
short, if that can be called a breathing space during which
the work of dispossessing the natives of their land by every
art of chicanery went briskly on. In 1641 the imminence
of the conflict between Charles I. and the Parliament of
England seems to have precipitated an outbreak in Ireland,
for which both religious hatred and the resentment for land
robbery had been ripening the minds of the original Irish.
Many cruelties were perpetrated on both sides, but recent
researches have shown that the natives were neither so

* Sixty years ago these Scottish dwellers in the level lands of Antrim
and Down used to speak of the aboriginal inhabitants of the glens as ‘‘thae
Eerish.”



xviii INTRODUCTION.

distinctly the beginners of the insurrection nor so ferocious
in the conduct of it as the English public of that day
believed. Civil war raged until the energy of Cromwell, the
first Englishman who can be said to have really conquered
Ireland, enforced a sullen submission. Some have thought
that the continuance for half a century of such rule as his,
however stern in its methods, might have proved a bless-
ing to subsequent generations, seeing that it might have
introduced habits of order and brought about an amalga-
mation of the two races. But in fact its chief effect was
to dispossess a large number of landowners and their
dependents, and to intensify the resentment of the Roman
Catholics against their Protestant conquerors. In twelve
years the Stuarts returned, with fresh misgovernment in
their train. The Cromwellian settlers kept their grip on
the lands they had seized from the old proprietors, and
this additional fountain of bitterness was the only thing
that remained from the interval of Puritan sway. Another
civil war (1688-91) ushered in the final conquest by
William III, which completed the work begun by the
first Tudors nearly two centuries before. The island was
brought into the obedience of despair to the power of
England. The forces of civilization which England had
at her command had now free scope for an action which
a wise policy might have made beneficent.

But what was the condition of the country, what the
temper of the people? Frequent wars had desolated the
soil, checked the growth of towns, prevented the rise of
commerce or the improvement of agriculture. The great
mass of the inhabitants lived in hovels as bad as those of
Connemara at the present day, and were always on the
verge of famine. Speaking the Gaelic tongue only, without
education or the means of getting it, professing a proscribed
religion, ignorant of the laws they were expected to obey,
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they had nothing in common with the Protestant colonists
who were now to rule them, not only as magistrates, but
also as landlords. Such of the Roman Catholic gentry as
had retained their estates were stripped of all political and
many civic rights, and left virtually at the mercy of a
Protestant enemy. Much of the best blood, and all the
more ardent spirits of the nation, unable to brook servitude
at home, sought a carcer in the armies of France, Spain,
or the Empire. Among those who remained, whether of the
upper or of the humbler class—for a middle class scarcely
existed out of Dublin—what room was there for loyalty to
the English Crown? To them, smarting from the loss of
their land by violence, or injustice cloaked with legal
forms, and remembering the savage wars of nearly two
centuries, the English colonists seemed what the Turks
seem now to the Christians of the East—a band of robbers
encamped on the soil that once was theirs, calling them-
selves a government, but giving none of the blessings of
government in return for the rent and taxes they extorted.
And the English Crown was nothing but the titular
authority which stood behind the English colonists, leaving"
Ireland to their mercy.

It is well to realize these things, not for the sake of
invectives against England, which acted only as conquering
nations always do act, and better than some nations of
that age, but to explain the subsequent course of events.
There were two nations in Ireland, separated from one
another by everything but local position—one very small
nation of colonists, with all the power and privilege, and
nearly all the wealth; the other a larger native nation,
plunged in ignorance and misery, and almost excluded
from civil rights. Beyond the sea there was a strong
and prosperous state, centuries ahead of Ireland in many
elements of civilization, and most of all in those parts of
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civilization which relate to law and government ; a state
holding Ireland as a dependency, resolved to let her fall to
no other power, but scarcely deigning to attend to her con-
cerns except for the purpose of preventing her industries
from entering into competition with those of England.

To help Ireland forward in the path of culture and
economic progress, to weld into one the two nations inhabit-
ing her soil, and fit them to be politically incorporated with
England and Scotland, so as to produce one great and truly
united people, each element in which might contribute to
the harmonious perfection of the whole—this was the task
which lay before English statesmen at the end of the
seventeenth century, a task whose accomplishment was, as
events have proved, scarcely less essential to the welfare of
the greater than to that of the lesser island. The narrative
contained in the present volume, which opens with the
Treaty of Limerick, signed in 1691, and broken almost
before its ink was dry, relates in detail how this task was
dealt with, But before I close these introductory remarks,
a few words may be said on the salient features of the
period which followed.

Of all the problems of government that of the adminis-
tration of a dependency is the most difficult, and of all
possible modes of administering a dependency that of
leaving it to a dominant caste seems to be the worst. The
operation of natural forces is interfered with, because revo-
lution, the natural remedy in extreme cases of misgovern-
ment, is prevented by the power of the superior country.
The superior country remains ignorant of the facts and
insensible of her responsibility. The dominant caste ceases
to have patriotism, because it looks to the superior country
for support, and remains alienated from the mass of its
fellow-subjects. It has even an interest in checking any
progress which may threaten its own ascendency. These
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mortal struggle for existence between the cotters on the one side and
the ‘middlemen’ and tithe-proctors on the other then commenced,
and a century of agrarian conspiracy and crime was the result.
The atrocities perpetrated by the Whiteboys, especially in the
earlier period of agrarianism (for they afterwards grew somewhat
less inhuman), are such as to make the flesh creep. No language
can be too strong in speaking of the horrors of such a state of
society. But it would be unjust to confound these agrarian con-
spiracies with ordinary crime, or to suppose that they imply a
propensity to ordinary crime either on the part of those who
commit them or on the part of the people who connive at and
favour their commission. In the districts where agrarian con-
spiracy and outrage were most rife, the number of ordinary crimes
was very small. In plain truth, the secret tribunals which ad-
ministered the Whiteboy code were to the people the organs of a
wild law of social morality by which, on the whole, the interest of
the peasant was protected.” *

It was under conditions like these that the suspicion of
the law and its ministers became worked into the very
nerves and blood of the Irish peasant. His lawlessness,
which scarcely exceeded the lawlessness of the landlord
magistrates who ruled him, was not political, but directed
against the land system and tithe system from which
he suffered. He was too ignorant to have political aspi-
rations ; nor did the Catholics make any movement in
favour of either the elder or the younger Pretender. It
was among the Ascendency party that resistance to England
began. They saw Irish manufactures destroyed for the
sake of English manufactures; heavy duties laid on Irish
exports to England ; Irish revenues jobbed away in pro-
viding places or pensions for favourites too disreputable
even for the corrupt England of that day. England did
nothing for Ireland, and suffered her to do nothing for her-
self. Thus at last the natural forces that make for freedom

* ¢ Irish History and Irish Character,” pp. 189, s7g.
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asserted themselves. Even among this tyrannous aris-
tocracy a national feeling sprang up, and some of its better
members, by the help of the Presbyterians of Ulster, who
had long smarted under oppressions, and had now been
inspired with hope by the revolt of the American colonies,
seized for the first time upon England’s necessity as
Ireland’s opportunity, and extorted, in 1782, the recogni-
tion of legislative independence. Though the Irish Parlia-
ment, which lasted from that year to 1800, was usually
more than half filled with pensioners, placemen, and the
nominees of the Crown or of some magnate, and though
only Protestant Episcopalians were eligible to sit in it,
it swept away some bad laws and gave a momentary
stimulus to the material prosperity of the island. A still
better result of freedom was seen in the appearance of a
large and liberal Irish patriotism. The Roman Catholics,
lately so abject, took hope and bestirred themselves.
Religious hatreds were for the moment swallowed up in a
comprehensive enthusiasm for the greatness and happiness
of the country.

The concessions made in 1782 mark the first stage in
the evolution of modern Irish nationality, created, not as in
other countries, by the possession of a separate language
and literature, or by pride in a separate history, but by the
unwise policy of England. Grattan and Flood, Ponsonby
and Langrishe, did not look back to, nor feel themselves
the successors of, such Irish leaders as Shane O’Neil or
Sarsfield, It was to the English, not to the Irish Celts,
that they were linked by social and literary as well as
by religious ties. England kindled among them, her own
colonists, the flame of Irish national feeling when it had
died away among the Catholic Celts to a feeble spark,
kindled it in Ireland, with the same folly as her states-
men showed in their dealings with America, by crippling
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Irish industries and humiliating the Irish legislature. This
new national feeling stimulated and dignified the first acts
of the Irish Parliament of 1782. But, being too narrow in
the basis on which it rested, full of corrupt men, and closed
to all others than Protestant Episcopalians, this Parliament
did not supply a wide enough channel for the new stream of
national life which, so to speak, overflowed into extra legal
associations, first the Protestant Volunteers, who continued
to hold gatherings after their first aim had been accomplished,
and then the Society of United Irishmen. Still, great as
were the faults of the Irish House of Commons, all might
have gone well had the island been left to herself. But
Ireland was still a dependency, ruled by an Executive
appointed from England, and the evils incident to a de-
pendency reappeared in fatal force. The worse elements
in the Ascendency party drew together, and resolved to
secure their dominance by dragging in England. The
excesses of the Terror in France and the progress of
the French arms had.terrified the Crown and ministry in
England, making them less than ever willing to see the
Irish Parliament reformed, its basis enlarged, its powers
consolidated. In Ireland itself the more advanced section
of the patriotic party, led by Wolf Tone, and strong in
the towns of Ulster, was inclining to republicanism. Pitt
hesitated for a time between repression and reform ; but in
1795 the choice was made, and the fatal recall of Lord
Fitzwilliam, the viceroy who had been sent with a message
of peace, while it stimulated the party of Wolf Tone, left
Grattan and the constitutional reformers to be overborne
by the forces of bigotry, selfishness, and corruption among
the Ascendency faction as well as by the power of
England.

One is loth to believe that even such men as Fitz-
gibbon and his associates, much less Pitt, entertained the
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fiendish scheme of bringing about a union by provoking a
rebellion. But the steps taken were well calculated to
provoke one; and when the rebellion had been quenched
in blood, it became an irresistible argument for effecting
the changes Pitt desired. The atrocities on both sides were
horrible, yet the massacres perpetrated by the peasantry at
Vinegar Hill yield to the hideous cruelties in which the
Orangemen revelled, and which the Government refused to
repress or punish.* There is,indeed, no parallel in modern
history to the conduct of those who “restored order” in
1798-9, except that of the Jacobin party in France during
the Terror of 1793, and if there was more bloodshed
during the Terror in France, there was more torture during
the Terror in Ireland.

Whatever may have been the motives of those who
brought about the Union of 18oo—and censure can hardly
be too severe for the methods they employed—there were
strong grounds, over and above the supposed precedent of
the Scottish' Union, to recommend it, grounds which did
not convince the Whig leaders of that day, but which Pitt
may well have deemed overwhelming. Union with Great
Britain appeared to take Ireland out of the position of a
dependency ; to offer a prospect of welding the different
sections of the people together by the emancipation of the
Roman Catholics ; to put an end absolutely to commercial
hostilities, relieving the industries of Ireland from injury
by British tariffs; to open up to her inhabitants a wider
career ; to accelerate material progress by promoting the
influx of British capital ; to give Great Britain an interest
she had not hitherto felt in the welfare of what was now
to become a part of herself.

Why were these expected results not attained? What

* Lord Cornwallis seems to have tried, but the passions of the governing
class and of his'own subordinates prevailed against his intentions.
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were the causes which kept Ireland after the Union as before,
wretched and disaffected ?

To enact that the Crowns and Parliaments should be
one was not enough ; it was necessary to make the peoples
one. This could be done only by bringing the more back-
ward people up to the level of the more advanced. That
process ought to have been governed by two principles,
the principle of equality, and the principle of special treat-
ment—oprinciples between which there is no real incon-
sistency.  Neither principle was applied. Equality was
not given, because in Ireland the Church of the small
minority remained not only dominant, but oppressive by
her exactions, while in England and Scotland the Church
of the majority was the Established Church ; and because
in Ireland a seat in Parliament was confined to the members
of a caste, while in England and Scotland it was open to
the bulk of the nation. Special treatment was given only
in the form of severe coercion Acts, while all the remedies
which the economic misery of Ireland and the absence of
practical justice called for were refused. Ireland remained,
after the Union as before, a dependency, with the old
evils of dependency government, concealed in outward
seeming by the admission of Irish members to the British
Parliament, but aggravated in reality by the fact that those
members were less truly representative, and more faintly
responsible, than they had been in the Irish Parliament of
1782-1800, when the House of Commons was animated
by a national feeling, and when, debating and voting under
the eyes of the people, it could not fail to be influenced by
their opinion and fear their displeasure.

There was, however, a species of union effected in
1800. At that date there were in Ireland, as there had
been in 1691, two nations—a small nation possessed of
wealth, privilege, and power ; a much larger nation plunged
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in ignorance and misery. In 1782 and the immediately
succeeding years, the nascent sense of nationality had
begun to bring about a fusion of these two nations ; but
the Rebellion intervened, and the terrors of 1798 rekindled
the hatreds of 1689, It was, therefore, upon the members
of the smaller nation, sprung from the British colonists and
professing the dominant faith, that the Union took effect,
making them look more than ever to England, dividing
them sharply as ever from the children of the dispossessed
natives and persecuted Catholics. Before the Union the
colonists had been Irish to the English, and English to the
Irish ; after it they were only English to the Irish. The
nascent flame of Irish patriotism in the upper classes was
quenched. The richer among them were drawn more and
more to England, and cared less and less for the welfare of
the land of their birth. Those who ought to have been, by
their education, abilities, and rank, the natural leaders of
the people, abandoned the leadership in national movements
to men more prone to violence, and more permeated by the
prejudices of the subject multitude. This was the substance
of Grattan’s argument against the Union, that it took
away responsibility from the governors, destroyed the
patriotism of the upper classes, severed them from the
masses of the people, shattered the authority of property
and education, threw the bulk of the nation into the hands
of agitators and adventurers. A reformed Irish Parlia-
ment would have retained the leadership of the country ;
an Imperial Parliament lost it. England had refused to
listen to Grattan ; she was next confronted by O’Connell.
The government of a dependency discloses the weak
points of a constitution. The Crown, which was powerful
down to 1832, and the House of Lords, which has been
able to maim or delay measures of change down to our own
time, are answerable for many of England’s failures in
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Ireland since 1800. In England these authorities did no
great harm, because they knew when to yield to the
opinion which was all around them. The feelings of
distant Ireland could be ignored. The obstinacy of
George III, who, as King of Ireland, had yielded the
suffrage to the Catholics in 1793, prevented Catholic
emancipation in 1800, when it might have made the Union
at least tolerable; the still less excusable perversity of
George IV. delayed it till the concession had lost all its
grace. The power of the House of Lords, which had now
become totally unamenable to any Irish influence, except
that of the landlords, continued to produce not less deplor-
able results after Catholic emancipation had been carried. It
crippled the beneficent efforts of the Melbourne ministry
in 1835—41; it threw out Mr. Napier's Land Bill, though
proposed by a Tory Government, in 1852; while later
instances will rise to every one’s mind.

Since 1800 there have been three epochs at which a
prospect opened of repairing the errors then committed,
of winning the confidence of Ireland and bringing her
into real accord with Great Britain. The first of these
came in 1829, with the passing of Catholic emancipation.
It was lost because the ministry then in power clogged the
emancipation with humiliating conditions, and refused to
follow it up by subsidiary economic and administrative re-
forms. The second came in 1835, with the accession of the
Melbourne ministry. It was used to some extent, and with
good results, so far as they went—results largely due to
the enlightened humanity and statesmanship of Thomas
Drummond. A change in the balance of English parties
arrested a process with which English party questions
ought to have had nothing to do. Dependencies have
more chance under a wise autocrat than under a shifting
assembly, as the Roman provinces were better governed
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by the emperors than by the Senate and the comitia.
The third opportunity came with the collapse of the in-
surrectionary movements of 1848, on the morrow of the
great famine, and was frittered away in a succession of
petty and only half sincere attempts to deal with the
tenant-right question. Wretchedness and disaffection re-
mained ; and England, which had refused to listen to
O’Connell, found herself confronted by the Fenians. Of
later opportunities I do not speak ; the cinders are too hot
to tread upon.

Nothing of what has been here said is matter of con-
troversy to-day. Thoughtful Englishmen of all parties are
now agreed in holding that the Union was carried at an
unfortunate moment and by questionable methods ; that it
ought to have been accompanied by Catholic emancipa-
tion ; that more sweeping measures of land reform ought
to have been sooner passed; that the Episcopal Church
ought not to have been allowed to stand as an Establish-
ment down to 1869 ; that the system of local administra-
tion ought to have been long ago thoroughly remodelled.
Thoughtful Englishmen of all parties admit that the chief
cause which has prevented the union with Ireland from
bearing the same fruits of contentment as the union with
Scotland did, is the fact that Ireland continued to be a
dependency governed by a caste, and that her voice,
whether through her own fault or through that of England,
or through both, failed to make itself listened to in the
council-halls of the Imperial Parliament, which would
certainly have dealt with the evils of the country had it
realized their gravity. Physiologists tell us that when an
organ fails to do its proper work, some other organ is
developed, or raised into abnormal activity, in order to
supply the defect. It was thus that when, after 1782, the
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Irish Parliament, from its faulty constitution, failed to carry
through the reforms that were needed, the Convention of
Volunteers sought to express the will of the dominant
part of the nation. So too, when, after 1800, the represen-
tatives of Ireland at Westminster were unable to secure
the emancipation of the Catholics, the Catholic Association
arose to speak in the name of the Catholic majority ;
so in later times other organizations have established
their sway among the people, because constitutional
means were deemed delusive and inadequate. In what-
ever country a constitutional expression of popular will
is wanting, or is overborne by external force, economic
sufferings or social disorders are apt to produce an irregu-
lar government, supported by the people, but unhappily
teaching ithem habits which make constitutional govern-
ment more than ever difficult.

There would be little profit in trying to apportion
between England and the different classes and parties in
Ireland the blame for the misfortunes of the last ninety
years. When it is perceived that all these misfortunes
were the natural result of the position in which the
two islands found themselves, the charge of deliberate
malignity which many Irishmen have brought against
England falls to the ground. The faults of England were
ignorance and heedlessness—faults always found where the
governed are far from the sight of the governors, and mis-
government bringsno director immediate penaltyin its train.
United not to the Irish people as a whole, but to a caste
which was hardly a part of that people, and knowing that
caste to be bound to herself, she allowed it to govern in
her name. She did not heed, because she scarcely heard,
the complaints of the oppressed race. It is true that Lord-
lieutenants and Chief Secretaries were almost always
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Englishmen. But going to Ireland with no previous
knowledge of the country, and living there among the
Ascendency, they saw with its eyes and heard with its ears.
Even statesmen like Peel and Goulburn appear in Irish
history as the mere mouthpieces of the lawyers and officials
who surrounded them, and accepted the brutal remedies for
disorder which those officials, following the old traditions,
suggested to them. Nor, when the turn of the Whigs came,
did they cordially recognize the equality of rights and duties
to which the Catholics had been admitted in 1829, but
sought to deal with them as if they were still an inferior
class. Had England, even that unsympathetic oligarchy
which ruled England till 1832, governed Ireland directly,
influenced by no one class in Ireland more than any other,
she could hardly have failed to remove many of the
evils of the country. Had she left administration and
legislation entirely in the hands of the Ascendency,
excluding them from the legislature of Britain, the
administration would probably have been no worse, and
a spirit of Irish patriotism, a sense of responsibility to the
mass of the inhabitants, and dread of their displeasure,
such as seemed to be growing up in the last half of the
preceding century, might have arisen to weld the Anglo-
Irish and the native Irish into one people. It was the
combination of dependency government with the govern-
ment of a denationalized caste that proved so fatal during
the first seventy years of this century, as during the first
eighty of the century preceding.

The faults of the Irish people are no less clearly trace-
able to the conditions under which they lived. Miseries
unparalleled in modern Europe, miseries which legislation
did not even attempt to remove, produced agrarian crimes
and lawless combinations. The sense of wild justice that
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underlay these crimes and combinations bred an ingrained
hostility to law, and disposition to sympathize with those
who braved it. Englishmen who admit this explanation
of the most distressing feature of Irish peasant life, are
surprised that it should still subsist. But though it sprang
up in the middle of last century, the conditions that pro-
duced it—that is to say, agrarian oppression and the absence
of equal justice locally administered—remained long after
the Union in scarcely diminished potency. With the
aversion to law there came naturally an aversion to the
so-called “ English Government,” and to England herself.
It was intensified among the leaders of the people by
the events of 1798, and perpetuated by the contempt
with which Irish patriotism has been treated in England
—a contempt in curious contrast with the sympathy which
England warmly and frequently expressed for national
movements elsewhere.

England expected loyalty from the Irish, especially after
she thought she had honoured them by union with herself.
But what was there to make them loyal either to the Crown
or to the English connection? Loyalty is a plant which
does not spring up of itself. A healthy seed must be sown,
and sown in a congenial soil. Loyalty to the Crown is in
England the result of centuries of national greatness, of
a thousand recollections grouped round the head of the
State, who personifies the unity and glory of the nation.
In Ireland the recollections were recollections of conquest
mingled with not a few of cruelty and treachery. The
dominant caste, which had gone to the verge of rebellion
in 1782, called itself loyal when, in 1798, the subject race
followed the example which the Volunteers had set. This
caste has since then professed attachment to the English
Crown. Itsattachment has not been disinterested. “Doth
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a man serve God for naught?” The Ascendency had
solid reasons for adhering to the power which maintained
it as an ascendency. But the other Irish nation of ninety
years ago, the nation of Celts and Roman Catholics, had
no more reason for loyalty to the King of England than
the Christians of the East have for loyalty to the Turkish
sultan. Nor have the English kings sought to foster
loyalty in the way which kings find most effective, by
their personal presence. Before the appearance of James
IL,, followed by the conquering entrance of William III.,
only three sovereigns had set foot in Ireland—Henry II.,
John, and Richard II. Since the battle of the Boyne only
one royal visit was paid, that of George IV. in 1824, down
to the visit of her present Majesty in 1849. On both those
occasions the sovereign was received with the greatest
warmth. Why has one of the most obvious services a
monarchy can render been so strangely neglected ?

The want of a capacity for self-government, which is so
often charged upon the Irish, does not need to be explained
by an inherent defect in Celtic peoples when it is remembered
that no opportunity of acquiring it has ever been afforded
them. Since the primitive clan organization of the native
race was dissolved in the sixteenth century, neither local
nor national self-government has ever existed in Ireland,
until the recent establishment of representative municipal
institutions in the larger towns. There were practically no
free elections of members of the House of Commons till
the famous Waterford election of 1826, and even after that
year an election was almost always a struggle between
temporal intimidation by landlords and spiritual intimida-
tion by priests. The Ballot Act of 1872 is the true be-
ginning of Parliamentary life in the Irish counties, and
seems to mark a turning-point in Irish history.
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That Irish political leaders have usually wanted a sense
of responsibility, have been often violent in their language,
agitators and rhetoricians rather than statesmen, is un-
deniable, and must be borne in mind when England is
blamed for refusing to follow their advice. But vehemence
and recklessness are natural to men who had no responsi-
bility, whom no one dreamt of placing in administrative
posts, who found their counsels steadily ignored. They,
like the people from whom they sprung, had no training in
self-government, no enlightened class to correct by its
opinion their extravagances. Agitation was the only
resource of those who shrank from conspiracy or despaired
of insurrection ; and the habit of agitation produced a
type of character, as Cervantes says that every man is
the son of his own works. Leadership had, with some
honourable exceptions, become divorced from education
and property, because the class which gave leaders to the
nation in the thirty years before the Union had now been
thoroughly denationalized.

The reflection may occur that if these unhappy features
in the character of English rule and the temper of the
Irish people during the last two centuries were the result
of causes acting steadily during a long period of time,
a correspondingly long period of better relations will be
needed to efface them. History, however, if she does not
absolutely forbid, certainly does not countenance such
a prediction. It has sometimes happened that when
malignant conditions have vanished, and men’s feelings
undergone a thorough change, a single generation has
been sufficient to wipe out ancient animosities, and capa-
cities for industrial or intellectual or political development
have been disclosed which no one ventured to expect.
Necessity and responsibility are the best teachers. Even
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see too that he looked upon them as a conquered people,
and that he would support the Settlement inviolably. In
this spirit Clarendon acted, and did everything he could to
evade redressing the grievances of the Irish, by appointing
them officers, magistrates, and so forth. Tyrconnell, on the
other hand, disbanded the colonial Militia, a well-armed
body, and attempted to disarm them also. The march of
events in England, the hostility of the English interest,
and the uprise of an Irish public opinion, soon put an end
to this dual government. Clarendon was recalled, and
Tyrconnell took his place as viceroy.

While Tyrconnell was organizing an Irish army, James
being still king in England, he committed a great blunder,
which had far-reaching consequences, contributing in no
small degree to the overthrow of the Stuart dynasty. He
withdrew the garrison of Derry in order to send aid to
King James in England. The removal of the garrison left
the field clear for the partisans of William. When the
Earl of Antrim was sent to repair the blunder, the young
men of Derry resolutely closed the gates of the town against
James’s troops on December 7, 1688, and on February 20,
1689, William of Orange was proclaimed king in Derry.
In this way the English got possession of one of the most
important ports in the kingdom.

On March 12, 1689, James II.landed at Kinsale. Thence
he hastened to Dublin, and summoned a Parliament,
which met on May 7, 1689, and sat until July 18. This
Parliament of James has been described as a Parliament of
Irish Celts, yet out of the 228 members of the House of
Commons about one-fourth only belonged to the native
race, and even including members of families Anglicized or
of doubtful origin, not one-third of the House of Commons
belonged to the so-called Celts. Of the thirty-two lay
peers who attended, not more than two or three bore old
Irish names. The four spiritual peers were Protestant
bishops, among whom was the notorious Dr. Dopping ; no
Catholic bishops were summoned. Thirty-five Acts were
passed, many of which were merely for the undoing of
previous hostile legislation, such as the repeal of Poynings’
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Act, the repeal of the Acts of Settlement and Explanation,
the repeal of the Act for keeping and celebrating October
23 as an anniversary thanksgiving in Ireland. Of the
positive Acts the most notable were—an Act to secure
liberty of conscience, and to repeal such Acts, or clauses
of Acts, as were inconsistent with the same; and an Act
for removing all incapacities from the natives of Ireland.
James did not approve of the legislation of his Irish Parlia-
ment, and, but for the presence of the Comte d’Avaux, the
French ambassador, it is probable he would not have
consented to the repeal of the Acts of Settlement and
Explanation.

Sufficient men had presented themselves to form fifty
regiments of infantry and a proportionate number of cavalry.
But as the native Irish had been excluded from serving
in the army and militia, and as far as possible disarmed,
these levies were undisciplined, and their officers, with few
exceptions, were without military training and experience.
There were no arsenals, and in the Government stores only
about one thousand serviceable firearms were found ; there
was no artillery, and no supply of ammunition, or of ap-
pliances for an army in the field. The colonists,* who for
the most part took the English side, were accustomed to
the use of arms, having served in the disbanded militia,
which had been well armed. They possessed a consider-
able force sufficiently trained and armed to do garrison
duty efficiently. The great want of the Irish in this, as
in all previous Anglo-Irish wars, was money. What coin
was in circulation was small in quantity and debased in
quality. James’s Government issued a brass coinage, which
had no currency outside the kingdom, and even within
it practically circulated only among the partisans of James,
and could not consequently help in purchasing arms,
ammunition, and military stores, which had to be imported
from without.

Under such unfavourable circumstances, the war began.
The first campaign comprised the siege, or rather blockade,
of Derry—for the Irish, having no artillery, could not under-

* That is chiefly the Protestants of English or Scottish origin.
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take a regular siege—which was gallantly defended by the
Scoto-English colonists ; the check of Mountcashel by the
Enniskilleners, who had followed the example of Derry;
the landing of Schomberg with an army of Dutch, French
Protestants, and English, who went into winter quarters
near Dundalk, where he lost nearly half his troops from
sickness ; and, lastly, the military parade of James, who
marched out from Dublin, and, failing to force Schom-
berg to fight, went into winter quarters himself. The result
of the campaign was the successful defence of Derry, and
the signal exhibition of James’s incapacity as a general.

At the opening of the second campaign, an exchange of
troops was made between James and Louis XIV., with the
view of giving prestige to the cause of the former. Six
thousand French troops, under a drawing-room general,
the well-known Comte de Lauzun, arrived in Ireland, and
the same ships carried back an equal number of Irish troops
—the brigade of Mountcashel, the best-trained and best-
equipped body of troops in the Irish army. These troops,
re-formed in France into three regiments of two battalions
each, constituted the first Irish brigade in the service of
France. This brigade, composed of native Irish, and led
by Justin MacCarthy, Lord Mountcashel, who was much
disliked by Tyrconnell, was more national than dynastic
in spirit, and so it was considered very desirable to get
such a body out of the way.

The wasted army of Schomberg was strengthened by
the arrival of William himself on June 14, 1690, with a
considerable force. The united armies, composed of the
most heterogeneous materials, one-half being foreigners of
various nationalities, amounted to between 36,000 and
48,000 men* They were well equipped, armed, and
trained, most of them being veterans, and duly supplied
with artillery, and with everything necessary for an army

* See discussion on the numbers of the opposing forces at the Battle of the
Boyne in the ‘“ Notes and Illustrations” to the Macarie Excidium, by the late
John Cornelius O’Callaghan, the most careful and impartial authority on the
subject (O'Kelly's ¢ Destruction of Cyprus,” published by the Irish Archaeo-
logical Society, 1850, pp. 340-360).
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in the field, commanded by an able general, whose staff
was efficient and experienced. To meet William, James
set out from Dublin with an army of about 23,000 men.
The French troops and the Irish cavalry were good, but
the infantry was not well trained, and the artillery con-
sisted only of twelve field-pieces. The battle took place
on July 1, 1690, at the passage of the River Boyne, a few
miles above Drogheda. The Irish fell back on Dublin,
and thence retired behind the line of the Shannon. About
20,000 half-armed infantry and about 3500 horse concen-
trated at Limerick. The English having failed in taking
Athlone, the key of the upper Shannon, William gathered
together about 38,000 men in the neighbourhood of
Limerick. Lauzun, having declared that Limerick could
not be defended, and might be taken with roasted apples,
withdrew with the whole of the French troops to Galway,
to await the first opportunity of returning to France. On
August g9, 1690, William moved his whole army close to
the town, and summoned the garrison to surrender; but
having failed, with a loss of 2000 men, to carry the town
by assault, he raised the siege and went to England.

The third and last campaign began late in 1691. The
Irish received many promises of assistance from Louis X1V,
but his ministers fulfilled few or none of them. With
scarcely any loss of men, and with a small expenditure
of stores and money, the Irish war enabled Louis to keep
William and a veteran army of 40,000 men out of his way.
The Irish troops in Limerick were, during the winter follow-
ing the raising of the siege, half starved, half armed, and
almost naked, and consequently unable to do anything
until the arrival of the French fleet in the Shannon with
arms, stores, and provisions, but no troops. There came,
however, Lieut.-General St. Ruth, a French officer of merit,
to take the command-in-chief of the Irish army, and he
was accompanied by Major-General D'Usson. The cam-
paign opened in the beginning of June with the advance
of Ginkel on Athlone. The chief defence of the place was
the River Shannon, the works being weak, and mounting
only a few field-pieces ; yet so obstinately was the place
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defended, that but for the discovery of a ford, and some
neglect on the part of D'Usson, who commanded, it is
probable that the siege would have been raised. As it
was, Ginkel became master of the heap of ruins before St.
Ruth knew of the attack, though encamped only a few
miles distant. St. Ruth moved his camp to Aughrim, and
there was fought the final battle of the war on Sunday,
July 12, 1691. The English were superior in numbers, in
appointments, and small arms, but above all in artillery.*
St. Ruth was killed at a critical moment, and his army
defeated, with a loss of about 4000 men, the English loss
being about half that number. Part of the defeated Irish
infantry retreated to Galway ; but the bulk of the troops,
including the whole of the cavalry, fell back on Limerick,
which surrendered, after a gallant resistance, in October,
1691.

The Treaty of Limerick was signed on behalf of the
English by the Lords Justices, Sir Charles Porter and
Thomas Coningsby, and Baron De Ginkel, commander-
in-chief of the British forces; on behalf of the Irish, by
Sarsfield, Lord Gallmoy, Colonel Nicholas Purcel, Colonel
Nicholas Cusack, Sir Toby Butler, Colonel Garret Dillon,
and Colonel John Brown.

Its chief provisions were—

“The Roman Catholics of this kingdom shall enjoy
such privileges in the exercise of their religion as are con-
sistent with the laws of Ireland; or as they did enjoy in
the reign of King Charles the Second ; and their Majesties,
as soon as their affairs will permit them to summon a
Parliament in this kingdom, will endeavour to procure the
said Roman Catholics such further security in that par-
ticular as may preserve them from any disturbance upon
the account of their said religion.

“All the inhabitants or residents of Limerick, or any
other garrison now in the possession of the Irish, and all
officers and soldiers now in arms under any commission
of King James, or those authorized by him to grant the

* See the discussion as to the strength of the opposing armies at the battle
of Aughrim in the *“ Notes,” etc., to Macarie Excidium, pp. 433-461.
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same in the several counties of Limerick, Clare, Kerry,
Cork, and Mayo, or any of them, and all the commissioned
officers in their Majesties’ quarters that belong to the Irish
regiments now in being that are treated with and who are
not prisoners of war, or having taken protection,* and who
shall return and submit to their Majesties’ obedience, and
their and every of their heirs shall hold, possess, and enjoy
all and every their estates of freehold and inheritance ; and
all the rights, titles, and interest, privileges and immunities,
which they, or every or any of them, held, enjoyed, and
were rightfully and lawfully entitled to in the reign of
King Charles II, or at any time since by the laws and
statutes that were in force in the said reign of King
Charles 11., and shall be put in possession, by order of the
Government, of such of them as are in the king’s hands,
or the hands of his tenants, without being put to any suit
or trouble therein.” Furthermore, all such estates were to
be freed and discharged from all arrears of Crown rents,
quit-rents, and other public charges which were incurred,
or became due since Michaelmas, 1688, on condition of
taking a simple oath of allegiance to William and Mary.

The other articles recognized the rights of merchants
of the protected towns who might have been beyond the
sea at the time of the capitulation, and the rights of certain
officers abroad on the business of the Irish army. A general
pardon was to be granted to all persons comprised within
the treaty, and the Lords Justices and the generals com-
manding King William’s army were to use their best
endeavours to get the attainders of any of them attainted
repealed. Finally, noblemen and gentlemen were to have
liberty to ride with a sword and case of pistols, and to keep
a gun for defence or fowling.

In the copy of the rough draft engrossed for signature
the following words, “and all such as are under their
protection in the said counties,” which immediately fol-
lowed the enumeration of the several counties in the
second article, were omitted. This omission, whether the
result of design or accident, was, however, rectified by

* Galway being protected by a separate capitulation,
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King William when confirming the treaty in February,
1692. The confirming instrument stated that the words
had been casually omitted; that the omission was not
discovered till the articles were signed, but was taken
notice of before the town was surrendered ; and that the
Lords Justices or General Ginkel, or one of them, had
promised that the clause should be made good, since it
was within the intention of the capitulation, and had been
inserted in the rough draft. William then for himself did
“ratify and confirm the said omitted words.” *

The colonists, or at all events the “new interests”—
that is, those who shared or expected to share in the con-
fiscations—were indignant at the concessions made to
the native race. They thought the mere Irish had been
secured the possession of too much land, and that they
ought not to have been left anything whatever.f

Having concluded the treaty, the Lords Justices returned
to Dublin, and attended Christ’s Church on the following
Sunday, where Dr. Dopping, Bishop of Meath, preached a
sermon on the late events at Limerick, in which he argued
that no faith should be kept with so perfidious a people

* Confirmation of the Articles of Limerick, February 24, 1692 (Plowden,
vol. i., Appendix ; Froude, ‘ The English in Ireland,” vol. i. p. 205).

t Sir Charles Wogan, better known as the Chevalier Wogan, in his
remarkable letter to Dean Swift, states that King William offered, before the
battle of Aughrim, to his uncle, the Duke of Tyrconnell, the following terms :
—the free exercise of their religion to the Irish Catholics ; half the churches
of the kingdom ; half the employments, civil and military too, if they pleased,
and even the moiety of their ancient properties. Sir Charles tells us that
‘“ these proposals, though they were to have had an English Act of Parliament
for their sanction, were refused with universal contempt. Yet the exiles, in the
midst of their hard usage abroad, could not be brought to repent of their
obstinacy. Whenever I pressed them upon the matter, their answer was
generally to this purpose : ‘If England can break her public faith, in regard
of the wretched Articles of Limerick, by keeping up a perpetual terror and
persecution over that parcel of miserable unarmed peasantry and dastard gentry
we have left at home, without any other apology or pretence for it but her
wanton fears and jealousies, what could have been expected by the man of
true vigour and spirit, if they had remained in their country, but a cruel war,
under greater disadvantages, or such a universal massacre as our fathers have
often been threatened with by the confederate rebels of Great Britain—ad guod
non fuit responsum ?’ —Letter of Sir C. Wogan to Dean Swift, February 27,
1732 (Swift’s Works, Bohn’s edit. vol. ii. p. 667).
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as the Irish. On the next Sunday Dr. Moreton, Bishop of
Kildare, preached in the same church, but argued in favour
of keeping public faith. And on the third Sunday Dean
Synge preached in the same church, and took a middle
course. “Keep peace with all men, if it be possible,”
was his text. William did not sympathize with those
who desired to violate the treaty. He removed Dopping’s
name from the Privy Council,and put Moreton in his place.

The spirit in which the colonists intended to under-
stand the treaty is best shown by the action of the sheriffs
and magistrates throughout the country, who believed
that, under the protection of a foreign army, they might
commit any injustice or outrage they pleased upon the
disarmed natives. It is stated in a letter of the Lords
Justices, written on November 19, 1691, six weeks after
the surrender of Limerick, that their lordships had received
complaints from all parts of Ireland of the ill-treatment
of the Irish who had submitted. Seo great were their
apprehensions of the continuance of that usage that some
thousands of them, who had at first quitted the Irish army
with the intention of remaining in Ireland, subsequently
proceeded to the ports of embarkation for France, and
resolved to go thither rather than stay in Ireland, where,
contrary to the public faith, as well as law and justice, they
were robbed of their substance, and abused in their
persons.* But no one was prosecuted for having done
these things, nor were any efficient means taken to prevent
a recurrence of them.

During the war the Acts of James’s Parliament which
repealed the ‘Acts of Settlement and Explanation had
been to some extent acted upon, and some of the original
proprietors who had been dispossessed recovered their
former estates. This added to the confusion already exist-
ing, so that the ownership of landed property in Ireland

* Harris, the biographer of William III., says, ‘‘The justices of peace,
sheriffs, and other magistrates, presuming on their power in the country, did
in an illegal manner dispossess several of their Majesties’ subjects, not only of
their goods and chattels, but of their lands and tenements, to the great dis-

turbance of the peace of the kingdom, subversion of the Iaw, and reproach of
their Majesties’ Government.”
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immediately after the settling down of affairs at the end

of the war was in a chaotic state. To remedy this con-

dition of things, a Court of Claims was established, various

commissions of inquiry were appointed, and writs issued

out of the Courts of Chancery and Exchequer. Upon these

writs inquisitions were found and returned certifying the

attainder of divers persons, and consequently the right and

title of the Crown to a large extent of described territory.

It was calculated that about four thousand resident, and

fifty-seven absentee owners of property had rendered

themselves liable to forfeiture of their lands, amounting to-
over 1,100,000 plantation acres. The Articles of Lime-

rick, especially as they had been ratified with the omitted

clause added, made considerable modifications in this

estimate, fully one-fourth of the newly confiscated land

having been restored to the Irish owners under the

articles in question. Many outlawries were also reversed,

and sixty-five great Irish proprietors not protected by the

Articles of Limerick were restored by special grants from

the Crown. The domains of the Duke of York (James II.), .
the grants to Tyrconnell, and the lands of such others as

were not to be pardoned, were granted by letters patent

to various persons as rewards for military or civil sérvice

during the revolution, or simply to favourites and courtiers.

Among the recipients of William’s bounty were—Bentinck;

afterwards Lord Portland, who received 130,000 acres;

Henry de Ruvigny, created Earl of Galway, 40,000; Van

Keppel, created Lord Albemarle, 100,000 acres; Lord

Sidney, 50,000 acres. Lady Orkney obtained the whole of
the great estate of the Duke of York (James II1.).

The Articles of Limerick and the proceedings of the
Court of Claims gave great dissatisfaction, especially to
the many greedy expectants of a share of the prey which
they saw rapidly disappearing in gifts to favourites, or in
wages to the commissioners who managed the distribution,
such as Coningsby, one of the Lords Justices, who rewarded
himself generously. The general disappointment of the
new colonial interest became very manifest when Lord
Sidney was made viceroy, and writs were issued for the
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first Parliament of William, which met in 1692. There
was no Irish Act disqualifying Catholics from sitting, so
some Catholic peers and commoners attended. The English
Parliament had, however, passed in the preceding year an
Act for abrogating the Oath of Supremacyin Ireland, and
appointing other oaths.* The fifth section of this Act
enacted that no member of either House of the Irish Par-
liament should sit until he had taken the new oath, and
the declaration against Transubstantiation. Although the
rights of those protected by the Articles of Limerick were
reserved in this Act, so far as the practice of the different
professions was concerned, yet it was apparently intended
to exclude members of parliament and peers from this
protection. At all events, the colonists, who now con-
stituted the Irish House of Commons, read the Act in
this sense, and though they threw out a money Bill because
it did not originate with themselves, they accepted an
English Act passed over their heads, and applied it to ex-
clude the representatives of the native race from Parliament.

Among the .measures which had been drafted by the
Council and sent to England, was one for the confirmation
of the Articles of Limerick. But, instead of passing the
Act without discussion, as it was hoped they would have
done, the colonists inquired by what means the omitted
passage had been retained. They also criticized severely
the new Act of Settlement ; they even threw out the Govern-
ment Bill declaring the Acts of James’s Parliament void.
What they wished was that these Acts should be so cancelled
as to preserve the record, which, according to the Govern-
ment proposal, would be taken off the roll. They also com-
plained that the commissioners appointed by the Crown
to receive the forfeited estates had fraudulently diverted
them to their own use, and accordingly ordered them to
be prosecuted ; and they threw out one part of the money
Bill as an assertion of their independence, because the Bill
had not originated in their House, and then voted that it
was the undoubted right of the Irish Commons to pre-
pare their own money Bills. Finally, they threw out the

* 3 Will. and Mary, c. 2, English Statutes.
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Mutiny Bill because of the admission of Irish officers into
the army.

The attitude of the colonists irritated Sidney. He
prorogued Parliament, with an angry rebuke to the Com-
mons for trenching on the prerogatives of the Crown by
rejecting a money Bill, and pronounced their vote to be
contrary to the laws of the constitution. This protest
was entered on the journals of the House.

Sidney’s attempt to govern Ireland without persecu-
tion, especially his invitation to the native Irish to enter
the army, produced great commotion among those who
constituted the “new colonial interest.” Immediately
rumours of a French invasion were sedulously set afloat.
The “legends of 1641” were revived. The “grievances”
of the colonists were taken up in England. A discussion
on Ireland took place in the English Parliament, and an
address was voted, complaining of the great abuses and
mismanagement of Irish affairs, such as the recruiting of
the king’s troops with “ Papists, to the great endangering
and discouraging of the good and loyal Protestant sub-
jects in that kingdom ;” the granting of protection to the
Irish Papists, “whereby Protestants are hindered from
their legal remedies, and the course of the law stopped.”
Objections were raised to the addition* made to the
Articles of Limerick after the town was surrendered, “to
the very great encouragement of the Irish Papists.” It
was urged that this addition, as well as the articles them-
selves, should be laid before the House ; and also that no
grant should be made of the forfeited estates in Ireland
until Parliament had had an opportunity of discussing and
settling the matter. As William had already disposed of
nearly all the forfeited lands, and as he had confirmed the
Articles of Limerick, including the omitted paragraph,
under letters patent, this attempt of the English Parlia-
ment to set aside the Treaty of Limerick was a direct
attack upon the king. In this state of affairs, Sidney,
who was merely carrying out William’s policy of tolera-
tion, to which he was himself more or less indifferent,

* Aunte, pp. 7, 8.
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became alarmed and embarrassed by the number of
native Irish officers who were already in, or ready to join
the army; yielding to the popular current of' intoler-
ance that had set in in England, he issued, in January,
1693, an order for the arrest of all secular and regular
priests. In May he signed a warrant for the dismissal
of all native officers, and the appointment of colonists in
their place.

The question of the disposal of the forfeited estates,
next led to a long controversy between the king and the
English Parliament, which ended in favour of the latter.
It will be more convenient, perhaps, to state the outcome
of the controversy here, though I shall have to anticipate
the events of some years later. No mapped surveys of
the estates forfeited in consequence of the Revolution of
1688 were made, although it had hitherto been the practice
to make them in former confiscations. Inquisitions,in the
absence of such mapped surveys, were always unsatisfactory,
inasmuch as many town-lands were often omitted alto-
gether, and the contents of others were not given, the
boundaries in many cases being left undefined. Thus the
effect of not using mapped surveys was to conceal the
extent of the forfeited land, and of the land granted away by
letters patent by the king, and this was one of the causes
which led to the dispute between the king and the English
Parliament. It seems as if it were the design of those
charged with the matter to conceal the extent of the lands
granted. The case of the Duke of York’s great estate is
an instance in point. It was represented to William that
the estate, which he granted to the Countess of Orkney, was
only worth £5000 a year, whereas it consisted of 120,000
acres of the finest land in Munster, worth at the time
£26,000 a year. Not only were there no maps of the lands,
but there was no inquiry as to persons to be benefited, or
the grounds upon which their claims rested ; in fact, they
rested for the most part upon wholesale bribery. One
notorious case deserves to be recorded because of the
light it throws upon the objects and uses which the
legends or depositions regarding the so-called “ Popish
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massacre of 1641” were put. Mr. James Corry, ancestor
of the Earl of Belmore, obtained a good estate and a
heavy mortgage in consideration of his house having been
burned by the “rebels,” and of his having spent 43000
in provisions and other materials for the garrison of Ennis-
killen. Subsequently it was found that Mr. Corry had
done nothing for Enniskillen, and that his house was
not burned by the Irish, but by the Protestant soldiers
as a punishment for his disloyalty in saying in the town of
Enniskillen that he hoped to see all those hanged that
took up arms for the Prince of Orange.

The Court of Claims had disposed of 504,503 acres
when the subject was taken up, as before mentioned, by the
English House of Commons, who appointed a commission
of their own body to inquire into the extent, value, and
condition of the forfeited lands in Ireland. The report,
signed by a majority of the commissioners, was presented
to the House of Commons in December, 1699. As the
result of this, and the discussion that followed, an Act
was passed, entitled “An Act for granting an aid to his
Majesty by a land tax in England, and by the sale of the
forfeited estates in Ireland.”* This Act might be called
a Second Act of Settlement. Under it a board of thirteen
was created, in which were vested all the lands passed
away by letters patent or otherwise since the accession
of William and Mary, together with all other lands to
which the Crown might lay claim, as well as all rever-
sionary and other interests arising thereout. With the
exception of seven, all the king’s grants were resumed;
655 denominations of lands containing 97,853 Irish plan-
tation acres, and 1965 denominations of land without the
enumeration of areas, but which Mr. Hardinget estimated
at 293,559 acres, were restored to “innocent persons,” or
altogether 391,412 acres of land restored to their former
owners; 3793 denominations of land containing 716,374
acres were sold. This gives the total area of profitable
land restored and sold as 1,107,787 plantation acres, or
46,005 acres more than the number reported to the English

* 11 and 12 Will. IIL cap. 2. t On ““ Surveys in Ireland.”
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House of Commons by the commissioners in December,
1699. The latter estimated the value of the forfeited land
at £2,685,130, but the actual result of the sales was only
£893,119, and, assuming the relative value of the restored
land to be the same, the worth of the restored land would
be £487,081, or together, £1,381,100—very little more than
half the value assigned to them by the commissioners of
1699.

The business part of the last of the series of confisca-
tions being wound up, it is fitting to give a glance at the
state of affairs at the closing of the confiscation ledger.
This has been so well done by Lord Clare in his great
speech on the Legislative Union of Great Britain and
Ireland, that I cannot do better than use it for my
present purpose. He first sums up in a few words the
action of the British Government down to the Revolu-
tion ; then giving the number of acres of arable land in
the whole country, and the number of acres confiscated
in each of the successive confiscations, he says: “So that
the whole of your island has been confiscated, with the
exception of the estates of five or six families of Eng-
lish blood; ... and no inconsiderable portion of the
island has been confiscated twice, or, perhaps thrice in
the course of a century. The situation, therefore, of
the Irish nation at the Revolution stands unparalleled in
the history of the habitable world. . . . The whole power
and property of the country has been conferred by suc-
cessive monarchs of England upon an English colony
composed of three sets of English adventurers, who poured
into this country at the termination of three successive
rebellions—confiscation is their common title; and from
their first settlement they have been hemmed in on every
side by the old inhabitants of the island, brooding over
their discontent in sullen indignation.” To this statement
of Lord Clare might be added, that this colony never
amounted to one-third of the inhabitants, even after a
destructive war and famine, and that their position and
power—nay, their very existence—depended on England,
without whose aid they would have disappeared after a
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VIOLATION OF THE TREATY OF LIMERICK—INAUGURA-
TION OF REPRESSIVE LEGISLATION.

SIDNEY did not succeed in averting the storm by his
cowardly reversal of the policy of toleration. His secretary,
Mr. Pulteney, was summoned by the English House of
Commons, and examined in committee, as was likewise the
notorious Dr. Dopping, Bishop of Meath.” So determined
was the English House of Commons to prevent the Irish
from getting any bencfit by the Articles of Limerick, that
they impeached Sir Charles Porter and Lord Coningsby,
the Lords Justices who signed the treaty, in the hope of
being able to damage it in some way or other. Coningsby
boldly defended himself, but the Commons decided that,
though there was no evidence to sustain a charge of treason,
the conduct of the Lords Justices was to be censured as
illegal and arbitrary. The Commons also recommended
that a new beginning should be made; so Lord Sidney
was recalled, and the Parliament with which he quarrelled
dissolved. Sir Henry Capel, an English member of Par-
liament, was selected as the new governor, and raised to
the peerage. The special mission of the new governor was
to conciliate the colonists, and enable them to reduce the
Irish people to the condition of serfs. At first two othets,
Sir Cecil Wyche and Mr. Duncombe, were associated with
Capel as Lords Justices, and Porter remained as Chancellor,
with the object, no doubt, of keeping up a show of toleration
and a tradition of the Articles of Limerick. Wyche and
C
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Duncombe were, however, unfit for their places—they
showed a disposition to govern impartially, and were
accordingly denounced as Tories and Jacobites. Capel, on
the other hand, took every opportunity of curtailing the
rights of the Irish, and of infringing the Articles; and so
Wyche and Duncombe were got rid of, leaving Capel
master of the situation, as Lord Deputy.

The new Government was carried on for two years with-
out a Parliament, but supported by the English House
of Commons, whose interference at this period affords
the strongest example of the dependence of Ireland upon
the Parliament of England from the Revolution until
1782. The Government, becoming at length embarrassed
for want of money, thought it expedient to summon a
Parliament, Capel believing that he had reconciled Govern-
ment and the “independent” colonists. Writing to the
Duke of Shrewsbury on May 16, 1695, Capel says, “I have
endeavoured with all industry to prepare matters in order
to a Parliament, and do really find almost a universal dis-
position in the Protestants to behave themselves dutifully,
without insisting on the sole right” of originating money
Bills. The consideration for this “dutiful behaviour” was
to be such repressive measures against the native Irish
as would effectually crush and ruin them.

The bargain was carried out, the Commons voted the
money, and in express words consented that the Journals
of the Parliament of King James should be cancelled, and
the Acts passed in it erased from the roll, “that no me-
morial might remain among the records of the proceedings
of that assembly.” * Tor this dutiful behaviour Parlia-
ment was rewarded by two Acts; one “An Act for the
better securing the Government by disarming Papists ;” t
the other, “An Act to restrain foreign education.”} By
the former Act every Papist, even though already holding a
licence, was bound, before the 1st of March next following,
to deliver up all arms to a justice of the peace or other

* 7 & 8 Will, & Mary, c. 3, Irish Statutes.
t 7 Will. II1. c. 5 (1695). 1 7 Will. IIL. c. 4.
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head officer ; any two justices might search for and seize
arms. Persons suspected of concealing arms could be
examined on oath; any one not discovering or deliver-
ing up arms, or refusing or hindering search, or refusing to
.appear on due summons to be examined, was liable to a
penalty, if a peer, of £100 for a first offence, premunire for
the second; if under the degree of a peer, £30 for first
offence, and imprisonment for one year, and thereafter
until the fine was paid, premunire for the second offence.
Officers covered by the Articles of Limerick might, on
taking the oath of allegiance, keep (as provided by the
articles in question) a sword, a case of pistols, and a gun
for self-defence or fowling. No armourer or gunmaker
could take a Popish apprentice under a penalty of £20;
the indentures of apprenticeship, bonds, and contracts of
such an apprentice, would be void. A Popish apprentice
exercising such a trade was liable to a penalty of £z0.
Such an apprentice was bound to declare on oath, if
asked, whether he was a Papist; his refusal to take such
an oath was to be held equivalent to a conviction of the
apprentice, and also of the master unless he proved that
when the apprentice was bound he was known or reported
to be a Protestant.

The tenth section declared that Papists should not keep
a horse of above five pounds’ value. Any Protestant dis-
covering on oath to two justices might, with a constable or
assistants appointed, search for such horses in daytime, and
break open doors in case of opposition, and, on paying five
guineas to or for the owner, have the property of such
horse as if he had bought it in open market. Any one
concealing such horses was liable, on conviction by two
witnesses before a justice, to be imprisoned for threc
months, and to pay a fine equal to three times the value
of the horse, to be estimated by the justices at quarter
sessions, who had power to keep the owner in prison until
the fine was paid.

Any one refusing to take the prescribed oaths* was

* The Oaths of Allegiance and Abjuration and Declaration against Transub-
stantiation.
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deemed a Papist, and a magistrate who neglected or refused
to execute the Act was liable to forfeit £50, and to be
deprived of certain civil rights, such as that of acting as a
magistrate.

The second Act enacted that any one who went him-
self, or sent any one, beyond the sea to be trained up in
Popery, or sent over money, etc., for the maintenance, or
as charity for the relief, of a religious house, and was con-
victed thereof, should be deprived of all civil rights. A
justice of the peace, upon information of such an offence,
was required to summon and examine the person suspected
without oath, and witnesses on oath, and if the offence was
probable, he was to bind him or her to appear at next
quarter sessions—the onus of rebutting the charge to lie on
the defendant. The ninth section further enacted that no
Papist should teach a school publicly, or teach in private
houses except the children of the family, under a penalty
of £20 and three months’ imprisonment for each offence.

The tenth section recited the Act 28 Hen. VIIL, called
“An Act for the English order, habit, and language,”
which enacted and provided, among other things, that the
incumbent of each parish should keep, or cause to be kept,
a school to teach English. It also recites another Act
made in the twelfth year of Elizabeth, called “ An Act for
the erection of free schools,” by which a public Latin school
was to be constantly maintained and kept within each
diocese of the kingdom ; such schools, according to the
Act, “have been generally maintained and kept, but have
not had the desired effect by reason of such Irish Popish
schools being connived at;” but henceforward all Acts
concerning schools were to be strictly observed. These
Acts may be considered as inaugurating the penal era.

But the spirit of the Ascendency towards their serfs,
and the progress of their moral decay, may be better
judged by two other Acts passed in the same year than
even the special Popery Acts. The first of these is an
Act declaring which days in the year were to be observed
as holy days.* Hired labourers and servants who refused

* 2 Will. TIL. ¢. 14 (1695).
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to work for the usual wages on any day other than one of
those appointed by this Act to be kept holy, or upon
extraordinary occasions set apart by the king or chief
governor, were fined 2s., which was to go to the poor of
the parish. On default—and this was nearly certain—the
labourer or servant was to be whipped. As whipping
was a frequent punishment, and not deemed in general a
pleasant or honourable function of the parish constable, it
was found necessary to provide a fine of 20s. in case he
refused to inflict the punishment. This great infringement
on personal and religious liberty was aimed at the holy
days of the national Church. These were, no doubt, too
numerous at the time, and interfered with industry. But,
however true this may have been, it was tyranny to force
any one to work against his conscience.

The other Act was aimed at the suppression of the
sports and pastimes of the people on Sundays, and was called
“An Act for the better observation of the Lord’s Day,
commonly called Sunday.”* The third section enacted
that, to prevent breach of the peace by disorderly meetings,
hurling, football, cudgels, and other pastimes on Sunday,
should be prohibited under a penalty of 124. or two hours in
the stocks. Strictly speaking, these Acts did not form part
of the penal code as usually understood, and appear to have
been borrowed from English Acts. Their enactment at this
period was suggested by the same spirit that dictated the
penal Acts properly so called, and this spirit was stamped
upon even the most trivial law or regulation.

The *Protestant interest,” though united against the
“common enemy,” as the native Irish were called, were
divided among themselves. The position of Dissenters in
Ireland was anomalous: the Huguenots and other foreign
Protestants who had been invited to settle in Ireland were
allowed full liberty of conscience; not so the Irish and
British Dissenters, who were subject to the Act of Uniformity.
In England the Toleration Act had secured them liberty
of worship, but the Sacramental Test shut them out from
public employment. In Ireland, on the other hand, there

* 7 Will. IIL. c. 17 (1695).
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was no Sacramental Test, and the Oaths of Allegiance and
Abjuration, which had been substituted for the Oath of Su-
premacy, did not shut them out from the magistracy, or from
holding commissions in the army ; they were eligible to sit
in Parliament, to be members of municipal corporations—
in a word, they possessed all the secular rights of citizen-
ship, yet were obliged to conform to the worship of the
Established Church. King William, who was reluctant to
persecute the Catholics, was naturally desirous to secure
religious equality for the various Dissenters, with whom he
was more akin than with the Established Church. When
in Ireland, he had shown his interest in the Presbyterians
by giving them a grant of £1200 a year out of the customs
of Belfast. But he had to reckon with a power whose
force he did not understand. As the Protestant minority
trampled on the liberty of the Catholic majority, so the
Church minority, which formed barely one-third of the Pro-
testants, and one-eleventh of the whole population, trampled
on the rights of the majority of their fellow-Protestants.
The Irish Established Church clergy were almost exclu-
sively of the High Church party, extreme believers in the
royal prerogative; and their political principles generally
belonged to an absolutist type. The great landed pro-
prietors and higher gentry, though still Calvinistic in belief
and political principles, were outwardly High Churchmen,
in order not to be confounded with the Puritans and Crom-
wellians, from whom they derived their wealth. King
William was desirous of placing all Protestants on an
equality so far as he could ; he was, at all events, anxious
to secure the Nonconformist ministers from the annoyances
and petty persecutions of the clergy and minor officials of
the Establishment. In 1692 Lord Sidney was directed to
submit to Parliament the heads of a Bill identical with the
English Toleration Act. The Bill was, however, fiercely
opposed ; the bishops would not hear of toleration unless
accompanied by a Sacramental Test, which would shut out
Nonconformists from the army, the navy, the learned pro-
fessions, and the civil service. Owing to the prorogation,
and subsequent dissolution, of the Parliament of 1692,
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nothing came of the Toleration Bill. The king directed it
to be reintroduced into the Parliament of 1695. The
Dissenters, anticipating that another attempt would be
made to impose the Test when the Bill should be before
Parliament, appealed to the Protestant public in a remon-
strance, pointing out that the Test Act in England was
designed against Catholics, while in Ireland it would cut off
the main branch of the Protestant interest ; they therefore
preferred to remain as they were, liable to prosecution under
the Act of Uniformity—and so they did remain until the
excrtions of their Catholic fellow-countrymen emancipated
them. The Toleration Bill was introduced into the
Commons, and Capel did all he could to further it, but it
was lost. Lord Drogheda tried to carry the heads of a
similar Bill in the House of Lords, but it was defeated by
the bishops.

The party struggles and intrigues of Whigs and Tories
in England produced a reaction in Ireland. The High
Churchmen—bishops and laymen—who had been most
desirous of coercing the Catholics, and clamorous against the
slightest symptom of leniency towards them, were now
disposed to favour them, and treat the Presbyterians
harshly. Capel, who had favoured the equality of the
Protestant sects, and alliance with them against the “com-
mon enemy,” died in 1696 ; Porter was made Lord Justice,
but he too died shortly afterwards. De Ruvigny, Earl
of Galway, and the Marquis of Winchester were next
appointed ; and the Chancellorship was given to an English
barrister named Methuen, who had been minister in Portugal.

King William, wearied by his disputes with English
parties, seems to have lost all hope of carrying out a policy
of toleration towards the Irish, and of effecting a union
of the various Protestant sects under a common State
Church broad enough to embrace every shade of Dissent.
He thought it best to give free scope to the Irish Pro-
testants ; so he relinquished the power of reversing Irish
outlawries, and in the heads of the Bill for this purpose
which was sent over he allowed a clause to be inserted
by which the cstates of persons who had been killed
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in “rebellion,” or had died in foreign service, were to be
included in the forfeitures. He went even much further,
for he was willing to give up the omitted clause in the
Articles of Limerick, if Parliament would confirm the
remainder. When Parliament opened, “ An Act to confirm
the Articles of Limerick” was prepared ; it should rather
have been called “ An Act for the frustration of the Articles
of Limerick,” for, besides leaving out, with the sanction of
William himself, the omitted clause in the second article,
it omitted the first clause, and curtailed the others to such
an extent as practically to annul the treaty. The third
reading of the Bill in the Lords was carried by a majority
of only one. While the Bill was in the Commons, a
petition from the representatives of the native Irish, pray-
ing to be heard by counsel at the bar of the House before
the measure became law, was presented to the House of
Commons ; the petition was unanimously rejected. About
the same period “a petition of one Edward Sprag and
others, in behalf of themselves and other Protestant porters
in and about the city of Dublin, complaining that one
Darby Ryan, a Papist, had employed porters of his own
persuasion, having been received and read, was referred
to the committee of grievances, that they should report
thereon to the House.” *

Seven bishops and seven lay peers made a protest
against the Bill for the confirmation of the Articles of
Limerick, which was entered on the Journals of the House.
According to this protest, the articles were not fully con-
firmed—* The Act as it passed left the Catholics in a worse
condition than they were in before; . .. the additional
clause was most material, and several persons who had been
adjudged within the articles would now be excluded from
the benefit of them.”

A new Outlawries Bill—the first one having been with-
drawn in consequence of the opposition of the Lords—came
back from England. Itwasintended to prevent any further
reversal of outlawries and close the matter once for all
It exempted by name a number of peers and gentlemen

* Commons Journals, vol. ii. p. 679.
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whom the lords wished to favour, and so secure its passing.
The preamble is a masterpiece, like those of most of the
colonial Bills. All outlawries and attainders on account of
the late war not already reversed, or affecting persons com-
prised within the Articles of Limerick, or persons exempted
by name in the statute, were declared to stand good for
ever, any pardon from the king or his heirs notwithstanding.
Papists who had died in ““ rebellion ” before the peace were
adjudged traitors #pso facto, and their estates passed from
their families.* The custom of calling every war in which
the Irish were belligerents “a rebellion” was a most con-
venient way of securing a verdict without argument and by
anticipation. 4t led, however, to some curious and puzzling
results.

The Ascendency party were not satisfied with the
partial repudiation of the Articles of Limerick which they
had effected in the so-called Act for their confirmation.
The majority of the Protestants were of Dr. Dopping’s
opinion, that no terms should be kept with the Irish;
but they lacked the moral courage to act upon it, so they
determined to proceed piecemeal, and thus preserve their
“honour.” By the first Article of Limerick, it was provided
that the Irish should enjoy such privileges in the exercise of
their religion as were consistent with the laws of Ireland,
or as they did cnjoy in the reign of King Charles II.
Nevertheless an Act was passed for banishing all Papists
exercising any ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and all regulars
of the popish clergy out of Ireland. The object of this
Act was to keep out the religious orders, and sanction
only the secular priests, who in time were expected to die
out; as no bishops were to be allowed to remain in the
country or come into it, no means of keeping up the
succession would exist. This method of exclusion proved
successful in England in a comparatively short time ; in
Wales it proved successful, though only after a considerable
time; in Ireland the circumstances were wholly unlike
what they were in England or Wales, and it did not and
could not possibly succeed.

* g Will. IIL. c. 25, Irish Statutes.
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In the same session the Ascendency tool another step
in the claboration of a code of laws for the destruction of
religious freedom, and the debasement and ruin of the Irish
people, by the passing of “An Act to prevent Protestants
intermarrying with Papists.” After reciting the mischiefs
resulting from Protestant women marrying Papists, or
Protestant gentlemen marrying Popish wives, it enacted
that any Protestant woman, being heir apparent to or pos-
sessed of any estate or interest in land, or in possession of
£s00 of personal property, who married without a certifi-
cate of the minister, bishop, and a neighbouring justice
(or any two of them) to the effect that her husband was a
known Protestant, should be deemed dead in law, and the
property went to the next of Protestant kin. Such Pro-
testant woman and her husband were incapable of being
heir, executor, administrator, or guardian to any Protestant.
The penalty for joining a Protestant woman in marriage
with a Papist without the required certificate was a year’s
imprisonment, and a fine of 420 to the Crown and the
prosecutor. A Protestant marrying a Popish wife without
a certificate was deemed a Papist or Popish recusant, and
lost his civil rights. Soldiers marrying Papists were thereby
withdrawn from the king’s service; and any one marrying
a soldier without a certificate was liable to a fine of £20.

The penal code was enriched the following year by an
Act to prevent Papists being solicitors. Popish solicitors
were especially obnoxious to the Protestant interest, as they
were supposed to be always engaged in evading the law, and
securing the landed property of Catholics, and getting hold
of that of Protestants. They were, in the language of the
Act, “common disturbers.”” No one could act as solicitor
without taking the Oath of Allegiance, the Oath of Abjura-
tion, and making the Declaration against Transubstantiation,
under a penalty of £100 to the prosecutor, and the loss
of certain civil rights. They were also to educate their
children as Protestants. Any one who practised as a
solicitor under Charles II., or who was covered by the
Articles of Limerick, was exempt.

The plot to murder William, or, more probably only to
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seize his person, very naturally aroused great indignation
in England. In addition to passing an Act which, in the
event of a similar conspiracy succeeding, would defeat the
object of it, an association originating in the English House
of Commons was formed. The roll of association was very
largely signed throughout England and Scotland. The
members of this association bound themselves to stand
by each other “in defence of the King and English liberty
against King James and his adherents” A Bill for the
same purpose, probably identical with the English Act,
was sent over to Ireland, and a copy of the association
bond. With the purpose of stimulating the zeal and ex-
citing the fanaticism of the Protestant interest, a common
device was resorted to of putting forward some plot or
conspiracy. On this occasion it was a paper containing
“a project for the extirpation of all the Protestants in
Ireland,” asserted to be in the handwriting of “an officer
of King James’s army.” It served its intended purpose.
The Commons passed a series of resolutions, in which it
was asserted that ever since the Reformation the Papists
had endeavoured to subvert the Protestant religion by con-
spiracies, massacres, and rebellions ; that they still had the
same intention, and desired to separate Ireland from
England. Then came the real object—the necessity of
more stringent laws to make the Protestant interest secure
by force where reason and natural laws had failed. Catho-
lics should be deprived of the right of voting at elections for
members of Parliament ; the oaths prescribed for all hold-
ing public offices should be more strictly exacted; and,
lastly, a law should be passed making it high treason to
deny that William III. was lawful king.

The resolutions were adopted by acclamation in the
Commons, and the Bill sent from England was passed by a
majority of twenty-four, though many spoke against the
clause that required all persons, under a penalty of a
pramunire, to renounce the superiority of any foreign power
in ecclesiastical or spiritual matters within the realm. In
the face of the fact that the great majority of the inhabi-
tants of the country were Catholics who believed in the
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spiritual supremacy of the pope, the Lords, while admitting
that the Catholics would, if they could, overthrow Pro-
testantism, and that severer laws were needed, deemed it
unfair and illogical to exact the Abjuration Oath from
persons who were at the same time acknowledged to be
Catholics, and threw out the Bill. It seems that this
conduct was deemed disloyal, and some think it was the
cause of the adoption of the measures for the suppression
of the Irish woollen trade,* which were passed immediately
afterwards.

The Irish Council were directed to prepare a similar Bill
for the next session. Some members thought that some
respect should still, if only for form’s sake, be paid to the
Articles of Limerick, and that such Catholics as had been
covered by them should be exempted from the Abjuration
Oath, and a clause was added to this effect in the heads of
the Bill sent to England. The Lords Justices’ correspon-
dence with the Duke of Shrewsbury on the subject is
instructive. They considered that the arguments in favour
of those who came under the Articles of Limerick, if valid,
applied equally to all Catholics alike: if any Catholic
could take conscientiously the Abjuration Oath, all ought
to be required to take it; if not, none. The Lords
Justices, however, had no scruples on the theological
question, and thought that any one who intended to be a
true subject of the king might take it. Their excellencies,
however, having decided the theological question, left the
solution of the problem to the Council in England. The
latter struck out the clause, and returned the Bill in the
form in which the Lords had rejected it. In the mean
time, however, the Commons had altered their opinions on
the subject, and threw out the Bill by a majority of ten.

The anger and disgust of the English politicians, and,
indeed, of the public, were intensified by another event,
which was but the beginning of a new development. The
colony, fungus-like, had spread its fibres through the country,
concealing the true nation and assuming its appearance.
The great majority of the inhabitants had no legal existence,

* Froude, op. cit., vol. i. p. 261.
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and, like the helots and slaves in ancient and modern
states, did not count as part of the commonwealth. The
colonists had all the land, all the places of honour and
emolument, and practically unrestricted liberty to do with
their helots whatever they pleased ; yet they became dis-
satisfied with their mother country, because she insisted
upon dictating to their Parliament. Though willing to be
the gaolers, as Curran said, of their fellow-countrymen,
they liked to believe themselves their masters. William
Molyneux, the member for Dublin, in an ably written
work, defended the independence of the Irish Parliament
from any control of the English Parliament; he con-
tended that the latter had no power to bind the former,
nor the former any obligation to cnact the Acts of the
latter, unless it so pleased.

The struggles of political factions, and the reaction
consequent on the plot against King William, led the
triumphant party in the English Parliament to advance
another step in the anti-Irish policy. By the Act 1I
Will. IIL. c. 4, any Catholic bishop or priest convicted
of saying mass, teaching or keeping a school, or exercising
any other religious function, was guilty of premunire and
therefore liable to perpetual imprisonment. One hundred
pounds reward was offered for the apprehension of persons
guilty of such acts. Again, any person professing, or
educated in, the Popish religion who had not, within six
months after attaining the age of eighteen, taken the Oaths
of Allegiance and Abjuration and made the Declaration
against Transubstantiation, could not inherit real estate in
England. Again, no Papist was to be allowed to purchase
land ; send his children to be educated abroad ; or refusc a
proper maintenance to any of his children who should
become Protestant, otherwise the Court of Chancery might
intervene. The passing of this Act and the Resumption
Act proved that William had been at length obliged to
capitulate to his Parliament, and yield up his principles
of religious toleration.
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III.
PERIOD OF THE PENAL LAWS.

ON March 8§, 1702, King William died. His rival, James,
had died the previous year; and the son of the latter,
known as the Pretender, was recognized by France as King
of England. To all these events the Irish were pro-
foundly indifferent. They had seen how William had been
unable to fulfil his plighted word, or redeem his honour.
With the exception of the Irish brigade in France, who
might perchance obtain some advantage from a restoration
of the Stuarts—though, had such an event occurred, it is
more than probable they would have been as badly treated
as the Irish had been at the restoration of Charles IT..—no
one expected any good to come from such an event.
The succession of the House of Hanover promised them
nothing. The Jacobite poetry of Scotland and the cor-
responding popular poetry of Ireland offer a curious
contrast—the former is dynastic and personal, the latter
rarely either; it is chiefly allegorical of Ireland, and
intensely national. Whenever it is dynastic or personal,
it is probably of Anglo-Irish or Protestant-Jacobite origin.
This shows, I think, that the Irish people cared nothing
for the Stuarts; rather it is certain that they despised
James II., and knew nothing of his son and grandson, and
might have been easily reconciled with the English after
Limerick if they had been justly treated.

There was much discontent among the colonists at the
accession of Anne, as is shown by much of the pamphlet
literature at the time. To calm the agitation and divert
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the attention of the dissatisfied colonists from the relation
of the two kingdoms to one another to the “common
enemy,” a Bill to prevent the further growth of popery,
similar to the one in operation in England, was recom-
mended by the English Government to the Irish Council.
Rochester, who was opposed to the war, retired from the
government of Ireland, and was succeeded by Ormond,
whose rank and great prestige were expected to calm
opposition. His name was ominous of evil to Ireland;
and he did not belie the reputation of his family, for his
mission was to complete and carry into effect the utter
ruin and degradation of the Irish.

The work of the session was carefully considered by
the Council, much of it being intended to arrest the de-
velopment of the germs of nationalism among the colonists.
The first measure proposed was for the extension of the
Act 9 Will. III. c. 1 (1697), for banishing priests and
preventing them from coming from abroad. This Act did
not include secular priests, who were to be allowed to
officiate and die out from want of successors, all bishops
being excluded. Experience showed, however, according
to Ormond, that secular priests, being educated among the
queen’s enemies, imbibed their sentiments, and so at their
return “did become incendiaries to rebellion ;” hence it was
necessary to prevent their return. The first clause enacted
that every ecclesiastic coming into the kingdom was liable
to the penalties of g Will. III. c. 1 ; thus including secular as
well as regular priests, as also persons harbouring, relieving,
or concealing ecclesiastics. The duration of this Act was in
the first instance limited to a period of fourteen years, but
its provisions were subsequently made perpetual.® As a
pendent to the Act for preventing Popish priests from
coming into the kingdom, a Bill was prepared for register-
ing the Popish clergy.f By this Bill all secular priests in
Ireland were required to go before a magistrate, register
their names, and take out a licence. The register was to in-
clude abode, age, parish, time and place of receiving orders,
and the name of the prelate from whom the orders werc

* 8 Anne, c. 3. + 2 Annejic. 7.
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received. The priest registering was required to give two
sureties to be of good behaviour, and not to remove to
another part of the kingdom. The penalty was committal
to gaol pending transportation, and the offender was
liable to the same penalties as bishops and Popish regulars.
Similar penalties were imposed in case of return. The Bill
also provided an annual stipend of 420 (afterwards in-
creased to £30) for converted priests, to be levied off the
county in the manner of grand jury cess. Parish priests
were not allowed to keep a curate or assistant. In
order to ensure the enforcement of the Act, it was to
be given in charge at every assizes, and the list publicly
read.

But the chief measure of the session was the Act to
prevent the growth of Popery. The suggestion of the
measure and its principle were the work of the English
Council. In the preamble, as it was laid before the House
of Commons on November 19, 1703, one of the causes put
forward as justifying the necessity for fresh legislation
was the leniency and moderation which had hitherto been
shown in carrying out the repressive laws ; another was that
emissaries of the Church of Rome were perverting Pro-
testants from their religion. Accordingly, following the
precedent of the English Act, seducing a Protestant from
his faith was made a new crime, both in the seducer and
the seduced. The Foreign Education Act was extended
and made more stringent. Catholic parents were com-
pelled to make competent provision for the maintenance
of their Protestant children; and, in order that the land
should pass away wholly from Catholics, no land which
had been at any time in, or should hereafter come into,
the possession of a Protestant was allowed to come into
the possession of a Papist. The committee proposed that
a Catholic should not be in a position to recover such
land under any circumstances, though they proposed to
leave Catholics free to inherit from one another. In
the case, however, of a Catholic having real or personal
property, and all his children being Catholic, the estate
was to be gavelled—that is, divided among the children,
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share and share alike; but should the eldest son con-
form within twelve months after the death of his father,
or, if under age, twelve months after coming of age, he
might take the estate as heir-at-law. The committee also
recommended that the dispensing power given to the Lord
Lieutenant in the disarming Act should be withdrawn.
The Articles of Galway and Limerick, which entitled
Catholics to hold and acquire property in those towns,
and abide therein, were wholly altered. All Catholics then
living in the towns named might continue to reside there
on giving security for their good behaviour ; but for the
future no Catholic should acquire property in Limerick or
Galway, or reside there. There was also a clause disabling
Catholics from voting at elections.

These were the substantial provisions of the Bill as it
was transmitted to England. In the form in which it
came back, some changes were made; but, except in two
ways, the chief features of the Bill were unaltered. The
changes so far were not favourable to the Catholics, while
they put the Protestant Dissenters in a worse position
than before. The preamble was altered so as not to imply
any leniency on the part of the administration in the past.
The penalties of the Foreign Education Act were extended
to all Catholics who sent their children abroad without a
licence. The change affecting Dissenters only was twofold :
first, that only Protestants belonging to the Established
Church could claim a benefit under the Act, so that if an
estate should lapse to a Presbyterian, as next of kin, he
could not enjoy it, and it would pass to the next heir, no
matter how remote, who happened to be a member of the
Established Church ; and, secondly, the Test Act was im-
ported into the Bill. It followed that no Dissenter could
hold any office or place under the Crown above the rank of
a constable, unless he took the Sacrament of the Lord’s
Supper according to the rite of the Established Church.
Thus at one blow the Independents, Presbyterians, Hugue-
nots, Quakers, and other Dissenters were excluded from
the army, the militia, the civil service, the municipal
corporations, and the magistracy ; there being no Tolera-

D
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tion Act in Ireland, the Dissenters were thus reduced very
nearly to the level of the Papists.

Before the Bill passed in the Irish Parliament, the
Catholics prayed to be heard by counsel in opposition to it.
The petition was granted, and three gentlemen pleaded
at the bar of the House—Sir Theobald Butler, who had
been solicitor-general to James II. in Tyrconnell’s ad-
ministration, Counsellor Malone, and Sir Stephen Rice,
who had been chief baron under the same administration.
Their case rested, of course, mainly on the Articles of
Limerick—the lawyers being themselves protected persons
—and was ably argued, especially by Sir Theobald Butler.
The answer on the part of the Commons rested mainly on
the familiar argument, “ That any rights which the Papists
pretended to be taken from them by the Bill were in their
own power to remedy by conforming, as in prudence they
ought to do, and that they ought not to blame any but
themselves.” It was further urged that the passing of this
Bill would not be a breach of the Treaty of Limerick,
because the persons therein comprised were only to be
put into the same state as they were in in the reign of
Charles II., and because in that reign there was no law
in force which hindered the passing of any other law
thought needful for the safety of the Government. Lastly,
it was argued that the House was of opinion that the
passing of this Bill was needful at present for the security
of the kingdom, and that there was not anything in the
Articles of Limerick to prevent its passing.

The same counsel pleaded before the House of Lords
also, and there the right of a legislature to make any laws
it thinks necessary for the safety of the State, and the con-
tention that no treaty or previous obligations should tie up
the hands of legislators from providing for the public
safety, was fully admitted by Sir Stephen Rice, who con-
‘sidered that a legislature had a right to enact any law
that may be absolutely necedful for the safety and ad-
vantage of the public; such a law could not be a breach
either of these or any other like articles. But then, such
laws ought to be general, and should not single out or
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affect any one particular part or party of the people, who
gave no provocation to any such law, and whose conduct
stood hitherto unimpeachable ever since the ratification of
the aforesaid Articles of Limerick. To make any law that
shall single out any particular part of the people from the
rest, and take from them what by right of birth, and all
the preceding laws of the land, had been conformed to and
entailed upon them, will be an apparent violation of the
original institution of all right, and an ill precedent to any
that hereafter might dislike either the present or any other
settlement which it should be in their power to alter, the
consequences of which it is hard to imagine.

The Lord Chancellor summed up the arguments on
both sides; but, as Southwell’s letter, giving an account
of the discussion to Nottingham, informs us, the argu-
ments of the Catholic advocates produced, as might be
expected, no result. “The arguments,” he wrote, “were
considered and answered, and all the clauses against the
Papists passed unanimously till we came to the Sacra-
mental Test, on which we had a two hours’ debate. It
was objected that we were creating a new distinction of
Church and Dissent, when there ought to be only that of
Protestant and Papist; that it weakened our Protestant
interest when we were provoking the Papists afresh.”
He added, “That in cases of public danger all people
were obliged, in duty and interest, to oppose the common
enemy; that, if ever we hoped a union with England,
it could not be expected they would ever do it, but
upon the same terms they stand upon; and that in
England the Dissenters have both writ for and preached
conformity when it was for their interest and advantage.” *
The Bill was carried in the House of Commons by a very
large majority, the only opposition being on the Sacra-
mental Test. Not a single member of either House said
a word in opposition to the clauses against the Catholics.
The Act for the registration of priests was passed at the
same time, but the Oath of Abjuration was not as yet
insisted upon ; but, as Mr. Froude says, “ Had the execu-

* Froude, 0p cit., vol. i. pp. 3135, 316.
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tion of the law been equal to its verbal severity, it would
still have sufficed to extinguish Irish Popery within the
compass of a generation.” * But under the circumstances
it could not be enforced; nor did the colonists want it
enforced. If the whole of the Catholics had become Pro-
testant, the Ascendency would lose their advantages.
One of the great central facts of Irish history is that
the colonists never wished the Catholics to become Pro-
testant. So in earlier times they did not wish them to
become English—they did all they could to prevent it.
The spoils in both cases would have been less.

With the view of stimulating magistrates to enforce
this Act, the Irish House of Commons passed a resolution
declaring “that all magistrates and other persons what-
soever who neglected or omitted to put it in due execu-
tion, were betrayers of the liberties of the kingdom.”f
A further resolution was passed declaring “that prosecuting
and informing against Papists was an honourable service to
the Government.” The trade of informer, being now an
“honourable” one, became also a lucrative one, and the
business grew very active.

In the year 1707, the union of Scotland with England
was carried by a majority of one hundred and ten. The
Irish House of Lords again addressed the queen in favour
of a similar union between Ireland and England ; but the
Irish House of Commons did not favour the project—indeed,
it had grown in disfavour—and the English ministry were,
if not indifferent to it, afraid to rouse the jealousy of the
English trading classes.

The union created great discontent in Scotland among
all classes, but especially among the Presbyterians of the
south-west of Scotland, where a widespread conspiracy
was discovered in the following year. It was assumed
that a similar conspiracy must have existed in Ireland, and
accordingly forty-one Catholic noblemen and gentlemen
were arrested and imprisoned for some time in Dublin
Castle, without any charge being preferred against them.

* Ibid., p. 317.
t Commons Journals, March 17, 1704.
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The same panic which led the Government to arrest the
harmless peers and gentlemen, whose only desire was to
be forgotten, made them see treasonable meetings in favour
of the Pretender in pilgrimages to holy wells, hurling,
mummers, and all gatherings of the peasantry. Once for
all, it should be remembered that Jacobitism was a
Scotch and English sect, to which the Irish never really
belonged.

The alarm about the Pretender was the immediate cause
of the forging of another link in the penal chain, namely,
the enacting of a law in 1708 to prevent Catholics from
acting as grand jurors, unless it appeared that a sufficient
number of Protestants were not forthcoming; and also to
provide that in all trials of issues (Z.e by petty juries) on
any presentment, indictment, information, or action, on
any statute, for any offence committed by Papists in breach
of such laws, the plaintiff or prosecutor might challenge
any Papist returned as juror, and assign as a cause that
he was a Papist.

The plan of the descent of the Pretender upon Scotland
is said to have included a landing of French troops at
Galway, in case of any partial success in Scotland ; the
Government, we are told, had information of the intended
plan. In the event of some success in Scotland, it is possible
that a landing might have taken place in Galway or some
other place, and it may be admitted that, in conversation
among the Jacobites in France, the probability of some
such landing may have been mentioned ; but there is no
evidence to show that the Irish abroad or at home intended
to take part in the plans of the Pretender.

The depressed and declining state of trade, and the
emigration of the most energetic and independent of the
artisans, many, indeed most, of whom were at this time Dis-
senters, coupled with the rumours of the threatened invasion
of Scotland by the Pretender, convinced the Government
that the imposition of the Sacramental Test was a blunder.
The Earl of Pembroke was accordingly sent over in the
summer of 1707, in place of Ormond, to endeavour to get
rid of the Test; with him came as secretary Mr. George
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Doddington, whose correspondence throws much light on
the state of things at the time. Pembroke’s speech at the
opening of Parliament dwelt chiefly on the danger from
the overwhelming numbers of the Catholics, and on the
necessity of uniting all Protestants against them, and also
of finding some additional means of securing the Protestant
interest and introducing harmony and unanimity amongst
all sections of Protestants. The supplies were freely voted,
but the question of the Test, for which Pembroke had been
specially sent, made no progress. Doddington considered
the removal of the Test impracticable, but thought no
difficulty would arise from another turn of the Popery
screw. An amendment of the Popery Act was accord-
ingly proposed and carried through the House of Commons
with much enthusiasm. The plea alleged for the necessity
of fresh legislation was the skill with which the attorneys
had succeeded in evading the Act of 1704, and the necessity
for improving the machinery of the former Act. In the
House of Lords some modifications were made in the
Bill which did not commend themselves to the Commons.
These modifications were accepted in England; but, as
amended, the Bill was rejected by the Irish colonists as
not being stringent enough.

The colonists * were dissatisfied with Pembroke ; they
desired a more extreme Ascendency man. So in May,
1709, he was replaced by Thomas, Earl of Wharton—
one of the most profligate politicians ever engaged in the
government of Ireland. Wharton promptly proceeded to
carry out the objects for which he was sent to Ireland,
namely, to pass a second Popery Act, to repeal the Test
Act, and unite the colonists against the “common enemy,”
the native Irish. In his address to Parliament he dwelt
on the inequality in number between the Protestants and
Papists of Ireland, and suggested that further enactments

* A Tory pamphlet of the period of the Duke of Shrewsbury’s viceroyalty
defines this much-used term thus : ‘““They know very well that Atheists,
Deists, Socinians, and Sectarists of all sorts go under the name of Protestants,
and those with the truly orthodox of the Established Church make up the

¢ Protestant interest’ of that kingdom ” (‘‘ A Long History of a Certain Session
of a Certain Parliament, in a Certain Kingdom,” 1714, p. 15).
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were necessary to confirm the law for preventing the growth
of Popery, and establish a good understanding among all
denominations of Protestants. The Commons responded
to this invitation to increase the severity of the penal
code. A Bill to explain and amend an Act intituled
“An Act to prevent the further growth of Popery” was
passed without delay. This Act was heralded by a pro-
clamation ordering all registered priests to take the Abjur-
ation Oath before March 235, 1710, under pain of premunire.
The penal code was now practically complete, and was, as
Edmund Burke described it, “ A machine of wise and
elaborate contrivance, and as well fitted for the oppression,
impoverishment, and degradation of a people and the
debasement in them of human nature itself, as ever pro-
ceeded from the perverted ingenuity of man.” *

While the Irish Catholics as the “common enemy ”
were the chief objects of penal legislation, the Dissenters,
who constituted perhaps two-thirds of the whole colonial
interest, suffered from many disabilities inflicted upon
them by their brethren, the dominant minority of the
Established Church. The Dissenters had acted the part
of the “mean whites” in America—they helped to oppress
the Catholic slaves and support a system of government of
which the Established Church planters alone got the profit.
When the Popery Bill was before the House of Commons,
the ten Presbyterian members all voted for the sections
against the growth of Popery, and the Dissenters generally
were clamorous for the stringent application of the penal
code. They were rewarded for this zeal against the
“common enemy” by the insertion in the Bill, when
before the English Privy Council, of a section imposing
the Sacramental Test upon themselves. The Irish Parlia-
ment could not alter a Bill sent from England ; they could
only reject it as a whole. Bishop Burnet tells us that
the section referred to was inserted for the purpose of
wrecking the Bill. This plea has been often used when-
ever it was desired to shift the responsibility for some
questionable Acts from English ministers to the Irish

* Letter to Sir Hercules Langrishe.
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Parliament. The “English interest” knew they had
nothing to fear from the opposition of the insignificant
minority of Dissenters in the Irish House of Commons,
while, on the other hand, the House of Lords would not
reject a Bill which gave them the Sacramental Test. They
reasoned rightly ; the Dissenters made a feeble resistance
in the House of Commons, and so the “mean whites”
were now in the grip of the bishops, who put the laws in
force against them. They very soon cleared out the Pres-
byterian magistrates of Ulster, and put in their place “men
of little estate, youths, new-comers, and clergymen,” the
sole qualification being regular attendance at church. Out
of twelve aldermen in Derry, ten were Nonconformists, and
these were deprived of their offices. The entire corporation
of Belfast were superseded. The most objectionable rite
of the Presbyterians in the eyes of the bishops was their
marriage, which they regarded simply as a licence to sin.
It was even announced in some dioceses that the children
of all Protestants not married in the parish church would
be regarded as bastards. Nay, even some bishops are said
to have gone so far as to prosecute in their courts many
persons of reputation as fornicators for cohabiting with
their own wives.®

Wharton’s Government connived at the non-enforce-
ment of the laws against the Presbyterians. But they
soon -realized that connivance was not liberty, for, on
venturing in a missionary spirit to occupy the field left by
Church pluralists, they roused the anger of the bishops,
especially at Drogheda, where they addressed a congre-
gation composed of “base persons, coopers, shoemakers,
and tailors,” who were threatened with the stocks; the
preachers were arrested and bound over by the mayor
to take their trial at the assizes. The Lord-Lieutenant
ordered a nolle prosequi to be entered. Jonathan Swift
entered the field against the Dissenters, and argued that
they were the only real political danger to which Ireland
was exposed. The Catholics he considered “harmless
as women and children, powerless to hurt, and doomed

* Froude, op. cit., vol. i. p. 319.
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to certain disappearance in one or two generations.”
The House of Lords complained to the queen that the
Presbyterians were the cause of all the disorders in Ire-
land, and that Lord Wharton was standing by them.
The Presbyterian synod, in their defence, charged the
bishops with “having placed an odious mark of infamy
upon at least half the Protestants of Ireland.” The com-
plaint of the Lords coincided with the ministerial crisis by
which the ministry of Godolphin and Sunderland fell and
Bolingbroke and the Tories came in, so Wharton was re-
called. The Tories having- for the time a majority in the
English House of Commons, an address of both Houses
to the queen was voted on November 7, 1711, complain-
ing of Wharton in reference to the Drogheda affair, and
also charging the Presbyterians with “ tyranny in threaten-
ing and ruining members who left them; in denying
them the common offices of Christianity ; in printing and
publishing that the Sacramental Test is only an engine
to advance State faction, and to debase religion to serve
mean and unworthy purposes.” They prayed her Majesty
to withhold the Regium Donum.*

The last days of the Parliament of the penal laws was
spent in a characteristic quarrel between the Lords and
Commons, arising out of a vote of £5000 to Trinity
College, Dublin, for building a library as a reward for
the zeal of the Provost and Fellows in having expelled
a Fellow named Forbes because he “aspersed the memory
of King William.” In this quarrel the Presbyterians got
some hard knocks, and the miserable alms of 41200, called
the Regium Donum, was withdrawn in compliance with
the wish of the House of Lords.

The native Irish were assumed to be so completely
outside the constitution at this time that there was no
need even to abuse them. So anxious were the colonists
to shut out the Irish people from the faint reflection of free-
dom which a knowledge of even the debates of Parliament
would give them, that an order of the House of Commons
was made in 1713, “that the sergeant-at-arms should take

* A grant to the Presbyterians, as to which see Part III., gosz.
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into custody all Papists that were in, or should presume to
come,into, the galleries.” *

A new feud had arisen before the end of the session,
between the Government of the Duke of Shrewsbury and
the corporation of Dublin, by which the city was left
without municipal government for nearly two years, and
the courts of law brought to a standstill. As a sequel to
this dispute the Commons addressed the queen to remove
Sir Constantine Phipps, an English Jacobite, who was
Lord Chancellor, and whom they accused of favouring
Popery—that is, of not deciding causes as they wished—
and threatened to impeach him.f

The House of Commons passed the money Bill, but
appended to it a list of grievances which was in reality an
indictment of the Government. The Lord-Lieutenant
refused to accept the supplies under such conditions. As
no arrangement could be made between the parties, the
Government dispensed with the supplies, and the Parlia-
ment was prorogued until the autumn, never to meet again.
The Bill to prevent the growth of schism was then before
the English Parliament. Bolingbroke himself moved in the
House of Lords that the provisions of the Bill should be
extended to Ireland. The Bill passed, but on the day the
Act was to come into operation Queen Anne died, and
with her the Parliament of the penal laws.

George I came peaceably to the throne, and the
Parliament which he summoned continued the policy of
its predecessors. Ireland was so far out of English politics
that the dominance of Whigs or Tories in the larger island
made little difference to the wretchedness of the smaller,
or to the oppression inflicted on Catholics and Noncon-
formists. Scarcely any considerable event] marks the
period which elapsed between the death of Anne and the
beginning of the rule of Primate Boulter, to be described in
the next chapter.

* Commons Journals, vol. iii. t ¢ A long History,” etc.
} The Irish took no part in the Jacobite movements of 1715,
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PERIOD OF DESOLATION ; GOVERNMENT OF IRELAND BY
AN ENGLISH ADMINISTRATION AND A PARLIAMENT
AND MAGISTRACY OF COLONIAL LANDLORDS.

THE penal code was in full force at the opening of the
Hanoverian period. At the close of each session of
Parliament a resolution was passed declaring “That it is
the indispensable duty of all magistrates and officers to
put the laws made to prevent the growth of popery in
Ireland in due execution.” In his speech proroguing
Parliament in 1721, the Lord-Lieutenant, the Duke of
Grafton, recommended both Houses to keep a watchful
eye on the Papists, as he had reason to believe tha# the
number of Popish priests was daily increasing ; and, when
Parliament reassembled in 1723, he recommended fresh
legislation against them.

On this occasion a series of resolutions was reported by
the Commons, chiefly relating to priests, but also including
the status of Nonconformists. When lawyers began to
conform in considerable numbers, consternation seized the
Protestant interest. Primate Boulter expressed his alarm
in several letters, and exaggerated the number of con-
formists. A Bill was prepared to enact that a Catholic
who conformed to the Established Church could not hold
any office or practice as a solicitor or attorney until seven
years had elapsed, and then only on producing a certificate
of having taken the Sacrament thrice in each year of his
probationership, and on having duly enrolled his certificate
in the proper office. This Bill appears to have been based
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on an abortive Bill introduced in the Parliament of 1719,
which included a clause for the branding with a hot iron
on the face of all unregistered priests and friars arrested.
For this punishment some ingenious member of the Privy
Council substituted castration. The clause was struck out
in England by Lord Stanhope, owing, it is said, to the
remonstrance of the French minister, Cardinal Fleury,
though it is asserted by some that such interference was not
necessary. :

The heads of the Bill of 1723 had been adopted, and
were presented in state by the Speaker to the viceroy, with
a special request that he would recommend them to the
English ministers. The Duke of Grafton replied that,
as he had much at heart a matter which he had himself
advised, the Commons might depend on his carrying
out their wishes. The Bill was not returned. At the
close of the session the Duke of Grafton consoled Parlia-
ment for the loss of the Bill, attributing that catastrophe
to the lateness of the time at which it was introduced ;
and he encouraged them to stem the growing evil by a
vigorous execution of the laws, and especially by putting
into the commission of the peace only those who had dis-
tinguished themselves by their steady adherence to the
Protestant interest. Primate Boulter did not, however,
lose sight of his project of driving Papists out of the
profession of the law, and accordingly succeeded later in
passing into law a similar Bill, with the term of probation
reduced, however, to five years.

In the early part of this period the Lord-Lieutenant
resided chiefly in England, visiting Ireland every other
year while Parliament was sitting, the government mean-
time being carried on by Lords Justices, one of whom
was usually the special confidant or agent of the English
ministry, and who in turn managed affairs through some
of the great magnates who owned the greater part of the
Parliamentary representation, and who were known as
“undertakers.” Here it is well to remind the reader that
the Parliamentary representation was a kind of property,
so that Parliament did not even represent the colonial
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interest, but only a small minority of the minority of the
people of Ireland. The chief business of the managers of
the “king’s business ” was comprised under four heads: (1)
To pass the money Bill—that is, to get supply passed ; (2)
to prevent the colony from indulging in any aspiration of
independence of England ; (3) to prevent any interference
with English trade or other interests ; and (4) to prevent
the further growth of Popery.

One of the most successful of the managers of the
undertakers was Hugh Boulter, an English bishop who, in
1724, was translated from Bristol to the primative see of
Armagh. For the eighteen years until his death in 1742,
during which he was thirteen times Lord Justice, he was
practically the ruler of Ireland and the dispenser of go-
vernment patronage. He never lost sight of the four
main duties of an English ruler in Ireland which are
enumerated above. The Irish Protestants thought to
monopolize all power, whereas they had only made them-
selves stewards for the English Government. In one of the
earliest of Primate Boulter’s letters, he lays bare one of the
chief maxims of British rule in Ireland, and one, too, which
he carefully followed—keep the different sections and
parties of the nation asunder.* Throughout the whole of
his correspondence he never loses sight of the other chief
maxim of English government in Ireland—fill all the
principal places with Englishmen. Writing to Lord
Townshend, he says, “The English here think the only
way to keep things quiet here and make them easy to
the ministry, is by filling the great places with natives of
England.”t

The Church party, who formed only about one-third of

* See his letters to the Duke of Newcastle, January 19, 1724 [1725],
Letters, vol. i. p. 8. Primate Boulter carried on a large correspondence. A
number of his letters were collected by Mr. Ambrose Phillips, who had been
his secretary, and deposited in the library of Christ Church, Oxford. These
have been published in two volumes. But they were carefully sifted, those
relating to the most important events not being amongst them. A complete
collection is a desideratum.

t April 25, 1725, vol. i. p. 21. Pages might be filled with extracts from
the primate’s letters inculcating this maxim,
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the Protestants of the kingdom, ferociously persecuted the
Catholics all through the reign of George 1. in every way
the code permitted, and indulged in the sport of priest-
hunting, in which they employed as priest-catchers the
dregs of another persecuted race, the Jews, especially Por-
tuguese Jews, whose sufferings and degradation had made
them fit instruments of persecution. No true idea can be
formed of the kind of persecution endured by the Irish
people in those sad times from the general state of things
in Dublin and other large towns, bad as it occasionally
was there ; it was the helpless peasants in remote districts
who alone could tell what the lawless petty oligarchy
of middlemen, agents, bailiffs, and yeomen were capable
of doing with perfect impunity. The zeal of the Church
party against the common enemy did not make them
more tolerant of the Nonconformist constituent of the
Protestant interest, although it formed nearly two-thirds
of the whole ; notwithstanding, too, that it sympathized
with, and assisted so far as it was permitted, in the per-
secution of the common enemy. By means of the Sacra-
mental Test the Dissenters were shut out of the army,
the navy, the civil service, the magistracy ; the ruling
Church refused to recognize their marriages, and forbade
them to have schools of their own—though in the two
latter matters the law was rarely enforced ; nevertheless, it
paralyzed their efforts to improve themselves. In spite
of their zeal and loyalty at the time of the Pretender’s
invasion of Scotland, the return of the Whigs to power,
and the support of the viceroy, who wished that the
only distinction which should be recognized was that
of Protestant and Papist, the Sacramental Test was not
abolished. The claims of the Presbyterians were revived
in the viceroyalty of the Duke of Bolton in 1719, the only
result being a miserable Toleration Bill, allowing them to
worship in their own chapels when they could get sites to
build them on, but leaving them under all their civil dis-
abilities. Even this slight concession was gained by
reviving and enlarging a great evil, which, despite the
efforts of Primate Boulter and the English interest, had
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begun to fall into abeyance—the filling up of all high offices
with Englishmen. The Established Church clergy were at
this time so Jacobite that they omitted the names of the
members of the royal family in their service. The Whig
administration wished, therefore, to leaven the bench of
bishops with English partisans. A few years later Primate
Boulter complains that if an Englishman were not ap-
pointed to the vacant see of Cashel, there would be thirteen
Irish to nine English bishops, “which we” (zZe the Lord
Chancellor and himself, both Englishmen) “think will be a
dangerous situation.” * This gradual filtering of English-
men into Church benefices, judgeships, and, in fact, into all
offices of emolument, kept the English interest alive and
continuously recruited the Castle set. Out of these fresh
importations new families of gentry burgeoned, or, in the
case of a fat bishopric or chief judgeship, or other high
office, they blossomed perchance into nobility.

The destruction of manufacturing industry, the restric-
tion on trade, the falling of the land out of cultivation,
the conversion of arable land into pasture, the drain from
absentee rents and pensions, and the cost of imported
luxuries, had gradually impoverished the kingdom to an
alarming extent. Villages and farm-steadings surrounded
by cultivated fields were now replaced by long stretches of
treeless, houseless country, occupied by cattle and sheep,
while, on the inferior land, wretched, half-naked peasantry
living in holes or hovels, practised a poor system of hus-
bandry to provide rack-rents, which were increased upon the
least sign of improvement either in the appearance of the
land or of the dwelling or dress of the peasants. The houses
of the gentry were mostly mere thatched cabins. The pea-
santry were always on the brink of starvation, and were
now entering upon a period of famines—five or six in the
course of twenty years—culminating in the dire famine and
its accompanying pestilence, or hunger-fever, of 1741, in
which 400,000 persons perished. Even before the com-
mencement of the famine period, the frightful desolation of
the country and the misery of the people excited the notice

* Letter to Lord Carteret, February 18, 1726 [1727], vol. i. p. 141.
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of Dean Swift, who in 1720 published his first pamphlet
on strictly Irish topics: “ A Proposal for the Universal Use
of Irish Manufactures.” In a letter to Pope, Swift gives
us an interesting account of the events connected with this
pamphlet, which throws much light on the government of
Ireland at the time. “It spread,” he says, “very fast,
being agreeable to the sentiments of the whole nation
except of those gentlemen having employments or were
expectants. Upon which a person in great office here
immediately took alarm; he sent in haste for the chief
justice, and informed him of a seditious, factious, and
virulent pamphlet lately published with a design of setting
the two kingdoms at variance ; directing at the same time
that the printer should be prosecuted with the utmost
rigour of the law. Waters, the printer, was prosecuted ;
the grand juries of the county and city were effectually
practised with to represent the said pamphlet with all
aggravating epithets, for which they had thanks sent
them from England, and their presentments published for
several weeks in all the newspapers. The printer was
seized and forced to give great bail.” The jury returned a
verdict of not guilty, “althongh they had been culled with the
utmost industry” The chief justice, who was a zealous
loyalist, “ sent them back nine times and kept them eleven
hours, until, being perfectly tired out, they were forced to
leave the matter to the mercy of the judge, by what they
call a special verdict.”* The judge, under such circum-
stances, did not venture to pass sentence, but decided to
have a second trial; but when the Duke of Grafton
.arrived, he at once ordered a nolle prosequi to be entered.
The words in italics show that “jury packing” in political
trials is an old institution in Ireland. The conduct of the
judge, too, shows the antiquity of some unjudicial exhi-
bitions on the bench. If such things could be done in the
first court in the kingdom, what must have been the adminis-
tration of justice in the petty courts in remote districts ?
At the period with which we are dealing, the value of all
the coin in circulation did not perhaps exceed £400,000 ;
* Swift’s Works, vol. ii. p. 549, Bohn’s edit.
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the copper coinage was deficient, debased, and in great
part counterfeit. Owing to the high standard of value
of gold relatively to silver, the latter tended to decrease,
and the former to increase; from other causes the in-
crease of gold was chiefly in large foreign coins. The
result was a lack of silver change, and too many large
gold coins. Bishop Berkeley alludes to this in one of
his queries: “ Whether four pounds in small cash may
not circulate and enliven an Irish market which many
four-pound pieces would permit to stagnate2”* In fact,
so hampered was trade on account of the state of the
coinage, that wages could not be paid in coin—weavers, for
instance, often being paid their wages in cloth, which they
were sometimes compelled to exchange for half its value.
The Duchess of Kendal, who was notorious for her in~
satiable greed, and was always looking out for opportunities
to gratify it, discovered that Ireland wanted copper money.
About 1724 she procured a patent for one William Wood,
a large iron master and owner of mines, to coin %4108,000
(Irish) worth of halfpence and farthings. It appears, from
the terms of the patent and the price of copper at the time,
that the profit on the transaction would have been at least
440,000, of which a goodly share would no doubt have
gone to the Duchess.

A great clamour arose about this gross and extravagant
job. The two Houses of Parliament petitioned the king,
the halfpence were refused, and great disgust and annoy-
ance were felt at court; even ministers quarrelled over
the matter. After a long delay, but only after an inti-
mation that no money Bill would be passed, an answer
came to the petition of Parliament asking for the with-"
drawal of the patent. The answer was evasive—it was, in
fact, a transparent device to escape out of the difficulty
without making any real concession. An' inquiry was
promised, which was entrusted to a committee of the Eng-
lish Privy Council ; samples of the halfpence were assayed
at the Mint, under the direction of Sir Isaac Newton, then
Master of the Mint, who reported them to be in accordance

* The Querist, No. 482.
E
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with the patent. The committee reported that the king
had acted within his prerogative, and that the patent could
not be legally withdrawn. The report was sent to Dublin
and circulated, and the Government believed the storm had
blown over.

It is probable that nothing more would have been
heard of the subject had not Dean Swift, in 1724, taken it
up. Under the signature of M. B, a drapier, he pub-
lished in rapid succession a series of letters and some
incidental pieces in which he consigned to everlasting
scorn and infamy this miserable job and all connected
with it. The unfortunate Wood served as a lay figure,
through whom the real culprits were wounded. The whole
country got into a wild state of excitement ; no one would
take the halfpence. The Duke of Grafton was not con-
sidered strong enough to cope with such a storm, so he was
recalled, and in 1724 Lord Carteret, one of the ablest states-
men of the Whig party, was sent in his place, to use all
means which experience in England had proved successful
in such cases: “corruption and resolution, adroitness and
good dinners ; ‘Burgundy, ¢ closeting,’ and ‘ palaver.’” *

Carteret set to work the very day of his arrival—that,
too, on which the fourth Drapier letter appeared—to carry
out a vigorous policy contrary to the advice of many of
his Council. “A vigorous policy in Ireland” always gave
satisfaction in England; so Harding, the printer, was
prosecuted. Swift addressed an anonymous letter to the
grand jury, who following his advice threw out the bill;
though browbeaten by Chief Justice Whitshed and sent
back to consider their verdict, they persisted in it by a
majority of twenty-seven to eleven. The majority were
sent for individually in succession and expostulated with,
but in vain. The chief justice was so enraged that he
discharged the grand jury contrary to law and precedent.
A second grand jury was summoned, but, instead of
presenting the printer of the “Drapier’s Letters,” they
presented all persons who had attempted or should
endeavour to impose Wood’s halfpence upon Ireland as

* Froude, 0p. cit., vol. i. p. 533.
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enemies of his Majesty and of the welfare of the kingdom.
The Government had now either to yield and withdraw the
patent, or to treat the colony as they did the native Irish,
and govern the whole country by force. Under the advice
of Primate Boulter, who had just become chief manager of
Irish affairs, they withdrew the patent and compensated
Wood.

The administration of Primate Boulter as general
manager for successive viceroys, especially Lord Carteret,
was very successful from the point of view of the English
interest. He enforced the penal laws with great strin-
gency, and protected the minor agents of Government in
their lawless proceedings ; above all he did his best to keep
all sections and parties asunder by setting them against
each other, and by fomenting and encouraging jealousies
and quarrels within the several parties. With the object
of preventing any amicable relations between Catholic
voters—for the Catholics still retained to some extent
the Parliamentary franchise—and Protestant candidates,
especially those of the patriotic or national party, such as
might perchance induce the latter to look with sympathy
on the wretched position of Catholics, he surreptitiously
slipped a section into a Bill, having the harmless title,
“An Act for the further regulating the election of
members of Parliament,” etc. This section ran as
follows :—“ And for the better preventing Papists from
voting in elections, be it further enacted by the authority
aforesaid, that no Papist, though not convict, shall be
entitled or admitted to vote at the election of any member
to serve in Parliament as knight, citizen, or burgess, or at
the election of any magistrate for any city or other town-
corporate, any law, statute, or usage to the contrary not-
withstanding.”

The want of a sufficient supply of good copper coins,
which was the ostensible origin of the Drapier storm, still
existed, and had become intensified. The obvious remedy
for this state of things would have been to establish a
mint, as Dean Swift desired, and as the public wished.
Bishop Berkeley, in one of his queries, asks, “ If we had
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a mint for coining only shillings, sixpences, and copper
money, whether the nation would not soon feel the good
effects thereof?”* But this was the last thing Primate
Boulter would sanction; in his opinion it would be a
signal sign of independence. So he spent twelve years
in trying to get some copper coined at the Mint in
London, and in having the standard of gold lowered—a
striking illustration of the absence of any interest on the
part of the English Government in the welfare of Ireland
where English interests were not involved. When the
Primate at length got his supply of copper coins, Dean
Swift is said to have hung out a black flag on the top of
St. Patrick’s Cathedral, Dublin, and rung a peal-with
muffled clappers. Writing to the Duke of Dorset evidently
in a state of great irritation at the manner in which his
gift was received, the Primate says, “I have had a great
share of suffering on this account, as far as the most
virulent papers and the curses of a deluded and enraged
multitude could go.” t

But no amount of skill in keeping things quiet and
carrying on the “king’s business” so as to maintain
the English interest and the Ascendency faction could
save the kingdom from the neglect of all economic laws,
and so the gradually increasing misery culminated in 1729,
after three unfavourable harvests, in a dire famine.}

It was while the country was suffering from the effects
of this famine that the notorious Charter Schools—the con-
ception of Primate Boulter—were founded. The want of
food, and the hunger-fever which always accompanies
famine, had reduced the south and west of Ireland to a
state of intense misery, and left a Jarge number of orphans.
Here was an opportunity not to be neglected of growing a
Protestant population. Primate Boulter first broached his
scheme in a letter to the Bishop of London, urging ‘ that

* The Querist, No. 485.

t Letter of February 11, 1737 [1738], Letters, vol. ii. p. 246.
I It was this famine which gave occasion to one of the most merciless and
scathing pieces of sarcasm ever written by Swift: “ A modest proposal for

preventing the children of poor people in Ireland from being a burden to
their parents or country, and making them beneficial to the people.”
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one of the most likely methods we can think of is, if
possible, instructing and converting the young generation ;
for, instead of converting those that are adult, we are daily
losing several of our meaner people, who go off to popery.” *
The principal nobility, gentry, and clergy of the Ascendency
accordingly presented an address to his Majesty for a charter
of incorporation, for a society for establishing schools to
teach Papist children the Protestant religion. The charter
was granted, and a number of schools were established ;
these were soon filled by pressure and intimidation, and
kidnapping. The latter method, which was ostensibly
employed at first to gather up the wandering starving
orphans, soon extended itself to any children that could
be laid hold of, and became so common that the tradition
of the Charter-School kidnappers came down even to
within living memory as a bogey for frightening wayward
children. The schools were at first supported by sub-
scribed funds, but after some time they became a national
institution recommended in the speeches of the viceroy at
the opening of Parliament. Ill-managed from the first,
left in the hands of the lowest class of disreputable jobbers,
the Charter Schools were perhaps, without exception, the
basest and most demoralizing engine ever employed
against the people of Ireland.}

But while it was sought to strengthen the English
interest by the importation of clergy and place-men,
sham and real conversions under the pressure of the
penal laws, and the kidnapping of Catholic children, the
Protestant interest was bleeding almost to death. The
Restoration had driven the greater number of sturdy,
energetic Puritans out of three-fourths of Ireland. The

* Ibid., vol. ii. p. 11. See also letter of May 5, 1730, ¢ Letters,” vol. ii.
p. Io.

t The Charter Schools are now represented by the Incorporated Society,
the funds, which are considerable, being now applied, not very wisely or
economically, for the education of Protestants only, instead of being applied,
as they ought to be, to found bursaries to enable the cleverest boys in e/ public
primary schools irvespective of religious denomination to get a superior educa-
tion. In this way some compensation might be made to the country in the
future for the evil they have done to it in the past.
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disabilities under which the Dissenters laboured, joined
to economic causes after the Revolution, was now doing
the same thing with the Presbyterians of Ulster. This
Nonconformist emigration, which had been going on for
many years, rising and falling according to the course of
events in the kingdom, now poured out in a constant
stream, bearing away the most manly, energetic, and enter-
prising part of the Protestant population. At the same
time the pressure of the penal laws, the restriction on
industry and trade, the closing up of all avenues to distinc-
tion drove into voluntary exile those who should have led
the native race. Thus the country was continually losing
the flower both of the Protestant and Catholic youth—
the former to people the swamps of the New World, and
assist in creating a great nation ; the latter to fight battles
in which they had no real interest, and to suffer the con-
tumely and neglect which is usually the reward of the
mercenary.

In one year, according to Primate Boulter (1728), 3100
Protestants emigrated from Ulster. They went chiefly to
Pennsylvania, Western Virginia, and North Carolina, which
were in a great measure peopled by these Scotch-Irish, as
they are called in the United States. The effect of this
emigration upon the emoluments of the Presbyterian clergy
was very serious. In a letter of Primate Boulter to Sir
Robert Walpole, it is stated that, owing to the emigration
to America, the scarcity of corn, and the consequent loss of
credit, the Presbyterian ministers were in a very bad way,
some who used to get £50 a year from their congregation
not receiving £15. The Catholic emigration was very great,
the Irish regiments in the service of France being regularly
recruited in Ireland, although the penalty for enlisting in
a foreign service was death—a penalty, however, rarely,
if ever, enforced. The smuggling trade in wool greatly
facilitated the flight of the “wild geese,” as these recruits
were called ; but in times of peace they found their way to
the Continent, on the pretence of seeking work in England.
That the enlistment of men for the service of France was
connived at, there can be no doubt. In 1730, when France
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and England were allies, the Duke of Newcastle, with the
sanction of Sir Robert Walpole, furnished a Lieut.-Colonel
Hennery, or rather Hennessy, with letters to Primate
Boulter, with the object of getting a licence for himself
and other French officers to recruit openly. The rumour
of the affair made much noise, however, in London, although
the primate observes, in his letters, that the number to be
raised by the king’s leave this year had been clandestinely
raised annually for some years. It was thought desirable,
however, to withdraw the leave, and that the officers should
return to France.

The rulers of the kingdom looked upon both classes of
emigrants—Protestants as well as Catholics—with dread, as
elements of disorder and mischief, and secretly rejoiced at
their departure. The Protestant emigrants were usually
considered to be idlers, debtors flying from their creditors,
and generally discredited persons whose absence would
benefit the country. Itis curious to find that more than
fifty years afterwards, when the stream of Protestant
emigration again flowed rapidly, the opinion of the govern-
ing class about these sturdy Presbyterian emigrants
remained the same. Arthur Young records the opinion of
Chief Baron Forster about the Protestant emigration in
1776. The chief baron was an enlightened man, yet he
says those emigrants were principally idle people who, far
from being missed, left the country the better for their
absence. This was not the opinion of one man only ; it
expresses the universal opinion of the governing class at
the time.

After the famine and pestilence of 1741, the Govern-
ment, as usual after such calamities, bethought themselves
how similar visitations might be prevented in the future.
They carefully avoided considering the true and only
remedies for the evils from which the country suffered.
The viceroy recommended the employment of the people
and the encouragement of tillage ; Parliament agreed, but
did nothing—and, in truth, did not want to do anything.
Bishop Berkeley, after a previous famine, had offered many
suggestions for the improvement of the country, which,
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though not touching the root of the evil, were worthy of
being adopted by any Government desirous of the public
welfare* But the advice was unsuitable for the purposes
of Primate Boulter and the English interest; in fact, in
the opinion of Boulter, many of the queries were revolu-
tionary, and the author of them a dangerous man. Some
of Berkeley's friends thought him worthy of the Primacy,
but he saw an unsurmountable obstacle in the way. Writing
to his friend Prior in reference to the vacancy caused by the
death of Boulter, he says, “ For myself, though his Ex-
cellency the Lord-Lieutenant might have a better opinion
of me than I deserve, yet it is not likely he would make
an Irishman primate.”

In the midst of the misery of 1741, a new apostle of
reform and a champion of legislative independence ap-
peared—Dr. Lucas. He had not the genius or style of
Swift, but he was bold, and attacked abuses and tyranny
in an incisive, if somewhat coarse style, and with a freedom
hitherto unknown. Although Lucas began as a colonial
patriot, his denunciation of the whole system of misgovern-
ment made him popular with the native race, and all
classes of nationalists read his weekly paper, the Citizens’
Journal, with avidity. The popularity he enjoyed among
the native Irish only tended to increase the fear and hatred
of him among the Ascendency faction. He had dedicated
his first number to the king, and sent the viceroy a copy
for presentation to his Majesty. Having most likely
received no acknowledgment of his letter, he announced
that he would attend the /evée and ask the Lord-Lieu-
tenant himself if he had transmitted the paper. He went
to the Jevée, but Lord Harrington sent an officer to request
him to leave, which he did ; and in the next number of his
paper he published an account of how he had been treated.
This gave him an occasion of passing from social to political
topics, and of insisting on the right of Ireland to make her
own laws without the interference of England. The effect
was twofold. In the first place, he became the popular idol

* The first edition of the Querist was published anonymously in three parts
in 1735.
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of the Dublin traders and artisans ; and, in the second, he
incurred the hatred of the Government in a proportionate
degree. In a letter to the Duke of Bedford,* the viceroy
says, “The incendiary had gained so many converts that
it was absolutely necessary to put a stop to his proceed-
ings.” There happened at the moment to be a vacancy in
the representation of Dublin; Lucas immediately offered
himself for election, and, as he had real influence among
the trading and artisan population—the various trade-
guilds were about to present him with the freedom of their
respective corporations—he had a good chance of being
returned. This was too much for the Government. In
opening the autumn session of Parliament, Lord Harring-
ton denounced him ; the Parliament voted him an enemy
to his country, one of his principal crimes being his asser-
tion of the rightful independence of the Parliament itself.
The lord mayor and aldermen whose jobbery and corrup-
tion he had exposed, attacked him and his paper. Every-
thing being ripe, and the writ for the city election not
having been issued, a warrant was prepared for his arrest
and committal to Newgate ; but before it could be executed °
he escaped to the Isle of Man. This persecution drew
attention to the writings of Lucas, which were read by
every one, and his opinions took root and spread far and
wide. In Parliament, too, an opposition party, the members
of which were known as “patriots,” had grown up, who
helped to keep the national sentiment alive, although their
nationality was narrow and exclusive.

* October 12, 1749, Froude, vol. i. op. cit., p. 608.
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W,

PERIOD OF CORRUPTION; DAWN OF CIVIL AND RELIGIOUS
FREEDOM.

PRIMATE BOULTER died in 1742, having barely outlived the
great famine and pestilence which formed one of the illustra-
tions of the policy he was employed to carry out. Bishop
Hoadly succeeded to the Primacy, but not to the office of
master manager of the king’s business; he in turn was
succeeded by the notorious Dr. Stone, Bishop of Derry,
who possessed in an eminent degree the qualifications
necessary to be the political successor of Primate Boulter.
He was an Englishman by birth, of handsome person and
dignified manners, but loose, immoral, and corrupt. He was
just the man to help the Duke of Devonshire to do the
“king’s business,” and keep things quiet.

In 17435, after a period of degrading persecution, Lord
Chesterfield became Lord-Lieutenant, and the stringency
of the penal code was for a time relaxed. He recom-
mended Parliament to inquire if the popery laws needed
amendment.  Strengthening the Protestant interest by
an additional tyranny was the only way the Parliament
understood how this could be done ; but Lord Chesterfield
soon showed that the same end might be attained more
easily and effectively by different means. He stopped
priest-hunting ; he allowed the chapels to be opened for
service everywhere. He was affable to the people, and
manifested a desire for popularity. Officers and magis-
trates were rebuked for over-zeal ; officials were given to
understand that the king’s business could be better done



1757.] LORD CHESTERFIELD VICEROY. 59

by moderation than by severity. It was also intimated to
the judges that the custom, peculiar to Ireland, of reading
homilies on the state of the country, might be advan-
tageously dispensed with. But, under cover of this
moderation, so novel and agreeable to the poor oppressed
people, Lord Chesterfield displayed an untiring vigilance
regarding Jacobite movements. He soon satisfied himself
that there were none. In fact, no interest in the Stuarts
or their cause survived ; it would not have been possible
to get up an insurrectionary movement in their favour
in Ireland, except among an insignificant number of
Jacobites, many, if not most, of whom were Protestants,
and none of whom were of the old Irish. Having
ascertained this, the popery laws ceased to be enforced,
Mass was openly celebrated ; but not a single enactment
of the penal code was repealed. The Government, as a
matter of policy, merely connived at the non-enforcement
of the laws ; but, as Edmund Burke observed, “ connivance
is the relaxation of slavery, not the definition of liberty.”
Lord Chesterfield’s mission of conciliation by a con-
nivance at a temporary relaxation of the religious persecu-
tion having succeeded in tiding over the time of danger,
there was no further necessity for his presence, and he
was accordingly recalled, and the old policy resumed. But
the short respite from persecution had infused a new spirit
into the Catholics, and had introduced disturbing elements
in the minds of thoughtful Protestants, as to the efficacy of
persecution. The struggles of the patriots, though generally
unsuccessful, kept. alive the spirit of patriotism—colonial as
yet, but destined in no long time to become national. It
was but a respite, however, as the case of Mr. Saul, a
Catholic merchant of Dublin, soon proved. A Miss O’Toole,
a Catholic girl, who appears to have had some fortune, was
pressed by her Protestant relations to conform to the
Established Church. To avoid these importunities, she took
refuge with her Catholic relation, Mr. Saul, who was prose-
cuted, in the name of a Protestant relation, for harbouring
her, convicted, and told, from the bench, that as a Papist
he had no right, inasmuch as the law did not presume a
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Papist to exist in the kingdom ; nor could they so much
as breathe there without the connivance of Government.
Another symptom that the old spirit had revived was a
Bill for the registration of priests pursuant to the second
of Anne, promoted by Lord Clanbrassil, afterwards Earl
of Limerick, the object of which was to put an effectual
stop, if possible, to the clandestine ordination of priests.
The Bill was defeated in the House of Lords by the
bishops. In 1757 Lord Clanbrassil succeeded in passing
the Bill through both Houses of Parliament, but it was
quashed in the Privy Council, that body having had
peculiar powers under the Irish Constitution. The case of
Mr. Saul, and the threatened Bill of Lord Clanbrassil, had
most important consequences, for they led to the forma-
tion of the first Catholic committee, and to the initiation
of ‘the method of attaining religious and political freedom
and social reformation by peaceful constitutional means.
Passing over the struggles of the patriots in Parliament,
and the increasing corruption — the chief instrument of
Government employed by the English interest—and also
the early efforts of the native race to secure religious
freedom, we come to an important period when the poorer
classes, native and colonial, unable to bear any longer the
grinding tyranny under which they laboured, made spas-
modic efforts by a war of outrages, conducted by secret
oath-bound associations, to relieve themselves. These
organizations were in most cases defensive, but there were
some propagandist or offensive bodies. The colonial
organizations were practically confined to Ulster, and
were formed among the weaving or manufacturing small
farmers, though they embraced many workmen who held
no land, and some small farmers unconnected with the
linen trade. The Presbyterians, as we have seen, suffered
several religious disabilities, and, like the Catholics, paid
excessive rents and oppressive tithes, though not to the same
extent. - The scarcity of money, not only as capital, but
also as coin in circulation ; the heavy taxation, caused by
war, and the consequent interruption of trade, and especially
the high price of bread, produced dire misery nearly always
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verging on, and sometimes becoming, a partial or general
famine, with its attendant hunger-fever. A society where
this state of things represented the normal condition of
existence formed an excellent soil for the growth of law-
lessness and crime, whenever the necessary impulse was
given by some extreme acts of tyranny or injustice.

The injustice which led to the formation of the “Qak
Boys,” one of the best known of the colonial societies,
was duty work on roads. Every householder was bound
to give six days’ labour in making and repairing the public
roads ; and if he had a horse, six days’ labour of his horse.
It was complained that this duty work was only levied on
the poor, and that they were compelled to work on private
job roads, and even upon what were the avenues and farm
roads of the gentry. The name Oak Boys, or Hearts of Oak
Boys, was derived from the members in their raids wearing
an oak branch in their hats. The organization spread
rapidly over the greater part of Ulster. Although the
grievances were common to Protestant and Catholic work-
men, and there was nothing religious in the objects or
constitution of the Oak Boys, the society was an exclu-
sively Protestant body, owing to the total absence at the
period of any association between the Protestants and
Catholics. A Protestant workman or farmer who asso-
ciated with a Papist was looked upon as an abettor of
treason, and shunned accordingly.

The Steel Boys, or Hearts of Steel Boys, followed the
Oak Boys.* They also were exclusively Protestant ; the
origin of this-organization was the extravagance and pro-
fligacy of a bad landlord, the representative of the
great land thief, Chichester, of the Plantation of King
James I. This worthy descendant, wanting to raise
money wherewith to supply his extravagance, levied
enormous fines for renewals of leases, thereby introducing
into his part of Ulster an unjust and bad custom. The
greater part of his tenantry, being unable to pay the fines,
were evicted. This inhuman oppression called the Steel

* The Oak Boy movement took place about 1761-2 ; the Steel Boys about
1771.
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Boys into existence. At all times, and in all countries, the
oppressed, especially when the hope of relief dies, and is
replaced by a spirit of revenge, have recourse to combi-
nations for mutual protection. At first the sole object is
defence from arbitrary acts; by-and-by the scope of such
a society widens—it usurps the functions of the Govern-
ment, issues decrees, holds its courts, tries, passes sentence,
and even executes its enemies. In the smaller, ruder, and
isolated societies, the second stage is marked by barbarous
outrages. The Oak Boys and Steel Boys followed the
usual course and became general reformers ; they resisted
the payment of tithes, and showed a certain republican
spirit. Both societies had good reasons for combination,
and they were free from religious intolerance and hatred.
They committed many outrages, however, especially the
Steel Boys. The Oak Boys and Steel Boys did not last
long, and, when put down, did not revive, because the great
emigration to America carried off all those who were
most energetic and intolerant of oppression, and at the
same time relieved the labour market to some extent ;
but chiefly because the grievances were redressed, and in
any case were neither so heavy nor deep seated as in the
case of the native Irish of the south.

In the south the same jobbing, grand juries, and road
contractors, the same gambling spendthrift landlords,
exacting even more grinding rack-rents, the same harsh
and unfeeling tithe-farmers abounded as in Ulster. But
in addition to all these causes that excited the opposition
of the Oak Boys and the Steel Boys, we should remember
that the southern farmers and labourers could hold no
estate in the land ; that the fruit of their toil was the pro-
perty of their landlord, unprotected by even the custom of
tenant-right ; that they were thrown upon the land exclu-
sively, without the help of any manufacturing industry to
relieve the pressure on the land ; that they were forbidden
to read and write unless they conformed ; that they were
shut out from learning or practising most skilled trades ;
that every person connected with the administration of the
law, from the judge to the turnkey, was a Protestant who
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looked upon Papists as the common enemy ; and that the
feeling was mutual, for the peasant believed that the law
was intended to oppress and inflict wrong upon him, and
events too frequently justified his opinion. At this time,
too, the country was in a bad way. “ The lower class of
the people,” as Mr. Hely Hutchinson said, “wanted food ;
there had been two serious famines during the reign of
George II. ; the increased taxes and loans had ruined the
finances of the country ; little as the trade of the country
was, there was not money enough to carry it on.” Already,
in the time of Primate Boulter, the tillage was insufficient
to raise enough corn for the wants of the country, and
a Bill for the compulsory tillage of five per cent. of the
arable land was brought into Parliament. In the early
part of the century, a malignant epidemic murrain, origi-
nating perhaps in the steppes of Russia, found its way
through Holstein and Holland into the north of France,
which it ravaged in 1731; and again, with increased viru-
lence, in 1742 and 1744, when it also extended to a great part
of Germany. In 174j5 it laid waste Holland a second time,
and thence found its way into England, which it ravaged
for more than twelve years. It is impossible to give the
exact number of animals destroyed, even if it were within
the scope of this book ; but it may be stated, in order to
show the influence which this cause exerted on Irish
affairs, that in one large district of England 80,000 cattle
were slaughtered, and 150,000 died in the third year of
the plague. The price of beef, butter, and cheese rose
enormously, and the whole tillage of the south of Ireland
was supplanted by pasturage. The numerous labourers
employed in tillage were turned adrift without any means
of earning food. The cottiers and small farmers, being
tenants at will, were evicted, and their holdings consoli-
dated. The idle labourers and dispossessed farmers
crowded into the towns to beg food from the impoverished
shopkeepers ; many emigrated to America ; many perished
from hunger or fever.

Land which had previously been used as commonage
was now enclosed, and let to graziers. This enclosure of
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the common land—most of which constituted the mark-
land of the ancient tribes, and had consequently been
common land from time immemorial—meant starvation
to the majority of the peasants of Tipperary and Water-
ford. They accordingly resisted the enclosures, and, col-
lecting in bands, marched through these counties, pulling
down the fences, often maltreating those engaged in
putting them up. These desultory attacks being made in
the open day, the chief actors were easily recognized and
often punished savagely. An oath-bound secret society
was accordingly organized, the members of which were
known for some time as Levellers. These soon enlarged the
scope of their operations by including the redress of their
many other grievances — especially exorbitant rents and
tithes ; and, from the custom of disguising themselves on
their nocturnal visits by wearing a white shirt over their
clothes, they were known as Whiteboys.

The payment of tithes was naturally considered a great
grievance by the Catholics and Presbyterians, not only
because they were paid to a hostile Church, but because,
the tax being only levied on corn, potatoes, flax, and
meadow, it fell chiefly on the poor* But the greatest
grievance was not so much the tithe itself as the usual
mode of collecting it, which often inflicted great hard-
ships on the peasantry, although the parsons “seldom
received more than one-third of their legal property, and
sometimes not one-fourth, or even one-fifth.” + The clergy
of the Established Church rarely collected their tithes
themselves ; three classes of persons were engaged in this
operation—the proctor, the tithe-farmer, and the canter.
The proctor viewed and valued the crops of the parishioner,
and afterwards chaffered with him about the price of the
tithe ; the tithe-farmer was a person who rented the tithe

* On March, 18, 1735, the subject of tithe was under discussion in the
Irish House of Commons, when a resolution was carried by 110 to 50,
declaring the impost to be ¢‘ grievous, burdensome, and INJURIOUS TO THE
PROTESTANT INTEREST.”

+ ¢“Considerations on the present disturbances in the Province of Munster,
their causes, extent, probable consequences, and remedies,” by Dominick Trant,
Esq. Dublin: 1787.
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from the incumbent ; and the canter was a person who bid
for his neighbour’s tithe. The canting of tithes was only
resorted to when the tithe-farmer considered the offer of
the farmer more than commonly unreasonable. The canters
were usually cottiers and labourers who had no tillage land
of their own, and were able in this way to get a supply of
potatoes which they might find difficult to procure other-
wise.* It was the tithe-farmer who chiefly oppressed the
peasantry. When the tenant, from one cause or another,
was unable to pay the tithe, the tithe-farmer gave him
credit, often at high interest, and if he failed to pay the
interest, it was added to the principal, and ultimately his
goods were perhaps distrained, even to his miserable
furniture. Again, if a cottier or farmer, “or his half-
naked wife or children, should inadvertently dig two or
three beds of their early potatoes without leaving the tithe
or tenth spade undug, the tithe-farmers immediately
threatened to sue him for subtraction of tithe, to avoid
which they were frequently obliged to take their tithes at
his valuation. The tithe-farmer frequently left his tenth
part of the potato garden undug until very late in the
season, in order to prevent the farmer sowing his winter
corn in time, and thereby force him to take his tithe ; for
there was no specific time allowed for removing the tithe of
potatoes, and a reasonable time (an expression often made
use of) is vague and uncertain. Again, if the poor farmer
should fail to take up his bond on the day it became due,
he was obliged to give the tithe-farmer his own price for
that year’s tithe. The tithe-farmer often kept the peasants
bound from year to year in this manner for several years
successively, and obliged them to give for their tithes what-
ever he thought proper to ask.” t

With the exception, perhaps, of the tyranny of the tithe-
farmers, most of the grievances which maddened the Irish

* ‘“ The Present State of the Church of Ireland, containing a description of its
precarious situation, and the consequent danger to the public,” etc., by Richard
[Woodward], Lord Bishop of Cloyne (author of the Charter School Catechism).
Dublin: 1787.

t ¢ Aletter from a Munster Layman of the Established Church to his friend
in Dublin on the disturbances in the South.” Dublin : 1787.

F
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peasant into insurrection and crime were either of recent
origin or had become intensified beyond endurance by the
circumstances of the time. But to form a true idea of the
sad lot of the Irish peasant, we must see him as he emerges
from the slough of misery in the first half of the eighteenth
century, just before the outbreak in Munster in 1762. He
was rack-rented by his landlord ; persecuted by the tithe-
farmer ; obliged to work on a holy day of his Church under
a fine of 2s. or a whipping ;* forbidden any pastimes, such
as hurling or football, on a Sunday, the only day the poor
wretch could indulge in pastimes, under pain of 124. or
two hours in the stocks ;t forbidden to attend a “ pattern”
under a penalty of 10s., half to the informer, or in default
to be publicly whipped.f If found with a switch or
walking-stick, perhaps cut from a tree planted by himself
—for planting a tree did not give a tenant any claim to
it—he was liable to a penalty of 10s., and in default a
month’s imprisonment or a whipping ;§ he was liable to
nocturnal visits in search of arms, game, “gadds,” or
“wyths.” Scarcely a market day passed in some Irish
towns without the brutal spectacle of the whipping of poor
peasants, tied to a cart and dragged through the town,
between the hours of ten o’clock and noon, so as to secure
the greatest number of witnesses of the punishment.

The whipping of women in Russia, and of female slaves
in slave states, has always excited horror and disgust ; yet
the Ascendency, in the interest of their class, passed a law
to punish any woman who hired herself to be a nurse,
knowing herself to be with child, or continued to nurse
a child under the same circumstances without informing
the parents, or who had any foul or infectious disease; the
penalty being that the offender should forfeit her wages
and suffer three months’ hard labour, and be publicly
whipped on some market day, between the hours of eleven
and twelve in the morning, through the streets of the town
where the house of correction stands.| There was, however,
a saving clause which scarcely lessens the infamy: “Pro-

* 7 Will. IIL. c. 14,s. I. t 7 Will, Il c. 17, s, 3.
1 2 Anne c. 6, ss. 26, 27 (the first Popery Act).
§ 4 Annec. 9, s. 12, Il 2 Geo. L. c. 16, s. 7.
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vided that no nurse who is with child shall be whipped
for offending this law till two months after her delivery.”
Whiteboyism was the outcome of all these grievances.
Instead, however, of attributing the outbursts of violence
and outrage to the true cause, the Ascendency party chose
to believe them the work of a Papist conspiracy, inspired
and subsidised by priests and foreign agents. This view
was industriously spread by rack-renting landlords, who
wished to divert attention from their own injustice.

In all insurrectionary movements many outrages and
bloody deeds are perpetrated on both sides from a spirit
of remorseless hatred ; and the successive Whiteboy risings
in the south of Ireland were unhappily no exception to
the rule. But, however much we may abhor, and ought
to abhor, the savage outrages of a desperate starving pea-
santry, we should still more abhor the merciless punish-
ments, dictated by revenge and fear, inflicted upon them by
their oppressors.  That equally observant and honest
English tourist, Arthur Young, speaking of the passing
grievances of the Oak and Steel Boys of Ulster, says, “ The
case was, however, different with the Whiteboys, who, being
labouring Catholics, met with all those oppressions I have
described, and would probably have continued in full sub-
mission had not very severe treatment in respect of tithes,
united with a great speculative rise of rents about the same
time, blown up the flame of resistance. The atrocious acts
they were guilty of made them the object of general in-
dignation ; Acts were passed for their punishment which
seemed calculated for the meridian of Barbary. This arose
to such a height that by one Act they were to be hanged
under circumstances without the common formalities of
a trial, which, though repealed by the following session,
marks the spirit of punishment; while others remain yet
the law of the land, that would, if executed, tend more to
raise than quell an insurrection. From all which it is
manifest that the gentlemen of Ireland never thought of
a radical cure from overlooking the real cause of disease,
which in fact lay in themselves, and not in the wretches
they doomed to the gallows. Let them change their own
conduct entirely, and the poor will not long riot.”
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VL

RISE AND GROWTH OF MOVEMENTS FOR FREEDOM OF
TRADE, FREEDOM OF RELIGION, AND FREEDOM
OF LEGISLATION.

WHEN the colonial Parliament undertook the office of
gaolers of the majority of the people of Ireland, they aimed
at exercising supreme control over their own legislation.
This spirit of colonial independence was so much in
the air in the first Irish Parliament after the Revolution,
that one of the members for the University of Dublin,
William Molyneux, wrote, in 1698, a work in defence
of the principle which has since served as a text-book.
Molyneux was a friend and disciple of John Locke; and
the essay of the latter, “On the True Original Extent and
End of Civil Government,” served as a basis for Moly-
neux’s treatise. The essay was dedicated to the king, and
in his dedication and preface the author leaves no room
for doubt that the Ascendency was for him the Irish
nation, and that the majority of the Irish people had no
place in his scheme. Yet, strange to say, his fundamental
thesis is that the right to which England may pretend of
binding Ireland by Acts of Parliament can be founded
only on the imaginary title of conquest, or purchase, or on
precedents and matters of record; and he proceeds to
show that Henry II. made no conquest, but received the
voluntary submission of all the ecclesiastical and civil
estates of Ireland. Henry having acquired the dominion
in this way, Molyneux once for all disposes of the whole
Irish people who bestowed it, and puts in their place the
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handful of Anglo-Norman adventurers who had crept into
the country.

It is of no practical importance now whether the English
Parliament did or did not acquire rights of legislation for
Ireland by conquest or voluntary submission; and, but
for the tension of public opinion at the time, such an
abstract essay as Molyneux’s would not have produced
the commotion it did, or sown the seeds which, though
dormant for a long time, finally germinated in the minds
of Swift, Lucas, and others.

The English Parliament was in no mood to allow the
Irish colonists to indulge in dreams of legislative inde-
pendence. Even before the appearance of Molyneux’s
book, the English Parliament had set aside the Irish
Parliament altogether. In the Parliament called by King
William on learning of the surrender of Limerick and the
end of the Irish war, the Commons sent up a Bill to the
Lords, providing that no person should sit in the Irish
Parliament nor hold any Irish office, civil, military, or
ecclesiastical, nor practice law or medicine, till he had
taken the Oaths of Allegiance and Supremacy, and sub-
scribed the declaration against Transubstantiation. The
Act was a gross violation of the Articles of Limerick ;
it is true, the rights of such physicians and lawyers as
were within the walls of Galway and Limerick at the
capitulation of these towns were reserved, but the section
disqualifying Catholics from sitting in Parliament was
withdrawn from this reservation.*

For more than thirty years after the surrender of
Limerick, the Irish Parliament was merely a convenient
instrument for carrying out the details of English policy
and raising money ; when anything serious was to be done,
or anything about which the English were not certain that
their Irish tools could be depended upon, they superseded
the Irish Parliament altogether. In this way they pro-
hibited the exportation of Irish woollen manufactures ;
they issued a commission of inquiry to ascertain how far
the forfeitures in Ireland had been made available for the

* 3 Will. and Mary, c. 2.
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public service, and, as a consequence of the report of those
commissioners, they passed the Resumption Act: so also
did they direct the sale of the resumed forfeited lands,
and disqualify Papists from purchasing them, and avoid
leases made to Papists.

The Irish constitution was peculiar. The legislature
did not consist of three authorities—XKing, Lords, and
Commons—but of five. The Irish Privy Council, in which
the English interest predominated, prepared measures for
Parliament in the form of heads of Bills, which were laid
before the Irish House of Commons, debated, and, if
approved of, sent to the Lords; if the latter approved,
the draft Bill was sent to the English Privy Council, which
might amend it, or not return it—that is, cushion it.
When a Bill was sent back, the Irish Parliament might
pass or reject it, but could not amend it. The Irish Privy
Council might, however, cushion the heads of a Bill even
after they had been approved of by both Houses of Parlia-
ment. Private members, too, might originate the heads of
a Bill ; and the House of Commons claimed the sole right
of originating money Bills—a right persistently contested
by the English ministry. Upon the assertion of this right
on the one side, and its refusal on the other, the battle of
legislative independence was mainly fought during many
years. Subservient in almost everything else, the colonial
Parliament clung to this right. But the popular voice, even
of the Ascendency, had no means of expressing itself in
such a constitution, for the House of Commons was an
aristocratic body owned in great part by a limited number
of landed proprietors.

The proposal of a union of Scotland with England
naturally suggested a similar union with Ireland. It
seemed to many to be the only way of getting rid of the
trade restrictions which were impoverishing the kingdom.
The question was debated in Parliament, and pressed
upon the Government ; the party of Brodrick, the speaker,
went so far as to threaten to refuse the money vote, which
was demanded for two years, and to pass a vote only for
one year, unless the remonstrance was attended to. The
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Government won by a bare majority of four votes. This
was the beginning of the struggle over money votes, which
lasted up to the declaration of independence. The pension
list also engaged the attention of Parliament.

The public revenue of Ireland was of two kinds: (1)
hereditary, and (2) temporary. The former, or hereditary
revenue, was in turn of two sorts, namely, such as had been
established by ancient custom, and such as had been
established and granted by Act of Parliament to the Crown.
Before the Revolution it was pretended that the sovereign
for the time being had an estate in fee in the hereditary
revenue both in England and Ireland, and might alienate
or grant it, in whole or in part, in perpetuity. At this
period, when Parliament rarely met, the hereditary revenue
sufficed to maintain the machinery of government, but after
the Revolution it became necessary to keep a standing
army. So in the first Parliament, 1692, it was represented
that the hereditary revenue would not be sufficient, and
Parliament was asked to vote an additional supply. The
House of Commons ordered a report to be laid before them
on the state of the revenue of the nation, and the proposed
scheme of the civil and military establishment. The officers
of the Crown complied, and the report and estimate were
taken into account by the House, notwithstanding that the
ministers contended that the House had no such right. The
House then granted such an additional supply only as they
considered would be enough to make good the deficiency of
the hereditary revenue. The sum thus voted constituted
the temporary revenue. In every subsequent session of
Parliament a similar report and estimate were laid before
them ; a committee was also appointed to examine the
public accounts, and it was made a standing order of
the House that no supply should be granted until after the
committee of accounts had reported. When, as was often
the case in the early part of the century, the hereditary and
temporary revenue for the preceding two years—Parliament
meeting at that time only once in every two years—was
more than sufficient to meet the public expenses, there was
a surplus in the exchequer. This surplus they considered as
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available towards meeting the public expenses for the
following two years, and therefore voted so much less in
supply, and this they did without the consent or authority
of the Crown.

The total amount of the hereditary revenue of Ireland
which could be legally considered to be the private pro-
perty of the Crown, and capable therefore to be alienated or
charged with pensions, did not amount to £15,000 a year,
probably not to £7000. Nevertheless each successive
sovereign used the Irish establishment as a special institu-
tion for providing for his royal mistresses and their bastards,
and for court favourites. Thus Erengard Schulenburg,
Duchess of Kendal, and Duchess of Munster in the Irish
peerage, had a pension of £3000 a year, and her daughter
Lady Walsingham £1500 a year. What a minister dared
not do with the English revenue he did without scruple
with the Irish revenue, though the act was equally illegal
in both cases.* An English minister paid no attention
whatever to the Irish Parliament or to law, when they stood
in the way of his purpose; so the pension list grew continu-
ously until it absorbed fully one-fifth of the hereditary
revenue. When the list came to be scrutinized and debated,
the mistresses and favourites were provided for in some
other way, and the saving was devoted to political corrup-
tion, of which the most profligate use was made.

The failure of the efforts of the small Unionist party
to attain a union between Ireland and England seems to
have convinced the majority of thinking colonists that
the English Parliament, which had been always so hostile
to the growth of industry in Ireland, and had recently
deliberately destroyed the chief industry of the kingdom,

* ¢“Not a single pension on the Irish establishment is warranted by law—
all are clearly illegal.” Exclusive of French pensions, the military pensions,
pensions to widows of military officers, and pensions granted under the dis-
guise of salaries annexed to useless offices—a ministerial stratagem of the
most dangerous tendency—amounted at Lady Day, 1761, to £64,127 ; but
they largely increased from year to year afterwards (‘‘ An Inquiry into the
Legality of Pensions on the Irish Establishment,” by Alexander McAulay,
Esq., one of his Majesty’s counsel-at-law for Ireland. London (printed) and
Dublin (reprinted), 1763).
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was not likely to reverse its restrictive policy, still less to
lift Ireland into the position of equality with England
itself. When once this belief had taken root, a national
sentiment began to be engendered among the colonists,
and revealed itself in a striking way in the year 1719. In
this year the House of Lords of Ireland reversed a decision
of the Irish Court of Exchequer in favour of Maurice
Annesley, defendant in the suit. The latter appealed from
the decision of the Irish House of Lords to the English
House of Lords, who confirmed the judgment of the Irish
Court of Exchequer, and issued process to put Annesley in
possession of the property in dispute. Esther Sherlock, the
plaintiff, petitioned the Irish House of Lords, who resolved
to support their jurisdiction against the usurped authority
of England. So the Sheriff of Kildare put Sherlock
into possession ; whereupon the Irish Court of Exchequer
issued an injunction pursuant to the decree of the English
Lords, directing the sheriff to restore Annesley. The
sheriff refused obedience, and was fined, but was protected
in his contumacy by the Irish Lords, who addressed the
Crown, defending the rights of Ireland to her independent
Parliament and appellate jurisdiction, and arrested the
judges of the Exchequer. The king having laid the address
of the Irish House of Lords before the English one, the
latter reaffirmed their decision, and prayed the king to
confer some mark of favour on the Irish judges, one of
whom was made chief baron of the English Exchequer.
A declaratory Act was also passed, affirming that the
English Parliament had the right and authority to make
laws for Ireland, and that the Irish House of Lords had
no right to act as a court of appeal. This declaratory Act
met with great opposition in Parliament, notably from
Mr. Pitt; it was, however, ultimately carried by 140 to
88. In the Lords the Duke of Leeds opposed it with great
vigour.

In the following year (1720), Dean Swift published his
proposal for the universal use of Irish manufactures. In a
previous chapter I have already given a brief narrative of
the events which followed the publication of this tract.
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I need only point out here that, although it contained
nothing that could be considered seditious, there were
many passages calculated to set people thinking, like the
striking fable of Pallas and Arachne. Itwas in the Drapier
Letters, and especially in the fourth letter, that Swift gave
voice to his nationality—a colonial one, no doubt, though
it widened and broadened as he went along. Such pas-
sages as the following, however carefully set in the rest of
the text so as to render it extremely difficult to construe
treason out of them, show how the seed sown by Molyneux
was germinating. “It is true, indeed, that within the
memory of man the Parliament of England have some-
times assumed the power of binding this kingdom by laws
enacted there, wherein they were at first openly opposed
(as far as truth, reason, and justice are capable of opposing)
by the famous Mr. Molyneux; .. . for in reason all
government without the consent of the governed is the
very definition of slavery; but, in fact, eleven men well
armed will certainly subdue one single man in his shirt.
. . . The remedy is wholly in your own hands, and there-
fore I have digressed a little in order to refresh and con-
tinue the spirit so reasonably raised among you, and to let
you see that by the laws of God, of nature, of nations, and
of your country, you are, and ought to be, as free a people
as your brethren in England.” In these and similar pas-
sages Swift gave form and substance to the idea of Irish
nationality, which has never since been lost. Primate
Boulter bears witness to the existence of the growing
national feeling in a letter to the Duke of Newcastle : “ Our
pamphlets and the discourses of some people of weight
run very much upon the independency of this kingdom,
and in our present state that is a popular notion.” *
Hitherto political struggles were confined to Parliament,
save in the case of the Drapier storm, and, as those belong-
ing to the native race were rigidly excluded from hearing
the debates, they had no means of knowing the course of
events. Acts might be passed seriously affecting them
without their knowing anything about them, until they

* Letters, vol. ii. p. 207.
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were put in force, as was done in the case of the dis-
reputable trick of Primate Boulter, disfranchising all the
Catholic voters of the kingdom. A great change took
place, however, at the beginning of Lord Harrington's
viceroyalty, by the creation of an independent public
opinion outside Parliament, which in time was destined
to influence and guide the latter—this, as already stated,
was effected through the establishment of the Citizens’
Fournal by Dr. Lucas* The effect of Lucas’s writings
was considerable; besides calling forth a number of
pamphlets for and against his opinions, which were read,
especially the former, with great avidity by the artisans
and middle class, whose political faith had hitherto been a
blind anti-Popery feeling, and to whom no ray of political
light had hitherto penetrated, they created great demand
for reprints of former pamphlets on the suppression of the
woollen trade and other trade restrictions of the English.
It is also worthy of note that in the pamphlet war carried
on by the friends and foes of Lucas, many of them include
in their purview old and pre-Norman Ireland—the foes to
denounce its barbarism, and the friends to belaud its insti-
tutions ; but, although on both sides there was abundant
evidence of want of true knowledge—it could not have
been otherwise at the time—these discussions indicate the
birth of a common history in which all Irishmen would
in time participate and interest themselves.

In the last year of Lord Harrington’s viceroyalty there
happened to be a considerable surplus, which the House of
Commons determined to apply to the extinction of the
public debt. The English Privy Council, to whom the
heads of a Bill for the purpose had been sent in the usual
way, comprised many strong partisans of prerogative, some
of whom contended that the Commons of Ireland had no
right to deal in any way with surplus revenue without the
formal consent of the Crown previously obtained ; others
even asserted that the Crown had a right to dispose of any
surplus without consulting Parliament. This was the view
most favoured by the new viceroy, the Duke of Dorset, or

* Ante, p.57.
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rather by the virtual rulers of Ireland, Primate Stone and
the secretary, Lord George Sackville, son of the viceroy.
At the opening of Parliament, the viceroy informed both
Houses that the king would consent to the application of
such part of the balance in the treasury as could be spared
to the reduction of the public debt. In the Bill prepared
to appropriate £120,000 for this purpose, all reference to
the king’s consent was omitted ; but the English ministry
altered the preamble so as to imply the king’s consent, and
the Irish House of Commons passed the Bill so altered,
thus establishing a precedent that they could not spend
their own money without the consent of the English Privy
Council.

The Duke of Newcastle, who became Prime Minister of
England on the death of Mr. Pelham, was strongly in favour
of maintaining the dependency of Ireland. Accordingly he
commanded the Duke of Dorset, when opening the Irish
Parliament in 1753, to repeat the expression of the king's
consent. The Irish Parliament, however, took no notice of
the gracious consent, but the English minister supplied the
omission. It happened that, when the altered Bill came
back, the Irish House of Commons was occupied in investi-
gating the case of Arthur Jones Nevill, a member of the
House, and surveyor-general. A sum of nearly £39,000
had been voted for the repair of barracks, so as to prepare
them for the return of the troops after the peace. A com-
mittee appointed to inquire into the whole question laid bare
a system of the grossest jobbery and corruption. It was
shown that in the preceding thirty years a sum of nearly
£200,000, exclusive of the £39,000, forming a considerable
item of the public debt, had been spent on the building and
repair of barracks, the greater part of which had been mis-
appropriated by the surveyor-general. The House passed
a Bill to indemnify the nation out of the estate of Nevill,
but, the latter being protected by the Duke of Dorset and
Primate Stone, the Bill was shelved in the Privy Council,
and the surveyor-general was allowed to sell his office at
its full value, and thus get rid of the responsibility imposed
upon him by the House of Commons. Before the conclusion
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of the preceding session the House had passed some reso-
lutions, calling on the surveyor-general to carry out the
repairs of the barracks at his own expense ; and at the be-
ginning of the session of 1753, a committee was appointed
to see how far he had complied with the resolutions of the
House. The report was to the effect that he had not done
so. It was at this crisis that the altered money Bill was
returned, so the House was in no mood to make any conces-
sion, and accordingly it expelled Mr. Nevill by a majority
of eight in a very full House, and threw out the money
Bill by a majority of five. This was looked upon as a
great victory, and there was general rejoicing, in which the
native Irish joined. It was a Pyrrhic victory, however, for,
the public service being unprovided for, there was a stag-
nation of trade; the circulation having almost ceased, the
working-classes suffered much, and were clamorous against
both the Government and the patriots. Under the pretext
of relieving the dead lock, the Lord-Lieutenant took the
whole of the surplus revenue out of the treasury by means
of a royal letter. After this coup d’¢tat, the Government
party became so unpopular that the duke and his son were
glad to get away to London, while Primate Stone durst not
venture to leave his house through fear of the mob of
Dublin, then completely under the influence of Dr. Lucas.
Next followed the sale of the “patriots” Boyle and
Malone and their supporters. Boyle was created Earl of
Shannon, with a pension of £2000 a year for thirty-one
years, and Malone became Chancellor of the Exchequer.
Boyle, the prime mover of the opposition, having gained
his object, everything went smoothly for a short time.
But there was much indignation felt by many at the sale
of the patriots, and when Parliament met in 1756, the
scandal of the increasing pension list attracted attention.
To prevent the purchase of members by means of pensions
on the eve of a division, a Bill was introduced in March,
1756, proposing that any member who accepted a pension
or a civil office of profit under the Crown should thereby
vacate his seat. The Bill was, however, rejected by a
majority of twenty-six. On the day of the division a
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return of the names of the pensioners, which had been
prepared by a committee appointed by the House, was
read. This return, although incomplete, revealed such a
state of corruption, that the House in very shame passed
a series of resolutions on the subject. The first of these
stated that the several pensions and salaries placed upon
the civil establishment of the kingdom since March 23,
1755, amounted to the annual sum of £28;103.* This
was the price of the Boyle “ patriots.”

When the speaker presented, in the usual form, the
pension resolutions to the viceroy, the latter answered that
they were of so grave a character that he could not suddenly
determine whether it would be proper for him to transmit
them to the king. An attempt to insert the viceroy’s
answer in the Journals of the House having failed, a
motion was made practically to adjourn all orders until the
resolutions were forwarded to the king. This motion was
carried by a majority of twenty-one. In the division
Anthony Malone, now Chancellor of the Exchequer and
a Privy Councellor, and the pensioned Boyle “patriots”
voted in the minority. Next day the secretary informed
the House that the resolutions would be forwarded. This
victory was the turning-point in the struggle for legislative
independence. - The correspondence, too, between the
Duke of Bedford, the viceroy, and Mr. Pitt, which reveals,
in all its brutal nakedness, the machinery of Irish govern-
ment, proves that a new spirit was growing up in the
nation, and it is only just to say that Dr. Lucas had
largely contributed to this result.

Although there was no real justification for reinforcing
the popery laws after Chesterfield’s period of connivance,
yet this was done with harshness and spasmodic vigour.
There was a renewed effort to mend the code by enact-
ing a new and special law for putting an end to the epis-
copal organization by which the hierarchical succession
was clandestinely maintained in Ireland. But although the
time had passed for such laws, the attempt to impose them,

* ¢ A letter from a gentleman in the City to a Member of Parliament in the
North of Ireland.” Printed in the year 1757.
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and the case of Mr. Saul, showed what a deep stratum of
intolerance still existed among the colonists. These
events naturally created great excitement among the
native population, and ultimately led to the foundation
of the first “Catholic Committee” which may be said
to have initiated the method of attaining religious and
political freedom and social reforms by peaceful associ-
ation. The merit of having started this great movement
belongs to Dr. Curry, Charles O’Connor, and Thomas
Wyse. They first looked for aid in their enterprise to the
remnant of the Catholic aristocracy and gentry, and sub-
sequently to the clergy. The first represented almost ex-
clusively the Anglo-Irish Catholic families who had ruined
the national cause in the time of Charles I., and who now
lived in retirement, swathed in their own pride and help-
lessness, and in abject terror lest they might excite the
cupidity of some Protestant neighbours, or even of their
wives or degenerate sons. The clergy, though ready to
brave death for religion’s sake, were unprepared to join in
political agitation.

The people—that is, the rural population and town
labourers—were an uneducated, undisciplined mass, de-
prived of their natural leaders, easily led by those in
whom they reposed confidence, but also liable to be
carried away by ungovernable impulses under the pres-
sure of the barbarous tyranny they were subjected to,
and the sufferings they endured. Here and there a few
of the people succeeded in getting some education, often
in Protestant schools, and had by energy, thrift, and self-
denial created for themselves a higher but still modest
and unassuming social position by trade—that is, by all
such occupations as were open to them. This rising middle
class had none of the effete political principles or prejudices
of the aristocracy or clergy ; they were practical business
men who could understand a movement which was conso-
nant with their habits, and which did not call upon them
to risk their whole position. When “the aristocracy and
clergy not only had refused all aid, collectively and indi-
vidually, to the projected measures, but had strongly de-
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precated all efforts for redress,”* the national leaders
appealed with success to this middle class, and the Catholic
Committee was formed. The upper class kept carefully
aloof from the organization—nay, they “scorned all connec-
tion with its members,laughed contemptuously at its labours,
and interposed every obstacle to prevent, to discourage,
to neutralize its success.”  Notwithstanding the slavish
opposition of the aristocracy and gentry, and the absence
of co-operation on the part of the clergy, this Catholic
Committee did some service—it awakened the energy of
the rising generation, and showed them that passive
acquiescence in their degradation was not the way to
remedy their grievances.

But its efforts were neutralized by the dissensions and
culpable conduct of the aristocratic party and their wretched
leader, Lord Trimleston, and still more by the outburst
of the land war in Munster, which made the existence of
an organization of the kind liable to be connected in the
minds of its enemies with the insurrection of the peasantry,
and the outrages committed by them.

In 1764 Primate Stone, and Boyle, Earl of Shannon,
died. While they lived, the friends of reform were
thwarted and baffled. Every motion made in Parliament
on such vital questions as the pension list, and the corrupt
appointments of judges, was invariably defeated by the
purchased votes of pensioners. A new plan was tried by
Dr. Lucas, now one of the members for Dublin, who,
despairing of effecting any reform until the Parliament
was reformed itself, succeeded, in 1765, in passing a Bill
for limiting the duration of Parliament to seven years,
as in England. The Bill was transmitted to England by
the viceroy, but was stopped by the English Privy Council,
and a very ungracious answer returned. Another Bill
was introduced to prevent the buying and selling of offices
which concerned the administration of justice or the
collection of revenue; but, as this meant ruin to the

* Wyse’s ““ Historical Sketch of the late Catholic Association of Ireland,”

vol. i. pp. 56, 57.
+ Ibid., p. 62.
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jobbers and pensioners, the Bill was lost in the Commons
itself.

In 1767 Lord Townshend became viceroy. The new
Lord-Lieutenant was good-humoured, witty, of easy
manners, and hospitable. If we may judge by his letters,
he despised those who managed the Castle business, and
loathed the venality and jobbery. He is credited with a
special desire to put down all this corruption, yet it was
never greater than during his administration. The dura-
tion of the Irish Parliament depended solely on the will
of the king, who might dissolve it at any time, or prolong
it throughout a whole reign, as in the case of George II.
A second Septennial Bill was passed in 1767 and trans-
mitted to London, where, with the view of throwing the
responsibility of rejecting it on the Irish Parliament, it
was changed into an Octennial Bill ; but the Irish Parlia-
ment avoided the trap thus laid, and accepted the measure
as returned from England.

At this time the king’s business was carried on through
the assistance of a small number of Parliamentary leaders,
two or more of whom, by coalescing, gave a majority. All
places, pensions, titles, patronage of all kinds, and favours
in Church and State, passed through their hands, and they
“undertook ” that their followers should vote “right”.
These “undertakers” were insatiable in their demands,
and, if not cleverly managed, could at any time upset the
king’s business. The tyranny exercised on the viceroy by
the “undertakers” was very great, and the cost of cor-
ruption proportionately large. Lord Townshend, in his
bargains, was obliged, however, to leave the right of the
Irish Parliament to originate its own money Bills an open
question ; and, as no amount of bribe could induce many
of the members to part with their freedom of action in
this matter, the viceroy soon came into collision with
Parliament.

A money Bill, sent over by the English Privy Council,
was rejected by the House of Commons in October, 1769,
“because it had not its origin in that House.” Lord Town-
shend went to the House of Lords on December 26, and,

G
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following the precedent of Lord Sydney in 1692, he had
the Commons summoned to the bar. He blamed their
proceedings in strong terms, and, having ordered the clerk
to enter his protest on the Journals of the House, in vindica-
tion of the royal prerogative, he prorogued Parliament,
which did not meet again until February 26, 1771. The
excitement caused inside and outside of Parliament by
this proceeding was intense, and it much helped the
political education of the people. Between 1771 and 1773
some concessions were made to the Catholics. They were
allowed to take on lease a certain number of acres of un-
wholesome and unprofitable bog (1771); they were enabled
to recover by law moneys lent by them to Protestants on
mortgage (1772-1773); and an oath of allegiance was
framed to meet their religious objections (1774).

In 1775 hostilities commenced in America, and Parlia-
ment was informed that it would be necessary to send a
draft of four thousand troops from the Irish establishment.
These troops, while absent, were not to be a charge on the
Irish revenue ; their place at home was to be taken by
foreign mercenaries. The House of Commons assented
to the draft of Irish troops but declined the services
of the foreign soldiers, the House resolving by a large
majority that the loyal people of Ireland would make
the aid of foreign troops unnecessary. On the other hand,
the English Parliament censured the engagement which the
viceroy made of relieving Ireland from the support of the
troops, and it was repudiated by the English ministry.
Between 1775 and 1779 the American struggle went on,
and the spirit of independence aroused in the West
reawakened the love of liberty in Ireland. -

Simultaneously with the beginning of the American
war, the agitation for free trade commenced; and as
England’s difficulties increased, the demands of the Irish
colonists grew louder and bolder. “Ireland,” said Swift,
“is the only kingdom I ever heard or read of, either in
ancient or modern history, which was denied the liberty of
exporting their native commodities wherever they pleased.
Yet this privilege, by the superiority of mere power, is
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refused to us in the most momentous parts of commerce.”
This privilege the colonists, with arms in their hands, were
now resolved to obtain. The defeat of the English at
Saratoga in 1777 filled the Irish with hope. England
tried to conciliate the native Irish by granting them the
right to hold landed property in 1778 ; and some conces-
sions were made to the colonist on the subject of free
trade; but in vain. In 1779 the crisis came.

As the American war progressed, Ireland became
gradually denuded of troops, and volunteer corps, for
defensive purposes, were formed throughout the country.
The volunteer movement began in Belfast; but the
example of Ulster was quickly followed by the other
provinces. In 1779 there were about 40,000 volunteers
in arms, commanded by the aristocracy of the island.
Since the Treaty of Limerick, England and the English
colonists in Ireland had combined to oppress the native
race. But now, when England and the colonists stood
face to face, each tried to conciliate the native Irish. In
1778 England conceded to the natives the right to hold
landed property; in 1779-82 the colony placed arms in
their hands to overawe England.* But the native Irish
threw in their fortunes with those of their colonial fellow-
countrymen, and a united Ireland confronted Britain.}
The greatest enthusiasm prevailed everywhere ; the com-
mercial restrictions were vigorously denounced ; and the
volunteers passed resolutions declaring that “citizens, by
learning the use of arms, forfeit none of their civil rights.”
On October 12, 1779, Parliament met. But four years
previously Henry Grattan had entered the House of
Commons, ahd he was now foremost among the leaders
of the patriotic party. No one had striven so earnestly
to end the feuds between colonists and natives; to build
up a united Irish nation. He was the champion of the
native race in 1778, when the first great concession was

* Thus justifying the saying of a Norman settler of the twelfth century,
‘“ Though English to the Irish, we are as Irish to the English.”

+ See Grattan, ‘“ Memoir,” vol. i. p. 343 ; and speech of Colonel (after-
wards General Lord) Hutchinson in the Irish House of Commons, February
20, 1792.
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made to them. He was now the champion of natives and
colonists alike when it was sought to strike off the com-
mercial fetters which shackled both.

The address from the throne left the House in doubt as
to the policy of ministers, and Hussey Burgh, a brilliant
orator, who had obtained the rank of prime-sergeant under
the Buckingham administration, and was now member for
the University of Dublin, moved an amendment, which had
been prepared in concert with Grattan, declaring “that it is
not by temporary expedients, but by a free trade alone,
that this nation is now to be saved from impending ruin.”
This amendment was carried unanimously. The House
then went in a body to present the amended address to the
Lord-Lieutenant. Vast crowds of people assembled to
witness the procession. The volunteers, under the com-
mand of the Duke of Leinster, lined the streets ; and when
the military force, thus drawn up to emphasize the popular
demands, presented arms to the Speaker and Commons as
these passed between their ranks, the air was rent by
cheers in which were mingled tones of defiance as well
as joy.

The answer to the address was unsatisfactory. The
king expressed his readiness “ to concur in such measures
as shall, upon mature consideration, appear most conducive
to the general welfare of all his subjects.” But the country
was now in no temper to be put off with meaningless
words. The excitement in and out of Parliament grew
intense. Violent speeches were made, and bold threats
uttered. On November 4, the anniversary of the birth of
William III., a demonstration took place in Dublin which
could leave the Government in no doubt as to the state of
popular feeling. The volunteers, commanded again by the
Duke of Leinster, paraded round the statue of William in
College Green. Emblems, devices, and mottoes expressive
of public opinion were emblazoned on banners and shields
which decorated the monument of the Protestant hero.
“Relief to Ireland,” “ The volunteers of Ireland—quinqua-
ginta millia juncta parati pro patria mori,” “ The glorious
Revolution,” “ A short money,” “ Free trade”—these were

3
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the mottoes which hung around the statue of the conqueror
of the Boyne ; while beneath were planted two field-pieces
bearing the inscription, “ Free trade or this.” Volleys of
musketry and the discharge of artillery were at intervals
heard above the general din; the people in thousands
thronged round the troops, and cheer on cheer rose until
the outbursts of national enthusiasm awakened the echoes
of Dublin Castle itself.

In the midst of all this excitement, Grattan, on Novem-
ber 24, moved “ That at this time it would be inexpedient
to grant new taxes.” The resolution was carried by 170
votes to 47.* On November 25 the House went into
committee of supply, and the national party returned to
the charge, moving that the appropriated duties should be
granted for six months only. A memorable debate, of
which Hussey Burgh was the hero, followed. In the
course of the discussion some member spoke of the neces-
sity of “peace.” Burgh sprang to his feet. “ Peace!” he
said. “Talk not to me of peace! Ireland is not in a
state of peace; it is smothered war. England has sown
her laws like dragon’s teeth, and they have sprung up as
armed men.” This outburst was received with tumultuous
applause, in which the occupants of the galleries uproariously
joined. Amid a scene of wild excitement the resolution was
then put from the chair, and carried by 138 to 100 votes.}

The battle was now won. The Lord-Lieutenant re-
ported to Lord North that concession was imperative, and
in December Lord North introduced into the English Par-
liament three resolutions for the relief of Irish commerce:
the first permitted the free exportation of Irish wool and
woollen manufactures ; the second made a similar conces-
sion for Irish glass manufactures; and the third granted
freedom of trade with the British plantations, on certain
conditions of which the basis was an equality of taxes and
customs. The resolutions were embodied in Bills, the first
and second of which passed at once, the other being held
over for a short time.

* ¢ Journals of the Irish House of Commons,” November 24, 1779.
t Grattan, ‘“ Memoir,” vol. ii. p. 402.
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Having obtained free trade, the volunteers next resolved
to obtain a free Parliament. On April 19, 1780, Mr. Grattan
moved “that his most gracious Majesty, by and with the
consent of the Lords and Commons of Ireland, is the only
power competent to enact laws to bind Ireland.” He
opened a remarkable debate, which lasted till six in the
morning, by a powerful speech. Mr. Flood, fearing that
the Government had secured a majority, suggested that no
division should be taken, and this suggestion was adopted.

In the mean time, volunteering went on with great
vigour, so that fully 30,000 men, it is said, were enrolled in
the year 1780. The volunteers had also begun to organize
an artillery force, and the Government, under the influence
of the popular enthusiasm, issued 16,000 stand of arms
to them. They elected their own officers, and practised
assiduous drill, aided by the instruction of Irishmen,
returned from America invalided. As the fear of in-
vasion subsided, the volunteers began to pay attention to
Irish politics. Efforts were also made to combine the
various corps into a regular organization, of which the Earl
of Charlemont became commander-in-chief. During the
summer of 1781 reviews of volunteers were held all over
the country, and their organization and discipline made
great strides, so that when the new viceroy, Lord Carlisle,
met Parliament on October 9 he found the volunteers a
formidable body, and the whole country in a state of
commotion about legislative independence. The viceroy
said not a word about the volunteers in his speech to
Parliament, though the one thought of the Government
was how to disarm and disband them.

On December 11, 1781, Mr. Flood moved for an inquiry
into the operation of Poynings’ Law, but the motion was
negatived by 139 to 67. On the 28th of the same month,
the southern battalion of the 1st Ulster regiment of volun-
teers, commanded by Lord Charlemont, held a meeting
at Armagh, and, having discussed the condition of the
country, and expressed their concern at the little attention
paid to the constitutional rights of Ireland by the majority
in Parliament, resolved to invite the volunteer associations
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of Ulster to hold a convention of delegates to deliberate
on public affairs. The proposed meeting was fixed for
Friday, February 15, 1782, at Dungannon. The invitation
was responded to by a hundred and forty-three of the
Ulster volunteer corps. The moderation and peaceable
character of the proceedings of the volunteers, and the
temperate yet firm and determined expression of their
opinions, left no opening for the Government to interfere
with the proposed meeting; in truth, they dared not do so.
The meeting was held in the parish church, and Colonel
William Irvine was elected chairman. A number of resolu-
tions were passed, unanimously declaring that “the claim of
any body of men, other than the King, Lords, and Commons
of Ireland, to make laws to bind this kingdom is uncon-
stitutional, illegal, and a grievance.” The meeting con-
demned, with but one dissentient voice, a mutiny Bill not
limited in duration from session to session, and resolved
unanimously that the independence of judges was as
essential to the impartial administration of justice in
Ireland as it was in England. With eleven dissenting
voices, they resolved to pursue a speedy and effectual
redress of their grievances by pledging one another to
support at every ensuing election “those only who have
supported and will support us therein” Lastly, with only
two dissentient voices, they resolved that the right of
private judgment in matters of religion was as sacred in
others as in themselves, and therefore as men and as
Irishmen, as Christians and as Protestants, they rejoiced
in the relaxation of the penal laws against their Roman
Catholic fellow-subjects. The following address to the
minority in both Houses of Parliament was then adopted :—

“We thank you for your noble and spirited, though
ineffectual efforts, in defence of the great and commercial
rights of your country. Go on! the almost unanimous
voice of the people is with you, and in a free country the
voice of the people must prevail. We know our duty to
our sovereign, and are loyal; we know our duty to our-
selves, and are resolved to be free. We seek for our rights,
and no more than our rights ; and in so just a pursuit, we
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should doubt the being of a Providence if we doubted of
success.”

The minority lost no time in responding to the address.
On February 22, one week after the Dungannon conven-
tion, Mr. Grattan moved an address to the king embody-
ing the resclutions. The way in which the motion was
met indicated the future success of the movement; the
arguments were addressed altogether to the selfish aspect
of the question, with the object of rousing the fears of the
members. The attorney-general, for example, cleverly
reminded the House that the declaration that England
had at no time a right to make laws for Ireland might
operate prejudicially on the tenure of property. The minis-
terialists, although opposing the address, asserted that they
did so in order not to invalidate past transactions, but that
they did not thereby imply any present right in Great
Britain to bind Ireland by Acts of the British Parliament.

Religious liberty advanced step by step with political
liberty. On February 5, 1782, Mr. Gardiner, afterwards
Lord Mountjoy, brought forward a measure for the further
relief of the Roman Catholics. The debate which ensued
was remarkable in many respects; many of the ablest
men of all parties spoke in favour of the proposal, the
popular leaders referring especially to the zealous co-
operation of the Catholics in favour of Irish liberty. The
Government left the question an open one, so that several
of the Government party were able to speak and vote
in favour of reform. Mr. Gardiner divided his measure
into three different Bills. The first enabled Catholics to
take hold and dispose of land and other hereditaments in
the same manner as Protestants, with the exception of
advowsons, manors, and Parliamentary boroughs. It also
repealed the statutes against the hearing or celebrating of
Mass; against a Catholic having a horse above the value of
£5, and the acts excluding Catholics from dwelling in the
cities of Limerick and Galway, and empowering grand
juries to levy on Catholics the amount of any losses
sustained by privateers, robbers, and rebels. The second
Bill empowered Catholics to teach in schools, contained
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provisions for regulating the education of Papists, and
repealed parts of certain laws relative to the guardianship
of their children. These two Bills became law ; the third
Bill, authorizing intermarriages between Protestants and
Catholics, was rejected by a majority of eight, Thus a
great breach was made in the Penal Code.

The Irish Parliament was adjourned from March 14 to
April 16, 1782. In the mean time Lord North’'s adminis-
tration fell, and Lord Rockingham succeeded to office.
Mr. Eden, who had been secretary under it, went to
London with the viceroy’s resignation, and, evidently im-
pressed with the gravity of the situation, and the necessity
of immediately doing something to calm the excitement,
he moved, in the English House of Commons, on April 8,
the repeal of the Declaratory Act, 6 Geo. I, arising out
of the case of Sherlock . Annesley, so far as it asserted
a right in the king and Parliament of Great Britain to
bind Ireland. He told the House in the course of his
speech explaining why he brought forward the motion,
that in the then state and disposition of Ireland they
might as well strive to make the Thames flow up High-
gate Hill as attempt to legislate for Ireland, which
would no longer submit to any legislation but that of its
own Parliament. Mr. Fox met the motion so urgently
pressed by an announcement that he would next day lay a
preparatory measure before the House. On the following
day he accordingly read a message from the king, recom-
mending the House to take the discontent of his loyal
subjects of Ireland into their serious consideration, in order
to make “such a final adjustment as may give mutual
satisfaction to both kingdoms.”

On April 14, 1782, the Duke of Portland, the new
viceroy, arrived in Dublin, where he was received amidst
the joyous acclamations of the whole people. On the
16th, the duke met Parliament, and Mr. John Hely Hutch-
inson, Secretary of State, communicated, on the part of the
Lord-Lieutenant, a message similar to that of Mr. Fox in
the British Parliament. Mr. George Ponsonby thereupon
moved that an address be presented to his Majesty, thank-
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ing him for his gracious message, and assuring him that the
House would immediately proceed to the consideration of
the just objects he had recommended. Mr. Grattan then
moved as an amendment his original motion for a declara-
tion of rights, and his amendment embodying the resolu-
tions of the Dungannon convention was unanimously
adopted.*

On May 17, Lord Shelburne, afterwards Marquis of
Lansdowne, in the Lords, and Mr. Fox in the Commons,
brought forward the subject of the Irish addresses. Fox
went fully into the Irish claims, Speaking of the Declara-
tory Act of 6 Geo. L, he said “that it could not be supported
with any show of justice.” As to the right claimed by the
Privy Council of England to alter Irish Bills, he said he was
ready to give it up. Had a proper use been made of the
power, it perhaps might have been retained, but to his
knowledge it had been grossly abused. In one instance,
in particular, a Bill had been sent over to England two
years ago, granting, and very wisely and very justly
granting, indulgence to the Roman Catholics. In the same
Bill there was a clause in favour of Dissenters, for repealing
the Sacramental Test ; this clause was struck out, contrary,
in his opinion, to sound policy, as the alteration tended to
make an improper discrimination between two descriptions
of men, which did not tend to the union of the people.
Mr. Fox concluded his speech by moving that the Decla-
ratory Act of 6 Geo. I. should be repealed. On May 27, the
Duke of Portland communicated this resolution to the Irish
House of Commons in a speech from the throne. An
address in reply, moved by Mr. Grattan, was carried with
only two dissentients, who thought that the words “that
there will no longer exist any constitutional question
between the two nations that can disturb their mutual

* Subsequently a correspondence passed between the British ministers and
the Irish leaders with reference to the details of the Bill which should be
introduced to carry out Grattan’s aims. It was the desire of the ministers
that, while conceding legislative independence to Ireland, the supremacy of
the British Parliament should be expressly recognized. It was the desire of
the Irish leaders that the independence of the Irish Parliament should be
acknowledged without any limitation, and the ministers finally yielded the
demands of the Irish leaders in full.
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tranquillity ” should be omitted from it as injudicious.
Others besides the objectors to these words believed the
concessions made were not sufficient; Mr. Flood en-
deavoured to obtain a positive renunciation by Great
Britain of all right to bind Ireland by British Acts of
Parliament, and said they should not rest satisfied with
the mere repeal of the Declaratory Act. Mr. Grattan,
however, opposed this contention, on the ground that it
would imply an ungenerous doubt of the justice of
England, and Mr. Flood was defeated. Flood’s object
was, however, gained, for the Government promised, on
December 20, that they would bring in a Bill to settle
the question. On January 22, 1783, the promised Bill
was brought in and passed (23 Geo. IIL c. 28). The
following clause of this Act may be regarded as the
charter of Irish legislative independence :—

“Be it enacted that the right claimed by the people of
Ireland to be bound only by laws enacted by his Majesty
and the Parliament of that kingdom, in all cases whatever ;
and to have all actions and suits at law, or in equity, which
may be instituted in that kingdom, decided in his Majesty’s
courts therein, finally and without appeal from thence, shall
be, and is hereby, declared to be established and ascertained
for ever, and shall at no time hereafter be questioned or
questionable.”

Thus ended the struggle for Irish legislative independ-
ence, begun by Molyneux, carried on by Swift and Lucas,
closed triumphantly by Grattan. “I found Ireland on
her knees,” said the great Irish patriot; “I watched over
her with a paternal solicitude ; I have traced her progress
from injuries to arms, from arms to liberty. Spirit of
Swift! spirit of Molyneux! your genius has prevailed!
Ireland is a nation. In that character I hail her, and,
bowing in her august presence, I say, esfo perpetua !”

The rapid growth of Irish nationality between 1775 and
1782 is one of the most important facts in Irish history.
“ The question is,” said Grattan, “whether Ireland shall be
an English settlement or an Irish nation.” The question
was answered in 1782, The English settlers themselves
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or condition whatever.” Then Grattan, entering into detail,
showed that Great Britain gave up every claim to authority
over Ireland. The British Commons had agreed unani-
mously to the Irish claims, and in the House of Lords
there had been but one dissentient. Next, touching a
chord which vibrated in every heart, he declared that the
spirit of the nation was called upon to make an uncondi-
tional grant to England. The sea had been the scene of
Britain’s glory ; there she could most effectually be assisted.
Hence he would ask them®to vote £ 100,000 to raise and
equip twenty thousand Irish seamen, for the common
defence of the empire. The suggestion was adopted with
delight, as evidence of their resolve “to stand or fall with
England,” now that Ireland’s rights were conceded. Other
proofs followed fast. Volunteer corps proffered to cross the
Channel and give their services to Great Britain in case of
an emergency. Their weapons, so lately directed against
her, were now ready for her defence. Further, a Bill enabled
his Majesty to draw five thousand men out of the stand-
ing army of Ireland whenever he required them ; with the
remnant of the regulars and her volunteer army Ireland
engaged to protect her own coasts. These and analogous
acts were evidences undeniable of that generous spirit of
cordial amity which sprang up immediately on the con-
cession of the Irish claims at a time when Ireland might
have enforced them by arms. Not ungrateful, the emanci-
pated Parliament voted Grattan £50,000. The court party,
not sharing in the glow of generous emotion, sought to
disarm his influence by crown favours. The Lord-Lieu-
tenant offered him the viceregal lodge. He accepted the
people’s tribute, but declined the court’s proposals.

During the sessions of 1781-82 the abuses of the ad-
ministration—for which the English Cabinet was respon-
sible—were attacked by the popular party in Parliament
with vigour and persistency. At the beginning of the
session, they called attention to the extraordinary fact that
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, drawing an immense
salary, did nothing for it, and lived out of the country.
They protested against another grievance equally scan-
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dalous and startling, namely, that the Master of the Rolls
was allowed to act in like manner, drawing a great re-
venue out of “a kingdom he does not condescend to visit.”
The judges, on the other hand, had been poorly paid, and
kept dependent on the Government, their tenure being
“during pleasure.” Already the patriots had moved that
they should be made independent and properly paid.
The Cabinet consented to increase the stipend (which by
itself increased the dependency), and rejected the other
issue. Not until the legislature acquired its independence
was the independence of the judicature assured, and assured
it was immediately. Minor reforms, connected with the
administration of justice, relating to masters in Chancery
and jurors, were also advocated by the popular party. The
prisons had frequently been pest-houses, too often devas-
tated by jail-fever, which sometimes swept off jurors,
lawyers, and witnesses by its pervading contagion. Mea-
sures were taken to remedy this, and, by a revision of
the criminal law, to humanize that terrible code which had
dealt death alike to culprits offending by a petty theft
and to those guilty of parricide. Poor debtors were con-
sidered. Until the popular party took up their case and
bettered their condition, these unhappy wretches had
been confined indefinitely in prisons, or rather noisome
dungeons, often in the same cell with the felon and male-
factor. Public baths were subsidized, to which the poor
were admitted free, in great numbers. Thus the Irish
capital takes rank as probably the first to provide such
hygienic accommodation for the humbler classes. Measures
were adopted to promote the planting of trees in the rural
districts. In the city, the repair of the streets was taken
from a corrupt corporation, and by other measures the
principal avenues of the city were enlarged, adorned, and
a great new bridge built. The old custom house had fallen
into ruins, and become a disgrace and a danger ; expansion
of trade required new buildings; the foundations were
accordingly laid of the classic edifice which attracts the
admiration of every visitor. The rules relating to law
students were considered, and the splendid Four Courts
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and Inns of Court arose, whilst the English judges still sat
in sheds off Westminster Hall. Irrespective of these, the
sole official measure brought in during the session was one
for the creation of a national bank—the Bank of Ireland—
a measure which Provost Hutchinson had previously urged
on every administration for ten years, and urged in vain.

Then came the great constitutional Act of Habeas
Corpus, at last secured at a period when arbitrary power
had been advancing. Nor was the constitution of Parlia-
ment itself untouched or unimproved. Some members
had been habitual absentees ; “one gentleman, twenty-two
years a member, had never attended in his place but once
to vote.” Ballots for committees were ordered, and absent
members rendered liable to punishment. Care was taken
to prevent delays in calling Parliament, and an effort was
successfully made to diminish the influence of the Crown
by purifying the electorate to some extent. Government
had the appointment of revenue officers, and nominated
them, by way of patronage, in numbers far in excess
of the requirements of the service. Until then, as Mr.
Mulgrave mentioned, at elections a gentleman could boast
of having “mandatory letters from the revenue board to
officers to influence them.” Corruption could not be
abolished in a period when minds were still corrupt ; it
began to diminish in an era of virtue. In the penal code
directed against the Roman Catholics, a legacy of hatred
and foul oppression had been bequeathed. This Henry
Grattan and others had striven against from the first;
and this, notwithstanding the objection of Flood and the
murmurs of a few others, the Parliament had begun to
destroy. Its early efforts were not great in themselves ;
they evoked the scorn of Burke* and the impatience of
Grattan, but they marked a distinct advance. The declara-
tion of the volunteers made this possible and imperative ;
the bell of Dungannon Church announced an epoch of
national as well as of colonial freedom.

In reviewing the work done, the Lord-Lieutenant might
well congratulate Parliament on the important Acts which

* Letter to a peer of Ireland, February 21, 1782.
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should strengthen the great constitutional reform achieved,
and which would “for ever distinguish that memorable
session.” “You have,” he said, “ provided for the impartial
and unbiassed administration of justice by the Act for
securing the independence of judges; you have adopted
one of the most essential securities of British freedom by
limiting the Mutiny Act in point of duration; you have
secured that most invaluable of all human blessings, the
personal liberty of the subject, by passing the Habeas Corpus
Act; you have cherished and enlarged the wise principles
of toleration, and made considerable advances in abolishing
those distinctions which have too long impeded the pro-
gress of industry and divided the nation.” *

Such were the first-fruits of Grattan’s Parliament, when
Grattan’s influence predominated in it. Nor was the
succeeding session inferior in the amount of substantial
work done, though, as this had reference chiefly to matters
social and commercial rather than political, the results
are not so obvious. The entire commercial framework of
the country had to be built on new foundations, and the
labours of committees are not always interesting. But by
such labours Parliament succeeded in averting a threatened
famine, in relieving distress, in fostering infant industries,
encouraging trade, extending commerce, and in making an
impoverished country prosperous. Harbours were improved,
piers built, fisheries promoted, and the carrying trade of
the inland counties facilitated by a system of canal and
river communication. A shipping law regulated the man-
ning, victualling, and accommodation of vessels, so that
passengers should no longer suffer from the recklessness or
rapacity of owners. The gaols were again looked to, and
all prisoners who had been nominally acquitted or dis-
charged by proclamation, but were really detained for
gaol fees, often in a starving condition and indefinitely,
were at once liberated. Churches, colleges, and schools
(all Protestant, of course) were built. Skilled artisans
were brought over from Britain, and factories estab-
lished : the village of Balbriggan alone could show twelve

* ¢ Irish Parliamentary Debates,” vol. i. p. 484.
H
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hundred workers, six hundred being children. Associa-
tions were encouraged to promote industrial skill—the
Dublin Society being granted £5000 for the improvement
of husbandry and the useful arts, particularly glass and
porcelain-making, which it effected by procuring instruction
and granting premiums. At the same time care was taken
to prevent the abuse of loans to manufactures, and, on the
motion of Mr. Foster, a man of great financial capacity,
bounties on exports were gradually substituted — each
bounty being thus a species of results’ fee, granted on work
done. The post-office was taken under Irish charge, and
new rules were laid down for its better government, including
the formation of Dublin (on a diameter of eight miles) into
a penny-postal district. A measure was also adopted to
prevent bribery and corruption at elections. It is true
that reform of Parliament itself did not proceed so
rapidly as was desired by many. The volunteers held a
convention in the Rotunda, not far from the seat of the
legislature, and, under the chairmanship of Charlemont,
and guided by Flood, proposed a scheme for the more
equal representation of the people. This scheme of reform
was narrow, for in excluding the Catholics it virtually
excluded the Irish nation. It was premature, and there
can be no question that it was an error to convoke an
armed convention, in the heart of the capital, in order to
propound a scheme of reform to Parliament. It savoured
too much of dictation, and gave pffence to moderate
minds. Had Parliament been offered and refused a
reform resolution, the case would have been altered;
popular manifestations might then have fairly pressed
on a necessary and righteous reform. But Parliament
had not been first consulted. Though Grattan pleaded
that Flood should be allowed to bring in the Bill, and
strongly deprecated any semblance of difference between
Parliament and the volunteers, his speech lacked fire.
Many sympathized with Sir Hercules Langrishe when,
recalling the magnificent gains achieved, he asked the
volunteers to rest on their arms and view the present
great labours of their representatives. ‘They would
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see them,” he said, “arranging supplies, so as to énsure
annual meetings of your Parliament; framing a Mutiny
Bill to assert your constitution and govern the army ;
forming an Irish post-office, alike favourable to revenue
and liberty; establishing an Irish admiralty court, with
final appeal, the last pledge of external legislation ; giving
new authority to the laws, and new restrictions to preroga-
tive, by an act of indemnity for a late embargo ; deliberating
on a wide system of commerce between this country and
America, with the great conception of making, if possible,
Ireland the mart of communication between the old world
and the new ; they would see them anxiously and honestly
considering how best to relieve distress and promote the
manufactures of this country.” Yelverton, then attorney-
general, carried the motion against the reception of the Bill
by a majority of two-thirds, and immediately afterwards
a resolution was passed declaring that “the House will
maintain its just rights and privileges against all encroach-
ments whatsoever.” The convention, under Lord Charle-
mont’s leadership, gave way to the susceptibilities of
Parliament and separated. When the question of reform
was again brought before the legislature, the measure
submitted was fully debated (March 20, 1784); but on
many points the weight of argument was against its advo-
cates. The Bill, however, was rejected not so much
because of its defects as on account of its merits. The
former might have been corrected in committee ; the latter
threatened too powerful interests. Lord Powerscourt, in
the Lords, said that it was not unconstitutional to declare
the Parliament corrupt: “ No man can deny it ; it is too
well known that two-thirds receive the wages of corruption.”
And Lord Aldborough had moved to cut down the pension-
list to one-fourth, with other suggestions as to retrenchment.
The parasites of place and pension rallied round the
ministry, and the Bill was rejected by 159 to 85. The
people outside did not analyze all the causes of failure :
they saw only corruption and resistance. The dissolution
of the convention did not calm them. The season had
been bad, but the condition of trade was worse. Whilst
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the new code was being fashioned and the duties revised,
the English merchants were zealously endeavouring to
destroy the nascent manufactures in Ireland by buying up
. the raw material, and pouring in manufactured goods at low
prices to undersell the Irish in their own market. This was
not in reality a special anti-Irish act, since it was the habit
in England itself for established manufactures thus to crush
out a rising rival if they could. But in this case there was
a particular unfairness; the Irish ports had been by pre-
vious legislation laid open to British goods, whilst English
harbours were practically closed against all Irish manufac-
tured goods, except plain linens. The consequence was
that there existed great distress and destitution amongst
the artisans of Dublin, and from distress and destitution
sprang violence, tumults, and outrages within the confines
of the colony. Mr. Gardiner, calling attention to these facts,
and to the report of a committee, pressed for a system, not
of prohibitory, but of restrictive duties to protect the un-
defended manufacturers. On the other hand, Mr. Foster
and the official party desired to delay the question of pro-
tective duties, until a final adjustment should be made with
England by mutual conference and consent.

In the House of Peers Lord Mountgarret gave voice
to the discontent. * Could Ireland,” he asked, “say at this
moment she had a free trade? No. It was a name, a
shadow. Could she protect her trade? . . . No. He sup-
posed the inattention of the English minister to this
country, and the prejudice of the English nation, prevented
the measure.” Others, however, took a less gloomy view,
and there is no doubt that, though there was distress, it was
localized ; whilst the grievance of unequal duties, though it
checked enterprise, did not arrest it, for the official records
attest that there had been a remarkable annual increase
of manufactured goods. When the first session of the
free Parliament ended, in May, 1784,* fifty-six Acts had

* The fourth session of the third Parliament of George III. began
October 9, 1781, and ended July 27, 1782. The first session of the fourth
Parliament began October 14, 1783, and ended May 14, 1784. It was, there-
fore the first session of the free Irish legislature.
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a0y

THE COMMERCIAL QUESTION—PROGRESS OF IRISH MANU-
FACTURES—COMMERCIAL PROPOSALS ACCEPTED—
MINISTERIAL DISLOYALTY TO THE IRISH CONSTI-
"TUTION.

WHEN the king dismissed his ministers, in the last month
of 1783, the news excited no discontent in Ireland. On
the one hand, the coalition -of Fox with North, an old
enemy, and the intrigues of the viceroy had chilled public
sentiment ; on the other, Mr. Pitt, a young reformer, might
be expected to amend the state of the representation. The
convivial Duke of Rutland arrived as Lord-Lieutenant,
with Mr. Orde as secretary. Carrying out a previous
suggestion, “Single-speech Hamilton,” the absentee Lord
Chancellor, was induced to resign on a copious pension, and
Mr. Foster received the office. A clever financier and a
resident, his appointment was welcomed, though his politics
were anti-popular.. Mr. Fitzgibbon, however, became
attorney-general, and by his intolerant and domineering
character soon aroused and embittered the slumbering
forces of conflict.

The great question of this period was that of the
commercial relations of Britain and Ireland. As they
have been often misunderstood and sometimes misrepre-
sented, it is necessary to go into some details. One writer
has described Ireland as plunged into great distress,
whereupon Mr. Pitt offered to share with her the abound-
ing wealth of Britain—an offer which, through some



1784.] THE COMMERCIAL QUESTION. 103

mysterious madness, she rejected. Facts, however, are in
direct contradiction to this injurious fiction. The causes
which led to a consideration of the commercial relations
were chiefly two : the complaints of the Irish manufacturers
and merchants, and the action of the non-importation
leagues. The former, based on the great differences of
import-duties in favour of England, induced the Irish Par-
liament to consider the question of their revision ; the
latter prevailed with the English, whose trade had greatly
fallen away during their existence. To these may be added
a third—the prevalence of cross-channel smuggling, the
current of which, flowing in the direction of high profits,
carried Irish products into Britain in spite of Britain’s pro-
hibitory tariff. In salt, for instance, an essential element
in fish-curing as well as in diet, there was a stirring-trade
all along the west coasts of Great Britain. Half a million
persons in Scotland never used any other than smuggled
salt from Ireland, and, as the duty was still heavier in
England than in Scotland, the movement thither was brisk.*
Again, in the articles of soap and candles, none were
exported into Ireland, and none were officially admitted
into Britain from Ireland, “ but great quantities are certainly
smuggled into all the western counties of England and
Wales, and from thence by inland navigation into other
counties.”t Writers have referred to the non-importation
agreements of Irish consumers as ruinous to themselves.
As a general rule, however, people do not deliberately
continue to injure themselves. The distress recorded
amongst the artisans, indeed, is relied upon as proof;
but it is overlooked that the leagues were formed because
of that suffering, and to end it. English merchants, strong
in capital and skill, and having their own ports guarded by
high protective tariffs, were pouring their goods through
the open ports of Ireland so as to overwhelm its infant
industries and destroy its manufacturing projects. This it

* ¢ First Report on the State of the British Fisheries” (England), p. 14.
1785.

t Report of Lords of Committee of Council on Trade, etc., 'Evidence
(England), March, 1785.
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was which closed the factories and drove out the busy
hands into wretched idleness. It was sought to redress the
grievance in Parliament by levelling up the duties. When
that effort failed, through a reluctance on the part of
placemen and pensioners to irritate the Government, the
people took the matter into their own hands. The influence
of the non-importation agreement was strong and decisive.
One London factor’s export trade in fine cloths fell from
£30,000 to £5000a year. The Wiltshire export of superfine
and second cloths almost ceased. Chester calicoes and
printed cottons fell to one-seventh in the last half of 1784.
The fustian trade was practically extinguished. One
house, which in the last two months of 1783 exported
45000 worth, had not a single order the following year.
The truth is, as British official records show, that the
Irish trade and manufactures, so far from being in a perish-
ing condition at this period, had sprung up with marvellous
vitality and flourished exceedingly. Thus the British
manufacturers gave evidence that their trade in soap and
candles to North America and the West Indies had “ much
decreased of late.” “To what causes do you attribute this
decrease?” asked the Lords of the Committee of Council.
“We impute it,” was the reply, “to the possession the Irish
have now got of that trade ; we export but very few candles
now to the West Indies.” Some idea of the progress made
in Irish manufactures may be formed on learning that from
1780 to 1783, both inclusive, the general export of new
drapery, or fine sorts of woollen goods, rose from 8,600 yards
to 538,000 yards in round numbers; and of new drapery,
or coarser kinds, from 490 yards to 40,500 yards. Only
1000 yards of fustians were shipped to America in the first
year, whilst 47,000 yards were exported in the last. Other
Irish manufactures were pressing forward in a similar
manner, and some of these products were appearing in
foreign markets.*
~ This progress was made, be it remembered, whilst
Britain prohibited absolutely the import from Ireland of

* Report (and minutes) of the Lords of the Committee of Council, White-
hall, 1785.
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arms, cheese, chocolate, gloves, goods of Asia, Africa, or
America manufactured in Ireland, laces, gold and silver
lace, silks, stockings (with silk), velvet, wrought ivory,
whalebone, etc. And whilst there was an ad valorem duty
varying from about thirty to sixty-five per cent., besides
other heavy taxes, against all Irish ale, beer, candlewick,
chalk, chaises, chariots, coaches, coals, earthenware, fustians,
glassware, ironware, lead, printed linens, mixed linen and
cotton, manufactured leather, ox-guts, cotton or worsted
stockings, toys, and wooden-ware. Irish starch need pay
no ad wvalovem duty, but one hundred guineas a ton of
other charges surely sufficed. A nearly equal sum kept
out Irish manufactured sugar. Vinegar and cider were
also barred off ; and, whilst nearly £2 a yard stopped the
entrance of all manner of Irish woollen cloth, a sum of
£2 6s. each was charged against every Irish-made hat.

Can it be a matter of wonder that Irish manufacturers
complained and formed non-importation leagues? What
really does surprise the impartial observer is the amazing
progress they made under such conditions. Free trade
in manufactures was a mere mockery, so far as it related
to Great Britain, with the solitary exception of linen—and
not of all kinds of linen.* British ports were shut against
manufacturing Ireland ; on the other hand, Irish ports were
open to British goods. This will be readily seen from the

* Of the two pledges given, at the instance of the English Parliament, by
William IIL. to discourage the Irish woollen, and to promote the Irish linen
manufacture, the former was faithfully kept, the latter was broken. Ireland
was not permitted to export her white and brown linens to the Colonies until
1705 (3 & 4 Anne c.-8). Six years later (10 Anne c. 19) a bounty of 4. per
yard was given in favour of the British manufacture over the Irish ; the impor-
tation of checks, striped or printed linens into Britain was prohibited. This
prohibition was continued against all linens printed, stained, or dyed. Cambrics
and lawns were likewise excluded, for which there were about two thousand
Irish looms at work in 1783. Lord Sheffield, in 1785, observed that, as regards
bounties, Ireland complained of that given by Great Britain on the export of
sailcloth to Ireland, and with double force as it was a branch of her linen
manufacture. He admitted she would be justified in meeting this by counter-
acting bounties or duties, but ¢‘ the British Act adds to the bounty now given
as much more as at any time Ireland shall impose as a duty on the import of
British sailcloth into Ireland.” This was an effectual mode of repressing Irish
manufacture.
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following table, which shows the difference of duties. The
idea is due to Lord Sheffield,* but his schedule has been
enlarged with facts taken from the British official reports
already quoted.

'y Import duties payable in
T England. Ireland.
VRN, T PR A
All woollens or old drapery, per yard 2 0o 64 o o 5%
Stuffs made or mixed with wool, new drapery,
per yard o 5§ I} o o I1}%
Cotton and lmen, or cotton mlxed “for every
Aroovalue ... 29 I5 IO 9 18 5
Linen cloth, printed, for every ,{,'Ioo value ... 65 10 10 918 5t
Leather manufacture, for every £100 value ... | 65 10 10 9 18 5.8
Checks, per piece of ten yards o 3 1133 o 1 3%
,»  for every £100 value s | 3515 O 0 0 o
Sugar refined, per cwt. woe oor 6 918 113 1148
Starch, per cwt. ... 412 117 | o 6 512

In other matters likewise Britain had the advantage.
Thus, whilst the Irish prohibited the entrance of flour and
meal from all countries but Great Britain, there was no
reciprocity. “It might be a just return to them,” said
the English corn-factors, “to prohibit in like manner the
importation of flour and ground corn from any country but
Ireland,” which would encourage British mills. When we
look at the enormous disparity between the duties of the
two countries, and consider that the British capitalists had
held possession of the market, it seems a marvel that
Irish manufactures should take root at all. Close study
of the problem reveals that this happened because the
Irish Parliament had men who seized upon the true prin-
ciples of economic laws and applied them with great
sagacity. They could not spend money in fostering
factories and trade as England did, but what comparatively
small sums they gave were more fruitful because more
judiciously allotted. By this means they raised their
factories from the ruins the laws had made, and by this
means also their fisheries became the envy and admiration
of their neighbours. The Irish bounties were not nearly

* ¢ Observations on the Manufactures, Trade, and Present State of
Ireland.” Dublin: 178s.
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on a level with the British, but “the fisheries are under
no unnecessary restraints, and a 20s. bounty there is
equal to a 30s. bounty on the Hebrides fishery.”* Fre-
quently the West India fleet, leaving the Clyde, went to
Cork to ship Irish herrings. Contrary to what some have
alleged, the elder Irish population had special aptitudes
in maritime matters. Men were brought from Ireland to
teach the natives of Uist the manufacture of kelp from sea-
weed. Others were brought to the Shetlands because of
their dexterity in fishing, and because they could go out
two months earlier and proceed much further to sea than
could the natives in their small boats. The inhabitants of
Barra learned fish-curing from the Irish fishermen, who had
a “Highland fishery.,” They went even further a-sea, and
established their “great fishery on the banks of Newfound-
land, which,” in 1785, “increases daily.”t This was due,
be it noted, to the energy and enterprise of the old natives
of Ireland, who, homeless in their fatherland, poured.out
by the two and three thousand annually and remained
abroad as residents, in spite of all discouragements. The
British who went usually returned. Newfoundland was
practically founded by Irish Catholics.] The Irish fishers
were honest dealers, as well as skilled curers. Though the
Irish herring-barrel contained only twenty-eight gallons
and the Scotch thirty-two, the former sold “at an equal
or superior price.” So high stood the Irish name that
their herrings sold “fourteen and a half per cent. dearer
than the Scotch.” They were never charged with the
“fraud, perjury, and all the tricks which ingenuity could
invent to rob the public”—such as partly filling barrels
with stones and rubbish—which had almost entirely de-
stroyed the sale of British herrings in European markets.§

The question of reducing British duties to the same level
as the Irish was referred, by an order in council, January

* ¢“Third Report on the State of the British Fisheries, House of Commons
(England),” vol. x. p. 42.

+ Ibid., p. 44.

T ““Second and Third Reports on the State of Trade to Newfoundland.”

1793.
§ ¢¢ Third Report ” (Fisheries), Mr. J. Knox, p. 45. 1785.
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14, 1783, to a committee. Reviewing pocssible plans, they
concluded the best to be that both countries should agree
upon a scale of moderate duties, “such as will secure a due
preference in the home market,” of the products of each,
“yet leave to the sister kingdom advantages, though not
equal to its own, yet superior to those granted to any foreign
country.” This was clearly fair and wise; but it must
astound those who have been taught to consider the Irish
irrational and intractable in matters of trade to learn that
the Lords of the Committee, in looking about for a proper
standard, fixed upon the Irishscale. “The duties now pay-
able on British goods imported into Ireland,” they wrote,
“seem by their moderation as well adapted to answer this
purpose as any that could be devised.” *

After much consideration, Mr. Orde, chief secretary,
brought the basis of a commercial treaty before the Irish
Parliament on February 7, 1785, in the form of cleven
resolutions. They ordered : the admission of foreign articles
through either country as if directly imported ; the aboli-
tion of prohibitions and the equalization of duties—these
to be levelled down; the regulation of internal duties in due
proportion; and the abolition of bounties on goods intended
for either country, except food-stuffs. The last, or eleventh,
proposition attracted special attention. It provided that,
whenever the hereditary revenue (during peace) produced
more than the sum of £656,000, the surplus should be
appropriated to the support of the navy. One member
objected to this as making Ireland a tributary nation,
but withdrew his opposition on finding that the grant
was under Irish control. Mr. Grattan further amended it
by stipulating that it should be accorded only in years
when income equalled expenditure. His principles were—
“After the expense of the nation is paid, to contribute to
the general expense of the empire;” to interest ministers
in economy by this stipulation, and to subject the surplus
to the control of the Irish Parliament. Notwithstanding
adverse petitions from the Chamber of Commérce and
some merchants, the proposals were accepted with but

* Report of the Lords of Committee of Council, 1785.
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little demur, Mr. Forbes remarking that “no Government
ever received a milder opposition.”

The Irish Parliament thus, contrary to some shameless
statements, showed itself willing and anxious to come
to a fair and final adjustment on the commercial, as it had
done on the constitutional, question. Grattan helped ; Flood
criticized, but did not resist. All would have ended har-
moniously had it not been for the battle of parties in the
British Parliament. On February 22, Mr. Pitt introduced
the proposals to the Commons in committee. After a
general review of the subject, he said there were but two
systems possible for the two countries. One, to make the
lesser subservient and a draw-farm to the greater, they had
tried ; the other, a system of equality and fairness, with
participation of benefits, he proposed to try. The conces-
sions might be reduced to two heads. First, the importation
of colonial produce through Ireland into Britain. This
seemed to infringe the venerated navigation laws, but really
mattered nothing ; Ireland could import such produce
direct already, and Britain could more cheaply have it direct
than through Ireland. The second was a mutual exchange
of products and goods on equal terms. In return, Ireland
paid over her surplus to the general expenses.

The Coalition party, now greatly beaten down, showed.
no large-minded desire to assist a settlement. Quickly
perceiving that the sensitive jealousy of British trade
might be roused against Pitt, Lord North, Mr. Fox, and
others, spoke in prompt hostility. Fox intimated that,
though he admired Ireland, he did not wish to see her
made sole arbitress of the laws of navigation. Their
speeches helped to inflame the country and stir up scores
of petitions. Apparently, Mr. Pitt was in no hurry to
press the matter forward; he gave time for declamation.
In Dublin Mr. Orde had refused a day’s delay ; in London
weeks and months were allowed to pass. If the minister
had designed to divide the Irish from the English Whigs,
he would have acted thus. The report of the Lords of the
Committee on trade and plantations, though presented, was
discredited ; fifty-four petitions supported the opposition.
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Pitt, on May 12, brought forward a revised series of
propositions, almost double the number of the old. Three
grave changes were made. It was stipulated that all trade
or navigation laws which had been or should be made by
the British Parliament, should also be enacted by the Irish
Parliament ; that nothing but colonial produce should be
transhipped through Ireland into Great Britain; that, so
long as the British Parliament wished to have commerce
carried on beyond the Cape of Good Hope by an exclusive
company, dealing through the port of London, so long
should Ireland be debarred from dealing direct with any
country whatever beyond the Cape and the Straits of
Magellan. If Pitt had intended that the odium of enforc-
ing alterations should attach to the opposition, they were
resolved, on the other hand, he should not escape obloquy.
Pointing out to the English that by altering his Bill
he justified their action, they held up the manner of the
modification to the reprobation of British Whigs, and
to the alarm and hatred of the Irish nation. The new
conditions, requiring the Irish Parliament to pass any trade
or navigation Act the British legislature had made or might
make, and to shut itself off from all direct trade beyond the
southern Capes, as long as an alien Parliament pleased,
were manifestly incompatible with Irish liberty. Fox
denounced them. “I will not barter English commerce
for Irish slavery!” he exclaimed. ¢ This is not the price
I would pay, nor is this the thing I would purchase.”
Sheridan, following, compared Ireland to a high-mettled
horse, recently escaped from harsh trammels, whom the
secretary strove to catch, “with a sieve in one hand, but
with a bridle in the other ready to slip over his head.”
“There was to be,” he said, “an eternal boom placed
against Ireland, from the Cape of Good Hope on the one
hand, to the Straits of Magellan.” The opposition declared
that the ministry, justly censured for their violence, their
attacks on the freedom of the press, and on the rights
of public meeting and personal liberty in Ireland, had
sought to compensate insult by imprudent concession.
They now sought to retrieve their attack on English
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commerce by fettering the Irish Parliament. In the Lords
something was said about a final settlement hindering a
union, which revealed that the ministry had ulterior objects.
Lords Shelburne, Townsend, Derby, Fitzwilliam, Plymouth,
Northington, Scarborough, and Keppel recorded their
protest.

When the new proposals were brought before the Irish
Legislature on August 12, the denunciations of the English
opposition heralded them. Grattan summed up the case
by stating that they involved “a surrender of trade in the
east, and of freedom in the west.” Attorney-General Fitz-
gibbon threw in a sectarian brand, warning Parliament of
a popish population and popish neighbours ; but the old
spirit was aroused, and material interests were at stake.
The popular minority swelled to double its usual number,
one hundred and eight members voting against leave to
introduce the Bill. There was a majority of nineteen;
but at that stage it meant defeat, and Mr. Orde allowed
the Bill to drop, for, on canvassing the House, he dis-
covered he would be beaten.

Public illuminations attested the fidelity of the people
to their independent constitution. Whatever divisions,
fostered by official arts, had arisen amongst the volunteers
on the question of toleration, and between them and
Parliament in reference to reform, were closed by the
flagrant attempt to profit by their dissensions. When
Parliament rose, the manufacturing population renewed,
enlarged, and enforced their non-importation league;
several new counties supported the capital ; the military
were posted in the streets; and the viceroy became
markedly unpopular.

Ireland fell under Mr. Pitt’s displeasure. Until the
French revolution shook the world, and war again threat-
ened Britain, he left the Irish Government practically in
the hands of a petty oligarchy, whose policy was to resist
reforms, maintain abuses, and augment its own power and
importance by every method. Everything was acceptable
which might serve to strengthen the central executive,
to extend its sphere of patronage, and to divide, depress,
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and disarm the popular power. The session of the Irish
Parliament in 1786 opened without a promise of reform,
but with a reference to a new police force and a vigorous
execution of the laws. This was based upon allegations
of outrages which members demonstrated to be exaggerated
or untrue. Sir Edward Crofton, alarmed for his property
in Roscommon, where the Catholic peasantry were said to
be in rebellion, made inquiries, and found “that the peace of
the county was not for a moment disturbed.”* Rumours
of Popish plots, peasant insurrections, revivals of old Irish
claims to estates of the later colonists, went forth from time
to time ; they served to frighten the timid, and make them
gather into the Castle coverts.

Advocating economy, the patriots pointed to a swollen
pension list of £04,000, greater than England’s by £4000;
to augmented taxes and an increasing debt. The
expenses of a nation, they urged, should not exceed its
income. The attorney-general scoffed at the notion ;
“ No Government ought to be tied up.”t *“Will the minister
of Ireland,” Hardy asked, “the delegate of Mr. Pitt,
give us Mr. Pitt’s reform neither in representation nor in
finance?” In England, ministers disabled persons holding
pensions “during pleasure ” from sitting in Parliament;
in Ireland, Government kept them there. It even gave
similar pensions to their male and female relatives, so
that an independent vote should make a whole family
destitute. The British Cabinet had limited the English
pension list; in Ireland a similar motion was denounced
by the attorney-general as “going on the most dangerous
principle ever introduced ”—* an attempt to rob the Crown
of its responsibility.” The principles of the constitution,
the laws of England, were held to savour of treason in the
judgment of the Castle oligarchy.

By a new police Bill the power and patronage of the

* ¢TIt was also rumoured that the Roman Catholics were in open rebellion.
This was an insidious, infamous, and false report ; . . . it was an illiberal and
an infamous attack on a people distingunished for their peaceable demeanour
(““ Parliamentary Debates,” vol. vi. pp. 338, 339).

t ¢ Parliamentary Debates,” vol. vi. p. 124.
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Executive were augmented. The patriots desired to amend
the tithe-system, which bore oppressively on the small
tillage-farmers, and produced secret societies. Officials like
Lord Luttrel denounced the exactions of the clergy, their
tithes being sometimes 28s. per acre. Mr. Montgomery,
of Donegal, declared their extortions had driven 100,000
people out of the kingdom. Denis Browne doubted if the
Whiteboys had done more harm. The Castle officials re-
jected all reform, and carried instead a sanguinary law, with
“blood ” and “felony ” in every sentence, as Grattan said.

When the Duke of Rutland died in October, the ad-
ministration could boast of having rejected every reform ;
repudiated even the distant promise of redress ; passed two
coercion Acts, extending their powers of corruption ; and
of having, in that one year, augmented the pension list by
£8750.*

The Marquis of Buckingham, who succeeded, appeared
in a double character. Because of his loyal attitude, as Lord
- Temple, on the renunciation and judicature questions, and
because of his reported antagonism to abuses and pen-
sions, he was at first favourably received. But it quickly
became evident that the hostile policy of the previous
administration would be continued. The subject of tithes
was revived by an official motion to grant compensation
to clergymen for tithes withheld ; they were also granted
a perpetual tithe of 5s5. an acre on hemp. More pensions
were given; existing pensions were jobbed, sold, trans-
ferred to other and younger persons; members of Par-
liament were again granted pensions “during pleasure.”
The pension list, on January 1, 1788, had swollen to
£96,289, exclusive of military pensions and additions to
salaries. Gross scandals were exposed ; but the Govern-
ment refused to permit any redress. Mr. Connolly moved
for a return as regards hearth-money, long abolished in
England. The administration rejected even an inquiry.}

* ¢ Parliamentary Debates,” vol. viii. p. 8.

t Mr. Connolly said he understood their reluctance to investigate, because
of the frauds arising from patronage which would be exposed. Was it not well
known, when a gentleman solicited from the minister a hearth money collection,

1
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On April 14 Grattan submitted eight eminently practical
resolutions for the modification of the tithe system. The
justice and moderation of the proposals could not be gain-
said ; they were, therefore, simply met by a measure which
kept them out of the Journals of the House—the premature
prorogation of Parliament in the middle of April. This
was a ready means of stopping all progress, and extinguish-
ing even the hope of reform.

Public corruption could not exist without private de-
pravity within the official domain. The Governmental
system of appointing to places political renegades or their
bribe-giving protégés had filled the official departments
with the dregs of the Ascendency. They had been pro-
moted because they had been unscrupulous, and they
carried the quality which had gained them Government’s
favour into the Government’s service. The Duke of Buck-
ingham suddenly came down upon the minor offenders,
seized their keys, and demanded a rigorous account. Panic,
flight, and suicides followed.* This was a meritorious raid,
no doubt; but, considering the conduct of the viceroy
himself, it rather resembled the raid of a great wolf on a
pack of little foxes.

It must not be inferred, from the existence of local op-
pression and suffering, that there was a general depression.
On the contrary, the country was generally prosperous ;
this fact was declared by the chancellor of the exchequer,
who gave satisfactory proof of his veracity by introducing
a Bill to reduce interest from six to five per cent. Manu-
factures abounded, and all the occupations dependent on
them flourished. Dublin assumed the appearance of a
thriving metropolis, at once a hive of industry, a home of
arts and learning, and a haunt of fashion. Many absentees
were drawn back by the attractive life of the brilliant Irish
capital. Its stately and spacious avenues, new-paved; and
that instead of £40 a-year, its nominal value, he considered it worth from £ 100
to £200 a year? and whence did that arise, but out of the plunder of the people,
already too wretched, by taking indulgence money, and by afterwards taking
their pot, their blanket, and at last their door, and making what return they

thought proper to the public treasury ?
* Plowden, ‘¢ Historical Review,” vol. ii. p. 199.
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lighted with improved lamps having double burners, were
crowded with the splendid equipages of a profuse aris-
tocracy and gentry. The magnificence of the public
edifices was rivalled by the beauty of private mansions, on
which the art of Italy was lavished, as well as the trained
skill of Ireland. Leinster’s ducal palace was taken as a
model for the White House of Washington. Chimney-
pieces of the period are even still ripped out of old houses
in decayed streets, and fetch enormous prices in London
marts. Whilst a viceroy had established the order of the
Knights of St. Patrick to divert the minds of the nobility
from “speculative subjects,” Lord Charlemont founded the
Royal Irish academy for the encouragement of science,
polite literature, and the study of antiquities. The Irish
Parliament gave it a generous grant; and, by liberal sub-
sidies, encouraged the Dublin Society to foster and develop
the industrial arts and improve the agriculture of the island.

Not only did the provincial cities share in the general
good fortune, but, in various rural places, medicinal spas
came into vogue and attracted a fashionable concourse in the
season. Field sports were a common passion, and hospi-
tality a universal virtue. Nor should it be inferred, from
the grievances mentioned, that the state of the peasantry
was inferior to what it has been of later years. It is no
exaggeration to say that in some respects it was superior.*

This statement is fully borne out by the recorded
regular and rapid increase of agriculture, owing to which,
in the account of the interchange of cereals with Great
Britain for the ten years following 1780, Ireland had a
balance in her favour of nearly £1,500,000, according
to the English official statement{ This was due to
a well-arranged system of bounties, which, controlling

* Freehold leases (commonly leases for lives and thirty-one years) were
universal amongst Protestants, and were extended to Catholics when they
obtained the electoral franchise. The landlords generally desired to appear at
the head of a prosperous tenantry, especially during the time of the volunteers.
I well recollect,” wrote the late Lord Rosse, ‘‘the glowing terms in which
several old people were wont to speak of the plenty in their younger days—
bread, meat, and the best of ale being the ordinary peasants’ fare” (Lord
Rosse, ¢ Relations of Landlord and Tenant,” 1870).

t ¢ Parliamentary Debates,” vol. xi. p. 424, e seg.
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the cost of inland carriage, brought the market to the
farmer’s door, and, securing him a constant home demand,
gave encouragement to create a surplus for export. The
bounty system was better devised and carried out with
more effective care in Ireland than in Britain. Whilst
British witnesses complained of the frauds, perjuries, and
scandalous abuses which, during the entire existence of the
Irish Parliament, destroyed the repute of British-cured
herrings abroad, they testified that the Irish article always
fetched a much higher price because of its unimpeachable
character.* The Irish exports of beef and bacon were
similarly esteemed for their excellence. The English
inspector-general of imports and exports quoted the wis-
dom and sound policy which led Virginia and Maryland
to suffer no tobacco to be exported which had not under-
gone thorough inspection. “The same system of policy,”
he added, “has been adopted in Ireland, with respect to
beef and pork ; and I believe both countries are in no small
degree indebted to this regulation for the superior quality,
character, and price which their respective staple commodi-
ties bear in every part of the world.” +

* ¢¢Reports on British Fisheries,” vol. x.
t ¢“Reports from Committees on the State of the British Herring Fisheries,”

vol. x. Minutes of evidence of Mr. J. Irving, inspector-general of the imports
and exports of Great Britain, June, 1798.
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The question of right was ultimately waived, and the ques-
tion of procedure entered on. Mr. Fox and Lord Rawdon
proposed that an address of both Houses should be
presented to the prince, praying him to take upon himself,
as regent, the administration of the executive Government,
in the king’s name. This would have made him regent
without restrictions ; but Mr. Pitt wanted restrictions. He
proposed to proceed by Bill. The restrictions forbade
the regent to create a single peer (except such of the royal
family as came of age) ; to grant any office in reversion, or
any pension or place for life, except such as were by their
nature life-places.

In Ireland, the intelligence of the king’s malady caused
great political excitement. It was hoped that an arbitrary
and odious oligarchy would be thrown out of power.
During and after November, in anticipation of a general
election, associations of electors were formed, bound not to
vote for any candidate who should not pledge himself to
their test; namely, a percentage tax on the property of
absentees, a settlement or commutation of tithes, restoration
of the sailcloth manufacture, protective duties, a limitation
of the pension list (then £8,000 above the English list),
and reform in the representation of the people* Grattan
and Charlemont, who had been in communication with the
English Whigs, were assured that the incoming Whig ad-
ministration would grant the required redress of grievances.
The Castle, however, had orders to obtain a majority for the
registration of Pitt’s decision. Utrgent efforts were made
to bribe and intimidate. British gold was ready to flow in ;
offers of place, pension, and dignity were thrust on members
for acceptance. Curran was offered a judgeship, with
prospect of a peerage.f He rejected the offer on principle,
and stood not alone. The great landed interests, the Duke
of Leinster, Lords Shannon, Tyrone, and others, took up
an independent attitude. The Ponsonbys left the viceroy.
Ministers convened Parliament on February 5, 1789, but
were beaten by a majority of 128 to 74 on an amendment

* Plowden, vol. ii. p. 228.
t ¢¢Curran’s Life,” by his son, vol. i. p. 240. 1819.
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of Grattan’s, fixing an earlier day for the consideration of
the regency question than ministers had proposed.

The subsequent action of Parliament has been strangely
misread, as something peculiarly Irish and antagonistic to
Britain. In simple. truth, it was the British battle trans-
ferred to Dublin, with the Whigs made triumphant. The
secretary, Mr. Fitzherbert (Lord St. Helens), officially
proposed Pitt’s mode of procedure—a Bill with restrictions.
Grattan declared that the two Houses could always proceed
by address, but a Bill, involving legislation, supposed a
third estate, ready to act, and that estate was then incapable.
By address the regent might be appointed, and by sub-
sequent Act his power could be circumscribed ; the office
should last during the king’s illness, but with plenary regal
power. The attorney-general objected to this, on the plea
that they should follow Great Britain implicitly in imperial
matters, with a warning threat that difference might “drive
them to a union,” and that “ sober men, who had estates to
lose, would soon become sick of independence.” Yet he
declared he abominated the idea of restricting the prince
regent in making peers and grants; such a difference he was
ready to endorse, and to accord the plenitude of power, but
“in God’s name let it be done by Bill.” Stranger still, the
secretary of state himself arose to declare that he dissented
from his colleagues, and considered that the appointment
should be made by address, and could not be done by Act
of Parliament. Thus the action of the Irish Parliament
was in complete conformity with the convictions of the
English Whigs and had the sanction of the Tory secretary
of state for Ireland.* It was far more consonant with sound
constitutional doctrine than the views either of Fox or of
Pitt.

The viceroy, however, refused to act. In this crisis the
Irish Parliament proceeded with a grave dignity worthy
of the occasion ; it adjourned, in order that nothing should
be said hastily, The viceroy’s conduct was subsequently

* Ten years later, to ensure perfect harmony, the patriot party proposed a
Bill enacting that the Regent of England should, Zpso facfo, be Regent of
Ireland.
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censured, whilst a committee of Lords and Commons was
appointed to present the address to the prince which Parlia-
ment had prepared. There was some danger of the Par-
liament being prematurely prorogued. Hence Grattan,
proposed a short money Bill of two months. The attorney-
general, fuming with rage, blurted out his recollection of
a previous prorogation, and his remembrance that, when
Parliament next met, it had voted the Lord-Lieutenant* an
address of thanks, which (as virtually admitted) had cost
the nation half a million of money. With oblique innuendo,
readily understood, he added that he would oppose measures
“which might lead to an address that would cost them half
a million.”

His conduct throughout the debates was characteristic
of the administration which drove the country into revolt.
Adverting to the round robin, by which members of both
houses strove to guard their Parliamentary independence
from executive punishment and corruption, he outrageously
denounced it as Whiteboyism, and insultingly declared that
outsiders guilty of it would be flogged. Nor did he fail to
fall back upon the insecurity of the Act of Settlement, in
order to frighten the estated men of Ireland. His language
was that of an incendiary. Affecting for the occasion a
sentiment of historic justice, he declared that “the ancient
nobility and gentry of this kingdom have been hardly
treated. The Act by which most of us hold our estates
was an Act of Violence, .an Act subverting the first
principles of the common law in England and Ireland. I
speak,” he said, “of the Act of Settlement ; that the gentle-
men may know the extent to which that summary con-
fiscation has gone, I will tell them that every acre of land
that pays quit-rent to the Crown is held by title derived
under the Act of Settlement.” It is evident that one of
the methods of misrule, then and long afterwards current,
was the unscrupulous art of sowing fears and dissensions
between different classes of the community.

The Speaker, on March 2, 1789, communicated the
gracious reply of the prince to the delegates, which

* Lord Townshend.
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contained news of the king’s recovery. The administration
regained its majority, bribed unblushingly, and carried out its
scheme of coarse revenge against the independent members.
Three earls were, made marquises ; four viscounts earls;
two lords viscounts; seven commoners lords. Amongst
these was Mr. Stewart, so prominent amongst the volun-
teers, now Lord Londonderry. Fitzgibbon, now a baron,
was appointed lord chancellor. Vengeance, on the other
hand, struck from office the secretary, Fitzherbert; the
Earl of Shannon, vice-treasurer; the Duke of Leinster,
master of the rolls; the two Ponsonbys, and eleven other
independent gentlemen. Their offices, worth £20,000, were
taken from them and conferred on pliant creatures of
the Castle. Furthermore, the pension list was burthened
with £13,040 more.* Nor was this all; by splitting up
offices, creating or enriching sinecures, endowing nominal
posts, an additional charge of 42800 a year was imposed,
Then, in June, having accomplished his work of infamy,
the king’s viceroy left the country, like a conscious crimi-
nal, taking by-ways, and stealing off from a private
gentieman’s villa near the capital.

As a criminal he was denounced when Parliament met, in
January, 1790, with Lord Westmorland as viceroy. Grattan,
on February 20, took a bold step. Reciting the instances
of corruption, he observed that these supplied grounds for
dismissing the guilty ministers, not for personal punishment.
But they had gone further. The sale of honours was one
impeachable offence ; the Duke of Buckingham, in the reign
of Charles I., had been impeached for it in England. Worse
still had been done in Ireland ; money arising from the sale
was applied to mode! the House of Commons—another im-
peachable offence. He therefore moved for a committee
of investigation. “We pledge ourselves to convict them,”
he said; “we dare them to go into an inquiry. We do
not affect to treat them as other than public malefactors ;
we speak to them in a style of the most mortifying and
humiliating defiance; we pronounce them to be public
criminals. Will they deny the charge ?”

* Commons Journal, vol. xiii. Appendix, p. 271.
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IV.
THE FRANCHISE ACT OF 1703.

To poison the founts of honour and legislation, as the
Government had notoriously done, necessarily entailed a
paralysis of their influence. Many of the more ardent
minds turned away in hopeless disgust, and began to look
in other directions for redress of grievances and a purification
of Parliament. The example of the American Republic
seemed to realize an ideal of a clean Government, formed
by the people, and now the great tidal wave of popular
liberty had rolled back upon the old world and swept the
Bastille and the system it typified from the soil of France.
Through the conduct of their Governments, the inhabitants
of Ireland have been rendered always keenly susceptible to
foreign influences, and at this period the ideas and actions
of the French excited the utmost interest and sympathy.
Thisfeeling prevailed not so much amongst the kindred Celts
of the southern provinces as amongst the Protestant artisans
of the capital and the Dissenters of the north, where the
seed of republicanism germinated readily. The time was
one of organization ; the people began to group together in
association ; clubs were formed and multiplied. The Par-
liamentary opposition, not yet despairing of their methods,
supplemented their work within the chambers by that of
the Whig Club without, founded in June, 1789, and in-
tended to be the rallying centre of Irish Liberals, whilst
keeping in touch with the English Whigs. The list of
members was representative of colonial Liberalism.*

* The club included one archbishop (Tuam), two bishops, fourteen noble-
men, Chief Baron Yelverton, and many commoners of position—all pledged to
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Parliament was dissolved in April, 1790, and the new
assembly met in July for a fortnight. Notwithstanding
their energy, the patriots had been unable to add much to
their strength, returning with little over four score—all the
menaced minions of the Castle having fought desperately
for their mess of corruption, backed by the entire influence
of Government. When Parliament opened in January, 1791,
every motion for reform was resisted by the Government,
and beaten by the brute force of its mercenary phalanx.

Outside the precincts of Parliament, other and greater
forces were at work. It is calculated that the Episco-
palian colonists, at this period, formed but one-tenth of the
population, whilst possessing five-sixths of the land, and
monopolizing the Government. A small section only of these
were Whigs. The Dissenting colonists, chiefly found in
Ulster, were twice as numerous. Subject to various restric-
tions, less wealthy and more democratic, their aspirations
went beyond the circle of aristocratic Whiggery. Out-
side the pale were seven-tenths of the population of
Ireland, the elder natives who professed the Catholic faith.
“The Catholics,” wrote Thomas Addis Emmet, “loved
Ireland with enthusiasm, not only as their country, but as
the partner of their calamities. To the actual interference
of England, or to its immediate influence, they ascribed
their sufferings, civil or religious, with those of their fore-
fathers. Hereditary hatred, therefore, and sense of injury
had always conspired with national pride and patriotism
to make them adverse to that country, and enemies to
British connection.” * Their peasants were racked and
ground to the dust ; but several, by excessive parsimony, had
accumulated money, chiefly in cattle-dealing. Their fisher-
men were active, and some earned profits as “ fair traders ;”
whilst their merchants grew wealthy by their enterprise and
the cause of reform, and bound by the following declaration :—‘“ And we further
declare that, as far as in us lies, we will endeavour to preserve to this country,
in all time to come, a Parliament of her own, residing within this realm, and
exclusively invested with all Parliamentary privileges and power” (‘*‘ Memoir
of Grattan,” vol. iii. p. 435, note).

* MacNeven’s ““ Pieces of Irish History,” Essay by T. A. Emmet, p. 12.
Dornin. New York: 1807,



1790—2.] COMPONENTS OF COMMUNITY. 125

superior knowledge of foreign countries, to which their sons
were forced to go for education. Some nobles still remained
amongst them, but they belonged chiefly to Anglo-Irish
families, never very patriotic, and now subdued in soul.
The high-spirited nobles and chiefs of the old nation could
not brook the penal code, but sought the Continent, where,
in Spain, France, Italy, Russia, Prussia, and Austria, they
rose to the highest positions as soldiers and statesmen to
which subjects might attain. Nay,in the New World they
gave viceroys to Chili, Peru, and Mexico ; and, for a season,
governors to the captured isles of Grenada, St. Eustatia,
and St. Christopher. They gave the United States army
its first quartermaster-general, and their navy its founder
and first commodore.

Seven-tenths of the people though they were, they
could not prevail on a single member to present a petition,
however humble, to Parliament in 1790. Their committee,
now a score of years old, with sturdy John Keogh at its
head, resolved that, since neither Castle nor senate would
deign to listen, they should turn their attention to the
masters of both in London. Keogh returned from London
with news that justified his action : Mr. Pitt’s ministry would
not object if the Irish Parliament should open to Irish
Catholics the profession of the law, or render them eligible
to be county magistrates, grand jurors, or sheriffs. Further,
the general committee, on January 14, 1792, struck Lord
Kenmare off the list of the Parliamentary sub-committee.
Lords Fingall, Gormanstown, and others, to the number of
sixty-eight, were induced by the Castle to publish their
resolutions (which had been negatived in committee); but
the Catholics, in nearly all the towns and counties, rallied
to the support of their committee. This caused a general
discussion of the question at issue, and Protestant reformers
saw, with surprise and pleasure, that the Catholics whom
they had regarded as passive instruments in the hands
of their superiors, were the first in the field of democratic
action.*

The intimation from London was effective. Sir Her-

* MacNeven’s * Pieces of Irish History,” Essay by T. A. Emmet, p. 23.
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cules Langrishe, always an enemy to the penal code, and
now a confidant of the Government, introduced a timid bill
on February 4, which opened the bar, to the rank of king’s
counsel, and permitted intermarriage with Protestants, if
celebrated by a Protestant clergyman ; but if a Protestant
married a Catholic wife, he should still be disfranchised,
and if a priest celebrated, he should still be subject to the
penalty of death, and the marriage annulled. Catholics
needed no longer to seek permission from the Protestant
clergyman to teach a school, and might take apprentices.
By the organ of their committee, however, the Catholics
asserted their claims to better terms. Belfast petitioned in
their favour ; but Parliament contemptuously rejected both
the petitions. During the debate, Colonel Hutchinson
testified that Mr. Byrne paid £100,000 a year duty to
the revenue, Mr. Egan that other signatories were among
the foremost merchants of the city ; and it has been esti-
mated that the Catholic Committee represented at least
one million of money.* Langrishe’s Bill was read a third
time on February 24, 1792, and passed. It could not con-
tent a population desiring freedom. The Catholic com-
mittee, nothing daunted by the rejection of their petition,
nor dismayed by the storm of abuse directed against them,
by directions from the Castle oligarchy, through cor-
porations and grand juries, on behalf of the Protestant
Ascendency, pressed forward with courage. They spent
money liberally, engaged the best talent to be had, having
the good fortune to enrol as secretary, first Richard
Burke, son of Edmund Burke, and then a briefless young
barrister, named Wolfe Tone, subsequently made famous
by his organizing ability, literary genius, and advanced
patriotism. They obtained declarations from the Catholic

* The possession of wealth by the Catholics had, in previous days, helped
to liberalize the laws as regards land-letting. Just before 1769 exchange rose
to ten per cent. ; merchants could not get their bills discounted. ‘‘ Gentle-
men of estates labour under great difficulties in raising of money upon landed
security, insomuch that they began to think of relaxing some of the popery
laws, with respect to allowing Papists to take real or landed securities under
certain restrictions, to induce them to bring money into the kingdom” (‘ A
List of Absentees,” etc., Faulkner, p. 40, note. 1783).
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universities of the Continent, demonstrating the falsity of
the doctrines imputed to Catholics by their foes. They
published a digest of the Popery laws, drawn up in plain
language by the Hon. Simon Butler, which rudely por-
trayed the rack on which the Catholics were still tortured,
in every phase of life. Take the right of self-defence, for
instance, the law forbade it to the Catholic. An Irish
Catholic might rise abroad to be field-marshal (a rank which
seven did attain in Austria); if he landed in Ireland, he
could not wear a sword—a Protestant beggar might pluck
it from him in the street ; the house in which he lived might
be searched by day or by night. His Catholic host or hostess
might be summoned to inform on him; if they refused
they were subject to £300 fine, or flogging and the pillory,
if noble ; if not noble, to £50 fine and a year’s imprison-
ment, if not flogged. For a second offence they were out-
lawed, and their goods forfeited. Raids for arms were being
continually made, in parts of the country, owing to the
existence of this law, so that it was not obselete.

The Catholics, in the midst of all the uproar, called a
convention, voted at elections of delegates throughout the
country, and held, for the first time since the Revolution, a
public meeting, in a hall too small for their numbers, all
larger ones being refused them.* ‘ All the speeches on
that occasion,” observes Emmet, “but particularly the
able and argumentative declamation of Mr. Keogh, the
classic and cultivated eloquence of Dr. Ryan, filled their
Ascendency opponents with mortification and surprise.” {
The convention concurred with their Ulster allies in
adopting resolutions asking for complete repeal of the
penal code, and it resolved to send to the King in London
an address, which was signed by Archbishop Troy on
behalf of the bishops, for the policy of the committee had
triumphed. The committee appointed their own delegates.
Tone, a Protestant, accompanied them as secretary.}

* Hay, ¢ History of the Irish Rebellion.”

t ¢¢Essay on Irish History,” p. 34.

1 Major Edward Sweetman, another Protestant, sat upon the committee
as a delegate, elected by the Catholics of Wexford (Ibid., p. 40).
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The Catholic deputation, on their way to London, were
induced to make a dézour through Belfast, by the fervour
of their northern sympathizers., There an occurrence took
place marvellous to minds who know that town’s later
history of discord and bloodshed. The principal Pro-
testants of Belfast called upon the Dublin delegates to
welcome them, and as the Catholic deputies were depart-
ing, the Protestant populace took the horses from their
carriages, and drew them through the streets amidst the
most intense enthusiasm. The Catholics responded with
deep delight, and pledged themselves to maintain that
fraternal union which was the strength and honour of
Ireland.* Grattan was in London, working in their cause.
He found that the Dublin oligarchs had written over to
prejudice their case, by declaring that the Catholics were
armed and in a state of rebellion in Ireland. However, he
believed that, owing to the condition of Europe, the
ministers would yield them their own terms.f Hutchinson,
Forbes, Curran, Doyle, and Lord Moira especially, gave
welcome aid. The British ministers, instead of giving a
rebuff, as the Castle wished, showed them favour, and the
King himself received them most graciously.} The former
were probably not unwilling to appear to assume the 74/ of
protecting friends ; and the latter hoped that the Catholics
would, as in France, form a barrier to the revolutionary or
Jacobinical spirit of the time.

When the Irish Parliament assembled in January, 1793,
the viceroy was obliged to state that he had it in particular
command from his Majesty to recommend them to consider
measures for the promotion of concord ; and, as one, to give
a serious consideration to the situation of his Catholic sub-
jects. The order from London went like an electric shock
through the whole Ascendency faction, from the viceroy, the

* ¢ Essay on Irish History,” p. 40.

t Memoirs, vol. iv. p. 73 ; Plowden, vol. ii. p. 388.

I The Catholic Committee, on the return of the deputation, voted £2000
for a statue to the king; £1500, with a gold medal value thirty guineas, to
Wolfe Tone ; £1500 to W. Todd Jones; 4500 to Simon Butler for his Digest ;
and a piece of plate, value one hundred guineas, to the Catholic delegates, who
had refused to accept their expenses (Plowden, vol. ii. p. 393).
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lord chancellor, the secretary, and Mr. Speaker Foster, down
to the no-surrendering corporators. It paralyzed every
objection, silenced every braggart, and all, with more or
less grimacing, swallowed the proposals they had pledged
life and fortune to resist. The secretary himself, who, a year
ago, spurned the petition of the Catholics for the franchise,
now, wheeling round like a puppet, made a speech, offering
them—(1) the electoral franchise; (2) the right of voting
for civic magistrates ; (3) the privilege of becoming grand
jurors ; (4) that, sitting as petty jurors, they should be no
longer challenged for faith, when a Protestant and Catholic
were in litigation; (5) the power to endow a college and
schools ; (6) the right to carry arms, when possessed of
certain property; (7) the right to sit as magistrates, and
to hold civil and military offices and places of trust under
certain qualifications. They were enabled to take degrees
in the university, and to occupy chairs in colleges yet to
be founded. Duigenan, a rancorous renegade Catholic,
and Ogle, were the only members who opposed the intro-
duction of the Bill.

By a consistent continuance in this new policy of re-
form, Pitt could have rendered Ireland the stronghold of the
empire. The Irish Brigade had ceased to exist as a separate
entity in 1791, when the National Assembly placed it on
the same footing as the French regiments. Afterwards,
some of the Irish officers placed their swords at the service
of the Republic ; but others, adhering to the fallen dynasty,
emigrated, and were granted British commissions, and a
new brigade of six regiments was formed. The clergy
were alarmed at 'the excesses on the Continent, and dis-
played their abhorrence of “French principles.” For the
Irish Catholic nation the attraction of France diminished,
and might have died out had the Dublin Parliament been
allowed or induced to reform itself. Prince Charles Edward
had ceased to exist, and with him the Jacobite hopes, whilst
a friendlier feeling grew up towards England and George
III. The Dissenters and Protestant reformers desired to
grant at once to the Catholics all they could wish. Thus to
content and confirm the alliance of over nine-tenths of the

K
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inhabitants, nothing was required but perseverance in a
wise and honourable policy. Such a policy, to be effective,
should not have been obviously dependent on the caprice of
ministers, but should have been allowed to operate as a
principle through the organ of a purified Parliament. As
it was, the reformers gained some points. The Responsi-
bility Bill was passed, bringing the signatories of money
warrants under control of Parliament. The King could
no longer dispose of the money alone, and the so-called
hereditary revenue was voted annually. The Pension Bill
was passed, excluding from Parliament all future pensioners
at will or for years, and making the total amount reducible
to £80,000, from the sum of £120,000, to which corrup-
tion had raised it. The Place Bill was passed, excluding
revenue officers, and vacating the seats of members who
should henceforth accept Government situations. These
Acts had long been secured in England, and long de-
manded in vain in Ireland. In Ireland, improbable as it
might seem, the purificatory Place Act was perverted to
the promotion of corruption. With these was enacted
Grattan’s Bill to encourage the reclamation of waste lands
by exemption from tithes for seven years.

But the old Ascendency junto, at the Castle, were not
done with. They had tried their worst to mislead, prejudice,
and alarm that Cabinet, and being defeated, they resented
that defeat.

They immediately endeavoured to justify their position
by methods now old, but not forgotten. They obtained, in
1793, from a secret committee of the Lords (duly packed),
a report against armed volunteers, conventions, and
Catholic committeemen, whom it sought to mix up with
agrarian rioters. No project on the latter plea could be
carried out, owing to the King’s action. But they opened
their mines against the volunteers by a Gunpowder Bill *
which not only forbade the importation of arms and
ammunition (its ostensible object), but the removal or
keeping of gunpowder, arms, and ammunition without a
licence (its real object). The Convention Act was passed

* 33 Geo. IIL. c. 2.
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V.

THE OLIVE BRANCH—LORD FITZWILLIAM.

THERE came a rumour of glad tidings to the troubled
country. The Castle junto which had misruled the people
and discredited the Government was to be displaced,* the
viceroy removed, and a representative ministry once more
to occupy the Castle. Several causes contributed to the
change. The statements of the junto had been so com-
pletely falsified that no weight could attach to their
opinions, whilst their rule was not producing peace, but
irritation. Penal laws had been repealed, but the victims
were still made “to experience many of the evils of a pro-
scription,” through “the ill-disposition of the magistrate.” {
It was urgent that the fruits of the concession should not
be so lost, for democratic ideas were spreading through the
masses in the three kingdoms, and Jacobinical societies mul-
tiplying in England. Their text-book was Paine’s “ Rights
of Man,” and their intention to abolish monarchy, aristo-
cracy, and other establishments.} Their proposed conven-
tion was stopped by the arrest of its secretaries, against
whom the Middlesex grand jury found a true bill; but the
petty jury acquitted them, amid popular applause. The
Habeas Corpus Act was thereupon suspended in May, 1794.

* ¢ The junto in Ireland entirely governs the Castle; and the Castle, by its
representations of the country, entirely governs the people here” (Letter of
- Edmund Burke to his son, November 2, 1792).

t Burke to Grattan, September 3, 1794.

1 Report from the Committee of Secrecy, by Mr. Secretary Dundas, March
15, ¥799.
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Then the news from the Continent was growing more
ominous. The transient triumphs of the previous spring
had been replaced by disasters ; and now came news from
Tournay that on the 18th the allies had been routed, the
Duke of York narrowly escaping. Next came the cata-
strophe of Fleurus, and the conquest of part of the Low
Countries by the Fren<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>